“Why Do More Educated People
Tend to Deny the Existence of
God?"”

Why do you suppose that the more highly educated a person
becomes, the less likely they are to believe in a God?

What a great question!!

In my “wisdom journal,” I have recorded this insight from Dr.
Peter Kreeft, professor at Boston College:

Intellectuals resist faith longer because they can: where
ordinary people are helpless before the light, intellectuals
are clever enough to spin webs of darkness around their minds
and hide in them. That’s why only Ph.D.s believe any of the
100 most absurd ideas 1in the world (such as Absolute
Relativism, or the Objective Truth of Subjectivism, of the
Meaningfulness of Meaninglessness and the Meaninglessness of
Meaning, which is the best definition of Deconstructionism I
know) .

I loved the timing of your question. My husband just returned
from his fifth year of teaching Christian worldview to
hundreds of school teachers in Liberia, West Africa. The vast
majority of the teachers have no more than a middle school
education. When explaining the three major
worldviews—atheism/naturalism, pantheism and theism—he has
discovered that most of these teachers are flabbergasted that
anyone would deny that there is a God. They have lived their
whole lives permeated by the spiritual, so when they learned
that some people deny the existence of God, that didn’t make
sense. Even in their traditional African religion (animism),
embracing the spiritual was as natural as breathing.
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So glad you wrote.
Sue Bohlin

P.S. I have observed this same phenomenon Dr. Kreeft notes—of
higher intelligence, often reflected in higher
education—appearing in those who embrace and celebrate
homosexuality as normal and natural. It takes a higher degree
of mental acumen to be able to do the mental gymnastics it
takes to avoid the clear and simple truth that “the parts
don’t fit.” Not physically, and not psychologically.

© 2008 Probe Ministries

There 1is a God

In his 2008 article, Dr. Michael Gleghorn examines some of the
arguments and evidence that led Antony Flew, the world’s most
notorious atheist, to change his mind about God. Dr. Flew died
in April 2010. To our knowledge, he never entered into a
saving faith in Jesus Christ. That is a point of great sorrow
for us at Probe.

A Much-Maligned Convert

I remember how astonished I was when I first heard
the news of his “conversion.” In 2004, longtime
British atheist philosopher Antony Flew publicly
announced that he now believed in God! I could
hardly believe it. Professor Flew had been an atheist for the
greater part of his life and, until 2004, his entire academic
career. As the "“author of over thirty professional
philosophical works,” he “helped set the agenda for atheism
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for half a century.”{1} But then, in 2004, at the age of
eighty-one, he changed his mind!

As one might expect, the reaction to
Flew’s announcement varied widely.

| WINAER G TAE CRRISITANTY 180AT 80K AYARD
Theists naturally welcomed the news that
one of the most important atheistic THERE
philosophers of the past century had | IS
come to believe in God. Skeptics and &
atheists, on the other hand, made little GOD
effort to conceal their contempt. How the world's
Richard Dawkins characterized Flew'’s Mosh no¥oriony AtEALEY

conversion as a kind of apostasy from SR

the atheistic faith and implied that his
“old age” likely had something to do

with it.{2} Others suggested that the

elderly Flew was trying to hedge his bets, fearful of the
negative reception he might have in the afterlife. And Mark
Oppenheimer, in an article for The New York Times, argued that
Flew had been exploited by Christians and that he hadn’t even
written the recent book that tells the story of his
“conversion.”{3} That book, There Is A God: How the World’s
Most Notorious Atheist Changed His Mind, is the subject of
this article.

By his own admission, the eighty-four-year-old Flew suffers
from “nominal aphasia” and has difficulty recalling names.
Nevertheless, it’s quite unfair to insinuate that his belief
in God is due to something like senility. He may have problems
with his short-term memory, but he’'s still capable of
explaining what he believes and why. In the introduction to
his book he responds to the charge that he now believes in God
because of what might await him in the afterlife by pointing
out that he doesn’t even believe in an afterlife! “I do not
think of myself ‘surviving’ death,” he explains.{4} The charge
that Flew didn’t actually write his book is also misleading.
While it’'s true that he didn’'t physically type the words, the
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content was based upon his previous writings, as well as
personal correspondence and interviews with Mr. Varghese. In
other words, the ideas in the book accurately represent the
views of Professor Flew, even if he didn’t type the text. With
that in mind, let’s now take a closer look at some of the
arguments and evidence that led “the world’s most notorious
atheist” to change his mind about God.

Did Something Come from Nothing?

In a chapter entitled “Did Something Come From Nothing?” Flew
addresses issues surrounding the origin of the universe. Is
the universe eternal, or did it have a beginning? And if it
had a beginning, then how should we account for it?

Flew observes that in his book The Presumption of Atheism,
which was written while he was still an atheist, he had argued
that “we must take the universe itself and 1its most
fundamental laws as themselves ultimate.” {5} He simply didn’t
see any reason to think that the universe pointed to some
“transcendent reality” beyond itself.{6} After all, if the
universe has always existed, then there may simply be no point
in looking for any explanation why.

However, as the Big Bang model of the origin of the universe
became increasingly well-established among contemporary
cosmologists, Flew began to reconsider the matter. That'’s
because the Big Bang theory implies that the universe is not
eternal, but that it rather had a beginning. And as Flew
observes, “If the universe had a beginning, it became entirely
sensible, almost inevitable, to ask what produced this

beginning.”{7}

Of course, many scientists and philosophers felt quite
uncomfortable about what a universe with a beginning might
imply about the existence of God. In order to avoid the
absolute beginning of the universe, an event which seems to



smack of some sort of supernatural creation, they proposed a
variety of models that were consistent with the notion that
the universe had existed forever. Unfortunately, all these
models essentially suffer from the same problem. When
carefully examined, it turns out that they can’t avoid the
absolute beginning of the universe. Thus, according to Stephen
Hawking, “Almost everyone now believes that the universe, and
time itself, had a beginning at the Big Bang.”{8}

Reflecting upon his initial encounter with the Big Bang theory
while he was still an atheist, Flew writes, “it seemed to me
the theory made a big difference because it suggested that the
universe had a beginning and that the first sentence 1in
Genesis (‘In the beginning, God created the heavens and the
earth’) was related to an event in the universe.”{9} He
concludes his discussion by noting that “the universe 1is
something that begs an explanation.”{10} He now believes that
the best explanation is to be found in a supernatural creative
act of God. Interestingly enough, this view finds dramatic
confirmation in the exquisite “fine-tuning” of our universe
which allows for the existence of intelligent life.

Did the Universe Know We Were Coming?

Flew observes that “the laws of nature seem to have been
crafted so as to move the universe toward the emergence and
sustenance of life.”{11} Just how carefully crafted are these
laws? According to British physicist Paul Davies, even
exceedingly small changes in either the gravitational or
electromagnetic force “would have spelled disaster for stars
like the sun, thereby precluding the existence of
planets.”{12} Needless to say, without planets you and I
wouldn’t be here to marvel at how incredibly fine-tuned these
constants are. The existence of complex, intelligent life
depends on these fundamental constants having been fine-tuned
with a precision that wvirtually “defies human
comprehension.”{13}



So how is the observed fine-tuning to be explained? Flew notes
that most scholars opt either for divine design or for what
might be called the “multiverse” hypothesis. According to this
hypothesis, our universe is just one of many others, “with the
difference that ours happened to have the right conditions for

life.”{14}

So which of these two theories best explains the amazing fine-
tuning of our universe? Flew correctly observes that “there is
currently no evidence in support of a multiverse. It remains a
speculative idea.”{15} The fact that multiple universes are
logically possible does absolutely nothing to prove that they
actually exist. Indeed, the multiverse hypothesis appears to
be at odds with the widely recognized principle of Ockham’s
razor. This principle says that when we’re confronted with two
explanations of the same thing, we “should prefer the one that
is simpler, that is, the one that uses the fewest number of
entities . . . to explain the thing in question.”{16}

Now clearly in the case before us, the theory of divine
design, which posits only one entity to explain the observed
fine-tuning of our universe, is much simpler than the
multiverse hypothesis, which posits a potentially infinite
number of entities to explain the same thing! The philosopher
Richard Swinburne likely had Ockham’s razor in mind when he
wrote, “It 1is crazy to postulate a trillion (causally
unconnected) universes to explain the features of one
universe, when postulating one entity (God) will do the

job.”{17}

The observed fine-tuning of our universe 1s one more reason
why Antony Flew now believes there is a God. And as we’ll see
next, the mystery of life’s origin is yet another.

How Did Life Go Live?

One of the reasons consistently cited by Flew for changing his



mind about the existence of God has to do with the almost
insuperable difficulties facing the various naturalistic
theories of the origin of life. In particular, Flew observes,
there is a fundamental philosophical question that has not
been answered, namely, “How can a universe of mindless matter
produce beings with intrinsic ends, self-replication
capabilities, and ‘coded chemistry’?”{18}

When considering the origin of life from non-living matter,
it’s crucially important to note a fundamental difference
between the two. “Living matter possesses an inherent

end-centered organization that is nowhere present in the
matter that preceded it.”{19} For example, lifeless rocks do
not give evidence of goal-directed behavior, but living
creatures do. Among the various goals one might list, living
beings seek to preserve and reproduce themselves.

This 1leads naturally to the second difficulty, namely,
providing a purely naturalistic account of the origin of
organisms that are able to reproduce themselves. As
philosopher David Conway points out, without this ability “it
would not have been possible for different species to emerge
through random mutation and natural selection.” Since
different species can’t emerge from organisms that can’t
reproduce themselves, one can’'t claim that self-reproduction
emerged through the evolutionary process. Conway concludes
that such difficulties “provide us with reason for doubting
that it is possible to account for existent life-forms
without recourse to design.”{20}

The final difficulty Flew raises concerns a purely
naturalistic origin of “coded chemistry.” Scientists have
discovered that the genetic code functions exactly like a
language.{21} But as the mathematician David Berlinski asks,
“Can the origins of a system of coded chemistry be explained
in a way that makes no appeal whatever to the kinds of facts
that we otherwise invoke to explain codes and languages?”{22}
In other words, if every other code and language we’'re aware



of results from intelligence, then why think the genetic code
is any different? As physicist Paul Davies muses, “The problem
of how meaningful . . . information can emerge spontaneously
from a collection of mindless molecules subject to blind and
purposeless forces presents a deep conceptual challenge.”{23}

Ultimately, such challenges became too much for Flew. He
concludes his discussion of these difficulties by noting, “The
only satisfactory explanation for the origin of such ‘end-
directed, self-replicating’ life as we see on earth is an
infinitely intelligent Mind.” {24}

The Self-Revelation of God in Human
History

In a fascinating appendix to his book, Flew has a dialogue
with prominent New Testament scholar N.T. Wright about Jesus.
Although Flew is not a Christian and continues to be skeptical
about the claims for Jesus’ bodily resurrection, he
nonetheless asserts that this claim “is more impressive than
any by the religious competition.”{25} But why is this? And
what sort of evidence is there for the resurrection of Jesus?
This is one of the questions to which N.T. Wright responds in
his dialogue with Flew.

Although we can only scratch the surface of this discussion,
Wright makes two points that are especially worth mentioning:
the historicity of the empty tomb and the post-mortem
appearances of Jesus. But why think these events actually
happened as the Gospels claim? Because, says Wright, if the
tomb were empty, but there were no appearances, everyone would
have concluded that the tomb had been robbed. “They would
never have talked about resurrection, if all that had happened
was an empty tomb.”{26}

On the other hand, suppose the disciples saw appearances of
Jesus after His crucifixion. Would this have convinced them of



His resurrection if His tomb were not empty? No, says Wright.
The disciples knew all about “hallucinations and ghosts and
visions. Ancient literature-Jewish and pagan alike—is full of
such things.”{27} So long as Jesus’ body was still in the
tomb, the disciples would never have believed, much less
publicly proclaimed, that He had been raised from the dead.
This would have struck them as self-evidently absurd. For
these and other reasons, Wright concludes that the empty tomb
and appearances of Jesus are historical facts that need to be
reckoned with. The question then becomes, “How does one
account for these facts? What is the best explanation?”

Wright concludes that, as a historian, the best explanation is
that “Jesus really was raised from the dead,” just as the
disciples proclaimed. This is clearly a sufficient explanation
of Jesus’ empty tomb and post-mortem appearances. But Wright
goes even further. “Having examined all the other possible
hypotheses,” he writes, “I think it’s also a necessary
explanation.” {28}

How does Flew respond to this claim? Asking whether divine
revelation in history is really possible, he notes that “you
cannot limit the possibilities of omnipotence except to
produce the logically impossible. Everything else is open to
omnipotence.”{29} Flew has indeed come a long way from his
former atheist views. For those of us who are Christians, we
can pray that he might come further still.
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“It's OK to Patronize Pro-
Atheism Films to Provoke
Christians to Action”

Regarding The Golden Compass, I agree, age-appropriate viewing
along with informed parental guidance is required for the
film, but I personally don’t have a problem spending my money
on this film. In fact I would pay double the cost to show my
teenage children simply for the opportunity of “inoculating”
them against the false perceptions of God, the church and
sexuality that are pushed in these stories. I actually hope
that the other movies are made so that Christians are forced
to react INTELLIGENTLY regarding defending the Christian
worldview. The war is already won! But we do need to pick up
our swords and finish the battles.

But thank you for all your work for the sake of the Gospel of
Christ, God bless!!

Thank you for your interest in my Probe Alert article. I
commend you for your commitment to take advantage of
opportunities to equip your children to recognize and respond
to contrary worldviews pushed on us in our culture. As you
know, I suggested this as one alternative in my article.
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However, I don’t agree with the idea that we should encourage
more of these movies to be made by supporting them financially
(especially, when we can read the books and watch the movies
in ways that do not directly benefit the author and
producers). Let me summarize several reasons I am taking this
position:

Most of the children and young adults who would view the
movie and/or read the books will not have a parent discuss
the worldview implications or issues with them. 0On the
contrary, most of them will strongly identify with the
protagonists in their battle against the authority of God.
Without critically evaluating their feelings, this emotional
experience can influence how they perceive their relationship
with God. As we have witnessed over the last forty years,
movies and television have helped move the norms of our
society further and further away from holiness and purity.

Phillip Pullman openly states his intent is to influence
people to view Christianity as misguided and damaging.
Providing him with more resources to support this objective
does not seem to be a prudent use of the financial resources
entrusted to us.

Early financial success will lead to more advertising and
greater distribution of these books to a largely unchaperoned
audience. It will probably also encourage New Line Cinema to
take a more anti-Christian approach in the production of the
sequels.

This trilogy and any associated movies are not going to
single-handedly convert our culture to atheism. However, they
reflect the greater and more public antagonism to religion
being espoused in our society. In general, we should not
encourage these attacks through our financial support. At the
same time, we should not be on the defensive. When these
attacks do occur, we can use them as opportunities to share



Christ whose position as the Way, the Truth, and the Life is
not threatened by the imaginations of those who oppose Him.

Steve,

Well said; I admit my pro-atheism movies position may be a bit
naive; I do see the value of your arguments. Maybe I take this
extreme view just to provoke my fellow Christians to take up
arms and not be afraid of the fight as I find so many from my
(reformed) Christian circles tend to take isolationistic
approach rather than see logical and reasonable discourse as a
legitimate means to answering a fool according to his folly or
casting down every lofty thing that exalts itself against the
knowledge of God.

Thanks for your reply, I really appreciate the attention to
individual concerns, (even though I probably agree with almost
everything you said).

I recommend Probe.org, Stand to Reason (str.org) and others to
all my friends.

Keep up the good work!!

© 2007 Probe Ministries

The Golden Compass: Pointing
in the Wrong Direction

The Golden Compass 1s the opening gambit in Phillip
Pullman’s all out-attack on the religious faith of his
readers. The film version is scheduled for wide release 1in
theaters on December 7th following a massive marketing
campaign. The movie may be more subtle than the book, but it
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is still opening the door to the full anti-God message of
Pullman’s His Dark Materials trilogy. Since the intended
audience for these books is children and young adults,
Christian parents need to be prepared to respond to the
advertising hype and peer group pressure associated with the
upcoming movie release. You want to be able to explain why a
PG-13 movie is not appropriate for adolescents.

Just in case you don’t have time to read this entire article,
I am going to summarize my recommendations:

1. Don’t be put on the defensive. Pullman is not the first
to try to glamorize atheism and, although his fantasy 1is
intriguing and well written, it does not introduce any new
arguments into the discussion. If a friend has read it,
consider this a great opportunity to make a defense for the
hope that is within you. Since his books are allegorical
fantasy, you don’t need to rebut the books. Simply explain
why you have placed your faith in Jesus Christ as your
Savior and Lord.

2. Don’'t reward evangelistic atheists financially for their
efforts. Unless you need to answer specific questions for
someone who needs help dealing with The Golden Compass, you
don’t need to read the books or see the movie. Let’s send
the message that freedom of expression is accompanied by the
freedom to choose not to pay to read or see it. If you do
need to read it, check it out of the library or purchase a
used copy.

3. Don’t allow your children to enter this world without a
chaperone (i.e. you as their parent). It is not only anti-
Christian; it is also contains elements which should be
deeply disturbing to children (e.g. a father murdering his
daughter’s best friend; a prison camp for torturing
children). Even though I think their time would be better
spent reading other things, some parents may want to go over
Pullman’s key themes with their older children to prepare



them for their classmates who have seen the movie or read
the book If you have older teenagers, you could check these
books out of the library and use them to dissect Pullman’s
worldview, helping them understand that it does nothing to
undermine the historic truths of Christianity.

The Message of His Dark Materials

I have read the complete trilogy, His Dark Materials, of which
The Golden Compass is the first volume. In my opinion, this
trilogy is both well written and well crafted. Well-written in
that the primary characters have some depth and I found myself
caring about them. Well-crafted in that the fantasy world
(actually an infinite number of parallel worlds) and plot are
reasonably self-consistent and continue to be fleshed out as
the trilogy unfolds. However, even if this were simply a
classic allegory of good vs. evil, some of the events and
imagery are too dark for anyone younger than late teens. So
the problem is not that it is poorly written pulp, but that it
is well written with a clear intention on the part of the
author to promote a worldview that considers Christianity a
bane rather than a benefit.

The Chronicles of Narnia by C. S. Lewis and His Dark Materials
are both allegorical fantasy series written by British
authors. However, while The Chronicles of Narnia overtly
promotes the message of Christianity, His Dark Materials,
promotes the message that the God of Christianity is a fraud
and the organized church is an evil blight preventing mankind
from reaching our fullest potential. This contrast is no
accident considering Pullman’s criticism of The Chronicles of
Narnia and of monotheism:

Morally loathsome, he called it. One of the most ugly and
poisonous things I’ve ever read. He described his own series
as Narnia’s moral opposite. That’s the Christian one, he told
me. And mine 1is the non-Christian.



Every single religion that has a monotheistic god ends up by
persecuting other people and killing them because they don’t
accept him, he once said.{1}

Pullman sets out to counter the impact of C. S. Lewis and
J.R.R. Tolkein by creating his own fantasy world in which God
is ultimately unmasked as a fraud. The trilogy includes an
alternate garden of Eden story, ushering in the Republic of
Heaven where people are free to reach their full potential
without the oppressive effects of God or organized religion.
With over 15 million copies of his books in print, Pullman has
had some success with his objective to influence others with
his atheist worldview. His Dark Materials has been the
recipient of numerous literary awards, most of them for
children’s literature.{2} (This categorization of his work is
unfortunate since his books are definitely not suitable for
children.) However, prior to the movie release, he had not
achieved the notoriety he had hoped for:

Four years ago Pullman wondered why his books hadn’t
attracted as much controversy as the Harry Potter
series(since) he was saying things that are far more
subversive than anything poor old Harry has said. My books
are about killing God.{3}

One interesting feature of the trilogy is the progressive
unmasking of Pullman’s worldview. After reading The Golden
Compass, one may be equally disturbed with the actions of
those representing the Church and those rebelling against it.
The intended meaning of the allegorical elements 1is still
fuzzy. However, by the time the reader reaches the climax of
the trilogy where the Ancient of Days and his minions are
defeated in their battle with the fallen angels, Pullman’s
objective becomes abundantly clear. He invites the readers to
embrace his vision of a Republic of Heaven; a Republic where
individual self-awareness and self-fulfillment replace the



need for truth and a relationship with our creator.

How Does the Movie Compare to the Books?

Of course, we have not seen the movie yet. However, anyone who
has ever gone to see a movie version of one of their favorite
books knows that Hollywood does not feel bound to stick to the
original plot, much less the message. As the release date for
the movie nears, many reports are surfacing that New Line
Cinema has chosen to obscure the anti-religion message of the
books.

In the end, the religious meaning of the book was obscured so
thoroughly as to be essentially indecipherable.. The movie’s
main theme became, in one producer’s summary, One small child
can save the world. With $180 million at stake, the studio
opted to kidnap the book’s body and leave behind its soul.

{4}

Even if this is true, I recommend that Christians avoid this
movie for several reasons:

1. An adolescent who enjoys the movie may well be interested
in reading the books where the message 1is very clear and
compelling.

2. If this movie 1is a success, the studio will begin
production on the next book in the trilogy. It will be much
harder to obscure the anti-God message of the second and
third volumes of the trilogy. In fact Pullman is attempting
to rein in his vitriol against Christians because he wants to
make sure that all three books are made into movies.

3. If Christians patronize this film, we are financially
rewarding Phillip Pullman for his attack on Christianity and
encouraging the studios to produce more anti-Christian
propaganda than they already do.



Conclusions

Please go back to the opening of this article for a summary of
my conclusions. Join me in praying that while the movie 1is a
financial disaster, many Christians will be motivated to share
their faith with people who want to discuss the movie and the
underlying books.

Addendum: Post-Viewing Assessment of
Film’'s Departure from the Book

Now that I have viewed the movie, I wanted to add a short
update addressing the differences between the book and the
movie. There are three primary differences that are worth
noting.

Theology-Lite VersionAs reported above, theology and any
mention of God are almost completely removed from the movie
version. Clearly, the Magesterium represents a powerful
church that is condoning horrific experiments on children for
the greater good of mankind, but in this parallel universe
the movie does not indicate that the Magesteriums beliefs
relate directly to any actual religions. One could argue that
the historic Catholic Church 1is presented in a much more
unfavorable light in the film Luther than in The Golden
Compass. As a stand-alone movie, The Golden Compass would not
be much different than many movies that promote a humanist
message of 1individual dignity and choice versus an
authoritarian system. Even with theology-lite, this movie has
a strong worldview message that should be discussed with any
young people who view the movie.

Chilling Ending TruncatedThe movie ends before the
corresponding end of the book. The last three chapters of the
book are not covered at all. This definitely leaves the door
open to use the last three chapters as the opening for a
sequel based on the next book in the trilogy. I suspect these



chapters were left out because they contain the most
disturbing images in the book (e.g., Lyras father murders her
best friend in front of her to further his scientific work)
and an explanation of the relationship between dust and Adam
and Eve. Even without those chapters, this movie earns 1its
PG-13 rating and is not suitable for children.

Significant Modifications for the Silver ScreenThe screenplay
plays fast and loose with the order of events in the books
and creates new storylines to shorten the build-up to key
transitions in the plot. All of the major events of the book
(excluding the last three chapters) are retained, but the
order in which they occur and the details of how they play
out are significantly modified.

None of the differences noted above cause me to change the
recommendations above. I still would encourage you not to
reward Phillip Pullman or the movie producers financially.
Pullman is very candid that his objective is to influence
people to view belief in Christianity as misguided and
damaging. Financial success will encourage them to make movies
of the other books in the trilogy which entail much more
direct attacks on God and religion. It will also provide
Pullman with resources to support his crusade. We should keep
in mind that most young people who read these books will
identify strongly with the protagonists and their mission to
free people from Gods authority and will not have parents who
will sit down with them and discuss the worldview implications
of these books.

Involved Christian parents could certainly review this
material with their children as a way to better equip them to
deal with contrary worldviews. However, I would encourage you
to do it in ways that do not financially reward the cause of
atheism.

2007 Probe Ministries
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The New Atheists - Kerby
Anderson Blog

Kerby Anderson writes that unlike the old-style atheists who
were content to merely argue that Christianity is not true,
the new atheists now arque that Christianity is dangerous.

January 18, 2007

For centuries there has been conflict and debate between
atheists and Christianity. But the rise of what journalists
are calling “The New Atheists” represents a significant change
in the nature of the debate. “The New Atheists” 1is part
reality and part journalistic catch phrase. It identifies the
new players in the ongoing battle between science and
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religion.

Unlike the atheists who came before them who were content to
merely argue that Christianity is not true, these new atheists
now argue that Christianity is dangerous. It is one thing to
argue about the error of Christianity, it 1s quite another to
argue about the evil of Christianity.

Many of these authors have books in the New York Times
bestseller list. Letter to a Christian Nation by Sam Harris is
one of those books in the top ten. He goes beyond the
traditional argument that suffering in the world proves there
is no God. He argues that belief in God actually causes
suffering in the world. He says, “That so much of this
suffering can be directly attributed to religion-to religious
hatreds, religious wars, religious delusions and religious
diversions of scarce resources—is what makes atheism a moral
and intellectual necessity.” He argues that unless we renounce
religious faith, religious violence will soon bring
civilization to an end.

Response to his book has been glowing. One reader found the
book to be “a wonderful source of ammunition for those who,
like me, hold to no religious doctrine.” Others enjoyed the
pounding he gives Christianity. For them it “was like sitting
ring side, cheering the champion, yelling ‘Yes!’ at every
jab.”

But Christians are not the only target of his criticism.
Harris also argues that religious moderates and even
theological liberals function as “enablers” of orthodox
Christianity. His book 1is not only a criticism of Christians,
but it is a call for tolerant people in the middle to get off
the fence and join these new atheists.

Another popular book is The God Delusion by Oxford professor
Richard Dawkins. He says that religious belief is psychotic
and arguments for the existence of God are nonsense. He wants



to make respect for belief in God socially unacceptable.

He calls for atheists to identify themselves as such and join
together to fight against the delusions of religious faith. He
says, “The number of nonreligious people in the US 1is
something nearer to 30 million than 20 million. That’'s more
than all the Jews in the world put together. I think we are in
the same position the gay movement was in a few decades ago.
There was a need for people to come out.”

Like Harris, Dawkins does not merely disagree with religious
faith, but he disagrees with tolerating religious faith. He
argues that religious people should not be allowed to teach
these religious “myths” to their children, which Dawkins calls
the “colonization of the brains of innocent tykes.”

Dawkins hammers home the link between evolution and atheism.
He believes that evolutionary theory must logically lead to
atheism. And he states that he is not going to worry about the
public relations consequences of tying evolution to atheism.

Daniel Dennett is another important figure and author of the
book, Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural Phenomenon. He
does not use the harsh and critical rhetoric of the others,
but still is able to argue his case that religion must be
subjected to scientific evaluation. He believes that “neutral,
scientifically informed education about every religion in the
world should be mandatory in school” since “if you have to
hoodwink—or blindfold-your children to ensure that they
confirm their faith when they are adults, your faith ought to
go extinct.”

In addition to the books by “The New Atheists” have been a
number of others that have targeted Christian conservatives.
David Kuo wrote Tempting Faith to tell conservative Christians
that they were taken for a ride by the administration that
derided them behind closed doors. Add to this Michael
Goldberg’s Kingdom Coming: The Rise of Christian Nationalism



and Randall Balmer’s Thy Kingdom Come and Kevin Phillips’
American Theocracy. Each put the religious right in their
crosshairs and pulled the trigger.

Many of these books border on paranoia. Consider James Rudin’s
book, The Baptizing of America. His opening paragraph says, “A
specter 1is haunting America, and it is not socialism and
certainly not communism. It is the specter of Americans
kneeling in submission to a particular interpretation of a
religion that has become an ideology, an all-encompassing way
of life. It is the specter of our nation ruled by the extreme
Christian right, who would make the United States a ‘Christian
nation’ where their version of God’'s law supersedes all human
law—including the Constitution. That, more than any other
force in the world today, is the immediate and profound threat
to our republic.”

These comments move from anti-Christian bigotry to anti-
Christian paranoia. Please, tell me who these dangerous
Christian conservatives are so we can correct them. I
interview many of the leaders and do not even hear a hint of
this. If anything, these leaders want the judges to follow the
Constitution not supercede it with another version (either
secular or Christian).

Rudin goes on to argue that these Christian leaders would
issue everyone a national ID card giving everyone'’'s religious
beliefs. Again, who are these people he is talking about?
Frankly, I have not found anyone that wants a national ID card
(either secular or Christian).

Nevertheless, Rudin maintains that “such cards would provide
Christocrats with preferential treatment in many areas of
life, including home ownership, student loans, employment and
education.” And the appointed religious censors would control
all speech and outlaw dissent. Do you know we wanted to do
that?



Clearly we are moving into a time in which atheists see
religion as full of error and evil. And Christian
conservatives are especially being singled out because of
their belief in the truth of the Bible.

Christians should respond in three ways. First, we must always
be ready to give an answer for the hope that is in us (1 Peter
3:15) and do it with gentleness and reverence. Second, we
should trust in the power of the Gospel: “I am not ashamed of
the Gospel, because it is the power of God for all those who
believe (Romans 1:16). Third, we should live godly lives
before the world so that we may (by our good behavior) silence
the ignorant talk of foolish men (1 Peter 2:15).

© 2006 Probe Ministries International

“How Do I Answer This
Atheist’s Argument?”

I'm a young Christian doing some study at University. I
am currently engaged in a debate with an atheist who reckons
his argument is indestructible. I have tried to critique it
but he reckons that my logic is false.

This is his proof for the non-existence of god:

First, in order to discuss the existence of god, we must
define god. So I say god must be conscious. That way we can
distinguish god from any random forces that might be out
there just spitting out universes. But I’m conscious and I’m
not god so we must further define god so that god can be
distinguished from a highly advanced alien race. So god must
be the First Cause. There we have it, god must be conscious
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and the first cause or god doesn’t exist. If god isn’t
conscious OR if god isn’t the first cause THEN god doesn’t
exist. Let’s examine what it means to be conscious or to
have awareness. When one is aware of something and that
something moves or changes then one is aware of that
movement or change. The change causes a change within the
one who is aware of it. Example: When a leaf blows across
the road the position of that leaf in my mind changes. My
mind changes from knowing where the leaf was to knowing
where the leaf is. To be Conscious is to be Changeable. So
we can say, If god isn’t CHANGEABLE or if god isn’t the
first cause then god doesn’t exist. Now, let’s examine what
it means to be the first cause. The first cause must be
uncaused for there can be no cause preceding the first
cause. Now since no change can occur without cause (unless
of course you believe that things like the universe can just
pop into existence without cause) God must not be able to
change. To be the First Cause is to be unchangeable. So we
can say, If god isn’t CHANGEABLE or if god isn’t
UNCHANGEABLE then god doesn’t exist. Logically nothing can
be changeable and unchangeable. SO GOD DOESN’T EXIST. There
are only 5 logical objections to My Proof.

God Being Consciousness

God Being The First Cause

Consciousness Requiring Change

e The First Cause Requiring Unchangeableness

e Something Not Being Able To Be Both Changeable and Also
Totally Unchangeable.

Choose Your Poison. Yes, If anyone can debunk my proof I
shall withdraw it and stop using it. Furthermore I shall
move into the ranks of the Agnostics. Our point of
contention is that you insist that The Cause must be
conscious which requires change when we both know that in
order for the first cause to exist it must be totally
unchangeable. Now, if you or anyone else would care to



explain how something can be both changeable and totally
unchangeable, I’d be glad to hear it. Until then you’re
flying on a wing and a prayer, which means you’re falling.
The changeable vs. unchangeable paradox is the basis of my
whole proof. The basic premise is that a thing can’t both
have a property and not have the same property. i.e. A line
can’t be totally straight and partially non-straight or
curved. As it turns out the definition of God which is used
by most people and mainstream religions requires god to be
changeable and totally unchangeable, thus creating a
paradox. If I were to believe in ‘god’ I could still never
be a Christian. Here’s a good exercise that will help you
choose a religion. Try to work out in your own mind what god
must be like. But don’t just say god must be all good try to
prove each characteristic of your god.

This is what he is saying, and quite frankly, I don’t have an
answer. Any help would be much appreciated.

Thanks so much for your time.

I think there are two problems here, one building upon the
other. The basic problem is the atheist’s understanding of God
as first principle. This 1is an understanding bequeathed to us
by Greek philosophy. Plato didn’t have a God as in Judaism and
Christianity. He believed in the One (or the Good) and the
Demiurge. The former was remote, untouched by changing things.
The latter formed what was there into the universe. While
Christian thinkers sought to pull those two ideas together, an
emphasis on God as unchanging remained, even to the extent of
denying His passibility; that is, that He could be emotionally
affected by anything outside Himself. While I disagree with
open theists regarding God’'s knowledge of the entire future, I
can agree with them that Christian theology (thanks in part to
Aquinas) has let Greek philosophy shape its ideas more than it
should. Although I believe God is unchanging in His nature and
purposes, this doesn’t mean there can’t be any change of any
kind in Him. We must let Scripture tell us what God is like



(albeit aided sometimes by philosophical concepts); the
atheist is attacking a straw man in his attempt to disprove
God.

The second problem is this. Even if we concede that gaining
new knowledge does entail change (and this change cannot be
allowed in God), if God knows everything — past, present and
future — then there is no new knowledge for him. Therefore,
there is no change.

Hope this helps.

Rick Wade
Probe Ministries

“Why Don’t You Respect
Others’ Beliefs?”

How come you can’t accept other religions and beliefs instead
of always trying to convert them to Christianity? I was
brought up in a Christian family and was always taught that
you should accept others for who they are instead of forcing
them to be how YOU want them to be.

I personally am an atheist and have told my family that since
I was old enough to fully understand my own feelings on
religion, and my own family have not tried to convert me as
they respect what I think and feel. But when I read your
replies to people’s e-mails you try to convert people you
don’t even know. I fully respect your beliefs and thought that
since you were Christians you could respect others. I am not
trying to be disrespectful but I have friends from almost
every religion in the world and yet even when we come to
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together we never try to (for lack of a better word) force,
our views on each other instead we respect each other. I am
sorry if I am sounding rude when I say this but would you
please email me back with your views on this and I will gladly
read them and attempt to understand them.

Dear ,

I very much appreciate the respectful tone of your letter.
Bless you!

There is a difference between accepting others for who they
are and forcing them to be someone you want them to be. I am
not aware of anything on our website that attempts to force
anyone to do anything; we do OFFER the way to know God through
a personal relationship with His son Jesus, and we do OFFER a
Christian perspective on many topics, but I would be grateful
if you would help me see any place where we’'re forcing
anything on anyone. Especially since everyone who reads our
website freely chooses to come here and freely chooses to
continue reading once they discover our position.

We don’t have the power to convert anyone. We will do our best
to explain why Christianity makes the most sense because it'’s
true, and you have no doubt discovered that we have a lot of
confidence in our position. But everything we say comes from a
deep understanding that God created us with the ability to
choose. We understand the power of influence, and we try to
use whatever influence we have by way of what we have learned
about the evidence for Christianity being true to help others
understand what is right and true.

Many people think that respecting others’ views and beliefs 1is
the same thing as affirming that they are all equally valid,
and we can’'t do that. For instance, what if you met someone
who believed that red lights mean go and green lights mean
stop. Would you respect that view? Really? Or would you do
your best to convince the person believing it that it is a



wrong and dangerous view to hold?

That's what we do. We believe that God has spoken to our world
through the Bible and through the person of Jesus Christ, and
thus we can know truth because God has communicated it to us.
And those who believe differently from what God has
specifically said, hold wrong and dangerous views because it
can keep them separated from God forever.

I hope you understand us better now, even if you don’t agree.
And if you get to the point where your life seems pointless
and meaningless—because if there is no God there is no
meaning-giver—then we’ll be here to help you.

Respectfully,

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

Looking for God

Looking for God

If God had a name, what would it be?

And would you call it to His face?

If you were faced with Him in all His glory,
What would you ask if you had just one question?
Yeah, yeah, God is great.

Yeah, yeah, God is good.

God has made a comeback in pop music in recent years. In her
song “One of Us,” Joan Osborne wonders what we might ask God
if we stood face-to-face with Him.{1l} Writer Tom Beaudoin sees
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a spilled pitcher of milk in the music video for R.E.M.’'s
“Losing My Religion” as a symbol of the loss of religious
authority in the lives of Gen-Xers.{2} Madonna’'s video for the
song “Like a Prayer” is full of religious symbolism: an altar,
a crucifix, candles, and other icons.{3}

Tom Beaudoin, a member of Generation X himself, says his
generation 1is “strikingly religious.” They express their
spirituality through pop culture rather than through
institutional religion.{4}The shift from the word religion to
spirituality is significant here. Having lost confidence 1in
institutional religion to provide satisfactory answers to
important issues, Xers look elsewhere; often mixing ideas and
religious expressions from a variety of sources as each person
chooses for him or herself what to believe.

Beaudoin says Xers are on an “irreverent spiritual quest.”
Feeling abandoned by parents, churches, politicians, and even
technology, they seek their own path in finding meaning for
their lives. Campus minister Jimmy Long writes, “Xers are
twice as likely as people in [the Boomer] generation to be
children of divorce. Between 1960 and 1979 the American
divorce rate tripled.” He continues, “Fifty percent of today’s
teenagers are not living with both birth parents.”{5}

Looking outside the home, Xers feel let down as they look at
what the Boomer generation left them.{6} They were alarmed by
the TV movie The Day After that was about the results of
nuclear war. The spaceship Challenger blew up shortly after
takeoff; Watergate was fresh in our cultural memory;
environmentalists were pointing to the severe damage to nature
caused by technology. Xers thus see themselves as fixers, as
those who have to clean up the mess preceding generations
made. But since their own backgrounds were often so difficult,
many simply hope to take charge of their own lives.

Finding little stability around them to give them any
confidence that there is such a thing a objective truth which



remains the same, and thus no ultimate truth which makes sense
of everything, they feel the burden of providing their own
meaning of life and establishing their own moral standards.
Jimmy Long quotes Eric, a Gen-Xer who speaks of the stress
this puts on him. “There’s too much pressure from outside,” he
says.

“Life gets pretty complicated when you have to think
carefully about everything you do, deciding for yourself
whether it’s right or wrong. In the end there can be so many
conflicts going on inside of you that you can’t do anything,
it becomes impossible to be happy with what you think at any

point.”{7}

As a result of all this, when they want to find their place in
this world, Xers turn to friends. Their small communities of
friends provide a structure for truth and meaning. Consensus
means more with respect to “truth” than logic and facts.{8}
“Busters process truth relationally rather than
propositionally,” say Celek and Zander.{9} The emphasis on
community in Xer culture reveals their desire to get along,
not get ahead; to connect, not conquer.{10}

The modernistic search for utopia without invoking God has
been turned on 1its head with the Buster generation. Their
horizons and ambitions might be smaller than those of their
parents, but they have an openness to the transcendent that
their parents didn’t have. Spirituality is now an accepted
aspect of life; Xers are open to a sense of fellowship with
something bigger than themselves.

In his collection of short stories, Life After God, Doug
Coupland allows a man he calls Scout to tell about himself and
his small group of friends. Scout tells about the early,
carefree days of fun and camaraderie, a time of living in
paradise in which “any discussion of transcendental ideas
[was] pointless.”{11} As time went by, however, they all saw



their dreams fade in the realities of everyday life. Scout had
this to say about his life:

Sometimes I want to go to sleep and merge with the foggy
world of dreams and not return to this, our real world.
Sometimes I look back on my life and am surprised at the lack
of kind things I have done. Sometimes I just feel that there
must be another road that can be walked-away from this person
I became—either against my will or by default.

He continues:

Now—here is my secret: I tell it to you with the openness of
heart that I doubt I shall ever achieve again, so I pray that
you are in a quiet room as you hear these words. My secret 1is
that I need God-that I am sick and can no longer make 1it
alone. I need God to help me give, because I no longer seem
to be capable of giving, to help me be kind, as I no longer
seem capable of kindness; to help me love, as I seem beyond
being able to love.{12}

This first fully postmodern generation needs to understand
that they aren’t alone: we all need God.The good news is that
God has not left us wandering in a dark place but has come
looking for us. He is not aloof, off making other worlds, or
too busy gussying up heaven to notice us down here. He has
taken on our flesh and become one of us. What if God was one
of us, Joan Osborne? He was! He looked like us, hurt like us,
laughed like us. In this article I'm going to look at some of
the characteristics of this God who became like us, to show
how He has the answers Xers need.

God: A Person Who Sees and Feels

If God had a face, what would it look like?
And would you want to see,
If seeing meant that you would have to believe,



In things like Heaven and in Jesus and the Saints,
And all the Prophets and .

Yeah, yeah, God is great.

Yeah, yeah, God is good.

Yeah, yeah, yeah, yeah, yeah” {13}

What does God look like? He doesn’t have a physical body. But
what does He “look” like character-wise? Those of us born
before Gen-X have a hard time understanding that many in this
generation have no real understanding of the God of the Bible,
the one in whom we ask them to commit their very souls. Who is
this God, anyway? Let’s consider some of His characteristics.

A Person, Not a Force

First of all God is a Person, not some Star Wars “force.”
Because we’'re created in His image we can learn some things
about Him from looking at ourselves. As we are persons, He is
a Person. “He possesses life, self-consciousness, freedonm,
purpose, intelligence, and emotion,”{14} just like us. Thus it
could rightly be said that the 0ld Testament patriarch Abraham
could be called “the friend of God” (James 2:23). One cannot
be a friend with a “force.” Because God is a Person He can be
involved in our lives, unlike a force, which cannot relate to
us on a personal level.

One Who Sees .

Furthermore, this is a God who sees. The Bible teaches, “The
eyes of the Lord are in every place, watching the evil and the
good.” (Prov. 15:3) We're told that He knows completely. God
knows when the sparrow falls from the sky; He even knows the
number of hairs on our heads! (Matt. 10:29-31)

More importantly, God knows our hearts (Acts 1:24). Those who



recognize their need see this as great news. If, on the other
hand, this makes us fearful because we know the badness in our
hearts, we’re also told that “He knows how we are formed; he
remembers that we are dust” (Psa. 103:14). God doesn’t look
for those who meet His standard, for none of us can. He looks
for the one who will believe and then obey. In fact, it’'s at
the place of our greatest need that He meets us.

. With a Father’s Eyes

Beyond that, God presents Himself to us as a father, as the
Father. Unlike many fathers today, God takes His fatherhood
seriously. He provides for our needs (Matt. 7:11). Like a
shepherd looking for a lost sheep, God looks for the one who
strayed away; not wishing that any should remain lost. There’s
a story in the New Testament about a father whose younger son
asks for his inheritance only to squander it on wild living.
He winds up feeding pigs to earn his food. Finally, he comes
to his senses and returns home, prepared to be as one of the
hired men, to give up his rights as a son. As he 1is
approaching his home, his father sees him coming down the
road. In his joy, the father gathers up his robe and runs down
the road to embrace the son (and in those days men didn’t
typically act in such an undignified way), and he welcomes his
son home. The father in the story represents God the Father.

One Who Feels

Even more than seeing, God feels. He truly “knows our pain.”
In Jesus, we see a God who weeps over the hardness of His
people, who has compassion on those who are sick and on those
caught in sin. He knows the feeling of rejection, having been
rejected even by those who were close to him. When he was put
to death by crucifixion he felt the weight of sin even though
he had never sinned. And while bearing our sin, he felt



forsaken by God, alienated, as it were, from his own Father.

In short, God is a Person who reveals Himself as the Father
who knows all about us, as one who understands our hurts and
who cares. This 1is a God who is in touch. This is a God to
believe in.

The God Who Reaches Out

Loves and Cares

The character Scout in Doug Coupland’s book, Life Without God,
says he needs God. One reason, he says, is “to help me love,
as I seem beyond being able to love.”{15} The implication, of
course, is that God has the capacity to help people love. To
do this He must be a God of love Himself.

The Bible says that God is love (I John 4:8,16). It is a part
of His very nature to love. This love is shown throughout
Scripture in God’s dealings with His people. Some critics see
God in the 0ld Testament as angry and vengeful. But they are
selectively focusing on the actions of a just and holy God in
responding to wrongdoing. They overlook the love of God poured
out on His people as He cared for them, protected them, and
provided for their needs. Lovingkindness 1s a word used many
times in descriptions of God. “But You, O Lord, are a
compassionate and gracious God, slow to anger, abounding in
love and faithfulness,” (Ps. 86:15).

This love isn’'t just for the elite, for “super people.” God
cares for the “regular people.” “For there is no partiality
with God,” the Bible says (Rom. 2:11; Acts 10:34). In fact, He
chastises His people for treating the influential differently
than others (James 2:1-7), and for attending to all their
religious duties, but not demonstrating true love to those in
need. “Learn to do right!” He says. “Seek justice, encourage
the oppressed. Defend the cause of the fatherless, plead the



case of the widow” (Isa. 1:17). The second greatest
commandment, in fact, is to love our neighbor as ourselves
(Luke 10:27-37), and our neighbor is anyone who is in need.
Jesus reached out to the outsiders: the prostitutes, the
lepers, and the poor. Those who knew their problems were the
one’s most drawn to him.

Reaches Out by Identifying and Drawing Near

What this reveals is a God that doesn’t stand aloof, but who
draws near. From the beginning of the human race, He has been
reaching out to us. When the first people sinned, God took the
initiative to repair the breach. He established the people of
Israel, and constantly sought after them, even when they were
in open rebellion. This was all a precursor to God’s most
astonishing move. His love for us was so great that He chose
to become one of us; He didn’t stay apart from us, but rather
He identified with us in the person of Jesus of Nazareth.
Although he was God, He emptied Himself, and was “made in
human likeness,” and became a servant (Phil. 2:7).

As the shepherd searches for his sheep, God came looking for
us. “Being in very nature God,” the Bible says, Jesus “did not
consider equality with God something to be grasped, but made
Himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant, being
made in human likeness. And being found in appearance as a
man, He humbled Himself and became obedient to death-—even
death on a cross!” (Phil. 2:6-8). Jesus became a man so he
could bring mankind to Himself. And He did it by becoming one
of us. This is a God to believe 1in.

The God Who Recelves, Redeems,
Reconciles, and Restores



Receives

One of the problems many Gen-Xers have is the feeling that
they aren’t acceptable. The child saw the departure of a
parent through divorce as a personal rejection. Such familial
rejection, whether real or just perceived, colors a child’s
attitude about himself and his acceptability. Sadly enough,
many Gen-Xers deal with feelings of shame, thinking they
aren’t good enough. “If Dad or Mom left, I must not be worth
much,” they think.

Even in cases where both parents were present, children were
often left to raise themselves because of their parents’ jobs.
“They were the first full-blown ‘latchkey children,'” say
Celek and Zander, “coming home to a house where nobody was
home.” {16} What might at first seem like wonderful freedom
often resulted in fear and a sense of aloneness. Even day care
wasn’t always enough to relieve the sense of being alone.
Again, this felt like abandonment to many kids.

God isn’'t like fallen people, however. He receives anyone who
will come to Him. He never turns anyone away, and He never
leaves. We need not fear enemies from without, difficult tasks
ahead, or the lack of provision for our needs (Deut. 31:6;
Josh. 1:5; Heb. 13:5). “I will never fail you or forsake you,”
is His promise, a promise that has been affirmed by His people
for centuries.

Redeems

The value God places on us is revealed by the fact of Jesus’
death by crucifixion. By His death He redeemed us; He bought
us out of slavery only to make us children of God. We are no
longer “owned” by our old way of life. The slave standing on
the block has been bought and paid for—-not to remain as a
slave but to become a child! The price we couldn’t pay, Jesus
did.

Reconciles



Gen Xers can have problems getting close to people because of
the rejection they have felt. After all, for many, even
parents were aloof from them; why should they get close to
others? They may not feel like they can get close to others.

We're told in the book of Romans that God has taken the
initiative to bring us close to Him, to reconcile us to
Himself. Whereas formerly we were alienated from Him, now we
can come near to Him in open communication. “We have peace
with God through our Lord, Jesus Christ,” the apostle Paul
wrote (Rom. 5:1). God breaks down the walls for us.

Restores

Once our sin 1is taken care of through faith in Christ and we
are reconciled with God we begin the process of being restored
in the image of Christ. There is a fundamental change in us
when our spirits are made alive through Christ. Building upon
that, the Spirit of God begins slowly changing us from the
inside out, conforming us to the image of Jesus, and making us
like Him. This restoration will be complete when we are with
Him.

Summed Up in the Cross and Resurrection

All this is summed up in the work of Jesus on the cross. He
paid the ultimate price for us, and enabled us to be
reconciled to the Father. And we’re told that in His death He
called all people to Himself (John 12:32). Furthermore, when
He rose from the grave, coming to life never to die again, He
showed us what our hope is: our own resurrection, revealing
our full restoration in His image. This restoration begins
here on earth through the work of God’s Spirit in us. It will
be made complete when we are raised up, never to die again.

In the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, we see God
receiving, redeeming, reconciling, and restoring. God has done
the work. This is a God to believe 1in.



The God Who Can be Trusted

When those who are the most important to them have lied to
people, they become distrustful. David Hocking tells of a
woman who, after her parents had divorced, had been put in a
special institution. Her parents rarely visited. When she was
old enough to be on her own she began wandering from town to
town, experiencing abuse and broken promises. As a result she
didn’t trust anyone. Rev. Hocking says, “As I began telling
her of God’s love for her, she asked, ‘Can He be trusted?’ I
answered, ‘Of course. He’'s God!’ She countered, ‘Why should I
trust Him? Everyone else has let me down!’{17}

What does it take to build trust in a person? Hocking gives
three factors: telling the truth, doing what is right and
fair, and being reliable. Do these characteristics describe
God?

Tells the Truth

Because God is holy or separate from all that is sinful, He is
morally pure. As such He cannot lie. “It is impossible for God
to lie,” says the New Testament (Heb. 6:18). If He says He
will do something, He will do it (Num. 23:19). The people of
Israel discovered that God was true to His word in fulfilling
His promises. He gave them the land He had promised them, and
over and over He spared them when they turned away from Him
because of the covenant He had made with their forefathers.
And because He cannot lie, those who believe can rest in the
promises of His constant presence and of eternity with Him
(Titus 1:2; Matt. 28:20).

Does What is Right and Fair

We also can count on God to do what is fair or just. If He
couldn’t be depended on to do that, we would have no reason to
trust Him. What if He arbitrarily changed the rules on us and
judged us by a different standard? A student complains that



his teacher grades inconsistently. She seems to be arbitrary
in assigning values to projects, and often gives no clear word
on what she expects. He says she isn’t being fair. A boss
shows favoritism among his employers, advancing those who are
his friends, while leaving the truly worthy behind. Not fair,
we say.

God is not like this. He plays straight. He tells us what He
expects, and He shows no partiality in His judgments.
“Righteous are You, 0 Lord,” says the Psalmist, “and Your laws
are right,” (Ps. 119:137). Likewise, He demands justice of us:
“How blessed are those who maintain justice, who constantly do
what is right,” (Ps. 106:3).

Can Be Depended Upon

Finally, God can be counted on. He is faithful to His word and
His character. Knowing what He is like teaches us what He
does. And one of His characteristics is being always the same:
“For I, the Lord, do not change,” He says (Mal. 3:6). He is
the one “who does not change like shifting shadows” (James.
1:17). God is faithful forever to his own nature.

He is also faithful to his decrees and his promises. “I
foretold the former things long ago, my mouth announced them
and I made them known;"” He said. “[T]hen suddenly I acted, and
they came to pass,” (Isa. 48:3). He promised Sarah a child in
her old age, and He gave her one (Gen. 21:1). King Solomon
said, “not one word has failed of all the good promises he
gave through His servant Moses,” (1 Kings 8:56).

God can be trusted. He tells the truth, He does what is fair,
and He can be counted on. This is a God you can believe in.
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The Relevance of
Christianity: An Apologetic

Rick Wade develops and defends the relevancy of Christianity,
encouraging believers to find points of contact with an
unbelieving world.

This article is also available in Spanish. C

Christianity and Human Experience

In his book, Intellectuals Don’t Need God and Other Modern
Myths, theologian Alister McGrath tells about his friend’s
stamp-collecting hobby. His friend, he says, “is perfectly
capable of telling me everything I could possibly want to know
about the watermarks of stamps issued during the reign of
Queen Victoria by the Caribbean islands of Trinidad and
Tobago. And while I have no doubt about the truth of what he
is telling me, I cannot help but feel that it is an utter
irrelevance to my life.”{1}

Christianity strikes many people the same way, McGrath says.
They simply see no need for a religion that is 2000 years old
and has had its day. How is it relevant to them?

One of the duties of Christian apologetics is that of making a
case for the faith. We can prepare ourselves for such
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opportunities by memorizing many facts about our faith, such
as evidences for the reliability of the Bible and the truth of
the resurrection. We can learn logical arguments such as those
for the existence of God or the logical consistency of
Christian doctrines. While these are important components,
such things can seem very remote from people today. They will
not do much good in our apologetics if people are not
listening.

This is why some Christian thinkers are now saying that before
we can show Christianity to be credible, we must first make it
plausible. In other words, we must get people’s attention
first by bringing Christianity—at least in their thinking-into
the position of being possibly true.{2} We need to find those
points of contact with people that will encourage them to want
to listen.

Why do we need to begin at such a basic level? A few reasons
come to mind. First, many people think religion has nothing
important to say regarding our public activities. So, in our
daily lives religion is only allowed a minor role at best.
This attitude quickly affects how we view our private lives as
well. Second, many people hold that science is the only
worthwhile source of meaningful knowledge. This often-although
not necessarily—leads to a naturalistic worldview or at least
causes people to think 1like naturalists. Scientism and
naturalism seem to go hand-in-hand. Thus, in order to get a
person’s attention, the first step we might need to take 1is to
show him how Christianity applies to his life’s experience.{3}

Even though we are physically better off because of our
scientific knowledge applied through various technologies, are
we better off all around than before we had such things? I am
not deriding the benefit of science and technology; I am
simply wondering about our spiritual and moral health. Our
society is trying to find itself. This is clearly seen in
current debates over important ethical and social issues. At
the root of our culture wars is the question, Who are we, and



what are we to be about? The age-old questions continue to
haunt us: Where did I come from? Why am I here? What am I
supposed to be doing? Where am I going? With the loss of his
exalted place in the universe following the loss of a
Christian world view, man now wonders what his place is. Am I
significant in a universe that sees me as just one more piece
of cosmic dust? Is there any intrinsic meaning to my
existence? Or must I determine for myself what my place and
role will be?

In addition to apologetic arguments from logic and factual
evidence, we should also be prepared to answer questions such
as these. We need to let people know that in Christ are found
answers to the major issues of life. By doing this, we can
engage people where they really live. We can show them that
God is not some abstract force separated from the concerns of
life, but “is intimately related to personal and human
needs.”{4} As one writer put it, “God must be shown to be
necessitated or justified by practical or existential
thinking.”{5}

In this article I will address these three issues: meaning,
morality, and hope.{7} offers and contrast it with the
Christian view.

The Matter of Meaning

Let us begin with the matter of meaning. The question What is
the meaning of life? might not be one which most people give
serious attention to. But a similar question is often heard,
namely, What's the point? When we look for the significance or
the point of our activities, we are wondering about their
meaning. Reflective individuals carry this idea further,
wondering What's the point-or what is the meaning—of it all?
Although many people would argue that life has no ultimate
meaning, most people seem to expect it to. We search for it in
creativity, in helping others, in “finding ourselves,” and in
a variety of other ways.



The question of meaning encompasses other questions: Where did
I come from? What is the significance of the experiences of my
life? What is my overall purpose, and what should I be doing?
Where is all this heading?

The prevailing view in the West today, for all practical
purposes, 1is naturalism. This 1is not only the prevailing
philosophy on college campuses, but we have all been
encouraged by the successes of science to believe that if
something is not scientific, it is not reliable. Since science
investigates the natural order, we tend to see nature as all
that is really important, or even as all that exists. This is
called scientific reductionism.

However, the scientific method is capable of dealing only with
quantitative matters: How much? How big? How far? How fast?
Philosopher Huston Smith has argued that, for all the
achievements of science, it is incapable of speaking to such
important issues as values, purpose, meaning, and quality.{8}

This focus on science 1is not meant to pick on this discipline,
but to point out that science cannot give answers to some of
the major issues of life. Moreover, if we go so far as to
adopt naturalism as a world view, we are really in a bind, for
naturalism has no answers to give, at least to the question of
ultimate meaning. Naturalism says there was no purpose for our
coming into being; the only meaning we can have now is that
which we superimpose on our own lives; and we are all just
going back to the dust. If the universe 1is just a chance
accident in space and time; if living beings intrinsically are
nothing more than just so many molecules, no matter how
marvelously arranged; if human beings are merely cousins to
trees, trapped on a planet caught somewhere “between immensity
and eternity,” as Carl Sagan said; then there is no meaning to
life that we ourselves do not give to it. Being finite, we are
by nature incapable of providing ultimate meaning.

If we should seek to establish our own meanings, what is to



guide us? By what shall we measure such things? What if that
which is meaningful to me is offensive to you? Furthermore,
what if the goals we pursue are not capable of bearing the
meaning we try to put into them? Many people strive to move up
the ladder, to attain the power and prestige that they think
will fulfill them, only to find that it’s not all it’'s cracked
up to be. The possession of material goods defines many of our
lives. But how much is enough? Does the one with the most toys
when he dies really win? Or, as some have said, is it simply
that the one who dies with the most toys . . . still dies?

Thus, there is no ultimate meaning in a universe without God,
and our attempts at providing our own limited meanings often
leave us looking for more.

If naturalism is true, we should be able to shake off the
fantasies of our past and give up worrying about questions of
ultimate meaning. However, we continue to look for something
bigger than ourselves, something that will give our lives
meaning. Christianity provides the explanation. We are drawn
toward the One who created us and imbues our lives with
meaning as part of His purposes. We are significant in
ourselves because He made us, and there is meaning in our
daily activities because that is the context in which we work
out His ambitions for us and our world. Recognizing the true
God opens to us the reality of value and meaning. The meaning
of life is found when we find our place in God’s world.

The Matter of Morality

In his book, Can Man Live Without God, apologist Ravi
Zacharias makes this bold assertion: “Antitheism provides
every reason to be immoral and is bereft of any objective
point of reference with which to condemn any choice. Any
antitheist who lives a moral life merely lives better than his
or her philosophy warrants.”{9} What a bold thing to say! Is
Zacharias saying that all atheists (or antitheists, as he
calls them) are immoral? Not at all. But he is saying that



atheism itself makes no provision for fixed moral standards.

One very important aspect of being human is morality. A basic
understanding of the concept of right and wrong or good and
bad is fixed in our nature. We constantly evaluate actions and
events—and even people-as good or bad or, in some cases,
neither. These are moral evaluations. They are significant for
our personal choices, and they are critical to our
participation in society.

In our culture today naturalism is the reigning public
philosophy. Even if many people claim to believe in God,
practical naturalism (or atheism) 1is the rule of the day.
Regarding morality, the general attitude seems to be that
there is no moral code to which we all are subject. We say in
effect, I'Ll choose my morality, and you choose yours. But if
Zacharias 1is correct, naturalism (or atheism) provides no
solid foundation even for personal morality.

The question we might pose to an atheist (which could be
directed at a practical atheist as well) is this: How do you
justify your own actions? To that question the atheist could
simply answer that he has need no for justification apart from
his own desires and needs. While I think it is possible to
argue that naturalism cannot be trusted to provide a moral
compass—even for one’s own needs—we can bring the real issue
to the fore more quickly by asking two questions: How do you
justify your moral outrage at the actions of others in any
given 1instance? and, Do you expect others to take your
objections seriously? To expect someone to take my objections
to his behavior seriously, I must presuppose a moral standard
that stands in authority above us all, unless, of course, I
think that I myself am that standard. But what does that do to
his right to determine his own morality? The atheist sometimes
wants to have it both ways. He wants to be his own standard-
maker. But is he willing to give this privilege to others?

Now, some atheist might respond that, of course, as a culture



we have to have laws in order to live together peacefully.
Individuals are not free to do anything they please; they have
to obey the laws of society. The well-known humanist
philosopher Paul Kurtz believes that “education, reason,
science and democratic methods of persuasion” are adequate for
establishing our norms.{10} But there are educated people who
hold different beliefs. Intelligent reason has led people to
different conclusions. Science can not instruct us in
morality. And in a society where there are a variety of
opinions about what is right and wrong, how do we know which
opinion 1is correct? Simple majority rule? Sometimes the
minority is in the right, as the issue of civil rights has
shown. No, Kurtz's reason, education, science, and democracy
will not do by themselves. They need to be informed by a
higher law.

Besides all this, Kurtz has certain presupposed ideas about
the proper end of our laws. For example, does furthering the
human race mean giving everyone an equal opportunity? Or does
it mean joining with Hitler and seeking to exterminate the
weak and inferior?

Naturalism provides no transcendent law that stands over all
people at all times to which we can appeal to establish a
moral order. Nor is there a solid basis upon which to complain
when we are wronged. Christianity, on the other hand, does
provide a transcendent moral structure and specific moral laws
that serve to both restrain us and protect us.

When the question of morality arises, atheists will often
offer the rebuttal that Christian morality is apparently not
sufficient to lead people into the “good life” because
Christians have done some terrible things to other people {and
to each other) over the years. While it is true that
Christians have done some terrible things, there is nothing in
Christianity that requires it, and there are definite commands
not to do such things. The Christian who does evil goes
against the religion he or she professes. The atheist,



however, can justify almost any kind of activity since man
becomes the measure of all things. Again, this does not mean
that all or even most atheists lead blatantly immoral lives.
It just means that they have no fixed point of reference by
which to establish laws or to condemn the actions of others.

Christianity not only provides a moral structure and specific
moral laws, it also provides for the power to do what 1is
right. The atheist is left on his own to do what is right.
Those who submit to God also have the Spirit to enable them to
obey God’s moral law.

There is turmoil in our society today as we try to decide all
over again what is good and what is evil. In our encounters
with non-believers, by tapping into the need we all have for a
moral structure suitable for both our preservation and our
betterment, we can pave the way for their consideration of the
Gospel of Jesus Christ.

The Matter of Hope

You have likely heard the expression “hope against hope.” It
refers to those times when there is no hope in sight, yet we
keep on hoping anyway. There 1is something within us—-most of
us, anyway—which continues to see some possibility for good
beyond a present crisis, or at least causes us to long for it.

As we consider the role human experience can play 1in
apologetics, we should give serious attention to the question
of hope because it quickly finds a home in our souls. Few of
us have absolutely no hope. What worse state can we imagine
than to have no hope at all? What we are more likely to see
than no hope at all is hope in things that are not worthy.
Nonetheless, the presence of hope in the darkest of places is
something with which we are all familiar.

Nowadays, however, hope seems to be in short supply. In spite
of all the glorious advances made in a number of areas of



life, there is a prevailing mood of unease. Americans seem to
be scrambling for something in which to put their confidence
for the future.

For centuries the Western world found its hope in God, the One
who was working out His purposes toward a glorious end. But by
the early part of this century, naturalism had taken hold of
the academy and then our social consciousness as well.

From there, people went in different directions 1in their
thinking. Secular humanists took the optimistic route and
declared their hope in mankind. They continue to do so in
spite of the fact that, in this “enlightened” era, our means
of advancing the cause of humanity include aborting the unborn
and helping the desperate kill themselves. Education, reason,
science, and democracy—-the gods of humanism—have yet to give
us any real cause for hope.

Other people have grown cynical. With nothing more to hope in
than what they see around them, they have lost faith in
everything. They do not trust anyone anymore; they doubt that
anyone can be truly virtuous; and they have simply settled
into hopelessness. {11} Still others of a more philosophical
bent have been drawn to atheistic existentialism, the
philosophy of despair, which declares that God is dead and
with Him that in which we once put our hope.{12}

A good illustration of someone trying to find something
positive in the loss of hope in the Christian God is found in
Albert Camus’ novel, The Stranger.{13} The protagonist,
Meursault, winds up in jail for the senseless murder of a man
on a beach. After his trial, as he is awaiting either an
appeal or his execution, Meursault is visited by a chaplain
who tries to get him to confess belief in God. Meursault
informs him that he does not have much time left, “and [he]
wasn’'t going to waste it on God.”{14} Meursault angrily
rejects all the priest says. He believes that the fate of
death to which everyone 1is subject levels out everything



people believe. One action is as good as another; one way of
life is as good as another.

After the priest leaves and Meursault has slept for awhile, he
says this as he considers his fate:

[I] felt ready to start life all over again. It was as if
that great gush of anger had washed me clean, emptied me of
hope, and, gazing up at the dark sky spangled with its signs
and stars, for the first time, the first, I laid my heart
open to the benign indifference of the universe. {15}

If there is no God out there, the best we can do is accept the
reality of our nothingness, and begin to make of ourselves
whatever we can. Like the bumper sticker I once saw which
read, “I’'ve been much happier since I gave up hope.”
Previously Meursault had admitted being afraid, and he had
betrayed his own humanity when, after coolly thinking about
how death comes to everyone, and how it really does not matter
when or how one dies, the thought of a possible appeal brought
a sudden rush of joy through his body and brought tears to his
eyes.{16} Now he bravely faces a universe that does not care,
and he feels free.

If anyone ever truly feels this way in real life, that person
is the exception rather than the rule. The word hopeless has
negative connotations; we do not normally think of it as a
positive thing. The atheistic existentialist must go against
what appears to be the norm to achieve this state of happiness
in the face of a purposeless universe.

Of course, not all atheists will opt for Camus’ philosophy. To
some extent, hope for the fulfillment of our various earthly
ambitions fits in with a naturalistic worldview. A boy can
practice his swing with the hope of doing better in the
batter’s box. A woman with the hope of getting married can
very likely see that hope fulfilled. A man may get that
promotion he hopes for by working hard. Yet frequently people



find that what they had hoped for fails to provide the
fulfillment they expected.

And what about hope for the future? Is there anything to hope
for after death? When old age creeps up and the elderly man
reviews his life, is there any hope that something will come
of all the labors and heartaches and wins and losses of his
life? Was it all leading somewhere? The most naturalism can
allow is that our lives might benefit others. But naturalism
cannot of itself undergird such a hope. An impersonal universe
offers no rewards. And no one can predict what the next
generation will do with one’s efforts. Besides, we might
wonder why we should worry about the benefit of others who,
like ourselves, are just pieces of cosmic dust. To take this
even further, naturalism can just as easily allow for the
destruction of the weak and the development of a master race
as it can for an altruistic attitude toward all people.

Of course, naturalism has nothing beyond the grave to offer
the individual him- or herself. There is no culmination, no
reward, no “Well done, good and faithful servant” (Matt.
25:21). You live, you do your best (according to your own
standards, of course), and you die.

Yet, we continue to hope. I wonder if the “hope [that] springs
eternal” is rooted within us in that “eternity” which is “set

.in the hearts of men” (Eccl. 3:11)? Or, maybe it stems
from the knowledge we all have of Deity, even though that
knowledge might be warped by sin. An inescapable awareness of
something transcendent continually draws us upward.

Christianity holds that the psychological reality of hope, and
the content of hope that does not fail, is found in Jesus who
is our hope (1 Tim. 1:1). Let us look at that in more detail.

The Answer Found in Jesus

One of the great benefits of addressing the matters of



meaning, morality, and hope in Christian apologetics is that
they take us right into the Gospel message. Our meaning 1is
rooted in the personal God who created us and is actively
involved in our affairs. Lasting, objective moral values to
which we all are accountable and which serve to protect us
find their source in God’'s nature and will. And hope is what
He sent His Son to give us along with forgiveness and new life
and a host of other things.

Before looking at these issues more closely, I should address
a couple of potential objections to bringing human experience
into apologetics. One objection is that the apologist can
quickly fall into selling the faith by an appeal to the felt
needs of consumeristic Americans. Such needs are not always
valid.

Another objection 1s that such matters are subjective. To
appeal to them is to become trapped in matters that are at
best non-rational and at worst irrational. Our consideration
of Christianity should not be based upon such flimsy
foundations.

These problems can be avoided by concentrating on those
aspects of our experience which are universally shared.
Someone has called these “objective-subjective” matters. That
is, they are subjective matters of a kind shared by all of us
by virtue of our membership in the human race. The desire for
moral order is something felt inwardly, but it is a universal
need. Faith is subjective, but the disposition to believe is a
universal one. Personal meaning also is an inward desire, but
it is one we all have.

Let us consider now the answers the Bible gives to the
questions we'’re considering.

Remember that one of the questions encompassed by the question
of meaning is, Where did I come from? In John 1:1-3,
Colossians 1:16-17, and Hebrews 1:2 we learn that we were



created by God through Jesus. Furthermore, we learn from the
examples of David and Jeremiah that God created us and knows
us individually (Ps. 139:13-16; Jer. 1:5). Unless we are
prepared to argue that we were made on a whim or maybe just
for sport—and nothing in Scripture indicates that God does
anything like that-we must conclude that He made us for a
purpose.

The question, Is there meaning in the experiences of daily
life?, 1is answered by the understanding that God is working
out His own purposes in our lives (Phil. 2:12-13; Rom. 8:28;
9:11,17; Eph. 1:11).

Finally, to the questions, What is my purpose? and What should
I be doing?, Scripture teaches that I am to obey God’s moral
precepts (Jn. 14:23,24; 1 In. [entire book]), and that I am to
participate in God’s work by doing the things He has given me
to do in particular (Jn. 13:12-17; Eph. 2:10; 1 Pe. 4:10).

Regarding morality, the noble acts of people and the ravages
of war are understandable in light of our being created in
God’'s image, on the one hand, and corrupted by sin, on the
other. Although we typically do not think of Jesus as the law-
giver as much as the exemplar of moral goodness, this is not
to say that He does not Himself define for us what is good.
Being fully God He shares the moral perfection of God the
Father. He also created us as moral creatures and planted in
us the awareness of right and wrong. Furthermore, His central
position in the plan of redemption—which was put into effect
because of our sin-induced estrangement from God—makes Him a
focal point in the matter of good and evil. Thus, in Jesus is
found an understanding of our consciousness of sin and
judgment as well as the solution to the crucial issue of guilt
and forgiveness.

This is all too often forgotten in evangelical witness today.
One theologian has noted that the central theme of the Gospel
is no longer justification by faith, but the new life. But



people know that they do wrong, and they want to have the
burden of guilt lifted. Many do this by denying any kind of
universal morality. All they have to do to maintain a clear
conscience, they think, is to be “true” to themselves. But in
practice this does not work. We react negatively when an
individual who is being “true” to himself does something mean
to us. We also know that others are justified in objecting to
our actions that are hurtful to them. Our moral outrage at the
actions and words of others betrays our sense that there is a
moral law that transcends us. Naturalism has no means of
dealing with all this, but Jesus does.

I have already touched on the important place that hope
occupies in the Christian life. We have something specific to
hope for, and in our walk with Christ we can experience hope
on the psychological level.

For the apostles Paul and Peter, hope finds its objective
focal point in the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 23:6; 24:14-15;
1 Pe. 1:3). For our hope is eternal life (Titus 1:2; 3:7), and
Jesus’ resurrection 1is objective, concrete evidence that the
promise of eternal life is sure. It is with the objective
content of our hope in mind that Paul can say the Gentiles had
no hope and were without God in the world (Eph. 2:12).

The hope we have is not something we can see (Rom. 8:24-25);
it is waiting for us in heaven (Col. 1:5). Nonetheless it
provides the context for our joy today (Rom. 12:12). Hope 1is
strengthened as we learn what God has done in the past, and as
we persevere in our Christian walk (Rom. 15:4). As our faith
grows and we experience the joy and peace Jesus gives, our
hope is brought alive (Rom. 15:13). Rather than put our hope
in earthly riches (1 Tim. 6:17), we put our hope in the God
who cannot lie (Titus 1:2).

In short, the answers to the questions of meaning, law, and
hope-which have no answers in naturalism — are found in Jesus.
These truths, buttressed by the facts and logical consistency



of Christianity, can be a significant part of our case for the
truth of Jesus Christ. Although truth is not ultimately
determined by experience, the common experience of humanity
provides a point of contact for the Gospel. Even if such
matters are not persuasive by themselves, they might at least
serve to show that Christianity is relevant to our lives
today.
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