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Here’s a treasure trove of apologetic gems! This is an indispensable book
that all Christians should keep within reach. Countless people benefited from
the original version, but this updated and expanded edition makes this
volume even more valuable and timely. Thank you, Josh and Sean—this
classic resource has my very highest recommendation!

LEE STROBEL, bestselling author of The Case for
Christ and professor of Christian Thought at Houston Baptist
University

This book changed my life. It showed me the staggering welter of evidence
for the historicity of the Bible—and convinced me that having faith in the
biblical God is infinitely more rational than not having such faith. Any
agnostic or atheist reluctant to become a Christian must take every
precaution available to avoid this book.

ERIC METAXAS, author of Martin Luther: The Man
Who Rediscovered God and Changed the World and host of
the nationally-syndicated Eric Metaxas Show

In 1972, shortly after the accident in which I became paralyzed, I picked up
a book that helped solidify my belief in God and faith in Christ. Still
struggling to accept my wheelchair, I needed rock-solid evidence that there
was a personal God who genuinely cared about my plight. Evidence That
Demands a Verdict was that remarkable book, and I'm so happy that this
timeless classic is now updated and being released to a whole new
generation of readers! Can’t recommend it enough!

JONI EARECKSON TADA, founder/CEQO, Joni and
Friends International Disability Center

It is not without reason that Evidence That Demands a Verdict has stood the
test of time with readers around the world for nearly four decades. Josh
McDowell has not only been a pioneer in the field of apologetics and
worldviews but a friend and encourager to many, including me. I am thrilled
that he has partnered with his son, Sean, to update his classic book and know
it will challenge and inspire you.



RAVI ZACHARIAS, author and speaker

Significant. Timely. Life-Changing. For decades, Evidence That Demands a
Verdict has met believers, seekers, and skeptics at the intersection of faith
and fact, laying a foundation of unshakeable, time-proven truth for us to
stand on through ages of skepticism, mysticism, and so-called tolerance. I
am thrilled for the updated and expanded edition of this landmark resource
to reach the hearts and minds of a rising generation, and I trust it will have
the same impact in their lives as it did in mine. I'm grateful for Josh and
Sean McDowell’s relentless passion to equip and empower God’s people to
confidently and boldly stand for truth. You’ll want to keep this book close at
hand!

LOUIE GIGLIO, pastor of Passion City Church,
founder of Passion Conferences, author of Goliath Must Fall

With over one million people impacted by this practical resource we are
thrilled to see it's been updated and ready for the next million! Our hearts are
united with the McDowells and their passion to see truth understood and
embraced by a culture that desperately needs God’s Word in their lives! May
our Lord use this tool to shape his people into our Savior’s image! Sanctify
us in your truth O Lord!

KAY ARTHUR AND DAVID ARTHUR, founder and
CEO/president of Precept Ministries International

When I was a college student full of questions about the authenticity of my
faith, I used Evidence That Demands a Verdict as my go-to reference book.
I’'m grateful to Josh and Sean for this updated release for my two sons.

JIM DALY, president of Focus on the Family

Josh McDowell's Evidence That Demands a Verdict is now a classic of
apologetics, having served to spur a renaissance of historical Christian
evidences in our day. It is therefore a welcome development that this classic



has now been updated in light of the recent and significant advances in
biblical studies and particularly in historical Jesus studies.

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG, professor of philosophy,
Talbot School of Theology; Houston Baptist University

When I was in college and needed material to discuss with skeptical friends,
Evidence That Demands a Verdict was a key resource for me. Now it is
updated and an even better repository for discussion. It remains a valuable
collection of information on issues people raise to challenge the faith that not
only gives the key data points but allows you to track the conversation in key
resources—a real treasure.

DARRELL L. BOCK, Executive Director for Cultural
Engagement, Howard G. Hendricks Center for Christian
Leadership and Cultural Engagement; Senior Research
Professor of New Testament Studies, Dallas Theological
Seminary

My friend Josh McDowell and his son Sean have given us an updated and
relevant twenty-first-century tool to encourage faith and trust in the
reliability of Scripture. For those who want to understand how to defend the
veracity of the Christian faith, Evidence That Demands a Verdict is the book
for you.

DR. TONY EVANS, senior pastor of Oak Cliff Bible
Fellowship and president of The Urban Alternative

When I was searching for answers to my doubt, Evidence That Demands a
Verdict helped to keep my eyes, heart, and mind open to the truth. This new
edition not only revisits the arguments from the original work, but
considerably strengthens those arguments with up-to-date research from top
biblical scholars. This new work is an apologetics multivitamin for the
person seeking a healthy diet of truth. I was so excited to see the legacy of
Josh McDowell’s ministry carrying on through his son, Sean. The excellence
in argumentation with the father-son author combination makes this book a
true one-of-a-kind!



MARY JO SHARP, assistant professor of apologetics,
Houston Baptist University; Founder of Confident
Christianity Apologetics Ministry

As I think about how to help students and young adults thrive in a culture
that is hostile to Christian thought, I'm most concerned about helping them
access not just the best information, but the best relationships and
mentorships. As your imagination is captivated by what the next decade of
disciplemaking will look like, imagine the combination of the revised
version of Evidence That Demands a Verdict combined with the power of
your relationship and influence in the lives of the young people you disciple.
You will be the catalyst that influences the hearts of these young life, and
this remarkable resource will guide your conversation as you help shape the
minds of a new generation of disciples.

MATT MARKINS, president of Awana Global
Ministries

Scholars, students, and the general public will benefit greatly from this new
and greatly expanded edition of Evidence That Demands a Verdict. One of
the things I like about it is how clearly all of the relevant topics are laid out.
The problems, the challenges, and grounds for skepticism are clearly and
fairly expressed—there are no straw men. Josh and Sean McDowell do not
dodge the issues; they tackle them head on and do so in an informed and
compelling manner. Evidence That Demands a Verdict will serve well
another generation.

CRAIG A. EVANS, PhD., D.Habil., John Bisagno
Distinguished Professor of Christian Origins, Houston Baptist
University

Josh McDowell was one of the first guests to feature on my radio debate
show Unbelievable? and Sean has been one of the most recent. I've been
hugely impressed by both generations of Christian thinkers. In this new
edition of Evidence That Demands A Verdict, their combined knowledge,
integrity and passion for sharing the gospel has produced something truly



special. Evidence was the book that first brought evidential apologetics to a
popular audience. This updated edition, comprehensive in scope and yet
immensely readable, will powerfully present the latest evidence to a new
generation with a new set of questions. This book remains an essential
resource for every thinking Christian who wants to give a reason for the
hope that they have.

JUSTIN BRIERLEY, presenter of the Unbelievable?
radio show and podcast

Josh McDowell has been a heroic voice of reasonable faith for a generation.
He and his son Sean now team up to answer the skeptics and cynics of today
with a reason to believe.

PASTOR JACOB ARANZA, bestselling author and
founder of Our Savior’s Church and Aranza Outreach

I was one of countless thousands of students who benefited greatly from the
original Evidence That Demands a Verdict. As a college student in the
1980s, I experienced the scholarly attacks on the trustworthiness of Scripture
first hand. At the time, it wasn’t easy to find arguments from scholars
defending the reliability of the Bible in a way that responded to serious
academic attacks. The book introduced me to those scholars and convinced
me that the death of God had been greatly exaggerated! That’s why I'm
delighted that Josh and Sean McDowell have teamed up to write this new
edition of Evidence for a new generation. The attacks on Christianity have
gotten even more intense, but Josh and Sean more than meet the attacks.
They show that you don't have to choose between faith and reason. I'm
confident that their book will not only help Christians fortify their own faith,
but will bring many skeptics to faith in Christ.

JAY RICHARDS, PhD, assistant research professor,
Busch School of Business & Economics, The Catholic
University of America

I am excited about this new edition of Evidence That Demands a Verdict,
and honored to endorse this powerful book. Though hard to believe, this



version is even better than the original and I know something about the
original, because it was one of the most important books in my life—it was
instrumental in my spiritual journey from skeptic to believer. Josh and Sean
McDowell approach apologetics comprehensively and boldly, taking on
every imaginable challenge to Christianity’s truth claims, and answering
every one of them thoroughly and convincingly. This father and son team
represents the very best of Christian family love, and this extraordinarily
important book is a glorious outworking of that love for unbelievers—
because it will remove their obstacles to belief—and for believers—because
it will reinforce and reinvigorate their faith like few other books on the
market. God bless both Josh and Sean for this marvelous and obedient work
of evangelism!

DAVID LIMBAUGH, author of seven New York Times
bestsellers including The Emmaus Code and the #1 bestseller
Crimes Against Liberty

I have watched for years as Christian colleges have essentially failed to teach
the next generation how to defend a Biblical worldview and the orthodoxy of
our faith. I am determined to not let this happen at any university under my
charge. This is why we’ve established the Josh McDowell Institute for
Christian Thought and Apologetics at Oklahoma Wesleyan University. I
simply will not let my students graduate without being confronted with the
Evidence That Demands a Verdict. I pray that all other Christian scholars and
leaders would do no less.

EVERETT PIPER, PhD, president of Oklahoma
Wesleyan University, home of the Josh McDowell Institute
for Christian Thought and Apologetics

This book is a valuable resource for those wanting to know whether there
truly is enough evidence to show that the Christian message is true. As its
title suggests, it presents a case to that end, which must be considered
carefully by anyone who is truly seeking an answer to the ultimate question
of worldviews.

MICHAEL LICONA, associate professor of theology,
Houston Baptist University



In an era where spiritual beliefs are fluid and truth is increasingly viewed as
a four-letter word, Evidence That Demands a Verdict fills a desperate need.
Evidence provides a logical, thorough, compelling examination of the
preponderance of evidence for the truth of Christianity. With this newly
updated edition of a book that was foundational in my own apologetics
training as a teenager, Josh and Sean McDowell are equipping another
generation for gospel conversations.

Despite our culture’s current aversion to truth—or perhaps precisely because
of it—it’s more important than ever that Christians grasp the evidences that
support their faith, so they can gently, lovingly and confidently share the
Gospel with their unreached friends.

GREG STIER, founder and CEO of Dare 2 Share
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To Dottie, my wife of forty-six years. My inspiration, my counselor,
and the greatest encourager in my life to stay true to my calling and
mission. Without her patience, love, encouragement, and constructive
criticism, this project could never have been completed.

Josh McDowell

This book is dedicated to the scholars who compiled the initial research
that challenged my father to consider the claims of Christ. My personal
thanks to John Warwick Montgomery, Wilbur M. Smith, George Eldon
Ladd, Norman Geisler, Bernard Ramm, Carl Henry, F. F. Bruce, and
many more. Your efforts have echoed into my life, the life of my
family, and many others yet to come.

Sean McDowell



Information about External Hyperlinks in this ebook

Please note that footnotes in this ebook may contain hyperlinks to external
websites as part of bibliographic citations. These hyperlinks have not been
activated by the publisher, who cannot verify the accuracy of these links
beyond the date of publication.
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FOREWORD

A mirror requires a response.

Every morning, just about every one of us stumbles into the bathroom to
take a look at how much work needs to be done before we present ourselves
to the outside world. In spite of the fact we’ve never met, I know exactly
how long you stand in front of the mirror each morning. You stand there
until it gets better. A lot better! Most of us would rather be late than to show
up on time not looking our best. After all, nobody gets credit for looking in
the mirror. We’re judged by how we respond to what we see.

In 1972 Josh McDowell published a mirror for believers and skeptics; a
mirror that indeed required a response, or as he so brilliantly stated it, a
verdict. For over forty years, Evidence That Demands a Verdict has been the
go-to resource for Christ followers desiring to equip themselves for the task
of presenting and defending the claims of the Christian faith. Since that
initial release, more than three million copies of this classic apologetics
resource have been printed worldwide. More importantly, multiple millions
of people all over the world have been impacted by the men and women
who’ve read and internalized the insights and research contained in this
timeless resource. And now, Josh and his son, Dr. Sean McDowell, have
partnered with over thirty graduate students and a dozen leading scholars to
update and revise this fabulous resource for a new generation.

Why an update?

While the truth of the Bible doesn’t change, the questions and critics do.
Following the destruction of the World Trade Center and the attack on the
Pentagon, the New Atheists have mounted an effective campaign against the
viability of all religion. Their criticisms of Christianity have been
particularly effective, especially in academic settings. If we’re honest, most



of us graduated high school and left home with Sunday school arguments for
the reliability of the Bible and the credibility of our faith. Unfortunately,
years of sermons, camps, mission trips, and personal devotions can be
undermined by a single lecture in a university setting. Sunday school
answers are no match for the rigors of academia. They don’t fare much
better under the weight of adulthood either. While a previous generation of
Christians had the option to stick their heads in the sand and tune out the
voices of the skeptics, Christians today don’t have that luxury. The Internet
has changed the game. The voices, lectures, and arguments of the New
Atheists are just a click away, and they are undermining the faith of many.
So now, more than ever, we need materials designed to equip a new
generation for a new generation of questions and detractors.

I’m confident this expanded and updated edition of Evidence will do for
the modern church what the original version did for me and my
contemporaries. As a parent and pastor I’m extraordinarily grateful to Josh
and Sean for continuing to stand in the gap and defend our very defensible
faith. After all, the foundation of our faith is not a book. It’s way better than
that. Our faith is in a Person. A Person who lived, died, and rose again—for
which we have compelling evidence. Evidence that requires a response. A
personal response. As Josh says, a verdict!

Andy Stanley

Author, Communicator, and Founder of North Point
Ministries



PREFACE

Why a Massive Book about Evidence?

The story begins about forty-five years ago. After I (Josh) became a
Christian, I began to speak in public forums about my spiritual journey and
my extensive research into the reliability of the biblical text, as well as the
evidences for the deity of Christ and his resurrection. One of my lecture
series was “Christianity: Hoax or History?” People of all walks of life would
come up to me and ask if they could get my research and speaking notes.
You see, at that time it was very hard to find documentation of the historical
evidences for the Christian faith. Students, professors, and laypeople in the
church would ask, “How can we get access to what you and others are
teaching on these subjects?” So it was that I began to compile my research
and speaking notes to create the first edition of Evidence That Demands a
Verdict.

Why This Revised Edition?

Since the first edition of Evidence That Demands a Verdict was published in
1972 and revised in 1979 and 1999, significant new discoveries have further
confirmed the historical evidence for the Christian faith. For example, new
archaeological finds have provided further confirmation of the credibility of
both the Old and New Testaments.

Nevertheless, for the past forty years our culture has been heavily
influenced by the philosophical outlook called postmodernism. People today
question why evidence for the Christian faith is even necessary or important.
There is a skepticism in our land and around the world that has given rise to
the misguided thinking of the Jesus Seminar, or more recently, the New
Atheists, to confuse and disorient people about the true identity of Jesus
Christ.



To address the most current trends and examine the objections and
questions that are so pervasive in our Internet world early in the twenty-first
century, I am delighted that my son, Sean, agreed to direct the extensive and
challenging project of revising and updating this classic book and to serve as
my coauthor. Sean is a talented scholar, teacher, author, and speaker. He and
his team of researchers, writers, and editors have done a terrific job in
helping me to complete this massive undertaking.

It is our hope that, in providing the most up-to-date information, this
fourth edition of Evidence That Demands a Verdict will equip Christians of
the twenty-first century with confidence as they seek to understand and
defend their faith. In addition, we believe that, as has happened with
previous editions, many who have been confused or never exposed to the
truth of Christianity will discover that Jesus Christ is who he claimed to be,
that God loves them, and that he wants to welcome them into his eternal
family.

Watch Your Attitude

Our motivation in using this research is to glorify and magnify Jesus Christ,
not to win an argument. Evidence is not for proving the Word of God, but
rather for providing a reasoned basis for faith. One should have a gentle and
reverent spirit when using apologetics or evidences: “But sanctify Christ as
Lord in your hearts, always being ready to make a defense to everyone who
asks you to give an account for the hope that is in you, yet with gentleness
and reverence” (1 Pet. 3:15 nass, emphasis mine).

These notes, used with a caring attitude, can motivate a person to
consider Jesus Christ honestly, and direct him or her back to the central and
primary issue of the gospel (see 1 Cor. 15:1-4, as well as “How to Know
God Personally” at the end of this book).

When [ share Christ with someone who has honest doubts, I always
seek first to listen. I want to hear that person’s story and only then offer
information to answer his or her questions. Then I turn the conversation back
to the person’s relationship with Christ. The presentation of evidence
(apologetics) should never be used as a substitute for sharing the Word of
God.

Why Copyrighted?



These notes are copyrighted, not to limit their use, but to protect against their
misuse and to safeguard the rights of the authors and publishers that we have
quoted and documented.

A Lifetime Investment:

We recommend the following books for your library. These are also good
books to donate to your university library. (Or, a university will often
purchase books for its library if you submit a request.)

Parts I and II:

Blomberg, Craig. The Historical Reliability of the New Testament. B&H
Academic, 2016.

Bauckham, Richard. Jesus and the Eyewitnesses. Eerdmans, 2008.

Evans, Craig. Fabricating Jesus. IVP, 2006.

Licona, Michael. The Resurrection of Jesus: A New Historiographical
Approach. IVP, 2010.

Bowman, Rob and Ed Komoszewski. Putting Jesus in His Place. Kregel,
2007.

Eddy, Paul Rhodes and Gregory A. Boyd. The Jesus Legend. Baker, 2007.
McDowell, Sean. The Fate of the Apostles. Routledge, 2016.
Kruger, Michael J. The Question of Canon. IVP, 2013.

Wright, N. T. The Resurrection of the Son of God, vols. 1-3. Fortress Press,
2003.

McGrew, Lydia. Hidden in Plain View: Undesigned Coincidences in the
Gospels and Acts. DeWard, 2017.

Part III:

Kaiser, Walter C. The Old Testament Documents: Are They Reliable? TVP,
2001.

Hoffmeier, James K. and Dennis R. Magary. Do Historical Matters Matter
to Faith? 2012.

Kitchen, K. A. On the Reliability of the Old Testament. Eerdmans, 2003.

Part1IV:



Groothuis, Douglas. Truth Decay. IVP, 2000.
Erickson, Millard J. Truth or Consequences. IVP, 2001.
Keener, Craig. Miracles. vols. 1-2. IVP, 2012.
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REVISING EVIDENCE THAT
DEMANDS A VERDICT

AN INTERVIEW WITH JOSH MCDOWELL

Although I, Sean, have had the privilege of working with my father on a

variety of projects, updating Evidence That Demands a Verdict is perhaps the
most special of all. While he has written or coauthored more than 150 books,
Evidence That Demands a Verdict is one of his signature works.

People regularly share with me that this book helped lead them to
Christ, or if they came across the book as a believer, helped them hold on to
their faith during a season of doubt. And some of the most influential
evangelical scholars today, such as William Lane Craig and J. P. Moreland,
and leading pastors, such as Skip Heitzig, consider the book formative in
their own faith journeys. While apologetics books have proliferated in recent
years, in the last quarter of the twentieth century, Evidence was one of the
few based on the historicity of the biblical accounts. For many it became
their “go-to” reference book for evidence-based apologetics. Evidence has
been truly groundbreaking and trendsetting.

And this does not yet even include its international influence! Since
1972, Evidence has been translated into forty-four languages and published
worldwide. Millions of people from South America, Asia, Australia, Africa,
the Middle East, and beyond have come to rely upon Evidence as one of the
most important apologetics books of this generation.

No wonder I ventured into this project with both enthusiasm and
trepidation! It was thrilling to be able to manage the update of such a
significant project, trusting that God would use it again for a new generation,
yet I also felt the weight of getting it right. After all, so many people all over
the world consider Evidence an authoritative source of evidence for the
reliability of the Bible, the historicity of the resurrection, and the reality that
Jesus was really God in human flesh.



As I considered ways to introduce this new edition, I realized there
could be no better reintroduction than an interview with my father, Josh. The
revisions and expansions to this present edition remain fully grounded in
Josh’s own story—his reasons for writing Evidence in the first place and the
impact the book has had on his own life and the lives of those he’s
ministered to over the years.

SEAN: Dad, why did you first write Evidence That Demands a Verdict?

JOSH: I wrote it as a result of a struggle. I began my college years with
a lot of hurt, anger, and bitterness. I was mad at my father—your grandfather
—for being an alcoholic and for destroying my family. I was also angry at
Wayne Bailey, the man who worked on our farm, for sexually abusing me
from ages six to thirteen. I was desperately seeking happiness and meaning
in life, and simply didn’t know where to find it. I was successful in school,
business, sports, and even campus leadership. And even though I put on a
smile and acted like I had it all together, my life seemed so empty. I
desperately wanted to know truth.

And yet in the university I saw this small group of people, two
professors and about eight students, whose lives were different. I wanted
what they had, and so I asked them what made their lives different. One girl
said, “Jesus Christ,” and I laughed. Her answer struck me as the stupidest
thing I had ever heard. But this group challenged me to examine the claims
of Christ intellectually.

I am certainly not the smartest person in the world, but I am responsible
to use my intellect to discover truth to the utmost. So I took up their
challenge, and to my amazement came to the conclusion that God did
manifest himself through the Scriptures and the person of Christ.

Once I came to this intellectual conviction, I began to strategize about
how I could share the things I discovered with others. During the first
thirteen years after becoming a Christian, I both shared my faith and
continued to research the evidential basis for the Christian faith. After I
would speak, people from the audience kept asking me for copies of my
notes and research. That gave me the idea that I could and should publish my
research to inform those who were truly seeking truth as well as to
encourage followers of Christ. Eventually, I brought together a team of
students from a variety of universities to work with me. They would research



all day, and then I would collate their findings at night. Out of those years of
work came Evidence That Demands a Verdict.

And yet no one wanted to publish it! I broke almost every principle of
publishing, such as including lengthy quotes with full documentation. People
told me that it wouldn’t sell and that no one would read it. It took me nearly
a year to type out the manuscript on an electric typewriter. I checked and
double-checked footnotes and yet still made some mistakes. I finally
published it on a Friday morning, and by that evening, it was already selling
out. And it continued to sell at a feverish rate for years.

Now there are some incredible apologetics books by people such as
Ravi Zacharias, Lee Strobel, Frank Turek, J. Warner Wallace, and others.
But there was almost nothing like it when I first wrote Evidence.

SEAN: What is one of your favorite stories about the impact of Evidence?

JOSH: Probably my favorite stories come from overseas—from places
like the Middle East and South Korea. One year Evidence was chosen by
secular newspapers as the book of the year in South Korea. Honors like this
are so exciting because they mean that the book is influencing lives by
motivating people to dig deeper into the Scriptures.

A man walked into a Christian bookstore in an Arabic-speaking
country. “I want your best book on the defense of Christianity.” The
bookstore manager handed him Evidence That Demands A Verdict in Arabic.
As the man left he exclaimed, “I’m doing my dissertation on destroying
Christianity.” Six months later the storeowner baptized the student who had
become a believer.

SEAN: How has culture changed since you first wrote Evidence in the early
1970s?

JOSH: When 1 first wrote Evidence, there was very limited access to
information. Today there is an overload of truth claims. In the 1970s people
were exposed to ideas by their parents, friends, teachers in school, and then
eventually professors in the university. But there wasn’t the Internet, where
people now have endless access to unfiltered information.

Also, when I first wrote Evidence, people wanted proof for their beliefs.
People wanted evidence. And then it began to switch about ten to fifteen
years ago. It used to be that when I made a truth claim at a university,



students would say, “How do you know that’s true? Give us some proof.”
But then students started saying, “What right do you have to make that
claim? You are an intolerant bigot.” Culture has gravitated away from the
essence of truth to the emotion of the individual. Essentially, culture has
moved from valuing substance to valuing form.

SEAN: How do you intend Evidence to be used?

JOSH: I wrote Evidence as a resource book for individuals and
families. According to his wife, legendary Dallas Cowboys coach Tom
Landry would read Evidence for fifteen minutes every night before bed,
including the night before the Super Bowl. But he’s an exception. Evidence
is a thick book that is heavy with content. I wrote it to be a resource for
individuals and families to walk through together, so they could be confident
that there is a lot of evidence for Christianity and know where to find
answers to common objections.

SEAN: What is your goal for this new version?

JOSH: The goal for this new version is the same as the first one: to
give people a reference book that spurs them toward truth and greater
confidence in Scripture and the desire to know truth. My hope is that
Evidence continues to be a foundational book for pastors, teachers, parents,
students, youth workers, and other Christians who want to have confidence
about their own faith and be ready to give an answer for their faith.

SEAN: What role did the evidence play in your personal journey to Christ?

JOSH: My biggest objection to Christianity was that it was not true.
But once I checked out the evidence firsthand, I realized that Christianity is
true. Encountering the evidence was one of the biggest factors that led me to
consider the claims of Christ. Through wrestling with the evidence, I learned
that faith is meant to go along with evidence, not run contrary to it.

But, despite what many people think, it wasn’t the evidence that
brought me to Christ. What brought me to Christ was an understanding of
the love of God. Jeremiah 31:3 says, “I have loved you with an everlasting
love; therefore I have continued my faithfulness to you” (sv). What brought



me to Christ was the realization that if I were the only one in the world,
Christ still would have died for me.

My ultimate problem wasn’t intellectual—it was emotional. I had
bitterness and hatred for my father because he was an alcoholic and
destroyed my family. In addition, the sexual abuse I experienced for seven
years by Wayne Bailey just compounded the hurt. Given my father’s
failures, it brought me no joy to hear that a heavenly Father supposedly
loved me. Every time someone mentioned a “heavenly Father,” it didn’t
bring joy—it brought pain. I could not decipher the difference between a
heavenly Father and an earthly father because in my world and in my
experience, fathers hurt people. So I wanted nothing to do with God. I never
even considered the message of Christianity until I was convinced that it was
true. Evidence brought me to the point of considering how the Christian
message might apply to my own life. It was the evidence that first caught my
attention, but it was an understanding of the love of God, as I mentioned
above, that ultimately drew me to trust and follow Christ.

It truly was a joy and privilege to partner with my father, and dozens of
students and scholars, on this project. God has used this book in remarkable
ways over the past half century. My prayer is that God will continue to use it
to ground believers with confidence in their faith and to help seekers
discover how much God truly cares for them and desires for them to know
him personally. I hope you find this edition faithful to the original spirit of
Evidence but also updated for a new generation.



HE CHANGED MY LIFE

Thomas Aquinas, the thirteenth-century philosopher, wrote, “There is

within every soul a thirst for happiness and meaning.” I (Josh) first began to
feel that thirst when I was a teenager. I wanted to be happy. I wanted my life
to have meaning. I became hounded by those three basic questions that haunt
every human life: Who am I? Why am I here? Where am I going? 1 wanted
answers to these questions, so as a young student, I started searching for
them.

Where 1 was brought up, everyone seemed to be into religion. Because I
thought maybe I would find my answers in being religious, I started
attending church—a lot. I went every time the doors opened—morning,
afternoon, or evening. But I must have picked the wrong church, because I
felt worse inside the church than I did outside. About the only thing I got out
of my religious experience was seventy-five cents a week: I would put a
quarter into the offering plate and take a dollar out so I could buy a
milkshake!

I was brought up on a farm in Michigan, and most farmers are very
practical. My dad, who was a farmer, taught me, “If something doesn’t work,
chuck it.” So I chucked religion.

Then I thought that education might have the answers to my quest for
meaning. So I decided to go to college. You can learn many things in
college, but I didn’t find the answers I was seeking. I’'m sure I was by far the
most unpopular student with the faculty of the first college I attended. I
would buttonhole professors in their offices and badger them for answers to
my questions. When they saw me coming they would turn out the lights, pull
down the shades, and lock the door so they wouldn’t have to talk to me.
Soon I discovered that my teachers and fellow students had just as many
problems, frustrations, and unanswered questions about life as I had. A few
years ago I saw a student walking around with a T-shirt that read: “Don’t



follow me, I’'m lost.” That’s how everyone on campus seemed to me.
Education, I concluded, was not the answer!

Prestige must be the way to go, I decided. It just seemed right to find a
noble cause, give yourself to it, and become well known. The people on
campus with the most prestige were the student leaders. So I ran for various
student offices and got elected. It was great to know everyone on campus,
make important decisions, and spend the college’s money doing what I
wanted to do. But the thrill soon wore off, as was the case with everything
else I had tried.

On Monday morning I would wake up, usually with a headache because
of the way I had spent the previous night, dreading to face another five
miserable days. I endured Monday through Friday, living only for the
partying nights of Friday, Saturday, and Sunday. Then on Monday the whole
boring cycle would start over again. I felt frustrated, even desperate. My
goal was to find my identity and purpose in life. But everything I tried left
me empty and without answers.

I didn’t let on that my life was meaningless: I was too proud for that.
Everyone thought I was the happiest man on campus. If things were going
great for me, I felt great. When things were going lousy, I felt lousy. I just
didn’t let it show.

I was like a boat out in the ocean, tossed back and forth by the waves. 1
had no rudder—mno direction or control. But I couldn’t find anyone who
could tell me how to live any differently. I was frustrated. No, it was worse
than that. There’s a strong term that describes the life I was living: hell.

Around that time I noticed a small group of people—eight students and
two faculty members. There was something different about them. They
seemed to know who they were and where they were going in life. And they
had a quality I deeply admire in people: conviction. There is a certain
dynamic in the lives of people with deep convictions, and I enjoy being
around people with that dynamic, even if their beliefs differ from mine.

It was clear to me that these people had something I didn’t have. They
were disgustingly happy. And their happiness didn’t ride up and down with
the circumstances of life; it was constant. They appeared to possess an inner
source of joy, and I wondered where it came from.

But there was something else about this group that caught my attention
—their attitudes and actions toward each other. They genuinely loved each
other—and not only each other, but the people outside their group as well.



They didn’t just talk about love; they got involved in peoples’ lives, helping
them with their needs and problems. It was all totally foreign to me, yet I
was strongly attracted to it. So I decided to make friends with them.

About two weeks later, I was sitting around a table in the student union
talking with some members of this group. Soon the conversation turned to
the topic of God. I was pretty skeptical and insecure about this subject, so I
put on a big front. I leaned back in my chair, acting as if I couldn’t care less.
“Christianity, ha!” T blustered. “That’s for weaklings, not intellectuals.”
Down deep, I really wanted what they had. But with my pride and my
position on campus, I didn’t want them to know that I wanted what they had.
Then I turned to one of the girls in the group and said, “Tell me, what
changed your lives? Why are you so different from all the other students and
faculty?”

She looked me straight in the eye and said two words I had never
expected to hear in an intelligent discussion on a university campus: “Jesus
Christ.”

“Jesus Christ?” I snapped. “Don’t give me that kind of garbage. I'm fed
up with religion and the Bible. And I’'m fed up with the church.”

Immediately she shot back, “Mister, I didn’t say ‘religion’: I said ‘Jesus
Christ.” ” She pointed out something I had never known: Christianity is not a
religion. Religion is humans trying to work their way to God through good
works. Christianity is God coming to men and women through Jesus Christ.

I wasn’t buying it. Not for a minute. Taken aback by the girl’s courage
and conviction, I apologized for my attitude. “But I’'m sick and tired of
religion and religious people,” I added. “I don’t want anything to do with it.”

Then my new friends issued me a challenge I couldn’t believe. They
challenged me, a pre-law student, to make a rigorous, intellectual
examination of the claims of Jesus Christ: that he is God’s Son; that he
inhabited a human body and lived among real men and women; that he died
on the cross for the sins of humanity; that he was buried and was resurrected
three days later; and that he is still alive and can change a person’s life even
today.

I thought this challenge was a joke. These Christians were so dumb.
How could something as flimsy as Christianity stand up to an intellectual
examination? I scoffed at their challenge.

But they didn’t let up. They continued to challenge me day after day,
and finally they backed me into the corner. I became so irritated at their



insistence that I finally accepted their challenge—just to prove them wrong.
I decided to write a book that would show them that Christianity was a joke
—intellectually and historically. I left college for a period of months so that I
could travel throughout the United States and Europe to gather evidence in
libraries and museums to prove that Christianity is a sham.

At the end of my journey in Europe, I found myself sitting in a museum
library in London, England. After several hours of research studying some
out-of-print books, I leaned back in my chair, rubbed my eyes, and without
remembering I was in a quiet library, I spoke out loud, “It’s true. It’s true!
It’s really true!” It was about 6:30 p.m. when I left the library. As I walked
along those London streets, I realized that there was no escaping the facts:
the Bible is true, the resurrection of Christ really did happen, and Jesus is
who he claimed to be. I did not fall on my knees and become a Christian
right there, right then. But it seemed that there was a voice within me saying,
“Josh, you don’t have a leg to stand on.” I immediately suppressed it. But
every day after that it just got louder and louder. The more I researched, the
more I became aware of that same challenge. I returned to the United States
and continued my research at the Harvard University and University of
Michigan libraries. But I couldn’t sleep at night. I would go to bed at ten
o’clock and lie awake until four in the morning, trying to refute the
overwhelming evidence I was accumulating that Jesus Christ is in fact God’s
Son.

I began to realize that I was being intellectually dishonest. My mind
told me that the claims of Christ were indeed true, but my will was being
pulled another direction. I had placed so much emphasis on finding the truth,
but I wasn’t willing to follow it once I found it. It seemed that God was
challenging me with these words from the Bible in Revelation 3:20: “Here I
am! I stand at the door and knock. If anyone hears my voice and opens the
door, I will come in and eat with him, and he with me” (vv). But becoming a
Christian seemed so ego-shattering to me. I couldn’t think of a faster way to
ruin all my good times, let alone my life.

I knew I had to resolve this inner conflict because it was driving me
crazy. I had always considered myself an open-minded person, so I decided
to put Christ’s claims to the supreme test. One night at the end of my second
year of college, I became a Christian. Someone may say, “How do you know
you became a Christian?” That’s a fair question. Here is the simple answer:
“I was there!”



I met alone with a Christian friend and prayed four things that
established my relationship with God. First, I said, “Lord Jesus, thank you
for dying on the cross for me.” 1 realized that if I were the only person on
earth, Christ still would have died for me. You may think it was the
irrefutable intellectual and historical evidence that brought me to Christ. No,
the evidence was only God’s way of getting his foot in the door of my life.
What brought me to Christ was the realization that he loved me enough to
die for me.

Second, I said, “I confess that I am a sinner.” No one had to tell me
that. I knew there were things in my life that were incompatible with a holy,
just, righteous God. The Bible says, “If we confess our sins, he is faithful
and just and will forgive us our sins and purify us from all unrighteousness™
(1 John 1:9 w). So I said, “Lord, forgive me.”

Third, I said, “Right now, in the best way I know how, I open the door
to my life and place my trust in you as Savior and Lord. Take over the
control of my life. Change me from the inside out. Make me the type of
person you created me to be.”

The last thing I prayed was, “Thank you for coming into my life.”

After I prayed, nothing happened. There was no bolt of lightning. If
anything, I actually felt worse after I prayed—almost physically sick. I was
afraid I had made an emotional decision that I would later regret
intellectually. But more than that, I was afraid of what my friends would say
when they found out. I really felt that they would think I had “gone off the
deep end.”

But over the next eighteen months my entire life was changed. One of
the biggest changes occurred in how I viewed people. While studying in
college, I had mapped out the next twenty-five years of my life. My goal had
been to become governor of Michigan and then a United States senator. I
planned to accomplish my goal by using people in order to climb the ladder
of political success—I figured people were meant to be used. But after I
placed my trust in Christ, my thinking changed. Instead of using others to
serve me, I now discovered that I wanted to be used to serve others.
Becoming other-centered instead of self-centered was a really dramatic
change in my life.

Another area that started to change was my bad temper. I used to blow
my stack if somebody just looked at me wrong. I still have the scars from
almost killing a man during my first year in college. My bad temper was so



ingrained that I didn’t consciously seek to change it. But one day, when
faced with a crisis that would ordinarily have set me off, I discovered that
my bad temper was gone. I’m not perfect in this area, but this change in my
life has been significant and dramatic.

Perhaps the most significant change has been in the area of hatred and
bitterness. I grew up filled with hatred, primarily aimed at one man whom I
hated more than anyone else on the face of the earth. I despised everything
this man stood for. I can remember as a young boy lying in bed at night
plotting how I would kill this man without being caught by the police. This
man was my father.

While I was growing up, my father was the town drunk. I hardly ever
saw him sober. My friends at school would joke about my dad lying in the
gutter downtown, making a fool of himself. Their jokes hurt me deeply, but I
never let anyone know. I laughed along with them. I kept my pain a secret.

I would sometimes find my mother in the barn, lying in the manure
behind the cows where my dad had beaten her with a hose until she couldn’t
get up. My hatred seethed as I vowed to myself, “When I am strong enough,
I’m going to kill him.” Sometimes when visitors were coming over and my
dad was drunk, I would grab him around the neck, pull him out to the barn,
and tie him up. After tying his hands and feet, I would loop part of the rope
around his neck, hoping he would try to get away and choke himself. Then I
would park his truck behind the silo and tell everyone he had gone to a
meeting, so we wouldn’t be embarrassed as a family.

Two months before I graduated from high school, I walked into the
house after a date to hear my mother sobbing. I ran into her room, and she
sat up in bed. “Son, your father has broken my heart,” she said. She put her
arms around me and pulled me close. “I have lost the will to live. All I want
to do is live until you graduate, then I want to die.”

Two months later I graduated, and a few months later my mother died. I
believe she died of a broken heart. I hated my father for that. Had I not left
home a few months after the funeral to attend college, I might have killed
him.

But after I made a decision to place my trust in Jesus as my Savior and
Lord, the love of God inundated my life. He took my hatred for my father
and turned it upside down. Five months after becoming a Christian, I found
myself looking my dad right in the eye and saying, “Dad, I love you.” I did
not want to love that man, but I did. God’s love had changed my heart.



After I transferred to Wheaton College, I was in a serious car accident,
the victim of a drunk driver. I was moved home from the hospital to recover,
and my father came to see me. Remarkably, he was sober that day. He
seemed uneasy, pacing back and forth in my room. Then he blurted out,
“How can you love a father like me?”

I said, “Dad, six months ago I hated you, I despised you. But I have put
my trust in Jesus Christ, received God’s forgiveness, and he has changed my
life. T can’t explain it all, Dad. But God has taken away my hatred for you
and replaced it with love.”

We talked for nearly an hour. Then he said, “Son, if God can do in my
life what I’ve seen him do in yours, then I want to give him the opportunity.”
He prayed, “God, if you’re really God and Jesus died on the cross to forgive
me for what I’ve done to my family, I need you. If Jesus can do in my life
what I’ve seen him do in the life of my son, then I want to trust him as my
Savior and Lord.” Hearing my dad pray this prayer from his heart was one of
the greatest joys of my life.

After I trusted Christ, my life was basically changed in six to eighteen
months. But my father’s life changed right before my eyes. It was like
someone reached down and switched on a light inside him. He touched
alcohol only once after that. He got the drink only as far as his lips, and that
was it—after forty years of drinking! He didn’t need it anymore. Fourteen
months later, he died from complications of his alcoholism. But in that
fourteen-month period over a hundred people in the area around my tiny
hometown committed their lives to Jesus Christ because of the change they
saw in the town drunk, my dad.

But I need to tell you that as I grew up, my father was not the only
person I grew to despise and deeply hate. Our hired cook and housekeeper,
Wayne Bailey, was a tall thin man with a long pointed nose. He had a room
upstairs in our farmhouse. To say that I grew to hate Wayne would be to put
it mildly. You see, Wayne sexually abused me repeatedly, beginning when I
was just six years old—until as a young teenager I became strong enough to
resist. One day, when my parents were both out, Wayne from behind put his
hand on my right shoulder. My body stiffened because I knew what was
next. My fear and nervousness had never stopped him before. But this time I
was finally ready. I spun around and slammed Wayne against the wall,
grabbing his neck with my left hand and raising my right clenched fist. “If
you ever touch me again—even once—I will kill you!” That was the day the



sexual abuse stopped. Several years later he quit his job on our farm and left
for good.

But the emotional pain and deep psychological scars remained with me.
Yes, I truly hated Wayne for what he had done. Forgive him? Seriously?
That question is one I had to wrestle with. And I did. It wasn’t until I
realized afresh the enormity of what it meant that Jesus had died for me and
had forgiven me that I knew that I needed to find Wayne and, as an act of
obedience, forgive that man for what he had done. My pastor had told me
that forgiveness doesn’t mean justifying or condoning what he did, but it
would begin the process of freeing me from the past, and it would offer a
lost person the opportunity for redemption.

Well, I located Wayne—Iliving in a drab house in Jackson, Michigan.
Having carefully rehearsed what I would say, I told him, “Wayne, what you
did to me was evil. Very evil! But I have come to know Jesus Christ as my
Savior and Lord. And I have come here .. .to ... tell you...” I prayed for
strength and continued, “Wayne, all of us have sinned, and no one measures
up to God’s standard of perfection. We all need redemption, and, well, I’ve
come here to tell you that I forgive you.”

He looked at me without blinking. For a moment I wished it wasn’t
true, but it was true and I had to say it. “Christ died for you, Wayne, as much
as he died for me.” I paused and then as I turned to leave, I turned to face
him one final time. “One other thing, Wayne. Don’t let me ever hear of you
touching a young man again. You’ll regret it.”

Out of obedience to God’s command, I had chosen to forgive a man
who had deeply hurt me. Forgiveness is an action, not an emotion. As I
pulled away in my car, there was no high or low point of emotion that one
might expect. Instead, I recognized a peace in my heart unlike anything I had
experienced before.

You can laugh at Christianity. You can mock and ridicule it. But it
works. If you trust Christ, start watching your attitudes and actions—Jesus
Christ is in the business of changing lives.

Christianity is not something to be shoved down your throat or forced
on you. You have your life to live and I have mine. All I can do is tell you
what I have learned and experienced. After that, what you do with Christ is
your decision.

Perhaps the prayer I prayed will help you: “Lord Jesus, I need you.
Thank you for dying on the cross for me. Forgive me and cleanse me. Right



this moment I trust you as my Savior and Lord. Make me the type of person
you created me to be. In Christ’s name, Amen.”

Josh McDowell
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I. What Is Apologetics?

As a professor of Christian apologetics at Biola University, I (Sean) help
prepare students to answer tough questions raised against the Christian faith.
One day someone from outside the Biola academic community called our
university to ask why we offer classes on apologizing for the faith. She
thought apologetics meant teaching students to say they were sorry for their
beliefs! While her question was well intentioned, she didn’t grasp the nature
of apologetics and its biblical role in the Christian life. Christians certainly
should apologize for their faith, but not in the sense she had in mind.

Apologize . . . for What?

The word apologetics does not mean to say you’re sorry. Instead, it
refers to the defense of what you believe to be true. This book of evidence
for the validity of the Christian faith is therefore a book of apologetics.



Theologian and apologist Clark Pinnock explains the nature of

apologetics in this way:

The term apologetics derives from a Greek term, apologia, and was
used for a defence that a person like Socrates might make of his views
and actions. The apostle Peter tells every Christian to be ready to give a
reason (apologia) for the hope that is in him (1 Pet. 3:15). Apologetics,
then, is an activity of the Christian mind which attempts to show that
the gospel message is true in what it affirms. An apologist is one who is
prepared to defend the message against criticism and distortion, and to
give evidences of its credibility. (Pinnock, A, 36)

Biblical Passages with the Word Apologia

The New Testament uses the Greek word apologia, often translated in

English as “defense,” eight times in the New Testament. (All passages in this
list are quoted from the «sv with italics added):

1.

Acts 22:1: “Brothers and fathers, hear the defense that I now make before
you.”

. Acts 25:16: “I answered them that it was not the custom of the Romans to

give up anyone before the accused met the accusers face to face and had
opportunity to make his defense concerning the charge laid against him.”

. 1 Corinthians 9:3: “This is my defense to those who would examine me.”
. 2 Corinthians 7:11: “For see what earnestness this godly grief has

produced in you, but also what eagerness to clear yourselves [apologial,
what indignation, what fear, what longing, what zeal, what punishment!
At every point you have proved yourselves innocent in the matter.”

. Philippians 1:7: “It is right for me to feel this way about you all, because I

hold you in my heart, for you are all partakers with me of grace, both in
my imprisonment and in the defense and confirmation of the gospel.”

. Philippians 1:16: “The latter do it out of love, knowing that I am put here

for the defense of the gospel.”

. 1 Peter 3:15: “But in your hearts honor Christ the Lord as holy, always

being prepared to make a defense to anyone who asks you for a reason for
the hope that is in you; yet do it with gentleness and respect.”



8. 2 Timothy 4:16: “At my first defense no one came to stand by me, but all
deserted me. May it not be charged against them!”

First Peter 3:15 uses the word defense in a way that denotes the kind of
defense one would make to a legal inquiry, asking, “Why are you a
Christian?” A believer ought to give an adequate answer to this question.
The command to be ready with an answer is directed toward every follower
of Jesus—not just pastors, teachers, and leaders.

There are instances in many other passages when, even though the word
apologia may not appear, the Bible either models or explicitly emphasizes
the importance of apologetics. Consider a few: 2 Corinthians 10:5; Jude 3;
Acts 2:22-24; 18:4; Titus 1:9; Job 38:1-41; Luke 24:44.

Jesus the Apologist

Except for 1 Peter 3:15, the New Testament appearances of apologia all
come from the writing or ministry of Paul. But was Jesus an apologist?
Though the New Testament does not mention Jesus using the word apologia,
we nevertheless hold that he was, indeed, an apologist. Philosopher Douglas
Groothuis has carefully studied the question of whether Jesus was a
philosopher or an apologist. After giving many examples of how Jesus
rationally defended the crucial claims of Christianity, Groothuis concludes:

Contrary to the views of critics, Jesus Christ was a brilliant thinker,
who used logical arguments to refute His critics and establish the truth
of His views. When Jesus praised the faith of children, He was
encouraging humility as a virtue, not irrational religious trust or a blind
leap of faith in the dark. Jesus deftly employed a variety of reasoning
strategies in His debates on various topics. These include escaping the
horns of a dilemma, a fortiori arguments, appeals to evidence, and
reductio ad absurdum arguments. Jesus’ use of persuasive arguments
demonstrates that He was both a philosopher and an apologist who
rationally defended His worldview in discussions with some of the best
thinkers of His day. This intellectual approach does not detract from His
divine authority but enhances it. Jesus’ high estimation of rationality
and His own application of arguments indicates [sic] that Christianity is
not an anti-intellectual faith. Followers of Jesus today, therefore, should
emulate His intellectual zeal, using the same kinds or arguments He



Himself used. Jesus’ argumentative strategies have applications to four
contemporary debates: the relationship between God and morality, the
reliability of the New Testament, the resurrection of Jesus, and ethical
relativism. (Groothuis, JPA)

Apologetics in the Old Testament

Some falsely assume that apologetics began in the New Testament era.
After explaining how Jesus and Paul engaged in logical debate both to
destroy faulty beliefs and to propagate the Christian faith, philosopher J. P.
Moreland observes:

Jesus and Paul were continuing a style of persuasion peppered
throughout the Old Testament prophets. Regularly, the prophets
appealed to evidence to justify belief in the biblical God or in the divine
authority of their inspired message: fulfilled prophecy, the historical
fact of miracles, the inadequacy of finite pagan deities to be a cause of
such a large, well-ordered universe compared to the God of the Bible,
and so forth. They did not say, “God said it, that settles it, you should
believe it!” They provided a rational defense for their claims.
(Moreland, LYG, 132)

I1. Five Reasons Apologetics Is Important
Today

Reason #1: We Are All Apologists Anyway

Apologetics is not listed as a spiritual gift for teachers, preachers, or
evangelists, as though only some ought to become apologists. Rather, all
Christians are called to be ready with an answer (1 Peter 3:15; Jude 3). We
all make a case for Christianity in some fashion or another—but are we
doing it well? Beyond the specific Christian calling to have a ready defense
for the faith, there is a sense in which everyone is already an apologist for
something. The question is not whether we are apologists, but what kind of
apologists we are. Christian author and social critic Os Guinness addresses
this idea:



From the shortest texts and tweets to the humblest website, to the
angriest blog, to the most visited social networks, the daily
communications of the wired world attest that everyone is now in the
business of relentless self-promotion—presenting themselves,
explaining themselves, defending themselves, selling themselves or
sharing their inner thoughts and emotions as never before in human
history. That is why it can be said that we are in the grand secular age
of apologetics. The whole world has taken up apologetics without ever
knowing the idea as Christians understand it. We are all apologists now,
if only on behalf of “the Daily Me” or “the Tweeted Update” that we
post for our virtual friends and our cyber community. The great goals of
life, we are told, are to gain the widest possible public attention and to
reach as many people in the world with our products—and always, our
leading product is Us. (Guinness, FT, 15-16)

Reason #2: Apologetics Strengthens Believers

Many Christians claim to believe in Jesus, but only a minority can
articulate good reasons for why their beliefs are true. Yet when Christians
learn good evidences for the truth of the Bible, for the existence of God, or
how to respond to tough challenges to the faith, they gain confidence in their
beliefs. For instance, I (Sean) lead high school students on an apologetics
mission trip each year to Salt Lake City, Los Angeles, or Berkeley. To
prepare for this trip, students attend weekly meetings and lengthy training
sessions, and read apologetics books. Then we go meet, have conversations
with, and listen to lectures from some of the best thinkers from other faiths.
The vast majority of these students come back with a renewed confidence
that their beliefs are not only true, but also defensible. As a result, many
grow more eager and willing to share their faith.

Philosopher and apologist William Lane Craig explains how college
students can gain confidence by learning apologetics:

Typically I’ll be invited onto a campus to debate some professor who
has a reputation of being especially abusive to Christian students in his
classes. We’ll have a public debate on, say, the existence of God, or
Christianity versus humanism, or some such topic. Again and again I
find that while most of these men are pretty good at beating up
intellectually on an eighteen-year-old in one of their classes, they can’t



even hold their own when it comes to going toe-to-toe with one of their
peers. John Stackhouse once remarked to me that these debates are
really a Westernized version of what missiologists call a “power
encounter.” I think that’s a perceptive analysis. Christian students come
away from these encounters with a renewed confidence in their faith,
their heads held high, proud to be Christians, and bolder in speaking out
for Christ on their campus. (Craig, RF, 21)

Reason #3: Apologetics Helps Students Hang On to Their Faith

A number of different studies track how many students leave the church
during their college years, and, overall, the stats indicate that, after high
school, between one-third and two-thirds of young people do leave.
(Wallace, AYP) While they leave for many different kinds of reasons (moral,
volitional, emotional, relational, etc.), intellectual questions are one
important factor. Young people have genuine intellectual questions. And
when these questions are not answered, many leave the church.

Both of us regularly speak at churches around the world, and frequently
meet afterwards with parents who say something like, “I wish my child
could have heard you a few years ago. We raised her in the faith, but now
she has strayed from it. She had questions that no one could answer, and
simply doesn’t believe anymore.” These stories are so common today, and
they break our hearts. Intellectual challenges, just a click away, confront
young people today more than in any other previous generation. We do,
however, also frequently hear stories of how our books, articles, and videos
(and those of other apologists) have helped people hold on to their faith in
the face of challenges. Bottom line: if you want to train up young people to
remain strong in the Christian faith, one vital component is training in
apologetics.

Reason #4: Apologetics Helps with Evangelism

In an article about big issues facing the church, pastor Timothy Keller
says the contemporary church needs a renewal of apologetics:

Christians in the West will finally be facing what missionaries around
the world have faced for years: how to communicate the gospel to
Muslims, Buddhists, Hindus, and adherents of various folk religions.



All young church leaders should take courses in and read the texts of
the other major world religions. They should also study the gospel
presentations written by missionaries engaging those religions. Loving
community will be extremely important, as it always is, to reach out to
neighbors of other faiths, but if they are going to come into the church,
they will have many questions that church leaders today need to be able
to answer. (Keller, HSC)

People naturally have questions. They always have and always will.
One of the key functions of apologetics, then, is to respond to questions and
clear away objections people have that hinder their trust in Christ. Apologist,
author, and speaker Ravi Zacharias emphasizes the important impact of an
alert response to someone’s question, even in a small way: “Do not
underestimate the role you may play in clearing the obstacles in someone’s
spiritual journey. A seed sown here, a light shone there may be all that is
needed to move someone one step further.” (Zacharias, AA, xvii)

In this book, we are going to take you deep. Yet our goal is that you
gain knowledge not for its own sake, but for your preparation to confidently
answer questions people may ask you about Christianity. If you want to
share your faith effectively, you need to be ready with answers.

Professor James Beilby explains the relationship between evangelism
and apologetics:

Evangelism and apologetics are closely related. Both have a common
general goal: encouraging commitment to Jesus Christ. In fact, in
certain theological circles, apologetics has been labeled pre-evangelism.
On this understanding, apologetics clears the ground for evangelism; it
makes evangelism more effective by preemptively addressing
impediments to hearing the gospel. This is certainly true, but I submit
that apologetics is also useful in the midst of the presentation of the
gospel and after the presentation of the gospel. In other words, there is
no moment in which a Christian takes off her evangelist hat and puts on
her apologist hat. The relationship is more seamless than that. The
difference between the two is one of focus. Evangelism is focused on
presenting the gospel; apologetics is focused on defending and
commending it. There is, moreover, an important difference in the
audience of evangelism and apologetics. Evangelism is done only with



non-Christians, but apologetics should be done with Christians and non-
Christians alike. (Beilby, TACA, 32)

Reason #5: Apologetics Helps Shape Culture

Apologetics and evangelism never happen in a vacuum. In our
experience, apologetics questions come from both Christians and non-
Christians—because they both live in the same cultures, and the same world
influences their thinking. Why are considerations of culture so important?
Craig explains:

They’re important simply because the gospel is never heard in isolation.
It is always heard against the background of the cultural milieu in
which one lives. A person raised in a cultural milieu in which
Christianity is still seen as an intellectually viable option will display an
openness to the gospel which a person who is secularized will not. For
the secular person you may as well tell him to believe in fairies or
leprechauns as in Jesus Christ! Or, to give a more realistic illustration, it
is like our being approached on the street by a devotee of the Hare
Krishna movement who invites us to believe in Krishna. Such an
invitation strikes us as bizarre, freakish, even amusing. But to a person
on the streets of Delhi, such an invitation would, I assume, appear quite
reasonable and be serious cause for reflection. I fear that evangelicals
appear almost as weird to persons on the streets of Bonn, Stockholm, or
Paris as do the devotees of Krishna. (Craig, RF, 16)

Influential theologian J. Gresham Machen perhaps said it best:

False ideas are the greatest obstacles to the reception of the Gospel. We
may preach with all the fervor of a reformer and yet succeed only in
winning a straggler here and there, if we permit the whole collective
thought of the nation to be controlled by ideas which prevent
Christianity from being regarded as anything more than a harmless
delusion. (Machen, CC, 7)

Philospher and apologist Francis J. Beckwith further explains:

It is fashionable today to speak of the theological posture of Western
civilization, and American intellectual culture in particular, as post-



Christian. Our most important, influential and culture-shaping
institutions and professions—law, medicine, education, science, media
and the arts—no longer accept the presuppositions of the biblical
worldview as part of their philosophical frameworks. Thus, for
example, it is not unusual—in fact, it is quite common—to hear
academic luminaries from different disciplines in assorted venues
defend points of view that presuppose theological claims, and Christian
ones in particular, are not claims of knowledge but rather religious
opinions no different in nature than matters of taste. The ease by which
these points of view are presented, and the absence of a call to justify
them by the same standards of philosophical rigor that are required of
their opposition, is testimony to how potently certain claims antithetical
to the Christian worldview have shaped the ideas, opinions and policies
of those who occupy the seats of culture influence in our society.
(Beckwith, TEA, 16-17)

ITI. Christianity Is a Factual Faith

Christianity Is a Historical Faith

Christianity appeals to history. It appeals to facts of history that can be
examined through the normal means of historicity. Pinnock defines these
types of facts: “The facts backing the Christian claim are not a special kind
of religious fact. They are the cognitive, informational facts upon which all
historical, legal, and ordinary decisions are based.” (Pinnock, SFYC, 6-7)

Luke, the first-century historian, demonstrates the historical nature of
Christianity in his introduction to his gospel:

Inasmuch as many have undertaken to compile a narrative of the things
that have been accomplished among us, just as those who from the
beginning were eyewitnesses and ministers of the word have delivered
them to us, it seemed good to me also, having followed all things
closely for some time past, to write an orderly account for you, most
excellent Theophilus, that you may have certainty concerning the things
you have been taught. — Luke 1:1—4 esv

Among these historical, knowable events was the resurrection of Jesus
Christ, an event that Luke says was validated by Jesus himself through



“many proofs” over a forty-day period before numerous witnesses (Acts 1:3
ESV).

Like the Gospels, Acts records history. Concerning the genre of Acts,
New Testament scholar Craig Keener observes, “Acts is history, probably
apologetic history in the form of a historical monograph with a narrow focus
on the expansion of the gospel message from Jerusalem to Rome. Luke’s
approach focuses on primary characters and their deeds and speeches, as was
common in the history of his day.” (Keener, AEC, 115)

We hope, then, to present the historical facts surrounding the Christian
faith, and to determine whether the Christian interpretation is the most
reasonable. Make no mistake—the historical facts matter for Christianity.
The Christian faith is an objective faith; therefore, it must have an object that
is worthy of faith. Salvation comes not from the strength of our beliefs, but
from the object of our beliefs. Yes, salvation comes through faith (Eph. 2:8,
9; John 6:29), but the merit of faith depends upon the object believed (not
the faith itself).

Let me (Josh) illustrate. Once I debated the head of the philosophy
department of a Midwestern university. In answering a question, I happened
to mention the importance of the resurrection. At this point, my opponent
interrupted and rather sarcastically said, “Come on, McDowell, the key issue
is not whether the resurrection took place or not; the key issue is this: ‘Do
you believe it took place?’ ” He was hinting at, even boldly asserting, that
my believing was the most important thing. I retorted immediately, “Sir, it
does matter whether the resurrection took place, because the value of
Christian faith is not in the one believing, but in the One who is believed in,
its object.” I continued, “If anyone can demonstrate to me that Christ was
not raised from the dead, I would not have a justifiable right to my Christian
faith” (1 Cor. 15:14, 17).

The Christian must avoid the attitude, “Don’t confuse me with the facts
—my mind is made up!” For the Christian, the historical events reported in
the Scriptures are essential. That’s why Paul said, “If Christ has not been
raised, then our preaching is in vain and your faith is in vain” (1 Cor. 15:14

ESV) .

Christianity Is a Testable Faith

As Paul makes clear in his letter to the Corinthians, Christianity is a
historical religion tied to the life, teachings, death, and resurrection of Jesus.



These claims are testable, in that anyone can actually examine their validity
and determine historically whether they are reliable. As noted, Paul ties the
truth of the Christian faith to the historical resurrection (1 Cor. 15:14, 17).
Professor of apologetics Craig Hazen considers this one of the strangest
passages in all of religious literature. He says:

I have not been able to find a passage in the Scriptures and teachings of
the other great religious traditions that so tightly links the truth of an
entire system of belief to a single, testable historical event. . . . This
idea that the truth of Christianity is linked to the resurrection of Jesus in
a testable way does set Christianity apart from the other great world
religious traditions in a dramatic fashion. When you boil it down,
Hinduism, Buddhism, and the like are about inner, personal experience
and not about objective public knowledge. Other traditions seem to be
about objective knowledge until you probe a little more deeply.
Mormonism, for instance, seems to be about hidden gold plates, Jesus’
ancient visit to the Western hemisphere, and latter-day prophets—things
that could certainly, in principle, be evaluated in an objective way.
However, when facing evidence contrary to these claims, the Mormon
missionary, scholar, or apostle steps back and begins to talk about the
special inner knowledge, a “burning in the bosom,” that is the only
confirmation that really counts about these unusual stories. At the end
of the day, the Mormon is no different from the Buddhist in that they
both rely on inner experience as their ultimate source and warrant for
religious knowledge. (Hazen, CWR, 144)

IV. Clearing the Fog: Ten Misconceptions
About the Christian Faith

When Sean was growing up, we lived in a small town called Julian, in the
mountains outside San Diego. Sometimes the fog would get so thick that
while driving we couldn’t see the car directly in front of us. Though the fog
made the car ahead invisible, the fog didn’t change the fact that the car was
still there. Fog affects visibility, but the things it hides are no less real than
they are on a clear day. In a similar way, many people have “foggy” views of
the Christian faith, misunderstandings we hope to clear up before we get to
the evidence.



Misconception #1: “Christianity doesn’t need evidence because
faith is blind.”

Many atheist critiques of Christianity claim that faith is blind, irrational,
stupid. In his book The God Delusion, leading atheist Richard Dawkins
asserts that faith opposes reason, and calls faith a “delusion,” which he
describes as “persistent false belief held in the face of strong contradictory
evidence.” (Dawkins, GD, 28)

A common example used to show that the Bible denigrates evidence is
the story of doubting Thomas. Dawkins writes, “Thomas demanded
evidence. . . . The other apostles, whose faith was so strong that they did not
need evidence, are held up to us as worthy of imitation.” (Dawkins, SG, 198)
Was Jesus repudiating an evidence-based faith?

In Is God Just a Human Invention? Jonathan Morrow and I (Sean) list
three problems with this claim:

First, Jesus predicted his resurrection on multiple occasions in the
presence of the disciples. Thomas should not have been surprised at the
return of Jesus. Second, Thomas heard eyewitness testimony (evidence)
from the rest of the disciples and yet still refused to believe. (The vast
majority of scientific knowledge we possess depends upon trusting the
conclusions of other scientists, which is true for virtually all
disciplines.) Third, Jesus did many miracles during his ministry as
proof of his identity. In fact, right after the story of Jesus scolding
Thomas, John said the miracles of Jesus were recorded “so that you
may believe Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God, and by believing you
may have life in His name.” (McDowell and Morrow, IGJHI, 21)

Despite what Dawkins claims, Christianity values the role of the mind,
which includes the proper use of reason and argumentation. Jesus said to
love God with all your heart, soul, strength, and mind (Mark 12:30). The
Lord said to the nation of Israel, “Come now, let us reason together” (Isa.
1:18 &sv). Scripture and church history emphasize the importance of the role
of the mind in discipleship and evangelism.

In the Old Testament, God showered Egypt with miracles before
inviting Israel to follow him into the wilderness. Rather than asking Israel
for blind allegiance, God’s miracles through Moses gave them good reasons
to trust him. Exodus 14:31 makes this clear: “Israel saw the great work



which the Lo had done in Egypt; so the people feared the Low, and believed
the Lo and His servant Moses.” Miracles preceded the call to belief, laying
the foundation for a rational step of faith.

Even so, many Christians use the term “faith” to mean “blind faith”
rather than biblical faith. But Christianity itself does not demand blind faith.
In fact, quite the opposite: when Jesus Christ and the apostles called upon a
person to exercise faith, it was not a “blind faith” but rather an intelligent
faith. The apostle Paul said, “I know whom I have believed” (2 Tim. 1:12,
emphasis added). Jesus specifically performed miracles to show who he was,
and, as a result, many confidently placed their faith in him. During a trip to
Capernaum, Jesus healed a paralytic. After forgiving the man’s sins, Jesus
said to the crowd, “ ‘But that you may know that the Son of Man has power
on earth to forgive sins’—He said to the paralytic, ‘I say to you, arise, take
up your bed and go to your house’ ” (Mark 2:10, 11). Jesus healed the man
so people would know he spoke with authority from above.

Professor of philosophy David Horner explains:

Faith and reason are friends and partners. They go together. They need
each other and cannot flourish or even survive apart. Our faith should
be a reasonable faith, and our reason should be a faithful reason—one
that recognizes the inevitable and rationally necessary presence of trust
and commitment. Trusting and committing yourself to what you have
good reason to think is true and trustworthy, in those cases when doing
so is appropriate or unavoidable, is the most reasonable thing you can
do. (Horner, MYF, 170)

Christians are often accused of taking a “blind leap into the dark.” For
me (Josh), however, I found the evidence for Christianity powerful and
convincing. So when I became a Christian, I hadn’t leapt blindly into the
dark, but stepped into the light. I placed the evidence I gathered onto the
scales, and they tipped in favor of Jesus Christ as the Son of God,
resurrected from the dead. Had I been exercising “blind faith,” I would have
rejected Jesus Christ and turned my back on all the evidence.

Of course, no one can absolutely prove that Jesus is the Son of God. My
investigation of the evidence weighed the pros and cons. The results
convinced me that Christ must be who he claimed to be, and I had to make a
decision, which I did. You may be thinking, You found what you wanted. But
this is not the case. Rather, I confirmed through investigation what I wanted



to refute. 1 set out to disprove Christianity. I had biases and prejudices not
for Christ but against him.

The next three objections are some of the most common ones we hear,
but they also have considerable overlap. They each deal with the failure of
Christians to live up to biblical ideals. For each of these, we hope you will
recognize that Christians have, in fact, often fallen short of living as Christ
teaches but also that Christianity itself stands or falls on its own evidential
merits, regardless of how Christians may or may not live (and such is true
for any other belief system too).

Misconception #2: “Christianity cannot be true because the
church has committed injustices.”

The world well knows the sins of the church, among them the
Inquisition, witch-hunts, the Crusades, and modern-day sexual abuse.
Clearly, the church has fallen short of the ideals Jesus proclaimed. Many
discount the Christian message not because they have examined the evidence
and found it wanting, but because they are personally disappointed with
Christians and churches. As Keller has observed, we need to address “the
behavior of Christians—individual and corporate—that has undermined the
plausibility of Christianity for so many people.” (Keller, RG, 52)

The fact that Christian behavior so deeply undermines the plausibility
of the gospel in the minds of many people should be a wakeup call for
Christians. We need to ask ourselves some tough questions: Have I failed to
live as Jesus taught me to? How responsible am I for the negative
perceptions many have of the church? We would each do well to look at our
own lives and seek God’s grace and forgiveness.

If you are a non-Christian, it is important to ask yourself a few tough
questions as well: Does the moral failure of Christians undermine the claim
that Jesus is truly God? Have I had a negative experience with some
Christians that clouds my view of the entire church? Am I really evaluating
Christianity and the church fairly?

For at least two reasons, the character flaws of the church should not
surprise us. First, the Bible speaks of human nature as gloriously made in
God’s image, but profoundly fallen in sin. Human nature is deeply flawed
(Rom. 3:9-18; Mark 7:14-23). Even true Christians are capable of wretched
acts. The Bible does say we are a new creation (2 Cor. 5:17), but this is only
fully realized in the next life.



Second, many who claim to be Christians have not placed their faith
and trust in Jesus Christ and therefore do not truly know him. Jesus taught
that both believers and nonbelievers would be part of the institutional
church, but that their true identity would not be revealed until the end (Matt.
13:24-30). He also taught that there would be people who thought they were
acting in his name—even doing “many wonders,” but they will not enter the
kingdom of God (Matt. 7:21-23). Just because someone claims to be a
Christian, then, does not mean he or she really is. Could it be that the church
is often indicted for the actions of people who are not even Christians? This
is why the standard of Scripture is so important. Ultimately, we need to
compare the actions of both individuals and the corporate church with the
genuine teachings of the Bible.

We ought to put the sins of the church in perspective. Philosopher John
Mark Reynolds notes,

We are the people of the great cathedrals, but also of the tortures of the
Inquisition. The religious fervor that would produce the American
genius Jonathan Edwards would also produce the Salem Witch Trials.
Sadly, most of the students in universities I meet have heard of the bad
things we have done, but not the good. Secular schools have shamed us
into silence. After all, if Christendom was mostly bad for the world,
then decency requires withdrawing from the public square. Humility
about our history is in order, but extremists in the secular community
insist we feel nothing but shame. This is unnecessary, since the good of
Christendom far outweighs the bad, just as good and honorable
ministers outnumber the hypocrites. (Reynolds, CC, 71-72)

In his book What If Jesus Had Never Been Born?, pastor and evangelist
D. James Kennedy provides an overview of the positive contributions
Christianity has made through the centuries. (Kennedy, WIJH) Here are ten
highlights:

* Hospitals, which essentially began during the Middle Ages
« Universities, which also began during the Middle Ages

* Literacy and education for the masses

» The separation of political powers

« Civil liberties



* The abolition of slavery

» Modern science

* The elevation of women

 Benevolence and charity; the Good Samaritan ethic
* High regard for human life

One of the great injustices of our day is racism. After observing that the
Civil Rights movement was essentially a “religious revival,” Timothy Keller
notes,

When Martin Luther King, Jr., confronted racism in the white church in
the South, he did not call on Southern churches to become more secular.
Read his sermons and “Letter from a Birmingham Jail” and see how he
argued. He invoked God’s moral law and the Scripture. He called white
Christians to be more true to their own beliefs and to realize what the
Bible really teaches. He did not say, “Truth is relative and everyone is
free to determine what is right or wrong for them.” If everything is
relative, there would have been no incentive for white people in the
South to give up their power. Rather, Dr. King invoked the prophet
Amos, who said, “Let justice roll down like waters, and righteousness
as a mighty stream” (Amos 5:24). The greatest champion of justice in
our era knew the antidote to racism was not less Christianity, but a
deeper and truer Christianity. (Keller, RG, 64—65)

Misconception #3: “The hypocrisy of Christians undermines the
reasonability of the Christian faith.”

Christian hypocrisy has done massive damage to the Christian faith.
According to Guinness, the challenge of hypocrisy is second only to the
problem of suffering and evil, and is one of the main reasons people duck
the challenge of the gospel. (Guinness, FT, 190) Hypocrisy is such a massive
challenge, says Guinness, because Christians are called to be God’s
witnesses to the world (Isa. 43:10; John 3:28): “In other words, before we
are asked to preach, proclaim or try to persuade people of the claims of Jesus
and his Father, we are asked simply to be witnesses for him—to provide an
honest and factual account of what we have seen and heard objectively, and



what we ourselves have experienced (‘Once I was blind, but now I can see’)
—and to live lives that support what we say.” (FT, 188)

It is tempting for Christians to respond by pointing out the hypocrisy in
other people and worldviews. For instance, the voices of tolerance and
inclusiveness are often remarkably intolerant and noninclusive of people
with traditional values. Such hypocrisy should be rightly pointed out. But
this doesn’t get Christians off the hook. After all, James said, “Be doers of
the word, and not hearers only, deceiving yourselves” (James 1:22).
Christians are called to a higher standard. Whether we like it or not, people
will judge the truthfulness of Christianity by the lives of its adherents.

As with the charge that the church has caused injustice in the world,
Christians should first look inside and see if there is any merit to this claim.
Have we been hypocritical in any way? Have our lives betrayed our
principles? Have we contributed to this narrative? Rather than blame others,
we need to take an honest look inside, identify our own hypocrisy, repent of
it, and then admit our shortcomings.

As for the claim itself, it is an example of a “genetic fallacy,” which is a
claim that is dismissed because of some perceived fault in its origin (its
genesis). Guinness explains,

There is an important difference between the source of a truth claim and
the standard by which it should be assessed. It is therefore wrong to
reject a claim just because of the character and condition of its source. .
.. The issue is always truth, and truth is not a matter of where someone
is “coming from” or how oddly or shabbily they have behaved in the
past before making the claim. . . . If the Christian faith is true, it would
still be true even if no one believed it, or if all who did were hypocrites;
and if it is false, would still be false even if everyone believed it and
there was no apparent hypocrisy in their behavior. (FT, 196)

If you are upset about hypocrisy in the church, then you are in good
company—Jesus felt the same way. Jesus criticized the Pharisees for their
religious hypocrisy, calling them blind guides, snakes, and even Kkillers of the
prophets (Matt. 23). He condemned them for not practicing what they
preached. If hypocrisy troubles you, then you’re on the side of Jesus.

What does hypocrisy tell us about Christianity? Scholars and teachers
Clinton Arnold and Jeff Arnold explain:



When we go to church or spend time with Christians, many of us go in
with the expectation that we won’t find anything we don’t like,
including hypocrites. These people have been fixed by Jesus already,
right? It doesn’t take long to become disappointed if that’s what we
expect. But maybe this expectation is off. If you walked into a hospital,
would you be surprised if you found sick people everywhere? What if
some of them were really sick? This is much closer to how we should
approach the church and Christians in general. We are not perfect; in
fact, we’re all still very sick. But we are getting better. It’s easy to
forget that we all came to the church at different points in life; many
people come from broken lives that are now in the process of healing,
and most of us are more sick than we realize. We should not be
surprised to find people in different states of mending. It would make
more sense to compare a person to how they were before they became a
Christian than to compare them to perfection. The church is not a place
for perfect people, it’s a place for broken people slowly being made
whole by Jesus. If we find ourselves surprised when we see sin in the
church, we should rethink our expectations. (Arnold and Arnold,
SABQ, 101-102)

Misconception #4: “The intolerance of Christians is a good
reason to reject the Christian faith.”

Guilty as charged. Christianity has its fair share of judgmental and
intolerant people. We have no interest in covering up the misbehavior of
Christians. But keep something in mind: when Christians act in an arrogant,
judgmental manner towards others, they are not following Scriptural
teachings. Pride is one of the seven deadly sins (Prov. 6:16, 17), an evil that
comes from the heart (Mark 7:21-23). We apologize for judgmental
Christians; remember, though, when Christians act “holier than thou,” they
act inconsistently with what Christianity itself requires. True Christians aim
to be at peace with others (Heb. 12:14), build relationships with people
regardless of creed, race, nationality, or sex (John 4:1-42; Luke 9:1-10), and
are called to be humble and gentle (Eph. 4:2).

We must distinguish between Christians’ behavior and genuine
Christianity. To condemn Christianity because of the misbehavior of some
Christians is another way to commit the “genetic fallacy,” which is
dismissing a claim because of some perceived fault in its origin.



Yes, Christians often express judgment and intolerance, failing to
follow the example and teachings of Jesus. But even if Christians were kind
and gracious in their attitudes, the critic might claim, wouldn’t they still be
intolerant for condemning the beliefs of others? Author and speaker Mark
Mittelberg offers an incisive response:

What’s fascinating is that the people who condemn Christians for acting
as if they’re right and others are wrong are, in that very action, acting as
if they themselves are right and Christians are wrong. So they are at that
moment doing the very thing they say is wrong. When you think about
it, it’s pretty silly to condemn people for thinking they are right—
because aren’t you simultaneously thinking you are right in saying they
are wrong? Or, broadening the point a bit, who in their right mind
doesn’t consistently think that they are right? . . . I mean, really, do you
ever think you’re wrong while you’re in the midst of thinking that very
thought? I don’t think so; I think as soon as you start to realize your
thinking is wrong you change your belief and start thinking differently!
Therefore, for two reasons no one should condemn Christians just for
thinking they’re right and others are wrong: (1) everybody else does the
same thing, and (2) Christians might really be right, after all.
(Mittelberg, QCH, 241)

Those who accuse Christians of being intolerant have a distorted view
of what tolerance really entails. Rather than accepting all views as equally
valid, true tolerance involves recognizing and respecting others when we
don’t approve of their values, beliefs, and practices. After all, we don’t use
the word “tolerate” for what we enjoy or approve of—such as steak or good
movies. Thus, there is an intimate connection between tolerance and truth.
That is, we only tolerate what we find to be false or mistaken in some
capacity. If we all agreed, we would not need tolerance. Only when people
genuinely disagree does tolerance become necessary. Claiming that someone
is wrong for holding a different viewpoint, then, isn’t itself intolerant; the
attitude that accompanies the claim may, however, be intolerant. But
charitably and kindly disagreeing can be an act of genuine tolerance.

This is what Jesus did. And it is how the American founders viewed
tolerance as well. Groothuis explains that tolerance as understood by the
founders “is a kind of patience that refuses to hate or disrespect those with
whom we disagree, even when disagreement concerns the things that matter



most. The ideal of tolerance, in the Western classical liberal sense, is
compatible with strong convictions on religious matters and with raging
controversies. In fact, John Locke, one of the leading proponents of early
modern tolerance, was himself a professing Christian who engaged in
apologetics.” (Groothuis, CA, 150)

Finally, charging Christians with intolerance assumes the existence of
an objective moral standard. But if there is no God, how can there be such a
standard? Ironically, as theologian and analytic philosopher Paul Copan
observes, tolerance is only intelligible if God exists:

The reality of God actually makes tolerance intelligible, because God is
the source of truth and because God has made human beings in his
likeness. Naturalistic secularism has no such foundation for tolerance.
If tolerance is a value, it isn’t obvious from nature; so if there is no God
and we are just hulks of protoplasmic guck, how could tolerance be an
objective value at all? Instead, if objective truth exists, as religion
maintains, then we must seek and seriously discuss it despite our
differing worldviews. But if objective truth doesn’t exist, as secularism
generally maintains, then relativism obliterates genuine differences of
perspective. (Copan, TFY, 36)

Misconception #5: “There can’t be just one right religion.”

One of the most common questions we both receive is, “How can you
say Jesus is the only way to God?” The complaint is clear: it is intolerant,
exclusivist, and naive to assume that only one religion could be correct.

Recently I (Sean) was in a conversation with a friend, and he asked how
I could say that Jesus is the only way. I simply said, “I’m not saying it. Jesus
said it. Take it up with him.” He certainly didn’t expect that response. And I
didn’t mean to be rude or abrupt. My point was that Jesus was the one who
first made the claim, and he has the credentials to back it up. If our claims
about Jesus in this book are true, then Jesus has more credentials to speak on
eternal life than anyone. He is the only virgin-born, miracle-working, sinless,
resurrected Son of God! You may not like the idea of Jesus being the only
way, but if he truly is the Son of God and said he was the only way to
salvation—can you afford to ignore his claim?

It would be nice if everybody could be right, but as simple reason and
basic common sense tell us, all religions cannot be true in their core beliefs.



By its very nature, truth is exclusive. If 1 + 1 = 2, then it doesn’t equal 3, 4,
5, and every other number. While all religions could possibly be wrong, it is
not logically possible for all of them to be right when their claims differ so
radically. Either they are all wrong or only one is right.

The chart “Basic Beliefs of Major Religions” shows that all religions,
even by their own claims, differ from one another, having their own specific
ideas of who God is (or is not) and how salvation may be attained.

Many criticize Christianity for its exclusivity, but Christians are not the
only group claiming to have the truth. Notice in the chart “Basic Beliefs of
Major Religions” the attitudes of each religion toward the others. Four of the
five religions claim exclusivity. They believe that all other religions are
false. Hindus often do not claim exclusivity. In fact, many are happy to say
that Christianity is true. But the key is what they mean by it. Hindus believe
all religions are true when they are subsumed within the Hindu system. In
other words, Christianity is one medium by which people can experience
reincarnation. But what Hindus don’t mean is that Christianity is true on its
own terms. So, like adherents of all other religions, Hindus actually believe
Christianity is false, thereby joining every other religious group (including
atheists and agnostics) in the belief that only their own worldview is true.

BASIC BELIEFS OF MAJOR RELIGIONS

Religion Beliefs About God Beliefs About Beliefs About

Salvation Other Religions
Buddhism No God Enlightenment False
Hinduism  Many Gods Reincarnation  All True*
Islam Unitarian (Allah) The Five False

Pillars
Judaism Unitarian (Yahweh) The Law False
Christianity Trinitarian (Father, Grace False

Son, Holy Spirit)

* Hindus will often claim that all religions are true, but this can only be
the case when other religions are subsumed within Hinduism. When taken
on their own merits, all other religions are false, according to Hinduism.



And yet, in another sense, Christianity is not exclusive at all, but is the
most inclusive religion. Christ invites all unto himself. Unlike Mithraism,
which apparently excluded women, or Mormonism, which formerly
excluded black people from the priesthood, the message of Jesus has always
been for everyone.

Colossians 3:11 says, “In this new life, it doesn’t matter if you are a Jew
or a Gentile, circumcised or uncircumcised, barbaric, uncivilized, slave, or
free. Christ is all that matters, and he lives in all of us” (xr). Christ makes no
human distinctions—he died and rose again so that all people could have a
personal relationship with the living God.

Christianity excludes no one who will believe, yet Christ himself offers
the only way to be reconciled with God. As philosopher Stephen Davis
explains, “The resurrection of Jesus, then, is God’s decisive proof that Jesus
is not just a great religious teacher among all the great religious teachers in
history. It is God’s sign that Jesus is not a religious charlatan among all the
religious charlatans in the world. The resurrection is God’s way of pointing
to Jesus and saying that he is the one in whom you are to believe. He is your
savior. He alone is Lord.” (Davis, RI, 197)

The resurrection demonstrated the truth of what God the Father had
said about Jesus at his baptism: “This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well
pleased” (Matt. 3:17). If you are an honest enquirer into the truth of
Christianity, the resurrection of Jesus is a great place to begin.

Misconception #6: “Christianity and science are at war.”

Many believe science and religion are at war with each other. In fact,
the belief that Christianity is opposed to modern science is one of the top
reasons young people cite for leaving the church. (Kinnaman, YLM, 135-
136)

But where did this idea come from? Is it accurate? In 1896 Cornell
University president Andrew Dickson White released a book entitled A
History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in Christendom. White is
largely credited with inventing and propagating the idea that science and
Christianity are adversaries in the search for truth. White cast Christians as
fanatics who clung to scriptural claims that the earth was flat. But is this
account true? Sociologist Rodney Stark responds,



White’s book remains influential despite the fact that modern historians
of science dismiss it as nothing but a polemic—White himself admitted
that he wrote the book to get even with Christian critics of his plans for
Cornell . . . many of White’s other accounts are as bogus as his report of
the flat earth and Columbus. (Stark, FGG, 123)

Why has this warfare myth been so influential? Stark continues, “The
truth concerning these matters is that the claim of an inevitable and bitter
warfare between religion and science has, for more than three centuries,
been the primary polemical device used in the atheist attack on faith.” He
concludes with the claim that “there is no inherent conflict between religion
and science, but that Christian theology was essential for the rise of
science.” (Stark, FGG, 123)

How is theology essential for science? In their book The Soul of
Science, Nancy Pearcey and Charles Thaxton summarize the Christian
assumptions that provided the backdrop for the emergence of the scientific
revolution in Europe:

Christian teachings have served as presuppositions for the scientific
enterprise (e.g., the conviction that nature is lawful was inferred from
its creation by a rational God). Second, Christian teachings have
sanctioned science (e.g., science was justified as a means of alleviating
toil and suffering). Third, Christian teachings supplied motives for
pursuing science (e.g., to show the glory and wisdom of the Creator).
And fourth, Christianity played a role in regulating scientific
methodology (e.g., voluntarist theology was invoked to justify an
empirical approach in science). Among professional historians the
image of warfare between faith and science has shattered. Replacing it
is a widespread recognition of Christianity’s positive contributions to
modern science. (Pearcey and Thaxton, SS, 36-37)

Most scientific pioneers were theists, including prominent figures such
as Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543), Robert Boyle (1627-1691), Isaac
Newton (1642—-1727), Blaise Pascal (1623—-1662), Johannes Kepler (1571-
1630), Louis Pasteur (1822-1895), Francis Bacon (1561-1626), and Max
Planck (1858-1947). Many of these pioneers intently pursued science
because of their belief in the Christian God. Bacon believed God meant for
us to explore the many mysteries that filled the natural world. Kepler wrote,



“The chief aim of all investigations of the external world should be to
discover the rational order which has been imposed on it by God, and which
he revealed to us in the language of mathematics.” (quoted in Lennox, GU,
20) Newton believed his scientific discoveries offered convincing evidence
for the existence and creativity of God. His favorite argument for design
related to the solar system: “This most beautiful system of sun, planets, and
comets could only proceed from the counsel and dominion of an intelligent
and powerful being.” (quoted in Pearcey and Thaxton, SS, 91)

While the theistic worldview fosters the development of science,
naturalism undermines it. Since according to naturalism we humans are the
product of a blind, purposeless, and unguided process, how can we trust our
rational faculties? Outspoken philosopher of neuroscience Patricia
Churchland agrees:

The principle chore of brains is to get the body parts where they should
be in order that the organism may survive. Improvements in
sensorimotor control confer an evolutionary advantage: a fancier style
of representing [the world] is advantageous so long as it . . . enhances
the organism’s chances for survival. Truth, whatever that is, takes the
hindmost. (Churchland, EAN, 548)

Notre Dame philosopher Alvin Plantinga further clarifies:

Churchland’s point, clearly, is that (from a naturalist perspective) what
evolution guarantees is (at most) that we behave in certain ways—in
such ways as to promote survival, or more exactly reproductive success.
The principal function or purpose, then, (the “chore” says Churchland)
of our cognitive faculties is not that of producing true or
verisimilitudinous (nearly true) beliefs, but instead that of contributing
to survival by getting the body parts in the right place. What evolution
underwrites is only (at most) that our behavior is reasonably adaptive to
the circumstances in which our ancestors found themselves; hence it
does not guarantee mostly true or verisimilitudinous beliefs. Our beliefs
might be mostly true or verisimilitudinous; but there is no particular
reason to think they would be: natural selection is interested, not in
truth, but in appropriate behavior. (Plantinga, WCRL, 314-315)



Certainly, some Christians resist science. And, as Plantinga observes,
there are some beliefs individual Christians hold that are in tension with
modern science. But this is only shallow conflict. No real conflict between
theism and science exists. As we have seen, theology provided the backdrop
for the scientific revolution. The real conflict—the deep conflict—is
between science and naturalism.

Misconception #7: “God has not provided enough evidence for
rational belief.”

As a college student, I (Sean) explored significant doubts I had about
my faith. It bothered me that God didn’t make his existence more obvious.
In fact, one skeptic made me wonder, Why doesn’t God write “Jesus Saves”
on the moon or “Made by God” on each cell?

After carefully examining the evidence, however, I became convinced
that God has made himself known (Rom. 1:18-21; 2:14, 15). Consider a few
prominent arguments for the existence of God:

* The Cosmological Argument: Both scientific and philosophical
reasons help us conclude that the universe, at some point, had a
beginning. Given that something can’t begin to exist without a cause,
the cause must be outside the universe. Since matter, time, and energy
simultaneously came into existence at a finite point in the past, the
cause is plausibly timeless, immaterial, intelligent, powerful, and
personal. Simply put, the beginning of the universe points to a
Beginner.

* The Fine-Tuning of the Laws of Physics: The laws of physics that
govern the universe are exquisitely fine-tuned for the emergence and
sustenance of human life. The slightest changes in any number of
physical constants would make our universe inhospitable. The most
compelling and reliable explanation for why the universe is so precisely
fine-tuned is that an Intelligent Mind made it that way. Simply put, the
fine-tuning of the universe points to a Fine-Tuner.

* The Design Argument from DNA: Massive amounts of genetic
information orchestrate cellular organization and the development of
living creatures, but natural forces cannot explain the origin of
information (such as DNA). Yet every day we attribute the origins of



information to minds. Simply put, then, the vast amount of information
contained in living organisms points to an Information Giver.

* The Moral Argument: This argument reasons that since objective
moral values exist, so must God. If God does not exist, then moral
values are ultimately subjective and nonbinding. Yet we know objective
moral values are real. Therefore, since moral values do exist, God must
as well. Simply put, the existence of moral values points to a universal
Moral Lawgiver.

Much more could be said—entire chapters and books, in fact! Ongoing
debates about these arguments continue both inside and outside of academia.
But after considering the scientific evidence for God, and in particular from
DNA, skeptic-turned-believer Lee Strobel concluded, “The conclusion was
compelling, an intelligent entity has quite literally spelled out the evidence
of his existence through the four chemical letters in the genetic code. It’s
almost as if the Creator autographed every cell.” (Strobel, CC, 244) We
could not agree more. While God has not provided exhaustive knowledge of
his existence, he has given sufficient knowledge for those with an open heart
and mind.

But God is interested in much more than simply convincing us of his
existence. William Lane Craig and J. P. Moreland explain:

Unsatisfied with the evidence we have, some atheists have argued that
God, if he existed, would have prevented the world’s unbelief by
making his existence starkly apparent (say, by inscribing the label
“made by God” on every atom or planting a neon cross in the heavens
with the message “Jesus saves’). But why should God want to do such a
thing? As Paul Moser has emphasized, on the Christian view it is
actually a matter of relative indifference to God whether people believe
that he exists or not. For what God is interested in is building a love
relationship with us, not just getting us to believe that he exists. Even
the demons believe that God exists—and tremble, for they have no
saving relationship with him (James 2:19). Of course, in order to
believe in God, we must believe that God exists. But there is no reason
at all to think that if God were to make his existence more manifest,
more people would come into a saving relationship with him. Mere
showmanship will not bring a change of heart (Lk 16:30-31). It is
interesting that, as the Bible describes the history of God’s dealing with



mankind, there has been a progressive interiorization of this interaction
with an increasing emphasis on the Spirit’s witness to our inner selves
(Rom 8:16-17). In the Old Testament God is described as revealing
himself to his people in manifest wonders: the plagues upon Egypt, the
pillar of fire and smoke, and parting of the Red Sea. But did such
wonders produce lasting heart-change in the people? No, Israel fell into
apostasy with tiresome repetitiveness. If God were to inscribe his name
on every atom or place a neon cross in the sky, people might believe
that he exists; but what confidence could we have that after time they
would not begin to chafe under the brazen advertisements of their
Creator and even come to resent such effrontery? In fact, we have no
way of knowing that in a world of free creatures in which God’s
existence is as obvious as the nose on your face that more people would
come to love him and know his salvation than in the actual world. But
then the claim that if God existed he would make his existence more
evident has little or no warrant, thereby undermining the claim that the
absence of such evidence is itself positive evidence that God does not
exist. (Craig and Moreland, PFCW, 157-158)

If you find the evidence still wanting, perhaps consider whether you
hold to non-evidential reasons for your nonbelief. Belief and unbelief often
have more to do with psychology than rational argumentation. If you have a
broken relationship with your father, for instance, you may find it difficult to
believe in a loving, personal heavenly Father. This was certainly true for me
(Josh). In fact, the idea of God as a “father” repulsed me, since my own
father was an abusive alcoholic. Given the failure of my earthly father, I
certainly didn’t need a cosmic father telling me how to use my time, spend
my money, or live my life. I didn’t want to believe in God because it would
mean radically reorienting my entire life.

Psychologist Paul Vitz has studied some of the great atheists of the past,
such as Bertrand Russell, Jean Paul Sartre, Karl Marx, Camus, and
Nietzsche. Remarkably, he found the vast majority had either a dead, distant,
or disappointing father. He concludes, “If our own father is absent or weak
or abandons us, even by dying, or is so untrustworthy as to desert us, or is so
terrible as to abuse and to deceive us in various ways, it’s not hard to put the
same attributes on our heavenly Father and reject God.” (Vitz, PA, 150)



Misconception #8: “Being a good person is enough to get to
heaven.”

Some time ago, I (Sean) had an in-depth discussion with a college
student about the morality of hell. Even though I provided every
philosophical and theological justification I could muster, he simply couldn’t
accept that a loving and just God would send anyone to hell. After about an
hour of conversation, it finally dawned on me. His primary problem was that
he believed in the essential goodness of mankind. From his perspective, hell
seemed like total overkill for basically good people who commit a few small
indiscretions.

In one sense, he’s right. If hell were the consequence for small
missteps, it would seem remarkably unjust. C. S. Lewis has rightly observed,
“When we say that we are bad, the ‘wrath’ of God seems a barbarous
doctrine; as soon as we perceive our badness, it appears inevitable, a mere
corollary from God’s goodness.” (Lewis, PP, 52)

The Bible has a very stark view of human nature. While human beings
are the most valuable creation of a loving God, we have utterly rebelled
against our Creator. We are deeply affected by sin. Theologian Wayne
Grudem explains: “It is not just that some parts of us are sinful and others
are pure. Rather, every part of our being is affected by sin—our intellects,
our emotions and desires, our hearts (the center of our desires and decision-
making processes), our goals and motives, and even our physical bodies.”
(Grudem, ST, 497) Thus, God doesn’t send good people to hell; there is no
such thing as a good person. And that includes you and me!

King David wrote, “They have all turned aside, they have together
become corrupt; there is none who does good, no, not one” (Ps. 14:3). The
apostle Paul wrote, “For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh) nothing
good dwells” (Rom. 7:18) and, “To those who are defiled and unbelieving
nothing is pure; but even their mind and conscience are defiled” (Titus 1:15).
Jesus said, “What comes out of a person is what defiles him. For from
within, out of the heart of man, come evil thoughts, sexual immorality, theft,
murder, adultery, coveting, wickedness, deceit, sensuality, envy, slander,
pride, foolishness. All these evil things come from within, and they defile a
person” (Mark 7:20-23 &sv).

This depiction of human nature can be confirmed by looking at the
history of humanity. Apologist Clay Jones has spent decades studying the
problem of evil. He closely examined the evil perpetrated in the twentieth



century by Nazis in Germany, communists in Russia, China, and Cambodia,
the Japanese in World War 11, and other nations including Turkey, Pakistan,
Uganda, Sudan, and the United States. After immersing himself in these
human tragedies, Jones concluded:

I first began to study human evil so that no one could disqualify me for
having glossed over the immense sufferings that people perpetrate on
each other. I didn’t want anyone to say that I had gotten God out of the
problem of evil the easy way: by making evil seem less serious than it
really is. But as I read about one sickening rape or torture or murder
after another, something strange happened: I was struck that evil is
human. I realized that heinous evils weren’t the doings of a few
deranged individuals or even of hundreds or of thousands, but were
done by humankind en masse. 1 studied continent after continent,
country after country, torture after torture, murder after murder and was
staggered to discover that I hadn’t taken Scripture seriously enough:
humankind is desperately wicked. (Jones, CDTH, 1)

Human fallenness makes the gospel powerful: we can only appreciate
the extent of the work of Christ when we understand the evil and corruption
we and the world truly contain. This does not mean unbelievers cannot do
some good in society—of course they can! However, sin has separated us so
deeply from God that we have no power to save ourselves apart from God’s
grace (Eph. 2:1, 2). Paul makes it clear that “all have sinned and fall short of
the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). And this “falling short” is not merely a
matter of our actions, but primarily a matter of the heart (1 John 3:15; Matt.
5:21-30).

This is why Jesus came. Although Jesus was (and is) fully God, he
humbled himself to take on human flesh (Phil. 2:5-7) and experience the
death that humans deserve. As a result, we can experience forgiveness for
our sins and come to know God personally (John 17:1-5). Jesus explains:

For God so loved the world that He gave his only begotten Son, that
whoever believes in Him should not perish but have everlasting life.
For God did not send His Son into the world to condemn the world, but
that the world through Him might be saved. He who believes in Him is
not condemned; but he who does not believe is condemned already,



because he has not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of
God. — John 3:16-18

So, is it enough to be a “good” person? It’s true that many people may
live outwardly good lives, but for Jesus evil is a matter of the heart.
According to Jesus no one is good (Mark 10:18). Anyone who honestly
reflects upon his life, and sincerely probes his heart, knows that this is true.
Our only hope is found in Jesus Christ, the one mediator between God and
man (1 Tim. 2:5).

Misconception #9: “A good God would prevent evil and
suffering.”

Evil and suffering become perhaps the most powerful reasons people
struggle with the idea of God. Who has not at some point looked at the world
and cried out, like the prophet Habakkuk, “O Lo, how long shall I cry, and
You will not hear? Even cry out to You, ‘Violence!” and You will not save?”
(Hab. 1:2).

Evil and suffering are not merely intellectual matters to be solved, but
belong to our personal experience. Evil is a matter of both the heart and the
mind. Thus, even though this is a book of evidences, we encourage you to
err on the side of being gracious and kind with others—especially those who
are hurting. Sometimes arguments are unhelpful. When someone is hurting,
the biblical response is to hurt with him or her (Rom. 12:15). As Christians,
our ultimate response must be one of love. And yet sometimes love requires
that we be prepared to speak the truth.

My (Josh’s) father often said, “A problem well-defined is half-solved.”
It helps, then, first to define what we mean by evil. Despite what Eastern
religions claim, evil is not an illusion, but neither is it a “thing.” Rather, evil
is a departure from the way things ought to be, a corruption of good. Just as
rust cannot exist without iron, and a lie cannot exist without truth, so evil
steals and corrupts from good. This means that there can be good without
evil, but not evil without good. “That’s why we often describe evil as
negations of good things,” observes apologist and speaker Frank Turek. “We
say someone is immoral, unjust, unfair, dishonest, etc.” (Turek, SG, 117)
Ironically, then, when someone raises the problem of evil, that person is
assuming there is such a thing as objective good. And if there is objective
good, then there must be a God.



C. S. Lewis was once an atheist who believed that evil disproved God.
But upon deeper reflection, he changed his mind:

My argument against God was that the universe seemed so cruel and
unjust. But how had I got this idea of just and unjust? A man does not
call a line crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line. What was
I comparing the universe with when I called it unjust? (Lewis, MC, 45)

The existence of evil ends up being an argument for God. But if God is
all-good, all-knowing, and all-powerful, wouldn’t he want to end evil? Is
there a contradiction in the conception of God and the reality of evil?

While critics often claim a contradiction between God and the presence
of evil, thanks to Alvin Plantinga’s God, Freedom, and Evil and the work of
many other philosophers before Plantinga, professional philosophers widely
regard the existence of God as not being incompatible with evil. Plantinga
offers a morally sufficient reason why God may allow evil:

A world containing creatures who are significantly free (and freely
perform more good than evil actions) is more valuable, all else being
equal, than a world containing no free creatures at all. Now God can
create free creatures, but He can’t cause or determine them to do only
what is right.

My argument against God was that the universe seemed so cruel and unjust.
But how had I got this idea of just and unjust? A man does not call a line
crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line. What was I comparing

the universe with when I called it unjust?

C. S. Lewis

For if He does so, then they aren’t significantly free after all; and they
do not do what is right freely. To create creatures capable of moral
good, therefore, He must create creatures capable of moral evil; and He
can’t give these creatures the freedom to perform evil and at the same
time prevent them from doing so. As it turned out, sadly enough, some
of the free creatures God created went wrong in the exercise of their
freedom; this is the source of moral evil. The fact that free creatures



sometimes go wrong, however, counts neither against God’s
omnipotence nor against His goodness; for He could have forestalled
the occurrence of moral evil only by removing the possibility of moral
good. (Plantinga, GFE, 30)

According to Plantinga, God is not the creator of evil, nor is he morally
culpable when humans misuse their freedom, any more than a car
manufacturer is accountable when a drunk driver harms someone. Simply
put, no logical incompatibility exists between God and the presence of evil
in the world.

But doesn’t evil make God improbable? Craig has noted that we need to
consider all the background evidence for God, including the cosmological
argument, various design arguments, the argument from mind, the moral
argument, as well as all the historical evidence for the life, miracles, and
resurrection of Jesus before we conclude that God’s existence is improbable.
“When we take into account the full scope of the evidence,” says Craig, “the
existence of God becomes quite probable. . . . Indeed, if [a person] includes
the self-authenticating witness of the Holy Spirit as part of his total warrant,
then he can rightly assert that he knows that God exists, even if he has no
solution to the problem of evil.” (Craig, HQRA, 90-91)

The atheist is ultimately silent in the face of evil. According to Richard
Dawkins, here is what you can expect from the naturalistic account of
reality:

In a universe of blind physical forces and genetic replication some
people are going to get hurt, other people are going to get lucky, and
you won’t find any rhyme or reason in it, nor any justice. The universe
we observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at
the bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil and no other good. Nothing
but blind pitiless indifference. DNA neither knows nor cares. DNA just
is. And we dance to its music. (Dawkins, ROE, 133)

But according to Christianity, God is not silent. God did not merely
send an angel, prophet, or a book. In the incarnation of Jesus, God gave
himself. God is not indifferent to our suffering. He took it on himself so we
could experience salvation. Paul writes, “He who did not spare his own Son
but gave him up for us all, how will he not also with him graciously give us



all things?” (Rom. 8:32 wsv). At the cross, evil and sin were conquered; they
await final destruction at Christ’s return. Evil will not have the final word.

Misconception #10: “Biblical teaching on sex is repressive and
hateful.”

Let’s face it; we live in a world saturated with sex. Our movies, music,
novels, politics, and even advertisements are dominated by sex. Essentially,
the celebrated view of sex in our culture is: if it feels good, do it. Anything
that prevents someone from experiencing consensual sex in whatever
fashion he or she desires is viewed as harmful and repressive. In Letter to a
Christian Nation, influential atheist Sam Harris levels a common criticism
against Christian sexual morality:

You [Christians] believe that your religious concerns about sex, in all
their tiresome immensity, have something to do with morality. And yet,
your efforts to constrain the sexual behavior of consenting adults—and
even to discourage your own sons and daughters from having
premarital sex—are almost never geared toward the relief of human
suffering. In fact, relieving suffering seems to rank rather low on your
list of priorities. Your principal concern appears to be that the creator of
the universe will take offense at something people do while naked.
(Harris, LCN, 25-26)

Many young Christians also see the church’s sexual ethic as repressive,
joyless, and controlling. (Kinnaman, YLM, 149-150) So, does God hate
sex?

While Christians have certainly failed at times to teach and model the
biblical view of sex, it is false to assume that God hates sex. In fact, the
exact opposite is true—God created sex and said that it was good! Proverbs
5:18-19 says to “rejoice in the wife of your youth, a lovely deer, a graceful
doe. Let her breasts fill you at all times with delight; be intoxicated always
in her love” (esv). And the Song of Solomon speaks of the power and beauty
of sexual intimacy. Sex, as God designed it, is a wonderful thing. He
designed it for four reasons: procreation, unity, recreation, and to glorify
himself.



1. Procreation. Even though children don’t always result, sex is a baby-
making act by its very nature. In Genesis 1:28, God says, “Be fruitful and
multiply and fill the earth” (ssv). It’s worth noting that this is actually a
command from God (it is also a blessing). Few complain about this
command!

2. Unity. One of the most powerful aspects of sex is its ability to bond people
together. Genesis 2:24 says, “Therefore a man shall leave his father and
his mother and hold fast to his wife, and they shall become one flesh”

(esv). In the act of sex, two people become fully united. Sex is not merely a
physical act; it involves an emotional, relational, spiritual, and even
transcendent connection.

3. Recreation. So many people think God is a cosmic killjoy when it comes
to sex. But they fail to realize that God created sex to be pleasurable in the
first place. God could easily have made sex boring and tedious—a mere
duty, like taking out the trash or changing the oil in our car. Or he could
have made humans reproduce asexually. But he made sex one of the most
exhilarating of all human experiences.

4. Glorify God. We are to glorify God in everything we do. The apostle Paul
says, “So, whether you eat or drink, or whatever you do, do all to the
glory of God” (1 Cor. 10:31 &v). When done with true love for another, in
accord with God-ordained principles and boundaries, sex brings God

glory.

Does God’s view of sex really bring harm to people? Let us ask some
simple questions: What would the world be like if everyone followed the
biblical plan for sex, engaging in sexual activity in a committed, lifelong
relationship with someone of the opposite sex? Would there be more
suffering as Harris suggests? Or would there be less? Would we have more
intact marriages, or more broken homes? Would there be more fatherless
homes, or more involved fathers? Would STDs, teen pregnancies, and
abortions increase or decrease?

Despite the cultural narrative that biblical guidelines bring repression
and harm, medical doctors Joe Mcllhaney and Freda McKissic Bush
conclude, “It appears that the most up-to-date research suggests that most
humans are ‘designed’ to be sexually monogamous with one mate for life.
This information also shows that the further individuals deviate from this
behavior, the more problems they encounter, be they STDs, non-marital



pregnancy, or emotional problems, including damaged ability to develop
healthy connectedness with others, including future spouses.” (Mcllhaney
and Bush, H, 129)

God doesn’t hate sex. He gave it as a blessing and designed it for
human flourishing. And he lovingly gave us boundaries to protect and
provide for us.

V. Why Apologetics Has a Bad Name

According to Guinness, we live in a “grand age of apologetics.” He says that
“our age is quite simply the greatest opportunity for Christian witness since
the time of Jesus and the apostles, and our response should be to seize the
opportunity with bold and imaginative enterprise.” (Guinness, FT, 16)
Nevertheless, apologetics has often become about arguing with people rather
than about truly, creatively, gently, lovingly persuading people. Thus,
according to Guinness, our urgent need today “is to reunite evangelism and
apologetics, to make sure that our best arguments are directed toward
winning people and not just winning arguments, and to seek to do all this in
a manner that is true to the gospel itself.” (FT, 18)

We entirely agree. The church desperately needs an apologetics
revolution that is tied to evangelism. And yet even though this need is
urgent, many continue to disparage apologetics. Some criticisms come from
a lack of understanding the nature, role, and importance of apologetics.
Others lie at the hands of apologists themselves.

There are at least five reasons apologetics often has a bad name
(adapted from S. McDowell, WAHBN):

1. Apologists Often Overstate Their Case: There is a huge temptation to
overstate the evidence for the Bible, Intelligent Design, the resurrection
of Jesus, or any other apologetics issue. We have each succumbed to this
at different times. Our eagerness to convince nonbelievers, or our desire
to strengthen fellow Christians, contributes to our falling prey to the
temptation to state things more certainly than they are. This does not
mean the evidence for Christianity is not compelling. It is. But there are
smart, thoughtful people who disagree. We must acknowledge this, or
we’ll set up people—especially young people—for disappointment and
failure.



2. Apologists Often Do Not Speak with Gentleness, Respect, and Love: A

few years ago I (Sean) had a public debate on the question of God and
morality. As part of my preparation, I watched many debates on the
subject. Although I won’t mention any names, a handful of Christian
debaters honestly made me cringe at how they treated their opponents.
One debater demeaned and personally attacked his opponent, a former
Christian. We probably all have an example of some overly eager
apologist who was unnecessarily argumentative rather than loving. I
(Josh) have had more than 250 debates on college campuses. While I aim
to win arguments, my bigger goal is to win the audience. I must show
genuine love, then, toward my opponent, even while I critique his case.
Of course, we must not shy away from speaking truth—but we must do it
in love.

3. Apologists Often Are Not Emotionally Healthy: Youth expert Mark

Matlock wrote a compelling essay about apologetics and emotional
development. (Matlock, AED) In it, he argues that apologetics often
attracts emotionally hurt people who in turn use apologetics to hurt others.
He’s absolutely right. As the saying famously goes, “Hurt people hurt
people.” There is power in knowledge. And by gaining information, many
seek the power to control and even humiliate other people. So we ask you
to consider: Why (honestly) are you reading this book? Are you looking
for “ammo”? Is your heart genuinely broken for non-Christians? Are you
really seeking truth? Do you pray for humility and guidance in your
research and conversations with both Christians and non-Christians?

4. Apologetics Often Is Done in a Cold, Mechanical, and Rationalistic

Manner: Many think of Christian apologetics as something like the
Vulcans of Star Trek, who live solely by reason—void of emotion,
without passion or relationship, or even good, old-fashioned storytelling.
Apologetics is often seen as a narrow discipline for lawyers and doctors.
But apologetics should not be done this way. It ought to engage the mind
through the heart, imagination, and emotions. C. S. Lewis beautifully
modeled this approach with his use of fiction. I (Josh) have spoken at
more than 1,200 universities worldwide. Whenever I speak on an
apologetics subject, I always tell my personal story of how God
transformed me from a background of hurt, anger, and abuse. People need
to see the truth of Christianity, but just as importantly, they need to see
how that truth can personally change their lives.



5. Apologists Often Are Intellectually Elitist: If you are reading this book to
acquire some big words such as evidential, ontological, or
bibliographical to impress your friends, then you probably need to get a
different book. Precision and clarity, while important, especially for
apologists and philosophers, are not meant to make you sound smart—but
for you genuinely to help people. When I (Josh) began speaking on
college campuses in the 1960s, Bill Bright, founder of Campus Crusade
for Christ, told me to remember K-I-S-S, which stands for “Keep It
Simple, Stupid.” Sometimes the “big” words apologists use detract from
our effectiveness. In fact, even the word “apologetics” is unfamiliar and
off-putting to many people. So while we ought to use precise words—to
communicate truth clearly—Ilet’s try to focus on communicating
effectively.

There are probably some more reasons why apologetics has a bad name
in certain circles. But before we go any further, please allow us to ask you
some tough questions: Do you overstate your case? Do you speak with
gentleness and love? Are you emotionally healthy? Are you coldly rational
in your apologetics? Do you use sophisticated words when simple ones will
do?

For the sake of the church and wider culture, we ought to do
apologetics and evangelism in the way that Jesus did—with both grace and
truth.

V1. Being a Relational Apologist

The world has changed since Evidence That Demands a Verdict was first
published in 1972. There were few popular apologetics books at that time.
The kind of information you’ll find in this book simply was not available to
the masses, so Christians and non-Christians were often unaware of the
evidence for Christianity. Today, however, we have the opposite problem. If
anything, we have an overload of information. People have to determine
which information is important and which information they can trust. The
vast amount of information means that someone looking for something to
question the truth of Christianity can always find it.

People often ask us for the “silver bullet” argument that proves
Christianity. But there’s not any argument that can force anyone to believe.



Philosopher Michael J. Murray says it well:

There are no arguments for the truth of Christianity which force the
atheist or non-Christian to their intellectual knees. . . . We can’t
sledgehammer unbelievers into belief. At best, we can show them how
the beliefs that they hold, or that they ought to hold, lead to or support
the Christian view. They can continue to backtrack and readjust to
avoid these conclusions. And so the best we can hope for is to show
them that their worldview . . . becomes so ungainly and cumbersome in
accounting for things, that it is more reasonable to give a different
intellectual accounting of the world. (Murray, RH, 13-14)

So, how should Christians engage their neighbors? We commend to you
four points (adapted from S. McDowell, NKA):

1. An Apologist Must Be Gentle and Humble. Jesus was the first Christian
apologist. In John 5-8, Jesus reasoned with the religious leaders of his
day, providing multiple lines of evidence that he is the Son of God. And
yet, even though he is divine, Jesus willingly humbled himself for the
sake of loving others (Phil. 2:5-7). We can do no less. Philosopher Dallas
Willard observed,

Like Jesus, we are reaching out in love in a humble spirit with no
coercion. The only way to accomplish that is to present our defense
gently, as help offered in love in the manner of Jesus. But that is not all.
The means of our communication needs to be gentle, because
gentleness also characterizes the subject of our communication. What
we are seeking to defend or explain is Jesus himself, who is a gentle,
loving shepherd. If we are not gentle in how we present the good news,
how will people encounter the gentle and loving Messiah we want to
point to? (Willard, AG, 4)

2. An Apologist Must Be Relational. While labels can sometimes be helpful,
depersonalizing people, by putting them into various boxes, can cause
harm. If our labels cause us to ignore the unique personhood of every
individual, we need to reexamine how we use them. We work hard to
have genuine relationships with people who are atheists, Mormons,
agnostics, and others who hold a variety of worldviews. Our goal is not



simply to convert them, but to value them as human beings. Apologetics
is not an abstract discipline, then, but an explanation offered to help
people we deeply care about. If you are going to be an effective apologist
today, you must build relationships with people of varying faiths, so you
can speak from a heart of genuine care.

3. An Apologist Must Be Studious. Apologists must do their homework. We
must know what we are talking about and do thorough research to back up
our claims. We must critically examine our arguments and understand
both sides of every issue. We encourage you to read for yourself the
scholarly sources we cite. And read critical reviews of this book. Study
both sides and talk about your findings with fellow Christians and non-
Christians. Apologists must do the hard work of learning a discipline and
presenting the truth fairly and accurately.

4. An Apologist Must Be a Practitioner. Authenticity is highly prized among
young people today. They want to know not only if we can make a good
argument, but also whether our lives reflect the truth we proclaim. If our
lives don’t reflect our truth claims, what we say will fall on deaf ears. If
you claim to believe in the deity of Jesus, is he really Lord in your life? If
you believe in the resurrection, does it shape how you face death? How
does your belief in the truth of the Bible really shape how you treat
people? We must actively live the truth we proclaim.

VII. A Clear Presentation of the Gospel Is the
Best Offense

My Personal Experience

For my (Josh’s) philosophical apologetics course in graduate school,
everyone had to write a paper on “The Best Defense of Christianity.” I found
myself constantly putting it off and avoided writing it, not because I didn’t
have the material but because I felt I was at odds with what the professor
was expecting (an expectation based on the ream of my lecture notes from
his class).

Finally I decided to voice my convictions. I began my paper with the
sentence, “Some people say the best offense is a good defense, but I say to
you that the best defense is a good offense.” I proceeded by explaining that I
felt the best defense of Christianity is a “clear, simple presentation of the



claims of Christ and who he is, in the power of the Holy Spirit.” I then wrote
out “The Four Spiritual Laws” and recorded my testimony of how, on
December 19, 1959, at 8:30 p.m., during my second year at university, I
placed my trust in Christ as Savior and Lord. I concluded the paper with a
presentation of the evidence for the resurrection.

The professor must have agreed with my approach that the best defense
of Christianity is a clear and compelling presentation of the gospel, for he
gave me an A. William Tyndale was right in saying that “a ploughboy with
the Bible would know more of God than the most learned ecclesiastic who
ignored it.” In other words, an Arkansas farm boy sharing the gospel can be
more effective in the long run than a Harvard scholar with his intellectual
arguments.

One precaution when using apologetics: God saves—apologetics does
not. On the other hand, God often uses apologetics, or evidences, to help
clear away obstacles to faith that many people erect, and also to show that
faith in Christ is reasonable. The great Princeton theologian and apologist
Benjamin Warfield declared:

It certainly is not in the power of all the demonstrations in the world to
make a Christian. Paul may plant and Apollos water; it is God alone
who gives the increase. . . . [I]t does not in the least follow that the faith
that God gives is an irrational faith, that is, a faith without grounds in
right reason. . . . We believe in Christ because it is rational to believe in
him, not though it be irrational. . . . We are not absurdly arguing that
apologetics has in itself the power to make a man a Christian or to
conquer the world to Christ. Only the Spirit of Life can communicate
life to a dead soul, or can convict the world in respect of sin, and of
righteousness, and of judgment. But we are arguing that faith is, in all
its exercises alike, a form of conviction, and is, therefore, necessarily
grounded in evidence. (Warfield, IN, 24-25)

We are not absurdly arguing that apologetics has in itself the power to make
a man a Christian or to conquer the world to Christ. Only the Spirit of Life
can communicate life to a dead soul, or can convict the world in respect of
sin, and of righteousness, and of judgment. . . . But we are arguing that faith
is, in all its exercises alike, a form of conviction, and is, therefore,
necessarily grounded in evidence.



Benjamin Warfield

A Former French Atheist Becomes a Christian

Guillaume Bignon is a former French atheist who now considers
himself a Christian philosopher and apologist. His story shows the
importance of apologetics, but also of relationships, patience, and clearly
presenting the gospel. In an interview for my blog, I (Sean) asked Guillaume
what advice he has for Christians to share their faith with non-Christians.
His answer is revealing;:

Never assume that your hearer knows the Gospel. Between my French
family and friends, and my work on Wall Street, I meet tons of people,
grown ups, who have a surface level understanding of religions, but are
absolutely clueless about what the Bible teaches in answer to the
question “what must a sinner do to be saved?”

Somehow, I myself lived through age 25 without ever having heard
that the Bible teaches sinners are saved by faith and not by works. I was
stunned, and it took me a while to even process it: Heaven is for free?
Given as a gift to those who would just repent of their sins and place
their faith in Jesus? Amazing. So here is my tip: early on in your
conversations, make sure you say something like this: “Let’s set aside
the arguments and reasons to think it’s true. I’'m not yet trying to
convince you that it’s a correct teaching. But let me explain to you
briefly what Christianity teaches, what the Christian view is.” Go on to
tell them the Gospel (of course you need to be able to do just that, so
prepare yourself to explain it clearly and Biblically).

I have done this over and over again, and have surprised more than a
few listeners. And how do I know they get it? Because, without fail, the
first thing out of their mouth is Paul’s very anticipated objection
straight out of Romans: “If salvation is by faith, why not go on
sinning?” Answer that too, but rest assured that now they get it; they get
just how shocking the Gospel is, and you’re prepared to discuss its
merits. (Interview in McDowell, FFABC)

VIII. Conclusion




Although much more could be said, it is time to get to the evidence. We have
studied the nature of apologetics, considered reasons why people often
dismiss apologetics, examined why apologetics matters today, and cleared
away some of the mental “fog.” Now, then, we ask, “Is there compelling
evidence to show that Christianity is actually true?” We believe there is.
There is significant evidence to help the reasonable person conclude that
God exists and has revealed himself in the person of Jesus Christ. We
believe God wants us to know that we can know him personally. Read on to
discover EVIDENCE THAT DEMANDS A VERDICT!
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I. Introduction

In the coming chapters, we will consider evidence for matters such as the
reliability of the Bible, the deity of Christ, and the historical resurrection of



Jesus, revealing strong historical evidence that confirms the Christian
worldview. If we have the authentic words of Jesus claiming to be God,
evidence that he genuinely performed miracles, and confirmation that Jesus
resurrected from the grave, then Christianity is undeniably true.

But there is another way to approach our task. Rather than beginning
with the historical data, we can evaluate the scientific and philosophical
evidence of whether we live in a theistic or atheistic universe, and then
consider what this means for the probability of the Christian worldview. If
we live in an atheistic universe, then Christianity is certainly false. But if we
live in a theistic universe, or if we at least have good reason to believe we
do, then Christian claims become more probable. The late deist philosopher
Antony Flew (who was formerly an atheist) said, “Certainly given some
beliefs about God, the occurrence of the resurrection does become
enormously more likely.” (Habermas and Flew, DJRD, 39)

In our experience of study and dialogue with so many people who seek
answers to the great questions about life’s meaning—and in particular,
whether they can believe in God or Christianity—we have found that
resistance to the miracle claims of Jesus does not arise primarily from
problems with the evidence, but from the worldview lurking behind
consideration of the evidence—naturalism. Professor and apologist David
Baggett notes:

The presumed adequacy of naturalism is a huge driving force in the
minds of those rigidly skeptical of all miracle claims. It’s not
necessarily an irrational position to hold; there are very intelligent
atheists out there whose secular presuppositions radically differ from
my own, but who strike me as fair-minded and intellectually honest. If
they hold what they sincerely consider to be very principled reasons for
supreme confidence in naturalism to provide all the explanations we
need, it’s, well, natural for them to put up great resistance against
miraculous claims, or even claims likely to point in that direction.

To my thinking, naturalism encounters some severe difficulties. It’s
challenged in explaining seemingly answered prayers and documented
cases of evidentially significant near-death experiences. It fares poorly
in accounting for qualia [interior awareness], consciousness, the
emergence of life and the start of the universe. It lacks resources in
accounting for human reason itself—if we’re complicated organic
machines whose every choice is caused by antecedent conditions and



the physical laws of the world. I think naturalism is especially
vulnerable when it comes to accounting for such realities as moral
regret, moral obligations, moral rights and moral freedom, all of which
makes considerably more sense from a theistic viewpoint. Naturalism
certainly doesn’t deserve the sort of unbridled allegiance and undying
devotion that some would give it, and it certainly doesn’t qualify to be
what sets the terms for surrender in this debate. (Baggett, DRH, 137—
138)

Needless to say, one’s prior commitment to naturalism (or some other

non-Christian worldview) will powerfully influence how one evaluates the
evidence for the historical Jesus. Yet if we have reason to doubt naturalism,
then the case for Christianity becomes more probable. New Testament
scholar and philosopher of religion Gary Habermas explains,

If it can be successfully argued that naturalism is insufficient as an
explanation of the universe and that an explanation like theism, which
incorporates an external intelligent source, is plausible, then it may also
be rational to believe that the resurrection of Jesus was an act
performed in accordance with God’s attributes and will. If this is a
theistic universe, then we might require even less direct evidence to
affirm God’s intervention in this or other historical occurrences, since
miracles might follow, due to what we would know concerning the
nature of the universe. (Habermas, RJFH, 53)

In this prologue, we have three goals: (1) explain the role and nature of

presuppositions, (2) define naturalism, and (3) highlight six lines of evidence
that undermine naturalism and point positively towards theism. Our goal in
this chapter is not to prove the existence of God, but to show that theism is a
reasonable position. In fact, we believe that, when properly understood, the
universe reveals evidence of an Intelligent Mind. Naturalism simply fails to
account for certain features of the universe, which by comparison, are at
home in a theistic worldview. And as a result, as Flew observed, “the
occurrence of the resurrection does become enormously more likely.”

I1. The Role of Presuppositions




This section discusses the definition of presupposition, followed by a short
list of synonymous terms, and concludes with the nature of presuppositions.

A. A Definition of Presupposition

A presupposition is something assumed or supposed in advance. Generally, a
presupposition is a basic belief—a belief that one holds as self-evident and
not requiring proof for its validity. A presupposition is something that is
assumed to be true and is taken for granted. Synonyms include:
prejudgment, assumption of something as true, prejudice, forejudgment,
preconceived opinion, fixed conclusion, preconceived notion, and premature
conclusion.

B. The Nature of Presuppositions

Presuppositions serve as the glue that holds arguments together. Philosopher
John Frame identifies presuppositions with a priori knowledge:

A priori knowledge is knowledge possessed independent of experience
—that knowledge which we bring to our experience in order to analyze
and evaluate it. Some philosophers have tried to make the case that all
our knowledge is a posteriori—that the mind begins as a “blank slate”
(Locke) to be written out by experience. But we know some things that
do not seem to be derived from experience. For example, the
proposition that two times two is four—necessarily and everywhere in
the universe—does not seem to be derivable from any experience. The
term presupposition . . . captures much of the meaning that
philosophers have sought to include under the label a priori. (Frame,
CVT, 132-33)

Philosophers and apologists Steven Cowan and James Spiegel assert
that,

All truth claims which are assumed without argument are called
presuppositions. While we could argue for each of our presuppositions .
. ., every argument we used would itself make several presuppositions.
In turn, we could provide arguments for those presuppositions, and so
on. However, this process cannot go on forever. This shows that one
cannot avoid having presuppositions. (Cowan and Spiegel, LW, 6)



No discipline operates without presuppositions guiding its study and
investigation—even science, which some perceive as objective and bias-
free; that is, everyone has a worldview—and worldviews inform both how
we understand the world and how we answer life’s ultimate questions. The
beliefs comprising our worldview are intricately connected; some are basic,
requiring no proof, and these are our presuppositions. Other beliefs are
directly informed by presuppositions, supporting other beliefs. Every belief,
then, connects to and ultimately finds its root in one or more of our
presuppositions.

So we must identify our presuppositions and understand why we affirm
these presuppositions as opposed to others, and we must ask whether our
presuppositions are reasonable and true. After all, not everyone’s
presuppositions are valid; one may hold as basic a false belief. We might
question beliefs due to faulty presuppositions, or note that even good
presuppositions do not necessarily give rise to beliefs that are true.

Before analyzing the presuppositions of naturalism, the term naturalism
must first be clearly defined.

II1I. Naturalism

The worldview of naturalism has a long and storied past. Ancient Greek
philosophy—the seedbed of modern Western philosophy—witnessed
influential thinkers who operated from a naturalistic perspective. Thinkers
such as Democritus and Epicurus still wield significant influence for those
who attempt to construct a view of the world devoid of the supernatural.
Relative to its long history, however, naturalism’s role as a formidable
challenge to Christianity is fairly recent. As the Enlightenment emphasized
human reason over divine revelation, philosophers, theologians, and
scientists increasingly appealed to naturalism as a more satisfactory and
sufficient explanation of the universe.

These historical and philosophical movements resulted in naturalism’s
omnipresence throughout Western culture. We see it whenever clergy or
professors of religion explain the miracles of Jesus as “crowd psychology.”
We hear it whenever a PBS nature program credits nature for some
remarkable wonder like the march of the penguins, rather than God. We see
it when psychologists, ignoring that we are fallen beings created in the



image of God, claim that we lie or cheat on our spouses because our
supposed cave ancestors transmitted lying or cheating “genes” to us.

A. Defining Naturalism

Naturalism is a nuanced term, and many use it ambiguously, referring both
to how we practice science and how we use it as a worldview. Such
ambiguity might give the impression that the scientific endeavor itself is at
odds with faith. That idea assumes that science is atheistic in its
methodology and resulting knowledge. The Christian, however, need not
conflate the scientific endeavor with naturalism as a worldview. As we saw
in the introduction in the beginning of this book, the scientific revolution
emerged in a culture shaped by a Christian worldview. And, in fact, some of
the greatest scientific pioneers believed that design could be detected
throughout nature. Philosopher Stephen Meyer explains,

As I studied the history of science, I soon discovered, however, that
many of these scientists did not just assume or assert by faith that the
universe had been designed; they also argued for their hypothesis based
on discoveries in their disciplines. Johannes Kepler perceived
intelligent design in the mathematical precision of planetary motion and
the three laws he discovered that describe that motion. Other scientists
perceived design in many of the structures or features of the natural
world upon which the laws of nature operated. Louis Agassiz, the
leading American naturalist of the nineteenth century, for whom
Agassiz Chair is named at Harvard, believed that the patterns of
appearance in the fossil record pointed unmistakably to design. Carl
Linnaeus argued for design based upon the ease with which plants and
animals fell into an orderly groups-within-groups system of
classification. Robert Boyle insisted that the intricate clocklike
regularity of many physical mechanisms suggested the activity of “a
most intelligent and designing agent.” Newton, in particular, was
noteworthy in this regard . . . he made specific design arguments based
upon discoveries in physics, biology, and astronomy. (Meyer, SC, 145)

As I studied the history of science, I soon discovered . . . that many of these
scientists did not just assume or assert by faith that the universe had been



designed; they also argued for their hypothesis based on discoveries in their
disciplines.

Stephen Meyer

B. Metaphysical Naturalism

Philosophers and apologists J. P. Moreland and William Lane Craig provide
a helpful definition of metaphysical naturalism:

The term naturalism has many different meanings, but a standard use of
the term defines it as the view that the [material] universe alone exists.
Since most current forms of naturalism are physicalist in flavor,
naturalism has come to mean that reality is exhausted by the
spatiotemporal world of physical objects accessible in some way to the
senses and embraced by our best scientific theories. (Moreland and
Craig, PFCW, 184)

By the “universe,” Moreland and Craig mean physical objects that are
in some way accessible to the senses and scientific investigation. Thus, the
universe includes individual things like rocks, atoms, rivers, flashes of
lightning, and processes like osmosis.

Physicist Stephen Barr says that naturalism is the view that “nothing
exists except matter, and that everything in the world must therefore be the
result of the strict mathematical laws of physics and blind chance.” (Barr,
MPAF, 1)

Three important conclusions follow from metaphysical naturalism:

1. No immaterial entities exist, such as souls, morals, purposes, minds,
angels, and God. Since these objects are not physical, the consistent
naturalist concludes that they do not exist.

2. Scientific investigation becomes the primary (or sole) means of gaining
knowledge about the world. According to philosopher John Cowburn,
scientism is the view that “only scientific knowledge is valid . . . that
science can explain and do everything and that nothing else can explain or
do anything: it is the belief that science and reason, or scientific and
rational, are co-extensive terms.” (Cowburn, Scientism, 14)



3. Naturalism shapes how people live. Philosopher Alvin Plantinga explains,

It [naturalism] isn’t clearly a religion: the term “religion” is vague, and
naturalism falls into the vague area of its application. Still, naturalism
plays many of the same roles as a religion. In particular, it gives
answers to the great human questions: Is there such a person as God?
How should we live? Can we look forward to life after death? What is
our place in the universe? How are we related to other creatures?
Naturalism gives answers here: there is no God, and it makes no sense
to hope for life after death. As to our place in the grand scheme of
things, we human beings are just another animal with a peculiar way of
making a living. Naturalism isn’t clearly a religion; but since it plays
some of the same roles as a religion, we could properly call it a quasi-
religion. (Plantinga, WCRL, ix—x)

C. Science vs. Metaphysical Naturalism

Metaphysical naturalism in Western culture has posed a significant challenge
to Christianity. Because of its appeal to science, both Christians and non-
Christians alike have often conflated the discipline of science with
metaphysical naturalism. As a result, many well-meaning Christians have
unnecessarily viewed science as hostile to the Christian faith. For such
believers, science and the Christian faith are diametrically opposed to each
other.

If viewed properly, however—that is, if science is held distinct from the
worldview of metaphysical naturalism—then science can be of significant
service to Christianity, explaining the many wonders of God’s creation,
demonstrating the orderliness of the universe, and confirming the truth of
Scripture. On the other hand, metaphysical naturalism is directly opposed to
Christianity because it denies the existence of the supernatural.

As a worldview, metaphysical naturalism fails to make sense of certain
features of the universe. In the next section, we consider six characteristics
of the world that resist a naturalistic explanation but which fit seamlessly
within theism: the origin of the universe; the fine-tuning of the universe; the
origin of life; consciousness; free will; and morality. We will see that these
six features of the world provide good reason to believe we live in a theistic
universe.



IV. Evidence for Theism

A. The Origin of the Universe

Up until the twentieth century, we had no scientific means to judge whether
the universe was eternal or had a beginning. Atheists claimed the universe
alone was eternal, which would have meant it was largely static and uniform.
Theists countered that God is the ultimate cause of the world and that he
alone is infinite and eternal. But this began to change in the early part of the
twentieth century—when Einstein developed his general theory of relativity.
Einstein’s equations suggested that the universe was not static, but that it
was either expanding or contracting. An expanding universe (measured by
Hubble in 1929) coupled with general relativity strongly implies that the
universe began to exist at some point in the past. After Einstein, others have
discovered additional, powerful evidence that the universe had a beginning.
This has brought newfound support for an argument known as the
kalam cosmological argument, popularized today by philosopher William
Lane Craig (see Craig and Sinclair, KCA, 101-201). It has three premises:

1. Everything that begins to exist has a cause.
2. The universe began to exist.
3. Therefore, the universe has a cause.

Craig has ably defended each of these premises. As for the first
premise, Craig says,

First and foremost, it’s rooted in the metaphysical intuition that
something cannot come into being from nothing. To suggest that things
could just pop into being uncaused out of nothing is to quit doing
serious metaphysics and to resort to magic. Second, if things really
could come into being uncaused out of nothing, then it becomes
inexplicable why just anything and everything do not come into
existence uncaused from nothing. Finally, the first premise is constantly
confirmed in our experience (Craig, RF, 111-112).

Critics of this argument often respond to the first premise by asking,
“What caused God?” (see Dennett, BS, 242) But this misconstrues the
argument. The first premise does not say that everything needs a cause, but



whatever begins to exist has a cause. Since God did not begin to exist, he
does not need a cause. This criticism also commits the category fallacy, in
which things from one category are incorrectly applied to another. For
instance, it would be a category mistake to ask, “What does the color red
smell like?” or “How much does the musical note ‘C’ weigh?” Colors and
smells, as well as musical notes and weight, are different categories.
Similarly, it is a mistake to ask, “What caused God?” because, by definition,
God is uncaused. God could not be caused and still be God. Asking what
caused God is essentially asking a nonsense question, namely, “What caused
the uncaused Creator of the universe?”

Additionally, even critics recognize that the universe beginning to exist
requires something uncaused. While denying a personal, loving God, they
usually argue that the “laws of physics” just exist, and given the laws of
physics, the universe inevitably pops into existence. (Hawking and
Mlodinow, GD, 142)

As for the second premise, Craig offers both philosophical and
scientific arguments. As to scientific arguments, he points to the evidence
from the second law of thermodynamics, the success of the Standard
Cosmological Model (which implies an expanding universe), and the failure
of other cosmological models such as the Steady State Theory and
Oscillating Models. Even Vacuum Fluctuation Models, String Scenarios, and
Multiverse Models don’t avoid a beginning. However, a final answer to the
question will require the right Quantum Gravity Model. He concludes, “The
history of twentieth century cosmogony has, in one sense, been a series of
failed attempts to craft acceptable non-standard models of the expanding
universe in such a way as to avert the absolute beginning predicted by the
Standard Model.” (Craig, RF, 139)

As for the philosophical support of the second premise, Jonathan
Morrow and I (Sean) put one of the arguments this way:

Imagine you went for a walk in the park and stumbled across someone
proclaiming aloud, “. . . five, four, three, two, one—there, I finally
finished! I just counted down from infinity!” What would be your
initial thought? Would you wonder how long the person had been
counting? Probably not. More likely, you would be in utter disbelief.
Why? Because you know that such a task cannot be done. Just as it’s
impossible to count up to infinity from the present moment, it’s equally
impossible to count down from . . . infinity to the present moment.



Counting to infinity is impossible because there is always (at least) one
more number to count. In fact, every time you count a number, you still
have infinite more to go, and thus get no closer to your goal. Similarly,
counting down from infinity to the present moment is equally
impossible. Such a task can’t even get started! Any point you pick in
the past to begin, no matter how remote, would always require (at least)
one more number to count before you could start there. Any beginning
point would require an infinite number of previous points. Here’s the
bottom line: we could never get to the present moment if we had to
cross an actual infinite number of moments in the past. Yet, since the
present moment is real, it must have been preceded by a finite past that
includes a beginning or first event. Therefore, the universe had a
beginning. (McDowell and Morrow, IGJHI, 75-76)

The reality that the universe had a beginning brings us to the question
of cause, the third premise. Flew puts this finding into perspective:

When I first met the big-bang theory as an atheist, it seemed to me the
theory made a big difference because it suggested that the universe had
a beginning and that the first sentence in Genesis (“In the beginning,
God created the heavens and the earth”) was related to an event in the
universe. As long as the universe could be comfortably thought to be
not only without end but also without beginning, it remained easy to see
its existence (and its most fundamental features) as brute facts. And if
there had been no reason to think the universe had a beginning, there
would be no need to postulate something else that produced the whole
thing. But the big-bang theory changed all that. If the universe had a
beginning, it becomes entirely sensible, almost inevitable, to ask what
produced this beginning. (Flew and Varghese, TIG, 136)

Even if this argument succeeds, it still does not get us all the way to the
Christian God. The kalam argument cannot demonstrate that the Bible is
reliable, that Jesus is God, or that Christianity is true; it reveals only that the
universe was made and that someone made it—in short, that metaphysical
naturalism does not fully account for the universe. Further, though, the
kalam argument helps narrow the range of possible causes to a nonphysical,
spaceless, timeless, changeless, and powerful being. William Lane Craig and
James Sinclair conclude:



The first premise of the kalam cosmological argument is obviously
more plausibly true than its contradictory. Similarly, in light of both
philosophical argument and scientific evidence, its second premise,
although more controversial, is again more plausibly true than its
negation. The conclusion of the argument involves no demonstrable
incoherence and, when subjected to conceptual analysis, is rich in
theological implications. On the basis of the kalam cosmological
argument, it is therefore plausible that an uncaused, personal Creator of
the universe exists, who sans the universe is beginningless, changeless,
immaterial, timeless, spaceless, and enormously powerful (Craig and
Sinclair, KCA, 196).

To be sure, debates continue about the efficacy of the kalam
cosmological argument. But the argument provides a significant challenge to
naturalism and positive support that we live in a theistic universe.
Philosopher and mathematician David Berlinski, a secular Jew, concludes:

The universe has not proceeded from everlasting to everlasting. The
cosmological beginning may be obscure, but the universe is finite in
time. This is something that until the twentieth century was not known.
When it became known, it astonished the community of physicists—
and everyone else. If nothing else, the facts of Big Bang cosmology
indicate that one objection to the argument that Thomas Aquinas
offered is empirically unfounded: Causes in nature do come to an end.
If science has shown that God does not exist, it has not been by
appealing to Big Bang cosmology. The hypothesis of God’s existence
and the facts of contemporary cosmology are consistent. (Berlinski,
DD, 80, emphasis original)

B. A Fine-Tuned Universe

One of the most remarkable scientific findings of the twentieth century is the
delicate fine-tuning of the laws that govern the universe, which enable the
emergence and sustenance of intelligent life. Like the scientific confirmation
of the beginning of the universe, fine-tuning poses a significant challenge to
naturalism.

Scientists have been struck by how precisely the laws of physics seem
to be calibrated for life. “There are many such examples of the universe’s



life-friendly properties,” says science and nature writer Tim Folger in
Discover magazine, “so many, in fact, that physicists can’t dismiss them all
as mere accidents” (Folger, SAIC). British astronomer Fred Hoyle remarked,
“A commonsense interpretation of the facts suggests that a super intellect
has monkeyed with physics, as well as chemistry and biology, and that there
are no blind forces worth speaking about in nature.” (Hoyle, quoted in
Davies, AU, 118)
Let’s consider some examples.

1. The Right Kind of Dimensions in Space and Time

Often, space and time are taken for granted. We live in a 3+1 universe
(three large spatial dimensions + 1 time dimension), but scientists recognize
that the actual number of dimensions can be fluid. They even contend that
our universe contains many extremely small spatial dimensions. However, if
those tiny dimensions had grown like the three large spatial ones, no life
could exist. Fewer than three spatial dimensions would prohibit the
complexity that life requires, but more than three would result in no stable
atoms or planets. More or fewer than one time dimension would remove the
predictable, reliable order to the universe that life demands. Only a 3+1
dimensional universe permits life. (Tegmark, ODS, 69-75).

2. The Right Kind of Space

The universe must expand at the proper rate in order for life’s
components (atoms, stars, planets, etc.) to form. The initial expansion rate,
mass/energy density, and dark energy (also called the cosmological constant
or space energy density) all affect the expansion rate. The gravitational
attraction of the mass/energy density results in a slowing of the expansion.
The dark energy causes the universe to expand more rapidly—and the larger
the universe gets, the more the dark energy accelerates the expansion. The
mass/energy density contributed the greatest influence earlier in the
universe, but dark energy dominates today. The amount of dark energy
measured by astronomers falls far below the value expected by scientists—
by a factor of 10'2°! Imagine dropping millions of planets into a very large
pool of water. The expected result would be planet-sized waves. If the
surface measured flat down to the atomic level, that would be 10 times
smaller than expected. Not only is the dark energy miniscule compared to its



expected value, only a small range of values permit a universe with atoms,
planets, and stars (Lightman, AU, 14-18).

3. The Fundamental Forces of Nature

Each of the four fundamental forces of nature had to be carefully fine-
tuned for life: gravity, electromagnetism, the strong nuclear force, and the
weak nuclear force. In particular, the ratio of the electromagnetic force to the
gravitational force must be delicately balanced to one part in 10%° (that is
one part in 10,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000). If
the ratio varied even slightly, then our universe would not have small and
large stars, which are both necessary for a planet to sustain life. Large stars
produced most of the elements heavier than helium. These stars burn rapidly
and end with explosions that scatter the heavier elements into the galaxy for
incorporation into future stars. Smaller stars (like the Sun) burn much longer,
providing the stability that a life-supporting planet requires. How delicate a
balance is this? Imagine covering one billion continents the size of North
America with coins. Stack the coins in columns that reach to the moon. Paint
one coin red and place it in one of the columns. Blindfold a friend and have
her attempt to pick it out. The odds are roughly 1 in 10%° that she will. (Ross,
CGC, 117)

4. Rare Conditions on Earth

Recent scientific discoveries confirm that Earth has extremely rare
conditions that allow it to support life. The vast majority of the universe is
uninhabitable. Let’s briefly consider a few:

» Life must be in the right type of galaxy. Of the three types of galaxies,
only spiral galaxies with the right mass (like the Milky Way) can
support life.

» Life must be in the right location in the galaxy. We are situated in just
the right place in the Milky Way to avoid harmful radiation.

« Life must have the right type of star. While most stars are too large,
too luminous, or too unstable to support life, our sun is just the right
size and age. There is a window of time in which a sun can support
complex life. It can’t be too young or too old.



* Life must have the right relationship to its host star. If Earth were
slightly closer to or farther from the sun, water would either freeze or
evaporate, rendering Earth uninhabitable for complex life.

» Life needs surrounding planets for protection. A habitable planet must
have large surrounding bodies such as Jupiter and Saturn. The early
motions of Jupiter and Saturn removed most of the asteroids and
comets from the solar system with two beneficial effects. First, the
removal process also caused many collisions early in Earth’s history.
These collisions added water, ammonia and other life-essential
materials to Earth. Second, the loss of comets and asteroids reduced the
subsequent rate of impacts on Earth by a factor of one thousand.
(Grazer, “Jupiter,” 23—-38)

» Life requires the right type of moon. If Earth did not have a moon of
the right size and distance, it would be uninhabitable. The moon
stabilizes the earth’s tilt, preventing extreme temperatures and thus
creating a stable, life-friendly environment. (Gonzalez and Richards,
PP, 23)

What happens when we try to assign a probability to the fine-tuning of
all the known constants of nature? Theoretical physicist Lee Smolin
calculates a much smaller number: the probability of a universe where stars
exist. “Perhaps before going further we should ask just how probable is it
that a universe created by randomly choosing the parameters will contain
stars. Given what we have already said, it is simple to estimate this
probability. For readers who are interested, the arithmetic is in the notes. The
answer, in round numbers, comes to about one chance in 10%%°.” (Smolin,
LC, 45) Stated another way, if every proton in the universe represented a
universe with different laws of physics, the probability calculated by Smolin
means that none of those universes would contain stars!

The evidence for design is so compelling that Paul Davies, an
internationally acclaimed physicist at Arizona State University, has
concluded that the biofriendly nature of our universe looks like a “fix.” In
other words, the universe is so uniquely calibrated to support life that it
seems to go beyond the reach of coincidence. He writes, “The cliché that
‘life is balanced on a knife-edge’ is a staggering understatement in this case:
no knife in the universe could have an edge that fine.” (Davies, CJ, 149)



According to Davies, any legitimate scientific explanation must account for
this overwhelming appearance of design.

The cliché that “life is balanced on a knife-edge” is a staggering
understatement in this case: no knife in the universe could have an edge
that fine.

Paul Davies

5. Objections
a. Weak Anthropic Principle

Some argue that since we could not exist in a universe that was not
conducive to our existence (i.e., fine-tuned), we should not be surprised that
the universe is fine-tuned.

Philosopher John Leslie expands on this need for explanation in his
famous “firing squad” analogy. Suppose fifty trained sharpshooters are lined
up to take your life, and they all miss. You could hardly dismiss this
occurrence by saying, “If they hadn’t all missed me, then I shouldn’t be
contemplating the matter so I mustn’t be surprised that they missed.” (Leslie,
Universes, 108) You should still be surprised that you are alive given the
enormous unlikelihood of all the sharpshooters missing their mark. Your
survival demands an explanation. And so does the fine-tuning of the laws of
the universe.

b. The Multiverse Theory

Perhaps the most common naturalistic response to the fine-tuning argument
is the so-called multiverse theory, or the many worlds hypothesis. According
to this theory, there are many universes—perhaps infinite—and each
operates according to unique laws and constants. While most universes
would not sustain life, inevitably some would. Currently, the scientific
community actively debates the validity of multiverse models. Although far
from settled, there is scientific support for the existence of a multiverse. The
key question remains though: does living in a multiverse undermine the case
for God?



Distinguished philosopher Robin Collins provides multiple reasons for
God’s existence in the context of multiverse theory. First, we should prefer
the hypothesis that naturally flows from the evidence, and for which we have
independent confirmation. Collins observes, “In the case of fine-tuning, we
already know that minds often produce fine-tuned devices, such as Swiss
watches. Postulating God—a supermind—as the explanation of fine-tuning,
therefore, is a natural extrapolation from what we already observe minds to
do.” (Collins, SAEG, 61)

Second, a “many universes-generator” would seemingly need to be
designed as well: “It stands to reason, therefore, that if the