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Prologue 
 

I was an atheist until I was 35 years old. I was a thoughtful atheist; I rejected the existence of 
God because I believed that science and reason could explain away the mysteries that the 
ancients had attributed to “God”. I lived my life in a very responsible manner; I was a good 
student, a good son, a good husband and a good father. I earned my first degree in Design, 
my Master’s Degree in Architecture and then spent over 20 years in Law Enforcement, much 
of it investigating evidence related to Cold Case Homicides. My passion for design and 
evidence eventually led me to examine the evidence for God’s existence. I am cynical and 
skeptical by nature, and in many ways I retain much of my skepticism. But as I investigated 
the evidence for God’s existence, I found the circumstantial case to be compelling and 
sufficient. I eventually began to write about what I learned and utilized my experience as a 
criminal investigator to craft a series of articles examining the evidence for God’s existence. 
After becoming a believer, I entered seminary, earned a degree in theology and served as a 
youth pastor. I eventually planted a church and uploaded my investigations as a website: 
PleaseConvinceMe.com. 

 

This publication is simply a collection of articles from that website. I hope you find it helpful as 
you examine the evidence and articulate it to others. As with everything I have done to 
examine and share the truth, I am making this available to you at no cost. The truth is both 
free and freeing! Please visit our website for many other free materials, and feel free to give 
our materials to your friends and family. 

 

Jim
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Chapter One 

It All Begins With A “Big Bang”   
The Big Bang Theory Affirms the Existence of God  

  
What the “Big Bang” is All About   
Many Christians have a problem with the idea that scientists have come to call 
the “Big Bang” Theory. This theory postulates that there is a single event from 
which all time, space and matter springs; a ‘cosmic singularity’ or an 

instantaneous appearance of time, space and matter from which everything in our universe 
evolves. For the most part, it seems that Christians have come to see this theory as a 
scientific explanation of our origin, as if the ‘Big Bang’ Theory offers a comprehensive 
alternative to the creation story offered in the Book of Genesis. They may also see the ‘Big 
Bang’ as the first incremental step in a process of evolution; a natural sequence of events 
that requires no God or supernatural intervention.  
  

 
  

Father Georges-Henri Lemaître (one of the originators of the Big Bang Theory) 
 was a Belgian Roman Catholic priest who studied humanities at a Jesuit school  

  
But there is another way to see and evaluate the ‘Big Bang’ event that so much science 
substantiates. Now we will take some time to discuss the evidence we have that points to a 
‘Big Bang’ event the next chapter, so we won’t cover that again in this discussion, but I do 
think it is important to understand what the theory implies. Think about it for a minute. All 
science leans toward this theory, and the theory itself implies that there is a beginning to all 
space time and matter in our universe; a point of beginning. Is that really all that different from 
what the Bible teaches? If God did actually create our universe, isn’t it possible that we might 
look back at this creation event and see all the same evidence that we still see and attribute 
to the ‘big bang’? And just because we see evidence of an initial creation event, does this 
necessitate the ‘fact’ that evolution is the only natural consequence? Isn’t it possible that the 
cosmic singularity we see in the ‘big bang’ theory is, in fact, that moment of creation that is 
described in the Bible?  

http://my.the-rising-tide.org/uploads/FatherLemaitre.jpg


�
��������	�
���
������������������������

�

 
Well, if the ‘big bang’ is simply the cosmic event in which God created the universe, then we 
would expect the Bible to speak in language which is consistent with the theory. And, 
wouldn’t you know it, that is exactly what we see in the Biblical record. Before we take a look 
at the scriptures, let’s break down the ‘big bang’ theory into its most fundamental elements. 
The theory proposes three essential truths:  

   
1. The universe begins at a fixed time in the distant past  
2. The ‘cosmic singularity’ is a rapid expansion event and the universe continues to 
expand  
3. The universe is now cooling and ‘running down’ as time passes  

  
While we see plenty of physical and natural evidence that these three propositions are true, 
we, as Christians, are encouraged to know that the Bible also describes these truths and 
accurately predicts what scientists didn’t discover until very recently. Let’s take a look at the 
scriptures that support, explain and predict all three foundational principles of the ‘big bang’ 
theory.  

 
The Universe Begins at a Fixed Time in the Distant Past  
This first foundational principle of the ‘Big Bang’ Theory proposes that all space, 
time and matter begin in a singular event; a hot, energy intense yet highly 
organized ‘explosion’ (for lack of a better word) from which emerges all the 

matter and energy that eventually is shaped into the galaxies, stars and planets in our 
universe. The Bible also speaks of just such a beginning, and it attributes this beginning to a 
supernatural ‘beginner’ who exists OUTSIDE space time and matter. Take a look at the 
following verses:  

  
Colossians 1:15-17   
He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation. For by him 

all things were created: things in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether 
thrones or powers or rulers or authorities; all things were created by him and for him. 
He is before all things, and in him all things hold together.  
  

John 17:24   
"Father, I want those you have given me to be with me where I am, and to see 

my glory, the glory you have given me because you loved me before the creation of 
the world.  
  

Ephesians 1:4   
For he chose us in him before the creation of the world to be holy and 

blameless in his sight.  
  

1 Peter 1:20  
He was chosen before the creation of the world, but was revealed in these last 

times for your sake.  
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2 Timothy 1:9   
who has saved us and called us to a holy life—not because of anything we 

have done but because of his own purpose and grace. This grace was given us in 
Christ Jesus before the beginning of time,  
 

Titus 1:2   
a faith and knowledge resting on the hope of eternal life, which God, who does 

not lie, promised before the beginning of time,  
 
 Proverbs 8:22-31   

"The LORD brought me forth as the first of his works, before his deeds of old; I 
was appointed from eternity, from the beginning, before the world began. When there 
were no oceans, I was given birth, when there were no springs abounding with water; 
before the mountains were settled in place, before the hills, I was given birth, before 
he made the earth or its fields or any of the dust of the world. I was there when he set 
the heavens in place, when he marked out the horizon on the face of the deep, when 
he established the clouds above and fixed securely the fountains of the deep, when he 
gave the sea its boundary so the waters would not overstep his command, and when 
he marked out the foundations of the earth.  

  
From just these few verses, we can conclude that the scriptures proclaim that the universe 
began in a single creation event. In addition, the Bible describes God as a being who exists 
OUTSIDE of time, space and matter (often described as being ‘before’ these things). Using 
the words with which we, as limited human beings, understand and communicate what we 
know to be true, God seeks to tell us something about the created universe and his nature as 
a creator who exists ‘outside’ the created order. Nothing in the Biblical record contradicts the 
facts of the ‘big bang’ theory. In fact, the Bible supports this first foundational principle of the 
theory.  

 
The Universe Expands and Continues to Expand   
In addition to this first principle, the ‘big bang’ theory proposes the idea that the 
cosmic singularity was, in fact, a tremendous expansion event (that’s why we 
sometimes call it an ‘explosion’) that begins a process of expansion that 

continues to this very day. The ‘big bang’ is a single expansion event that occurs in the past 
and initiates a continuing expansion activity that we see in our universe today. There is, 
therefore a ‘past yet continuing’ dimension to this expansion that we also happen to see in 
the scriptures. The Bible describes the fact that God began the universe with an expansion 
event in the ancient past. Check out these verses:  
 

Isaiah 42:5   
This is what God the LORD says - he who created the heavens and stretched 

them out…  
  

Isaiah 44:24   
"This is what the LORD says - your Redeemer, who formed you in the womb: I 

am the LORD, who has made all things, who alone stretched out the heavens, who 
spread out the earth by myself,  
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Isaiah 45:12   
It is I who made the earth and created mankind upon it. My own hands 

stretched out the heavens; I marshaled their starry hosts.   
  
In all of these verse (and many more that I have omitted for brevity) God is described as 
stretching the universe and doing this in the past tense. All these scriptural words describe a 
past activity. At the same time, however, the scriptures describe a continuing stretching that 
God is involved with. There are many scriptures which describe the stretching of the universe 
in the present tense:  

  
Job 9:8   
He alone stretches out the heavens and treads on the waves of the sea.  

  
Psalm 104:2   
He wraps himself in light as with a garment; he stretches out the heavens like a 

tent  
  

Isaiah 40:22   
He sits enthroned above the circle of the earth, and its people are like 

grasshoppers. He stretches out the heavens like a canopy, and spreads them out like 
a tent to live in.  

  
It’s interesting that the Bible describes both the past singularity event (which is actually an 
expansion event) and the continuing expansion of the universe that has been observed and 
confirmed by scientist. And remember that the Bible made these assertions, thousands of 
years BEFORE humans we ever able to observe the expansion of the universe!  

 
The Universe Continues to Run Down from a Very Inte nse Start   
Finally, the ‘big bang’ theory makes the assertion that following the initial 
cosmic singularity (an event of tremendous heat and energy) the expansion of 
the universe has exhibited a continuing cooling and an increase in what 

scientists have come to describe as ‘entropy’. Entropy is sometimes described in the 
following manner: “Energy spontaneously tends to flow only from being concentrated in one 
place to becoming diffused or dispersed and spread out (in other words, disorder or 
randomness tends to increase)”. Scientists have observed that systems will, if isolated from 
external sources of order or energy or 'information,' eventually run down and 'die.' They 
observe this activity in our universe as well. The universe appears to be expanding and 
cooling. The scripture agrees with this observation, as well. First, the scripture has always 
maintained that God is the creator of both moral and natural law:  

  
Jeremiah 33:25   
This is what the LORD says: 'If I have not established my covenant with day 

and night and the fixed laws of heaven and earth 
  
Of course, one of these laws in the Second Law of Thermodynamics, also known as the law 
of “Entropy”. But in addition to this, the Bible also describes the fact that all creation is 
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‘winding down’; all creation, including the universe (of course), is slowing, and cooling and 
‘groaning’ in ‘decay’:  

  
Romans 8:20-22   
For the creation was subjected to frustration, not by its own choice, but by the 

will of the one who subjected it, in hope that the creation itself will be liberated from its 
bondage to decay and brought into the glorious freedom of the children of God. We 
know that the whole creation has been groaning as in the pains of childbirth right up to 
the present time.  
  

Psalm 102:22-26   
In the beginning you laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the 

work of your hands. They will perish, but you remain; they will all wear out like a 
garment. Like clothing you will change them and they will be discarded  

  
This final principle of the ‘big bang’ theory is also described by the Bible. God told us about it 
long before we could see it evidentially. All three foundational principles of the ‘big bang’ 
theory are affirmed in the scriptures.  

 
The Theory Supports God’s Special Revelation   
It is interesting to note that as a Christian, I can accept what I see in the 
universe and what has been proposed in the ‘big bang’ theory without having to 
abandon my faith. In fact, I actually see the science here as a confirmation of 

my faith. The Bible predicts what scientists have discovered. It makes sense that the single 
creation event of a creator God would leave us with evidence of it’s occurrence. What would 
we expect to see in the scientific historical record of the ancient past, following God’s creation 
of the universe? Wouldn’t we expect to see evidence for a cosmic singularity? Of course we 
would. So, as a Christian, I am not afraid to see the evidence. It merely confirms my faith. I 
understand the fact that a universe that BEGAN must have a BEGINNER. For more on what 
this implies, read THIS article. Certainly, Einstein understood the implication here. His theory 
of relativity required a ‘beginning’ to all time space and matter. As he developed his theory, 
he realized that it was a ‘first evidence’ that the universe had a point of beginning. And he 
understood what this implied! Einstein knew that his discovery pointed to a creative agent 
who by definition would have to exist OUTSIDE of space time and matter in order to initiate 
these elements in the created order. Other scientists were equally uncomfortable with the 
notion of a cosmic singularity. Sir Arthur Eddington, a famous 20th century cosmologist, 
actually disliked the ‘big bang’ theory for this reason:  

  
“(the ‘big bang’ theory) seems to require a sudden and peculiar beginning of things.”  
“Philosophically, the notion of a beginning is repugnant to me.”  

   
I can understand why thoughtful scientists might feel this way. Beginnings require beginners. 
But as a Christian, I am very comfortable with the ‘big bang’ theory. It clearly points to a 
creation event that requires nothing less than a being that fits the attributes that we Christians 
commonly ascribe to God.  
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Chapter Two 

Evidence for God from Cosmology   
The Cosmological Argument 

  
Is There Any Evidence?   
Sometimes as Christians we can find ourselves cornered by non-believers who 
seem to have scientific evidence that God does not exist. The secular world has 
developed such a love affair with science and the desire to eliminate the 

unknown. Sometimes their arguments can sound quite compelling, at least on the surface. 
But a little information can be very dangerous. While Christians stand on solid ground 
scientifically, they may not even know it, and many Christians seem to resort to silly defenses 
of their faith. Atheists listen carefully to what we say in as we try to argue for the existence of 
God, and have compiled a list of ridiculous defenses:  
  

The “Nature is Pretty” Argument  
(1) Check out that tree. Isn't it pretty?  
(2) Therefore, God exists.  
 
The Argument from “Miracles”   
(1) My aunt Eloise was most likely going to die from cancer.  
(2) She didn't.  
(3) Therefore, God exists.  
 
The “Moral” Argument   
(1) In my younger days I was a cursing, drinking, smoking, gambling, thieving, 
murdering, bed -wetting jerk.  
(2) That all changed once I became religious.  
(3) Therefore, God exists.  
 
The Argument from “Fear”  
(1) If there is no God then we're all going to die.  
(2) Therefore, God exists.  
 
The Argument from “The Bible”  
(1) [arbitrary passage from OT]  
(2) [arbitrary passage from NT]  
(3) Therefore, God exists.  
 
The “Parental” Argument  
(1) My mommy and daddy told me that God exists.  
(2) Therefore, God exists  
 
The Argument from “Intelligence”   
(1) Look, there's really no point in me trying to explain the whole thing to you stupid 
atheists - it's too complicated for you to understand. God exists whether you like it or 
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not.  
(2) Therefore, God exists.  
 
The Argument from “Creation”  
(1) If evolution is false, then creationism is true, and therefore God exists.  
(2) Evolution can't be true, since I lack the mental capacity to understand it; moreover, 
to accept its truth would cause me to be uncomfortable  
(3) Therefore, God exists.  

  
We Had the Evidence All Along   
Yes, these are tragically un-compelling arguments that many of us have made 
over the years, trying to argue for God’s existence. And they are tragic because 
all the while, as we have sometimes squirmed and felt uncomfortable that the 

world seems to be piling the scientific evidence up against our belief system, we never even 
examined this evidence well enough to realize that the more we discover through scientific 
observation, the more support we have for the TRUTH of God’s existence. In reality, the 
scientific explorations of the past 100 years should not make us uncomfortable at all. The 
discoveries of science should make us even more certain, as they continue to point to God’s 
existence! It’s the scientists who have become more and more uncomfortable, doing 
whatever they can to deny the reality of what they observe. We simply need to examine the 
evidence and make the case from what we see.  

 
The Effort to Understand the Eternal   
Now every world view on the planet has to, in some way, deal with the mystery 
of the eternal and the infinite. Christians aren’t the only ones who have 
questioned and struggled to understand the nature of infinity. Scientists have 

pondered the notion for generations. All of us want to understand eternity, especially as it 
may relate to our origins:  

  
“What was here before anything was here?”  
“If there is a God, where did he come from?”  
“How can time be infinite? Was there a time before time?”  

  
Whatever We Call Eternal, That Is Our God   
It’s our desire to understand the eternal and infinite that drives us to science 
and, ultimately, to theology. You see, whatever we decide is infinite, that is the 
thing that we will recognize as the mysterious almighty being or entity. If, for 

example we decide that the universe had no beginning and has always existed, we are 
basically recognizing the universe as the mysterious almighty force. It is, in essence the 
source of everything, including itself, and is, therefore, God. Carl Sagan took this view of 
things:  

  
Carl Sagan  
“The Cosmos (notice the capital “C”) is everything that ever was, is and will be.” 

   
That’s a rather theological sounding statement, and Carl intended it to be. For Carl, the 
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universe (the “Cosmos”) truly is God. He recognized the fact that we assign deity to whatever 
we call eternal. Many of us don’t believe that the universe is eternal and infinite, but instead 
believe that the cosmos are created and finite. We believe instead that there is a creative 
being that possesses these attributes of eternity. We call that being God. But be certain 0of 
one thing. All us believe in deity. Some of us have assigned this deity to the physical world 
we can see, and others have assigned this deity to a being who is spiritual in nature. None of 
us live without faith in something that we think of as eternal and all-powerful.  

 
What Causes It?   
Now as we are discussing the reality of eternity, we need to understand a basic 
scientific principle that guides us in examinations of this nature. It is the 
Principle of Causality. To even begin to understand the nature of the universe 

and the existence of God, we have to begin with the realization that most everything we 
observe has a cause; something that caused it to come into being or move, or act or 
continue. If you came into a room and observed a ball rolling across the room, you would 
naturally look around to see who kicked it. Why? Because you understand that the ball can’t 
just start moving on its own without the help of someone who could place it in motion. You 
recognize that the ball has no ability to move without an initial cause; an initial ‘mover’. 
Scientists also recognize this reality and have developed a list of things that require a cause:  

  
Every EFFECT has a cause  
Everything that BEGINS has a cause  
Everything that CHANGES has a cause  
Everything that is FINITE has a cause  
Everything that is LIMITED has a cause  

  
It’s important for us to understand this. Even one the world’s historical skeptics understood 
that most everything in our world has a cause:  

  
David Hume (1711-1776)   
“I never asserted so absurd a proposition as that anything might arise without a 
cause.”  

  
Applying Causality to the Cosmos   
Now if we apply this simply reality of causality to the universe that we observe, 
we can make a classic argument for the existence of God. It is called the 
“Cosmological Argument” and it is perhaps the strongest continuing argument 

for the presence of God. With thousands and thousands of scientists working for generations 
to prove that God does not exist, they are still left with the reality of the cosmological 
argument. This argument continues to defy them and defend the truth of God’s existence. 
Let’s take a look at it step by step:  

  
(1) The Universe Has a Beginning   
(we take this position because the evidence supports it)  
(2) Anything That Has a Beginning Must Have Been Ca used By Something Else   
(we know this from the Principal of Causality)  



�
��������	�
���
�������������������������

�

(3) Therefore, the Universe Must Have a Cause   
(that certainly follows)  
(4) This Cause Must Be Eternal and Uncaused   
(or it too would have a cause, and then we are back where we started)  
(5) The Cause is God  
(we recognize deity in that which is eternal and uncaused!)  

  
This simple five step argument, like any argument, rests on an assumption. If point number 
one is true, the argument proceeds without question to point five. If the universe has a 
beginning, it must also have a beginner. One understanding leads to the final conclusion. If 
the first point is true, then we have to deal with the reality of the presence of God, the eternal 
cause of everything that we see.  

 
The Argument Over a Beginning   
As Christians we simply need to discover whether or not the evidence supports 
the notion that the universe has a beginning. If it does, there is a God. If it 
doesn’t, than Carl Sagan is right and the universe is a god unto itself. So, what 

does the evidence show? To understand the evidence, we can look in many places, and one 
of the clearest writers on the topic has been Robert Jastrow, an astrophysicist who 
established NASA’s Goddard Institute for Space Studies in 1961 (this is a U.S. Government 
laboratory charged with carrying out research in astronomy and planetary science). He is 
presently the Director and Chairman of the Board of Trustees of the Mount Wilson Institute 
which manages the Mount Wilson Observatory. In his book, “God and the Astronomers”, he 
talks about the evidence for the beginning of the universe. As we examine and understand 
these evidences, we get a clear picture and understanding that brings us to the conclusion 
that the universe did, in fact, have a beginning.  

 
The Second Law of Thermodynamics   
This simply law recognizes the fact that heat will not flow spontaneously from a 
cold object to a hot object. In fact, hot objects dissipate their heat into the 
surrounding environment and become cold! It also recognizes that any system 

which is free of external influences becomes more disordered with time. This disorder can be 
expressed in terms of the quantity that we call ‘entropy’. Over time, things become less 
ordered, not more ordered. Less intricate and sophisticated, not more ordered and complex. 
In essence, the second law of thermodynamics recognizes that everything in our universe 
and in our world, if not acted upon by an outside force, continues to run down and 
deteriorate.  
 
Many of us have played with windup toys over the years. We all recognize that after the toy is 
wound, we can enjoy watching it perform the activity it is designed for. But we all know that 
over the span of a few seconds, the toy will eventually slow down and stop as it runs out of 
energy. As we observe the second law of thermodynamics in our environment, we also 
recognize that the universe has an ultimate destiny of cessation. Everything is running out of 
energy, from our sun to the stars in our galaxy. But if we look back in time, we also have to 
recognize that the further we retreat on the calendar, the higher the level of heat and energy 
in our universe. The Cosmos themselves are unwinding, and point to a time when they were 
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wound much tighter than they are today. We are living in a “wind-up” universe that, by 
implication, has a point in the distant past in which the universe had not yet been wound. And 
the only question is, “what wound it up to begin with”?  

 
Expansion of the Universe  
The second reality that the universe had a beginning is the observation that the 
cosmos are actually expanding. Over the years, a number of scientists have 
come to this conclusion through both academic research and simply 

observation.  
   
Albert Einstein , in 1905, developed the Special Theory of Relativity that involved 
measurements of length, velocity and time from moving observers. These 

equations led to the now famous equation E = mc2, which describes how matter and 
energy can be converted from one form to another. In 1915, by applying relativity to 
Newtonian physics, Einstein derived the equations of general relativity which describe 
the relationships between gravity, the speed of light, mass, and other factors in regard 
to the universe as a whole. What did all this show him? He realized that the universe is 
experiencing negative acceleration, or decelerating. As he and others used his 
equations to solve more equations, they also began to recognize that the universe is 
expanding. What, in nature, is simultaneously expanding and decelerating? An 
explosion.  
  

Alexander Friedman , a Russian mathematician working in the 1920’s with 
Einstein’s theories, used the mathematics to prove that the universe is 

expanding. His work was being paralleled at the time by astronomers in Belgium who 
independently came to the same conclusion.  
  

Vesto Slipher , an astronomer, presented findings at an obscure astronomy 
meeting in 1914 which showed that several 'nebulae' were receding away from 

the earth. A graduate student named Hubble was in attendance and realized the 
implications.  
  

Edwin Hubble  later proved that these nebulae were actually galaxies, 
composed of billions of stars. In 1929 he proposed the law of red shifts. Galaxies 

which are moving away from the earth demonstrate emission spectra with bands that 
are shifted toward the red (or longer wavelengths) end of the spectrum, and Hubble 
observed that these distant galaxies demonstrated this red shift phenomena. In 
essence, he proved by observation, that the universe is indeed expanding.  

  
All these observations revealed a universe that is expanding like a balloon. Imagine that the 
individual galaxies are drawn on the balloon surface. As the edge of the balloon expands the 
edge galaxies are moving away from center, distributing mass outward, away from the center 
nucleus. This is what we are seeing in the universe today, mass moving away from center. 
But let’s think about it for a second. If we could reverse the process and ‘deflate the balloon, 
moving backward in time, we start to see an initial point of convergence. A very small, tiny 
point of beginning! The science is showing us that the universe seems to having a beginning.  
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The Radiation Echo   
The third piece of evidence that Jastrow cites as he develops the case for a 
universe that has a beginning, is the existence of underlying radiation in the 
universe. Of course, as this radiation was discovered, the larger question of it's 

source became the central issue: 
  
Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson  discovered this cosmic microwave 
background radiation in 1963, and the discovery seemed to set the sea of 

approval for the Big Bang theory. It brought cosmology to the forefront as a scientific 
discipline. It was the long sought proof that the universe was born at a definite moment 
in time.  
  

COBE, (the Cosmic Background Explorer satellite)  was successfully 
launched into space in November of 1989 with instruments aboard capable of 

measuring the radiation echo left behind from the Big Bang. In April 1992, the final 
summary of COBE’s data was made public and hailed as unprecedented. Stephen 
Hawking, author of “A Brief History of Time”, called the discovery, “The most important 
discovery of the century, if not all time.” This affirmed, once again, that the universe 
had a beginning.  

 
The Philosophy of Infinite Regression   
As if these three evidences weren’t enough to prove that the universe has a 
beginning, there is also a very powerful philosophical reality related to the 
concept of infinity that comes into play when we think about the start of the 

universe. It’s a tough concept, but an important one to understand. If the universe truly did 
exist from all eternity, then time would also exist from all eternity. There would be no 
‘beginning of time’. If this were actually true, we could never arrive at today. That’s right, if 
you don’t have a solid and definite place from which you begin time, you can never measure 
your way up to the present day. Imagine a race track with a starting line and a set of starting 
blocks. You set up in the blocks and get ready to start the race. Looking down the track, you 
can see the finish line. It’s just one hundred yards away. You can get there! But just before 
you start the race, I come up and pull back the block, forcing you to start from a few feet 
farther back. Well, no big deal, you can still make it, it’s just a little farther away. But just as 
you begin again, I come up and pull back the blocks once more. Frustrating, isn’t it? Well 
imagine if I continued to do that indefinitely. Every time you are just about to begin, I pull back 
the blocks. You would never be able to reach to finish line if I continued to distance your 
starting line! And that’s exactly what an infinite past does to the possibility of reaching the 
finish line of “today”. If there isn’t a firm ‘beginning of time’, there can be no ‘today’. You can’t 
ever reach the finish line. This truth alone should cause us to recognize that the universe had 
a beginning.  
 
It seems that the hard work of Scientists in the last century, many of whom were determined 
to understand a universe without the assistance of theology, has in fact, pointed to a singular 
point in time in which everything we see in our universe begins. A point of beginning that calls 
undisputedly for a ‘first cause’; an ‘uncaused cause’; that very thing that we call God. Science 
and reason once again lead us to the presence of God in our universe.  
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Does Scripture Speak About Any of This?   
It just so happens that what we observe in the universe has been known for 
thousands of years by those who have relied not on what they could prove, but 
what had been revealed to them from the mind of God. The Bible is replete with 

scriptures that tell us about the nature of our universe and the God who created it. Along the 
way, the observations of the scientists are confirmed:  

  
Psalm 102:25-26  
“In the beginning you laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the 

work of your hands. They will perish, but you remain; they will all wear out like a 
garment.” (God clearly tells us thousands of years ago that the principle of entropy is 
at work in our universe)  
  

Isaiah 45:12   
“It is I who made the earth and created mankind upon it. My own hands 

stretched out the heavens; I marshaled their starry hosts.” (The expression ‘stretched 
out’ is used over and over again in the scriptures to explain the process by which God 
created the universe. It is certainly consistent with our present understanding of an 
expanding universe)  
  

Genesis 1:1   
“In the beginning God created the Heaven and the earth.”  

  
1 Corinthians 2:6-7   
“We do, however, speak a message of wisdom among the mature, but not the 

wisdom of this age or of the rulers of this age, who are coming to nothing. No, we 
speak of God's secret wisdom, a wisdom that has been hidden and that God destined 
for our glory before time began.” (both the Genesis and 1 Corinthians passages, along 
with many more, indicate that time does have a beginning just as the principle of 
infinite regress affirms) 

  
Scripture confirms what we now know to be true. It didn’t wait for the discovery. The scripture 
predicted the discovery because the scriptures come from the heart and knowledge of the 
eternal God who created everything we now see.  

 
So Why Are They Still Denying It?   
Even with all of this evidence to point to the fact that the universe has a 
beginning, there are still many scientists that are desperately searching for 
alternative theories that will deny the truth of a singular point of beginning. You 

have to ask yourself the question; “Why do so many scientists continue to deny what can so 
plainly be seen?”  
 
Scripture confirms and predicts the fact that many of us will continue to deny the truth, even 
when it is sitting right in front of us:  
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Romans 1:18-22   
They know everything that can be known about God, because God has shown 

it all to them. God's eternal power and character cannot be seen. But from the 
beginning of creation, God has shown what these are like by all he has made. That's 
why those people don't have any excuse. They know about God, but they don't honor 
him or even thank him. Their thoughts are useless, and their stupid minds are in the 
dark. They claim to be wise, but they are fools.  

  
Trying to Defeat the First Premise   
Scientists recognize the fact that if they accept the first point of the 
Cosmological Argument, they have to deal with the logical outcome. If they 
admit that the universe has a beginning, then they are going to have to admit 

that there is a ‘beginner’. And many of them, who want to deny a creator who can (and will) 
hold them accountable for the type of lives they are living, simply refuse to concede the first 
point. Einstein did not like the implications of what he had discovered, and all the 
observations that led to the Big Bang theory. He understood that these discoveries implied 
the existence of a Creator. He spent many years modifying his original equations to introduce 
a cosmological constant 'fudge factor' in an attempt to eliminate the need for a Creator. This 
cosmological constant remained undetected until the late 1990’s, and then it was many 
orders of magnitude smaller than that required to eliminate a beginning to the universe. 
Despite Einstein’s best effort, the truth of a singular beginning to the universe continues to 
plague us. So many other scientists have also been uncomfortable with the conclusions they 
have reached. Isn’t that interesting? Science has often pointed to believers as the ones who 
are uncomfortable with scientific conclusions when, in fact, we have the least need to be 
uncomfortable! It’s the scientists who should be (and are) squirming! But they have certainly 
tried valiantly to deny a beginning to the universe:  

  
The Steady State Model   
This theory is a model developed in 1949 by Sir Fred Hoyle, Thomas Gold and 

others as an alternative to the Big Bang theory. The steady state theory asserts that 
although the universe is expanding, it is simply the result of new matter being formed 
to keep the density equal over time. The most notable attribute of the theory was that it 
removed the need for the universe to have a beginning, but it had several flaws that 
caused scientists to abandon it. The theory violates the laws regulating the 
conservation of mass, has never been confirmed by a single observation, and was 
disproved in the late 1960’s, when observations supported the idea that the universe 
was in fact changing over time: quasars and radio galaxies were found only at large 
distances (which based on the red shift, and the finiteness of the speed of light, meant 
that they existed in the past) not in closer galaxies (which would be newer). In addition 
to this, the theory was destroyed with the discovery of the cosmic background 
radiation in 1965, which was predicted by the big bang theory. The Steady State 
theory tried to explain the radiation as the result of light from ancient stars which has 
been scattered by galactic dust. But this explanation has been unconvincing to most 
cosmologists as the cosmic microwave background is very smooth, making it difficult 
to explain how it arose from point sources, and the microwave background shows no 
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evidence of features such as polarization which are normally associated with 
scattering (Big ideas that simply tell us that Steady State is an impossible dream)  
  

The Oscillating Universe Model   
Other writers and philosophers who didn't want to acknowledge the need for a 

creator developed the oscillating universe model to attempt to get around the creation 
of the universe. George Gamow was one such thinker. This model stated that the 
universe explodes and then somehow slows and actually begins to contract again 
resulting in another point of density that eventually explodes once more. The universe 
was described as an infinite cycle of explosions and contractions, over and over again. 
While the model certainly attempts to describe an infinite universe with no beginning, it 
does not explain the creation of the first matter at all. So, there remains a need for a 
creator. Of course, this theory also had inherent, unrecoverable problems. After years 
of searching, scientists were never able to discover enough of the needed matter 
density to 'close' the universe. There would be insufficient gravity to cause it to stop 
expanding and collapse. And most physicists now think that, even if the cosmos 
should contract again, the result would be a 'dull crunch' instead of another Big Bang. 
Simply put, the cosmos would collapse into the Largest Black Hole Ever Made and just 
sit there. It couldn't explode again. (Yet again, the idea that the universe had a 
beginning prevails)  
  

Quantum Gravity Models   
While a number of other theories have emerged over the years (like the Chaotic 

Inflationary Universe Theory and the Vacuum Flux Theory) all have ultimately met their 
demise for reasons similar to the Steady State and Oscillating Universe theories. The 
latest attempts at eliminating the need for a creator have come in the form of the 
Quantum Gravity Models. In 1983 Stephen Hawking and James Hartle, appealing to 
quantum physics seen at the level of subatomic particles, claimed that the universe 
could have just popped into existence out of absolutely nothing at the beginning of 
time. In his theory, Hawking employed the use of imaginary time, similar to the use of 
imaginary numbers in mathematics. Neither imaginary time nor imaginary numbers 
exist in the real world, so their use in describing the real universe is somewhat 
artificial. Even Hawking makes this admission:  

   
“Only if we could picture the universe in terms of imaginary time would there be 
no singularities.... When one goes back to the real time in which we live, 
however, there will still appear to be singularities” (Hawking, S.W. 1988. A Brief 
History of Time, pp. 138-139).  

  
But, alas, there are also problems with this theory. According to quantum physics, 
virtual particles can pop into existence from nothingness through ‘quantum tunneling’. 
Some cosmologists have suggested that the entire universe could have emerged in 
this way as a giant quantum particle. However, quantum theory states that quantum 
systems possess dynamic properties such as position, momentum, and spin 
orientation only when these properties are measured by some device or observer. The 
physical measuring devices themselves can be given a quantum physical description. 
Therefore, for the universe, there is the problem that there is nothing beyond quantum 
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physics to make the measurement that is a necessary condition of the reality of the 
properties of the universe. Unless, of course, that observer is God Himself. The 
second problem with quantum cosmology is that quantum mechanics states that 
quantum events occur according to finite probabilities within finite time intervals. The 
larger the time interval, the greater the probability that a quantum event will occur. 
Outside of time, however, no quantum event is possible. Since time originated at the 
moment of the creation of the universe, quantum tunneling could not be its 'creator.' 
(That’s still a lot of big language to say simply that this theory fails to prove that the 
universe has no beginning).  

  
It Still Points to a Singularity   
All that being said, each and every attempt to develop a cosmology which 
avoids the singularity, the fact that the universe has a beginning, has utterly 
failed. We are left with the truth that as of today, the big bang theory is the one 

theory that the majority of astronomers consider the best description of the origin of the 
universe. In most astrophysical publications, the big bang is implicitly accepted and is used 
as the basis of more complete theories. So we’re back to the question: “Why can’t the 
scientists simply see what is staring them so plainly in the face?” Again, we might be able to 
turn to the ancient wisdom of an eternal God for an answer: 
  

Psalm 115:2-5  
Why do the nations say, 'Where is their God?' Our God is in heaven; he does 

whatever pleases him. But their idols are silver and gold, made by the hands of men. 
They have mouths, but cannot speak, eyes, but they cannot see…  

  
So often we are unwilling to look to an invisible God, because we are so captivated by the 
gods we do see. We are imprisoned by the visible world and our own pursuit of the worldly. 
We want to do what we please without limitation or restriction. And to admit that there might 
be a God who creates all that we can see, would be to admit that there is a God to whom we 
should be accountable. And that is often the reason why the people around us refuse to look 
at or admit to the evidence that is so clear on this issue. But make no mistake. Believers are 
not standing on faith that is not supported by science. In fact, we are the ONLY ones who 
have a faith that is substantive, supported by what is seen and measured. God can, in fact, 
be demonstrated from the very creation He has created. He can be proved form the universe 
itself.  
 
The information on this webpage is a simple consolidation of the work of some great 
Christian thinkers, philosophers and scientists! If you really want to hit the information from a 
higher level, please visit the work of William Lane Craig (especially related to cosmology) at 
his website HERE!  

http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/
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Chapter Three 

Evidence for God from Design  
The Teleological Argument  

  
Sure Foundations   
There are many ways that scholars and theologians have argued for the 
existence of God, but when we examine the world around us, perhaps the most 
conclusive argument grows from the reality of the intricacy of our universe. The 

argument we are about to study should give you sure footing in your faith. It should remind 
you that your faith is not built on emotion or blind commitment, but on the sure footing of 
reason and evidence. When we love God with all our minds, we honor and worship Him. Our 
faith is not an empty hope. It is a certain and sure reality from which hope abounds. In our 
last argument (the Cosmological Argument), we talked about the ridiculous and weak 
defenses that many of us have given when challenged to defend our faith in the existence of 
God. We often resort to trite sayings and clichés. One of them we discussed was this simple 
argument form the natural evidence:  

  
The“Nature is Pretty' Argument   
(1) Check out that tree. Isn't it pretty?  
(2) Therefore, God exists.  

  
Now that may sound like a silly argument on its face, but when we examine it closely, it really 
isn’t all that crazy. When we look at the universe in its incredible glory and think about the 
order and structure that exists across the galaxies, we can’t help but be astonished and 
amazed. The laws of physics, the incredible complexity and the enormity of distance, should 
leave us in awe and urge us to consider the possibility that a vast and powerful God must be 
responsible for something so marvelous. And as we look inwardly and examine the detailed 
complexity of the human specimen, we’ve got to be honest and recognize that there is more 
than a small possibility that an incredibly creative and powerful God is once again at work.  

 
The Teleological Argument   
As we look at the shape and nature of the universe and of all the biological life 
that exists here on earth, we have to come to grips with the powerful argument 
from the apparent design of all that we see. This argument for the presence of 

God is called the “teleological argument”. The Greek word, “telos” means “design” and the 
argument was first developed by William Paley (1743 – 1805), who observed that the 
intricacy and detailed nature of a watch, certainly beg for the existence of a ‘watch maker’. 
And if this reality (that the presence of intelligent design, calls for the presence of an 
intelligent designer), then we’ve got to examine the reality of an almighty designer as we try 
to explain the nature of the universe and all creation. The long, formal version of the 
argument goes something like this:  

  
(1) Human Artifacts (like watches) Are Products of Intelligent Design  
(2) Our Universe and World Resemble Human Artifacts  
(3) Therefore, the Universe Is the Product of Intelligent Design  
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(4) But the Universe is Complex and Giant in Comparison to Human Artifacts  
(5) Therefore, There is a Powerful and Vastly Intelligent Designer Who Created the 
Universe  

  
That’s a lot to think about, so the argument is often restated in a number of ways to help 
make it more understandable. Another way to phrase the argument may go something like 
this:  

  
(1) Our Intelligent and Ordered Universe Demonstrates Qualities of Intelligent Design  
(2) Therefore, There Must Be An Intelligent Designer Who Designed the Universe  
(3) The Designer Who Exists is God  

  
It all comes down to this: if statement (1) is correct, then statement (3) must necessarily 
follow. If the universe demonstrates qualities of intelligent design, then there must be an 
intelligent designer. And this all-powerful being would simply have to be God. So if the first 
proposition turns out to be true, the case is closed and we can have confidence related to the 
existence of God. So let’s take a look and see if the universe and our world demonstrate the 
characteristics of Intelligent Design. Now it seems to me that there are only two possibilities 
here. Either everything that we see and know has evolved on its own, or there is a designer 
God who has designed it all. On the one hand, everything has to either come from simple, 
random and accidental processes of evolution, or from the intricately complex, specific and 
intelligent processes of an all powerful, intelligent cosmic designer. So which is it?  

 
Simple or Complex?   
Well, let’s begin by examining the evidence to see which universe really exists. 
Is it the simply random, accidental universe of evolution, or the complex, 
specific , intelligent universe of design? Charles Darwin (1809 – 1882) really 

changed our world in 1859 when he wrote the famous book, “On the Origin of Species by 
Means of Natural Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life”. 
He proposed that variations occur randomly within a species, and the ability to survive will 
depend on the species ability to adapt to its surroundings. In essence, Darwin believed that 
this process of natural selection (small changes to the pressures of the environment over 
long periods of time) accounted for the slow evolution of everything in our world, as all life 
progressed from simple cells to the life forms we see today.  
 
This idea is founded on an assumption. Darwin assumed that there WAS such a thing as a 
simple cell. He looked through the primitive microscope of his day and observed what 
appeared to be a little blob of protoplasm. Looking at this, it wasn’t hard to imagine that this 
little blob could evolve from a small assemblage of amino acids!  

 
The Huge Assumption   
See Darwin made a huge assumption, and everything that he proposed after 
this assumption was dependent on the hope and presence that such a simple, 
uncomplicated and basic entity could really exist. And Darwin was comfortable 

with the idea that as things get smaller, they actually get LESS complicated. He assumed this 
simplicity as he developed his theories of natural selection which later formed the foundation 



�
��������	�
���
�������������������������

�

for the modern world view of evolution. Darwin believed that there existed a primordial lake 
with all the basic ingredients for life. This lake full of matter was energized in such a way that 
small changes occurred in the relationships between the elements of matter and the changes 
became more and more complex over time, resulting eventually in the formation of simple 
single cell organisms that eventually became the life we see today.  
  
But in the many years since Darwin, our ability to look closely at the cell has grown to the 
point that we now know that there is NO such thing as a simple cell. In fact, as we examine 
cells, we realized that their complexity is incredible, and their world is incredibly small. Our 
modern microscopes reveal that a single thimble filled with cultured liquid can contain over 4 
BILLION single cell bacteria. Each of these are like tiny machines, packed with information 
and complexity that Darwin could never have imagined. We now know that the simplest of 
cells is actually made of amino acids (the basic building blocks of life) that in turn are 
assembled into proteins which form the basis of all matter in the cell. It all begins with the 
formation of these acids and proteins. If this is a simple process of transformation and 
construction, then Darwin may, in fact, be right. But if it is not simple, Darwin’s theory 
stumbles before it can ever start walking.  

 
Amino Acids and Proteins   
Darwin has to be able to explain how these truly simple amino acid chemicals, 
floating around in that primordial soup, can come together to form the proteins 
needed for building the cell. Because Proteins are actually a complex assembly 

of amino acids, put together in a very specific order and manner, just like a jigsaw puzzle. 
Each protein is shaped in a different way. While there are hundreds of thousands of proteins 
found in nature, they are all made up of only 20 amino acids. Each protein is a unique 
assemblage of some or all of these amino acids, carefully united in such a way as to form the 
specific shape of the particular protein. If Darwin were here today, he would have the 
challenge of explaining how the individual amino acids came together in just the most basic 
way to form the first protein. We now know that the amino acids have to come together in a 
specific way, like writing a sentence with letters, to form the protein. There are at least 30,000 
different types of proteins that are constructed from the same 20 amino acids, just as we can 
make thousands of words from the 26 letters of our alphabet. If our letters are not sequenced 
correctly, we don’t get understandable words that we can read. In a similar way, if the amino 
acids are not arranged correctly, they don’t form functional proteins!  
  
Now the odds of these acids coming to gather in a meaningful a specific way like this are 
extremely remote. It’s about he equivalent of being able to randomly drop scrabble pieces 
and form a meaningful sentence. Imagine trying to do this. Imagine trying to throw up a 
handful of Scrabble pieces and hope to form just a single sentence from one of 
Shakespeare’s plays, “to be or not to be, that is the question”. What are the odds of you 
being able to accomplish that? If you calculate the odds mathematically, you’ll discover that 
you have one chance in one thousand, eight hundred and ten trillion octillion. That is an 
incredibly small chance! Let’s take a look at a simple protein, made up of say, just one 
hundred amino acids. The very simplest of proteins are made of this small number of acids. 
What are the odds of this kind of protein coming together by chance? Remember that the 
amino acids have to come together in just the right order or they will not adhere and become 
a protein! The odds of this kind of simple protein forming spontaneously by chance are less 
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than one chance in 10 to the 65th power (that’s a 1 with 65 zeros behind it)! To put this in real 
terms, the odds here are similar to the odds of finding the winning ticket for the state lottery 
lying in the street, and then finding another one on the very next day, and continuing to find a 
new ticket lying on the street on consecutive days for a thousand years!! Not very likely…  
  
But calculating odds doesn’t have much value for us unless we can translate that calculation 
into time. And if we do that, we quickly discover that there is not enough time in the history of 
the universe to form even a single protein! For this simple 100 amino acid protein to form, 
we’ve got to translate the odds into time. Scientists have estimated that on a planet covered 
with the waters of the “primordial soup” and filled with complete sets of all 20 types of amino 
acids, the time necessary to assemble a simple functioning protein would be roughly 
equivalent to their estimated age of the universe, 15 billion years multiplied by 10 to the 60th 
power. In essence, there simply isn’t enough time in the history of the universe to form a 
single protein by chance. See, it’s not really as simple as Darwin first assumed. He was 
operating under the premise that the smallest elements of our environment had the smallest 
number of parts and processes. Of course, as we are better able to understand the 
microscopic, we recognize the incredible complexity of the miniature universe. Darwin was 
wrong from the outset.  

 
God Knew About the Invisible Complexity   
God has been trying to tell us that there is an entire universe at this microscopic 
level. Even before Darwin began his work, God was trying to tell us that he 
alone was responsible for the large things we observe in our environment, and 

the tiny invisible things that we cannot see:  
  
Hebrews 11:3   
“By faith we understand that the universe was formed at God's command, so 

that what is seen was not made out of what was visible.”  
  
Random or Specific?  
Clearly, on the issue of simplicity or complexity, the evidence leans toward a 
complex universe! Now let’s take a look at the next required element in the 
argument for evolution. Is the assembly of smallest matter random or is it 

specifically ordered and organized in a specially required way? If random chance is not an 
adequate explanation of the creation of simple proteins, it is certainly not able to explain the 
existence of the smallest cells! Take, for example the simplest ameba cell, made up of about 
2000 proteins. The odds of this kind of organism arising randomly is one chance in 10 to the 
40,000th power! The odds of snatching a single specific atom out of the entire universe is 
only 1 in 10 to the 80th power, imagine then, how impossible it would be to form the amoeba! 
When Sir Fred Hoyle realized this fact, he said that the odds of random assembly are 
“enough to bury Darwin and the whole theory of evolution. There was no primeval soup, 
neither on this planet nor any other, and if the beginnings of life were not random they must 
therefore have been the product of purposeful intelligence.” (Nature, Vol. 294, November 12, 
1981)  
 
To make matters worse, scientists have discovered that the great variety of cells in nature are 
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very specific in their job description. They exist like members of a community, each doing a 
specific job for the benefit of the larger organism! As they look closely at these tiniest of cells, 
they realize that they have the ability to move in specific ways and accomplish certain specific 
functions. In fact, the more you look at the nature of cells and their role within the organism, 
the more you recognize their similarities with the mechanized world. These tiny cells look 
more and more like machines!  

 
The Amazing Bacterium   
To illustrate this observation, let’s take a look at a specific single cell bacterium 
and examine something amazing. These bacteria have the ability to move 
rapidly and change direction! They are clearly very active when examined under 

the microscope. How do they do it? How do they move around like they do? Well, if you look 
very closely, you’ll see that they are powered by a small ‘tail’ (for lack of a better word)! The 
bacteria use these tails (known as ‘flagellum’) to ‘power’ themselves around their 
environment. The flagellum spins and whips around at the rate of 200 to 1000 rpms, just like 
a motor propeller! These flagellum tails can change direction and tilt to speed up or 
decelerate the bacteria and change their direction.  
  

    
   

The Bacterial Flagellum 
  
Only in the very recent past have we been able to examine the flagellum under a microscope 
that is able to magnify the image 50,000 times. And you won’t believe what we found! The 
flagellum IS actually a small motor, just like other motors that are designed by humans! When 
we look at the flagellum under magnification, we see a specific assembly of specialized parts 
that have been assembled in a specific way to form a motor that is then used to propel the 
bacterium! Now this flagellum is constructed from 40 individual parts. These parts are 
assembled in a meaningful way and the flagellum CANNOT function unless all the parts are 
present at the same time!  

 
The Rules of Natural Selection   
But the question of course is, how did these flagellum mechanisms come into 
being? If we are to believe they came into being as a result of natural selection, 
then we are going to have to explain a few things! See, natural selection argues 

that small changes occur over time. The first part of the motor appears in the bacterium, then 
thousands of years later, another part appears, then when all the parts appear, they come 
together to form the flagellum. But the laws of natural selection would actually work AGAINST 
this possibility, because Darwin argued that organisms only KEEP elements that BENEFIT 
the organism. Useless pieces are discarded and are NOT passed down to the next 
generation of the organism. So as these parts of the flagellum motor slowly appeared in the 

http://www.pleaseconvinceme.com/uploads/FlagellumUnderMicroscope.jpg
http://www.pleaseconvinceme.com/uploads/FlagellumDiagram.jpg
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bacterium, they would have no function on their own and would have been selected OUT and 
eliminated if natural selection is to be believed. 30 of these parts are unique to the flagellum 
and don’t exist in any other capacity in the bacterium. They only exist to assemble the motor, 
and they have to come together in a specific way and a specific order! 
   
Just like a house that is assembled from a set of blueprints, the flagellum motor has to be 
assembled in a specific order, from a specific set of instructions. You can’t lay the foundation 
for a house AFTER you’ve put on the roof, and there is also a specific order for the assembly 
of the flagellum! Let’s imagine for a minute that the tail of the flagellum first appears on the 
bacterium, but it shows up without all the other necessary interdependent parts of the motor. 
Without all 40 pieces appearing at the same time, the tail has no effective function and the 
bacterium just sits there, unable to move. If natural selection is correct, we wouldn’t have the 
bacterium to look at today, because the tail would have been eliminated over time as an 
unnecessary element of the bacterium. No tail, no movement, no bacterium! If Darwin is right, 
no assembly of parts can take place over time unless each little piece of the assembly 
benefits the organism, but in this example of the flagellum, all 40 pieces must appear 
together and assembled to benefit the bacterium!  

 
Irreducible Complexity   
It’s very similar to a mouse trap in which all the pieces must exist in the 
assembled form in order to function. Any one of the pieces on its own (the 
board or the pin or the spring or the wire hammer) are useless unless they work 

in harmony with the other pieces. There is a function MINIUMUM requirement here. You 
cannot reduce the mousetrap beyond a certain point. There is a minimum number of pieces 
that must be assembled to make the trap work. It must be at least this complex to function at 
all. This level of reduction is called “irreducible complexity”. It is the minimum point beyond 
which the machine cannot function! Now think again about the flagellum. It too has a 
minimum level. It has an irreducible complexity. It requires all 40 parts to appear at the same 
time, assembled in a specific way in order to work! But if this is true, then it defies the 
teaching of natural selection even as it was recognized by Darwin. He agreed that if there 
were organisms with this type of irreducible complexity, his theory was faulty:  

  
Charles Darwin   
“If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed which could not possibly 
have been formed by numerous, successive slight modifications, my theory would 
break down.”  

  
Well the bacterium flagellum is just one of thousands of irreducible structures that break 
down the theory of natural selection. If Darwin was alive today, he would not be able to 
support the theory of natural selection!  

 
The Irreducible Complexity of a Protein   
Now let’s take a look again at the simple protein and see how it is assembled 
out of amino acids. These acids have to come together in a specific way and if 
they do, then they begin to fold up onto themselves to for the specific shapes 

and clusters that we call proteins. But ask yourself the question: how do these amino acids 
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know how to join to each other? Is there a natural attraction between the acids that acts like 
magnets coming together? No, it’s not a matter of natural attraction like magnets at all! When 
scientists discovered DNA, they unlocked a powerful secret within the cell. They realized that 
the acids come together in response to INFROMATION and DIRECTION from the DNA 
molecule which exists alongside the acids and proteins! The DNA directs the assembly of the 
acids and provides a blueprint for the operation! And DNA is the most densely packed 
molecule in the known universe. It is a highly complex, highly ordered and extremely large 
assembly of information containing more data than the largest human library and posing a far 
greater problem for evolutionists to explain that the most complicated proteins!  
  
DNA poses a dilemma. Proteins cannot form without the DNA information and direction. But 
DNA is highly complex, ordered and informational. Where does it come from? As it turns out, 
the DNA molecule is filled with specific information that directs the assembly of the overall 
organism. And it is required for the protein to exist. The ‘irreducible complexity’ of the protein 
is not just a number of simple amino acid chemicals. The ‘irreducible complexity’ of the 
protein also includes the most complex known molecule in the universe: the DNA molecule. 
‘Irreducible complexity’ of the protein demonstrates that the random forces of nature cannot 
explain the origin of life.  

 
God Already Told Us   
God has also been trying to tell us this from the very beginning. He tells us in 
scripture that the irreducible complexity of our human body is a model for the 
church as a whole, and by saying this, He explains the interdependence of the 

human organism. In essence, he explains the very reason why natural selection could never 
account for His creation:  

  
1 Corinthians 12:25-26   
The way God designed our bodies is a model for understanding our lives 

together as a church: every part dependent on every other part, the parts we mention 
and the parts we don't, the parts we see and the parts we don't.  

  
Accidental or Intelligent   
Now let’s look at the last piece of the puzzle. It’s clear that our world is not a 
simple or random assembly of evolve ‘parts’ but is actually a complex and 
specifically ordered environment. But let’s finish by looking at the evidence to 

see if all of this is the product of accident or intelligence. When we look out at the world we 
clearly recognize when we are seeing something that has been designed by mankind. We 
recognize the handiwork of men when we see it. And when look at the ancient artifacts of 
mankind and immediately recognize that the pyramids, the ancient goddess statues, the 
hieroglyphic carvings; none of these things could come about as the result of natural 
processes. We look at them and we recognize that they are the product of intelligent design!  
  
Why do we recognize these things as intelligent design? Well a lo of thinking has been done 
about this process of identifying design when we see it in our environment, and there is a 
simple test to apply to the things we see in our world to determine whether or not they have 
been designed.  
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(1) Is it probable that the object could have occur red by accident?  
Is it likely that the final shape of the object or organism could come about accidentally 
if given enough time?  
  
(2) Is the structure of the object ‘specific’?  
Is it possible to recognize a similarity with other existing patterns?  

  
Two Examples   
Let’s look at an example for a minute. Let’s say that you walk on the beach and 
come across a beautiful arrangement on the sand. The ocean waves have gently 
pushed the sand into a variety of ripples and shapes. You might think that it is 

beautiful to look at, but you probably would not think that someone can along and 
purposefully designed and shaped the sand. If, on the other hand, you were walking on the 
beach and encountered a large heart drawn on the sand with the words, “John Loves Mary”, 
you wouldn’t for a minute believe that this occurred naturally.  
 
You would say that someone came along and wrote the words in the sand. You would say 
that the words and shapes are the result of intelligent design. Why? First, you would 
recognize the fact that there is virtually no probability that the writing could occur as the 
product of natural forces. The odds are just overwhelmingly against it. Second, you would 
recognize that the shapes and letters match patterns that are found in other designed 
objects. You would see letters and shapes that you recognize from the past and from the 
world of designed fonts! You would conclude that the writing is the result of intelligent design.  
  

    
  

Chance       vs.       Design 
   
Imagine that you were looking at a beautiful mountain of rock. The shapes and forms are 
striking and the crack and crevices are immense. You could probably conclude that the forms 
and shapes are the product of natural forces and this is certainly reasonable. But if you were 
to look up at the mountain and see the faces of presidents embedded there (as in Mount 
Rushmore) you would have to question the possibility that natural forces could account for 
them. You again would conclude that the faces are the product of intelligent design! Why? 
Once again, you would first recognize the fact that it is highly improbable that the faces could 
occur by accident or as the result of some random natural process! And secondly, you would 
recognize that the shapes match existing patterns that are contrary to the natural formation of 
the rock. In this case the shapes match the designed portraits of these dead presidents!!! You 
would, therefore, conclude that they are the result of intelligent design.  
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Back to the Bacterium   
Now let’s look once again at the flagellum motor. We’ve already discussed the 
improbability issues of ‘irreducible complexity’. It is more than unlikely that the 
assembly could come together as a matter of time and probability. But let’s look 

at the mechanism. Do we recognize patterns that exist in other designed objects? The 
Flagellum bears a striking resemblance to other designed motors! If we came upon an 
outboard boat motor sitting in the wilderness, we would know with certainty that it is the 
product of intelligent design, and the flagellum is no different. It displays all the same design 
factors that are present in the outboard motor. It too is the obvious result of intelligent design. 
And as we look at the entire cell, with all of its ordered and specific machinery, and observe 
the way in which these cellular machines operate with each other, we recognize that it is 
impossible for these elements to come together as the result of time and chance, and we also 
recognize the patterns of specificity. We recognize the fact that the cell is the product of 
intelligent design  

 
God is the Intelligent Designer   
God told us from the very beginning that he was the source of all the order and 
design that we observe in the universe. He is the majestic and powerful 
designer who put everything in its proper place:  
 

Isaiah 45:18   
For the LORD is God, and he created the heavens and earth and put everything 

in place. He made the world to be lived in, not to be a place of empty chaos.  
  
Take a Final Look   
So, let’s take a final look. Is our world simple or complex? Is it random or 
specific? Is it accidental or intelligent? Is it the result of natural random forces or 
an all-powerful, creative and intelligent designer? The evidence speaks for 

itself. But what implications does a designed universe and the presence of an intelligent 
designer have for us as humans? If there is an intelligent designer responsible for all that we 
see, we are going to have to recognize that we are the creation of that designer, created in 
love and created for a purpose. God knows us personally and has a plan for our lives:  

  
Psalm 139:13-14, 16   
For you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my mother's womb. I 

praise you because I am fearfully and wonderfully made… All the days ordained for 
me were written in your book before one of them came to be.  

  
The information on this webpage is a simple consolidation of the work of some great 
Christian thinkers, philosophers and scientists! If you really want to hit the information from a 
higher level, please visit the work of Michael Behe (especially related to Intelligent Design 
and Irreducible Complexity) at his website HERE!  
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Chapter Four 

Evidence for God from Morality   
The Axiological Argument 

  
A Simple Proof   
There are several compelling arguments for the existence of God, and we often 
tend to focus on those arguments that are rooted in the sciences, and that is a 
perfectly honest and appropriate way to examine the evidence. In fact, there is 

more than enough evidence in science to prove the point, particularly as we examine the 
Cosmological and Teleological Arguments, also posted on this site. But there is actually 
another argument that is equally as powerful and much easier to examine. Is it possible that 
the very presence of morality in our world proves the existence of God? If this is true, then we 
may have been overlooking one of the simplest and most direct proofs that God exists!  

 
An Easy Argument   
This simple proof is actually much easier to examine and describe for people as 
they begin to examine the reality of God. Unlike scientific proofs, an 
examination of morality is something that all of us can relate to without having 

to crack open a physics book. All of us have thought about and lived in a world that is filled 
with moral choices. We all understand the presence of morality, and if we simply examine its 
origins, we may prove the existence of God!  
 
We need to begin by first taking a position related to moral relativity. We’ve first got to ask the 
question, “is there such a thing as ‘right’ or ‘wrong’, or is this notion simply a relative question 
that varies from individual to individual. I hope this discussion helps you to take a stand on 
that question, but there is also more information on a web page we designed specifically to 
address the secular lie that all morality is relative. You can check it out HERE.  

 
The Axiological Argument   
Now we’re going to examine this issue of moral absolutes by taking a hard look 
at an argument for the existence of God known as the “Axiological” Argument. 
“Axio” means the “study of values” and the Axiological Argument uses the 

presence of values or ‘mores’ to prove the existence of God. It’s a simple argument:  
  

(1) There is an Objective (Absolute) Moral Law  
(2) Every Law Has a Law Giver  
(3) Therefore, There is an Objective (Absolute) Law Giver  
(4) The Objective (Absolute) Law Giver is God  

  
Like other arguments, if the foundation of the argument is true, the conclusion of the 
argument is also true. In this case, if there is an absolute Moral Law, then there has to be an 
Absolute Moral Law Giver. If we can prove there are moral absolutes, the argument is over.  
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Describer of Prescriber?   
Now, there are two ways to look at the behavior that we see in the world and 
judge ethical or moral value. We can simply look at the behavior of each culture 
and DESCRIBE what we see. We don’t try to discern if the behavior is “good” or 

“bad”, we simply look at it and describe it. We talk about “what is” and “what is not”. Men can 
easily do this and it is clear that if there is no judgment that can be made about whether 
something is good or bad, then all this behavior can be attributed to MAN alone. If we live in a 
world where no behavior can be judged, then anything that men say is appropriate would 
certainly be appropriate. After all, man is the final judge in a world where behavior is simply 
described.  
 
But if moral behavior is more than what is described by each culture, if there is an over riding 
morality that supersedes the desires of each culture, then we will have to admit that behavior 
is not only described, it is PRESCRIBED! Prescribed behavior calls us beyond “what is” and 
“what is not” and directs us toward “what ought to be” and “what ought not to be”. And while 
men can certainly describe “what is”, it will take an absolute being to prescribe what 
absolutely “ought to be”! And that is the kind of world that we live in. It is a world that DOES 
have moral absolutes, and world that DOES have moral PRESCRIPTIONS, and if that is the 
case, then we are going to have to recognize that these prescriptions require a prescriber, 
and that prescriber is God Himself.  

 
The Practical Reality of Moral Relativism   
Now not everyone will agree that we do live in a world of absolute moral 
prescriptions. As a matter of fact, it has become quite popular to deny moral 
absolutes altogether. But when people do this, they are taking a philosophical 

position that they cannot practically live out in their real lives. Let me give you an example. 
There is an old story of a college professor who assigned a term paper in his sociology class. 
One of his students decided to write a detailed paper supporting moral relativism and he 
proceeded to complete a very elaborate paper on the topic. He provided excellent examples, 
and the paper was very well researched and resourced. His argument was well articulated 
and his grammar was exceptional. The student turned in the paper and a week later the 
professor returned the report with a grade. The student was shocked to see that he had 
received an “F”!  
 
The student felt he had no choice but to confront the professor over the issue. He demanded 
an explanation for the grade, considering the fact that his paper was so well researched and 
written and had fulfilled all the requirements of the assignment. The professor told him flatly 
that he had given the student an “F” because he did not agree with the student’s position that 
all morality is relative. The student was incensed! He told the professor that his grading 
approach was unfair, in that he graded the paper based not on its merits but on his own 
personal opinion! That approach, according to the student, was simply unfair!  
 
The professor replied by telling the student that in this particular class, run by this particular 
professor, he could apply whatever grading philosophy that he wished, and he decided that in 
this class, “A” papers are only those papers that agree with his own personal positions! The 
student went wild; arguing that is was unfair to take this approach, so the professor asked the 
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logical question that was truly guiding the students life (regardless of what he may have 
argued in the paper): “Are you saying that there is a principle of fairness that supersedes and 
overrides my personal opinion on this matter? Are you saying that there is a universal 
principle of fairness here that I should submit to? Because if I have to submit to universal 
rules of fairness in grading your report, then you’ve just disproved the entire thesis of your 
paper.”  
 
Those who argue that there are no absolute values, hold themselves an absolute value! They 
value absolutely that there are no absolute values! In other words, when you argue that there 
is no absolute truth, you are taking a position of absolute truth (the absolute truth that there is 
no absolute truth!) It is a self defeating position that collapses under its own weight. If there 
are no moral absolutes, our world struggles to exist without and footing and structure. We 
lose the ability to make any significant decision:  

  
Without Moral Absolutes:  
Nothing can be considered FAIR  
Nothing can be considered JUST  
Nothing can be considered RIGHT  

  
Now most of us have watched one of the numerous courtroom television shows, like 
“People’s Court” or “Texas Justice”. We love to see how judges come down on one side of an 
issue or another, but we assume from the very beginning that these judges are relying on 
more than their own opinion to make decisions! We assume that they are relying on the law, 
and the law supersedes their own opinion. It always amazes me that even those who would 
say that they believe in moral relativism seem to enjoy the structured and safe life that comes 
with living in a world that is governed by legal absolutes! I would love to see how they would 
feel about moral relativism if they were living in a world where every person they came in 
contact with was a law unto themselves. It would certainly be a dangerous and crazy world to 
live in!  

 
You Can’t Kill Whoever You Want   
If you really think about it, there are several moral absolutes and universal 
values that govern the behavior of all humanity, regardless of culture and 
regardless of history. One of these moral absolutes has been the ethical 

principle that it is NEVER right for us to kill whoever we want for absolutely no reason. Now 
each culture may argue about the nature of justifiable homicide, but every culture has 
struggled to make the decision about when it is appropriate to kill because every culture has 
quietly accepted the universal reality that you cannot kill for no reason. This is a simply 
absolute value that everyone has to recognize, even as they try to negotiate the way in which 
this absolute is applied to their individual situation.  

 
You Can’t Torture Little  Children for Fun  
Every culture will also agree on the universal and absolute moral position that it 
is wrong to torture innocent children. Few of us will argue against this principle 
and if we did discover a society on planet earth in which this behavior was 

encouraged, we would violently object it! We would use whatever international organizations 
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we could to stop the government of that nation from continuing to exist, as long as it was 
encouraging this outrageous and morally repulsive behavior!  

 
You Can’t Take Another Man’s Wife   
At a much less extreme level, it is also clear that there are moral absolutes 
related to the simplest of social relationships. Every culture recognizes the 
universal moral truth that you cannot just take the spouse of another person for 

your self. It’s simply not “right” and everyone knows it. Now each culture may argue about 
how many wives or husbands a person can have, but all cultures agree that it is not right to 
take a spouse who belongs to someone else. It is a simple moral absolute.  
 
In essence, there are a number of universal moral absolutes that apply to very culture, 
regardless of where that culture may be located on the globe or in the span of history. If you 
don’t accept this truth, then you will have to accept the fact that you can never call the actions 
of abusive nations to account. If there is no absolute morality, then you can never judge the 
behavior of evil societies. You will never be able to judge to stop genocide as it may occur 
across the globe. If we can’t agree that there is a right or wrong way to treat people, then we 
can never stop those who mistreat people.  

 
It's Been Tried Before   
We faced a dilemma of this type following World War II, when we captured 
German soldiers and doctors who committed atrocities in the Jewish prison 
camps. These men were brought to trial at Nuremburg following the war, and 

the issue of moral relativity was directly tested. The lawyers for the German Officers argued 
that these men should not be judged for things that were morally acceptable in the nation of 
Germany at the time of the war. They argued that their supervisors and culture encouraged 
their behavior! In fact, they argued that to do anything other than what they did would be to 
defy the culture and ideology in which they lived. In their morally relative world, it was 
perfectly OK for them to conduct the torture and experiments that they conducted. How could 
they now be judged by those who held opposing moralities?  
 
The world court didn’t accept this argument for a second. The court decided that there was a 
higher morality that should have been known and understood by these officers. Even if they 
didn’t understand this higher standard, the court believed that these men would still have to 
be held accountable to this standard and all the officers were convicted of war crimes. The 
courts, in essence, upheld the reality that there is an absolute morality.  

 
Does God Define Moral Absolutes?  
If there are absolute moral values, then I think it is fair to ask where these 
absolutes came from. As Christians we think the answer is obvious, in fact, we 
think that the presence of moral absolutes is an evidence for the faith we 

rationally accept. Human laws are good and necessary, but universal supernatural moral 
absolutes are undeniable:  
  

Romans 7:7   
But I can hear you say, 'If the law code was as bad as all that, it's no better 
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than sin itself.' That's certainly not true. The law code had a perfectly legitimate 
function. Without its clear guidelines for right and wrong, moral behavior would be 
mostly guesswork.  

  
So ask yourself the question:  

What is the Source of Our Value Universal Value Systems?  
  
Could We Be The Source of Morality?   
If we accept the truth that there are moral absolutes, we’ve then got to decide 
where these absolutes come from. Even when some atheists are cornered into 
the reality of moral absolutes, most will still argue that something or someone 

other that an absolute law giver could be the source of absolute moral law, but is this 
possible?  
 
All of us have had experiences where we have felt the weight of a guilty conscience. You 
know, we’ve all done something that we shouldn’t have done, and then felt bad about it 
afterward. Where does that guilty conscience come from? Do we feel that way because we 
are simply reacting to the forces and beliefs of our culture? Is our culture the source of our 
morality? Are people the source of Moral absolutes?  

 
The Change Over Time   
If culture is the source of moral absolutes, then it seems fair to recognize that 
our values will change over time. After all, culture changes over time, and if 
culture is the source of morality we should recognize that our morality will also 

change over time. Now many people have argued that this is the case, maintaining that we 
behave quite differently today than we did even 50 years ago. But while this may be true, the 
reality of changing behavior does NOT mean that moral absolutes have changed. We may 
behave differently, but is it any more acceptable to “kill whoever we want” or to “torture 
innocent children” or to “take the spouse of another” today than it was a hundred years ago? 
Of course not, even if our behavior has changed over the years, what we “ought to do” is still 
the same.  
 
But where did the moral code come from if it didn’t come from God? Did we just learn it from 
another human? Many have argued that we learn how to behave from our parents. In 
essence, you learn what is right and wrong from your mom, and she learned it from her mom 
and so forth and so forth back into time, each generation teaching the generation that follows.  

 
The Neanderthal Man Mythology   
If this is the case, then we would have to go back in time to the first set of 
parents to find the source of morality! And if you’re an atheist, this first set of 
primitive parents were part of the Neanderthal world of primitive humanity. They 

would like us to believe that in this simple loving primitive society, the first moral absolutes 
evolved. People with this belief argue that morals evolve through natural selection. Those 
cultures that abide by self sustaining moral codes that protect individual rights survive, while 
immoral societies that treat each other poorly fail to thrive and eventually vanish. But is this 
really possible? This approach to moral evolution requires that societies accept moral 
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absolutes to survive, but what happens before large people groups emerge? What happens 
at smaller levels prior to the amassing of societies? Can moral absolutes evolve at the level 
of the individual?  
 
Let’s imagine a scenario. Neanderthal man (let’s name him “GRRR” for sake of argument) is 
hanging out at the cave with his family. Across the mountain, he observes another 
Neanderthal man (let’s call him “UGHH”) hanging out with his family. GRRR is hungry and 
has had no luck hunting this week. UGHH on the other hand has fresh kill in his cave and is 
toasting a big one along with the rest of his family. They are fat and happy. GRRR’s a little bit 
ticked. His family is grumpy. They’re hungry and they are about to starve to death. GRRR 
does have a big stick, and he is a lot larger that UGHH. He’s got a choice. Stay here with the 
family and starve to death, or go on over to UGHH’s place and steal his grub. Tough 
decision. If he chooses based on what is best for his family, the choice is easy: get on over 
there and beat the tar out of UGHH, steal all his food and return to the cave. Hey, why stop 
there? If survival is the determining factor, why not kill your competitor, steal his wife and eat 
his children?  
 
Moral evolutionists want us to believe that early man will make proper ethical decisions even 
though they clearly don’t benefit him personally. Why would that ever happen?  

 
Sacrifice and Service   
People have not really changed that much over time. We are still happy to 
serve ourselves and seek our own personal pleasure. And primitive people who 
supposedly existed prior to the evolution of morals would be even more inclined 

to serve their own needs, and if this was the case, no society would ever evolve beyond the 
nuclear family. If absolute moral standards were not inherent to our nature and given to us by 
a moral law giver, we could never have progressed beyond the nuclear family. Moral 
standards that call us to sacrifice our own selfish desires for the betterment of others are 
NOT inherent to our nature and often call us to have LESS than we would like. They do not 
come from us because we don’t have the natural capacity to create them. They are not in our 
nature. But we already know that. Even those of us who deny the presence of God are still 
quietly disturbed by the reality of an absolute moral code:  

  
Romans 2:14-16   
Indeed, when Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature things required 

by the law, they are a law for themselves, even though they do not have the law, since 
they show that the requirements of the law are written on their hearts, their 
consciences also bearing witness, and their thoughts now accusing, now even 
defending them.  

  
The Voice Stress Analyzer   
I first recognized this truth many years ago when I became licensed as a Voice 
Stress Analysis Technician. This simple device, used in law enforcement 
circles, purports to be able to measure the fluctuations of FM waves in the 

human voice. These typically bell shaped waves tend to flatten when we get nervous and tell 
a lie. Our instructor told us that people get nervous when they lie because they are either (1) 
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afraid that they will be punished for something they have done, or (2) are afraid of being 
socially outcast as a result of something they have done. In essence, he told us that people 
get nervous when they lie because they are afraid of the social consequences. But the 
machine itself seemed to contradict his statement.  
 
As one part of the examination, we ask the interviewee to intentionally lie so that we can 
measure a flattened FM wave. We give the interviewee an intentionally false answer that is to 
give us in response to a “control question”. We might ask, “is your name Bugs Bunny?” and 
ask him to intentionally lie and answer, “Yes”. When he does this, we observe that the FM 
waves of his voice flatten. But according to the reasons first given by the instructor, this 
shouldn’t happen, right? After all, we are asking the interviewee to respond with a lie. We are 
giving him permission. He will not (1) be punished or (2) become a social outcast if he simply 
gives us the lie we are looking for. So why do his voice waves flatten when he says this 
harmless lie?  
 
The answer is found in Romans 2:14-16. No matter what he does, the interviewee knows that 
lying is wrong. It is against the nature of God and that nature has been grafted into the soul of 
the interviewee. He knows right from wrong not because it comes as the result of cultural 
consequence, but because it comes from a Holy God who he is unable to deny. The Voice 
Stress Analyzer actually proves the existence of God.  

  
So ask yourself the question:   

Why Don’t We Want to Admit That There is a Divine Prescriber or Law Giver?  
  
We Don’t Want to Admit It   
There is something at work in our hearts that prevents many of us from opening 
our eyes and seeing what is right in front of our faces. As much as we might 
want to deny the presence of the Moral Law Giver, we really don’t have 

anywhere to hide, and if we are honest with ourselves we will have to admit the undeniable:  
  
Romans 1:18-20   
The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the godlessness 

and wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their wickedness, since what may 
be known about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to them. For 
since the creation of the world God's invisible qualities - his eternal power and divine 
nature - have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that 
men are without excuse.  

  
Most of us who continue to deny God are motivated by our own desire to be in control; our 
own desire to shape our destiny; our own desire to be a God unto ourselves. But underneath 
all that we are really very afraid that there may just be a Moral Law Giver Waiting at the end 
of this life, and we may have to account for our rebellion. Christians don’t have to fear that 
day or the reality that awaits all of us. The morality of the world is fleeting, but the absolute 
truth of God lasts forever and should guide our lives and give us the peace we need to face 
the unknown:  
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John 14:26-27   
But the Counselor, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, will 

teach you all things and will remind you of everything I have said to you. Peace I leave 
with you; my peace I give you. I do not give to you as the world gives. Do not let your 
hearts be troubled and do not be afraid.  
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Chapter Five 

Evidence for God from Fine Tuning  
The Anthropic Argument 

  
Discovering Our Origin and Our Purpose   
While there are many compelling arguments for the existence of God, we are 
about to examine one that has unusual implications in that it not only 
demonstrates God’s existence as the greatest of all designers, but it also gives 

us a clue as to WHY it is that He designed us in the first place! This argument (which we’ll 
title in a minute) is perhaps the most interesting argument for the existence of God! Now you 
might think that scientists and mathematicians and other bright people are always opposed to 
the things of God, but many scientific explorers, when faced with the incredible majesty and 
immense complexity of their discoveries, have been moved to think of the world in theological 
terms. Early astronauts, smack dab in the middle of the age of science and reason, have 
viewed the planet Earth from space and come to the magnificent conclusion that an all-
powerful and creative God was the source of everything we see in the universe. When we 
look at the majestic expanse of the universe we almost always find ourselves asking an 

important question.  
 
The “Anthropic Argument”   
Some might think that question is: “How did we get here?” and that is certainly a 
reasonable inquiry. But along with the question of “How” is another equally 

important question: “Why?” If the Cosmological Argument and the Teleological Argument 
make it clear that an “uncaused causer” and an “un-designed designer” is responsible for our 
creation, it is reasonable to ask: “Why would He create us”? Why are we here after all? Well, 
the argument we are about to make will try to address BOTH questions; the “how” and the 
“why” of our existence. Unlike other arguments for the existence of God, the next argument 
goes’ beyond our creation and addresses our purpose. We are going to call this argument the 
“Anthropic Argument”. Let’s take a look at it in detail:  

  
The Anthropic Argument':   
(1) Our World has been uniquely designed so that:  
(a) Life can exist  
(b) That same life can examine the Universe  
(2) This unique design cannot be the result of random chance or probabilities  
(3) There is, therefore, a God who has designed us for a special cause in the universe  

  
As usual, the premise of any argument is vital to its conclusion. In this case, if we can 
demonstrate that our world is uniquely designed for life and discovery, we can follow that 
argument to the logical conclusion that there is a God who has designed us for a special 
cause. Track with me here for a minute:  

 
Random or Purposeful?   
Now, there are two ways to look at our existence. First, we can assume that we 
got here through a random set of actions and forces. Earth exists as a matter of 
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“chance placement” and we are largely the result of “accidental” processes. As a result, we 
are just one of many worlds of our kind and we are actually quite “common” in the universe. 
The other perspective is that we are here as the result of purposeful design. From this view, 
we are actually “specifically placed” in the galaxy and the universe, our placement was 
“controlled” and purposeful, and we are “unique” in all the universe! There is quite a 
difference between these two world views, that’s for sure!  
 
Now the earliest of thinkers on this topic tended to think that the earth was the center of the 
entire universe. In fact, for 1800 years, early scientists and ‘cosmologists’ believed that the 
Earth sat still in space as the sun, moon and the stars spun around us, centered on our tiny 
planet. Not until 1543, when the Polish astronomer, Nicolas Copernicus wrote his book, “the 
Revolution of the Heavenly Spheres” did this view change. Copernicus ignited a revolution in 
thinking when he argued that the earth actually orbited the sun along with all the other 
planets in our solar system. We began to understand the nature of the universe following 
Copernicus and began to move away from the idea that we were in the center of that 
universe.  
 
And the more and more we explored the universe, the more we came to see ourselves as a 
tiny speck within and immense expanse of space. In the summer of 1977, the United States 
launched an Historic mission, when it launched the twin spacecraft, Voyager One and Two 
into space. These two spacecraft were destined for the outer regions of the Solar System, 
focusing on the large Gas Giant planets. For 13 years these spacecraft explored the outer 
planets. They sent back thousands of pictures, but the most interesting of these was 
transmitted on February 14th, 1990. Voyager One, approach the edge of the solar system, 
turned back toward the sun and captured an image of planet earth, far in the distance. From 
this perspective, earth appeared to be just a tiny speck in a stream of light. And as we 
examined photographs such as these, most cosmologists formed the opinion that earth was 
an insignificant little speck in the vast expanse of space; certainly nothing unusual, just 
another habitable planet in what they presumed to be an infinite universe.  

 
Are We Just One of Many?   
Over time, this idea became very popular. Science fiction writers in the last 
century have relished the idea that life could exist elsewhere in the universe, 
and the idea that there might be thousands of world just like our own became a 

widely accepted notion. Most scientists looked at the vast number of galaxies and postulated 
that the shear number of star systems made it likely that there could be other planets that 
could support life just like the life found on planet earth. Most scientists came to believe that 
Earth was really nothing special at all.  
 
In fact an ideology developed that proposed that Earth was really just another mediocre 
planet in an incredibly large universe. This idea developed into the “Principle of Mediocrity”. 
This principle says that our location and our status in the universe are unexceptional. As a 
result we should not assume that we are special in any way, and therefore, we should also 
not assume that the universe has been designed with us (or beings like us) in mind. This idea 
was further popularized in the 1970’s and 1980’s by Carl Sagan, a very famous and well 
respected astronomer. He wrote a book, “Pale Blue Dot” in which he looked at the image 
from Voyager One and said:  
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“Because of the reflection of sunlight the Earth seems to be sitting in a beam of light, 
as if there were some special significance to this world. But it’s just an accident of 
geometry and optics. Look again at that dot. That’s here, that’s home, that’s us. Our 
posturing, our imagined self importance, the delusion that we have some privileged 
position in the universe, are challenged by this point of pale light. Our planet is a lonely 
speck in the great enveloping cosmic dark.”  

  
So we have to ask ourselves the question, “Is it possible that there are other planets out there 
just like ours?” It certainly seems possible based simply on the vast nature of the universe!  

 
No Other Signs of Life   
Scientists have been trying for years now to discover other sources of life in the 
universe. But since 1960, the SETI project (Search for Extraterrestrial 
Intelligence) has been searching the cosmos, listening carefully for anything 

that might be considered an intelligent sign of life. But in all these years, we’ve never seen or 
heard anything that would indicate that we are anything other than alone. If the universe is 
truly ancient or infinitely ancient as some scientists would like us to believe, then why hasn’t a 
civilization advanced to the point where it could have reached us by now? After all, they could 
have developed far past our abilities if they were given enough time, and many scientists 
would have us believe that they have had this much time if the universe is as old as they say 
it is. So why haven’t we heard from other worlds yet?  

 
The Necessary Forces   
The answer to this question may be right under our noses. It might be found in 
science. You see, there are a number of forces in the universe that are finely 
calibrated to work together to make it possible for life to exist. The laws of 

electron mass, atomic mass, proton mass, strong nuclear force, weak nuclear force, speed of 
light, cosmological constant, gravity, mass of the universe and more are finely tuned to 
coexist and govern the universe and our world.  
 
If any one of these forces were to be changed by even 1% in either direction (made stronger 
or weaker) the impact on life would be catastrophic. If, for example, you increased gravity by 
just a tiny fraction, no large life forms would be able to exist on our planet. They would be 
crushed under their own weight. Primitive life (like bacteria) may be able to exist in an 
environment like this, but nothing like the invertebrate life that we see here on earth. You see 
there are prerequisites for life in our universe, and these laws determine them. In order for 
there to be life in the universe, there has to be a perfect harmony between the laws and 
forces of the universe. The more we discover this, the more we realize that although the 
universe is vast, it may not be vast enough to support much life. Although there may be an 
incredible number of planets out there, the conditions required to support life may be so 
restrictive that there may not be enough numerical to beat the statistical improbability that life 
could exist on them. In short, the requirements for life are just too difficult!  

  
Water  
Several factors are required for life to exist. First, you’ve got to have liquid water 
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present on the planet. The chemical properties of water are perfectly suited for carbon 
based life forms. Water is able to dissolve and transport all the chemical nutrients that 
are used by life forms on our planet and it has the unmatched ability to absorb heat 
from the sun, a process that is critical to regulate the surface temperature of a planet.  
  

Distance From the Sun   
The presence of water is linked to another important factor that is required for life 

to exist: a planet’s distance from its home star. For life to exist, a planet must not be 
too close to the star (water would evaporate) or too far from the star (water would turn 
to ice). In our solar system, for example there is a “habitable zone” that exists around 
the sun, well outside the orbit of Venus and ending short of the orbit of Mars. If you 
were to move the earth just 5% closer to the sun, all water would evaporate from the 
surface. On the other had, if you were to move earth back just 20% from the sun, all 
water would freeze. While life could exist on planets under these conditions, it would 
not be the complex life we find here on Earth.  
  

Terrestrial Crust  
In addition to these two factors, livable planets must be “terrestrial” in nature. The 

crust of the planet must be just right in order for life to exist. Here on Earth, the 
terrestrial crust is paper thin. But if the Earth’s crust were any thicker, something called 
“plate tectonic recycling” could not exist. Our world is covered with a thin terrestrial 
crust of 4 to 20 miles in depth, and this crust is divided up into large pates that are 
constantly moving. This is necessary to regulate the planet’s interior temperature, to 
recycle carbon, to mix chemical elements that are essential to living organisms, and to 
shape the continents. The terrestrial depth has to be the perfect thickness for life to 
exist.  
  

Magnetic Field   
This terrestrial depth is important for yet another factor. Under the crust of our 

planet, the movement of liquid iron is creating a magnetic field around our planet. This 
magnetic field protects our planet from the solar winds of the sun. If our planet was 
smaller, or the magnetic field weaker, these winds would strip away our atmosphere 
altogether.  
  

Oxygen / Nitrogen Atmosphere   
And our atmosphere is yet another important factor to sustain life. Complex life 

requires an Oxygen / Nitrogen atmosphere. How many times have you watched an 
episode of Star Trek and heard them talk about the atmosphere being capable of 
supporting the main characters before they beamed down? In order for carbon based 
complex humanoids to exist, the atmosphere must be just the right blend of Oxygen 
and Nitrogen and this atmosphere is obviously dependant on many other factors we 
have already discussed, like the distance from the sun and the magnetic field.  
  

Large Moon  
For a world the size of Earth, our moon is unusually large. But if our moon didn’t 

exist, neither would we. Our moon is 1/4th the size of the Earth, and as a result it has 
a strong gravitational pull that stabilizes the angle of the earth’s rotational axis at 23 ½ 
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degrees. This insures relatively temperate seasonal changes, and the only climate in 
the solar system mild enough to sustain complex life.  
  

Perfect Star   
In addition to all of this, in order for life to exist on a planet, it has to have a star 

just like ours. Our star is categorized as a Spectral Type G2 Dwarf, Main Sequence 
Star. If our sun was less massive, like 90% of the stars in the galaxy, the “habitable 
zone” orbit would be smaller and much closer to the sun. to remain within the 
boundaries of the “habitable zone” the earth would have to be much closer as well. If 
this were the case, the gravitational pull of the sun would halt the orbit of the planet 
and we would have a hot side (always facing the sun and too hot for life) and a cold 
side (always facing away from the sun and too cold for life)! The perfect size and type 
of star is required for life to exist here on Earth!  

  
In summary, there are a large number of factors that are required to have life here on planet 
earth. We’ve only covered seven of these factors but scientists have uncovered 20 or so. In 
order to determine the probability of life existing somewhere else in the universe, we simply 
need to factor the probability of each of these conditions existing against each other. If we 
assign a VERY conservative factor of probability to each condition (say a one in ten chance) 
and multiply the 20 factors against each other. The resulting probability that life could exist 
elsewhere in the universe ends up being about one chance in one quadrillion that a world 
with life such as ours could exist.  

 
The Impossible Odds   
Now the problem is that the odds of life occurring are far greater than the 
available number of stars that we think are in the universe. Scientists estimate 
that there are 100 billion stars out there, but our conservative probability says 

that there is a one in one quadrillion chance! There just aren’t enough stars available to 
overcome the probability! In fact, the odds of OUR world being inhabitable seem impossible 
in light of all the factors that are required! Certainly we can see the ridiculous nature of 
chance probability when it comes to the existence of our inhabitable world. The probabilities 
are so small, that Earth seems to be unlikely at best!  
 
All along, God has been trying to tell us this very thing. He has been trying to tell us that the 
odds are impossibly unfavorable and that He alone is the only explanation for our existence. 
God is the creator of the universe and the only being who can transcend the odds. And he 
created Earth in a special way, unique in the universe:  
  

Psalms 115:15-16   
May you be blessed by the LORD, the Maker of heaven and earth. The highest 

heavens belong to the LORD, but the earth he has given to man.  
  
Once we have conquered the first important question, “How did we get here” the second 
question must be addressed: “Why are we here?” Scripture gives us the answer:  

  
Colossians 1:16-17  
For by him all things were created: things in heaven and on earth, visible and 
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invisible, whether thrones or powers or rulers or authorities; all things were created by 
him and for him.  

  
God seems to be telling us that we were (1) created BY Him, and (2) created FOR Him. God 
says that he did, in fact, create us for a purpose and that purpose was to find and know HIM. 
But is there any scientific evidence that this is true? Well, yes there is!  

 
It All Started With the Solar Eclipse   
Years ago scientists realized something while watching a solar eclipse. In a 
solar eclipse the moon slips between the sun and the earth and covers the sun 
from our perspective. This doesn’t happen everywhere in the universe. In order 

for there to be a solar eclipse, a world’s moon has to be just the perfect size and perfect 
distance from the planet in order to be the exact same size as the star from our perspective. 
That happens to be the case here on Earth. Is this just an accident? Is it possible that the 
moon is this size for a reason?  
 
It just so happens that our ability to observe a complete eclipse of the sun is important to our 
ability to observe the universe and understand its laws. For example, in May of 1919, a 
research team headed by British astronomer Arthur Eddington, was able to photograph the 
sun and adjacent stars during an eclipse. When they examined the photographs later, they 
were able to verify that the sun’s gravity actually bent the light from distant stars as we saw 
them at the very angle that Einstein had predicted, therefore verifying his theory of relativity.  

 
The Recipe for Observation   
In addition to this, solar eclipses have allowed us to understand the chemical 
nature of the universe! It was during an eclipse that something called the ‘flash 
spectrum’ was first observed by scientists through a prism. When this was first 

observed in 1870, we finally understood the structure of the surface of the sun (its chromo 
sphere) based on the colors emitted by each chemical in the flash spectrum and we 
discovered Helium for the first time. We now know that we can examine the spectrum of the 
light from distant stars to understand their chemistry, and we would never have been able to 
do this if not for our ability to see our own sun in a solar eclipse. So, do you remember how 
we said there was a perfect recipe for life on Earth? Well there is also a perfect recipe for 
discovery:  
  

Perfect Sized Moon   
The first required element is the perfect sized moon that will allow us to discover 

the flash spectrum and confirm other scientific theories!  
  

Right Kind of Radiation   
But that’s not all you need to be able to discover the universe. You have 

radiation, and just the right kind of radiation to boot! We are constantly bombarded by 
radiation from our own sun and the stars of distant galaxies. This radiation reaches our 
planet in a variety of wavelengths. But only the visible radiation is usable for us to 
exist, and it just so happens that this is the same radiation that we need to be able to 
see and discover the universe!  
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Thin Atmosphere   
But in addition to that, you have to have an atmosphere like ours that is not filled 

with thick gases. You have to have a transparent atmosphere that is not filled with too 
much carbon. We have a clear atmosphere filled with just the right elements to both 
sustain life and allow us to observe and discover the universe.  
  

Location in the Galaxy   
There’s another really interesting requirement for both life and discovery. It’s our 

placement within the galaxy. We live in the space between a spiral arm of a spiral 
galaxy that we call the milky way. Our location is important. We live about halfway 
from the center of this galaxy and its edge. This galaxy has a lot of inherent dangers 
and if we were any closer to its center, we would be in a very hostile place, filled with 
stellar activity and supernovas and far too close to the black hole which is right at the 
center! There is a ton of particle and electromagnetic radiation, gamma ray and x-rays 
in this part of the galaxy. But if we were too far from the center and were out on the 
edge of the galaxy, there wouldn’t be enough iron, magnesium, silicon and oxygen to 
create a world such as ours. It turns out that we are perfectly situated as a solar 
system, not too close and not too far from the center of the universe. In addition to this 
we are situated in a place BETWEEN two spiral arms that give us a clear view of the 
universe when we are not looking at the knife edge of our own galaxy! If we were 
inside one of these arms, or closer to those areas of the galaxy where gases and stars 
are more tightly condensed, we wouldn’t be able to see the universe as we are able to 
see it today!  

  
Well it turns out that there are a number of factors required to be able to observe the 
universe, and guess what; the factors required to see and discover the universe are exactly 
the same as the factors required to support life in the universe. That is no coincidence. We 
have been specifically and specially placed here so that we can do something. We are here 
to discover the nature of the universe. Why? Because when we examine the universe, we will 
come to the conclusion that GOD DOES EXIST!!!  

 
Does God Specifically Tell Us Why We Are Here?   
God has been trying to tell us this all along. He designed us in a special way, 
and made life possible for a special purpose, that we might observe his creation 
and discover him personally:  

  
Jeremiah 29:10-14   
For I know the plans I have for you,' declares the LORD, 'plans to prosper you 

and not to harm you, plans to give you hope and a future. Then you will call upon me 
and come and pray to me, and I will listen to you. You will seek me and find me when 
you seek me with all your heart. I will be found by you,' declares the LORD  

  
God left us more than just the evidence of his creation. The universe around us is a 
wonderful way to discover God because this environment appears to be so enduring and 
obvious. But there is something that is even more enduring than the universe that God has 
given us to understand His nature. It is the WORD OF GOD:  
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Zechariah 1:2-5   
The Lord Almighty was very angry with your fathers. But he will turn again and 

favor you if only you return to him. Don't be like your fathers were! The earlier prophets 
pled in vain with them to turn from all their evil ways. 'Come, return to me,' the Lord 
God said. But no, they wouldn't listen; they paid no attention at all. Your fathers and 
their prophets are now long dead, but remember the lesson they learned, that God's 
Word endures!  

  
The Bible is not simply the work of ancient men. It is the Work of an Eternal God who has 
revealed himself to both ancient and modern man. The more we come to understand the 
nature of our universe, the more we come to understand that the Bible has been trying to tell 
us about God all along. And it has been accurate. More and more, science simply confirms 
what we see in the scriptures: we were created in a special place and for a special purpose.  
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Chapter Six 

Evidence for God from Probability   
The Statistical Probability Argument  

  
  
The Power of Probability   
Once we know something about math, we can see something powerful about 
the nature of the universe and life on our planet. The problem is, learning 
enough about math to understand the power of the evidence! So, let’s take 

some time to examine the nature of probability and statistics.  
 
Reviewing Basic Mathematics   
Before we can understand the power of the Probability Argument for the 
Existence of God, we are going to need to review some very simple math so we 
can grasp the issues at hand (and sound really smart in front of our friends)!  

  
Odds and Probability   
Let’s start with something very simple: what are the odds of flipping a quarter and 

having it land “head’s up”? Well, the quarter has two sides, so there is a 50/50 chance 
that a single flip will produce a “head’s up” result. Here’s another way to state the 
problem:  
  

     
  

½ of the quarter’s faces are “heads” and ½ of the quar ter’s faces are “tails”  
There is a 50% / 50% chance of flipping either a “heads” or a “tails”  

  
No let’s make it a bit more interesting. What do you think the odds are of us flipping 
the quarter TWICE and getting TWO “Head’s up” results? This is a little more difficult 
than getting a single “head’s up” result, because in any two flips of the coin, there are 
four possibilities:  

  
1) Heads / Heads   2) Heads / Tails   3) Tails / Heads   4) Tails / Tails  

  
So, how do we calculate something like this? How do we figure the odds of getting two 
“heads” in a row? Well, one way to see the problem is to create a math problem based 
on the percentage of sides that are “heads” on each quarter”:  
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Chance of getting “heads” on first flip x Chance of getting “heads” on second flip  
½ x ½  

½ x ½ = ¼  
(Since each flip is an independent occurrence)  

  
One half multiplied by one half is one quarter; there is a 25% chance of flipping two 
“heads” in a row. We simply multiply one probability against the other. Pretty simple, 
right? OK, so let’s see if you get the idea here. How would we determine the 
probability of flipping FOUR “heads” in a row? You probably guessed it:  
  

       
  

½ x ½ x ½ x ½ = 1/16   
  
The Nature of Fractions  
There is a 1/16th or a 6.25% chance of flipping four “heads” in a row! Now did 

you notice something here? What happens when the denominator (the bottom part) of 
a fraction increases in size? When the denominator increases, the number itself 
actually gets SMALLER. 1/16 is smaller than 1/2! Does that make sense?  

  
Exponents  
OK, we need another math refresher for you before we get to the point of all of 

this. Let’s talk about exponents. Remember your old high school math? Then this 
should look familiar:  

  
10 x 10 = 100 or 101 x 101 = 101+1 = 102 or 100  

So, 10 x 10 x 10 x 10 = 101 x 101 x 101 x 101 = 101+1+1+1 = 104 or 10,000  
  
Remember that when we multiply numbers with the same BASE but with differing 
EXPONENTS, we simply ADD the exponents! The same thing happens, even when 
this exponent occurs in the denominator!  

  
1/10 x 1/100 = 1/101 x 1/102 = 101+2 = 1/103  

  
Statistical Zero   
OK, so let’s put everything we’ve learned together to understand perhaps the 

MOST IMPORTANT thing to remember and take away from this investigation. It’s 
important to know that statisticians believe that there is a fractional threshold that, 
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when reached, means that we are really at what is called “Statistical Zero”. If you have 
a fraction this small, you are really at zero for all practical purposes. So what is this 
number that statisticians believe to be ‘Statistical Zero”? Here it is:  

  
1/1050  

(1/100,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000)  
(0.00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000001)  

Statistical 0   
0% Chance  

  
This is an important number to remember, because when the odds of something 
happening reach this number, you can effectively say that there is a ZERO percent 
chance of it happening at all. That’s important to know as we start to examine the 
probability of life occurring in our universe…  

   
What Life Requires   
OK, now let’s take all that math we just learned (or re-learned) and put it to 
good use. Let’s examine the nature of life in the universe. Let’s face it; life 
requires certain universal constants to be in place before it can flourish. There 

are certain requirements related to the nature of our galaxy and the nature of our planet that 
must be in place before life can even exist!  
   
Let’s look at just one of these requirements. Did you know that the sun is 93 million miles 
from Earth? Did you know that if our planet was just 15,000 miles closer or farther from the 
sun, no life could exist on Earth? Now, think about all the different distances that our planet 
could be from the sun. There are trillions of possibilities in which the planet could be too 
close, and trillions more that it could be too far! What are the odds that we would be in just 
the right location? If I were to randomly toss our planet into our solar system, what are the 
chances that I would place it in the 30,000 mile range that makes life possible to exist? Are 
the chances one in a million (1/1,000,000 or 1/106)? The odds are probably far greater, aren’t 
they? How about one in a trillion (1/1,000,000,000 or 1/109)? Let’s do something crazy here; 
let’s say that the chances are one in ten. I know that’s not possible (it’s the like saying that we 
could randomly toss Earth into the Solar System and it would land in the perfect location 
about one in every ten tosses), but go with me on this for a minute, OK?  
  
The distance from the sun is not the only factor involves in the existence of life here on planet 
Earth. There are many more universal constants that are required to be perfectly fine-tuned 
before life can exist. Let’s take a look at a PARTIAL list:  

 
Requirements Related to the Universe and Our Galaxy   
Correct local abundance and distribution of dark matter  
Correct relative abundances of different exotic mass particles  
Correct decay rates of different exotic mass particles  
Correct density of quasars  
Correct density of giant galaxies in the early universe  
Correct galaxy cluster size  
Correct galaxy cluster density  
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Correct galaxy cluster location  
Correct galaxy size  
Correct galaxy type  
Correct galaxy mass distribution  
Correct size of galactic central bulge  
Correct galaxy location  
Correct variability of local dwarf galaxy absorption rate  
Correct quantity of galactic dust  
Correct giant star density in galaxy  
Correct frequency of gamma ray bursts in galaxy  
Correct star location relative to galactic center  
Correct star distance from co-rotation circle of galaxy  
Correct ratio of inner dark halo mass to stellar mass for galaxy  
Correct star distance from closest spiral arm  
Correct z-axis extremes of star’s orbit  
Correct proximity of solar nebula to a normal type I supernova eruption  
Correct timing of solar nebula formation relative to a normal type I supernova eruption  
Correct proximity of solar nebula to a type II supernova eruption  
Correct timing of solar nebula formation relative to type II supernova eruption  
Correct timing of hypernovae eruptions  
Correct number of hypernovae eruptions  
Correct masses of stars that become hypernovae  
Correct flux of cosmic ray protons  
Correct variability of cosmic ray proton flux  
Correct gas dispersal rate by companion stars, shock waves, and molecular cloud 
expansion in the Sun’s birthing star cluster  
Correct number of stars in birthing cluster  
Correct density of brown dwarfs  
Correct number of giant galaxies in galaxy cluster  
Correct number of large galaxies in galaxy cluster  
Correct number of dwarf galaxies in galaxy cluster  
Correct distance of galaxy’s corotation circle from center of galaxy  
Correct rate of diffusion of heavy elements from galactic center out to the galaxy’s 
corotation circle  
Correct outward migration of star relative to galactic center  
Correct degree to which exotic matter self interacts  
Correct average quantity of gas infused into the universe’s first star clusters  
Correct level of supersonic turbulence in the infant universe  
Correct number and sizes of intergalactic hydrogen gas clouds in galaxy’s vicinity  
Correct average longevity of intergalactic hydrogen gas clouds in galaxy’s vicinity  
Correct avoidance of apsidal phase locking in the orbits of planets in the planetary 
system  
Correct number density of the first metal-free stars to form in the universe  
Correct epoch during which the first metal-free stars form in cosmic history  
Correct average circumstellar medium density for white dwarf red giant pairs  
Correct number densities of metal-poor and extremely metal-poor galaxies  
Correct rate of growth of central spheroid for the galaxy  
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Correct amount of gas infalling into the central core of the galaxy  
Correct level of cooling of gas infalling into the central core of the galaxy  
Correct heavy element abundance in the intracluster medium for the early universe  
Correct rate of infall of intergalactic gas into emerging and growing galaxies during first 
five billion years of cosmic history  
Correct pressure of the intra-galaxy-cluster medium  
Correct proximity of solar nebula to a type I supernova whose core underwent 
significant gravitational collapse before carbon deflagration  
Correct timing of solar nebula formation relative to a type I supernova whose core 
underwent significant gravitational collapse before carbon deflagrataion  
Correct sizes of largest cosmic structures in the universe  
Correct level of spiral substructure in spiral galaxy  
Correct supernova eruption rate when galaxy is young  
Correct range of rotation rates for stars are on the verge of becoming supernovae  
Correct quantity of dust formed in the ejecta of Population III supernovae  
Correct chemical composition of dust ejected by Population III stars  
Correct time in cosmic history when the merging of galaxies peaks  
Correct density of extragalactic intruder stars in solar neighborhood  
Correct density of dust-exporting stars in solar neighborhood  
Correct average rate of increase in galaxy sizes  
Correct change in average rate of increase in galaxy sizes throughout cosmic history  
Correct proximity of solar nebula to asymptotic giant branch stars  
Correct timing of solar nebula formation relative to its close approach to asymptotic 
giant branch stars Correct quantity and proximity of gamma-ray burst events relative to 
emerging solar nebula  
Correct proximity of superbubbles to planetary system during life epoch of life-support 
planet  
Correct proximity of strong ultraviolet emitting stars to planetary system during life 
epoch of life-support planet  
Correct quantity and proximity of galactic gamma-ray burst events relative to time 
window for intelligent life  
Correct timing of star formation peak for the universe  
Correct timing of star formation peak for the galaxy  
Correct mass of the galaxy’s central black hole  
Correct timing of the growth of the galaxy’s central black hole  
Correct rate of in-spiraling gas into galaxy’s central black hole during life epoch  
Correct distance from nearest giant galaxy  
Correct distance from nearest Seyfert galaxy  
Correct amount of mass loss by star in its youth  
Correct rate of mass loss of star in its youth  
Correct rate of mass loss by star during its middle age  
Correct quantity of magnetars (proto-neutron stars with very strong magnetic fields) 
produced during galaxy’s history  
Correct variation in coverage of star’s surface by faculae  
Correct ratio of galaxy’s dark halo mass to its baryonic mass  
Correct ratio of galaxy’s dark halo mass to its dark halo core mass  
Correct galaxy cluster formation rate  
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Correct proximity of supernovae and hypernovae throughout history of planet and 
planetary system  
Correct tidal heating from neighboring galaxies  
Correct tidal heating from dark galactic and galaxy cluster halos  
Correct intensity and duration of galactic winds  
Correct density of dwarf galaxies in vicinity of home galaxy  
Correct amount of photoevaporation during planetary formation from parent star and 
other nearby stars  
  
Requirements Related to the Solar System  
Correct number and mass of planets in system suffering significant drift  
Correct orbital inclinations of companion planets in system  
Correct variation of orbital inclinations of companion planets  
Correct inclinations and eccentricities of nearby terrestrial planets  
Correct in-spiral rate of stars into black holes within parent galaxy  
Correct strength of magnetocentrifugally launched wind of parent star during its 
protostar era  
Correct degree to which the atmospheric composition of the planet departs from 
thermodynamic equilibrium  
Correct delivery rate of volatiles to planet from asteroid-comet belts during epoch of 
planet formation  
Correct amount of outward migration of Neptune  
Correct amount of outward migration of Uranus  
Correct star formation rate in parent star vicinity during history of that star  
Correct variation in star formation rate in parent star vicinity during history of that star  
Correct birth date of the star-planetary system  
Correct number of stars in system  
Correct number and timing of close encounters by nearby stars  
Correct proximity of close stellar encounters  
Correct masses of close stellar encounters  
Correct distance from nearest black hole  
Correct absorption rate of planets and planetismals by parent star  
Correct star age  
Correct star metallicity  
Correct ratio of 40K, 235,238U, 232Th to iron in star-planetary system  
Correct star orbital eccentricity  
Correct star mass  
Correct star luminosity change relative to speciation types & rates  
Correct star color  
Correct star rotation rate  
Correct rate of change in star rotation rate  
Correct star magnetic field  
Correct star magnetic field variability  
Correct stellar wind strength and variability  
Correct short period variation in parent star diameter  
Correct star’s carbon to oxygen ratio  
Correct star’s space velocity relative to Local Standard of Rest  
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Correct star’s short term luminosity variability  
Correct star’s long term luminosity variability  
Correct amplitude and duration of star spot cycle  
Correct number & timing of solar system encounters with interstellar gas clouds and 
cloudlets 
Correct galactic tidal forces on planetary system  
Correct H3+ production  
Correct supernovae rates & locations  
Correct white dwarf binary types, rates, & locations  
Correct structure of comet cloud surrounding planetary system  
Correct polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon abundance in solar nebula  
Correct mass of Neptune  
Correct total mass of Kuiper Belt asteroids  
Correct mass distribution of Kuiper Belt asteroids  
Correct injection efficiency of shock wave material from nearby supernovae into 
collapsing molecular cloud that forms star and planetary system  
Correct number and sizes of planets and planetesimals consumed by star  
Correct variations in star’s diameter  
Correct level of spot production on star’s surface  
Correct variability of spot production on star’s surface  
Correct mass of outer gas giant planet relative to inner gas giant planet  
Correct Kozai oscillation level in planetary system  
Correct reduction of Kuiper Belt mass during planetary system’s early history  
Correct efficiency of stellar mass loss during final stages of stellar burning  
Correct number, mass, and distance from star of gas giant planets in addition to 
planets of the mass and distance of Jupiter and Saturn  
  
Requirements Related to Planet Earth   
Correct planetary distance from star  
Correct inclination of planetary orbit  
Correct axis tilt of planet  
Correct rate of change of axial tilt  
Correct period and size of axis tilt variation  
Correct planetary rotation period  
Correct rate of change in planetary rotation period  
Correct planetary revolution period  
Correct planetary orbit eccentricity  
Correct rate of change of planetary orbital eccentricity  
Correct rate of change of planetary inclination  
Correct period and size of eccentricity variation  
Correct period and size of inclination variation  
Correct precession in planet’s rotation  
Correct rate of change in planet’s precession  
Correct number of moons  
Correct mass and distance of moon  
Correct surface gravity (escape velocity)  
Correct tidal force from sun and moon  
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Correct magnetic field  
Correct rate of change & character of change in magnetic field  
Correct albedo (planet reflectivity)  
Correct density density of interstellar and interplanetary dust particles in vicinity of life-
support planet  
Correct reducing strength of planet’s primordial mantle  
Correct thickness of crust  
Correct timing of birth of continent formation  
Correct oceans-to-continents ratio  
Correct rate of change in oceans to continents ratio  
Correct global distribution of continents  
Correct frequency, timing, & extent of ice ages  
Correct frequency, timing, & extent of global snowball events  
Correct silicate dust annealing by nebular shocks  
Correct asteroidal & cometary collision rate  
Correct change in asteroidal & cometary collision rates  
Correct rate of change in asteroidal & cometary collision rates  
Correct mass of body colliding with primordial Earth  
Correct timing of body colliding with primordial Earth  
Correct location of body’s collision with primordial Earth  
Correct position & mass of Jupiter relative to Earth  
Correct major planet eccentricities  
Correct major planet orbital instabilities  
Correct drift and rate of drift in major planet distances  
Correct number & distribution of planets  
Correct distance of gas giant planets from mean motion resonances  
Correct orbital separation distances among inner planets  
Correct oxygen quantity in the atmosphere  
Correct nitrogen quantity in the atmosphere  
Correct carbon monoxide quantity in the atmosphere  
Correct chlorine quantity in the atmosphere  
Correct aerosol particle density emitted from the forests  
Correct cobalt quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct arsenic quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct copper quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct boron quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct cadmium quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct calcium quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct flourine quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct iodine quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct magnesium quantity in the earth’s crust  
Correct nickel quantity in crust  
Correct phosphorus quantity in crust  
Correct potassium quantity in crust  
Correct tin quantity in crust  
Correct zinc quantity in crust  
Correct molybdenum quantity in crust  
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Correct vanadium quantity in crust  
Correct chromium quantity in crust  
Correct selenium quantity in crust  
Correct iron quantity in oceans  
Correct tropospheric ozone quantity  
Correct stratospheric ozone quantity  
Correct mesospheric ozone quantity  
Correct water vapor level in atmosphere  
Correct oxygen to nitrogen ratio in atmosphere  
Correct quantity of greenhouse gases in atmosphere  
Correct quantity of greenhouse gases in atmosphere  
Correct rate of change in greenhouse gases in atmosphere  
Correct poleward heat transport in atmosphere by mid-latitude storms  
Correct quantity of forest & grass fires  
Correct quantity of sea salt aerosols in troposphere  
Correct soil mineralization  
Correct quantity of anaeorbic bacteria in the oceans  
Correct quantity of aerobic bacteria in the oceans  
Correct quantity of anaerobic nitrogen-fixing bacteria in the early oceans  
Correct quantity, variety, and timing of sulfate-reducing bacteria  
Correct quantity of geobacteraceae  
Correct quantity of aerobic photoheterotrophic bacteria  
Correct quantity of decomposer bacteria in soil  
Correct quantity of mycorrhizal fungi in soil  
Correct quantity of nitrifying microbes in soil  
Correct quantity & timing of vascular plant introductions  
Correct quantity, timing, & placement of carbonate-producing animals  
Correct quantity, timing, & placement of methanogens  
Correct phosphorus and iron absorption by banded iron formations  
Correct quantity of soil sulfur  
Correct ratio of electrically conducting inner core radius to radius of the adjacent 
turbulent fluid shell  
Correct ratio of core to shell (see above) magnetic diffusivity  
Correct magnetic Reynold’s number of the shell (see above)  
Correct elasticity of iron in the inner core  
Correct electromagnetic Maxwell shear stresses in the inner core  
Correct core precession frequency for planet  
Correct rate of interior heat loss for planet  
Correct quantity of sulfur in the planet’s core  
Correct quantity of silicon in the planet’s core  
Correct quantity of water at subduction zones in the crust  
Correct quantity of high pressure ice in subducting crustal slabs  
Correct hydration rate of subducted minerals  
Correct water absorption capacity of planet’s lower mantle  
Correct tectonic activity  
Correct rate of decline in tectonic activity  
Correct volcanic activity  
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Correct rate of decline in volcanic activity  
Correct location of volcanic eruptions  
Correct continental relief  
Correct viscosity at Earth core boundaries  
Correct viscosity of lithosphere  
Correct thickness of mid-mantle boundary  
Correct rate of sedimentary loading at crustal subduction zones  
Correct biomass to comet infall ratio  
Correct regularity of cometary infall  
Correct number, intensity, and location of hurricanes  
Correct intensity of primordial cosmic superwinds  
Correct number of smoking quasars  
Correct formation of large terrestrial planet in the presence of two or more gas giant 
planets  
Correct orbital stability of large terrestrial planet in the presence of two or more gas 
giant planets  
Correct total mass of Oort Cloud objects  
Correct mass distribution of Oort Cloud objects  
Correct air turbulence in troposphere  
Correct quantity of sulfate aerosols in troposphere  
Correct quantity of actinide bioreducing bacteria  
Correct quantity of phytoplankton  
Correct hydrothermal alteration of ancient oceanic basalts  
Correct quantity of iodocarbon-emitting marine organisms  
Correct location of dislocation creep relative to diffusion creep in and near the crust-
mantle boundary (determines mantle convection dynamics)  
Correct size of oxygen sinks in the planet’s crust  
Correct size of oxygen sinks in the planet’s mantle  
Correct mantle plume production  
Correct average rainfall precipitation  
Correct variation and timing of average rainfall precipitation  
Correct atmospheric transparency  
Correct atmospheric pressure  
Correct atmospheric viscosity  
Correct atmospheric electric discharge rate  
Correct atmospheric temperature gradient  
Correct carbon dioxide level in atmosphere  
Correct rates of change in carbon dioxide levels in atmosphere throughout the planet’s 
history  
Correct rates of change in water vapor levels in atmosphere throughout the planet’s 
history 
Correct rate of change in methane level in early atmosphere 
Correct Q-value (rigidity) of planet during its early history  
Correct variation in Q-value of planet during its early history  
Correct migration of planet during its formation in the protoplanetary disk  
Correct viscosity gradient in protoplanetary disk  
Correct frequency of late impacts by large asteroids and comets  
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Correct size of the carbon sink in the deep mantle of the planet  
Correct ratio of dual water molecules, (H2O)2, to single water molecules, H 2O, in the 
troposphere  
Correct quantity of volatiles on and in Earth-sized planet in the habitable zone  
Correct triggering of El Nino events by explosive volcanic eruptions  
Correct time window between the peak of kerogen production and the appearance of 
intelligent life  
Correct time window between the production of cisterns in the planet’s crust that can 
effectively collect and store petroleum and natural gas and the appearance of 
intelligent life  
Correct efficiency of flows of silicate melt, hypersaline hydrothermal fluids, and 
hydrothermal vapors in the upper crust  
Correct efficiency of ocean pumps that return nutrients to ocean surfaces  
Correct sulfur and sulfate content of oceans  
Correct orientation of continents relative to prevailing winds  
Correct infall of buckminsterfullerenes from interplanetary and interstellar space upon 
surface of planet  
Correct quantity of silicic acid in the oceans  
Correct heat flow through the planet’s mantle from radiometric decay in planet’s core  
Correct water absorption by planet’s mantle  

 

OK, each requirement on this partial list of universal constants (322 constants listed here) is 
highly unlikely to occur at random or by chance. In fact, we could assign odds to each 
requirement in the same way that we assigned odds to the correct location of Earth relative to 
the Sun. Scientists and experts have already assigned statistic probabilities for each of these 
requirements and they range anywhere from 1 in 10 (1/101) to 1 in 1000 (1/103). But let’s be 
very generous here. Let’s say that each and every one of these terrestrial, solar system and 
galactic requirement has a 1 in 10 (1/101) chance of happening naturally; let’s assign this 1 in 
10 (1/101) probability to each and every one of these 322 requirements, even though 
scientists say that the odds are much greater.  
  
Now, do you remember how we calculated the odds of flipping four consecutive “heads” in a 
row? We took the probability or each flip and multiplied it against each other: ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ 
= 1/16. How then, would we calculate the odds of a planet like earth (supporting the life that it 
supports) existing in our universe? You guessed it; we simply multiply the odds since the 
events are independent of each and every one of the 322 requirements occurring naturally!  

  
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
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1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 
1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 

1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 x 1/101 
=  

1/10322  
=  

1/100,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000, 
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000, 
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000, 
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000, 
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000, 
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000, 

000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000  
  
This means that there is less than 1 chance in 1 million trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion 
trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion 
trillion trillion trillion trillion exists that even one planet like earth could ever exist and support 
life as earth supports it if the only mechanisms available are natural mechanisms. Now 
remember how statisticians define what is known as “statistical zero”:  

  
1/1050 = Statistical Zero  

  
Now look at the (very generous) odds we’ve just calculated for the existence of a life-bearing 
planet like Earth existing in a star system like ours and a galaxy like ours:  

  
1/10322 = 10272 Times Less Likely than Statistical Zero 

  
It’s Statistically Impossible   
Do you see the problem here? Based on the statistical probability of the 
universal constants described here, it’s pretty clear that a planet like earth 
simply should not exist! If natural causes are the only factors involved here, the 

odds are just prohibitively small. Earth simply cannot exist if natural causes are the only 
forces in the universe. The ONLY way to account for the Earth’s existence is to introduce a 
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supernatural cause that can overcome the tremendous improbability. Here is another way to 
put it:  

  
The Statistical Probability Argument:  
   
1) Statisticians Agree that When the Probability of an Event Reaches 1/1050 the Odds 
of the Event’s Occurrence Are “Statistically ZERO”  
  
2) The Odds of the NATURAL Existence of a Life Supporting Planet Like Earth are 
Less than 1/10322 (10272 Times Less Likely than "Statistical Zero”), Yet the Earth Exists 
and Supports Life  
  
3) For This Reason, the Existence of a Life Supporting Planet Like Earth (Which 
CANNOT Be Attributed to Natural Forces or Causes), Must Be the Result of 
Supernatural Intervention   
  
4) The Supernatural Intervening Cause (God) of Our Universe, Galaxy and Planet 
Must Exist  

 
Compelling Statistics (and a Compelling Demonstrati on)   
The odds are pretty long against the ‘natural’ existence of a life bearing planet 
like the one we live on. In fact, you can now see exactly how long the odds are! 
The ‘long odds’ against our existence are yet another argument for the 

existence of a supernatural first cause, able to intervene and create a scenario in which life 
can exist.  
  

           
  
If we really take the time to think about it, we can quickly see how unreasonable it would be 
to assume something is true in spite of the tremendously prohibitive odds against it being 
true. Let’s say that I was to tell you that I was going to repeatedly flip a coin and hope to 
come up with a sequence of all heads. Let’s imagine that I begin by flipping the coin for the 
first time, and after it lands in my palm, I quickly cover it with the other hand. Then imagine 
that I take a guarded peek at the coin and announce, “heads” without showing it to you. Then 
I quickly repeat the process, again guarding the result and announcing, “heads” for a second 
time (and again without showing the quarter to you). Let’s say I continue to do this for ten 
more flips, each time covering the coin quickly and claiming that I have “heads”, but never 
showing you the result. At some point are you going to stop me and demand to see the coin? 
At some point are you going to begin to doubt that I have that many consecutive “heads” and 
demand for me to show you the coin each time I flip it? Why would you begin to get 
suspicious? Why would you doubt me?  
  
Well, you would be wise to doubt me because you already understand enough about “odds” 
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to know that the chance of my flipping that many “heads” in a row is statistically improbable! 
Remember our calculations related to the quarter flipping? Well, here is how we would 
calculate the odds of flipping ten “heads” in a row:  

  
½ x ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ x ½ = 1/2 10 = 1/1024  

  
There’s a one in 1,024 chance of getting ten heads in a row. That’s why you were getting so 
suspicious about my being able to achieve such a feat. You knew the long odds. You knew 
that it was simply not reasonable to assume that I could beat these odds when the probability 
was 1/210! OK, so if you are suspicious about my telling the truth in this simple example 
where the probability is 1/210 against my telling the truth, how much more suspicious should 
you be when someone tells you that the universe and our planet came to support life as the 
result of purely natural processes when the odds against this truth are 1/10322? Why is it that 
you would be quick to doubt me when I claim to flip a quarter the same way ten times in a 
row, but slow to doubt those who would try to convince you that life exists here on earth as 
the result of something OTHER than Divine Intervention?  
  
The reality is that the most reasonable inference from the evidence of statistical probabilities 
is that we live on a planet that shouldn’t be here except for the fact that something or 
someone OUTSIDE the natural realm made it possible for us to be here. The evidence points 
to a creator God who is able to transcend the ‘long odds’.  
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Chapter Seven 

Evidence for God from Logic   
The Transcendental Argument  

  
The Necessity of Logic   
All of us get up every day and live our lives without giving much thought to the 
physical and non-physical laws of the universe that have to be in place in order 
for us to exist and live in our world. We take for granted the law of gravity, for 

example; it doesn’t really matter to us how this law exists or what forces lie behind the law. 
We simply know that we live in a world where gravity is a reality. In a similar way, there are 
many conceptual truths that exist in our universe that we take for granted! These conceptual 
truths also order and establish our world and limit our exploration and experience of all that 
we see and understand. One area of conceptual truth is simply the body of concepts that we 
call the Laws of Logic.  
 
All rational discussion, for example, requires the pre-existence of logical absolutes. You 
would have a hard time making sense of any conversation if there weren’t Laws of Logic to 
guide the conversation and provide rational boundaries. Here are three of the most important 
Laws of Logic that you and I use every day to engage each other rationally:  

  
The Law of Identity   
Something is what it is. ‘A’ is ‘A’. Things that exist have specific properties that identify 
them  
 
The Law of Non-Contradiction   
‘A’ cannot be both ‘A’ and ‘Non-A’ at the same time, in the same way and in the same 
sense  
 
The Law of Excluded Middle  
A statement is either true or false. There is no middle position. For example, the claim 
that "A statement is either true or false" is either true or false!  

  
These are simple laws; we use them all the time. These logical ‘rules’ are necessary in order 
for us to examine truth statements and point out when someone is reasoning illogically. 
These are important laws and they are known as the First, Second and Third Laws of Logic. 
We use the Laws of Logic all the time; you couldn’t even begin to read and reason through 
this website if you didn’t use these laws. In fact, you’ve never had an intelligent, rational 
conversation in your entire life without using these laws. These laws TRANSCEND us as 
humans (they apply to all of us in the same way, regardless of location, culture or time in 
history). So the question we have to ask ourselves is simple: “Where do the transcendent 
laws of logic come from?”  

 
An Evidence for the Existence of God?  
Most of the atheists that I know like to think that they are actually far more 
rational than Christians. But they are basing this ‘rationality’ on their command 



�
��������	�
���
�������������������������

�

of the Laws of Logic. Can they even account for these transcendent laws without the 
existence of a transcendent God? Let’s see. Let’s begin by presenting the Transcendental 
Argument in its complete form and then we’ll examine some atheistic responses to the 
argument:  

  
(1) The Absolute Laws of Logic Exist   
We cannot deny that the Laws of Logic exist. In fact, any ‘reasonable’ or ‘logical’ 
argument that these laws don’t exist, requires their existence in the first place  
  
The Absolute Laws of Logic Are Conceptual Laws   
These laws are not physical; they are conceptual. They cannot be seen under a 
microscope or weighed in a scale. They are conceptual laws that guide logical thought 
processes  
 
The Absolute Laws of Logic Are Transcendent  
And these laws transcend location, culture and time. If we go forward a million years or 
backward a million years, the laws of logic still exist and apply, regardless of culture or 
geographic location!  
 
The Absolute Laws of Logic Pre-Existed Mankind   
The transcendent and timeless nature of logical laws dictates that they pre-exist 
mankind. Even before men were ever able to understand the law of non-contradiction, 
“A” could not be “Non-A”! The law was discovered by humans, not created by humans.  
  
(2) All Conceptual Laws Reflect the Mind of a Law G iver  
Conceptual laws require lawgivers. We know this from our common experience in the 
world in which we live. The laws that govern our society and culture, for example, are 
the result and reflection of ‘minds’. But more importantly, the conceptual Laws of Logic 
govern thought processes and rationality, and for this reason, they require the 
existence of a mind.  
  
(3) The Best and Most Reasonable Explanation for th e Kind of Mind Necessary 
for the Existence of the Transcendent, Absolute, Co nceptual Laws of Logic is 
God  
The only lawgiver that can account for non-physical, transcendent laws that pre-exist 
mankind must also be a non-physical, transcendent and pre-existent mind. This 
description fits what we commonly think of when we think of a creator God.  

  
The Christian Worldview has the ability to ACCOUNT for the existence of the transcendent 
Laws of Logic. Christianity proposes that God exists and that he is the absolute, transcendent 
‘standard’ of truth. The transcendent Laws of Logic are simply a reflection of the nature of this 
absolute God. Now it’s important to understand that Christianity does NOT propose that God 
CREATED these laws. They are simply a reflection of God’s thinking, and for this reason, 
they are as eternal as God Himself. You and I, as humans, have the ability to DISCOVER 
these laws because we have been created in the image of God, but we don’t create or invent 
the laws. These laws are evidence that a transcendent God exists because there is no other 
satisfactory way to account for the existence of transcendent laws without the existence of a 
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transcendent law maker. But this last statement is hotly debated by atheists. Many would 
argue that the Laws of Logic can be accounted for in some other way that does not 
necessitate the existence of God.  

  
Is There Some Other Explanation?   
When the Transcendental Argument is offered to those who doubt the existence 
of God, a number of objections are usually raised in an effort to find some other 
explanation for the Laws of Logic. Let’s examine some of the objections to see I 

any of them might truly be a viable alternative to the existence of God.  
  
Objection:   
Aren’t the “Laws of Logic” simply the ‘brute’ characteristics of existence? Both 

material and immaterial things must abide by boundaries of existence in order to exist 
in the first place. The “Laws of Logic” are simply among the boundaries and 
characteristics of existence. They are not transcendent laws from a transcendent 
mind; they are just a few of the natural boundaries of existence.  

  
Both the theist and the atheist would agree that the Laws of Logic are brute 
‘somethings’. The atheist would claim that Logic is a brute, innate FACT of 
existence, while the theist would argue that Logic is a brute, innate reflection of 
the nature and thinking of God. In either case, these laws would have to be 
ETERNAL, UNCAUSED and NECESSARY by nature, right? Nothing can exist 
without the simultaneous existence of these laws. But let’s now look at how 
both sides ACCOUNT for their existence:  

  
The Atheist  
The brute Laws of Logic simply exist. They are eternal and uncaused. 
Nothing can exist without them. That’s just the way it is.  
  
The Theist   
If there is any God at all, he would, by definition, be eternal, uncaused, 
omniscient and omnipotent; he would be the all-knowing and all-powerful 
God that is the necessary, uncaused first cause of all matter, space and 
time. He would have attributes like thoughts, character, essence and 
nature, and if he is truly as powerful and all-knowing as we say he is, 
these attributes would be ‘perfect’ (an all-powerful and all-knowing God 
has the power to eliminate imperfection!) Logic then is simply an attribute 
of God’s perfect existence; it is innate and intrinsic to God’s own perfect 
thought processes (God’s thoughts would, by necessity, be consistent 
within Himself). God does not ‘create’ these Laws of Logic, they are an 
innate and immutable aspect of His nature. As God is necessary for all 
else to exist, so are the Laws of Logic. They are merely a reflection of 
God’s nature, and they permeate all of his creation.  

  
Now look at these two responses for a minute. Both the atheist and the theist 
agree that ‘something’ is eternal, uncaused and necessary. But when the 
atheist says that the Laws of Logic ‘simply exist’, he is really ‘begging the 
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question’; he’s not providing an explanation for their eternal, uncaused and 
necessary existence (just saying they exist does not provide us with an 
accounting of their existence). In addition, the atheist fails to explain how these 
laws can be eternal and uncaused and what role they play in causing all other 
contingent realities. The theist, on the other hand, can account for the existence 
of the Laws of Logic by pointing to the existence of an omniscient and 
omnipotent ‘uncaused first cause’ that possesses perfect rationality (by virtue of 
His limitless power) and can also act as the first cause of all other contingent 
creations.  

  
Objection:   
Aren’t the “Laws of Logic” simply the result of observations we make of the world 

in which we live? We discovered the laws of physics from our observations of the 
natural world; can’t we discover the Laws of Logic in a similar way?  

  
Remember that the Laws of Logic are conceptual. They only exist in the mind. 
They don’t describe physical behaviors or actions of matter, but instead 
describe ‘truth’. The Laws of Logic are statements that deal with conceptual 
patterns and processes of thought. Now let’s think about the analogy to physics 
for a minute. Newton’s three Laws of Motion (as an example) may be 
conceptual as statements, but they describe actual physical behaviors that we 
can observe. This is an important difference relative to the Laws of Logic. 
Logical absolutes (especially those that have to do with mathematics) cannot be 
observed and do not describe the behavior or actions of material things 
because the Laws of Logic exist completely in the mind.  
  
Now let’s take a look at an example that an atheist might present as proof that 
we learn the Laws of Logic from our observations of the natural world. 
Someone might argue that our careful observations of a sea shell, for example, 
can reveal to us a Law of Logic. Observing that the shell does nothing but exist 
as a shell (it is not a fish - nor does it ever become a fish) we might then posit 
and formulate the Law of Identity or the Law of Non-Contradiction. From this 
simple example, the atheist will claim that Laws of Logic can be discovered 
from observations of matter.  
  
But let’s think carefully about this. Yes, it is correct to say that the shell does not 
change. And yes, it is correct to say that we can observe this physical reality. 
But we then do something very interesting; we assign a logical absolute to the 
observation we just made. We assign something that is conceptual (and 
requires a mind) to our observation of matter. But the mere fact that we made 
an observation and then assigned a logical absolute to that observation does 
not then ACCOUNT for the existence of all logical absolutes in the first place. 
The fact that our observations SUPPORT the PRE-existence of the logical 
absolute does not mean that our observation ESTABLISHES the Law of Logic. 
Can you see the difference? We don’t form the Law of Logic from the 
observation, we instead confirm the pre-existing logical truth with our 
observation.  



�
��������	�
���
�������������������������

�

  
Objection:  
Aren’t the Laws of Logic simply human conventions?  
  

When people make this kind of objection, they are typically referring to a 
‘convention’ as a ‘principle that everyone has agreed on’. But if Laws of Logic 
are simply ideas about truth that people have agreed on, two things are 
required before we could ever have a single Law of Logic: people, and 
agreement! Now think about that; are we really saying that the Law of Identity 
(for example) did not exist before people were here to think it up? Are we really 
saying that prior to the existence of people “A” could be “Non-A”? And we all 
recognize that people disagree on what is true and untrue. We disagree with 
each other and our positions often contradict each other. How then, can the 
Laws of Logic be ‘transcendent’ unless they exist for all of us, whether we agree 
with them or not? If the Laws of Logic are merely agreed upon conventions, 
they cannot be absolute because they would, in essence, be subject to a “vote”; 
the laws could be changed if enough people agreed!  

  
Objection:  
If God created the Laws of Logic, then they are dependent on God. They are not 

‘necessary’ truths but ‘contingent’ truths, and this means that they are not foundational 
to the universe. And if God ‘created’ the Laws of Logic, wouldn’t this mean that He 
could change them whenever He wanted? Couldn’t God then arrange things so that 
“A” is also “Non-A”? After all, He created the Laws, so He should be able to change 
them! But the idea that “A” could also be “Non-A” is crazy and leads us to conclude, 
therefore, that Logic is not actually dependent on God at all.  

  
Once again, we need to remember that, as Christians, we are not claiming that 
God created the Laws of Logic. It is not our position that he created something 
with particular properties, so He could therefore change these properties. 
Instead, we believe that the Laws of Logic are simply a reflection of the 
thoughts of God, and as such, they reveal his logical, perfect nature. We 
understand that God is limited by His own nature; He is not self contradictory. 
Just as there is no such thing as a ‘square’ circle (because this violates the 
nature of what a circle is all about), God cannot exist outside His nature, which 
includes the nature of his perfect thoughts. Logic is necessary simply because 
God is the necessary Being that He is. The Laws of Logic are absolute, 
unchangeable, internally consistent and transcendent simply because God 
Himself is absolute, unchangeable, internally consistent and transcendent.  

  
Objection:  
Aren’t there different kinds of Logic? If this is true, there are a variety of differing 

views and laws, so the idea of transcendence is not really true, and there is no need, 
therefore, for a transcendent source of these Laws.  

  
While it is true that there are different categories of Logic that apply to different 
aspects of propositional truth, mathematics and reasoning, the basic underlying 
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principles of Logic remain intact. In addition, it’s true that many ‘laws of thought’ 
have been proposed over time by great thinkers (i.e. Plato, Aristotle, Locke, 
Leibniz, Schopenhauer, Boole, Welton, and even Russell), but these laws 
merely reflect, in one way or another, the same universal and absolute logical 
truths that are pre-existent. In essence, we continue to find ourselves restating 
and reformulating the same Laws of Logic over and over again. When an 
atheist says that “there are different kinds of logic” he is failing to see that the 
underlying logical absolutes remain constant and the existence of these 
universal absolutes has not been explained by atheism.  
  
So, Are We Being Consistent?   
Maybe by now your head is starting to spin as we think through the nature of 
transcendent principles, trying to account for them and trying to decide why any 
of this should matter to us in the first place! But these are important issues 

because they help us to form our foundational view of the world. In the end, each of us wants 
to live in a way that is consistent with our own worldview, so we need to begin by 
understanding what we believe and why we believe it! Only then we can ask ourselves the 
important question: “Are we living and behaving in a way that is consistent with what we say 
we believe?”  
  
Let me give you an example. Let’s say that you and I are sitting on the beach. We hear the 
sound of an airplane overhead, but we ignore it. Later, we look up and see cloudy formations 
in the sky, forming the words, “DIAL *88 TO WIN $1,000,000”. I say to you, “Wow, look at 
how well that sky-writer wrote that sentence!” You look at me with a disgusted look on your 
face and say, “What makes you believe that a sky-writer was involved at all? Those may 
simply be clouds that just happened to form the shapes of what appear to be letters!” I 
respond, “Are you kidding? Didn’t you hear that airplane earlier?” You’re unconvinced, “You 
and I never actually SAW the sky-writer as he was writing the letters,” you say, “So you really 
don’t know if those are written words or just natural clouds! In fact, I think those are simply 
clouds.” I think you’re acting irrationally, but I do have to admit that we didn’t actually SEE the 
sky-writer write the words in the sky. I do, however, believe that this is the most reasonable 
and logical conclusion from the evidence and my ‘sky-writer theory’ seems far more likely 
from the standpoint of probability and far less subjective than your ‘accidental cloud’ theory, 
but I remain silent at this point. Minutes later, I watch you as you pull out your cell phone and 
dial *88. “What are you doing?” I ask. You respond, “Well, I can really use the $1,000,000!” 
This is ridiculous. I say, “Just moments ago you told me that those words were just accidental 
cloud formations and now you’re dialing *88 as if the words were written by a sky-writer!”  
  
Do you see the problem here? In this simple illustration, it is clear that one of us is acting in a 
way that is inconsistent with our own view of how those words came to be. You are claiming 
that they are accidental and have no meaning, yet dialing the cell phone as if they DID have 
meaning. See the inconsistency?  
  
In a similar way, if the transcendental Laws of Logic exist because a transcendental God 
exists, we cannot then use these laws to argue ‘rationally’ that there is no God in the first 
place. To do so is just like arguing that the words in the sky are accidental clouds, and then 
acting what these words are saying as if they were placed there by a sky-writer. When 
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atheists use their reasoning ability to examine the world and draw conclusions, they are first 
assuming and presupposing that there is a rational basis to the universe. They are 
presupposing that the Laws of Logic exist and are transcendent. But atheism as a world view 
cannot account for the transcendent Laws of Logic that it employs to draw conclusions and 
make arguments in the first place. In other words, atheists must dip their feet in the rational, 
logical constructs and principles of theism in order to attempt to rationally deny theism! Do 
you see the inconsistency here? Rationality and logic exist and can only be accounted for in 
a theistic worldview. When atheists use logic to try to disprove God's existence, they are 
assuming absolute Laws of Logic; they are borrowing from the Christian worldview.  

  
Another Important Evidence  
The transcendent Laws of Logic can best be accounted for in a theistic 
worldview, and you and I can be consistent in our behavior if we recognize that 
the nature of logic dictates the existence of God. The transcendental evidence 

for the existence of God is a powerful addition to the circumstantial cumulative case for God’s 
existence, and the Laws of Logic make it possible for us to reason about God’s existence in 
the first place.  
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Chapter Eight 

Reasoning the Nature of God   
  

Examining the Evidence  
Now it’s often very difficult and painstaking to examine all the evidence for God. 
The Cosmological, Teleological, Axiological and Anthropic arguments can be 
kind of complex and involved, but they certainly leave little doubt that we are the 

result of an act of creation and purpose. These arguments address the big, important 
questions of life. God is not afraid of those big questions, in fact, he has all the answers if we 
are only willing to open our eyes, surrender our selfishness, and take an honest look. For 
those of us who have come to think that there may, indeed, be a God out there who created 
everything in the universe, there is a logical question that we find ourselves asking: “What is 
God Like?” The answer to this question is incredibly important because our spiritual life will 
be shaped by its answer. There are a number of world religions to choose from, and each 
does its best to describe God. But their descriptions are clearly not the same. So who are we 
to believe?  

 
Three Important Questions   
Well if we come at this question based on our ability to observe the universe 
and reason with the minds that God gave us, we may be able to describe God, 
then compare our description to the faith systems available to us to see if any of 

them explain what we see! We usually begin our search for God with two questions. The first 
one is a “how” question: “How did we get here?” The second question is a “Why” question: 
“Why are we here?” Once we have answered these two questions (and the arguments for 
God’s existence do actually answer these questions), we find ourselves turning to the “What” 
question: “What is God like?” It just so happens that the answer to the last question can be 
found as we answer the first two! Let’s review our arguments for the existence of God and 
see if they help us to understand His Nature…  

 
The Cosmological Argument   
Let’s begin by taking another look at the Cosmological Argument. The complete 
argument for the existence of God based on the evidence from cosmology can 
be found HERE, but in summary, it goes something like this:  

  
The “Cosmological Argument”   
(1) The Universe Has a Beginning  
(2) Anything That Has a Beginning Must Have Been Caused By Something Else  
(3) Therefore, the Universe Must Have a Cause  
(4) This Cause Must Be Eternal and Uncaused  
(5) The Cause is God  

  
This argument describes a God that has tremendous power and ability to create something 
from nothing. All science points to a single point at which time and matter begins (a point of 
‘singularity’), and the being that could account for this has to, by definition, be uncaused and 
stand outside time. Based on this truth, we can begin to understand the nature of God, using 
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nothing but our ability to reason from what we see in science and in our universe. So, what is 
God like? The God described by the truth of creation is very distinctive. We can begin to 
describe him:  

  
He is Eternal and Infinite   
Because God is obviously the creator of time and initiates the beginning of time 

in our universe, it is clear that He is eternal and infinite. If this were not so, we would 
have to say that God was also created and we should be looking to God’s creator as 
the true God of the Universe. Some people really struggle with the idea that there 
could be something that has no creator, but many of these same people would be very 
comfortable describing the universe as eternal and infinite! See, whatever you 
describe as eternal is, in fact, God.  
  

He is All-Powerful   
Clearly, a God who creates everything from nothing, all matter from non-matter, 

all time from eternity, is powerful beyond words. This kind of being is perfect in every 
way, if only because He has the power to make himself so!  

  
Mormonism Does Not Account For What We See   
Now this description of God as an eternal, infinite and all-powerful being 
automatically eliminates some world and religious views. Mormonism, for 
example, cannot explain a God like this. The Mormon God is not eternal. He 

has a father and this God also has a father and so on and so on. They have a problem trying 
to explain how the “First” God came to be, and would simply say that the problem of infinite 
regression is a mystery. And the Mormon Universe is eternal. It has no starting point, and 
therefore requires no God to create it. But this defies the nature of the universe (of all time 
and matter) as we see it today!  

 
But Christianity Gets It Right   
While Mormonism clearly fails to describe a God that reflects the nature of the 
universe, it just so happens that Christianity cannot yet be eliminated on these 
grounds. Christianity DOES describe a God who is eternal and all-powerful:  

 
 Isaiah 26:4   
Trust in the LORD forever, for the LORD, the LORD, is the Rock eternal  

  
Isaiah 40:26   
Lift your eyes and look to the heavens: Who created all these? He who brings 

out the starry host one by one, and calls them each by name. Because of his great 
power and mighty strength, not one of them is missing.  

  
The Christian God is both eternal and all-powerful, reflecting the nature of what we see in 
science and can reason with own our minds. But there are other qualities of God that can be 
seen in the universe and in our own bodies. Do these qualities disqualify Christianity as a 
worldview?  
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The Teleological Argument   
Let’s take another look at the evidence that is found for God in the design of the 
universe. The complete argument from design can be found HERE, but in 
summary once again, it goes something like this:  

   
The “Teleological Argument”   
(1) Our Intelligent and Ordered Universe Demonstrates Qualities of Intelligent Design  
(2) Therefore, There Must Be An Intelligent Designer Who Designed the Universe  
(3) The Designer Who Exists is God  

   
This argument describes a God who is incredibly creative and amazingly innovative! It 
describes a God who has not used the elements of random chance, but has creatively and 
intricately designed our world and our very bodies! For this “undesigned” designer, there is no 
waste, no careless creation. Everything is intricately purposeful. So, what is God like? The 
God described by the truth of design is also very distinctive. We can continue our description 
of God by adding the following traits:  

  
He is Creative and Personal   
The complexity and imaginative inter-connectedness of the universe and our 

human biology certainly demonstrate that God is incredibly imaginative, visionary and 
creative. With all the paints and crayons at His disposal, He has drawn for us an 
amazing world and an awesome universe. And by definition, an impersonal being 
cannot create and design. The moment this being designs something, He has 
committed a personal act. A being like this has to have a creative mind in order to 
design and this mind is the first requirement and reflection of His personhood!  
  

He Loves Us Individually   
One of the wonderful truths of a God who has created us is the benefit and 

blessing of a proud Father. Think about it for a moment. The artist has no particular 
love for the raw paints or the empty canvas. But as soon as he creates the painting, he 
understands that he has given something of himself in the process. The finished art 
reflects his nature, his passions, his interests, his dreams for the future. It is now 
impossible for the artist to remained detached from his creation. It is a part of him. In 
the same way, because we are also the product of God’s design, He holds a special 
place for us in his heart. The impossibilities of natural selection and random chance 
are so well demonstrated, that the remaining conclusion that we are the carefully 
crafted and designed creation of a designer God, leads us to the truth of God’s 
personal love for us, his artwork in the universe.  

  
Eastern Religion Does Not Explain a Personal God   
Now this description of God also eliminates a number of religious 
worldviews. All New Age and Neo-Eastern Religions deny that God could 
ever be a personal being. In these faith systems, God is seen as a 

transcendent, mystical force. He is not seen as having His own “personhood”. But 
what we see in nature, especially in the evidence of creative design, moves us away 
from this kind of thinking toward a personal, loving a proud creator who has designed 
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us as an artist would sculpt or paint his precious artwork.  
 

But Christianity Gets It Right   
Christianity, however, still remains as a possibility for us, because its 
description of a creator God does, in fact, match the physical evidence for a 
Supernatural Designer as described in the teleological argument:  
  
Isaiah 43:7   
I want them back, every last one who bears my name, every man, woman, and 

child Whom I created for my glory, yes, personally formed and made each one.  
  

Isaiah 46:3-4   
Since the day you were born, I have carried you along. I will still be the same 

when you are old and gray, and I will take care of you. I created you. I will carry you 
and always keep you safe.  

  
The Christian God is a Personal Creator God. He is the grand and magnificent designer, who 
loves his creation because it is the art he has so carefully and creatively imagined, planned 
and sculpted. Christianity tells us that there is a God out there who designed us and as a 
result, proudly loves us. Let’s take a look at another aspect of God’s nature as we reason 
through our observations of the world around us.  

 
Axiological Argument   
The Axiological Argument reasons that the common morality that transcends 
culture on our planet is a proof that God exists. For the detailed version of the 
argument, click HERE, but the short version goes something like this:  

   
The “Axiological” Argument   
(1) There is an Objective (Absolute) Moral Law  
(2) Every Law Has a Law Giver  
(3) Therefore, There is an Objective (Absolute) Moral Law Giver  
(4) The Objective (Absolute) Law Giver is God  

   
This line of thinking argues that there are moral absolutes that transcend culture and time, 
and all laws (moral or otherwise) have law givers. IN this case the law giver must also 
transcend culture and time. And that sure sounds a lot like God! So, what is God like? But if 
there is an absolute moral law giver, he is going to have to have a couple of traits that 
distinguish him as a being, and these traits can now be added to our list:  

  
He Is Perfect and Moral   
In order to be the “prescriber” of what “ought to be”, God has to attain and 

maintain the highest moral bar. In order to set the example for moral behavior, God 
has to be spotless in this area. We already know that he is perfect, if for no other 
reason than the fact that he has the power to be perfect. And perfection in the area of 
morality is defined as something we call “goodness”. All absolute morality that we 
define in our world is delineated by definitions of what is good. We should not kill 
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whoever we want, we should not take the spouse of another, we should not torture 
little children; all moral absolutes call us to what we would agree is “good” behavior. 
Would not the moral absolute law giver then also be the epitome of moral perfection 
and goodness?  
  

He Is Trustworthy and Patient  
And as the moral law giver, he becomes the source of our trust for all things of 

value and morality. When we have a question about what we should do, we can turn to 
the ultimate source for the definition of right and wrong to get the answer. Beyond that, 
a perfect moral being must be pretty patient to put up with a less than perfect, fallen 
and often morally rebellious people. Patience has to be at the very core of God’s 
nature or he would have destroyed all of us centuries ago!  

  
Satanism and Islam Do Not Honor a Holy, Moral God   
Because of this good, moral and perfect nature of God, derived from our 
thinking related to the Axiological Argument, there are several world views that 
must be eliminated from consideration if we are looking for a faith system that 

accurately describes what we see in the world around us. Those who play with the occult, 
and particularly those who would describe themselves as Satanists, clearly worship a lesser 
being, and refuse to worship the true God of Moral Perfection.  
 
But other faith systems, such as radical Islamic ideologies, also believe that the God they 
worship would advocate behaviors that are immoral. Regardless of how you feel about 
groups such as these, the presence of moral absolutes in our world demonstrates that God is 
not the God of evil, but the high of love and moral goodness. Any system that describes him 
otherwise is flawed.  

 
But Christianity Gets It Right   
All along, Christian Scripture has agreed with this description of God. Nothing in 
Christianity violates or contradicts what we see in the world we examine with 
our rational mind. Check out these scriptures:  

 
2 Samuel 22:31-33   
As for God, his way is perfect; the word of the LORD is flawless. He is a shield 

for all who take refuge in him. For who is God besides the LORD? And who is the 
Rock except our God? It is God who arms me with strength and makes my way 
perfect.  
  

Nehemiah 9:29-30  
You warned them to return to your law, but they became arrogant and 

disobeyed your commands. They sinned against your ordinances, by which a man will 
live if he obeys them. Stubbornly they turned their backs on you, became stiff-necked 
and refused to listen. For many years you were patient with them  

  
The Christian God is a personal, moral God of perfection, who cares about us enough to be 
patient with us. He is reliable and trustworthy, and our scriptures confirm this! God’s patience 
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for us does reveal a level of understanding and care that can only be described as “love”. 
There is another argument for God’s existence, however, that also confirms his love for his 
creation.  
 

The Anthropic Argument   
Let’s take a look at something we called the Anthropic Argument to see if we 
can learn a little more about God’s nature. The complete argument can be 
found HERE, but this is the Reader’s Digest version:  
  

The Anthropic Argument   
(1) Our World has been uniquely designed so that life can exist and that same life can 
examine the Universe  
(2) This unique design cannot be the result of random chance or probabilities  
(3) There is, therefore, a God who has designed us for a special cause in the universe  

  
This argument describes a glorious creator who not only designed a world for us that would 
support life, but placed that world and crafted that world in such a way that we would be able 
to observe and examine the universe! He clearly wants his creation to see the universe 
around them, because he knows that our scientific observation and explorations will 
eventually lead us to know him, even as we are studying Him here in this article! So, what is 
God like? This description of God illuminates elements of His nature that are comforting and 
encouraging at the very same time:  
 

 He Has a Plan for Our Lives   
For God to design our universe so it can support both our lives and our 

observations, He must have had some goal in mind. Any activity like this speaks of a 
larger plan that God must have wanted to accomplish. His design is specific to our 
ability to find Him through observation, so it is clear that God has a purpose for our 
lives as reflected in this design of the universe.  
  

He Knows the Future   
And if God sits above time, he must already know how that his plan is going to 

turn out the way He wanted it to turn out! God clearly had a future in mind when he 
shaped the plan and purpose of our lives. He is simply waiting patiently to see if we 
“get it”! To design so specifically demonstrates that God already has and “end plan”.  

   
He Loves Us Too Much Not to Have a Plan to Bring Us  Home  
Ad that “end plan” involves more than our simple discovery of him through our 

examination of the universe. It involves a final plan to bring us into the presence of 
God. Think about it for a minute. A God that would allow us to figure out that he exists, 
yet not allow us to ever see him face to face, is not, by definition, a “good” God. The 
fact that God has allowed us to get a ‘peek’ of his existence and nature, demonstrates 
that he will eventually allow us to see him completely. To be the ‘best’ moral God that 
He can be, this simply must be the case! God’s desire to bring us into His presence, 
therefore, is an intrinsic part of his nature.  
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Atheism Fails to Recognize a Long Term Plan and Purp ose  
But the secular world, in denying the presence of God, also sacrifices the notion 
that he could have a plan and purpose for our lives! The world of sickness has 
come to ignore the presence of God, in spite of the overwhelming evidence to 

the contrary! Atheism is a failed and flawed worldview because it fails to recognize a large 
purpose and plan for our lives as is evident in the “Monological argument we have already 
discussed. They ignore the evidence of a specific and uniquely created world that has been 
designed for a purpose and cause.  

 
But Christianity Gets It Right   
Once again, Christianity does not contradict our senses. The Christian world 
view does not ignore what we see in the universe and the world around us. In 
fact, Christian Scripture has always described God in this way:  
  
Psalm 138:7-8   
Though I walk in the midst of trouble, you preserve my life; you stretch out your 

hand against the anger of my foes, with your right hand you save me. The LORD will 
fulfill his purpose for me; your love, O LORD, endures forever  
  

Isaiah 46:9-10   
I am God, and there is no other; I am God, and there is none like me. I make 

known the end from the beginning, from ancient times, what is still to come.  
  
The God of the Bible is a God who tells us from ancient times that He has a reason for our 
creation. He has a plan for our lives and a purpose for our existence. We are here to discover 
the truth about God and respond to this truth in faith. But the best news is the final attribute of 
God that we have talked about; the fact that it is in God’s nature to do all the work of getting 
us home.  

 
We Could Never Do It On Our Own   
And it makes sense that this work of saving us and bringing us into His 
presence would be the work of God and not the work of men. If God is what we 
have seen him to be (all-powerful, all-knowing, all-creative and all-loving), then 

what do we think we could really offer that could compare to what he is able to do and able to 
be? Every faith system on the planet tries to tell you that YOU can do something to save 
yourself. Only Christianity describes a God of power and moral perfection who cannot be 
impressed with the small insignificant and fallen works of his creation (for more on this, click 
HERE):  

  
Titus 3:3-8  
At one time we too were foolish, disobedient, deceived and enslaved by all 

kinds of passions and pleasures. We lived in malice and envy, being hated and hating 
one another. But when the kindness and love of God our Savior appeared, he saved 
us, not because of righteous things we had done, but because of his mercy. He saved 
us through the washing of rebirth and renewal by the Holy Spirit, whom he poured out 
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on us generously through Jesus Christ our Savior, so that, having been justified by his 
grace, we might become heirs having the hope of eternal life.  

  
That’s why Christianity remains as the truest expression related to the hope of our Salvation. 
Everything we can learn about the nature of God from what we see in our universe points to a 
God that is identical to the God described in the Christian Scriptures. It’s not a coincidence. 
The Christian God is the very God who created you and has revealed Himself to you in both 
His Creation and His Word.   
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Chapter Nine 

 “Biblical Empiricism” and the  
Existence of God   

Can God Be Experienced Empirically?  
  

 
Empirical Knowledge  
Have you ever tried to explain a concept or a belief to someone, only to have 
that person say something like, “OK, show me” or “I’ll believe it when I see it”? It 
seems that all of us as humans (who live in a visible, physical world) have a 

strong desire to confirm the truth of something with some sort of SENSORY experience. We 
want to see it, touch it, smell it, taste it, or hear it. Before we will believe something, (before 
we will come to know if something is true), we want some sort of ‘empirical’ (sensory) 
confirmation.  
 
“Empiricism” is a theory about knowledge that emphasizes the role of experience and 
evidence, especially the role of ‘sensory perception’; our ability to experience something with 
one of our five senses. For many of us who are dedicated to a scientific view of the world, 
‘evidence’ that cannot be physically experienced with our senses is of little value. Many of us 
would actually make the claim that unless we can see it or touch it, for example, we simply 
won’t believe it.  
 
The sciences themselves are committed to this view of knowledge, embracing what most of 
us know as the “scientific method”; an approach to knowledge that requires that all 
hypotheses and theories must be tested against observations of the natural world. Scientists 
who employ the “scientific method” are not allowed to trust their prior or existing reasoning, 
intuition, or revelation. They must ultimately measure their experiments against what they 
learn from their senses, so science is essentially ‘empirical’ by nature.  

 
The Difference Between Materialism and Immaterialis m  
Now it seems reasonable that we might use an empirical methodology (that 
relies on our physical senses) in order to ‘know’ and understand physical, 
material things in our world. After all, these kinds of things can actually be 

experienced with our senses. But there is a big difference between material things like, say, a 
baseball, and immaterial things like, say, GOD! Is it fair to maintain that immaterial things can 
only be known using five senses that are locked in our material experience? Is it fair to 
maintain that the immaterial must somehow be measured by a materialistic methodology? 
How can God be experienced in an empirical way?  
 
Now some would simply argue that nothing immaterial exists in the first place. For these 
folks, we might simply ask the question, “Is that alleged truth (that nothing immaterial exists) 
a material entity?” Are concepts and principles (such as the laws of logic), material entities? 
We’ve taken some time to examine the issue of “dualism” HERE, and this question (whether 
or not the immaterial, unseen world actually exists) is foundational to the Christian Worldview.  
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If we are going to try to answer this question and examine the possibility that something 
immaterial like God could actually exist and be known, it seems that we are going to have to 
do one of two things: look to something OTHER than empiricism as a methodology, or 
embrace a BROADER understanding of what it means to experience something with our 
senses. If we take the second approach, we will find that the Biblical record actually 
encourages a broad empirical approach to knowing God and discovering His Existence!  

 
“Biblical Empiricism”  
A careful reading of the Scriptures reveals that God understands our desire to 
experience things (including the truth of His existence) with our senses. In fact, 
the Bible is filled with sensory descriptions related to the experience of knowing 

God. But remember, God is NOT a material entity, so we must BROADEN our thinking on 
sensory experience to encompass the IMMATERIAL world. Check it out:  

  
Seeing   
Jesus encouraged Philip to SEE God, even though the scriptures are clear in 

their declaration that God is a Spirit and has never been ‘seen’:  
  
John 14:6-9  
Jesus said to him, "I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no one 

comes to the Father but through Me. If you had known Me, you would have 
known My Father also; from now on you know Him, and have seen Him." Philip 
said to Him, "Lord, show us the Father, and it is enough for us." Jesus said to 
him, "Have I been so long with you, and yet you have not come to know Me, 
Philip? He who has seen Me has seen the Father; how can you say, 'Show us 
the Father'?  

  
So how, exactly, can an invisible God be seen? Think of your sight in a broader way. 
Have you ever struggled to learn something and eventually understood the concept 
and found yourself saying, “I see!”? Well, you are starting to stretch your concept of 
sight in a way that will help you to use this sensory perception in a Biblical way. 
According to Jesus, we simply need to look at the Son in order to see the Father. 
Jesus possessed all the attributes of the Father (more on this HERE), so we can ‘see’ 
God (understand His nature) by looking at his earthly manifestation, Jesus Christ. For 
the skeptic, is there a way to test this? Well, one way might be to think about the 
characteristics an all-powerful God might possess and then simply see if Jesus 
possesses those characteristics (more on that HERE).  
  

“Biblical Empiricism” encourages us to move beyond the ‘material’ and 
investigate the ‘immaterial’ by reasoning with our rational minds; “seeing” then 
becomes a way of ‘discerning the true character of something’ 

  
Smelling   
The Bible also appeals to our sense of ‘smell’ to determine if God exists. Paul 

describes an ‘aroma’ of knowledge:  
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2 Corinthians 2:13-17  
But thanks be to God, who always leads us in His triumph in Christ, and 

manifests through us the sweet aroma of the knowledge of Him in every place. 
For we are a fragrance of Christ to God among those who are being saved and 
among those who are perishing; to the one an aroma from death to death, to 
the other an aroma from life to life. And who is adequate for these things? For 
we are not like many, peddling the word of God, but as from sincerity, but as 
from God, we speak in Christ in the sight of God.  
  

So how, exactly, can God’s existence be determined through our sense of smell? Well, 
we are first going to have to think of our ‘olfactory’ abilities in a broader way. How 
many times have you experienced something terrible and said, “That STINKS!”? See, 
you are already using your senses in a broader way. In this passage of Scripture, Paul 
is saying that believers, when truly transformed by the Spirit of God, demonstrate a 
character that saturates their environment like a sweet aroma. When this happens, the 
unbelieving world comes to a knowledge of Jesus through the sweet aroma they smell 
in the lives of Jesus’ followers. If skeptic wanted to test this idea, he or she would 
simply need to examine the TRUE impact that Christian believers have had on the 
world, in spite of the claims that many non-believers might make about the impact of 
Christianity (more on that HERE). If God exists, we should expect to ‘smell’ him in the 
world in which we live, through the lives of those who are dedicated to Him…  
  

“Biblical Empiricism” encourages us to move beyond the ‘material’ and 
investigate the ‘immaterial’ by reasoning with our rational minds; “smelling” then 
becomes a way of ‘determining the moral truth of something’.  

   
Touching  
Following Jesus’ resurrection, one of his disciples, Thomas, doubted that he had 

truly been crucified and killed on the cross. He doubted that a dead man could come 
back to life. Jesus encouraged Thomas to TOUCH him to verify that it was all true. In a 
similar way, we, as Christians, are encouraged to confirm the truth of God’s Word 
through the tactile experience of simply HOLDING on to it:  

  
Matthew 20:29-34  
And as they were going out from Jericho, a great multitude followed Him. 

And behold, two blind men sitting by the road, hearing that Jesus was passing 
by, cried out, saying, "Lord, have mercy on us, Son of David!" And the multitude 
sternly told them to be quiet; but they cried out all the more, saying, "Lord, have 
mercy on us, Son of David!" And Jesus stopped and called them, and said, 
"What do you want Me to do for you?" They said to Him, "Lord, we want our 
eyes to be opened." And moved with compassion, Jesus touched their eyes; 
and immediately they regained their sight and followed Him.  

  
So how, exactly, can God’s existence be confirmed with our sense of touch? Once 
again we need to expand our understanding of this sensory experience. Have you 
ever experienced something powerful or moving and found yourself saying, “That was 
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really touching!”, or experienced something captivating and said, “Boy, that was 
gripping!”? If so, you’ve already started to stretch your understanding of tactile 
experiences. The Bible recognizes the fact that there are often times when we are so 
moved by a situation that God has placed in front of us, that we actually ‘feel’ his 
presence and find ourselves ‘responding’ by touching those around us just as God 
touched us. Jesus found himself in just one such situation in this passage in Matthew. 
“Moved” by the situation God placed in front of Him, He then responded by touching 
the blind men. Skeptics can test the existence of God by allowing themselves to be 
placed in situations where the need is great and convicting. As they are moved by God 
to act, the presence of God can be tangibly felt (more on that HERE).  

  
“Biblical Empiricism” encourages us to move beyond the ‘material’ and 
investigate the ‘immaterial’ by reasoning with our rational minds; “touching” then 
becomes the means by which we ‘feel God’s presence and desire for us to 
respond in faith’.  

   
Hearing   
Most of us as Christians are familiar with the idea of HEARING about God as a 

way to know, understand or confirm his existence, and the Bible is replete with 
examples of people who used their auditory senses to hear the truth about God:  

  
Colossians 1:3-6   
We give thanks to God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, praying 

always for you, since we heard of your faith in Christ Jesus and the love which 
you have for all the saints; because of the hope laid up for you in heaven, of 
which you previously heard in the word of truth, the gospel which has come to 
you, just as in all the world also it is constantly bearing fruit and increasing, 
even as it has been doing in you also since the day you heard of it and 
understood the grace of God in truth  

  
But can God’s existence truly be known using our sense of hearing? Is there a broader 
sense in which we hear God? Let’s face it; in the same way that we often use words 
about ‘seeing’ to communicate our ability to understand something, we also use words 
about ‘hearing’ to communicate similar ideas. Have you ever gained an understanding 
of something and come to an agreement with someone, only to find yourself saying 
something similar to “Hey, I hear you!”? Once again, you are using the word ‘hear’ in a 
broader sense, aren’t you? The Bible encourages us to APPLY what we hear as way 
of testing the claims that it makes. Skeptics can measure the Biblical claims they hear 
to find out if they ‘ring true’ with the way the world really is. Is the nature of man 
described in the Bible, for example, a true reflection of our experience of humanity 
(more on that HERE)? If so, the Biblical record will validate itself by “ringing true” with 
the world around us.  
  

“Biblical Empiricism” encourages us to move beyond the ‘material’ and 
investigate the ‘immaterial’ by reasoning with our rational minds; “hearing” then 
becomes the means by which we ‘learn about what God’s doing in the 
community around us’ 
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Tasting   
Finally, the Bible actually encourages us to use our sense of taste to experience 

God.  
  
Psalm 34:7-9  
The angel of the LORD encamps around those who fear Him, and 

rescues them. Taste and see that the LORD is good how blessed is the man 
who takes refuge in Him!  

  
How can our sense of taste be of help to us in determining if God really exists or in 
understanding His nature? Well, think about it for a minute and try to expand the 
definition again. Have you ever experienced something you really liked and said 
something like, “That’s SWEET!”, or experienced something bad and said, “That left a 
bad taste in my mouth!”? Once again, you are expanding your sensory definitions. 
Tasting is often used to communicate the idea of ‘sampling’, and it is in this context 
that the word seems to be used here. God makes several promises in the Bible; just 
as this passage describes His desire to ‘encamp’ around us and protect us. But how 
can we know if these promises are true or if God really is capable of protecting us in 
this way? Skeptics can ‘taste’ or ‘sample’ God’s protection by stepping out in faith, 
doing what He asks all of us to do, and trusting Him for the result (more on that HERE
). Take a small step. Sample. Taste. Then simply examine the results.  
  

“Biblical Empiricism” encourages us to move beyond the ‘material’ and 
investigate the ‘immaterial’ by reasoning with our rational minds; “tasting” then 
becomes the means by which we ‘sample the truth claims of the faith to see if 
they match with reality’  

  
When we use our senses in this way, expanding and broadening the definition of what our 
senses can do in the first place, we are employing a type of “Biblical Empiricism” that allows 
us to travel beyond the materialist limits of the ‘natural’ scientific community. By taking this 
approach, we are able to have a ‘sensory’ experience of the immaterial world. We are able to 
broaden our definitions and do more than use our senses to examine our natural, material 
environment; we are able to use our rational minds to make “sense” of the supernatural, 
immaterial world. 

  
Using the Scientific Method   
Now I have several friends who are strict naturalists and they trust the 
“Scientific Method” as a manner by which they can understand the world around 
them. The “Scientific Method” is a name that science has given to the approach 

that it uses to investigate the world, acquire new knowledge, or correct previous 
misunderstandings. It is based on gathering evidence that is observed empirically; utilizing 
the five senses. In employing the “Scientific Method”, scientists:  

  
Ask a question or name the issue that they want to study  
This starts with a question about something that they observe: How, What, When, 
Who, Which, Why, or Where?  
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Propose a hypothesis (an educated guess) that expla ins what they are seeing   
This may take the shape of a proposal such as: "If we do this _____________ 
(proposal), then this ___________ (result) will happen."  
  
Test the hypothesis with an experiment  
An experiment is then designed to see if the hypothesis is true or false. Scientists also 
repeat their experiments several times to make sure that the first results weren't just 
an accident.  
  
Examine the results and form a conclusion   
At the end of the experiment, scientists collect their measurements and examine them 
analytically to see if their hypothesis is true or false. If the hypothesis was false, they 
may design a new hypothesis and start all over again.  
  
Tell the world about what they learned  
When it’s all done, scientists communicate what they learned to the world around 
them, publishing their results in a way that can be accessed by the people who need 
the information the most.  

  
As they work through these five steps, scientists use empiricism to ask questions, propose 
answers and then examine the truth about the world in which they live. Can a similar 
approach be used to examine the unseen world? What would Jesus say if we brought our 
skepticism about God to Him and demanded an empirical approach similar to the “Scientific 
Method”? Well, as it turns out, the Bible does describe how Jesus would respond to such a 
request. John the Apostle recorded Jesus’ reaction to Jewish skeptics:  

  
John 7:14-17   
But when it was now the midst of the feast Jesus went up into the temple, and 

began to teach. The Jews then were astonished, saying, "How has this man become 
learned, having never been educated?" So Jesus answered them and said, "My 
teaching is not Mine, but His who sent Me. If anyone is willing to do His will, he will 
know of the teaching, whether it is of God or whether I speak from Myself.”  

  
The Jews had a question, the first inquiry in their own journey through a process that 
resembles the “Scientific Method”: “Is this teaching simply creative rambling from an 
uneducated man, or is it from God?” Their question really begs another: “Is this guy just a 
fancy talker or is he something more? Is he speaking as a man, or as God Himself?” Good 
questions. So, how do we find answers? Well, Jesus proposed an experiment; begin by 
simply doing what God said. Do what He had already told them to do. See what happens. 
Step out. Take a chance. Listen and obey. They’d know in short order if His words were just 
another human opinion or the very words of God. Test them; live them; trust them. They’d 
know on the backside if He was who He said He was.  
 
Jesus’ disciples were familiar with this approach to learning about and experiencing God. On 
the first day that they met Jesus (recorded earlier in John’s Gospel), they asked Him where 
he was staying. Instead of simply giving them the answer, Jesus said:  
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John 1:39  
“Come and you will see”  

  
Jesus understood their human need to ‘see’ before they would ‘believe’, but He offered them 
an opportunity to step out in faith (to “come”), assuring them that the answer to their question 
would follow the first active step of obedience. They would “see” AFTER they “trusted”. This 
is God’s response to our skepticism. Run an experiment. Step out. Trust. Ask a question, 
propose a hypothesis. Test the hypothesis by living as though it were true and see if it 
matches and explains the reality you are experiencing. Examine the results. You will know if I 
exist. Then be sure to tell others.  
 
God is not afraid of our questions. Instead, he wants us to experience Him in a way that is 
powerful and empirical.  

  
The Laboratory for Our Experiment   
“Biblical Empiricism” is going to require us to use our minds to expand the 
definitions we used to hold about what our senses were capable of doing for us. 
And the “Biblical Method” of understanding and learning is going to require us to 

experiment by trusting and obeying. This is one strategy that Christianity proposes to 
experience and confirm the existence of God.  
 
But where are we to conduct these ‘experiments’? What is the setting in which we are to 
obey, trust, confirm and share these experiences? The “Biblical Laboratory” in which “Biblical 
Empiricism” is to be employed as part of the “Biblical Method” is simply called the CHURCH. 
It’s not a place. It’s not a building. It’s a living organism in which all of our senses are 
employed in order to help each of us determine if God exists and to help each of us 
experience Him in the fullest:  

  
1 Corinthians 12:12-20   
For even as the body is one and yet has many members, and all the members 

of the body, though they are many, are one body, so also is Christ. For by one Spirit 
we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free, 
and we were all made to drink of one Spirit. For the body is not one member, but 
many. If the foot says, "Because I am not a hand, I am not a part of the body," it is not 
for this reason any the less a part of the body. And if the ear says, "Because I am not 
an eye, I am not a part of the body," it is not for this reason any the less a part of the 
body. If the whole body were an eye, where would the hearing be? If the whole were 
hearing, where would the sense of smell be? But now God has placed the members, 
each one of them, in the body, just as He desired. If they were all one member, where 
would the body be? But now there are many members, but one body.  

  
The CHURCH is the place where we, as believers, can come together to stretch, experiment, 
trust and learn. It is the place where we can first step out in faith, doing what it is that God 
has called us to do (by serving, loving, trusting and sharing), in order to determine if Jesus’ 
words are human or divine. The CHURCH is the place where we can surrender ourselves 
(with all our presuppositions, questions and doubts) to learn if God’s power is real.  
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God has not called each of us to abandon reason and embrace a ‘blind faith’. God has not 
called us to stop asking the important questions and become mindless robots. God 
understands our desire to examine our world empirically. He simply asks us to broaden our 
definitions beyond strict materialism so that we can use our senses to examine the immaterial 
world, and He asks us to run experiments that require us to trust Him first, and measure the 
results afterward.  
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Chapter Ten 

The Circumstantial Case for the  
Christian Worldview   

  
The Circumstantial Case Against Phil Spector   
On September 26th, 2007, the murder trial of Phil Specter ended in a mistrial. 
Two jurors were unable to find Spector guilty of murder. In spite of the many 
pieces of circumstantial evidence that made up the cumulative case, these two 

jurors focused on single isolated issues (more on this HERE) and these single issues proved 
to be the downfall of the prosecution’s case.  
  

 
  

Phil Spector During Trial 
   
Just a few days later, a cumulative, circumstantial murder case of my own came to a very 
different conclusion. Our jury returned a guilty verdict in a 23 year old case in the city of 
Torrance (you can download a Word Document of the news coverage HERE and HERE). 
Like Phil Spector, our case was cumulative in nature, originally built on a large number of 
circumstantial pieces of evidence, all of which pointed to the killer, a man named William 
Marshall. But unlike the Spector case, our jury had been carefully picked as a part of the 
judicial process. We interviewed the prospective jurors carefully, and seated a panel that 
understood the value of circumstantial evidence and also understood the power of a 
CUMULATIVE case.  

 
Cumulative, Circumstantial Cases   
Our jury was instructed over the course of four days as we interviewed and 
screened the candidates. From the prosecution’s perspective, we wanted jurors 
who understood how powerful circumstantial evidence can be when taken 

cumulatively. Circumstantial evidences, by definition, are unrelated facts that, when 
considered together as a whole, can be used to infer a conclusion about something that was 
previously unknown. In this sense, circumstantial evidence is different than direct physical 
evidence. Let me give you an example. If you are sitting in a restaurant and someone comes 
inside and tells you that it is raining outside, you now have an eyewitness and you have direct 
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physical evidence that it is raining. On the other hand, if you are sitting there and you see 
several people come in carrying umbrellas and dripping wet, you may reasonably infer that it 
is raining from this circumstantial evidence, even before any of them tells you that this is true. 
You see, all of us assess circumstantial evidence as a part of our normal experience.  As we 
selected our jury for the homicide trial, we simply wanted people who (1) understood the 
power of circumstantial evidence and (2) would not fixate on minutia. We wanted jurors who 
would not ‘major on the minors’ but were capable of seeing the ‘big picture’. We were trying 
to avoid jurors like the two hold outs in the Spector case; jurors who would ‘camp’ on minor 
‘possibilities’, while ignoring the major ‘reasonable’ inferences. We wanted jurors who could 
understand the difference between what is ‘possible’ and what is ‘reasonable’  

 
The Possible Versus the Reasonable   
We had to take the time to teach jurors this difference between what is 
‘possible’ and what is ‘reasonable’ based on the evidence that they have in front 
of them. This was critical to our case. The judicial system does NOT allow 

jurors to enter a jury room and discuss theories that may be possible if there is no evidence 
to support these claims. This is called “speculation”, and it is NOT allowed. Jurors are 
specifically instructed about this.  
 
For example, it’s quite possible in our restaurant scenario that there is someone outside who 
is handing customers umbrellas jut prior to hosing them down with water. Perhaps THAT is 
what is causing these customers to come into the restaurant looking as they do. But while 
this is possible, it is certainly not reasonable. If no evidence about a man with a hose has 
been admitted into the trial, this kind of wild speculation about ‘possibilities’ is simply NOT 
allowed. Only REASONABLE inferences from the testimony and evidence can be considered 
in this case. Anything else is speculation and it is outside what can be legally considered.  

 
The Building Blocks of a Circumstantial Case   
Circumstantial cases are cumulative in nature; they usually are built with a 
number of evidences. The power of these kinds of cases increases when more 
and more of these evidences point to a single suspect. Eventually a case like 

this can be overwhelming as it becomes harder and harder to explain how ALL these 
individual circumstantial pieces could all point to the same suspect.  
 
In our case against William Marshall (linked in this article), we presented approximately 30 
pieces of circumstantial evidence, all of which pointed to the defendant as the murderer. By 
the time we got to the closing argument, the prosecutor was correctly able to make the claim 
that William Marshall was either the murderer, or the singular most unlucky person on planet 
earth; the evidence either accurately pointed to him as the true killer, or was just 
coincidentally aligned against him. The jury had no problem finding him guilty, because they 
understood the odds against the latter possibility. The only reasonable conclusion was that 
Marshall murdered the victim in this case.  

 
The Cumulative Case for the Christian Worldview   
There are many similarities between homicide cases and the case for the 
Christian Worldview. As a Christian, I don’t accept the claims of Christianity as 
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an act of blind faith. I’ve instead placed my faith in something that is reasonable and can be 
evaluated evidentially. Much like a juror in a homicide trial, I have the ability to examine the 
circumstantial case ‘piece by piece’. The case is comprehensive and cumulative. There are 
MANY items of evidence that must be considered and they cannot be considered in isolation 
from one another. The strength of the case for the Christian Worldview comes from the 
cumulative depth of the evidence.  
 
As I examine all the circumstantial evidence, I am struck by not only the volume of evidence 
supporting the reasonable truth of the Christian Worldview, but also the interconnected 
nature of this evidence. There is so much evidence to examine, but let’s just stop and look at 
the few evidences that we have examined so far on our website. As you know, 
PleaseConvinceMe.com is a growing resource, and as time passes, this list of evidences will 
only grow longer and more comprehensive. In the meantime, let’s look at some of the good 
reasons we have to believe that the Christian Worldview is true (you can click the links to 
examine the issues in more detail): 
 

The Case for the Existence of the Soul is Strong Ci rcumstantial Evidence 
that the Spiritual Realm Exists   
  

The Case From Public Vs. Private Properties  
  
Physical Properties Can Be PUBLICLY Known  
Mental Properties Are Only PRIVATELY Known  
THEREFORE: Mental Properties Are NOT Physical Properties  

  
The Case From First Person Reality  

  
Like Everyone, I Only Use First Person Possessive Pronouns to Indicate 
Possession of Something Other Than “Me”  
Like Everyone, I Commonly Use First Person Possessive Pronouns 
When Describing My Body  
THEREFORE: My Body Is Something Other Than “Me”  

  
The Case From Measurability  

  
Physical Entities Can Be Measured Using Physical Measurement 
Instruments  
But As Humans, We Possess Mental Entities (Thoughts, Wills, Desires 
and Sensations) That Are Not Measurable By These Methods  
THEREFORE: Humans Are More Than Physical Beings  

  
The Case From Self Existence  

  
Mental Entities Are Not Self Existent  
But Our Brains, As Physical Entities, ARE Self Existent  
THEREFORE: Our Brains Are NOT The Same As Our Minds  
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The Case From Free Agency  

  
No Physical System is a Free Agent  
Therefore No Physical System Has Moral Responsibility  
Human Beings DO Have Moral Responsibility  
THEREFORE: Therefore Human Beings Are NOT Simply Physical 
Systems  

  
The Case for the Nature of the Universe is Strong C ircumstantial Evidence 
that God Exists   
  

The Temporal Nature of the Cosmos  
  
The Universe Had a Beginning  
Anything That Has a Beginning Must Have Been Caused By Something 
Else  
Therefore, the Universe Must Have a Cause  
This Cause Must Be Eternal, Uncaused and Personal (with the ability to 
‘decide’ to cause)  
The Cause is Therefore a Being with Incredible Power (God)  

  
The Appearance of Design  

  
Human Artifacts (like watches) Are Products of Intelligent Design  
Our Universe and World Resemble Human Artifacts  
Therefore, the Universe Is the Product of Intelligent Design  
But the Universe is Complex and Giant in Comparison to Human 
Artifacts  
Therefore, There is a Powerful and Vastly Intelligent Designer Who 
Created the Universe  

  
The Existence of Objective Moral Truth  

  
There is an Objective (Absolute) Moral Law  
Every Law Has a Law Giver  
Therefore, There is an Objective (Absolute) Law Giver  
The Objective (Absolute) Law Giver is God  

  
The Existence of Absolute, Transcendent Laws of Log ic  

  
The Absolute Laws of Logic Exist   
The Absolute Laws of Logic Are Conceptual Laws  
The Absolute Laws of Logic Are Transcendent  
The Absolute Laws of Logic Pre-Existed Mankind  
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All Conceptual Laws Reflect the Mind of a Law Giver  
The Best and Most Reasonable Explanation for the Kind of Mind 
Necessary for the Existence of the Transcendent, Absolute, Conceptual 
Laws of Logic is a Transcendent, Absolute, Eternal Being (God)  
  

The Anthropic Nature of Our World and Universe   
  
Our World has been uniquely designed so that:  
  

Life can exist  
That same life can examine the Universe  

  
This unique design cannot be the result of random chance or 
probabilities  
There is, therefore, a God who has designed us for a special cause in 
the universe  

  
The Case for the Nature of Good and Evil is Strong Circumstantial Evidence 
for a Good God Existing in Superiority to an Evil B eing   
  

Evil exists in our world and begs for an explanation. There are two possibilities:  
  
A “Good” Power is presiding over a world that is temporarily under the 
influence of a finite, subordinate “Evil” Power (This is the Christian 
worldview), or…  
 
“Good” and “Evil” Powers (or Forces) exist in the world and are equal in 
strength, independent from one another, and co-eternal.  

  
If two independent, equally strong, equally eternal powers of “good” and “evil” 
exist in the universe, each power would assert that it is “good” and the other is 
“bad”. True “good” and “bad” would require the existence of yet a third thing in 
the Universe: an outside standard that decides between the two  
   
If this outside standard exists, IT is actually supreme over the two powers and is 
the true God of the Universe. It must “stand on its own” without dependence on 
yet another, additional standard.  
  
We know that “evil” is the result of the perverted pursuit of one of three things: 
the attempt to satisfy physical need, the attempt to satisfy personal gain, or the 
attempt to attain power and glory, but these three objects of pursuit are actually 
“good” things by their nature.  
  
For this reason, “evil” requires the existence of “good” before it can actually 
exist. “Evil” cannot ‘stand on its own’.  
  
Therefore, we know that the objective standard that is supreme in the universe 
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(and can ‘stand on its own’) must, by necessity, be a “good” power, while the 
“evil” power must, by necessity, be a subordinate power.  

  
The Case for Immaterial Life and Intelligence is St rong Circumstantial 
Evidence that Spiritual Beings Other Than God Exist   
  

The Argument from Thomas Aquinas  
  
A good God creates beings in his image  
God is an immaterial conscience being, and has created humans as 
material conscience beings  
Consciousness is not a function of the material body  
Therefore, humans are both material and immaterial beings (we have 
immaterial, conscious souls)  
THEREFORE: In the continuum of beings it is reasonable to assume that 
some sort of immaterial conscious being exists in between the categories 
of God and Man  

  
The Argument from Johannes Quenstedt  

  
There are purely corporeal beings (i.e. stones)  
There are partly corporeal and partly spiritual beings (i.e. Humans)  
THEREFORE: It is reasonable to assume that there are purely spiritual 
beings (i.e. Angels)  

  
The Argument from Charles Hodge  

  
There are more than one kind of irrational beings (i.e. insects and 
animals)  
THEREFORE it is reasonable to assume that there should be more than 
one kind of rational being (i.e. Humans and angelic beings)  

  
The Case for the Reliability of the Bible is Strong  Circumstantial Evidence 
that the Bible is Accurate in What It Teaches   
  

The Old and New Testament Have Been Faithfully Tran smitted  
  
Careful Masoretes Subscribed to an Incredibly High Standard of Old 
Testament Transmission  
The Dead Sea Scrolls Confirm the Transmission Process of the Old 
Testament  
Ancient Sources Confirm the Early Canon of the Old Testament  
  

Prologue to Ecclesiasticus  
Philo  
Jamnia  
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The Early Church Fathers  
Josephus  

  
Ancient Sources Confirm the Early Canon of the New Testament  
  

Clement of Rome (c. A.D. 95)  
Ignatius of Antioch (c. A.D. 115)  
Polycarp, a disciple of John, (c. A.D. 108)  

  
The Early Canon Arose and Was Recognized in Geographically 
Independent Areas  
  

Irenaeus (in Asia Minor)  
Origen (in Alexandria, Egypt)  
Hippolytus (in Rome)  
Eusebius (in Cæsarea, Palestine)  
Athanasius (in Alexandria, Eqypt)  

  
The New Testament Can be Nearly Completely Re-Constructed from the 
Writings of the Early Church Fathers  
The New Testament Documents are Larger in Number and Closer in 
Proximity to the Events Than ANY Other Ancient Recording of History  

  
The Old and New Testament Have Been Verified with A rcheology  

  
The Old Testament Has been Verified by Archeological Findings from 
Neighboring Cultures  
  

The Ebla Tablet  
Archaeological digs in the city of Bogazkoy, Turkey  
Archeological Digs in Sargon's Palace in Khorsabad, Iraq  
The Belshazar Tablet  
The Nebo-Sarsekim Tablet  

  
The Old Testament Has been Verified by extra-Biblical confirmation of 
Biblical events  
   

The campaign into Israel by Pharaoh Shishak  
The revolt of Moab against Israel  
The fall of Samaria  
The defeat of Ashdod by Sargon II  
The campaign of the Assyrian king Sennacherib against Judah  
The siege of Lachish by Sennacherib  
The assassination of Sennacherib by his own sons  
The fall of Nineveh as predicted by the prophets Nahum and 
Zephaniah  
The fall of Jerusalem to Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon  
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The captivity of Jehoiachin, king of Judah, in Babylon  
The fall of Babylon to the Medes and Persians  
The freeing of captives in Babylon by Cyrus the Great  

  
The New Testament Gospels and Writings Have Been Verified By 
Archeology  
  

The Census Has Been Confirmed by the Quirinius Inscription  
The Existence of Lysanias has Been Confirmed by the Damascus 
Inscription 
The court called “the Pavement” has been confirmed by the 
discovery of the Tower of Antonia  
The Existence of Pontius Pilate has been confirmed by the Pontus 
Pilate Rock  
The Practice of Crucifixion Has Been Confirmed by remains of 
Yohanan Ben Ha'galgol  
The Existence of Iconium Has Been Confirmed by the William 
Ramsay monument 
The Term “Politarch” Has Been Confirmed By Thessalonican 
Inscriptions  
The Existence of Sergius Paulus Has Been Confirmed by the 
Sergius Paulus Inscription  
The Existence of Gallio, the Proconsul of Achaia Has Been 
Confirmed by the Delphi Inscriptions 

  
The New Testament Gospel of Luke Includes Several True Accounts of 
Roman Cultural Practice  
  

It includes a correct description of two ways to gain Roman 
citizenship  
It includes an accurate explanation of provincial penal procedure  
It includes a true depiction of invoking one's roman citizenship, 
including the legal formula, de quibus cognoscere volebam  
It includes a true description of being in Roman custody and the 
conditions of being imprisoned at one's own expense  

  
The Old and New Testament Have Been Confirmed by Pr ophecy  

  
The Old Testament Accurately Predicts Ancient Historical Events  
  

Babylon Will Rule Over Judah for 70 Years  
Babylon's Gates Will Open for Cyrus  
Babylon's Kingdom Will Be Permanently Overthrown  
Babylon Will Be Reduced to Swampland  
The Jews Will Survive Babylonian Rule and Return Home  
The Ninevites Will Be Drunk in Their Final Hours  
Nineveh Will Be Destroyed By Fire  
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Tyre Will Be Attacked By Many Nations  
Tyre's Stones, Timber and Soil Will Be Cast Into the Sea  
The Jews Will Avenge the Edomites  
Edom Will Be Toppled and Humbled  

  
The Old Testament Accurately Predicts The Coming Messiah  
  

Daniel 9:25  
Nehemiah 2:5,6  

  
The New Testament Contains Accurate Predictions From Jesus Himself  
  

Jesus Told Peter That He Would Deny Him Three Times  
Jesus Said That Jerusalem and the Temple Would Be Destroyed  
Jesus Said the Church Would Survive and Grow  
Jesus Said the Gospel Would Be Preached to the Entire World  
Jesus Said His Words Would Never Be Forgotten  

  
The New Testament Contains Accurate Predictions Fulfilled by Jesus 
Himself  
  

The Messiah Would Come from the Tribe of Judah  
The Messiah Will Appear After the Jews Return to Israel  
The Messiah Would Be Born in Bethlehem  
The Messiah Would Be Preceded By a Messenger  
The Messiah Would Enter Jerusalem While Riding on a Donkey  
The Messiah Would Suffer and Be Rejected  
The Messiah Would Be Betrayed for 30 Pieces of Silver  
The Messiah Would Be Silent Before His Accusers  
The Messiah Would Be Wounded, Whipped and Crucified  
The Messiah Would Suffer at the Crucifixion  
The Messiah Would Be Crucified With Criminals  
The Messiah Would Be Buried in a Rich Man’s Tomb   

  
The Old and New Testament Foreshadow Scientific Dis coveries  

   
The Shape of the Earth  
The Seating of the Earth in the Cosmos  
The Fact That the Universe is Expanding  
The Fact That There is a Beginning to Time and Matter (a Cosmological 
Singularity)  
The Fact That There Are Valleys in the Seas  
The Fact That There Are Springs and Fountains in the Sea  
The Fact That There Are Ocean Currents  
The Existence of the Hydrologic Cycle  
The Existence of Entropy  
The True Nature of Pleiades, Orion and Arcturus  
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The Case for the Historicity of Jesus is Strong Cir cumstantial Evidence that 
Jesus Existed   
  

The Account from Pagan Historians  
  
The Historical Record of Thallus (52AD)  
The Historical Record of Pliny the Younger (61-113AD)  
The Historical Record of Suetonius (69-140AD)  
The Historical Record of Tacitus (56-120AD)  
The Historical Record of Mara Bar-Serapion (70AD)  
The Historical Record of Phlegon (80-140AD)  
The Historical Record of Lucian of Samosata: (115-200 A.D.)  
The Historical Record of Celsus (175AD)  

  
The Account from Jewish Historians  

  
The Historical Record of Josephus (37-101AD)  
The Historical Record of the Jewish Talmud (400-700AD)  
The Historical Record of The Toledot Yeshu (1000AD)  

  
The Account from the Trustworthy Biblical Record  

  
The Case for the Nature of Jesus from the Biblical Record is Strong 
Circumstantial Evidence that He Was Divine   
  

Jesus Claimed to Be God  
  
He Prefaced His Statements As Though He Was God  
He Identified Himself With God’s Own Name (“I Am”)  
He Said that He and the Father Were From the Same World  
He Talked As Though He Was Equal With God  
He Said That He and God Were One  

  
Jesus Demonstrated that He Had the Nature of God  

  
He Demonstrated Omniscience  
He Demonstrated Omnipresence  
He Demonstrated Omnibenevolence  
He Demonstrated Omnipotence  

  
Jesus Was Worshiped As God by Those Who Knew Him  

  
The wise men worshiped him from the moment He was born  
The leper worshiped Him at his healing  
The synagogue ruler worshiped Him  
The disciples worshiped him in the boat  
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The Canaanite woman worshiped Him  
The mother of James and John worshipped Him  
The blind man worshiped Him at his healing  
The women worshiped Him at the empty tomb  
The disciples worshiped Him at the Ascension  

  
The Resurrection is Evidence of Jesus’ Deity  

  
There is Good Reason to Believe That Jesus Died on the Cross  
  

The Roman Soldiers Would Not Have Allowed Jesus to Survive  
The Soldiers Didn’t Break Jesus’ Legs  
John Saw Water Come from Jesus’ Side  
The Living Jesus Does Not Show Up anywhere Else in History  
The Bible Offered an Eyewitness to Verify the Death  

  
There is Good Reason to Believe That the Apostles Didn’t Imagine the 
Resurrection  
  

There is no Such Thing as a Group Hallucination  
The Corpse Was Never Produced  
The Apostles Calimed to be Eyewitnesses  

  
There is Good Reason to Believe that the Resurrection is Not Merely a 
Legend  
  

There’s Not Enough Time for the Legend to Develop  
The First Witnesses Were Women and This Would Have Been 
Seen As Unreliable  

  
There is Good Reason to Believe That the Apostles Were Not Lying 
About the Resurrection  
  

They Could Not Have Removed the Body  
The Locals Would Have Known It  
They Had No Motive, and Only Suffered for the Claim  

  
The Case for Life Beyond Death is Strong Circumstan tial Evidence that 
Heaven Exists   
  

The Evidence Persuades Us That There is a Good God Who Has Created Our 
World  
  
We Know That a Good God Would Not Create a World in Which Complete 
Justice, Satisfaction and Joy Are Unattainable  
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We Know That Complete Justice, Satisfaction and Joy Are NOT Attainable in 
This Temporal Earthly Life  
  
Therefore, If There is a Good God, It Is Reasonable to Believe That He Has an 
Eternal, Heavenly Life Waiting for Us in Which Complete Justice, Satisfaction 
and Joy Will Be Found  

  
The Case for God’s Nature is Strong Circumstantial Evidence that Heaven 
is a Place of Perfection   
  

If there is a God, He is powerful enough to create everything that we see in our 
world. He is powerful enough to create something from nothing, powerful 
enough to create life from non-life, matter from non-matter.  
  
If God is can do all that, he has UNFATHOMABLE power  
  
If God has unfathomable power, he has the power to eliminate this little thing 
we call IMPERFECTION  
  
If God has the power to eliminate imperfection, then He can certainly eliminate 
it from the realm in which HE exists  
  
Therefore, Heaven is a place of PERFECTION 

 
The Case When Considered in Totality  
It’s important for us, as Christians, to understand the value and power of 
cumulative circumstantial cases. Just like the jury in the criminal trials, we have 
to be wise about how we look at the evidence, and remember to look at the ‘big 

picture’. It’s also important for us to remember that the case for the Christian Worldview can 
be built on reasonable inferences; it does not rely on blind possibilities. We can make 
reasonable deductions and inferences from the many arguments and evidences that are 
presented, just as a jury does when it deliberates on a case. Our case is further strengthened 
by the fact that there are so many different lines of evidence, crossing over a variety of 
disciplines, and all leading to the same conclusion. The case for the Christian Worldview 
becomes strong as we consider the TOTALITY of the evidence before us. While each 
individual piece of evidence is compelling in its own right (and, in fact, many people have 
been convinced by the singular arguments) the case becomes overwhelming when 
considered in totality.  
 
The two jurors in the Phil Spector case failed to step back from the individual issues and look 
at the case in totality. They chose to speculate about possibilities, rather than draw 
reasonable conclusions from the evidence. The majority of the other jurors were able to focus 
on what is reasonable instead of what is possible, and they were convinced by the cumulative 
circumstantial case against Spector. In our case against William Marshall, the jurors were 
also convinced by the totality of the evidence and the reasonable inferences. In the end, they 
knew that William Marshall was either the unluckiest person in the history of the planet (and 
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just happened to match all the circumstantial evidence), or he was, in fact, the killer.  
 
In a similar way, Christianity is either FALSE, but lucky enough to be consistent with the 
circumstantial evidence we have listed, or it is TRUE and cannot help but be authenticated by 
this evidence. The case for the Christian Worldview is overwhelming because it requires us to 
explain how ALL these individual circumstantial pieces could all point to the same conclusion. 
If we consider the case for the Christian Worldview just as a jury considers the evidence in 
any criminal case, we will come to the conclusion that Christianity is the best and most 
reasonable explanation for the evidence. 
 



�
��������	�
���
�������������������������

�

Chapter Eleven 

How the Evidence Becomes Proof   
How God Chooses Us, While We Still Choose God  

  
Are We Able to Choose God?   
I often hear arguments between Christians about the nature of our ability to 
CHOOSE to believe that 1) There is a God, and 2) Jesus is that God. After all, 
the scriptures are replete with examples of the apostles urging and 

demonstrating and providing evidences that Jesus is God. In fact, the scriptures are 
themselves an eyewitness testimony written in an effort to convince us that God exists and 
that He came to earth in the form of Jesus Christ. Luke implores his readers to recognize that 
the life of Jesus is evidentially true:  
  

Luke 1:1-4   
Many have undertaken to draw up an account of the things that have been 

fulfilled among us, just as they were handed down to us by those who from the first 
were eyewitnesses and servants of the word. Therefore, since I myself have carefully 
investigated everything from the beginning, it seemed good also to me to write an 
orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus, so that you may know the certainty 
of the things you have been taught.  

   
So, why is Luke trying to convince us that his testimony is true? It sure sounds like he is 
calling his reader(s) to BELIEVE (make a free will CHOICE), based on the evidence he is 
about to present! He is calling people to BELIEVE as though they had a free will ability to do 
so! The scriptures often give us the impression that we have the ability to CHOOSE God:  
  

Joshua 24:15   
“…choose for yourselves this day whom you will serve, whether the gods your 

forefathers served beyond the River, or the gods of the Amorites, in whose land you 
are living. But as for me and my household, we will serve the LORD.”  

  
Even Jesus repeatedly calls us to respond to Him as though we have the free will ability to do 
so:  
  

Matthew 11:28-29  
'Come to me, all you who are weary and burdened, and I will give you rest.  

  
John 7:17   
If anyone chooses to do God's will, he will find out whether my teaching comes 

from God or whether I speak on my own.  
  

John 7:37-39   
'If anyone is thirsty, let him come to me and drink. Whoever believes in me, as 

the Scripture has said, streams of living water will flow from within him.'  
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And the apostles also called people to choose God in a similar way:  
  

Acts 3:18-19   
Repent, then, and turn to God, so that your sins may be wiped out, that times of 

refreshing may come from the Lord  
  

Acts 16:31-32   
They replied, 'Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved-you and your 

household.'  
  
When people read these passages they often make the assumption that God would never 
call or encourage or command us to do something that we are unable to do (therefore, we 
must be able to make a free will choice to believe and repent), but is it really true that God 
would not command us to do something that we are naturally unable to do? What about the 
Ten Commandments? God clearly commands us to obey His Laws but we are clearly unable 
to obey them! What about Jesus’ teaching in the Sermon on the Mount? Are you able to obey 
Jesus’ teaching? I don’t think so (I sure can’t do it). So, this argument that God would not 
command us to do more than we are able does not really square with the teaching of the 
Bible. God often calls us to do more than we are able.  

  
Are We Incapable of Choosing God?   
So while it may sound like we have the ability to choose God on our own, we 
first have to read the scriptures to see if this is true. The scriptures are clear 
about the fact that we are so caught up in our evil human nature that we are 

actually INCAPABLE of choosing God! The Bible repeatedly tells us that our hearts are evil 
and incapable of understanding the things of God:  
  

Jeremiah 13:23   
Can the Ethiopian change his skin or the leopard its spots? Neither can you do 

good who are accustomed to doing evil.  
  

Mark 7:21-22   
For from within, out of men's hearts, come evil thoughts, sexual immorality, 

theft, murder, adultery, greed, malice, deceit, lewdness, envy, slander, arrogance and 
folly  
  

John 8:43-44   
Why is my language not clear to you? Because you are unable to hear what I 
say. You belong to your father, the devil, and you want to carry out your father's 

desire.  
  

Romans 3:9-12   
We have already made the charge that Jews and Gentiles alike are all under 

sin. As it is written: 'There is no one righteous, not even one; there is no one who 
understands, no one who seeks God. All have turned away, they have together 
become worthless; there is no one who does good, not even one.'  
 



�
��������	�
���
�������������������������

�

 Romans 1:18-19   
The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the godlessness 

and wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their wickedness, since what may 
be known about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to them.  
  

Romans 8:6-8   
The mind of sinful man is death, but the mind controlled by the Spirit is life and 

peace; the sinful mind is hostile to God. It does not submit to God's law, nor can it do 
so. Those controlled by the sinful nature cannot please God.  
  

1 Corinthians 2:14-16   
The man without the Spirit does not accept the things that come from the Spirit 

of God, for they are foolishness to him, and he cannot understand them, because they 
are spiritually discerned.  

  
Does God Have to Change Our Hearts First?   
The Bible teaches that unless God first does a work in our hearts, (unless God 
first softens our hearts so that we are not completely controlled by our 
depraved, sinful nature), we will never be able to choose God or believe that 

Jesus is God. The scriptures teach that God first has to change our hearts and call us to 
Himself, before we will ever be able to choose to believe. This is the clear teaching of the Old 
Testament:  
  

Ezekiel 36:26-29   
I will give you a new heart and put a new spirit in you; I will remove from you 

your heart of stone and give you a heart of flesh. And I will put my Spirit in you and 
move you to follow my decrees and be careful to keep my laws. You will live in the 
land I gave your forefathers; you will be my people, and I will be your God.  

  
It is also the clear teaching of Jesus, who told his followers that it was God who first changed 
their hearts and called them, and that it was God who first chose them:  
  

John 6:43-45  
“No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him, and I will 

raise him up at the last day.”  
  

John 6:63-65  
The Spirit gives life; the flesh counts for nothing. The words I have spoken to 

you are spirit and they are life. Yet there are some of you who do not believe.' For 
Jesus had known from the beginning which of them did not believe and who would 
betray him. He went on to say, 'This is why I told you that no one can come to me 
unless the Father has enabled him.'  
  

John 15:15-16   
I no longer call you servants, because a servant does not know his master's 
business. Instead, I have called you friends, for everything that I learned from 
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my Father I have made known to you. You did not choose me, but I chose you and 
appointed you to go and bear fruit-fruit that will last.  

  
So which is it? How is it possible that we can choose God, but God actually chooses us? Are 
these two contradictory notions?  

  
It’s Like An Anchovy Pizza!   
OK, to better understand the relationship between our choosing and God’s 
choosing, let’s use a crazy illustration. Let’s suspend our sense of reality for a 
moment and make a ridiculous presupposition. Let’s pretend like the only way 

a person can be saved is if he or she freely walks in to the nearest pizza joint and orders (of 
his or her choice) an ANCHOVY pizza! That’s it, that’s the only way to be saved. Wow, there 
are an awful lot of us who would simply not get saved, I would guess. I, for one, would never 
get saved if this was the criteria. I HATE ANCHOVIES. That’s all there is to it. I would NEVER 
walk into a pizza joint and order an anchovy pizza. I would rather starve. 
  
See, by my very nature, I am hostile to the idea of eating these little fish. It disgusts me. I 
would never CHOOSE this. But, what if my hostility toward anchovies was removed? What if 
my desires related to anchovies were first changed? Then I would not be hostile toward the 
very notion of anchovies and I would be in a very different place altogether. If I actually 
enjoyed this little delicacy, I might be persuaded to entertain the thought of putting one on my 
pizza! If my hostility was removed toward the little fish, I might consider the idea of eating an 
anchovy pizza. How about this: what if the hostility was not only removed, but was instead 
replaced with a newfound LOVE for anchovies? Now, when I walk into the pizza joint, I still 
might not think of eating an anchovy pizza, but if I looked up and saw one on the menu, I 
would say, “Hey, I LOVE anchovies, I bet they would be great on a pizza!” I would then be 
EAGER to eat an anchovy pizza!  
  
In a manner very similar to this, God chooses us while still somehow miraculously and 
mysteriously allowing us to choose him. He first removes the barrier of hostility that lies in our 
natural heart toward the things of God. This act (on the part of God) is called 
REGENERATION. God comes in FIRST, and removes the hostility. He changes and softens 
our heart. Then when the case for faith is made to us, we get it. It makes sense. We say, 
“Hey, I never thought of it quite that way!” We see it with new eyes. Regenerate eyes. And we 
run to God, choosing to believe and surrender. So, God chooses. We choose. The mystery 
persists, and we are awed by the grace (the unmerited love) of God.  

  
Evidence and Proof   
Now, if you think about this process of God’s first action in our hearts, it’s going 
to force you to rethink the way you have been witnessing and talking about God 
to those around you. Have you ever done your best to reason with someone 

about the truth of the Christian worldview only to have them reject what you are saying? Have 
you ever done your best to represent the truth about the reliability of the scriptures, the deity 
of Jesus or the existence of God, just to have someone tell you that they were completely 
unconvinced? Maybe you felt like you just weren’t articulate enough. Maybe you felt like you 
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should have made a better case for the truth. Maybe you felt inadequate. Maybe you felt like 
it was all up to you, and you failed!  
  
Well, now you know the truth. Now you know that before you can ever convince someone 
with evidence, God will have to do the work of regenerating the heart of who it is that you are 
talking to. It’s not up to you. That work can only be done by God Himself. And that’s the 
difference between evidence and proof. We can offer evidence all day long: facts about 
eyewitness testimony, archeological verification and scientific harmony, but NONE of this will 
serve as PROOF unless God first changes the heart.  
  

Evidence   
The facts we offer to support our claims of truth  

  
Proof  

What God does in the heart of the listener with the evidence we offer  
  
Yes, we are called to provide the evidence...  
  

1 Peter 3:15   
Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks you to give the 

reason for the hope that you have.  
  
…but only God (through the Holy Spirit) turns this evidence into PROOF. It’s that simple:  
  

John 16:8   
When he comes (the Holy Spirit), he will convict the world of guilt in regard to 

sin and righteousness and judgment  
  
So why do we bother sharing evidence if only God can turn this evidence into proof? 
Because we never know when God has removed the hostility in someone’s heart. We never 
know when God has done the softening so that they are open to the message of truth.  
  

Romans 10:14-15   
How, then, can they call on the one they have not believed in? And how can 

they believe in the one of whom they have not heard? And how can they hear without 
someone preaching to them? And how can they preach unless they are sent? As it is 
written, 'How beautiful are the feet of those who bring good news!'  

  
We Are Kind of Like the Menu   
See, as Christians, we are kind of like the menu in the pizza joint. Once God 
changed my desires related to anchovies, I walked into the restaurant with a 
new attitude about the little fish and all I needed to see was the menu that 

offered the anchovy pizza. Of course I chose it! How could I say “no”? But guess what. 
Without the menu, I wouldn’t even have known about the option. The menu was critically 
important, and so are we as God’s witnesses.  
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Never shrink from the opportunity to share your faith. Never neglect your responsibility to 
know and be able to share the truth. But never blame your self when someone rejects what 
you are sharing. God simply hasn’t yet softened their heart. Try again later. Come back and 
share once more. You just never know when  
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Chapter Twelve 

Imagining a World Without Belief  
  
What If There Was No God?   
Now that we’ve looked at some of the evidence and arguments for the 
existence of God, I would like to take a minute to look at the reason why we 
would even desire God in our lives to begin with. The first and foremost reason 

to believe is perhaps the simplest. Believe because it is TRUE. The evidence demonstrates 
the existence of God, and this ought to provide us with sufficient good reason to believe. But 
even without the strong evidential basis for believ in God, we should be able to see the 
incredible impact that faith has had on our world. Contrary to what Christopher Hitchens 
might say, belief in God HAS been a powerful force for good in our world. Let’s take a look at 
how our world has been affected by belief in God; our culture has been profoundly shaped by 
theism.  
 
Our world is filled with millions and millions of believers, and some of these believers have 
had occasional doubts and questions. Is it OK to imagine a world without God? Is it OK to 
struggle with the deepest questions of faith and reason? If we doubt, are we less Godly? If 
we don’t, are we less intellectual? Let’s begin by looking at an ancient text that Christians 
have examined closely to see how God feels about our doubts. Does our doubt prove that 
there is no God? Let’s see:  

   
Romans 3:3-4   
What if some did not have faith? Will their lack of faith nullify God's faithfulness? 

Not at all! Let God be true, and every man a liar. As it is written: 'So that you may be 
proved right when you speak and prevail when you judge.'  

   
From the Christian perspective, even if you are in the midst of complete denial, God 
continues to exist and sustain the universe. God is truth, and He is patient and faithful 
enough to wait out your doubts.  

 
Imagine the World Without God   
Now I want you to close your eyes and pretend with me. Imagine that no one 
has EVER even thought abut God. Imagine that no one has ever had any faith 
at all. Imagine that no one has ever trusted that God would come to their 

rescue, that God would provide a place for them in eternity, that God was watching their 
every move and loving them as His own. What would that world look like? Would it be any 
different than the world we are living in today. I think it would! If you are willing to jettison the 
notion of a God, then you had better be ready to jettison a few other ideas as well. First, if 
there is no God, there can be no ORDER.  
 
Now think about it for a second. Just think about it from a purely practical perspective. Our 
world is ordered to a greater or lesser degree. Each culture sets up rules for its own behavior, 
and these rules are principally derived from its thinking about the nature of God.  
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Christian Influences in Our World   
This has also been true for the United States in particular. Even today, we are 
supported and girded by millions of Christians and Theists who believe in the 
existence of God and gladly choose to respond to His existence in joy and 

obedience. No country in the world can match the United States for volunteerism and 
altruism. The number of volunteer groups, service groups, aid groups and nonprofit agencies 
in the United States can be matched by no other country on the planet. Every day, people in 
these voluntary organizations work to feed the poor, house the homeless, teach the young, 
rehabilitate the broken, assist the aging, and counsel the lost. You probably take much, if not 
all, of this for granted. But if these faith based groups were removed from our society, what 
would remain? If believing Christians were removed from our country, what would it look like? 
Some would say it would look a lot better, and they base this statement on a bad experience 
they may have had with a Christian in the past, (as if one bad experience with a car could 
ever remove their faith in automobile transportation!)  

 
The Faith of the Fathers   
But the reality is that our society exists in the shadow of its God fearing founders 
and on the foundation of an unshakable belief in God. Even those who would 
deny God in our country are only afforded the opportunity for this denial 

because they live in a place where Christians originally reached out in love and tolerance:  
  
Patrick Henry   
'It cannot be emphasized too strongly or too often that this great nation was 

founded, not by religionists, but by Christians; not on religions, but on the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ. For this very reason peoples of other faiths have been afforded asylum, 
prosperity, and freedom of worship here.'  
 
 Charles Carroll   

signer of the Declaration of Independence   
'Without morals a republic cannot subsist any length of time; they therefore who are 
decrying the Christian religion, whose morality is so sublime and pure (and) which 
insures to the good eternal happiness, are undermining the solid foundation of morals, 
the best security for the duration of free governments.'  
 
 John Adams   

The general principles on which the fathers achieved independence were. . . the 
general principles of Christianity. . . . I will avow that I then believed, and now believe, 
that those general principles of Christianity are as eternal and immutable as the 
existence and attributes of God; and that those principles of liberty are as unalterable 
as human nature. Twenty times in the course of my late reading have I been on the 
point of breaking out, 'This would be the best of all possible worlds, if there were no 
religion at all!!!' But in this exclamation I would have been as fanatical as Bryant or 
Cleverly. Without religion, this world would be something not fit to be mentioned in 
polite company, I mean hell.  
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 Samuel Adams   

a signer of the Declaration of Independence   
The right to freedom being the gift of the Almighty...The rights of the colonists as 
Christians...may be best understood by reading and carefully studying the institutions 
of The Great Law Giver and Head of the Christian Church, which are to be found 
clearly written and promulgated in the New Testament.  
  

Alexander Hamilton  
signed the Constitution, and became the first Secre tary of the Treasury   

In my opinion, the present constitution is the standard to which we are to cling. Under 
its banner bona fide must we combat our political foes, rejecting all changes but 
through the channel itself provided for amendments. By these general views of the 
subject have my reflections been guided. I now offer you the outline of the plan they 
have suggested. Let an association be formed to be denominated 'The Christian 
Constitutional Society,' its object to be first: The support of the Christian religion. 
second: The support of the United States.  
 
 John Jay   

co-author of the Federalist Papers, first Chief Jus tice of the Supreme Court  
I have long been of opinion that the evidence of the truth of Christianity requires only 
to be carefully examined to produce conviction in candid minds... 

  
Our entire culture here in the United States was founded on a belief in God, and while we 
may do our best to move away from this reality, our laws, our culture, our traditions and our 
heart as a nation is still operating within the faint memory of our distant faith. This faith 
continues to hold us together. It gives us order, peace and strength.  

 
Atheism Leads to Another Place   
And while Christianity has been blamed for much intolerance, death and 
destruction, primarily in the history of the ancient Crusades, atheism has shown 
itself to be a far greater source of disorder, chaos and death. Just look at the 

history of two regions and the effect that institutionalized atheistic communism has had. In the 
history of communist China, where atheism was venerated and institutionalized, 35 million 
people have died at the hands of dictators while a populace watched silently.  
 
In Communist Russia, another bastion of atheism, 61 million people have been murdered in a 
similar fashion. Regardless of what you may think about faith and Christianity, it doesn’t even 
begin to compare with the realities and atrocities of those cultures and nations that have 
denied the existence of God. Now some would say that any Christian comparison between 
Christianity and Atheism, particularly as it relates to the presence of evil, is merely an attempt 
to distance ourselves from our own responsibility as Christians for the wrongs that believers 
have committed, or even continue to commit. But that is not actually true.  
 
As Christians, it is our responsibility to recognize that all men are terribly fallen, believers and 
non-believers alike. Christians are not 'off the hook' for their behavior. But history does 
demonstrate that men, when completely unrestrained by a faith system that would hold them 
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accountable to God, are actually more inclined to do whatever their heart desires without 
regard for others. Should it really surprise us that people without any faith in a holy God often 
behave worse than those who do believe that they must someday give account? Can there 
really be any argument here?  

 
The Source of Order   
As a Christian, I believe that God is the source of all possible order in our world, 
and I believe that order is part of his nature. After all, the laws of nature are 
simply the laws of God. And God’s call on all believers is to live a life that 

reflects his orderly nature. It just so happens that Christian Scripture reflects this truth:  
  
1 Corinthians 14:33   
For God is not a God of disorder but of peace.  

  
2 Timothy 1:6-7   
For God did not give us a spirit of timidity, but a spirit of power, of love and of 

self-discipline.  
  
Even those of us who have refused to believe in a God, still find ourselves living within the 
memory and shadow of his truth in our lives, whether we like it or not:  

  
Romans 2:13-16   
The Gentiles do not have the Law; but whenever they do by instinct what the 

Law commands, they are their own law, even though they do not have the Law. Their 
conduct shows that what the Law commands is written in their hearts. Their 
consciences also show that this is true, since their thoughts sometimes accuse them 
and sometimes defend them.  

  
God is the Source of Hope   
There is something else that faith provides. It provides hope. Think about this. 
Without a belief in God, what can one truly hope for? How many times do you 
need to be let down by people before you accept the reality that people to 

object of our hope? And while we certainly hope for a number of things that may happen in 
the course of our life time, the ultimate hope that exists at the core of every heart on the 
planet is the hope of eternity; the hope that we will live beyond this life. If you ask people 
what will happen to them when they die, the overwhelming majority will begin to express 
ideas about an afterlife, and this life looks and sounds a lot like heaven. You see, many of us 
have lived a life of hope, and this life has been marked by courage and joy that we would 
otherwise not have! On the flipside, there are so many people who live in fear of dying. This 
life seems to be all that there is, and they cling to every second as if it were their last.  

  
Afraid to Die   
Now let’s step out of the box for a minute. There is a young man in our ministry 
that is a hemophiliac. Imagine this young man in a world without God. He has 
this rare blood disease that causes him to bleed so freely at the slightest injury, 

and as a result, he is always in jeopardy of bleeding to death. Can you imagine what his life 
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would be like? There are several activities that hemophiliacs should probably avoid. Probably 
shouldn’t juggle knives, for example. Might want to think twice before you begin a career in 
boxing. But there are also some very simple, common activities that are far more dangerous 
than you might imagine. After all, if you cut yourself while trimming your nails or shaving, 
there is a real possibility of serious injury. And simple items like a piece of paper present real 
dangers to people with this disorder. Papers cuts are as bad as shark bites! If this life is all 
there is, then a hemophiliac has a lot to fear and a lot to be cautious about. And if you think 
about it, those of us who are not hemophiliacs really aren’t that much different! If there is no 
God, there is no hope for a life beyond this one, and if that is true, we better be very careful to 
hang on to very minute.  
 
That’s really no way to live. If we are going to guard this fragile life without a hope of a future 
in heaven, we will become more and more cautious, more and more fearful, more and more 
imprisoned by the limits of a single lifetime. That’s just the reality of a world without God. But I 
have known people who have lived very courageously. I’ve known people who accepted 
remarkable challenges without fear. They were people of hope and people of faith.  

 
The Good and the Bad of It   
See, hope has given these people a belief that they have no need to fear 
because God is their protection and the provider of an eternal life of incredible 
joy that begins the minute we close our eyes at death. If you knew that to be 

true, how would your life be different? It is this kind of hope and courage that has empowered 
people like Mother Teresa. She believed that no risk was too great, because God was in 
charge of her life and if worse came to worse, heaven always awaits. Now there is a 
downside to this kind of faith based hope, that’s for sure. All the terrorists on 9/11/2001 also 
had a dying hope in an afterlife that gave them amazing courage, albeit evil in nature. See, 
I’m not saying that hope in an afterlife is always positive, but this kind of hope HAS been a 
sustaining factor in the lives of people all over the planet. But it is true that WHAT God you 
place this hope in, is every bit as important as the hope itself.  

  
John 17:3-4   
Now this is eternal life: that they may know you, the only true God, and Jesus 

Christ, whom you have sent.  
  

Psalm 71:5   
For you have been my hope, O Sovereign LORD, my confidence since my 

youth.  
  
The Testimony of Our Own Life Experience   
Now the role of hope is something that we also take for granted, but most of us 
have heard powerful stories of people who held onto their hope in difficult times 
or were incredibly courageous. Can you think of one? We’re often impressed 

with the stories and testimonies of people who have been hopeful and courageous, but no 
testimony is as important as the Testimony of God. If there is a God, He too probably has a 
story to tell. As a Christian, I believe that he HAS told that story, and He wants us to hear it:  
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1 John 5:9-14   
We accept man’s testimony, but God’s testimony is greater because it is the 

testimony of God, which he has given about his Son. Anyone who believes in the Son 
of God has this testimony in his heart. Anyone who does not believe God has made 
him out to be a liar, because he has not believed the testimony God has given about 
his Son. And this is the testimony: God has given us eternal life, and this life is in his 
Son. He who has the Son has life; he who does not have the Son of God does not 
have life. I write these things to you who believe in the name of the Son of God so that 
you may know that you have eternal life.  

  
A Personal Caring God   
See, hope is multi-facetted, and includes a hope of heaven. But more than that, 
a belief in God provides us with a hope that he actually cares about us today! 
Those who believe in a personal God come to KNOW that they have a hope for 

a future, and they KNOW that God is also involved in the present. This knowledge makes a 
difference in their everyday lives.  

  
Psalm 95:3-7   
For the LORD is the great God, the great King above all gods. In his hand are 

the depths of the earth, and the mountain peaks belong to him. The sea is his, for he 
made it, and his hands formed the dry land. Come, let us bow down in worship, let us 
kneel before the LORD our Maker; for he is our God and we are the people of his 
pasture, the flock under his care.  

  
Those who believe in God, know that God cares about them, and the direct result of this 
knowledge is an overwhelming sense of gratitude. And without God, an important aspect of 
our lives is woefully deficient.  

 
God is the Object of Gratitude   
If there is no God, if no one believed that He exists, could there ever truly be a 
sense of gratitude in our world? Gratitude is the closest sibling of joy, peace 
and contentedness, and those who are able to develop and harness a grateful 

heart find happiness in ways that the rest of us only envy. Think about the Thank You notes 
and cards that you have sent over the years. In every expression of thanks, two words 
(“Thank You”) are used to express the idea. The verb “Thank” is used in conjunction with an 
object, “You”. Do you realize that without an object of thanks, there can be NO thankfulness? 
Every time we say, “Thank You” we are directing it at someone. And there is a direct 
relationship between the level of joy we experience and the object of our thanks.  

 
The More Eternal the Object, the More Eternal the J oy  
Think about it. You know instinctively that it is true. Do you remember when you 
were small and received all those gifts at Christmas time? You were so happy! 
And your happiness spilled out to the giver of the gift in the form of 

thankfulness. These special holidays were filled with gifts and with thanksgiving. But people 
of faith understand gratitude in a much more profound way. They come to believe that every 
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day is filled with the gift of life and many other blessings, and they understand that these 
blessings come from someone. They come from an eternal God who is the source of all good 
things and the object of every “thank you”. Faith moves you from occasional gratefulness 
toward someone who has given you a temporal gift, toward a heart of gratitude for the giver 
of all good things. Gratitude in this sense is not a moment in time, but rather a life long 
journey. There are people who live like this, and they are having a profound impact on our 
world. If they were all removed, along with their heart of gratitude, what would our world look 
like? Interestingly, Christian scripture encourages this kind of gratitude:  

  
Colossians 3:16-17   
“...sing psalms, hymns and spiritual songs with gratitude in your hearts to God. 

And whatever you do, whether in word or deed, do it all in the name of the Lord Jesus, 
giving thanks to God the Father through him.”  

  
God is the Source of All Purpose  
Of all the things that a belief in God provides us as a people and as a nation, 
perhaps the most important is the provision of divine purpose. If there is no 
God, what is the purpose of our existence? There are two questions that we 

struggle with as humans. They are the same two questions that people have asked for 
thousands of years:  

  
How did we get here?  
Why are we here?  

  
Of these two questions, perhaps the second is the most important as it applies to our 
everyday lives. Millions of believers across the globe live each day intentionally with 
conviction and determination because they believe that they are here for a reason. They 
believe they were designed by God for a purpose.  

 
The Sustaining Force in Difficult Times   
Purpose is the force that holds us up in difficult times. If we are convinced that 
we are here for a reason, and our faith leads us to discover and understand 
what that purpose is, then difficult times are easier to endure. Without a sense 

of divine purpose for our lives, each day becomes a self contained experience without 
connection to the next. We have no sense of mission, destiny or plan. A world like that would 
simply strive to enjoy the moment, serve the individual, and neglect any future vision 
altogether. Yet we are not this way as a people. We DO care about the future and we DO 
care about our impact as a nation and as a people. Why? Because so many of us believe 
there is a God, and that He has a plan for our lives. We believe we have a purpose:  

  
Jeremiah 29:11-13   
“I know the plans I have for you,” declares the LORD, “plans to prosper you and 

not to harm you, plans to give you hope and a future. Then you will call upon me and 
come and pray to me, and I will listen to you. You will seek me and find me when you 
seek me with all your heart.”  
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If believers were removed from our world, if it could be demonstrated once and forever that 
there was no God, then this sense of destiny and purpose would also vanish entirely. And the 
world would certainly be a very different place. Most of us do believe that we are here for a 
reason. You probably believe it, even though you might deny the existence of God. So, ask 
yourself, if there is no God, where does that sense of purpose come from?  

 
But Is It True?   
All this preliminary talk about faith and the impact that is has on our world does 
NOT, in and of itself, prove that there is a God. While it may be true that faith 
has benefits for a culture, that is no reason to believe. First and foremost, we 

should believe because it is TRUE. And that is what we intend to investigate and test. It is 
God’s desire that we should test every source and notion of truth:  

  
1 Thessalonians 5:21   
Test everything. Hold on to the good.  

  
They Were Not Liars, They Were Not Fools   
The first believers were not naïve, gullible fools. They were doubters and testers 
and investigators. The original apostles struggled to understand the nature of 
God, but they believed that they had a distinct advantage over us who believe 

today. They had God standing right in front of them:  
  
2 Peter 1:16-17   
We did not follow cleverly invented stories when we told you about the power 

and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but we were eyewitnesses of his majesty.  
  

1 John 1:1-2   
That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen 

with our eyes, which we have looked at and our hands have touched-this we proclaim 
concerning the Word of life. The life appeared; we have seen it and testify to it, and we 
proclaim to you the eternal life, which was with the Father and has appeared to us.  

  
Our Mind and Your Heart   
As we investigate the evidences and examine the arguments, we need to 
remember that God has no desire for us to base our faith on an emotional 
response. But he is confident that once our minds bring us to the point of 

rational belief, we will also experience an emotional outpouring in response to what we know 
to be true. Once we “get it” we will be overwhelmed with the magnitude of what we just “got”. 
So, use your mind, but be ready to surrender your heart.  
 


