Evidence for God’s Existence
Romans chapter 1 says that God has planted evidence of Himself
throughout His creation so we are without excuse. Sue Bohlin
looks at different types of evidence indicating that God
really does exist.

A “Just Right” Universe
There’s so much about the universe, and our world in
particular, that we take for granted because it works so well.
But Christian astronomer Dr. Hugh Ross has cited twenty-six
different characteristics about the universe that enable it to
sustain life. And there are thirty-three characteristics about
our galaxy, our solar system, and the planet Earth that are
finely-tuned to allow life to exist.{1} I do well to make the
meat, potatoes, vegetables, and bread all come out at the same
time for dinner; we’re talking about fifty-nine different
aspects all being kept in perfect balance so the universe
hangs together and we can live in it!
Our Earth, for instance, is perfectly designed for life. It’s
the “just right” size for the atmosphere we need. Its size and
corresponding gravity hold a thin, but not too thin, layer of
gases to protect us and allow us to breathe. When astronaut
John Glenn returned to space, one of the things that struck
him was how thin and fragile our atmosphere is (only 50 miles
above the Earth). If our planet were smaller it couldn’t
support an atmosphere, like on Mercury. If it were larger,
like Jupiter, the atmosphere would contain free hydrogen,
which is poison for us.{2} Earth is the only planet we know of
that contains an atmosphere that can support human, animal,
and plant life.
The Earth is also placed at a “just right” distance from the
sun and the other planets in our solar system. If we were
closer to the sun, we’d burn up. If we were farther away, we’d

freeze. Because Earth’s orbit is nearly circular, this
slightly elliptical shape means that we enjoy a quite narrow
range of temperatures, which is important to life. The speed
of Earth’s rotation on its axis, completing one turn every 24
hours, means that the sun warms the planet evenly. Compare our
world to the moon, where there are incredible temperature
variations because it lacks sufficient atmosphere or water to
retain or deflect the sun’s energy.
Speaking of the moon, its important that there is only one
moon, not two or three or none, and it’s the “just right” size
and distance from us. The moon’s gravity impacts the movement
of ocean currents, keeping the water from becoming
stagnant.{3}
Water itself is an important part of a “just right” world.
Plants, animals and human beings are mostly made of water, and
we need it to live. One of the things that makes Earth unique
is the abundance of water in a liquid state.
Water has surface tension. This means that water can move
upward, against gravity, to bring liquid nutrients to the tops
of the tallest plants.
Everything else in the world freezes from the bottom up, but
water freezes from the top down. Everything else contracts
when it freezes, but water expands. This means that in winter,
ponds and rivers and lakes can freeze at the surface, but
allow fish and other marine creatures to live down below.
The fact that we live on a “just right” planet in a “just
right” universe is evidence that it all was created by a
loving God.

The Nagging Itch of “Ought”
As a mother, I was convinced of the existence of a moral God
when my children, without being taught, would complain that
something wasn’t “fair.” Fair? Who taught them about fair? Why

is it that no one ever has to teach children about fairness,
but all parents hear the universal wail of “That’s not fa-a-aa-a-air!” The concept of fairness is about an internal
awareness that there’s a certain way that things ought to be.
It’s not limited to three-year-olds who are unhappy that their
older siblings get to stay up later. We see the same thing on
“Save the Whales” bumper stickers. Why should we save the
whales? Because we ought to take care of the world. Why should
we take care of the world? Because we just should, that’s why.
It’s the right thing to do. There’s that sense of “ought”
again.
Certain values can be found in all human cultures, a belief
that we act certain ways because they’re the right thing to
do. Murdering one’s own people is wrong, for example. Lying
and cheating is wrong. So is stealing. Where did this
universal sense of right and wrong come from? If we just
evolved from the apes, and there is nothing except space,
time, and matter, then from where did this moral sense of
right and wrong arise?
A moral sense of right and wrong isn’t connected to our
muscles or bones or blood. Some scientists argue that it comes
from our genes — that belief in morality selects us for
survival and reproduction. But if pressed, those same
scientists would assure you that ultimate right and wrong
don’t exist in a measurable way, and it’s only the illusion of
morality that helps us survive. But if one researcher stole
another’s data and published results under his own name, all
the theories about morality as illusion would go right out the
window. I don’t know of any scientist who wouldn’t cry,
“That’s not fair!” Living in the real world is a true antidote
for sophisticated arguments against right and wrong.
Apologist Greg Koukl points out that guilt is another
indicator of ultimate right and wrong. “It’s tied into our
understanding of things that are right and things that are
wrong. We feel guilty when we think we’ve violated a moral

rule, an “ought.” And that feeling hurts. It doesn’t hurt our
body; it hurts our souls. An ethical violation is not a
physical thing, like a punch in the nose, producing physical
pain. It’s a soulish injury producing a soulish pain. That’s
why I call it ethical pain. That’s what guilt is — ethical
pain.”{4}
The reason all human beings start out with an awareness of
right and wrong, the reason we all yearn for justice and
fairness, is that we are made in the image of God, who is just
and right. The reason we feel violated when someone does us
wrong is that a moral law has been broken — and you can’t have
a moral law without a moral law giver. Every time we feel that
old feeling of, “It’s not fa-a-a-a-a-air!” rising up within
us, it’s a signpost pointing us to the existence of God. He
has left signposts pointing to Himself all over creation.
That’s why we are without excuse.

Evidence of Design Implies a Designer
If you’ve ever visited or seen
pictures of Mount Rushmore (South
Dakota USA), you cannot help but
look at the gigantic sculpture of
four presidents’ faces and wonder
at the skill of the sculptor. You
know, without having to be told,
that the natural forces of wind
and rain did not erode the rock
into those shapes. It took the skilled hands of an artist.
William Paley made a compelling argument years ago that the
intricacies of a watch are so clearly engineered that it
cannot be the product of nature: a watch demands a watchmaker.
In the same way, the more we discover about our world and
ourselves, the more we see that like an expertly-fashioned
watch, our world and we ourselves have been finely crafted
with intentional design. And design implies a designer.

Since we live in our bodies and take so much of our abilities
for granted, it’s understandable that we might miss the
evidence of design within ourselves — much like a fish might
be oblivious to what it means to be wet. Dr. Phillip Bishop at
the University of Alabama, challenges us to consider what
would happen if we commissioned a team of mechanical engineers
to develop a robot that could lift 500 pounds. And let’s say
we also commissioned them to design a robot that could play
Chopin. They could probably do that. But what if we asked them
to come up with a robot that could do both, and limit the
robot’s weight to 250 pounds, and require that it be able to
do a variety of similar tasks? They’d laugh in our faces, no
matter how much time or money we gave them to do it. But you
know, all we’d be asking them to do is to come up with a very
crude replication of former football player Mike Reid.{5}
Probably the greatest evidence of design in creation is DNA,
the material of which our genes are made, as well as the
genetic material for every living thing on the planet. One of
the startling discoveries about DNA is that it is a highly
complex informational code, so complex that scientists
struggle hard to decipher even the tiniest portions of the
various genes in every organism. DNA conveys intelligent
information; in fact, molecular biologists use language terms
— code, translation, transcription — to describe what it does
and how it acts. Communication engineers and information
scientists tell us that you can’t have a code without a codemaker, so it would seem that DNA is probably the strongest
indicator in our world that there is an intelligent Designer
behind its existence.
Dr. Richard Dawkins, a professor of biology who writes books
and articles praising evolution, said in his book The Blind
Watchmaker, “Biology is the study of complicated things that
give the appearance of having been designed for a purpose.”{6}
Even those who desperately fear the implications of design
keep running into it.

Those who deny the evidence of a designer are a lot like the
foolish fisherman. If he fails to catch a fish, he says, “Aha!
This proves there are no fish!” He doesn’t want to consider
the possibility that it might be he is an inept fisherman.
Since science cannot measure the intangible or the
supernatural, there are many people who say, “Aha! There is no
Creator.”{7} Foolish fishermen deny the evidence that God
exists and has left His fingerprints all over creation.

The Reliability of the Bible
Every religion has its own holy book, but the Bible is
different from all the others. It claims to be the very Word
of God, not dropped out of the sky but God-breathed, infused
with God’s power as He communicated His thoughts and intent
through human writers.
The Bible was written over a period of 1500 years, by about
forty different writers, on three different continents. They
addressed a wide variety of subjects, and yet the individual
books of the Bible show a remarkable consistency within
themselves. There is a great deal of diversity within the
Bible, at the same time displaying an amazing unity. It
presents an internally consistent message with one great
theme: God’s love for man and the great lengths to which He
went to demonstrate that love.
If you pick up any city newspaper, you won’t find the kind of
agreement and harmony in it that is the hallmark of the
biblical books. A collection of documents that spans so much
time and distance could not be marked by this unity unless it
was superintended by one Author who was behind it all. The
unity of the Bible is evidence of God’s existence.
One other aspect of the Bible is probably the greatest
evidence that God exists and that He has spoken to us in His
holy book: fulfilled prophecy. The Bible contains hundreds of
details of history which were written in advance before any of

them came to pass. Only a sovereign God, who knows the future
and can make it happen, can write prophecy that is accurately
and always — eventually — fulfilled.
For example, God spoke through the prophet Ezekiel against the
bustling seaport and trade center of Tyre. In Ezekiel 26:3-6,
He said He would bring nations against her: “They shall
destroy the walls of Tyre and break down her towers; and I
will scrape her soil from her, and make her a bare rock.”
Ezekiel 26-28 has many details of this prophecy against Tyre,
which would be like Billy Graham announcing that God was going
to wipe New York off the map.
Tyre consisted of two parts, a mainland city and an island a
half- mile offshore. The first attack came from the Babylonian
king Nebuchadnezzar, who laid siege to Tyre for thirteen
years. Finally, his battering rams broke through the walls,
and he tore down the city’s towers. But the island part of the
city wasn’t yet destroyed, because this prophecy was fulfilled
in stages. For 250 years it flourished, until Alexander the
Great set his sights on Tyre. Even without a navy, he was able
to conquer this island city in what some consider his greatest
military exploit. He turned the ruined walls and towers of Old
Tyre into rubble, which he used to build a causeway from the
mainland to the island. When he ran out of material, he
scraped the soil from the land to finish the land- bridge,
leaving only barren rocks where the old city used to be. He
fulfilled the prophecy, “They will break down your walls and
destroy your pleasant houses; your stones and timber and soil
they will cast into the midst of the waters”(Ez. 26:12).
Fulfilled prophecy is just one example of how God shows He is
there and He is not silent. How else do we explain the
existence of history written in advance?

Jesus: The Ultimate Evidence
The most astounding thing God has ever done to show His

existence to us is when He passed through the veil between
heaven and earth and came to live among us as a man.
Jesus Christ was far more than just a great moral teacher. He
said things that would be outrageous if they weren’t true, but
He backed them up with even more outrageous signs to prove
they were. Jesus claimed not to speak for God as a prophet,
but to be God in human flesh. He said, “If you’ve seen Me,
you’ve seen the Father” (John 14:9), and, “The Father and I
are one” (John 10:30). When asked if He was the Messiah, the
promised Savior, He said yes.{8} He told his contemporaries,
“Before Abraham was, I am”(John 8:58). The fact that His
unbelieving listeners decided then to kill Him shows that they
realized He was claiming to be Yahweh, God Almighty.
When Jesus told His followers that He was the Good Shepherd
(John 10:11-18), they would immediately be reminded of a
passage in the book of Ezekiel where Yahweh God pronounced
Himself shepherd over Israel (Ez. 34:1-16). Jesus equated
Himself with God.
But words are cheap, so Jesus backed up His words with
miracles and signs to validate His truth-claims. He healed all
sorts of diseases in people: the blind, the deaf, the
crippled, lepers, epileptics, and even a woman with a twelveyear hemorrhage. He took authority over the demons that
terrorized and possessed people. He even raised the dead.
Jesus showed His authority over nature, as well. He calmed a
terrible storm with just a word. He created food out of thin
air, with bread and fish left over! He turned water into wine.
He walked on water.
He showed us what God the Father is like; Jesus was God with
skin on. He was loving and sensitive, at the same time strong
and determined. Children and troubled people were drawn to Him
like a magnet, but the arrogant and self-sufficient were
threatened by Him. He drenched people with grace and mercy

while never compromising His holiness and righteousness.
And after living a perfect life, He showed His love to us by
dying in our place on a Roman cross, promising to come back to
life. Who else but God Himself could make a promise like
thatand then fulfill it? The literal, bodily resurrection of
Jesus Christ is the final, greatest proof that there is a God,
that Jesus is God Himself, and that God has entered our world
and showed us the way to heaven so we can be with Him forever.
He said, “I am the way, the truth, and the life; no one comes
to the Father except by Me” (John 14:6).
God exists, and He has spoken. He made a “just right” universe
that is stamped with clues of its Maker. He placed eternity in
our hearts, as Ecclesiastes tells us, and all people have a
strong moral streak because we are made in the image of a
moral God. The evidence of design in our bodies, our world and
the universe is a signpost pointing to a loving, intelligent
Designer behind it all. The unity of the Bible and the
hundreds of fulfilled prophecies in it show the mind of God
behind its creation. And we’ve looked at the way Jesus punched
through the space-time continuum to show us what God looks
like, and opened the doorway to heaven. Jesus is the clearest
evidence of all that God does exist.
Notes

1. Hugh Ross, Creator and the Cosmos. (Colorado Springs, CO.: Navpress, 1995), 111-145.

2. R.E.D. Clark, Creation (London: Tyndale Press, 1946), 20.

3. The Wonders of Gods Creation, Moody Institute of Science (Chicago, IL).

4. Gregory Koukl, “Guilt and God,” Stand to Reason Commentary.
http://www.str.org/free/commentaries/theology/gultngod.htm.

5. Phillip Bishop, “Evidence of God in Human Physiology.”
http://www.leaderu.com/science/bishop.html

6. Richard Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1986), 1.

7. Bishop.

8. Mark 14:61-62; Matthew 26: 63-65; Luke 22:67-70

The author gratefully acknowledges the insights of Marilyn Adamson, whose article “Is There a God?” on
LeaderU.com formed the basis for much of this essay.

© 1999 Probe Ministries.

Josh
McDowell
on
Using
Redeeming
Darwin
With
Expelled: No Intelligence
Allowed
Over the last 50 years, those with a Christian worldview have
been the focus of condescension and exclusion in the academic
community. As has happened throughout history, these attitudes
from the academic community have gradually permeated our
mainstream culture. Today, evangelical-bashing is the accepted
standard position for all forms of mass media from news
reporting to books and movies. Over the last decade, this
trend has accelerated to the point that many people believe
Christian principles and beliefs should not be recognized in
our public policies and culture. We are all experiencing these
efforts to relegate the Christian faith to an irrelevant
sidelight of American culture.
One of the root causes of this trend is the teaching of
naturalistic Darwinism as dogma within our public education
system from grade school through our universities. The

reasoning is that educated people know that science has proven
there is no evidence for a creator. Therefore, there is no
place for religion and moral authority in our public life.
This attitude directly affects public policies on abortion,
euthanasia, education, sexuality, etc.
Although Darwins theory of life originating and evolving to
its current forms strictly though random events and natural
selection may have seemed plausible 50 years ago, our current
understanding of the nature of the universe and the complexity
of even the simplest life forms bring up huge issues for which
the current state of evolutionary theory has no answers. For
example, over 700 scientists at our universities and research
institutions have signed a statement expressing their doubt
that Darwinism
understanding

can adequately explain our current
of
life
in
this
universe
(See

dissentfromdarwin.org for the current list).
In a desperate attempt to protect the dogma upon which their
naturalistic/humanistic
worldview
is
based,
the
scientific/educational establishment is systematically and
viciously attacking those who would dare to research
alternative theories that may better explain the current
evidence. They have mounted a public relations campaign to
paint any scientific research or publications which expose the
issues with Darwinism as not science, but rather religiously
based dogmatism or creationism. What is absolutely amazing is
that while aggressively pursuing their campaign of persecution
and spin-doctoring, the Darwinist community steadfastly denies
that they are doing any such thing. Sadly, this campaign has
been successful to date in keeping our public education system
and most of our scientists captive to this worldview-motivated
attempt to defend the dogma of Darwinism in the face of all
evidence to the contrary.
Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed (starring Ben Stein) is a
documentary scheduled to be released in April 2008. It exposes
the blatant attempts to squelch academic freedom in defense of

outdated Darwinist dogma. By chronicling the stories of wellqualified scientists who have dared to question Darwinism as a
comprehensive explanation for life and interviewing people on
both sides of these events, this documentary presents a strong
case for restoring academic freedom allowing scientists to
follow the evidence where it leads. Both the content and the
involvement of Ben Stein (who is Jewish) make it clear that
this documentary was not created to directly promote the
teaching of creationism. This documentary calls Americans to
stand up for academic freedom and integrity. It says that we
should not allow the misguided notion that science and
religion must be in conflict to keep scientists from exploring
all reasonable hypotheses to explain the latest evidence.
The producers of Expelled are making a large financial
investment to create a documentary targeted for wide release
in thousands of movie theaters. They are taking this risk
because they believe that the American public needs to
understand what is really happening. It is only through public
awareness and pressure that the current climate of repression
and persecution can be changed. Expelled is intended to bring
this issue to the forefront of public thought. Promoting an
open public debate could well lead to unshackling scientific
research in this area and opening the door for students for
receive
more
in-depth
education
in
evolutionary
theoryincluding those areas where evolutionary theory
currently has no viable explanation.
The content of Expelled creates a natural opportunity for
Christians to discuss the evidence for a creator and the
reasons for our faith in Jesus Christ as Creator and Savior.
Expelled will draw wide public attention to these issues and
will create media attention and controversy even among those
who do not see it. It would be a shame for believers to miss
this opportunity to promote this public discussion and to
engage our friends, neighbors and co-workers in making a
defense for our hope in Christ.

So how can we go about doing this?
1. Let me encourage you to take the time to review the
excellent, cutting-edge materials available through
RedeemingDarwin.com. Make the effort to equip your people
with the information and encouragement they need to
communicate that the scientific evidence points to a creator
and to share the relationship they have with the Creator.
Again, this foundational issue is critical and will get more
intense in the days ahead. The Redeeming Darwin material from
Probe and EvanTell is ideal for this purpose.
2. Make sure that they know that Expelled will bring this
topic to the forefront in peoples conversation whether they
have seen the documentary or not. We need to equip believers
to look for opportunities to interact intelligently. You may
want to make available the Viewers version of Probes
Discovering the Designer DVD/booklet as a cost effective tool
for
your
people
to
share
with
others
(redeemingdarwin.com/products).
3. Encourage people to see this controversial documentary:
Expelled does not directly promote a Christian view. In
fact, it does not even take the position that Intelligent
Design has been shown to be a better theory than Darwinism.
This helps establish a non-threatening, neutral starting
point to engage in a thoughtful discussion. You are not
asking people to watch a Christian film. You are
encouraging them to become informed on an important issue.
Expelled is a documentary. It is not for entertainment. It
will require the audience to think about what they are
watching. Although it includes some humor (how could Ben
Stein keep from adding humor?), it is a very serious
documentary. Be sure people understand that they are
attending for the purpose of learning not for a night out
at the movies.

After you view the movie, you may want to think about how
you could use the DVD version when it is available. If you
are showing Expelled in a small group or some other venue,
you can better focus peoples expectations.
4. Plan to offer small group opportunities to learn more
about this controversy and how it ultimately points us to
Christ. Once again, the Redeeming Darwin material is an
excellent resource for this purpose.
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Expelled:
Allowed

No

Intelligence

Dr. Bohlin explores the key points from this documentary from
a Christian perspective. He looks at three of the scientists
featured on the film who were persecuted for their willingness
to consider intelligent design as an option. The film may
become dated but the issue of an intelligent creator versus an
impersonal, random cause of creation will continue on for many
years.
A film was released in April 2008 starring Ben Stein. Titled
EXPELLED: No Intelligence Allowed,{1} this film documents the
dark underside of academia in America and around the world,
exposing what happens when someone questions a ruling
orthodoxy. In this case, that orthodoxy is Darwinian

evolution.
Evolution is routinely trumpeted as the cornerstone of modern
biology, indispensable even to modern medical research.
Therefore, if someone questions Darwinian evolution and its
reliance on unpredictable mutation and natural selection, you
are questioning science itself. At least that’s how the
gatekeepers of science explain it.
Never mind that over seven hundred PhD trained scientists from
around the world have openly signed a statement questioning
the ability of Darwinism to account for the complexity of
life.
You’ll
find
my
name
among
them
(www.dissentfromdarwin.org). We are usually dismissed as being
misguided, uninformed or religiously motivated. We couldn’t
possibly have legitimate scientific objections to Darwinian
evolution.
Many have refrained from signing that list because of the
possible repercussions to their career. But isn’t there
academic freedom in this country? Doesn’t science progress by
always questioning and leaving even cherished theories open to
reinterpretation? Isn’t science all about following the
evidence wherever it leads? Well, in theory, yes. Practically,
scientists are human, too, and often don’t like it when
favorite ideas are reexamined.
The film EXPELLED explores the reality of what happens when
evolutionary orthodoxy is questioned by vulnerable scientists
who have yet to secure tenure.
In what follows, I will take a detailed look at just three of
the scientists featured in the film. In each case I will
reveal greater detail than the film is able to explore and
provide resources for you to inquire further. Hopefully this
will inspire you to learn more about this important issue and
attend the film when it opens.
Let me briefly introduce the three scientists.

Richard Sternberg has a double PhD in evolutionary biology.
editor of a scientific journal, he oversaw the publication
an article promoting Intelligent Design and critical
evolution. As a result, he was harassed and falsely accused
improper peer review. He has been blacklisted.

As
of
of
of

Caroline Crocker taught introductory biology and made the
mistake of including questions about evolution contained in
science journals. She was accused of teaching creationism and
eventually lost her job, and has been unable to find work ever
since.
Finally, Guillermo Gonzalez, a well published astronomer, has
been denied tenure because he supports Intelligent Design.
Trust me, you’ll find it hard to believe what you read.

Richard von Sternberg
Richard von Sternberg was the managing editor of the
biological journal, The Proceedings of the Biological Society
of Washington, or PBSW. Sternberg was employed by the National
Institutes of Health in their National Center for
Biotechnology Information. He was also a research associate at
the Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of Natural
History when he served as the journal’s managing editor.
Sternberg was considered a rising scientist and theorist. His
multiple appointments demonstrated great confidence in his
research ability. By 2004 he had accumulated thirty scientific
publications in peer-reviewed science journals and books.
His fall from grace was not for something he said or did, but
for what he didn’t do. As managing editor for PBSW, he did not
reject outright an article submitted for publication that
supported Intelligent Design as “perhaps the most causally
adequate explanation” for the explosion of new, complex life
forms during the Cambrian period. He “mistakenly” sent the
paper out for peer review, and went along with reviewers

recommendations for publication after extensive revisions were
made.
When the article appeared in the journal’s August 2004
edition, the journal and Sternberg were assailed for allowing
the publication of this heresy. He was accused of not
following proper peer-review procedure. If he had, certainly
the paper would have been rejected. He was accused of acting
as the editor himself when normal procedure was for the paper
to be referred to an associate editor. If he had, surely the
article would have been rejected. He was accused of choosing
reviewers predisposed to support the ID perspective of the
article. If he had chosen true scientists, surely they would
have rejected the article.
I think you get the point. Any scientist worth their salt
would have rejected the article out of hand; Sternberg didn’t
and therefore was guilty of academic sin. Eventually,
Sternberg claimed he was harassed by the Smithsonian where he
currently worked. He claimed his office was changed, that he
was denied access to museum specimens and collections, that
his key was confiscated, and that he was subjected to a
hostile work environment, all intended to get him to leave.{2}
The White House Office of Special Counsel was eventually
called in to investigate, and although they eventually did not
take the case because Sternberg was not actually a Smithsonian
employee, they did issue a preliminary report documenting the
inaccuracy of the charges against him and the accuracy of
Sternberg’s accusations.{3} He followed very standard and
proper peer-review procedures and even got approval for the
article from a member of the society’s ruling council. You can
bet that the editors of other journals were paying attention.

Caroline Crocker
Caroline Crocker, a PhD with degrees in pharmacology and

microbiology, is a research scientist and former lecturer at
George Mason University.{4}
As Crocker tells her story, she was an instructor at George
Mason University, teaching introductory biology. One lecture
was devoted to evolution, and she decided it was important for
students to hear not just the evidence favoring evolution but
published research that questioned certain elements of
evolutionary theory. Crocker had come to this conviction not
from any religious motivation but from her own research and
convictions as a scientist.
The lecture was received very well with spirited discussion
and she considered it a success. Days later she was called to
her supervisor’s office who accused her of teaching
creationism. She denied this and claimed she never even used
the word and encouraged her supervisor to look up the lecture
herself which was online, as were all her lecture notes. Later
she was demoted to only teaching laboratories and eventually
dismissed altogether.
Upon getting another teaching job at a local community
college, she eventually learned she was targeted for dismissal
again and left on her own. Eventually, she applied for other
teaching positions and, though initially offered the job at
one interview, she was later called and told there was no
money for the position. Someone at the National Institutes of
Health eventually told her to stop looking because she was
blacklisted.{5}
A young lawyer at a local law firm eventually volunteered to
take her case pro bono [without charge]. His firm agreed with
his decision and filed an initial complaint with George Mason
University. The complaint was later dropped and the lawyer
mysteriously asked to clean out his office. He too has
struggled since, trying to find employment.
George Mason denies any wrongdoing, of course, and maintains

that academic freedom is honored at their university, but they
offer few specifics on just why Crocker was terminated.
Crocker always received high marks from her students and was
qualified and effective wherever she went. Suddenly after
questioning Darwinism, her scientific career is over. There is
another viewpoint, of course. P. Z. Meyer’s, for example,
defends the decision to let Crocker go at the end of her
contract because questioning evolution shows she was
incompetent.{6}

Guillermo Gonzalez
Guillermo Gonzalez is a planetary astronomer and associate
professor at Iowa State University. Gonzalez has done research
and taught at Iowa State for five years and has accumulated an
impressive record. He has accumulated over sixty peer-reviewed
publications in various science and astronomy journals. In
addition, he has presented over twenty papers at scientific
conferences, and his work has been featured in such respected
publications as Science, Nature, and Scientific American.{7}
Ordinarily, to become a tenured professor at a research
institution there are specific requirements that must be met.
The Astronomy Department at Iowa State requires a minimum of
fifteen research papers. Gonzalez should have felt quite
secure since he published nearly five times that many papers.
He also co-authored an astronomy textbook through Cambridge
University Press that he and others used at Iowa State. But
his initial application for tenure was denied. The faculty
senate indicated his application was denied because he didn’t
meet certain necessary requirements.
However, many suspected he was denied tenure for his support
for Intelligent Design through his popular book and film The
Privileged Planet. While having nothing to do with biological
evolution, Gonzalez and his co-author Jay Richards maintain
that our earth is not only uniquely suited for complex life

but is also amazingly well-suited for intelligent life to
observe the cosmos. This dual purpose seems to suggest design.
In denying Gonzalez’s initial appeal, the university president
specifically stated the denial had nothing to do with
Intelligent Design. Gonzalez further appealed to the
University Board of Regents. In the meantime, the Discovery
Institute obtained internal university emails clearly
indicating that the sole reason Gonzalez was denied tenure was
due to his support of ID, despite the university’s public
denials. These emails also indicated that some of these
university professors knew what they were doing was wrong and
conspired to keep their deliberations secret.
Amazingly, the ISU Board of Regents refused to see this
information or provide Gonzalez an opportunity to defend
himself before they voted. Not surprisingly, Gonzalez’s final
appeal was denied in early February 2008.

Be Prepared for EXPELLED
Probe Ministries highly recommends the film EXPELLED: No
Intelligence Allowed as it highlights the harassment and
persecution of PhD scientists at the highest levels of
academia and exposes signs of ugly things to come in the
culture at large.{8} Usually the scientific establishment
tries to cover up these activities, but when exposed, they
usually resort to saying that this level of harassment is
deserved since a fundamental tenet of science is being
challenged, and therefore these scientists don’t deserve their
positions. Academic freedom apparently only applies to
disagreeing with details about evolution but not evolution
itself.
These three stories are just the tip of the iceberg. These
scenes are being played out around the world, and publicity is
an important step in seeing justice done.

Now, let’s be clear about something. Just because a few
scientists and scientific institutions have behaved badly on
behalf of evolutionary orthodoxy doesn’t mean that evolution
itself is suspect. But as I stated earlier, over seven hundred
scientists have now signed a statement declaring their
skepticism about Darwinian evolution as a comprehensive
explanation of the complexity of life and the list is growing.
The scientific underpinnings of Darwinian evolution have been
unraveling for over fifty years. I’ve been personally involved
in this revolution for over thirty years, long before
Intelligent Design was even a recognized movement.
The EXPELLED documentary will certainly raise the visibility
of this debate even further in the general public and
hopefully within the church. But I have been quite surprised
how many in the church are really unfamiliar with the
Intelligent Design movement and are even suspicious of the
motives and beliefs of those involved.
In that light, Probe Ministries and EvanTell unveiled last
summer, before EXPELLED was announced, a small group DVD based
curriculum about the Intelligent Design movement, called
Redeeming Darwin. Check out this material at Redeeming
Darwin.{9} There are small group leader kits, self-study kits,
and very inexpensive outreach kits meant to be handed out to
people wanting to see for themselves. We are thrilled to have
Josh McDowell’s endorsement, and our curriculum is being
recommended to church youth leaders by those promoting
EXPELLED.
This spring and through the summer the rhetoric will be
escalating, and many just won’t understand what all the fuss
is about. First, make plans to attend EXPELLED in a few weeks
and take some skeptical friends with you. Then give your
friends a copy of our Discovering the Designer DVD and invite
them to join your small group in studying Redeeming Darwin to
help answer the inevitable questions about ID and evolution.
In addition, Redeeming Darwin will show you how to take a

conversation about ID and evolution and use it to share the
gospel. That’s how you can “redeem Darwin.”
Notes
1. www.getexpelled.com.
2. www.rsternberg.net/ (last accessed 2/12/08).
3. www.rsternberg.net/OSC_ltr.htm (last accessed 2/12/08).
Sternberg used well-qualified reviewers for this paper and has
steadfastly refused to identify them, which is normal protocol
despite repeated attempts by evolutionists to find out who
they were. None of them were “creationists” as has been
suggested.
4. tinyurl.com/daeq8 (last accessed 2/12/08).
5. tinyurl.com/yph66u (last accessed 2/12/08).
6. tinyurl.com/2k59lu (last accessed 2/12/08). Also be advised
that PZ Meyers is not shy about using vulgar language.
7. To view a full list of online and print articles and to
view Gonzalez’s academic record, visit the Discovery
Institute’s section on Gonzalez at www.discovery.org/a/2939
(last accessed 2/13/08). See also post-darwinist.blogspot.com
8. www.expelledthemovie.com.
9. Also see www.probe.org and www.GetExpelled.com.
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C.S. Lewis and the Riddle of

Joy
Dr. Michael Gleghorn asks, What if nothing in this world can
satisfy our desire because the object of our desire is otherworldly?

The Riddle of Joy
Over forty years after his death, the writings of C. S. Lewis
continue to be read, discussed, and studied by millions of
adoring fans. There seems to be something in Lewis that
appeals to almost everyone. He is read by men and women,
adults and children, Protestants and Catholics, scholars and
laymen. A new movie, based on his best-selling children’s
classic The Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe, is expected to
be a mega-hit in theatres.{1} It’s difficult to think of
another writer who is read (and appreciated) by such a broad
spectrum of humanity as C. S. Lewis.
But what accounts for this broad, popular appeal? Doubtless
many reasons could be given. Lewis wrote on such a wide
variety of topics, in such a diversity of literary genres and
styles, that almost anyone can find pleasure in something he
wrote. Further, he wrote for a general audience. Even when
he’s discussing very heady philosophical and theological
topics, he remains quite accessible to the intelligent layman
who wants to understand. Nevertheless, I tend to agree with
Peter Kreeft, who notes that while “many virtues grace Lewis’s
work . . . the one that lifts him above any other apologetical
writer . . . is how powerfully he writes about Joy.”{2}
Now it’s important to understand that when Lewis writes of
Joy, he’s using this term in a very particular way. He’s not
just speaking about a general sort of happiness, or joyful
thoughts or feelings. Rather, he’s speaking about a desire,
but a very unique and special kind of desire. In Surprised by
Joy, his spiritual autobiography, Lewis describes it as “an

unsatisfied desire which is itself more desirable than any
other satisfaction.”{3}
But what did he desire? The question haunted Lewis for years.
What was it that he wanted? Through trial and error he came to
realize that he didn’t simply want a feeling, a subjective,
inner experience of some kind. Indeed, he later said that “all
images and sensations, if idolatrously mistaken for Joy
itself, soon confessed themselves inadequate. . . . Inexorably
Joy proclaimed, ‘You want—I myself am your want of—something
other, outside, not you or any state of you.'”{4}
In an attempt to find the mysterious object of his desire,
Lewis plunged himself into various pursuits and pleasures. But
nothing in his experience could satisfy this desire.
Ironically, these failures suggested a possible solution to
Lewis. What if nothing in this world could satisfy his desire
because the object of his desire was other-worldly? A radical
proposal, and we turn to it now.

The Argument from Desire
What was Lewis to make of this rather mysterious, intense, and
recurrent desire that nothing in the world could satisfy? Did
the desire have any real significance? Did anything actually
exist that could satisfy this desire? Or was the whole thing
just a lot of moonshine? Although this question haunted Lewis
for years and took him down many dead-end streets in pursuit
of the mysterious object of his desire, he eventually came to
believe that he had discovered the answer.
In The Pilgrim’s Regress, he wrote of his remarkable solution
to the riddle of Joy—the desire we are now considering—as
follows:
It appeared to me . . . that if a man diligently followed
this desire, pursuing the false objects until their falsity
appeared and then resolutely abandoning them, he must come

out at last into the clear knowledge that the human soul was
made to enjoy some object that is never fully given—nay,
cannot even be imagined as given—in our present mode of
subjective and spatio-temporal experience. This Desire was,
in the soul, as the Siege Perilous in Arthur’s castle—the
chair in which only one could sit. And if nature makes
nothing in vain, the One who can sit in this chair must
exist.{5}
In other words, Lewis reasoned from this intense desire, which
nothing in the world could satisfy, to an object of desire
that transcended the world. He gradually became convinced that
this Supreme Object of human desire is God and heaven!
Following Peter Kreeft, we can formulate the argument as
follows:{6}
1. Every natural or innate desire we experience has a
corresponding real object that can satisfy the desire.
2. We experience an innate desire which nothing in this world
can satisfy.
3. Therefore, there must be a real object that transcends the
world which can satisfy this desire.
Now this is a valid argument in which the conclusion follows
logically from the premises. So if someone wants to challenge
the argument’s conclusion, they must first challenge one of
its premises. And, as I’m sure you can imagine, the argument
has certainly had its detractors. But what sort of objections
have they raised? Have they shown the argument to be unsound?
And how have Lewis’s defenders responded to their objections?
We’ll now turn to consider some of these questions.
Thus, it’s important to understand that Lewis is not arguing
that all our desires have real objects of satisfaction. He’s
claiming only that all our natural and innate desires do.

Having clarified this issue, we’ll return to
objections to this first premise in a moment.

consider

But first, what if someone objects to Lewis’s second premise,
namely, that we have an innate desire which nothing in the
world can satisfy?{10} For example, what if someone admitted
that they were not perfectly satisfied now, but believed they
would be if only they had the best of everything money can
buy? Well, unfortunately this experiment has already been
tried—and has repeatedly failed. Just think of all the people
who are very wealthy, but still not perfectly satisfied.
Indeed, some of them are downright miserable!
But what if one of them isn’t? What if someone claimed that he
is perfectly satisfied right now? Admittedly, we can’t really
argue with such a person. We can only ask him to be honest—if
not with us, at least with himself. Even so, however, this
would not necessarily show that Lewis’s argument is false. It
may only show that the person who makes such a claim is
somehow defective, like a colorblind person claiming that
there is no such thing as color. If most people experience an
innate desire which nothing in the world can satisfy, then
Lewis’s conclusion may still follow. But before we can be
sure, we must first revisit that problematic first premise.
You’ll remember that Lewis argued that every natural or innate
desire (like our desire for food, drink, or friendship) has a
corresponding object that can satisfy the desire. Thus, there
really are such things as food, drink, and friends. There
seems to be a correlation between our natural desires and
objects that can satisfy them.
But there’s a problem. As John Beversluis observed:
How could Lewis have known that every natural desire has a
real object before knowing that Joy has one? I can
legitimately claim that every student in the class has
failed the test only if I first know that each of them has

individually failed it. The same is true of natural
desires.{11}
In other words, why think that every natural desire has an
object that can satisfy it? Such questions appear to raise
difficulties for Lewis’s argument. So how have Lewis’s
supporters responded?
Peter Kreeft has written:
[T]he proposition “every natural, innate desire has a real
object” is understood to be true because nature does nothing
in vain, and this . . . is seen to be true by understanding
the concept expressed in . . . the word “nature.” Nature is
meaningful . . . full of design and purpose . . . arranging
a fit between organism and environment . . . desire and
satisfaction . . .{12}

The Value of the Argument
In order to effectively reason from a deep, unsatisfied
natural desire that nothing in the world can satisfy, to
something beyond the world which can satisfy it, one must
first know, or at least have good reason to believe, that all
our natural desires have real objects of satisfaction. If they
don’t, then maybe there’s just not any object that can satisfy
the desire we’re considering.
Now, of course, someone might well say, “Look, if all the
natural desires we can check on, like our desires for food,
drink, sex, and knowledge, have real sources of satisfaction,
then wouldn’t it be reasonable to infer that in the case of
this one mysterious desire, which nothing in the world can
satisfy, that there’s also a real source of satisfaction?”
Well, yes, I think this would be quite reasonable. Of course,
the conclusion is only probable, not necessary. But in some
places this is all Lewis himself claimed. In Mere Christianity
he wrote:

The Christian says: Creatures are not born with desires
unless satisfaction for these desires exists . . . If I find
in myself a desire which no experience in this world can
satisfy, the most probable explanation is that I was made
for another world.{13}
Now this is an interesting argument and it may suggest an
additional premise which has been assumed, but not directly
stated. For why does the Christian say that creatures are not
born with desires unless satisfaction for these desires
exists? Isn’t it because we believe that there’s a benevolent
Creator and Designer of the natural world and its creatures?
And if this is true, then it seems quite plausible that things
have been intentionally designed so that there’s a match
between our natural desires and sources of satisfaction. And
actually, there are very good reasons, completely independent
of Lewis’s argument, for believing that a Creator and Designer
of nature does exist!
So it seems that the primary value of Lewis’s argument may lie
in showing us that it’s reasonable to believe that our Creator
and Designer is also the Supreme Object of our desire. And
this resonates quite well with the oft-quoted words of
Augustine, “Thou hast made us for Thyself and our hearts are
restless until they rest in Thee.”{14}
Notes
1. The film is scheduled to be released December 9, 2005.
2. Peter J. Kreeft, “C. S. Lewis’s Argument from Desire,” in
G. K. Chesterton and C. S. Lewis: The Riddle of Joy, eds.
Michael H. MacDonald and Andrew A. Tadie (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1989), 256.
3. C. S. Lewis, Surprised by Joy: The Shape of My Early Life
(New York: Harvest/HBJ, 1955), 17-18, cited in Kreeft, 253.
4. C. S. Lewis, Surprised by Joy, 220-21, cited in Kreeft,
253.

5. C. S. Lewis, The Pilgrim’s Regress, (U.S.A.: Eerdmans,
1992), 204-05.
6. Kreeft, 250.
7. Ibid.
8. Ibid.
9. Ibid.
10. For Kreeft’s discussion see “C. S. Lewis’s Argument from
Desire,” 267.
11. John Beversluis, C. S. Lewis and the Search for Rational
Religion (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1985), 19, cited
in Kreeft, “C. S. Lewis’s Argument from Desire,” 267.
12. Kreeft, 269.
13. C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: Macmillan,
1952), 105, cited in Kreeft, “C. S. Lewis’s Argument from
Desire,” 254 (emphasis mine).
14. Augustine, Confessions, 1:1, cited in Kreeft, “C. S.
Lewis’s Argument from Desire,” 263.
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Jesus’ Claims to be God –
Yes, Jesus Said He is God
Sue Bohlin answers the question about Jesus claims to be God
by reviewing the major scripture passages where Jesus did so.
This study clearly shows that Jesus was God and openly claimed
to be so. Bottom line: Jesus clearly communicated that He and
the Father are one and are God.
[Note: The following essay was written in response to a
friend’s request: “Can you tell me where in the Bible Jesus
claimed to be God?”]

This article is not an exhaustive list of Christ’s claims to
be God, but it does cover the major ones. I suggest you read
this with a Bible open, as I have not posted all the
scriptures listed.
1. Mark 2:1-12–Jesus heals a paralytic. He had authority to
forgive sins, which is something only God Himself can do.
Then, to authenticate His claim, He demonstrated His power by
healing the paralytic.
2. The miracles Jesus performed are a very strong indication
of His divinity (because no mere human can work actual
miracles by his own power). Jesus referred to the miracles in
John 10:24-39 as proof that he was telling the truth. This
passage is Christ’s own response to the unbelieving Jews’
charge of blasphemy (dishonoring God by claiming to be God).
Incidentally, this section also includes a beautiful promise
that once you are saved/born again/become a Christian, you can
never lose your salvation. Verses 28-29 say we will “never
perish; no one can snatch them out of My hand. My Father, who
has given them to me, is greater than all; no one can snatch
them out of my Father’s hand. I and the Father are one.” (Here
is another strong statement that He is God.) We can have the
assurance of eternal security because we didn’t earn salvation
in the first place; it is a free gift (Ephesians 2:8,9).
3. During Christ’s trial, the chief priests asked Him point
blank, “Tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of God.” And He
said,
• “I am.” (Mark 14:60-62)
• “Yes, it is as you say.” (Matt. 26: 63-65)
• “You are right in saying I am.” (Luke 22:67-70)
These are all ways of saying the same thing, written by
different authors.
In John’s gospel, he recounts Jesus’ interview with Pontius

Pilate (John 18:33-37). Pilate wanted to know if He were the
King of the Jews. Jesus then talked about how His kingdom was
not of this world. Pilate said, “You are a king, then!” Jesus
answered, “You are right in saying I am a king…” The truth is,
he is King of the whole universe.
4. Jesus says in John 10:11-18 that he is the Good Shepherd.
When you read this passage along with Ezekiel 34:1-16, you can
see that Jesus was identifying Himself with God, who
pronounced Himself Shepherd over Israel. The Jewish people,
being an agrarian and shepherding society, knew and dearly
loved this section of the Old Testament because God was using
a metaphor they lived every day. So when Jesus said, “I am the
Good Shepherd,” and that whole John passage so clearly
parallels the Ezekiel passage, there was no doubt that He was
claiming to be God.
5. John 4:25-26. This is where the Samaritan woman, whom Jesus
went to meet at the well, gets into a discussion of “living
water” with Jesus. He pinpoints her sinful lifestyle
(knowledge He would not have had as a mere human passerby),
then He admits that He is the long-awaited Messiah: “I who
speak to you am He.”
6. John 5:1-18. Jesus heals a lame man on the Sabbath, which
the unbelieving Jews gave Him a hard time about. His answer
was, “My Father is always at His work to this very day, and I
too am working.” It was a well-known Jewish line of thought
that, although God rested on the seventh day after Creation
week, He continued to “work” in being loving, compassionate,
and just, as well as keeping the earth producing, keeping the
sun moving, etc. In other words, although the creating had
stopped, the maintenance went on–even on the Sabbath, and that
was the only “work” allowed on that day. So Jesus is putting
Himself on the same level as his Father in working on the
Sabbath. And by calling God “My Father” (instead of “Our
Father”), He was claiming an intimate relationship with God
that far exceeded anyone else’s. So in these two ways, He was

making Himself equal with God.
7. John 16:28. “I came from the Father and entered the world;
now I am leaving the world and going back to the Father.” What
Christ is saying here is that he existed along with the Father
before being born. He “entered the world” by wrapping Himself
in human flesh and being born as a baby. He grew up, fulfilled
His mission/ministry, was crucified and raised from the dead
(all part of the “mission”) and then left the world to go back
to the Father in heaven, where He is now seated at the right
hand of God (the place of honor). He is the only person who
ever existed before conception. That Christ was in a “preincarnate state” means that He is God.
8. (This is many people’s favorite argument for the deity of
Christ, including the author’s.)
First, turn to Exodus 3, where Moses encounters God in the
burning bush. God tells Moses that he is the one He has chosen
to lead the Israelites out of Egypt. Moses says to God,
“Suppose I go to the Israelites and say to them, ‘The God of
your fathers has sent me to you,’ and they ask me ‘What is His
name?’ Then what shall I tell them?” God replies to Moses, “I
AM WHO I AM. This is what you are to say to the Israelites: ‘I
AM has sent me to you.'” God has said that His own name, His
personal name, is “I AM.”
Now…
a) Turn to John 8:56-58. Jesus is talking to the unbelieving
Jews. “Your father Abraham rejoiced at the thought of seeing
My day; he saw it and was glad.” “You are not yet 50 years
old,” they said to Him, “and you have seen Abraham?” “I tell
you the truth,” Jesus announced, “before Abraham was, I AM!”
Jesus was the great I AM from before the beginning of time;
He existed before Abraham ever was. He is claiming here to be
the I AM of the Old Testament. Verse 59 says the Jews picked
up stones to stone Him, but the Lord Jesus slipped away. The

reason they wanted to stone Him was because stoning was the
death penalty for blasphemy. He was claiming to be
Yahweh–Jehovah–Almighty God–I AM. (Of course, it wasn’t
blasphemy when Christ claimed to be who He truly was!)
b) John 8:24. “I told you that you would die in your sins; if
you do not believe that I AM, you will indeed die in your
sins.” In your Bible, it may read “if you do not believe that
I am the one I claim to be….” The extra words are supplied by
the editors; they’re not in the original text. If you’re
familiar with Exodus 3 you don’t need the extra words for it
to make grammatical sense. The Lord Jesus is again claiming
to be God.
c) John 18:4. In the Garden of Gethsemane, Judas and some
priests and soldiers are about to take Jesus prisoner.
“Jesus, knowing all that was going to happen to Him, went out
and asked them, ‘Who is it that you want?’ ‘Jesus of
Nazareth,’ they replied. ‘I AM,’ Jesus said. When He said, ‘I
AM,’ they drew back and fell to the ground.” (Again, in your
Bible the editors may have supplied “I am [he]” to make it
grammatically correct. The Greek just says, “I AM.”)
The force of Jesus’ claim to be Yahweh (I AM) was so powerful
that it literally knocked the arresting officers and the
Jewish priests off their feet!

The above points are by no means exhaustive, and are given to
contribute to the reader’s understanding that Jesus Christ is
Lord because He is God. In this vein, I would like to close
with one of the most powerful quotes ever written on the
subject, by noted author C.S. Lewis in his classic, Mere
Christianity:
I am trying here to prevent anyone saying the really foolish
thing that people often say about Him: “I’m ready to accept

Jesus as a great moral teacher, but I don’t accept his claim
to be God.” That is the one thing we must not say. A man who
was merely a man and said the sort of things Jesus said would
not be a great moral teacher. He would either be a lunatic–on
a level with the man who says he is a poached egg–or else he
would be the Devil of Hell. You must make your choice. Either
this man was, and is, the Son of God; or else a madman or
something worse. You can shut Him up for a fool, you can spit
at Him and kill Him as a demon, or you can fall at His feet
and call Him Lord and God. But let us not come away with any
patronizing nonsense about His being a great human teacher.
He has not left that open to us. He did not intend to.
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