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INTRODUCTION 

 

 When was the last time you shared your faith in Christ with another person? If you are 

like most people, it was probably a really long time ago. Why is that? Why is it that so many 

Christians can’t, or won’t, tell other people about the best news in the world? We’ve heard 

sermon after sermon on the importance of evangelism, so we know Jesus expects us to do it. 

Most of us, including you, I’m sure, really want to (I doubt you would be reading this study if 

you didn’t!), so it isn’t that we don’t care. And while we’re all busy people, we still have 

conversations with our friends and family about everything else under the sun, so it isn’t that we 

don’t have the time. So why aren’t more Christians doing their part to fulfill the Great 

Commission? 

 I wish there was a simple, easy answer. I wish there was one basic reason, because if 

there was, all it would take is one sermon, one article, one book, one argument, one anything, 

and things would change. But people aren’t that simple. I do think, though, we can suggest 

several reasons that contribute to the problem: 

 

1. We don’t want to fail or be rejected. Fear of rejection, or fear of failure, is a huge problem for 

most people. It is the underlying reasons that keeps them from doing many things they want to 

do, whether it’s the boy who can’t get up the nerve to ask the girl out or the middle-aged fellow 

who stays at the job he hates rather than trying to start his own business. There are at least three 

reasons that rejection and failure terrify us so badly. 

 First, if we try something and fail, we run the risk of losing the comfort of our current 

situation. If the boy asks the girl out and she says no, then she may no longer be comfortable 

around him, and he may lose the ability to talk to her at will. Or if the man strikes out on his own 

to start his own firm and fails, he likely won’t have his old, comfortable job to come back to. 

 Second, if we try something and fail, we run the risk of losing our current status. People 

will know that we tried and failed. 

 Third, and probably most important, if we try and fail, we risk perceiving our own selves 

as being failures. This last point should not be underestimated. People need to feel secure and 

important. Anyone who has ever spent hours on a particular project, be it cooking, cleaning, 

planning a trip, or whatever, and had their spouse refuse to give even the barest of 

acknowledgment or appreciation knows this to be true. We want to be appreciated. We need to 

feel secure and safe, both physically and emotionally. Yet few things can destroy our sense of 

self more quickly than trying and failing at something. If a person gets their sense of self-worth 

from their work and gets fired, their source of importance is taken away, and they begin to 

perceive themselves as a failure. If another gets their security from their relationships, and if 

those people reject them, then they will begin to feel robbed by those people of their basic needs 

as doubts about their own value begin to creep in. 

 Is it any surprise, then, that people are so afraid of trying new things? So long as we 

never try, we can tell ourselves that we are perfectly capable of doing something. But if we try 

and fail, we are forced to face hard questions about these sources of our self-worth. In America, 

where a person’s value is so heavily dependent on their performance, it should be rather obvious 



iv 

 

that trying and failing at anything is a good way to destroy one’s sense of self-worth. It is better, 

then, to never try, and make excuses for why we don’t. 

 If all this is right, then all the sermons and Bible studies in the world won’t do a thing to 

help people become more evangelistic. So long as people think that God will grade them, that He 

will value them, on the basis of how good they are at winning souls, it is a lot easier to stand by 

and let others to the hard work. If we try to witness to a friend and fail, we may lose their 

friendship, our reputation in our social circles, and, worst of all, having failed God, we may feel 

like failed, defeated Christians. 

 

2. We don’t know what to say. Another major problem is simply that we don’t know what to say 

and how to say it. Perhaps the person we would like to witness to is better educated than we are. 

Or maybe we are afraid they will ask us a question that we won’t know the answer to. I know 

one new Christian who confessed her fear to tell her friends about her faith in Jesus because she 

was afraid her inability to answer questions would actually push people away. 

 Related to this is the fact that, more often than not, we just don’t know how to bring the 

subject up. Sure, we know that Jesus Christ is the only way to heaven, but how does that relate to 

our everyday lives? Even if we knew the answer to every question the unbeliever could throw at 

us, none of us are comfortable walking up to a total stranger and asking, “Excuse me, do you 

know Jesus as your personal savior?” Perhaps if we had a more thorough biblical worldview, we 

could interact more easily with others, but so long as the entry-point for any given discussion is 

“the Billy Graham question” (where the other person says to us, “What must I do to be saved?), 

our efforts are likely to be hampered at best. 

 

3. We don’t want to be labeled as religious extremists. We live in a world where tolerance is the 

supreme virtue, and most people think that all religions are basically the same. Certainly, ever 

since 9/11, “religious extremism” is seen as dangerous, and unfortunately, any kind of 

evangelistic activity can lead people to see us as extremists. The people we want to share our 

faith with are usually not total strangers, but our friends, families, and co-workers. If our actions 

lead them to think of us as “religious nuts,” not only will we lose credibility with them on 

spiritual issues, but our normal, day-to-day lives will be complicated as well. 

 

4. We don’t want to offend people. It is somewhat ironic that in a world in which tolerance is the 

supreme virtue, people are so easily offended, and especially so in religious dialogue. While we 

would expect others to be tolerant of our Christian beliefs and even celebrate our desire to share 

the Good News, the reality is that it seems that many people are offended by it. Our friends and 

family most likely consider religion a private issue between them and their god, and anything we 

say that implies that we know something about God that they don’t, or that implies that their 

view of Him is wrong, smacks of arrogance. 

 

 There are certainly more reasons for our failure to share the Gospel with those around us 

than the ones identified here, but there is little doubt that these four are a large part, each to a 

greater or lesser degree, of our apprehension. There is no one correct response to any of these, 

but I would suggest that there is a method that most people can fairly easily pick up that will help 

get around most of these issues. The concept is hardly new, and in fact, seems to be evident in 

the Great Commission itself. While most translations render the first words “Go and make 

disciples,” it has long been taught and recognized there is actually only one controlling verb (not 
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two) in the verse: “make disciples.” The verse would be much better rendered, “As you are 

going, make disciples . . .” 

 The method I suggest is this: develop a strong biblical worldview, and then view all your 

friendships in light of it. No more and no less. We will talk about worldviews in chapter two, but 

for now, we will just define it as the way we understand reality. What does it mean that you are a 

Christian? Why are you a Christian? How does that effect what you think and feel about any 

given issue in life? Once you understand the answers to those questions, conversation about them 

can be as natural as conversations about your favorite sports team, actor, book, or movie. You 

will be able to speak about your faith “as you are going,” rather than trying to plan a time and 

place to go out and do it.
1
 A person with a strong biblical worldview doesn’t have to fear 

rejection, because she knows that no amount of rejection will change the fact that she is loved 

unconditionally by God. More practically, there really is nothing to reject, because her 

conversations with her friends about her faith will be just that: conversations. When was the last 

time you were worried about being rejected because you liked a particular TV show? 

 A person with a biblical worldview doesn’t have to worry about not knowing what to say 

when the chance to share presents itself. Such a person has learned to give a reason for the hope 

they have (1 Pet. 3:15). The Christian who has developed a biblical worldview doesn’t have to 

worry about being labeled a religious extremist or offending anyone, because she doesn’t come 

across as argumentative, angry, or like she cares more about “scoring one for heaven” than the 

people she’s witnessing to. In other words, people with biblical worldviews are just real people 

who have real conversations. We all already do that. All God asks us to do is make our lives and 

conversations about Him and then sit back and watch what He begins to do in and through us. 

 This study is designed to help you begin developing that worldview and those 

conversation skills, especially as it relates to sharing your faith rationally in this post-modern 

world. Each article deals with a major issue we often face in our daily lives or in our religious 

discussions. They need not be read in order, as each article is, for the most part, independent of 

the others. If you have a specific question, go right to that chapter. Come back to it later for 

reference. If you do work through this study in order, though, you will find a progressive case 

being built for why Christianity is true and how to reach others with the Gospel. 

 The first article deals with life without God. We start there because we recognize that, as 

emotional creatures, people are far more inclined to believe what they want to believe rather than 

what they are told they should. There is a lot of wisdom in the old saying, “A man convinced 

against his will is of the same opinion still.” Most Christians never stop to consider what life 

would be like without God. In fact, neither do most non-Christians! If you can help people want 

to believe, you have already won half the battle. 

 The next few articles deal with general issues of truth and worldviews. We have already 

noted that we live in an age of tolerance. How does that fit with Christianity? You might be 

surprised to find that most people do not even believe in absolute truth. A survey conducted by 

the Barna Group in November of 2001 showed that less than a quarter of Americans believe that 

absolute truth really exists, and lest we believe this is confined to the younger generation, they 

found that only 24% of those born in 1945 or before professed such belief. Perhaps more 

                                                 
1
 This isn’t at all to suggest that planned times of evangelism are wrong, unbiblical, or 

ineffective. On the contrary, they should be encouraged! It is simply to recognize the biblical fact 

that evangelism and discipleship are primarily day by day and hour by hour practices rather than 

merely being a specific function we are to devote a particular part of our day to. 
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startling is that only a third of born-again Christians believe in absolute truth. Statistically, two-

thirds of your Christian friends likely don’t believe truth is absolute, regardless of their age. That 

means just explaining what the Bible says about Jesus and salvation isn’t enough. 

 Once we have developed a solid understanding of what truth is and how other people 

view it, the next set of articles deals with the most important, foundational truth of all: the 

existence of God, where we consider arguments both for and against Him. But every Christian 

knows that a mere belief in God is not enough (James 2:19 attests to that). We want people to 

come to faith in the God of the Bible, so questions surrounding the Word of God are the next 

subject. Finally, our study ends with the central question of the Bible: who is Jesus? After all, to 

share our faith is ultimately to talk about Him. What is the Good News without Jesus? 

 This order—Truth, to God’s existence, to the veracity of Scripture, and finally to the 

person of Jesus Himself—provides not only the framework for this study, but for the entire 

evangelistic approach. By finding out where someone is on these issues, you will know where to 

start, and more importantly, where to go next. 

 Two more aspects of this study are worth mentioning. The first is the ASK boxes. Pay 

careful attention to these. There are many great books and articles that put forward a solid case 

for the truth of Christianity. Hopefully, you will find this study to be one of those. It is designed, 

however, not to convince you that Christianity is true, but to help you help others understand 

why Christianity is true. Few people have the time or patience to memorize long, complex 

arguments and the massive amounts of data that support them. We thank God for those who do, 

because they are practicing their own ministries. But for those of us who are not built quite that 

way, the ASK boxes should prove a great help. Their goal is to distill into a single question the 

entire point being made. You can ask any of these questions effortlessly in a conversation to help 

get the person to whom you want to share your faith to stop and consider what they believe and 

how Christianity compares. Best of all, since you are asking a question, it is hard to be offensive, 

since you are not the one making the assertion! Learn the questions suggested here and come up 

with your own. Questions are the most effective way to get people to think. 

 Finally, I am completely convinced that while developing a biblical worldview is the best 

way to learn to share your faith with others, such a study should ultimately bring you closer to 

the God who saved you from your sins. Therefore, we have included a section on practical 

application in each article to help you see the relevance of each issue in your own life. After all, 

the more you can integrate the truth into your everyday life, the easier it will be to explain it, and 

to live it out, before others. 

 Finally, I would like to offer a special thanks to my wife, Gretchen, for supporting me 

and offering her own insights throughout this project. They have been invaluable. In fact, the 

chances are that if you find something you are able to use in this study to help bring yourself or 

others closer to the Lord, it most likely came from her. Thank you, Darling. I love you. Next to 

my salvation, you and Elly are the greatest gifts I’ve ever received. 
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WHAT IF GOD DOES NOT EXIST? 

 

“Meaningless! Meaningless!” says the Teacher. “Utterly meaningless! Everything is 

meaningless!” ~ Ecclesiastes 1:2 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 

 

 Suppose there is no God and all that exists is the material universe. Suppose, for the 

moment, that atheists are right. Have you stopped to consider what this means? Several benefits 

are often touted. The atheist does not have to worry about being put under guilt for something 

she did or did not do. She is free to think for herself, live for herself, and determine her own 

destiny. Indeed, it seems that the most appealing thing about atheism is something we all long 

for: freedom. 

 We must appreciate this to its fullest. As odd as it may sound to Christian ears, atheists 

believe that it is they who have the good news. What, we may ask, could be better than freedom? 

With no church or religious superstition to tell us what we can and cannot do, we are free to do 

as we will. If we choose to abstain from some pleasure, it would only be because we seek one 

greater. We may not indulge our anger, for instance, because we realize that it would have 

negative consequences on those around us, and they, in turn, would be less inclined to treat us 

favorably. Or consider freedom of thought. For some, this is the greatest liberation of all. 

Governments may imprison our bodies, but they can never imprison our minds. It takes religion 

to accomplish that feat. Yet once religion is thrown to the wind, we can press on to true 

enlightenment. We can seek truth for ourselves, uninhibited by ancient, outdated ideas or the 

authority of others. If God commands something horrendous, such as war, slavery, sexism, or 

intolerance, we can be free of any impulse to accommodate such ideas into our worldview. We 

recognize those commands for what they are: the lusts and bigotries of power hungry old men. 

 Atheism, it would seem, can lead us down the road not only to intellectual enlightenment, 

but to social and even moral enlightenment as well. Science tells us that all human beings, 

regardless of race, color, gender, or even religious preference, are the same. In atheism, there is 

nothing to divide us. Our humanity truly unites us. Better still, when we do good to another 

person, we do so not at the behest of the Divine but rather at our own. Is not an act of kindness 

done from a heart of compassion morally superior to the one done at the command of another, 

even if that other is a god? The atheist treats men with love and respect because he so chooses, 

not because God has ordered it. Indeed, even the very fact that religious people need religious 

books to know right from wrong speaks of their moral inferiority. It seems, then, that a world 

without God, a world in which we are mature enough to be accountable only to ourselves, is 

better in every way. 

Or is it? Certainly, the picture so far painted is wonderful. But on closer inspection, it 

seems that the vibrant, colorful lives of intellectually fulfilled atheists serve only to cover a dark, 

cold, and colorless world. 
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 As Christians, we must press the atheist further. If freedom is their great accomplishment, 

it comes at a greater price. In exchange for their self-reliance, they have sacrificed no less than 

four pillars of human existence: 

 

1. They have sacrificed love. Two things can be said of this. First, we can point to the essence of 

atheism’s love and second to the nature its loving acts. 

 First, if there is no God, then what is love? It is nothing more than chemical reactions in 

the brain. It would be, as Al Pacino said in The Devil’s Advocate, “overrated. Biochemically no 

different than eating large quantities of chocolate.” In such a world, love is reduced to an 

evolutionary product that allows communities to survive. The love we feel for our families and 

friends exists only for the propagation our species. It is nothing more than a feeling or emotion—

a complex combination of endorphins, dopamine, testosterone, estrogen, etc., no more sacred or 

special than the chemical makeup of a cheese sandwich.  

 Second, we only do “loving acts” because we have learned that such actions give us a 

sense of fulfillment or of pleasure, senses that were engrained in us by millions of years of 

evolution. Thus, they are fundamentally selfish acts. This was rather humorously demonstrated 

by Phoebe in an episode of Friends in which she tried to find something she could do that was 

totally selfless. In the end, she discovered that everything she did had a motive that brought her 

some sort of pleasure. 

 Because there is nothing that transcends the material, love is an illusion. It is a figment of 

our imagination. It is a trick played on us by evolution so that we would be willing to act in ways 

that serve to propagate our species. It is absolutely nothing more. 

 

2. They have sacrificed beauty. Just as love is meaningless under atheism, so is beauty. The awe 

one feels when looking at a sunrise, the appreciation of Mozart or DaVinci, and the radiant faces 

of one’s wife and children are no more beautiful than trash heaps, screams of agony, or rotting 

carcasses. Under atheism, beauty truly is in the eye of the beholder, rendering it completely 

subjective. What one man finds beautiful, another may find hideous. Who is to say which is 

right? If a man were to argue that murdered body of a small child is beautiful, who could say he 

was wrong? Under atheism, such response would be tantamount to arguing that chocolate ice 

cream is fundamentally better than vanilla, or that red is really a better color than blue. 

 Of course, atheists will recoil at such a thought, but their emotional responses do not 

change the necessary conclusions of their position. If beauty resides within the minds of men 

rather than in things themselves, then all aesthetics become a matter of personal taste. When a 

man says to a woman, “You are beautiful,” he is not saying anything at all about her. He is 

speaking strictly about himself and what he likes. While women who are labeled “beautiful” by 

society may find this acceptable (they could, after all, look in the mirror and take joy in the fact 

that people get pleasure from looking at them), all of us know the awful effects of that sort of 

view. If that is the case, we have no basis for telling young girls, “You really are beautiful. Don’t 

ever let anyone tell you otherwise!” That would be inconsistent. Just as society as a whole has 

decided that sunrises are pretty and corpses are ugly, so we may as well admit that society as a 

whole has decided that some people are beautiful and others are ugly. 

 

3. They have sacrificed morality. Contrary to atheists’ claims of superior morality, it actually 

turns out that, in their view, there is no such things as morality at all. Who, after all, is to decide 

what is right and wrong? 
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 This is especially important in light of modern views on tolerance. We are not allowed, 

we are told, to “push our beliefs on others.” What right, for example, does the Christian have to 

say that homosexuality is wrong? Are we not taking control of another person’s body when we 

tell them that abortion is wrong? It is arrogant to tell people how they can and cannot live. And if 

atheism is true, then they are correct! But their argument proves too much, for just like love and 

beauty are meaningless in atheism, so also is morality. If the ideas of right and wrong are relative 

to individuals and societies, then nothing is really right or wrong unless those individuals or 

societies declare it as such. Thus, we may affirm that we cannot call homosexuality and abortion 

wrong, but we must also go on to affirm that slavery, rape, torture, theft, and murder are not 

wrong either. Like beauty, such things are matters of personal taste. 

 Against this, the atheist will argue that the things like murder really are wrong because 

they hurt others. But to this, we may reply, “So what?” What does it matter if we hurt another? Is 

it really intrinsically wrong? If no God exists, then there is no one to make such a claim. The 

idea that hurting others is wrong becomes just as subjective as any other cultural idea about 

morality. At best, the atheist can say that she does not approve of such activity and will use force 

to stop you from doing it, meaning she will create laws to constrain your behavior. No one can 

complain about this, for there is nothing wrong with forcing others to behave according to her 

standards. There is nothing wrong with it because there is nothing that is wrong. In forbidding 

you to act against her standards, far from establishing Morality, the atheist is simply playing the 

role of God herself and seeking to establish her own morality. 

 

4. They have sacrificed purpose. The sacrifice of purpose is perhaps the worst of all. If atheism is 

true, then everything really is meaningless. Human life is nothing more than a cosmic accident, 

the result of chance, time, and natural selection. In time, all life will cease to exist. Our universe 

will burn out, and all activity will cease. There will be no more remembrance. Nothing anyone 

ever did will matter. 

 Life without purpose is unbearable. During World War II, Nazis in Hungary conducted a 

vicious experiment in which they ordered their prisoners to move heaps of trash from one end of 

the camp to the other over and over again. Eventually, the prisoners began to lose their minds 

and began committing suicide. The commander even said that at the rate things were going, there 

would be no more need for gas chambers. 

 But it doesn’t take such a vivid example to make the point. A little reflection will lead 

anyone to realize that he cannot live long without a purpose. Meaninglessness leads to despair. 

Any student who has ever wondered of what possible use factoring polynomials could be should 

understand this completely! 

 Atheists try to get around this by arguing that they create their own meaning and their 

own purposes, but it is evident that such purposes with a little “p” are no purposes at all. They 

are, rather, amusements. They are things we can do to pass the time until our time is up. They 

help us not to think about the utter emptiness that lies eternally before and after us. If we fool 

ourselves into thinking that whatever we are engaged in has meaning, then we can avoid the 

harsh reality that even what we are doing is futile. The greatest humanitarians of a hundred years 

ago are now dead, and most of them are forgotten. In a few hundred years, the rest will likely be, 

and in a few thousand, no one will exist to remember their work. When the sun burns out, their 

work will matter as much as the bum’s who accomplished nothing more than begging a few 

dollars from passersby. 

 



4 

 

 Frederick Nietzsche once said, “No price is too high for the privilege of owning 

yourself.” Atheism certainly seems to offer the privilege of self-ownership, but we must ask, was 

Nietzsche right? What use is it to own yourself if in doing so you lose love, beauty, morality, and 

purpose? Put differently, what use is it to own ourselves if the selves we own find themselves in 

a loveless, dark, cold, colorless, meaningless world? It is only by pretending that such things as 

love, beauty, morality, and purpose really exist that life becomes bearable. The atheist, then, is 

living on borrowed capital. She denies God’s existence and yet chooses to live as if He exists, 

because when an atheist says she loves, or points out the beauty of landscape, or decries 

injustice, or sets herself to an important task, she assumes that each of those things has some 

transcendent value. But things and ideas only have values to persons, and if there is no 

transcendent person, if there is no God, then there is no transcendent value. In assuming value, 

she unknowingly acknowledges the person. She is like someone who drinks from a stream and 

denies that it has a source. She cannot deny the water before her or her need for it. She simply 

ignores the deeper question of its origins. 

 The human predicament is truly desperate. If no God exists, then intellectual honesty 

compels us to admit that we are nothing but bags of chemicals that have no significance in the 

universe. We, and everything we cherish, are meaningless. The terms, then, are clear. To reject 

God is to reject the possibility of a fulfilled life. Of course, the fact that such a life would not be 

worth living in no way means that God does exist. But let us now get past the silly notion that 

love, beauty, morality, and purpose can exist if God does not. They came into existence with 

humans, are relative to humans, and will cease to exist with humans. But if we are to believe that 

these things are not mere illusions, then we have every motivation to see if there is any reason to 

see if a God may, in fact, exist who defines such things. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

“In a few billion years, the universe will burn out. Will anything anyone ever did have 

any meaning or value then? If not, then why does it matter what we do now?” 

 

The Take Away 

 

 When you are discussing religious issues with atheists, be sure to ask them what love, 

beauty, morality, and purpose really mean apart from God. Get them to acknowledge that all of 

these terms must be completely subjective and have no value apart from what we assign to them. 

Be sure especially to ask them about purpose. 

 Find out what their core value is. Is it seeking truth? Is it helping others? Is it serving 

humanity? Ask them why. What is the value of things if all will cease to exist in the relatively 

near future? Finally, ask them what good is freedom—or, in Nietzsche’s terms, “the privilege of 

owning yourself”—if the price is that everything you could want to do with that freedom 

becomes completely meaningless. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 Consider the words of Ecclesiastes 1:2: “‘Meaningless! Meaningless!’ says the Teacher. 

‘Utterly meaningless! Everything is meaningless.’” If God does not exist, could there be truer 

words? What good is it to live your life for yourself if in the end you only die? In fact, if there is 
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no God, then eventually all of humanity will die so that nothing anyone has ever done or will 

ever do matters at all. 

 But if God exists, and if we can know Him, then there can be meaning and purpose. What 

we do can have eternal ramifications. That is why Paul said, “And whatever you do, whether in 

word or deed, do it all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through 

him” (Col 1:17, NIV). Our job as Christians is to live for the glory of God. Take a few minutes 

and look at your own life. Does it have meaning? Are you living for God in everything you do? 

Is your work, family, and social life glorifying to God? If you are a Christian, every moment can 

have eternal significance. Nothing has to be meaningless unless you let it be. 
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WHAT IS YOUR WORLDVIEW? 

 

I am God, and there is no other; I am God, and there is none like me. ~ Isaiah 46:9 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 
 

 People look at the world differently. This is something advertisers know very well and 

use to their advantage. If you want to sell a shoe to women, you have to have a different 

advertising campaign than if you want to sell it to men. A campaign to sell a car to Americans in 

the South will be different than one to sell a car to the French. Or again, teenagers will respond 

differently than the elderly to different political pitches. This is because people have different 

interests, values, and ideas about the world. And while everyone is different, similar people from 

similar backgrounds often have similar ideas. 

 This collection of ideas is called a worldview and is the means by which we interpret 

what we encounter in life. A racist might see a mixed couple as a sign of the world’s moral 

collapse, whereas another may see it as a sign of the world’s moral progress. The difference in 

their reaction to the same thing is due to what they believe. That is, it is due to their worldview. 

 When you talk to people about Christianity (or anything, for that matter), it will help if 

you know something about the way they view the world. Then, you can anticipate how they will 

respond to your ideas. Understanding their point of view will also help you frame your 

discussion so that they can appreciate your own ideas. We should not speak to be understood but 

rather so that we will not be misunderstood. The best way to do that is to understand the 

perspective of the person to whom you are talking. 

 In light of this, there are three major worldviews you need to understand that underlie all 

thinking. They are Atheism, Pantheism, and Theism
2
. 

 

Atheism 

 

 Atheism is a worldview that starts with the proposition that God does not exist. Yet most 

sophisticated atheists will argue that atheism is not the positive assertion that God does not exist 

but rather is the lack of an assertion that any particular god does exist. The reason they change 

the wording is that they recognize that you are obligated to back up your assertions with 

evidence. Thus, if a man claims that the moon is made of cheese, the burden of proof is on him 

to provide evidence. If we assert that God exists, the burden of proof is on us to show that He 

does. Likewise, if they say that God does not exist, the burden of proof is on them to show that 

He does not. Rather than take this burden on himself, the atheist will define his position as a lack 

of an assertion. “I am not saying that God does not exist,” he says. “I am saying that I lack belief 

                                                 
2
 This list is somewhat simplified. Some may consider animism, fetishism, polytheism, deism, 

etc. distinct worldviews as well. In important ways, they are, but for our purposes, the three 

listed above are sufficient. While other possibilities exist, they can either be subsumed under one 

of these or their practical ramifications are the same. 
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in a god’s existence.” Such a statement needs no evidence. He is simply telling you what he 

believes. 

 Technically, an atheist can get away with saying he lacks belief in any god. But it is also 

disingenuous, because atheists do believe that God does not exist. A rather simple way to get 

them to admit as much is to simply ask them whether or not the Christian God exists. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

“I understand that you lack a belief in God’s existence. That’s fine. Let me ask you this: 

Does the Christian God exist?”  

 

 If they say He does not, then they have made an assertion and now must present evidence 

for their case. If they so that they do not know, then you can keep in mind that they actually fit 

the classical definition of an agnostic, that is, one who does now know if God exists. Hold them 

to this! If during your discussion they use arguments to presuppose God’s non-existence (i.e., 

“Jesus could not have risen from the dead because dead men do not come back to life.” This 

argument presupposes that there is no God to raise Him), you can point out that they have 

changed their view. Their position now assumes that God does not exist, and therefore, they must 

provide evidence for that claim. 

 The important thing to keep in mind about atheism is that it is usually founded on a 

particular idea called “philosophical naturalism” or “materialism.” This view holds that the only 

thing that exists is nature or the universe. There are no ghosts or spirits and certainly no God. 

The mind and human consciousness are natural results of the complexity of our brains. There is 

no life after death and no violation of the laws of physics. There is, in short, no supernatural. 

This idea holds that the only thing that can be known to be true is that which is measurable and 

tested according to the scientific method. Since the supernatural is not scientifically testable, it is 

not considered a proper object of knowledge. While science cannot disprove God, it cannot 

provide evidence of His existence (since that He is not physical, and thus not in the realm of 

science), and therefore the “true scientist” cannot claim to have a belief in God. Thus, according 

to the atheism based on materialism, such a person lacks any belief in God and the burden of 

proof falls on the believer to prove his case. 

 This position, though, is self-defeating. A self-defeating idea is one that refutes itself. If a 

person says, for example, “I can make no statements,” then they have made a self-defeating 

statement. If it is true, then they could not have said it. Yet if it is false, then it is simply not true. 

It cannot, then, be true in any way. Yet the statement that the only things that can be true are 

those that are scientifically testable is a statement that is itself not scientifically testable. By its 

own standard, then, it is untrue.
3
 

 This worldview will cause any consistent atheist to reject outright any notions of miracles 

or the supernatural, including God’s existence. They rule out His existence before they see any 

evidence. Further, any evidence that would point to His existence must also be rejected without 

                                                 
3
 To be more precise, materialism says nothing about how things can be known per se. The 

actual name for the view under discussion is “scientism,” but it is the commonly held position of 

most materialists. Strictly speaking, materialism only says that the only thing that exists is 

material (that is, composed of matter and energy), but this is also self-defeating, for the statement 

“The only thing that exists is material” is also not material. 
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consideration. For example, proponents of Intelligent Design point out that life could not have 

originated without a designer, because the first cell could not have evolved naturalistically if 

there was oxygen in the atmosphere (this is a well established biological fact). Yet we have a 

good deal of evidence to prove that there was oxygen on the early earth. Atheistic evolutionists, 

however, argue that, contrary to the evidence, the early atmosphere must have lacked oxygen. 

They reason that since evolution requires that there be no oxygen, and we are here today, it must 

be true that there was no oxygen! In response to the scientific problem, they simply demand 

more time to research the question. Whether or not they turn out to be right, the point is that it is 

not science that decides how they treat the evidence. It is their worldview. 

 

Pantheism 

 

 The next major worldview is called pantheism. It comes from two Greek words, pas 

meaning “all” and theos meaning “god.” Thus, pantheists believe that God is all and all is God. 

This view originated in Hinduism and has gained popularity in the West through New Age and 

occult practices. Oprah Winfrey is an example of a modern proponent. 

 The major belief underlying pantheism is called monism. Monists believe that since God 

is everything and everything is God, then everything is really One. Distinctions are a figment of 

the imagination and result in bigotry and oppression. Good and evil are a matter of perspective. 

In this view, God is usually seen as an impersonal force or “divine spark” underlying and being 

expressed through everything around us. 

 There are two main consequences of this belief. The first relates to truth. If everything is 

One, then there is no such thing as absolute truth or falsehood. Nothing can be false, because it is 

a part of the one ultimate reality. Nothing can be true, because if something is true, its opposite is 

false, which cannot be. In fact, everything is a matter of perspective. Thus, it is common to hear 

people say, “What is true for you may not be true for me!” 

 This argument is especially leveled at religion. Since there is really no distinction 

between truth and falsehood, no religion can claim to be absolutely true. Rather, all religions are 

true in their own way. The following story has become a standard way to illustrate this: 

 

A number of blind men came to an elephant. Somebody told them that it was an elephant. 

The blind men asked, ‘What is the elephant like?’ and they began to touch its body. One 

of them said: 'It is like a pillar.' This blind man had only touched its leg. Another man 

said, ‘The elephant is like a husking basket.’ This person had only touched its ears. 

Similarly, he who touched its trunk or its belly talked of it differently. In the same way, 

he who has seen the Lord in a particular way limits the Lord to that alone and thinks that 

He is nothing else. 

 

 The moral to this story, and to pantheism, is that no one has a monopoly on truth. All 

truths are equal, and it is arrogance to argue that someone else is wrong. 

 This leads to the second consequence of pantheism, which is that tolerance is exalted as 

the supreme virtue. If all ideas are equally true, and no one has the right to criticize another, we 

should tolerate one another’s differences. Indeed, we should celebrate them, since each of these 

truths are manifestations of the one ultimate reality. 

 Christians have responded to both of these points. First, if there really is no distinction 

between truth and error, how can anyone say as much? In other words, the typical pantheistic 
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idea that all truth is relative is self-defeating. The moment we claim that there is no such thing as 

absolute truth and that all truth is relative, we refute ourselves in that we have made an absolute 

truth-statement. We may ask any relativist who makes such a claim whether or not it is true that 

there is no such thing as truth. 

 Concerning the issue of tolerance, we should point out that tolerance is just as exclusive 

as any other religious claim. Indeed, “tolerance only tolerates tolerance.” We could well ask, 

“Are you not being intolerant when you say that it is wrong of me to be intolerant?” 

 

Ask . . . 

 

“Isn’t it intolerant to say that intolerance is wrong?”  

 

 Thus, it seems that pantheism is wrong in both its view of reality and ethics. 

 

Theism 

 

 The final major worldview is theism. Theists believe that God exists in a personal way, 

distinct from the universe. We will cover arguments in favor of theism later, but for now, it is 

sufficient to note that under it, one can easily affirm the existence of truth and of a real difference 

between right and wrong. Obviously, if a personal, all-knowing God exists, what He believes to 

be true and false is really true and false, and what He says is right and wrong may well be right 

and wrong. 

 We should take a moment to note that theism should not necessarily be equated with 

Christianity. Other religions, including Judaism, Islam, and Baha’ism, are theistic as well. Also, 

some non-religious people are theists in that they reject all forms of organized religion but do 

believe in some sort of personal Divine Power. Thus, while proving theism is true is not 

sufficient to prove Christianity is true, it is sufficient to reject non-theistic views of reality such 

as atheism, Buddhism, Hinduism, etc. 

 Theism does not mean that some ideas should not be tolerated, nor does it mean that any 

unexplained occurrence in nature must be a miracle. It does mean, though, that some ideas may 

be wrong and that miracles may be possible. Whereas pantheism and atheism rule out these 

possibilities from the start, theists can make a decision on a case by case basis. 

 

The Take Away 
 

 Remember that people interpret the world in light of what they already believe about it. 

An atheist will not be inclined to accept prophecy as a proof of Christ’s divinity. A pantheist is 

not likely to understand his guilt before God and thus his need for a savior. The first thing you 

need to do is understand where they are and work on showing them the inconsistencies in their 

own positions. Both atheism and pantheism are self-refuting. Atheism presumes materialism, but 

the underlying assumption that everything is material is false, for the presumption itself is not 

material. If the atheist falls back on true agnosticism, recognizing that immaterial, supernatural 

events are at least possible, you can move on to discuss evidence. Pantheism refutes its own 

presumption of tolerance by being intolerant of intolerance. Also by arguing that no one has 

exclusive truth, they contradict themselves when they say that Christians who hold to an 

exclusive gospel are wrong. If no one is really wrong, how can they say that Christians are 
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wrong when they say that only those who trust Christ are saved? If everyone’s truth is true for 

them, how can they say that Jesus was wrong when He said, “I am the Way, the Truth, and the 

Life. No one comes to Father except through Me” (John 14:7)? 

 

Personal Application 

 

 What is the world like? Is it all that there is? Atheism and pantheism argue it is. 

Pantheism only adds the mystical assertion that everything is in some sense the same thing. 

Nothing is unique. But as Christians, we recognize that this world is not all that there is. It is, 

rather, a creation of the Creator. It was designed. It has purpose. 

 That world includes us humans. We were designed. We have a purpose. And that means 

that you were designed and you have a purpose. When David said “I am fearfully and 

wonderfully made” (Psalm 139:14), he was speaking for all of us. 

 The great truth of theism is that we are significant. We are important. We matter. It is 

precisely because of this that things like love, truth, beauty, and morality exist and themselves 

have meaning. Who you are and what you do will matter for all of eternity to an eternal God. 

The next time you tell a child, “You are special,” remember to say a prayer of thanks to your 

Father in Heaven who wants you to know the same thing. You, too, are special. You are not the 

same as everything else. You are not merely a bag of chemicals. You are a creation of the Living 

God, and if you have trusted His Son Jesus Christ, then you are also His child (John 1:12). 
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WHAT IS TRUTH? 

 

“What is truth?” Pilate asked. ~ John 18:38 (NIV) 

Jesus answered, “I am the way and the truth and the life. No one comes to the Father except 

through me.” ~ John 14:6 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 
 

 Throughout history, people have asked the “great questions” of philosophy. You have 

probably asked them, too. Questions like, “Where did we come from?” “We are we here?” “Is 

there a God? If so, what kind of God is He (or ‘are they’)?” These types of questions help us put 

meaning to our lives and to life itself, so they are very important. Every religion and every 

worldview has a different answer to them. Yet as men have studied these questions over the 

centuries, they have also consistently stumbled on another question: “How do I know?” Certainly 

we may believe things to be true, but believing and knowing are different. It is one thing to say 

that you believe God exists. It is another entirely to say that you know it. 

 Unfortunately, many who tried to answer this question came to despair and decided it 

was impossible to know anything. Skeptics, as these people are called, have existed as long as 

men have been thinking, but they became a real presence when the Greeks invented philosophy. 

They maintained it was impossible to know anything with any kind of certainty. Though they, 

and those who followed them, reached this conclusion in different ways, the rejection of both the 

ability to know truth and the actual existence of truth has been a common theme in human 

history. 

 The most recent form of this kind of thought is called postmodernism. As its name 

implies, it is actually a rejection of an idea called modernism, which had its roots in the 

enlightenment of the 18th century and was popular until the 1980s. Modernism held that man 

was basically good and that through reason, education, and technology he could overcome evil 

and usher in a utopian society. People “sin”, they thought, for social and economic reasons. If 

they were properly educated, treated fairly, and not in poverty, then crime, wars, and violence 

would cease. This idea has been one of the main reasons for the great emphasis on education 

over the past two hundred years 

 World War II destroyed the myth of the basic goodness of man, and the communism that 

followed put his depravity of full display. Though atheists will often point to the number of 

people killed or oppressed in God’s name as proof of His non-existence, they fail to mention 

those numbers pale in comparison to the hundreds of millions murdered at the hands of atheistic 

regimes such as the USSR and China. While they may not have killed “in the name of” atheism, 

these governments recognized that if God does not exist, then human life has no intrinsic value. 

It only has value to those who value it, and those regimes valued other ideas far more than the 

sanctity of human life. In short, their atheism did not lead them to kill, but it certainly gave them 

permission. 

 The twentieth century may have been a time of unprecedented technological advance, but 

it was also a time of unprecedented violence. Hiroshima, not the light bulb, is its primary 
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symbol. This led people to react against modernism. It could not be held in light of the atrocities 

committed by educated men. Further, modernism, with its exclusive focus on reason, rejected the 

spiritual side of man, which left him empty. By the late twentieth century, people were becoming 

tired of their secular religion. They were not yet ready to embrace again the gods of the past, but 

they longed for a personal religion with personal gods. Religion was out. Spirituality was in. 

 Thus, postmodernism was born. Though most postmoderns still believe in the basic 

goodness of man (after all, who wants to believe that they are fundamentally evil?), they exalt 

experience over reason, relationship over religion, and personal perspective over objective truth. 

Life is understood completely within the confines of one’s self. What you do is good for you, 

and what another does is good for him. Tolerance is the virtue of choice. 

 It is not surprising, then, that the clarion call of postmodernism is “There is no absolute 

truth.” All that is true is what you experience and feel. Organized religion is evil because it 

claims to have access to absolute truth and forces conformity of thought among its adherents. 

Thus, all truth, be it religious, moral, or factual, is relative to the individual. This idea is 

confirmed by science itself. Isaac Newton proved that motion is relative, and Einstein proved 

that time is as well. If, then, even the physical world around us is not absolute, how can we assert 

that anything as personal and individual as morality or religion could be absolute? 

 This basic idea, however, is self-defeating. We have talked about that before, but let us 

take a minute to examine what we mean. The fundamental law of all human thinking is called 

“the law of non-contradiction.” It simply says that something cannot both be and not be 

something in the same sense at the same time. For instance, the fruit in your hand may be an 

apple or a pear. It cannot, however, be both. You may hold both in your hand, or your may put 

down one and pick up the other. But it is senseless to say that this particular piece of fruit is both 

an apple and pear at the same time. 

 This idea can be illustrated in many ways. One cannot both exist and not exist at the same 

time. Two plus two either equals four or it does not. A shape may be a circle or a square. It 

cannot be both. Or consider the statement, “Everything I say is a lie.” This violates the law of 

non-contradiction, too. Why? Because if it is true, then everything, even that statement, is not 

true. But something cannot be both true and not true in the same sense at the same time! 

 This is such a basic, fundamental thought that philosophers call it the First Principle. It 

cannot be proven or disproven. It is simply a statement of how we think. If you assert something 

is true (or false!), you are denying its opposite. So even if you were to try to deny that the law of 

non-contradiction is true, you are still using it. As soon as you say, “It is false,” you imply that it 

is not true. If you say, “It is both true and false at the same time,” you still affirm it, because you 

are denying that the law is absolutely true (that is, that nothing can both be and not be in the 

same sense at the same time). It is, quite simply, inescapable. To try to disprove it would be like 

trying to use reason to prove that reason does not exist. 

 Thus, postmodernism is wrong on at least one point, namely, that all truth is relative and 

nothing is really false. For if that statement is true then it is false that some truth is absolute. Do 

you see how the idea contradicts itself? 

 

Ask . . . 

 

“Is it absolutely true that all truth is relative?” 
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If they say that it is always relative, then that truth is not relative. If they say that even that truth 

is relative, then they have to admit that there may be some truth that is non-relative, or, absolute. 

 Likewise, consider the statement, “There is no such thing as absolute truth.” When 

someone says this, you can simple ask them this: 

Ask . . . 

 

“Is it absolutely true that there is no such thing as absolute truth?” 

 

 Postmodernism, then, is simply self-contradictory. In fact, the entire notion of skepticism 

is self-defeating. Can you see how it violates the law of non-contradiction? You can expose that 

error very simply. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

“Tell me, do you know for sure that you can’t know anything for sure?” 

 

 If someone says they know for sure that they cannot know anything for sure then they 

have just contradicted themselves. And if they say that they are not sure about that, then they 

have no reason to complain if you are sure. After all, there are plenty of things that you are not 

sure about. Does that make it wrong for other people to be sure about them? Suppose you are 

talking with a friend about her favorite band. Would you think anything is wrong if she was sure 

about something in their history that you were not? In the same way, the only way a skeptic 

could be angry with you for being sure that you knew something for sure was if he was sure that 

you could not know anything for sure, in which case, as we have seen, he would only be denying 

himself. Thus, it is evident not only that truth exists, but that it can be known. When a person 

tells you that you cannot really know the truth, they are asserting something that they believe 

they know is true. 

 So truth exists. But all this leads to another question that you need to be familiar with. It 

is one that has been around a long time. Pilot asked it to Jesus before he had Him crucified: 

“What is truth?” (John 18:38) From all we have said, it actually turns out to be pretty easy to 

define. Truth is that which corresponds to reality. In other words, reality really does exist in 

some way. Statements that accurately reflect how it exists are true. Those that do not are false. 

Thus, if it really is raining outside, and I say that it is not, then my statement is not true. If today 

is Monday, and I say as much, then my statement is true. 

 But how do we know reality exists in any particular way? Is it not possible that everyone 

has their own realities? You do not even have to have this argument. Again, a simple question 

shows the self-contradiction. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Is it really true that everyone has their own realities? 

 

 If someone answers “yes” to this question, then they are telling you something about 

reality itself. That is, they are telling you that it is the nature of reality is to be different for 
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everyone. But if it is true for everyone that reality is different for everyone, then reality is in 

some sense the same for everyone. The statement contradicts itself. 

 In fact, the only way to try to get around truth is to argue that reality does not exist. After 

all, if truth is that which corresponds to reality, yet there is no reality, then there is no such thing 

as truth! If someone says this, though, you can take comfort in knowing that they have become 

desperate to avoid your conclusions. Then, you can simply point out that if they think reality 

does not exist, then at the very least, they must exist. If they do not exist then they cannot very 

well be thinking about reality’s non-existence, can they? Thus, we have again proven that there 

is such a thing as reality and what accurately describes that reality is true—in this case, it is true 

that they think that reality does not exist. It’s also true that they are, in the process, contradicting 

themselves. That is just the nature of reality. 

 

The Takeaway 

 

 Postmodernism gives rise to ideas like “that’s just your interpretation” and “there could 

be many realities.” It also tells us that we should tolerate everything, because nothing is 

absolutely true. Yet there is such a thing as absolute truth. It is self-contradictory to assert 

otherwise. And if there is such a thing as absolute truth, and if that truth can in some ways be 

known, then postmodernism and skepticism are not true. They are also hypocritical, because 

even as they argue for tolerance, they are intolerant of those who believe in absolute truth. 

 Take some time to learn the questions in the “Ask” sections. Postmodernism is one of the 

greatest threats to Christianity today. It does no good to convince people that your faith is true if 

they are thinking in the back of their minds, “Well, I’m glad he has reasons for his faith. He’s got 

a good truth for himself. It’s not true for me, but I’m glad it’s true for him.” One of the first 

things you have to make sure of is that people understand that truth exists. Not all religions are 

the same. Some are not true, and our quest is one of truth. 

 Finally, remember that despite the skepticism so rampant in our culture, no one is 

consistently postmodernism. They may say that you cannot know anything for sure, but watch to 

see how they behave when it comes to the medicine their doctors prescribe them. They follow 

the directions exactly, because they know what they mean. Watch them when they stop at red 

lights or when they are sure to show up at work on time. In fact, pay close attention to their 

words. When people argue that you cannot know truth, they are expecting you to understand 

what they are truly saying. In other words, they are assuming that truth exists at least enough that 

they can convey their ideas to you. 

 People are kidding themselves when they say no truth exists. It is your job to ask them 

questions to help them see that. What they really mean is that truth does not exist in the religious 

or moral realms. Once they admit that, the terms of the discussion are now set. You can get into 

the important issues such as God’s existence and the absolute truth of Christianity. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 Tolerance we are told, is the opposite of arrogance. In one way, we can appreciate our 

quest for it, because it assumes that we do not want to be arrogant, proud, or elitist. A tolerant 

person is not a racist or bigot and respects others. But have you ever stopped to consider that the 

opposite of arrogance is not tolerance but humility? 
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 We should not confuse a humble person with a tolerant person. Humble people may 

tolerate some things, but they may oppose others. Tolerant people may be quite arrogant. Truth is 

what is important to the humble man. If you compliment him on his impressive musical skills, he 

will genuinely thank you and move on. He will neither turn down the compliment nor complain 

that he is not really so good after all. Humility accepts truth while not focusing on itself. In other 

words, humility puts truths in their proper perspective. It does not unnecessarily exalt any one 

over another. 

 In this, we see that humility needs truth. If truth does not exist, then neither does 

humility. The skilled pianist cannot appreciate the truth of your compliment if there is no truth to 

recognize. The best he can say is, “Yes, I agree with you. In my opinion, I am very good.” But 

such thinking quickly leads a man to think too highly of himself. It is what we are, not our 

opinion of ourselves, that matters. God tells us that we are His creations, made in His image 

(Gen 1:26-28). It is not arrogant to say that we are special if God has told us as much. 

 Contrary to popular belief, it is not tolerance we seek, but humility. But if in our quest for 

humility we have rejected truth, we have robbed ourselves of the ability to be humble. We are 

left only with a never satisfying selfish quest for self-esteem. But the Christian can be humble. 

She can recognize who God says she is without thinking of herself as better than any other. If she 

is right with God--if she knows the truth--then she truly has a firm foundation on which to stand. 

As Jesus said, you can know the truth, and the truth, not self-esteem or enlightened tolerance, 

will set you free (John 8:32). 
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DOES GOD EXIST? PART I 

 

For by him all things were created: things in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether 

thrones or powers or rulers or authorities; all things were created by him and for him. ~ 

Colossians 1:16 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 

 

 How do you know that God exists? For most people who believe in Him, it is nothing 

more than a matter of how they were raised. They believe because their parents taught them to. 

Some will point to experiences that they have had. God answered this prayer or delivered them 

from that situation. Perhaps they have had a mystical, religious experience in which they 

personally encountered His presence and cannot deny what they felt. Still others have no reasons. 

They simply believe on blind faith. Many of these people believe that reason and faith are 

opposites. If you have proof of something, they say, it does not require faith. But the Bible says 

that we can only come to God in faith, and therefore, we should not look for or expect evidence. 

We are only being truly pious, they say, when we believe without evidence. 

 First, we should point out that faith and reason are not opposed to one another. Contrary 

to the modern English use of the term, “faith” does not mean “belief in absence of evidence.” 

More fundamentally, it means to take someone at their word. The Hebrew word for faith is 

aman, from which we get the English word “amen.” It means to declare someone or something 

reliable. Genesis 15:6 says, “Abraham believed the LORD, and it was credited to him as 

righteousness.” The idea is that Abraham believed that God was able to do what He promised, 

which, in context, was to give him a son in his old age. But Abraham did not believe in a 

vacuum. He had plenty of reason to trust God. Likewise, we have multiple demonstrations in 

both the New and the Old Testament of God proving His power and existence. Finally, the 

apostolic preaching of the book of Acts usually begins with a rehearsal of the history of Israel, 

meant to prove that God is trustworthy. In short, the biblical concept of faith is not belief without 

reason, but reliance upon a person or thing that you have come to trust. 

 Second, while our personal experience with God may be sufficient to convince us that He 

exists, we should hardly expect it to be sufficient to convince anyone else. This is precisely the 

issue Mormons miss when they encourage people to pray for God to demonstrate to them the 

truthfulness of the Book of Mormon. Is their personal experience enough to convince you of 

their holy book’s divinity? And what are we to say when someone claims to have experienced a 

“burning in the bosom”? So while experience may be a powerful testimony to ourselves, it holds 

very little water with others. In fact, our own beliefs should not be based on experience so much 

as they should be corroborated by it. They should, instead, be based on sound reasoning. 

 Finally, people who believe based on nothing more than family tradition are in no place 

to share their faith with anyone. Muslims, Hindus, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and even atheists are 

often raised to believe their religion (or lack thereof) is true. Tradition is no argument for 

truthfulness. 
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 Are there any good reasons for believing God exists? Yes, there are. We will now turn to 

examine two of the most commonly discussed today: the Cosmological and Teleological 

Arguments. 

 

The Cosmological Argument 

 

 The Cosmological Argument (hereafter, CA) dates back at least to Aristotle. It is an 

argument based on the existence of the cosmos, or the world as it exists. It is important to note 

that there are many forms of the CA. Some are more effective than others. Some are easier to 

understand. We will look at the most popular version called the Kalaam CA for the simple 

reason that it is the easiest to use and understand, which makes it the most persuasive to most 

people. If this catches your interest, you may want to look at the Thomistic version or the one 

used by Leibniz. They take a bit more philosophical training to use effectively, but both are 

powerful if mastered. 

 The Kalaam CA is probably the most popular version of the CA today. It has been 

perfected by William Lane Craig, one of the foremost apologists in Christianity today. It is also 

the easiest to understand. Very simply, it states: 

 

1. Everything that begins to exist must have a cause; 

2. The universe began to exist; 

3. Therefore, the universe must have a cause. 

 

Because this argument proves a cause for the universe, it is often referred to as the 

argument for the First Cause. We will talk about the nature of that cause in a moment, but for 

now let us briefly look at each premise. 

Is the first premise true? It seems it must be. Nothing can bring itself into existence. In 

order to do that, it would have to exist in order to bring itself into existence, which is obviously 

self-contradictory. So, if something does not exist at one moment and then exists at the next, then 

something else must have caused it to exist. Put simply, things do not just pop into existence by 

themselves. 

The second premise is true as well. It is a scientific fact that the universe has not existed 

forever. Current cosmology tells us that it came into existence 14 billion years ago. How long 

ago that happened is not important. What is important is that it has not existed forever. Beyond 

modern science, one simple proof for this is that the universe is slowly running down. 

Eventually, the sun and all the other stars in the universe will burn out. If the universe had 

existed forever, that would have happened by now. So, it is easy to see that the universe came 

into existence. 

From this, it inescapably follows that the universe had a cause, and like all causes, it must 

be something else. That means that whatever caused the universe must exist outside of it. Now, 

since the universe is made up of matter, space, and time, then whatever made the universe cannot 

be made of matter, space, or time. That means that whatever made the universe must be 

immaterial, omnipresent, and eternal. What would we call an immaterial, omnipresent, eternal 

being except God? 

Now, someone may object in two ways. First, they may ask the common question, “But 

what brought God into existence?” But notice the first premise. It does not say that everything 

has a cause, but only everything that comes into existence must have a cause. If the universe did 
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not come into existence, it would not need a cause. But it did, so it does. Yet God did not come 

into existence, and therefore, He does not need a cause. In fact, this proves that there must be 

something that did not come into existence, because if everything did, then there would be an 

infinite number of causes, which is absurd. 

The second response may come from those who are a little more scientifically trained. 

They may point out that certain particles in quantum physics do just pop into existence out of 

nothing. They do seem to bring themselves into existence. Here, though, you may point out that 

just because we do not know the cause does not mean that there is not one. Tell them that with 

more research, we may find out their cause. If they press further, you can just ask them if they 

believe that these particles existed before they existed. Obviously, the answer is no, and thus, 

you can point out that if they did not, then they could not have brought themselves into 

existence, since that is exactly what would be happening. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

How can something that does not exist do anything (like bring itself existence)? 

 

 It’s a very easy line of thought to follow. Just memorize the argument above, and you 

will have one powerful argument under your belt. 

 

The Teleological Argument 

 

 The teleological argument (hereafter, TA) is another ancient argument for God’s 

existence. It comes from the Greek word telos, meaning “purpose” or, by extension, “design.” 

Thus, this is commonly known as the Argument from Design. It was made popular by William 

Paley with his well known watchmaker analogy. He argued that if we found a stone lying in a 

field, we may as well assume that it had been there forever. But if we found a watch in the field, 

we would immediately know that it had not been there forever, but had been placed or dropped 

there by some intelligent being. We would know this because watches do not appear by 

themselves. Their nature requires them to be designed. Now, Paley thought that if a watch is 

complex enough to require design, then the human body, which is infinitely more complex, must 

surely need a designer infinitely more. 

 It seemed, however, that Darwin’s theory of evolution weakened this argument 

drastically. Richard Dawkins, an outspoken atheist, wrote a book titled The Blind Watchmaker in 

which he argues that evolution explains how all life can come into existence without the need for 

design. 

 Evolution, of course, has always been a controversial subject, but in the past decade, a 

great deal of evidence has emerged to support Paley’s argument and challenge Darwinism’s 

ability to meet his challenge. We will look at just two of these. 

 The first is an idea called “irreducible complexity” (IC). In short, it argues that some 

biological systems are too complex for evolution to have created. Michael Behe, a major 

proponent of this idea, gives us the mousetrap as an example of IC. If you take away any single 

piece, be it the hammer, the spring, the base, the catch, etc., then it would not work as a 

mousetrap anymore. Its function is dependent on all the parts being properly assembled. But that 

means that you could not build a mousetrap by some evolutionary process. It had to come into 

existence all at once, which requires someone to plan and build it all at once. We see many 
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examples of IC all around us. Watches, cars, TVs, computers, and light bulbs are all irreducibly 

complex. They all must have been designed. 

 There are also many examples of IC in the human body. To take only one example, each 

cell in your body is built based on the DNA at its center. That DNA holds the information, or the 

blueprint, that tells the cell how to build the various proteins that do the work to help the cell 

survive. Without them, the cell would not be able to do anything and would quickly die. Yet the 

DNA itself was created by proteins. That means that proteins built the DNA which has the 

instructions for building proteins. In fact, the proteins that the cell uses are built by other 

proteins! That means that if there was no DNA, then no proteins could be built. But if there were 

no proteins, then no DNA could be made, either. The system is irreducibly complex. If you take 

away one part, the entire thing fails to work. Evolution would have to create the entire system at 

the same time, which is simply absurd. Even the hardest evolutionists recognize that such a feat 

is impossible. Thus, the fact that there are hundreds of examples of IC in the human body points 

to the fact that the body was designed. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

How can evolution arrive at a system where DNA can’t be built without proteins but 

proteins can’t be built without DNA
4
 

 

 The second modern challenge is called “specified complexity” (SC). To illustrate this, 

suppose you were eating a bowl of alphabet soup. You looked down and before you take a bite, 

you see the letters, “JDOXEHDOCHDAEP.” You would probably not think anything at all about 

it and start eating. But suppose, instead, you saw the letters, “PLEASE DONT EAT ME.” Now 

this would probably get your attention. But why? In both cases you are just looking at letters in 

an alphabet soup. The answer, of course, is that the first string of letters does not mean anything 

whereas the second does. In other words, the first string of letters may be complex, but the 

second string of letters has a SC. 

 It is a matter of fact that all information is in the form of SC. All messages are examples 

of this. Even computer language, which is really just a long string of 1s and 0s, is an example of 

SC. Experience teaches us that while complexity may arise naturally, it takes an intelligent 

designer to produce specified complexity. If you saw the message above in your soup, you would 

probably realize someone was playing a trick on you. 

 The human body is not just complex. It is an amazing example of SC. Remember that all 

information, all messages, are examples of SC. Scientists now know that DNA is information. It 

is not like information. It is not similar to information. It actually is information. DNA is an 

example of SC. In fact, the amount of information held in the DNA of just one human cell (and 

there are trillions in your body) is equal to the amount of information held in 1000 volumes of 

the Encyclopedia Britannica! Try to imagine dumping a can of alphabet soup on the table and 

getting an article on the structure of DNA. Obviously, such a thing could not happen. Quite 

                                                 
4
 Evolutionists recognize this problem, so they argue that RNA, a molecule similar to DNA, 

actually came first. But even this has the same problem, because the RNA built in the cell is built 

by proteins, yet RNA is used to tell the cell how to build proteins. The same “chicken and egg” 

IC still exists. To date, no answer this question has been given. Indeed, it appears that one is 

impossible! 
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simply, neither can it happen in nature. It takes a designer to put information in any form, even 

the form of modern biology. 

 We need to make one last point about the teleological argument before we finish. Design 

is not just found in the human body. It is also found in the universe. There are hundreds of things 

that have to be “just right” in order for any kind of life to exist. A planet has to have the right 

composition and exist at just the right distance from just the right kind of star at just the right 

spot in just the right kind of galaxy; that planet has to be at just the right tilt, have just the right 

kind of moon, and, believe it or not, has to have a Jupiter like planet at just the right distance 

away from it. These are just a few examples. The odds against the universe existing like it does 

to allow for life are so astronomically small that some scientists have proposed that there are an 

infinite number of universes to account for it. If that were true, then there would be bound to be 

at least one, somewhere, with the right conditions for life. Yet such a statement is just “faith-

based” as anything any believer in God could ever say! 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If nature is not capable of writing a simple computer program, why should we believe it 

is capable of creating working DNA, which is hundreds of millions of times more 

complex? 

 

The Take Away 
 

 So far, we have looked at two arguments for God’s existence, the Cosmological and 

Teleological Argument. The CA argued that the universe must have a cause outside of itself, and 

that cause could only be God. The TA argued that the universe, by its demonstration of IC and 

SC, shows signs of design. Yet design requires a designer, and thus, the universe not only 

requires a cause, but that cause must have been a Designer. Since designers are intelligent, this 

must have been an Intelligent Designer. 

 Thus, it seems that the believer has very good reason to believe that the universe was 

created by a timeless, spaceless, immaterial, intelligent being. Such a being powerful enough to 

create the universe must be all-powerful. Such a being intelligent enough must be all-knowing. 

Thus, it seems that there must be an Omniscient, Omnipresent, Omnipotent Cause of the 

universe. That is, God must exist. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 In church, we often sing of God’s power, holiness, sovereignty, and majesty. Even a 

cursory look at the world around us reveals just how amazing God is. The same things that 

impress praise song writers today impressed David enough (along with the Holy Spirit!) to say 

“The heavens declare the glory of God; the skies proclaim the work of his hands” (Psalm 19:1). 

What most impresses you about the world? Is it a beautiful star lit sky? A perfect sunrise? A 

mountain top view that goes for miles? Perhaps it is the amazing intricacy of the cell or rich 

diversity of life in everything from rainforests to shallow pools of water. 

We live in an exquisitely crafted world, yet sometimes our daily lives cause us to forget 

that. One of the best ways to get in touch with God is to spend some time appreciating His 

handiwork. When was the last time you stopped to appreciate the complexity and beauty of even 
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the simplest parts of nature? Look to see how everything fits perfectly in its place. The 

appreciation of the environment should not be limited to political discussion. As Christians, we 

should be able to appreciate this world for a far greater reason: it reveals the very mind and 

character of God. 
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DOES GOD EXIST? PART II 

 

Indeed, when Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature things required by the law, they 

are a law for themselves, even though they do not have the law, since they show that the 

requirements of the law are written on their hearts, their consciences also bearing witness, and 

their thoughts now accusing, now even defending them. ~ Romans 2:14-15 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 

 

 We last looked at the Cosmological and Teleological Arguments for God’s existence. 

Those arguments are popular and persuasive because they are heavily based on the findings of 

modern science. Yet science often changes is findings, so it is important to have reasons not 

based on science to believe in God’s existence. Two of the most powerful are the Arguments 

from Rationality and Morality. We will briefly examine those. 

 

The Argument from Rationality 

 

 This argument is unique, because it takes on atheists on their own turf. Most atheists will 

tell you the reason they do not believe in God is that the belief does not seem rational. They will 

tell you that they have seen no evidence for His existence. Yet before you present any such 

evidence (as the CA and TA do), you can look at rationality itself. You can show that if God 

does not exist, then even rationality cannot exist. Thus, if the atheist wants to use reason, she 

must first presume God! The argument goes like this. 

 

1. If God does not exist, rational thought is impossible; 

2. But rational thought is possible; 

3. Therefore, God must exist. 

 

 Now, this certainly seems like an odd argument. No one would doubt the second premise. 

Obviously, reason exists. But what would make us believe that the first premise is true? Why 

should we believe that if God does not exist, then neither can reason? 

 To answer this question, let us assume that God does not exist and that everything that 

exists is perfectly natural and thus governed by the forces of nature. For example rocks fall 

because gravity works. It rains because the water cycle obeys the basic laws of physics. 

Everything that happens in the universe follows the basic laws of physics. 

 That everything includes what goes on inside your brain. Why do you feel a warm 

sensation when you stand next to a fire? Why do you feel a sense of pleasure when you stand 

under a cool shower after a hard workout? Why do you feel pain when you hit your thumb with a 

hammer? Everything is a matter of chemistry. It is certainly very complicated chemistry, but it is 

still chemistry. This recognition has helped psychologists diagnose physical reasons for 

depression, anxiety, and a host of other problems. What goes on, chemically, inside your brain 

determines how and what you feel. 
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 But if everything is determined by the laws of physics, then it also must determine what 

you think. What are your thoughts, after all? Are they not just the result of chemical reactions in 

your brain? Taken to its logical conclusion, that means that everything you even think is just a 

matter of external stimuli—things that happen to you—being processed in a certain way by your 

brain. You really are not “thinking.” That is just an illusion. You really are not self-conscious. 

That is an illusion, too. Nature determines everything. 

 After all, what would it mean for “you” to be able to think whatever you want? What are 

“you”? Under atheism, there is no spiritual part of man. “You” cannot be separated from your 

body. There is nothing about you that can stand outside of the chemical processes in the brain 

and direct them to do this or that. All that exists is nature. 

 Now, if this is the case, then it does not make sense to talk about being rational at all. We 

need to distinguish between being rational, irrational, and non-rational. To be rational is to be 

reasonable. It is to look at evidence and make choices that line up with sound logic. To be 

irrational is to ignore evidence and make choices that do not like up with sound logic. But to be 

non-rational is neither rational nor irrational. Is a rock being rational when it falls to the ground? 

Is water being rational when it evaporates? It is just doing what it does. It does not think about it. 

 If all our thoughts are completely and totally determined for us, then it does not make any 

sense to say that we are being rational or irrational. We are being non-rational. Our thoughts are 

just like a rock falling or water evaporating. We have them because that is just what happens. We 

did not decide to have them one way or another. Thus, if there is no aspect of man that can step 

outside the laws of nature and decide “for himself” what he wants to think, believe, or do, then 

everything he thinks is externally determined. Thus, all his thoughts are non-rational. None of his 

thoughts are either rational or irrational. That means that no atheist can claim to be reasonable, 

because, on atheism, reason does not exist. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If atheism is true, then aren’t all of our thoughts completely determined by the non-

rational chemical reactions in our brain, meaning there is no such thing as reason? 

 

 No atheist will want to admit this, of course. They want to believe that they are being 

reasonable people, but remind them that it does not matter if they do or do not want to believe 

something. What is important is what must be logically true. Logic tells us that if there is no part 

of man that is independent of the laws of nature, then everything about him, including his 

thoughts, are determined by those laws. Thus, rational thought is impossible. Atheism, then, 

cannot claim rationality as a logical basis. Only if a spiritual aspect of man exists can rationality 

exist. 

 

The Moral Argument 

 

 The last argument for God’s existence we will discuss is the moral argument. This one is 

particularly important, because whereas the other arguments considered so far prove that some 

sort of higher power exists, there is no reason to necessarily think this power is at all interested in 

our lives, much less our behavior. But the God of Christianity is deeply concerned about us. It is 

here the moral argument shines. 
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It can be formalized very simply as follows: 

 

1. If no God exists, there is no such thing as objective moral values; 

2. But objective moral values do exist; 

3. Therefore, God must exist. 

 

Now, it is important to note that you will have to defend both premises individually, as both are 

often challenged. 

 The first gets the most attention. Atheists will typically respond that this is simply absurd, 

and that objective moral values most certainly can exist without God. Here, we must distinguish 

between absolute morals and objective morals. Absolute morals are those that everyone agrees 

with across time and culture. Most Christians, when trying to use the moral argument, appeal to 

these. They will say something like, “All people think murder is wrong. Therefore, murder must 

really be wrong.” Do not use this argument! It is weak in two areas. First, the atheist can argue 

that the reason we all think murder is wrong is that evolution has taught us to shun it so that the 

species can survive. You can argue with that, of course, but you will not get anywhere. The 

second reason is that it is not logically valid. Just because everyone believes something does not 

make it true. If everyone believed murder was acceptable, would that make it right? 

 We are interested in is objective, not absolute, morality. Objective morality is that which 

is right or wrong whether you agree or not. Suppose, for example, someone says murder is right. 

The only way you can tell them that they are wrong is if morality is objective. We will look at 

two examples to illustrate the point. 

 First, imagine there are three apples sitting in front of you. You ask how many are there 

and are told, “There are four.” You would be well within your rights to object, for that answer 

would be wrong. Yet suppose when you said there were only three, someone complained by 

saying, “Now wait a moment. What right do you have to tell me that I am wrong? What is three 

for you could be four for me!” Such a statement would be absurd. The number of apples on the 

table is an objective fact. It is not a matter of preference. 

 Second, imagine after the conversation about the apples, you begin discussing your 

favorite fruit. Someone informs you that bananas are their favorite fruit, and you share with them 

that apples are yours. Now suppose that they complain again and say, “Ah, you are wrong. 

Bananas are definitely better than apples. It is just as obvious as the fact that there were only 

three apples on the table!” But here, they would be wrong again. Which fruit is “better” is just a 

matter of preference. It is subjective, not objective. 

 Now, when dealing with morality, you must ask the person with whom you are talking: 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Is the rightness or wrongness of a thing an actual fact that is true in itself, or is it simply a 

preference and nothing more? 

 

You can illustrate this question by pointing to something very concrete. Was American slavery 

really wrong, or do we simply not prefer it as a civilized nation? Was it really wrong, or was it 

more like our preference of chocolate over vanilla ice cream? 

 Rational people will respond that slavery was really wrong. By that, they mean that the 

people that thought it was acceptable were mistaken. But again we cannot be mistaken about a 
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preference. If we say that those who believed that slavery was morally acceptable were mistaken, 

we are saying that morality is objective (this is another good example, by the way, of why you 

should not appeal to absolute morality. The fact that people can disagree over what is right and 

wrong does not create a problem for our argument; rather, it supports it). 

 But here, there is a problem. If God does not exist, on what basis do we say that slavery is 

wrong? Who has the authority or right to declare it wrong? No matter how the atheist responds, 

he will find every answer to be futile. Most commonly, you will be told that it is wrong because 

we ought not do to others what we would not have done to us. Or, put positively, we ought to 

treat other people with dignity and respect. That statement is true, of course. We should treat 

people with dignity and respect, but why? If God does not exist, why should we? What keeps 

this idea from being any more of a personal value—a mere preference—than one’s appreciation 

for blue shirts over red? You will often be told here that the reason this is true is that if everyone 

were to behave this way, humanity would prosper, but if everyone acted against this rule, then 

humanity would be destroyed. Again, we can agree with this, but if God does not exist, why 

should the preservation of humanity be any less of a personal value than my preference for 

chocolate over vanilla ice cream? 

 Others will argue that we know slavery is wrong because society has decided it. But this 

does not work, because there was a time when society thought it was acceptable. Yet it was 

wrong then just as it is today. Besides, does that mean that if everyone were to vote tomorrow to 

reinstitute slavery then it would stop being wrong? 

 Your job is to make them realize that if no God exists to impose morality on people, then 

morality is nothing more than a human construct. It is subjective. There is really no such thing as 

right or wrong. There is only social preference evolved over time to ensure the survival of the 

race. But if someone chooses to reject those preferences, we can hardly say what they are doing 

is “wrong.” The best we can say is that they are acting in a way we would rather them not. If 

God does not exist, “morality” is nothing more than a personal value system. Drive this point 

home over and over again. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

What gives you the right to tell someone else what is and is not important? Who do you 

think you are? 

 

 Before we move on, let us stop and note something very important. We are not saying 

that atheists do not know right from wrong. On the contrary, because we believe morality is 

objective, we are convinced that they do know right from wrong. They are right that slavery was 

wrong. Paul recognized in Romans 2 that non-Christians understand God’s moral laws. What we 

are saying is that, if they reject God, they have nothing in which to ground that objective moral 

law that they so clearly recognize. 

 Now, recognizing the above, some people will claim that we are right and instead object 

to the second premise. Since God does not exist, there really is no such thing as good or evil. 

They agree that morality is only a social construct. In this case, it is worth noting how far these 

people are willing to go to avoid the existence of God. It is obvious that both good and evil exist. 

It is not difficult for you to demonstrate it. A simple question will suffice. 
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Ask . . . 

 

So you don’t think that slavery or murder or the torture of little children is really wrong? 

 

 Anyone who affirms with a straight face that slavery, murder, and torturing little children 

are not wrong is lying to both you and themselves. And if you are having this discussion in 

public, then anyone listening will write them off as a moral idiot. Most will not say directly that 

they are not wrong. They cannot, because it is obvious that they really are. They will bluster and 

complain that you are twisting their words, but do not let them get away from this. If right and 

wrong do not really exist, then torturing children is not wrong. It is simply a behavior that 

society has decided is not acceptable. Should society decide one day it is acceptable then we 

could say nothing against it. You may also ask them what makes them think that it is not wrong. 

If they point out that the non-existence of God requires them to say so, you can ask them what 

evidence they have that He does not exist. 

 But there is another ramification of rejecting objective moral values. The entire notion of 

civil rights assumes that we are fighting for fairness. It is a fundamentally moral argument. 

African-Americans should be allowed to drink at the same water fountains as whites and women 

and men should receive the same pay because it is fair. Our society was actually wrong when it 

denied human equality. But if objective moral values do not exist, then it turns out that they were 

not wrong. Thus, under atheism, all social progress is impossible, because there is nothing to 

“progress” toward. We have no right to decry any government’s violations of human rights as 

wrong. After all, why should our society’s values have any bearing on another’s? 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Are we not justifiably imposing our morality on others when we object to other countries’ 

violation of human rights? 

 

 At the end of the day, no one believes that morality is relative. Everyone knows that right 

and wrong, fair and unfair, just and unjust all have real meaning, and that meaning is not based 

on what society thinks. On the contrary, societies are judged based on how they think about these 

things. That is proven by looking at the countless number of societies, including our own, which 

have practiced things that we now condemn as morally abominable. If objective moral values did 

not exist, then we would have no right to make such claims. We may as well argue that liking 

chocolate ice cream is morally abominable because we prefer vanilla. Thus, in condemning the 

evil we see in others, we recognize that objective moral values exist. But in recognizing that, we 

must recognize that a Moral Lawgiver exists. That Lawgiver we call God. 

 

The Takeaway 
 

 We have now seen two more arguments for God’s existence. First, we saw that if He does 

not exist, then everything, including thought, is determined by the laws of nature, and thus, there 

is no such thing as rational thought. But clearly, we do think, so there must be something outside 

of and independent of the laws of nature. That points to a supernatural God. Second, we also saw 
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that if God does not exist, then morality is actually a meaningless concept. But good and evil do 

exist. Since there really is such a thing as a Moral Law, there must be a Moral Lawgiver. 

 The great thing about these arguments is that they force the person to look inside 

themselves. Rather than arguing about abstract principles “out there,” they are forced to 

acknowledge truths inside themselves. While the people with whom you are speaking may not 

concede your arguments immediately, if you make them clearly, they will have a great deal to 

think about later. Your job is only to present the truth. Let God work on them in His time. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 Have you stopped to consider that if the moral argument is true how terribly hopeless we 

are before the God it points us to? Justice is good, yet justice requires crime be punished. It is 

unjust to allow a crime to go unpunished. A perfectly good God, then, would be perfectly just, 

which would obligate Him to punish our sins. It does not matter how good we are or how many 

laws we have kept. If we have broken even a single moral law, then we must agree with Paul that 

we “have sinned and fall short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23) and that “the wages of [our] sin 

is death” (Rom. 6:23). No amount of repenting, begging for forgiveness, or promising to be good 

can change the fact that we are condemned before a holy God. 

 Yet if this God is good, He is also love, and love would not leave us in this predicament. 

Indeed, God has not. Instead, He loved us by giving us His Son, so that by trusting in Him, we 

could live eternally (John 3:16). The price for sin had to be paid if God was to be able to forgive 

without violating His justice, so He paid it Himself on the cross. 

 The moral argument does not only prove God exists. It proves our need for a Savior. It 

proves that there is absolutely nothing we can do to help ourselves. The question is, what are you 

trusting to save you? Are you trusting Jesus Christ’s finished work on the cross or your own 

good works? Are you relying only on Him, or have you made a deal that if you give up your sins, 

He will save you? 

 Jesus paid it all. He became sin for us so that we could become His righteousness (2 Cor. 

5:21). Just as the moral argument demands the atheist assent to God’s existence, it demands that 

we all lay down our own righteousness and trust in Jesus, and Him alone, for our salvation. 
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DOESN’T EVIL DISPROVE GOD’S EXISTENCE? 

 

“Shall we accept good from God, and not trouble?” ~ Job 2:10 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 
 

 Murder. Rape. Torture. Famine. Poverty. AIDS. SIDS. Tsunamis. War. Slavery. None of 

these words are pretty. All of them cause our heart to ache. Sadly, we are familiar with all of 

them, because all of them are a part of the world in which we live, and not just these, but 

hundreds more just like them. All of them have one thing in common. They bring death, 

destruction, pain, and suffering into the world. They are, in a word, evil. Evil is as difficult to 

deny as reality itself. 

 But this raises a difficult question for theists. Why does God allow evil to happen? This 

has been the main stumbling block for countless people. It is, in fact, the only real argument 

atheists can put forward to try to prove that He does not exist. Thus, it is extremely important 

that Christians understand it and are able to give an answer. 

 First, let us put it into a formal statement so that its premises are easy to identify. The 

problem of evil goes something like this: 

 

1. An omnipotent (all powerful) God would be powerful enough to stop evil. 

2. An omniscient (all knowing) God would be intelligent enough to stop evil. 

3. An omnibenevolent (all loving) God would want to stop evil. 

4. But evil exists. 

5. Therefore, God is either not omnipotent, not omniscient, not omnibenevolent, or He does 

not exist. 

 

 We have to give this argument the credit it deserves. It appears to be valid. By that, we 

mean that if each of the premises are true (that is, the statements 1-4), then the conclusion 

necessarily follows and must also be true. It also appears to be sound. By that, we mean that each 

of the premises actually is true. As such, it appears that the conclusion must also be true. But 

what appears to be is not always the case. If we inspect the argument closer, we will find that 

there are many things wrong with it. 

 First, we should point out that it “proves too much.” Remember in the moral argument, 

we proved that if God does not exist, then there can be no such thing as good or evil. Thus, the 

atheist who tries to use this argument immediately finds himself in a difficult position. How can 

he assert that evil exists (the fourth premise of the argument) if there is no such thing as God? As 

soon as he proves God’s non-existence by appealing to evil, he also proves evil’s non-exists. But 

in doing so, he also shows that the fourth premise is not true, and thus the argument falls. Yet 

there is another problem. Why do you think the atheist would even assert evil exists in the first 

place? Quite simply, because it is obvious that it does. But in asserting it, they fall to the Moral 

Argument for God’s existence. So the atheist has put himself in the position of either recognizing 

the obvious fact that evil exists, which they are inclined to do as this argument shows, and in 
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doing so admit God’s existence; or they may argue that evil does not exist and by extension let 

their own argument go. Yet the notion that evil does not exist is so foreign to our experience that 

anyone would be hard pressed to accept it as really being true. Amazingly, then the problem of 

evil actually proves that God does exist.
5
 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If you believe evil exists then doesn’t the moral argument require you to accept God’s 

existence? 

 

 While the above is sufficient to rebut the atheist’s logical claim, it still has an emotional 

appeal. Why would God allow evil? Often, atheists will paint an emotional picture. If you had 

the power to save a child from a burning building, then would you? Of course you would! But if 

God has that kind of power, then why doesn’t He? We have seen that we cannot logically use 

this as an argument against His existence, but the question does at least seem fair. There are 

several ways you can respond to this kind of question. 

 First, you must recognize and remove the emotional aspect of the question. Just because 

we want something to be true or do not want something to be true does not change the nature of 

reality. In the end, no answer to this question will make us feel better. And why should we 

expect it to? If we could provide that kind of answer, then evil things like murder and rape would 

stop feeling so bad. No answer can, or should, do that. The Bible recognizes that even God is 

pained by evil (Gen 6:6; Eze 33:11; Eph 4:30). So before you begin, simply ask the non-believer 

if they want you to make them feel better about the evil in this world. If so, agree with them that 

such a demand cannot be met, even by God Himself. But if they are not asking about feelings, 

but rather looking for a reason of why God could possibly allow such things, then you can 

certainly proceed. There are many possible answers. We will suggest to you four defenses: the 

free-will defense, the regular world defense, the equality defense, and finally the tough love 

defense. These can easily be remembered by the acronym FRET. So if someone has a problem 

with God and evil, you can tell them not to fret. There are answers available. 

 

The Equality Defense 

 

 We start with the equality defense because it gets right to the heart of the matter (even if 

it is out of order in our acronym). It is based on the question, “Is man equal to God?” It is 

important to recognize that the entire argument about God and evil presupposes our equality with 

Him on at least two levels. 

                                                 
5
 Actually, both the Problem of Evil and the Moral Argument use the reality of evil to try to 

prove a particular position, the first that God does not exist, and the latter that He does. Yet, 

clearly, the reality of evil cannot both prove that God exists and that He does not. On this point, 

then, either atheism or theism is incoherent. The theist must demonstrate that God’s existence is 

compatible with evil, but the atheist must, too. The remainder of this article is dedicated to 

showing the Christian how such a harmonization is possible. Be sure to insist to the atheist that 

they explain how evil can exist without God. When they cannot, take them back to the Moral 

Argument. 
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 First, it assumes that we are omniscient. When something bad happens and we argue that 

He should not have allowed it, we are assuming that we are in possession of all the facts. To 

illustrate, think of a trial jury. They do not render their verdict at the beginning of the trial. They 

do at the end, after they have heard all the evidence. If key pieces of evidences are withheld, 

their ability to make a correct judgment will be impaired. Yet how do we know that we are in 

possession of all the facts surrounding any given event? Perhaps God knows things that we do 

not. Perhaps He knows what would have happened had He not allowed it, and perhaps, for some 

reason we are unaware, what would have happened would have been be far worse. We do not 

know if that is or is not the case in any given situation, but the fact that we do not know means 

that we are not capable of rendering a judgment. If we do, we are placing ourselves on equal 

footing as Him, which is tantamount to a jury delivering a guilty verdict immediately after the 

prosecution’s opening statement. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Isn’t it possible that there are reasons this was the best option for God that you don’t 

know about? 

 

 Second, and more forcefully, we assume moral equality with God when we judge Him. 

Put simply, the Bible teaches that man is a fundamentally evil creature. Isaiah 64:6 says our 

righteousness is like “filthy rags.” Paul says in Romans 3:23 that “all have sinned and fall short 

of the glory of God” and there is “none righteous; no, not one”(Rom 3:10). This goes against 

everything people want to believe about themselves. Most people think that they are basically 

good, but the Christian God says otherwise. The Bible teaches that we all deserve death. In other 

words, the problem of evil would only be a problem if we did not deserve for evil things to 

happen to us. The Bible, though, says we do. The real problem, then, is not why bad things 

happen to good people (for there is no one who is good except God, Mark 10:18), but rather, 

why good things happen to bad people. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Since God says that what we all really deserve is death, then why is God morally 

accountable to save us from it? 

 

The Free-Will Defense 

 

 The free will defense is the most common argument of all. It is based on the question, 

“Does man have free will?” If so, then evil must be possible. The ability to choose to do good 

also means that we have to have the ability to choose to do evil. For example, if a person had the 

power to help a drowning child, if they are compelled to act—that is, if they do not have a 

choice—then their jumping to rescue him would hardly qualify as “good.” Atheists, in fact, have 

used this against Christians. They argue that Christians only do good to avoid going to Hell, but 

since they do not believe in Hell, if they choose to do good, then their moral acts are more pure, 

and thus more honorable, than those that Christians do. They are exactly right. If any Christian 
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does good in attempt to avoid Hell, then his acts are less worthy than the non-Christian’s good 

acts. This is, by the way, one of the reasons that good works can never get a person to heaven. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If God were to take away my ability to do evil, would that mean that we couldn’t call my 

actions ‘good’ anymore? 

 

 If God wants man to have free will, then He must also allow man to do evil. That means 

that things like war, torture, rape, and murder are all a necessary possibility in this world. 

 

The Regular World Defense 

 

 This argument was popularized by the late C. S. Lewis. Atheists often point out that 

while the free will defense does explain the evil actions of man, it does not cover things like 

natural disasters. How, for example, do our choices result in people dying in earthquakes or 

hurricanes? It seems that the free-will defense is a good partial answer, but not the whole. 

 To help fill the gap, you can point to the requirement that there be a normal world that 

operates according to normal laws. The entire concept of rational choice is based on our ability 

to assess the consequences of what we do. To illustrate this, think of game shows where the 

contestant is asked to choose between two doors without knowing what is on the other side. It 

really does not matter which one she chooses, does it? There is no strategy. She may as well flip 

a coin. If, on the other hand, she knew, or at least had clues about, what the consequences of each 

choice would be, she could then, and only then, be said to make a rational choice. 

 The world is no different. Suppose every time you tripped and fell, just before you hit the 

ground and skinned your knee, the ground became a soft mattress. Suppose that every time a 

robber tried to shoot a shop keeper, the bullet became a flower just before it came out of the 

barrel. Suppose that every time someone’s house was about to be hit by a tornado, God built an 

invisible force field around the home so that it escaped unscathed. Imagine that kind of world, 

where God made it so that nothing bad ever happened. 

 In such a world, it would be impossible to make normal decisions, because no decision 

would have any sort of consequences. Such a world would be absurd. We would never learn the 

importance of, say, giving, if every time a famine occurred, God magically made wheat sprout 

out of the ground so that there would be plenty of food. 

 The world must work in normal ways if we are to grow and become rational, moral 

creatures. The unfortunate consequence is that sometimes, we get in the way, by accident, of the 

natural order of reality, and we get bruised. Thus, natural evil is actually a necessary side effect 

of giving us a world in which we can grow and become mature people. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Doesn’t our ability to make free, moral decisions presume that we live in a world that 

operates according to normal, natural laws? 
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The Tough Love Defense 

 

 The last defense is the most complete. It argues that God lets evil happen in the world to 

demonstrate that we really need Him. To illustrate, think about an alcoholic. If we want to help 

such a person, the worst thing we can do is enable him. True love is tough, and true love, no 

matter how painful it may be for us, sometimes lets those we love hit rock bottom so that they 

can see the root of their problem. 

 At the same time the Bible teaches we are evil, it also teaches that God loves us. So we 

would expect God to do what is necessary to help us resolve our sin problem. He did part of this 

at the Cross. But the problem is that while God is aware of our faults and has provided a way to 

fix them, mankind is not. We need to know that we need God, a fact that, sadly, we do not. 

 So, how does God plan to let us know? Quite simply, He lets us have things our way. The 

world we live in is, in many ways, a world without God. It is odd that atheists complain that God 

does not stop evil even as they reject His existence. What if God were to meet their demand and 

stop all evil? Beyond the logical problems discussed above, if there were no evil, how would 

they ever come to see their need for Him? 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If God caused us to live in a perfect world, how would we ever come to see we need 

Him? 

 

 The simple answer is they would not. As a race, we would be locked in spiritual 

childhood for all eternity. As individuals, we would not be able to spend eternity with Him. God, 

then, has a master plan. In His fairness, He is giving humans the chance at a world without Him. 

If we can do it ourselves, if we can prove we do not need Him, then He will leave us to 

ourselves. Of course, the fact that there is evil proves that we do need Him. It does no good to 

say that we do not need God and then complain that He does not take care of evil for us! 

 

Ask . . . 

 

How can we say we don’t need God on one hand, but then complain that He doesn’t stop 

evil on the other? 

 

 At the end of time, when it is finally proven that we cannot do it without God, we will 

turn to Him, and then, and only then, will He do what we have been asking. Like the child who 

finally in frustration turns to her parents to help, God will gladly kneel beside us and help us be 

the creatures we were truly designed to be. 

 

The Takeaway 
 

 For all the complaints about the problem of evil, it turns out to actually prove God exists. 

Evil cannot exist without God, so the atheist either has to reject the idea that good and evil exist 

all the way around, or she must recognize that He is real. 
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 But why does God allow evil to exist? We have looked at four reasons, though there are 

many other answers we could give. First, mankind’s freedom to choose to do good always 

requires he be allowed to choose to do evil. Second, the ability for mankind to make rational 

choices requires us to live in a universe obeying normal laws. Unfortunately, we sometimes get 

in the way of those laws and get hurt in the process. Third, we really have no right to even ask 

the question, because it assumes that we are in possession of all the facts, which we are not. It 

also assumes that we are morally justified in making the charge, a statement which God flatly 

denies. According to God, far from being morally justified, we are morally condemned. And 

finally, God is using evil to show us our need for Him. The entire reason evil exists is because 

we have turned away from God. If people want a solution to the problem of evil, they can only 

find it in God Himself. The irony of the argument is that the longer we employ it against God, 

the longer we will find ourselves suffering from the evil in this world. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 The Problem of Evil presents a challenge not only to unbelievers but to Christians as 

well. Every time we ask “Why, God?” we are essentially appealing to it. But this question leads 

us to two marvelous facts about God. 

 First, God promises that He will use every bad thing that happens to us for our good. This 

does not mean that God makes bad things happen to us so that He can bring good out of them. It 

also does not mean that the purpose for evil is to bring good. What is does mean is that when evil 

comes, God is powerful enough to use even that for our benefit. After Joseph had been sold into 

slavery and spent years of his life in prison, he became the king of Egypt’s right hand man. Years 

later, he said to his brothers, who had sold him into slavery in the first place, “You intended to 

harm me, but God intended it for good to accomplish what is now being done, the saving of 

many lives” (Gen. 50:20, NIV). God is trustworthy. He knows about your pain, and while He did 

not cause it, He promises to make the best of it.  

 Second, and perhaps more importantly, God is not “up there” far away from our pain. 

Rather, we serve a God who took all the evil in the world on Himself at the cross. The author of 

Hebrews reminds us that “we do not have a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our 

weaknesses” (Heb 4:15, NIV). Unlike any other religion, the God of Christianity knows what it 

is to suffer and lose. His response to evil is not merely to destroy it (which He will one day), but 

it was to experience it Himself. Only because it was conquered at the cross will He one day be 

able to wipe every tear from every eye (Rev. 7:17), which is why we can say, along with Paul, “I 

consider everything a loss compared to the surpassing greatness of knowing Christ Jesus my 

Lord, for whose sake I have lost all things” (Phil. 3:8). 
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HOW DID WE GET THE BIBLE? 

 

Above all, you must understand that no prophecy of Scripture came about by the prophet's own 

interpretation. For prophecy never had its origin in the will of man, but men spoke from God as 

they were carried along by the Holy Spirit. ~ 2 Peter 1:20-21 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 
 

 Some of the most common criticisms you will hear about Christianity is that the Bible is 

hopelessly flawed. Some argue that its real meaning has been lost through countless translations 

over thousands of years. Others argue that it has been copied and recopied so many times that we 

cannot know for sure if the words we read are accurate. Some argue that some books were “left 

out.” So, they ask, how can you know what the Bible really teaches? 

 Thankfully, these questions have been answered, and their answers are not very difficult. 

All it takes is a little knowledge on how we got our Bible, both in its original form and how it has 

been passed down to us today. 

 

The Bible’s Origins 

 

 The Bible was not written by one man. It was actually written by at least forty different 

people over a fourteen hundred year period. It was not even written in all the same language. 

Most of the Old Testament was written in Hebrew, and some portions were in Aramaic. The 

New Testament was written in Greek. 

 The first thing we should ask is how we even got our Bible. Who put it together in its 

current form? The Old Testament is easily established. No one can accuse Christians of adding 

or taking away books from it, because it was recognized before Christianity even came on the 

scene. It is the Bible of Judaism and in Hebrew is called the Tanak. Actually, the word Tanak is 

an acronym—TNK—which stands for its three parts: the Torah, which means “law” or 

“instruction,” the Nevi’im, which means “prophets,” and finally the Kethubim, which means 

“writings.” This threefold division was known and used as long ago as Josephus, a Jewish 

historian who lived in the first century A.D. He said, 

 

For we have not an innumerable multitude of books among us, disagreeing from and 

contradicting one another, [as the Greeks have,] but only twenty-two books, which 

contain the records of all the past times; which are justly believed to be divine; and of 

them five belong to Moses, which contain his laws and the traditions of the origin of 

mankind till his death. This interval of time was little short of three thousand years; but as 

to the time from the death of Moses till the reign of Artaxerxes king of Persia, who 

reigned after Xerxes, the prophets, who were after Moses, wrote down what was done in 
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their times in thirteen books. The remaining four books contain hymns to God, and 

precepts for the conduct of human life.
6
 

 

 The five books of Moses are Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. 

The thirteen prophets include Joshua, Judges-Ruth, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, 

Esther, Isaiah, Jeremiah-Lamentations, Ezekiel, Daniel, and the Minor Prophets. We can see that 

1 and 2 Samuel were considered one book, as were 1 and 2 Kings and 1 and 2 Chronicles. 

Likewise, Judges and Ruth were considered one book. Ezra and Nehemiah were considered one 

book for the same reason that all twelve Minor Prophets were. They could fit on a single scroll. 

The remaining four books of the writings are Job, Psalms, Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes. With the 

exception of breaking up the twenty-two books into thirty-nine total, the Old Testament has 

remained unchanged for over two thousand years. So when someone accuses Christians of 

changing the Old Testament, you may simply ask: 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Did you know that Josephus, a first century Jewish historian, described the Old 

Testament as containing exactly the same books that are found in it today? 

 

 Because this is so clear, the contents of the Old Testament are rarely challenged. Focus is 

usually shifted to the New Testament. After all, were not books like the Gospel of Thomas, the 

Gospel of Judas, and the Epistle of Barnabas left out? 

 The story goes something like this. Supposedly, a group of Christians in the fourth 

century got together and decided that Jesus was God. But other Christians disagreed, so the 

Roman Emperor Constantine, recognizing that he could use a unified Christianity for political 

means, called a council of these Christians together called the Council of Nicea. There, the Jesus-

Is-God group won, the rest were declared heretics, and the books that agreed with this doctrine 

were selected to be in the “New Testament.” 

 It is quite a story, but as a story, it is rather fanciful and far from the truth. Actually, the 

contents of the New Testament were adopted by Christian communities in the first century. 

There were three basic tests they applied to decide what was Scripture and what was not. First, 

the book had to be written by an apostle or one of their close associates. Thus, Matthew, John, 1 

and 2 Peter, 1, 2, and 3 John, and the Revelation all qualified, having been written by Matthew, 

Peter, and John. Since Jesus appeared to Paul and designated him and apostle his thirteen letters 

(Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Colossians, Philippians, 1 and 2 

Thessalonians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, and Philemon) were accepted. Since Luke was a close 

associate of Paul, both Luke and Acts were accepted. Mark’s gospel came from Peter, and thus 

his gospel was, too. James and Jude were the half-brothers of Jesus, so their writings passed the 

test. The only questionable book is Hebrews, which has an unknown author. It bears much 

similarity to Paul’s writings, so speculation as to its authorship has ranged from Paul himself to 

his associates Luke, Barnabas, and others. 

 The second test was that the books had to be consistent with the teachings of Jesus and 

the apostles. The Gospel of Thomas, which was not written by Thomas, was rejected because it 

taught Gnostic ideas that were foreign to Jesus’ (the Gnostics were an early cult that mixed 

                                                 
6
 Against Apion 1.8  
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Greek mythology with Jesus’ teachings. They believed that Jesus did not have a real body and 

that his resurrection was not physical, but rather spiritual). The final test was the general 

acceptance of the book as authoritative among the churches as a whole. Thus, while books like 

Clement, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Didache were all early and useful books, they were 

rejected as canonical (that is, part of Scripture) because they were not regarded in the first 

century church as widely accepted. 

 As a result, when the Council of Nicea (and others before them, we should add!) listed 

the twenty-seven books of the New Testament as Scripture, they were not declaring, on their 

authority, that to be the case. They were, rather, recognizing what had already been taught for 

nearly three hundred years prior to them. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Did you know that the Council of Nicea did not dictate which books would be in the New 

Testament, but rather formally recognized what the Church had been teaching for nearly 

three hundred years before? 

 

 To be sure, there were those who disagreed, but they were heretics who taught ideas 

expressly rejected by the Peter, Paul, John, and the other apostles.  

 It is also worth pointing out that many of the so called “lost books” of Christianity date 

well into the second or third centuries—a hundred or more years after Jesus died and rose from 

the dead—whereas all the books in the New Testament were composed well within the first 

century. This actually provides evidence for the basic trustworthiness of the New Testament as 

we have it today. We would expect legends to develop around a figure like Jesus. Scholars who 

have studied this have found that it takes about two generations for such legends to develop. 

Amazingly, if you add two generations to the Resurrection of Jesus, you are landed right in the 

middle of the second century, which was when these heretical documents filled with legendary 

embellishments first start to show up. The Gospel of the Cross, for example, has a scene in which 

Jesus comes out of the tomb as tall as the clouds. Following Him is a cross that preaches the 

Gospel. Other second century documents show marked influence by Gnosticism, which did not 

come into vogue until the mid-second century. 

 For all these reasons, we are on sure historical grounds for accepting the twenty-seven 

books, as we have them now, as being true Scripture, with the rest being simply Christian or 

heretical writings. 

 

The Bible Today 

 

 If we are sure that we have the right books in our Bibles, how can we know that we have 

the right words? Has it not been translated dozens of times? And besides, anyone who has ever 

played a game of telephone knows that by the end of the chain, the message whispered from one 

friend’s ear to another has become so garbled that it in no way resembles the original. 

 In answer to the first question, it is simply not true that the Bible has gone through dozens 

of translations before the English version you have in your hands. Modern translations such as 

the King James Version, the New International Version, the New American Standard Version, 

the English Standard Version, and dozens of others, are translated directly out of the Greek, 

Hebrew, and Aramaic in which they were originally composed. Yes, there have been hundreds of 
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translations, but none of those were “in line” to get to our Bibles today. Most translations have 

come directly from the original. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Did you know that modern English Bibles are translated directly from the original 

Hebrew and Greek? 

  

 So we know the books we have are the right ones, and we know that we are translating 

directly from Greek and Hebrew, but how do we know that the Greek and Hebrew manuscripts 

we have are accurate copies of what the original authors wrote? After all, we do not have Paul’s 

original letters. We have copies of those letters. It is possible that scribes made errors when they 

were copying his letters for the next generation? 

 The answer is yes, there are errors. But the vast majority—more than 99%—are easy to 

identify. They are simple matters like misspellings or repeated words. Of the 1% that remains, 

none make any doctrinal differences. That is, of the few errors that remain that are debatable, no 

Christian idea is challenged in the least regardless of what you take the proper wording to be. By 

way of comparison, we are surer that we have the words of Paul than we are that we have the 

words of Shakespeare. The reason the accuracy is so high is that those scribes believed they were 

copying the very words of God. Imagine that you were sent by your boss to deliver an important 

message to a coworker. Imagine further that your job depended on you getting the message right. 

Are you not going to take every precaution to be sure that you delivered the correct message? 

The same thing is true of our scribes, only instead of getting a message from their boss, they got 

their message from God. 

 One final note is worth considering. We have over five thousand Greek manuscripts of 

the New Testament. In addition, we have many early translations into other languages to 

compare it with. Further, even if we did not have a single manuscript, we could still reconstruct 

the entire New Testament just from the quotations of the Church Fathers (the earliest Christians). 

With all this external evidence, in addition to the care that we know the scribes took when 

copying the Bible, is it not absurd to think that the original message could have been totally lost 

to us today? 

 

The Takeaway 
 

 Some people doubt Christianity simply because they do not believe the Bible, in its 

present form, can be trusted to give us a reliable record of early Christian beliefs. Against this, 

we have seen that the sixty-six books we now hold dear are the same sixty-six books held up by 

the first Christians. We have also seen that we have thousands of manuscripts proving that we 

have the original authors’ words, and the few places that we do have doubts provide no reason to 

reject of any Christian beliefs. In short, we have absolutely no evidence that the Bible we have 

today has been changed at all from the Bible we had 2,000 years ago. On the contrary, we have 

plenty of evidence that Bible, like the God who wrote it, has stayed just the same throughout 

history. 
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Personal Application 

 

 The third chapter of John records a conversation between Jesus and a very powerful man 

named Nicodemus that has had an inestimable impact on world history. In the middle of the 

night, with darkness surrounding them, the Light of the World taught this worldly teacher about 

sin, righteousness, the Kingdom of God, and how to enter it. It helps to understand that 

Nicodemus was “the teacher of Israel” (John 3:10), one of the most highly educated men in the 

land. He got his education at the feet of the then greatest teachers in Israel. Jesus, on the other 

hand, was a carpenter’s son. He had no special training. What could he possibly have to say to a 

man of such education? 

 The answer lies in the fact that Jesus’ authority was “from above.” In fact, Jesus Himself 

was from above and “came from heaven” (John 3:13). Jesus “learned,” not at the feet of educated 

Rabbis, but from the Father Himself, and He spoke not the words of educated rabbis, but the 

words of God Himself. 

 It is that fact that makes the Bible so important to the Christian. The words recorded in 

the sixty-six books are not merely the words of educated men, but they are the very words and 

thoughts of God Himself. It is, to put it simply, an issue of authority. Who or what are you going 

to trust? It is a question every generation and every person must answer for themselves. After 

leading Israel into the Promised Land, Joshua told the people the same thing: “Choose for 

yourselves this day whom you will serve . . . But as for me and my household, we 

will serve the LORD” (Josh. 25:15). We all put our trust in some authority. For Christians, our 

authority can be no less than the very Word of God. 
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CAN THE BIBLE BE TRUSTED? 

 

All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in 

righteousness, so that the man of God may be thoroughly equipped for every good work. ~ 2 

Timothy 3:16-17 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 
 

 Christianity considers the Bible to be the Word of God. Because of this, traditional 

Christianity considers it to be absolutely true in all in teaches, containing no errors of any kind. It 

is reasoned that if God is the Author, and God cannot make mistakes, then neither can His book. 

To whatever extent this is held, the bottom line is that the Bible is to be believed. It tells us the 

truth about God and the world. But why should we believe it at all? Even if we have it in its 

original form, why should this book be regarded as any more special than the Koran, the Vedas, 

the Book of Mormon, or even modern novels? Some Christians would argue that since the Bible 

is God’s Word, and God can be trusted, then the Bible can be trusted. This may be true, but it 

presumes that the Bible is God’s Word. How do we know that? The fact that it says so is not 

sufficient, for other books make the same claim. “The Bible says it, that settles it,” may be 

enough if you already believe the Bible, but it is not enough to prompt belief in the first place. 

 The answer to this question hinges on what kind of book it actually is, and to this, four 

answers can be offered. First, it may be a book of fairy tales and moral stories. Second, it may be 

a collection of historical fiction, based on real times and places, but not on real events. Third, it 

may be regarded as being based on a kernel of truth, that the people and even the events really 

happened in some sense, but not as described in the text itself. In this view, the accounts 

themselves are really, more or less, fanciful interpretations or legendary developments of far less 

grandiose events and people in the past. If any of these views are true, the Bible can be “the 

Word of God” only in the sense that it teaches us moral truths about the world. All three picture 

the Bible as being something of a parable of humanity. We do not get actual historical or 

scientific truth from a parable. It is the meaning that is important. Still more, the meaning may be 

different to each person, and thus we have no right to claim any exclusive rights to interpretation 

over such a book. 

 Against these three views is the idea that it is literal history and that its accounts tell us 

what really happened. What is says happened really did happen just as it says. This is the view of 

traditional Christianity, and if true, the Bible is the Word of God in the fullest sense of the word. 

 When talking to people, be sure to find out what their view of the Bible is. In whatever 

words they will use, their answer will fit one of these four categories. You can then begin your 

conversation from there. 

 

The Bible as fairy tale 

  

 What makes the Bible different from any other ancient book of myths? We do not believe 

in Zeus, Odin, or Ra. We do not believe in unicorns, fairies, or leprechauns. Yet there are stories 



40 

 

from different cultures that talk of these things. Just like we should not believe everything we see 

on TV, we should not believe everything we read. So why should we believe the Bible? 

 First, the Bible is fundamentally a library of historical documents. With exception to the 

Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Solomon, every biblical book is historical in 

nature. That is, they are talking about real things that happened to real people at real times in real 

places. Even the letters of the New Testament do this. Paul, for example, wrote to specific 

churches or individuals about specific problems they were having. 

 None of this is true with ancient mythologies. Fairy tales begin with “Once upon a time, 

in a land far away . . .” The stories in the Bible happen in specifically identified locations in a 

specifically identified point in time. Daniel ministered in Babylon and Persia from the reigns of 

Nebuchadnezzar to Cyrus the Great. Jonah preached to Nineveh, the capital of the Assyrian 

Empire, around 760 BC during the reign of Jeroboam II (793-753) of the northern kingdom of 

Israel. Moses led the people out of Egypt around 1445 B.C., and depending on one’s 

reconstruction of Egyptian history (which can be rather difficult), this would have happened 

under Thutmose III, Amenhotep II, Ramses II, or others. Virtually every story in the Bible can be 

precisely oriented in history. Thus, the Bible cannot be regarded as a book of fairy tales. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Can the stories in fairytales and myths be pinpointed to a real time in a real place in direct 

relation to real people like the stories in the Bible can? 

 

The Bible as historical fiction 

 

 We know that the Bible is not a book of legends or myths in the same sense as Greek or 

Norse mythology. But how do we know that it is not historical fiction? That is, how do we know 

that the Bible is not a collection of made up stories put in a historical context? 

 Each story has to be examined individually to answer this, but in general, you want to 

demonstrate that the author actually believed the event happened as he described it. The 

fundamental difference in historical fiction and a simple mistake about historical people is one of 

intent. In this case, you are in a much better situation than the person you are speaking to for the 

simple reason that the burden of proof is on them to prove their case. You should simply ask 

them what evidence that they have that the author was making the account up and then weigh 

their evidence to see if it is sufficient to support their claim. Inevitably, you will find they cannot 

meet this challenge. 

 Let us take two examples to illustrate. Suppose someone argues that the story of Jesus’ 

resurrection is historical fiction. They agree that a man named Jesus existed and was crucified by 

Pilate, but they argue that someone made up the story to back their belief in Jesus’ divinity. Yet 

beyond their assertion that dead people do not raise from the dead, what evidence do they have 

for this claim? Christians agree that dead people do not normally come back to life, but we 

would not agree that God is not capable of raising someone from the dead. He did it in the Old 

and the New Testaments (see 2 Ki 13:21; Dan 12:1-3; John 11:43-44; Acts 20:9-10). Against 

this, there is every reason to believe that the disciples actually believed that Jesus had been raised 

from the dead. We have their own words claiming as much. Perhaps, then, the authors of the 

stories were wrong, but there is no reason to suppose the authors intended to write a fiction. 
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 The book of Daniel is another example of a book that is accused of being a pious fiction. 

Critics contend that Daniel may have been a real man who lived in Babylon, but he certainly 

could not have done the things ascribed to him in the book. They will often claim that it was 

written in the second century B.C. under the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes rather than in the 

sixth century B.C. under Cyrus the Great. Their evidence usually includes multiple historical 

inaccuracies and the presence of Greek words in the text. But against this, the supposed historical 

inaccuracies have been recently shown to be extremely accurate. To take only one example, 

Belshazzar is said to be the king of Babylon who was ruling when it fell to Persia. Until recently, 

secular history knew nothing of him, and in fact, it is clear that Nabonidus was king. Yet now we 

know that Belshazzar was Nabonidus’ son and reigned as a co-regent with his father and that 

Nabonidus was out at war and had left his son in charge of domestic matters when the country 

fell. This aligns secular history perfectly with the biblical account. Further, it makes the meaning 

of Dan 5:7 clear, where Belshazzar promises to make the man who can interpret the writing on 

the wall the third highest in the kingdom. If the author of the book thought Belshazzar was the 

sole king, why not have him offer the second highest position as a reward? In fact, it appears that 

the author was in possession of information we have only found this century, making the 

argument that the book was a second century forgery difficult to sustain. (The Greek words, by 

the way, are no more difficult, and actually argue against the critical position. Greek mercenaries 

served in the Persian army in the sixth century, so you would expect Daniel to have some 

familiarity with the language. But if it were written in the second century, you would expect 

there to be a much stronger Greek influence then there actually is). Thus, it seems that there is no 

evidence at all that the author of Daniel was a second century forgery, much less that he intended 

on writing a historical fiction. Once again, he may have been mistaken in his account, but there is 

no evidence that he meant to write a pious myth. 

 Of course, being able to answer these kinds of objections will require studying the 

specific problem that the skeptic raises. But you can be assured that every word of the Bible has 

been studied and commented on and an answer is available. The point here is that the person who 

believes the Bible to be historical fiction must show that the author intended as much. 

 

The Bible as inaccurate legend 

 

 By far, the most common position to hold against the Bible is that it tells stories about 

real people that may be based on real events, but have been so embellished that it is impossible 

to say that they reflect real history. This has the benefit of not assuming the author knew he was 

writing fiction, which means we do not have to suppose any intent to deceive on his part. It also 

allows us to indulge in a feeling of superiority, in which we get to believe that we are more 

intelligent, or at least more informed, then the men of old. As such, we can stand beyond their 

superstitions and, with the help of science, correct their thinking about what really happened. 

 That may sound overstated, but you need to understand it if you want to be able to 

effectively deal with this objection. Much of the reason people assume the Bible is legendary is 

because it contains miracles, including prophecy. Since such things cannot really happen, they 

must be regarded as later embellishments that superstitious people of the past would not have 

questioned. Because of our scientific advancements, we know that miracles do not occur, and 

therefore, we must reject out of hand any stories that contain them from being historical. 

 But notice such a position is philosophical and not historical. The critic is actually 

deciding before he even looks at the evidence to exclude it by definition. Since he cannot say that 
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the author knew he was lying, he must say that the author believed it happened. But since 

miracles cannot happen, the critic is forced to conclude that the author must have written long 

after the event in question to allow time for legendary embellishment. This philosophical bias 

forms the basis of the empirical arguments you can use against them, for if you show that the 

authors of the accounts did have first hand, or very close to first hand, knowledge of the events, 

then they cannot claim legendary embellishment. Either the account must be true as it is told 

(with the possible presence of errors) or it must be an intended fiction, which we saw above is 

very difficult to maintain. 

 So how close were the authors to the events that they write about? This will be different 

for each book, and we hardly have space to consider all of them, but a few examples will suffice. 

 The most contentious debate is over the authorship of the first five books of the Bible, 

called the Pentateuch (referred to in the Bible as “the Law”), which the church and Judaism has 

historically attributed to Moses. Critics believe that it was compiled very late, probably around 

the sixth century (which was during the time of the Babylonian Exile). Against this, the case for 

Moses’ authorship is strong. For one thing, the Pentateuch itself claims Mosaic authorship (Ex 

17:14; 22:4; Deut 31:9, etc.). Second, the book of Joshua attributes it to Moses (Josh 8:31) as do 

other Old Testament books, such as 2 Kings 14:6. It is difficult to imagine that later authors 

would have ascribed the Pentateuch to Moses if it did not even exist when they wrote. 

 Other evidence within the book itself suggests that the author was a resident of Egypt 

rather than Palestine and a very educated man with a high degree of literary skill. The language 

of the book is very Egyptian, with the author showing familiarity with Egyptian names, weights, 

measures, and idioms. Even the plant life mentioned most commonly is Egyptian (i.e., the acacia 

tree is native of Egypt and the Sinai Peninsula, but not to Palestine; see Ex 25:5). The 

geographical details are far more Egyptian than Palestinian, and in one place, the Jordan plain is 

compared to the Egypt (Gen 13:10). 

 Interestingly, the book of Genesis has many references to archaic customs that were 

common in the second millennium B.C. but absent by the first. To take one example, the custom 

Abraham followed in having a child by Hagar has been confirmed in extra-biblical history. 

 Entire volumes have been written on this subject. The few examples above are just to 

give a sample of the kind of information you will find if you begin examining the arguments for 

the Mosaic authorship of Genesis through Deuteronomy. The point is that if Moses is the author, 

then there is simply no time to allow for legendary development of the story. We have it, at least 

largely, as he penned it. 

 The gospels of the New Testament provide another quick case study. Today, scholars 

routinely distinguish between the “Jesus of History” and the “Jesus of Faith.” Supposedly, the 

first was the man who actually existed, whereas the second is the one described in the Bible. The 

first really lived, taught, and acted. The second is a legendary caricature of the first. But today 

we have very strong evidence that this could not be the case. 

 First, the book of Acts likely dates to the mid-60s. It stops abruptly with Paul in prison. 

Had the author known the outcome of the trial, he surely would have included it. As he does not, 

the most likely possibility is that he wrote the book while Paul was still in prison. Yet Acts is the 

second part of the two-part Luke-Acts, and Luke clearly shows dependency on the Gospel of 

Mark. Thus, Luke could not have been written later than the early 60s, and thus mark could not 

have been written later than the late 50s, or twenty to twenty-five years after the death of Jesus. 

That is simply not enough time to have allowed for legendary development. 
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 Further, the earliest existence manuscript we have comes from the Gospel of John. This 

fragment (called P52) was found in Egypt and dates to around 125 A.D. Since it is a copy, and 

was found in Egypt, there is no way the original gospel could have been written later than 100 

A.D. But the Gospel of John is the last of the four gospels written, placing all four in the first 

century. Again, there is simply not enough time for legendary development to have destroyed the 

original facts about Jesus’ life and ministry. 

 Besides this, there are several archaeological facts about the Gospels that are very strong 

indicators of their early authorship. Historians have gone through Luke and Acts with a fine 

toothed comb and have found that he is one of the ablest historians of ancient history. In 

particular, his discussion of the details of the shipping industry in the book of Acts has an 

unparalleled level of accuracy which nearly requires first-hand knowledge of the events in 

question. Another example can be found in John’s description of the Pool of Bethesda (John 

5:2), which he says had five colonnades. For years, scholars regarded this as an example of 

John’s historical inaccuracy, given that no such pool had ever been found. Recently, however, 

archaeologists found this pool just where and how it is described in the gospel. This strongly 

implies that the author of the book was familiar with the details of Jerusalem, which implies the 

book was written in the first century. 

 Examples could be multiplied endlessly of this kind. Overall archaeology has been 

nothing but a friend of the Bible. We have discovered that the walls of Jericho really did fall 

outwards and that the city was burned to the ground just as described in the Bible. We have 

discovered extra-biblical references to King David and his reign. We have found the tunnel by 

which David took Jerusalem just as the Bible describes it. Kings and customs once regarded as 

biblical myths have been confirmed by the archaeological record. 

 What all this means to you is that you can be absolutely sure that the Bible, as a historical 

document, is extremely reliable. It is every bit as reliable as the usual records that historians 

appeal to in their pursuit of ancient history. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Considering archaeology’s strong corroboration of the biblical narrative, do you have any 

evidence beyond personal biases that its stories were composed centuries after the events 

it describes? 

 

 We should recognize that, in many ways, the skeptic’s position is one based on faith. The 

primary evidence for late compositions is that, in order to avoid affirming the miracles described 

in the biblical accounts, there must have been late compositions to allow the time for the 

necessary legendary embellishment. This is, though, a circular argument. We know the miracles 

of the Bible are not real because they are late, legendary developments; but we know that they 

are late, legendary developments because miracles are not real. 

 Do not let the skeptic get away with this kind of thinking. Accept their bias against 

miracles, but then ask what hard, physical evidence they have to support their belief in late 

compositions. In the end, you will find that any arguments they provide are weak, and the 

archaeological evidence in favor of the traditional stories is strong indeed. 
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The Takeaway 
 

 People who reject the Bible’s authority must regard it to be a book of fairy tales, a 

historical fiction, or a history book that has been so embellished over time that its stories cannot 

be taken at face value. Its clearly historical nature proves the first is false, and there is no 

evidence that the authors of the accounts intended to write pious fiction. Thus, the third option is 

the only real alternative. 

 Volumes of ink have been spilled on this subject. We have not tried to equip you to 

answer all, or even many, of the questions surrounding the authenticity of each biblical book. 

Such information is available from any scholarly commentary on any book of the Bible or from 

any New or Old Testament introduction. What we have tried to show is that the arguments for a 

late date for Scripture are not based on evidence but on philosophy. Archaeological evidence 

across the board corroborates the biblical story. That, of course, does not prove it to be true. But 

it does make it very difficult for the critic to maintain late dates for these books. 

 Before we finish, a word about other religious books is in order. The Book of Mormon is 

one in which absolutely none of events or places it mentions have been found by modern 

archaeology. Thus, we have good reason to question its accuracy. Against this, the vast majority 

of those in the Bible have. Other books like the Koran and the Vedas contain little if any 

historical narrative and are composed only of doctrinal and ethical teaching. Obviously, such 

statements cannot be subjected to historical testing. In this, the Bible is unique, in that it has been 

tested by history and has passed the test with flying colors. Indeed, Christians have a very good 

foundation on which to believe that the Bible truly is the inspired, inerrant Word of God. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 There is a hymn titled “Standing on the promises of God” that says “When the howling 

storms of doubt and fear assail / By the living Word of God I shall prevail.” The Christian has an 

objective basis on which to live. We do not have to be lead by emotions. Rather, we can focus on 

what God has said in His Word. We have very good reasons for believing His promises are true. 

When we understand how historically reliable the Bible is, it is a simple step to recognize its 

spiritual reliability also. Every religion has its holy book, and every faith has its promises 

concerning this life and the next. Which, then, should you trust? On this question, the Bible 

stands apart as being historically verifiable, and because it stands out, we can stand on it. Thus, 

we have a very good basis on which to follow Jesus’ advice in Matt. 6:25-34: 

 

Therefore I tell you, do not worry about your life, what you will eat or drink; or about 

your body, what you will wear. Is not life more important than food, and the body more 

important than clothes? Look at the birds of the air; they do not sow or reap or store away 

in barns, and yet your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you not much more valuable than 

they? Who of you by worrying can add a single hour to his life? And why do you worry 

about clothes? See how the lilies of the field grow. They do not labor or spin. Yet I tell 

you that not even Solomon in all his splendor was dressed like one of these. If that is how 

God clothes the grass of the field, which is here today and tomorrow is thrown into the 

fire, will he not much more clothe you, O you of little faith? So do not worry, saying, 

'What shall we eat?' or 'What shall we drink?' or 'What shall we wear?' For the pagans run 

after all these things, and your heavenly Father knows that you need them. But seek first 
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his kingdom and his righteousness, and all these things will be given to you as 

well. Therefore do not worry about tomorrow, for tomorrow will worry about itself. Each 

day has enough trouble of its own. (NIV) 

 

 God has proven over and over again throughout history that He will take care of His 

people. When we see that, how can we not believe that He will take care of our needs as well? 
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WHAT ABOUT CONTRADICTIONS IN THE BIBLE? 

 

Scripture cannot be broken ~ John 10:35 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 

 

 Perhaps one of most common arguments against Christianity is all the alleged 

contradictions in the Bible. Hundreds, if not thousands, have been leveled at Scripture. It is, 

therefore, impossible for us to review and refute them all, but we do want to understand the 

thinking that underlies them as well as provide a general framework for answering your critic’s 

questions. While we are convinced that the Bible is the inerrant Word of God, we must be 

prepared to answer the argument, say, that 2 Sam. 24:1 says that God incited David to take a 

census while 1 Chron. 21:1 says Satan did (by the way, the easy answer to that is that God used 

Satan to do it. We see this quite a bit in Scripture. See Gen. 50:19-21). 

 All contradictions can be boiled down into one of two categories: doctrinal and factual. 

Doctrinal contradicts are those that seem to teach two opposite, or incompatible, theological 

ideas. The doctrine of the Trinity is often held up as an example of this. How can God be three 

persons and still be only one God? Christians who shrug their shoulders and say “It’s a mystery!” 

are of no help. It is still worse is to quote Isa. 55:9 and ask the unbeliever to put aside her 

questions and believe anyway. 

 Factual contradictions are those that seem to state two facts that cannot both be true. 

Thus, David is said to have killed Goliath with a sling, but then the very next verse says he killed 

him with a sword. Another example of contradictory deaths can be found in 1 Sam. 31, which 

says that Saul committed suicide, and 2 Sam. 1, which says that Saul was killed by an Amalekite. 

It seems that we have contradictory versions of both stories, and not only that, but within very 

close proximity of one another. 

 Regardless of the type of contradiction you are studying, you need to keep a few 

principles in mind. 

 First, if the Bible really is the Word of God, then all contradictions are only apparent. 

This is a fair assumption for you to make. Just because you do not know an answer does not 

mean that one does not exist. Remember that every word of the Bible has been studied and 

commented on extensively. If there were a problem then we all would know about it by now. 

 Second, the inerrancy of Scripture only applies to the original writings. Although, as we 

have seen, the copies we have today are accurate in the vast majority of cases, there have been 

some changes from copyist errors. Contradictions can arise from these. This is particularly 

common when it comes to problems with numbers in the Old Testament. Hebrew represents 

numbers with letters, so the changing of even one letter can change the numbers dramatically. 

Further, some letters in Hebrew look very similar. For example, the dalet (  ) looks very 

similar to the resh (  ), but the former means “four” and the latter stands for “two hundred.” 

That is a big difference for one little dot! 

 Third, remember that most contradictions are based on an illegitimate reading of the text. 

You should first examine both passages in their context thoroughly and see if they are really 
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saying what the skeptic claims. More often than not, you will find that they have misunderstood 

one (or both) of them. This is especially important given that the Bible was written in another 

time, place, and language. Often, a study of the passage in its context can resolve the issue. 

 Fourth, while archaeology has only been a friend of the Bible, some of its minor details 

can seem at odds with the biblical data (for example, a city may be found destroyed exactly like 

the Bible describes, but it may not be clear how the dating lines up). Also, some ancient 

historical records are at odds with some records of the Bible, just as they are sometimes at odds 

with one another. Remember when dealing with these issues that the Bible itself is also a 

historical, archaeological document. It should not always be “on trial.” It is possible that an 

ancient historian may have gotten some detail in wrong where the biblical historian got it right. 

 With these precautions in mind, let us look now at each of the types of contradictions we 

mentioned above. 

 

Factual Contradictions 

 

 Factual contradictions are the easiest to resolve, because they usually either involve a 

copyist problem or an invalid assumption on the skeptic’s part. Of these, most objections relate 

to numbers. Were there 800,000 fighting men in Israel (2 Sam. 24:9) or 1.1 million (1 Chron. 

21:5)? Were there 500,000 fighting men in Judah (2 Sam. 24:13) or 470,000 (1 Chron. 21:5)? 

Was Ahaziah twenty-two (2 Ki. 8:26) or forty-two (2 Chron. 22:2)? 

 Regarding the first, there is an assumption that just because this is referring to the same 

census, the exact same men must be in mind. That, however, is not appropriate. It is likely that 1 

Chron. 21:5 includes all military men. Against this, 2 Sam. 29:9 uses the phrase ‘is hayil, which 

literally translates “mighty men.” Thus, the verse in Samuel speaks of active, battle hardened 

military men, whereas 1 Chronicles speaks of the total military. 

 Regarding the second, the critic has simply not read the entire context. 1 Chron. 21:6 

expressly says that Joab did not finish the census. Specifically, he did not count the tribes of 

Benjamin or Levi. Thus, it is possible that 1 Chronicles 21 records the number Joab did count, 

whereas 2 Samuel 24 gave the total number. Still another possibility here is that 2 Samuel 24 

gives a rounded number. 

 The third contradiction is a simple copyist’s mistake. We know from elsewhere in 

Scripture that Ahaziah’s father Joram died at age forty (see 2 Ki. 8:17). It would obviously be 

impossible for Ahaziah to be forty-two when his father was forty. Again, we should emphasize 

that such copyist errors say nothing about the legitimacy of the Bible. The age of Ahaziah has no 

theological importance, and even if it did, we are able to discover the proper age. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

How do copyist errors on non-essential facts like numbers effect the inerrancy of 

Scripture, especially when we can track down the original reading? 

 

 Another popular example of a “factual error” is found in comparing Mark 10:46 and 

Luke 18:35. Both begin the story of a blind man receiving his sight, but in Mark’s version, Jesus 

was leaving Jericho, whereas in Luke’s version, He was approaching it. So, which is it? The 

answer is both. This is an example of a bad assumption based on a lack of knowledge about the 

local geography. In Jesus’ day, there were actually two Jerichos. About two miles from the site 
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of old Jericho, which was nearly in ruins by the first century, was a new Jericho rebuilt by Herod 

the Great. Thus, Mark and Luke are simply writing with reference to different locations. 

 This story makes a good case study for another reason. A third parallel account is found 

in Matthew 20:29ff, but there, there are two blind men, not one. Yet just because Mark and Luke 

focus on one person, it does not follow that there was only one. If you said, “I have a son,” it 

would not automatically follow that you do not also have a daughter. This also solves the 

“contradiction” of how many angels were at Jesus’ tomb, whether one (Mark 16:5) or two (Luke 

24:4). Again, we see in this an example of an illegitimate assumption on the skeptic’s part. 

 One last class of number-oriented factual contradictions is worth discussing. It is often 

difficult to reconcile the dating of the kings of Judah and Israel. If you would ever like an 

interesting exercise, try it. Many skeptics have given up on this very difficult problem and have 

concluded that there are too many contradictions to make any sense of the matter. All of these, 

however, can be harmonized if one keeps in mind a cultural fact that is easily missed. Judah 

practiced a different counting system than did Israel. They counted the day that the new king 

came to the throne to the beginning of the new year as a whole year, which they called the 

accession year. Thus, there can be a nearly two year difference in some cases and yet everything 

still be perfectly harmonized (for an example of this, compare Dan. 1:1 with Jer. 25:1). 

 In all these examples, it has been important to examine the contexts of the passages, 

cultural background, and sometimes even geography of lands being spoken about. In every case 

of a factual contradiction you will find an illegitimate assumption on the skeptic’s part. Once you 

find it, simply ask him on what basis he believes that to be the case. Then, offer your 

harmonization. 

 

Doctrinal contradictions 

 

 Doctrinal contradictions are, in one sense, more severe than factual contradictions. If the 

Biblical writers make contradictory or incompatible claims about the nature of God, then 

Christian ideas are inconsistent and cannot be true. 

 Unfortunately, rather than face the difficulties created by seemingly contradictory 

theological assertions, many Christians are inclined to affirm both are true and ignore the 

problem. This can make them, and Christianity, appear irrational. They will often say that God’s 

ways are higher than our ways, that only God knows, that it takes faith, or that it is a paradox. 

 These answers are neither sufficient nor necessary. In fact, they are based on a 

misunderstanding of the Bible. When Isa. 55:9 says that God’s ways are higher than ours, He 

was not referring to reason. If you examine the passage in context, you will see that He was 

dealing with Israel’s sin problem. Their thoughts and ways were evil, but God’s thoughts are 

good. It is also not true that we must be God to make sense of theological difficulties. The 

Bible’s purpose is to reveal, not obscure, God. He wants us to understand Him. We do not know 

everything, but we can know what God has revealed. The idea that blind faith is essential is 

foreign to Scripture. Faith is not belief in absence of evidence. It is relying upon someone or 

something or regarding something as true or able, and God has given us plenty of reasons to put 

our faith in Him. Finally, there is a difference in a paradox and a contradiction. In a paradox, it 

only seems like there is a contradiction. In a contradiction, there is no solution. If someone holds 

two contradictory ideas to both be true, they must provide a solution if they wish to call it a 

paradox. We cannot expect others to take our faith seriously if we do not ourselves. 
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 With these thoughts, we will consider two basic theological contradictions: first, Jesus’ 

changing the unchangeable Old Testament Law; and second, the claim that God is immutable 

(that is, not changeable) in light of biblical statements asserting that He changes His mind. 

 First, Jesus said in Matt. 5:17 that He “did not come to abolish the Law or the prophets.” 

He also declared in John 10:35 that “Scripture cannot be broken.” Yet only four verses after 

claiming that He was not going to abolish the Law, He begins His “You have heard it said . . . 

but I say to you” statements. The most startling and often quoted of these is Matt. 5:38-39: "You 

have heard that it was said, 'Eye for eye, and tooth for tooth.' But I tell you, Do not resist an evil 

person. If someone strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also.” Further, the 

Christian Church seemingly changed the Law in the book of Acts. There, God told Peter that He 

had declared formerly unclean food to be clean (Acts 10:9ff). It seems that Jesus did abolish the 

Law after all. 

 To this, we may respond that the Pharisees of Jesus’ day created oral laws that were 

stricter than the written Law. If they kept those laws, they thought they could not break God’s 

Law. Jesus, though, said that was not enough. He wanted them to see that the Law required inner 

perfection, not merely “good” behavior.
7
 So we may consider His “You have heard . . . but I say 

to you” statements as His own “oral laws,” which were stronger than theirs. But unlike their 

laws, His were based on the fundamental principles of the written Law. In other words, because 

the Pharisees’ laws were based on the letter rather than the spirit of God’s Law, you could 

actually keep them while breaking God’s. Yet to break Jesus’ was to break that which had been 

commanded by God. Some people say that Jesus raised the standard. In truth, He only 

demonstrated what was already in the written Law, which both showed the deficiency of the 

Pharisaical system as well as of the Jews’ inability to earn their salvation by their works. If Jesus 

changed anything it was the requirement to keep the Pharisees’ oral traditions. 

 Next, we may point out that that the Law was always intended to be temporary (unlike, 

for example, the covenant made with Abraham in Genesis 15). Jesus pointed this out when He 

said that He came to fulfill rather than abolish it. Once He did so at the cross, it was set aside, 

having completed its function. Since Christ kept the Law perfectly when no other man could, and 

since men receive Christ’s righteousness (which He earned by keeping the Law) simply by faith 

in Him, there was no need for the Jews to be under it any longer. They could, instead, be under 

their King, who had given His own law, namely, to love God and one another. 

 Finally, we may point out that the Law was only applicable to Jews. No Gentile (that is, 

non-Jew) was obligated to keep it. There is no reason to think, then, that Gentile Christians 

would have ever been placed under the Mosaic Law. 

 The second theological contradiction we will examine is the repeated biblical claim of 

God’s immutability (that is, His inability to change) and the repeated biblical claims that God 

changes His mind. Verses like Num. 23:19, Mal. 3:6, and James 1:17 all speak of God’s 

changelessness. But if this is true, then why do verses like Gen. 6:6 and Jon. 3:10 describe God 

repenting (this, by the way, should stop anyone from defining “repent” as “to turn from sin”!)? 

                                                 
7
 The Pharisees entire problem was that they thought they could attain righteousness through 

external actions. But in doing so, their laws were so far below what God had in mind that they 

ended up justifying their own sinfulness. Rather than keeping people from breaking the Law, 

their laws were keeping people from seeing the real standard that God has set: absolute, utter 

perfection. Jesus, then, was powerfully demonstrating the disparity between God’s view of 

righteousness and man’s. 
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The short answer is that such verses are an example of what is called anthropomorphism. That is, 

they describe God, who is not human, in human terms. Just like we do not believe that God has 

wings or eyes, although the Bible describes Him as such, we do not believe God repents or 

changes His mind. This is something humans do that is then attributed to God so that we can 

relate to Him. In the strictest sense, God never changes. We do. God’s responses are always the 

same, which makes Him dependable. Since we may be related to Him in different ways at 

different times, however, that response may be different. When we readjust our relationship to 

Him, it appears to us that God changed when, in fact, it was us. 

 The rule of thumb when dealing with a theological contradiction is to ask if there are any 

unfounded assumptions that are creating the problem. Usually, there are. In the case of Jesus’ 

changing the unchangeable law, the assumption was that Jesus was making it stricter when in 

fact He was demonstrating more clearly what was already the case. In the case of God’s 

immutability, it was that the word “repent” should be taken literally when in fact it should be 

taken figuratively, specifically, as an anthropomorphism. To discover it, study the passages in 

question deeply. Look at their context. Examine the cultural background. Study the geographical 

situations and look at the meaning of the words. Does the context indicate that they should be 

taken literally or figuratively? Get the tools to do a little research in the original languages. 

Enough are available to you even if you do not know the first thing about Greek or Hebrew. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If you haven’t done an exhaustive study on the background of these passages, isn’t it 

possible that there is something you have missed that is causing you to misread one or 

both of them? 

 

  In the end, remember that you do not have to give the answer to every contradiction 

thrown at you. Your job is much easier than that. All you have to do is show that there is at least 

one possible answer. In many cases, there are multiple possible answers. There certainly are in 

the ones we have briefly looked at here, and some apologists may opt to offer one of those 

different answers. Also, remember that even if you cannot come up with an answer that does not 

mean that one does not exist. You would do well to remind your critic that every word of the 

Bible has been scrutinized by both believers and unbelievers alike. Does she really think that she 

has discovered something that no one before her has ever noticed, or is it more likely that she is 

the one who has missed something? 

 

The Takeaway 

 

 All biblical contradictions have solutions, even if you do not know them. Where a 

genuine contradiction is found, be it factual or theological, it indicates a misreading of the text, 

not an error in the Bible. Your job is to get deeper into the text. Find out what is really 

happening, whether it is an unfounded assumption on your critic’s part or even something as 

simple as a copyist error. But above all, have confidence in your Bible. 

 By the way, are you still wondering about the Trinity, Saul’s death, or David’s twice 

killing Goliath? The Trinity is not three Gods in one God. It is one Being who is three Persons. A 

being does not necessarily equal a person. Saul’s death is easily explained as a false report from 

the Amalekite who was trying to curry favor with the new king. As for Goliath, the NIV has the 
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proper rendering of the second “killing.” You can read it yourself. Interested in more? Google 

“101 Contradictions in the Bible” and try your hand at some. And do not worry if you cannot 

explain one. You will easily find other sites give refutations of each. 

 

Personal Application 
 

 “God is not a God of confusion” according to 1 Cor. 14:33 (NASB). Though in a 

different context
8
, it is still true that He is consistent and reliable, and thus, we are not expected 

to believe contradictory statements as being true. The Christian faith is perfectly self-consistent, 

a remarkable fact given that the Bible was written by over forty different human authors in three 

languages over a period of fourteen hundred years! 

 The Christian life is certainly to be experienced, but experience should never be elevated 

above biblical revelation. On the contrary, we should evaluate our experiences in light of what 

the Bible says, not vice-versa. This gives us unique access to absolute truth, for even though we 

all may have different feelings and experiences, we all have access to the same Bible. That can 

be a very liberating thought, because it means that we can know what Truth is despite our limited 

experiences. We are not, as some tell us, like five blind men feeling an elephant struggling to 

decide what it is. Rather, we are like the blind man who, after feeling the elephant, is told by the 

One who can see what it is that we are feeling! 

 Experience and feelings are always changing. God wants us to know that, whatever we 

may think, feel, or experience that is contrary to His Word, it is His Word that is true. That lets 

us examine those thoughts, feelings, and experiences in light of real truth, which is the only way 

to living a balanced life. 

 

                                                 
8
 There, Paul is referring to the proper use of the gift of tongues, arguing that the demonstration 

of such gifts should be done in an orderly manner, always one at a time, and no more than two or 

three. Whatever your position on speaking in tongues, it should be recognized that, if practiced 

publically during a worship service, it must be done so in an orderly and proper manner. 
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DOES THE BIBLE CONTAIN TRUE PROPHECY? 

 

Who then is like me? Let him proclaim it. Let him declare and lay out before me what has 

happened since I established my ancient people, and what is yet to come—yes, let him foretell 

what will come. ~ Isaiah 44:7 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 

 

 People are fascinated by the future. It is everything you could possibly want as a topic of 

conversation. It is mysterious and unknown. No one can claim to be an expert, but with enough 

study of a few variables, you can get some insights to offer others. It is something we all share in 

common, and even though it is not here yet, it has a direct impact on our lives today. It can 

vindicate or humble a person, so it is capable of inciting the full range of human emotions. 

 It is hardly surprising, then, that we want to know everything we can about it. Even if our 

scientific world, people are willing to pay big money for a hint about what tomorrow brings. 

Psychic hotlines alone represent an estimated $300 million a year industry, and you can be sure 

that this December’s tabloids will feature all the latest Nostradamus predictions. 

 This is hardly a new phenomenon. Psychics and prophets have been around as long as 

human civilization. Apparently there is something within man that longs to know his future. 

Perhaps this is directly related to the fact that he, apparently alone among animals, can question 

the meaning and purpose of his existence. Religions have not been shy about taking full 

advantage of this, either. Whether offering general promises of the afterlife or specific (or, more 

often than not, vague!) prediction of future events, religion and prophecy have always gone hand 

in hand. 

 A fair portion of the Bible contains prophetic literature as well—over 25% of it, in fact. 

God’s attitude toward prophecy is best summed up in Isaiah 44:7: “Who then is like me? Let him 

proclaim it. Let him declare and lay out before me what has happened since I established my 

ancient people, and what is yet to come—yes, let him foretell what will come.” (NIV) God tells 

us that the ability to tell the future rests with Him alone. He proved His divinity to Israel not only 

by miraculously creating her but by predicting her future. It turns out to be a perfect test for 

divinity, for if only God is omniscient, and foreknowledge requires omniscience, then it follows 

to know the future, one must be God (this, of course, is not to say that prophets were God. They 

were only His messengers). 

 Thus, we have been given a great test for the Bible. If it accurately predicts the future, it 

must be regarded as divine in origin. If it makes predictions and fails, then it cannot be. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Would you agree that if the Bible accurately and specifically predicts the future, it must 

have come from God? 
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We will apply this test to God’s Word by looking at a few prophetic passages in 

Scripture. We will limit ourselves to five and study them chronologically. 

 

Isaiah 53 and the Crucifixion 

 

 Isaiah 53 is a passage that a first time reader might think was in the New Testament. It is 

too long to quote, but get out a Bible and read it now (online at http://www.biblegateway.com). 

 Before we look at specifics, we should note that this prophecy was written sometime 

around 690 B.C. The detail with which it describes the ministry of Jesus is breath-taking. We see 

His humble beginnings (v. 2), rejection by His own people (v. 3), substitutionary death (v. 4), 

His death being considered a divine judgment against Him (v. 4), the piercing of His side (v. 5), 

His silence in response to His accusers (v. 7), unjust condemnation (v. 8), burial in a rich man’s 

tomb (v. 9), the divine plan behind His sacrifice (v. 10), His resurrection (v. 11), and exaltation 

(v. 12). This is so precise that one would be justified in thinking that it was added to Isaiah after 

the crucifixion as a forgery if it were not for the fact that we have manuscripts that predate Jesus’ 

birth that contain the passage. On the other hand, one may well argue that the Gospel stories 

were fabricated to fit the account if it were not for the fact that most of these details can be 

independently verified. 

 The most common response is to deny that this is a prophecy about Jesus at all but rather 

is a reference to either Isaiah himself or to Israel as a nation. Both of those positions were held as 

possible in the first century (see Acts 8:34). But it was also held to be a Messianic prophecy by 

many in Jesus’ day, so much so that a tradition arose that there would be two separate Messiahs, 

one who would suffer and one who would conquer. Most Jews today, in response to Christian 

missionaries, have adopted the view that it refers to the nation of Israel. Against this, however, is 

the fact that the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53 is said to be blameless and suffered in silence, 

neither of which could be true of Israel. At the time Isaiah wrote, the people were being judged 

for their idolatry. 

 But beyond this debate, the possibility that the prophecy is Messianic cannot be denied. 

In this light, the comparisons to Jesus’ ministry are striking, to say the least. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If this passage does not refer to Jesus, wouldn’t it qualify has an amazing coincidence, to 

say the least, that it so closely describes His ministry? 

 

 The beauty of taking this approach is that you are not forced to argue that this must refer 

to Jesus. Rather, if the other person denies it, they are put in the awkward position of trying to 

explain how a prophecy not intended to be about Jesus could so well describe His ministry. 

 

Ezekiel 26:12 and the Fall of Tyre 

 

 Ezekiel was a prophet who had been taken captive by the Babylonians when 

Nebuchadnezzar invaded Judah in 597 B.C. He offered many of the most precisely fulfilled 

prophecies in the Bible, one of which comes from Ezekiel 26:12, which was a prophecy against 

the city of Tyre, the capital of the Phoenician Empire. It says: “They will plunder your wealth 

http://www.biblegateway.com/
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and loot your merchandise; they will break down your walls and demolish your fine houses and 

throw your stones, timber and rubble into the sea.” 

 This was fulfilled in remarkable detail in 333 B.C. when Alexander the Great destroyed 

the city. It was situated on an island, so he built a land-bridge, which is still there to this day, out 

of the rubble from Tyre’s mainland. He literally tossed it into the sea until his army could march 

across. Thus, when Ezekiel promised that Tyre’s invaders would tear down her walls and toss 

her stones, timber, and rubble into the sea, he was being very literal! 

 It should be noted that some skeptics object to this, arguing that the “they” of this verse 

refers to Nebuchadnezzar, who is mentioned in verses 7-11. But this must be rejected on literary 

grounds. The “they” actually goes back to the “many nations” of verses 3ff. If we look carefully, 

we see that these many nations (“they”) are directed by God Himself (“I”); yet the verses 

speaking of Nebuchadnezzar consistently refer only to “he.” Starting at verse twelve, the 

“they”/”I” pairing begins again, showing that Ezekiel had multiple invasions in mind. Read the 

chapter yourself and follow the use of pronouns and you will easily see this is the case. 

 How, though, could Ezekiel have known not only that Tyre would be destroyed, but the 

very manner in which it was to be destroyed? As we saw at the beginning, knowledge of the 

future can only come from God. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Doesn’t the remarkably literal fulfillment of Ezekiel’s prophecy vindicate the Bible’s 

claim to coming from God? 

 

Jeremiah 25:11-12 and the Reign of Babylon 

 

 Jeremiah, known as “the weeping prophet,” ministered to the kingdom of Judah in the 

late seventh and early sixth centuries. He consistently warned them that their idolatry would lead 

to their being destroyed by Babylon. When it finally happened, he wrote the book of 

Lamentations to express his despair. 

 One particularly interesting prophecy is found in Jer. 25:11-12, which says: 

 

"This whole country will become a desolate wasteland, and these nations will serve the 

king of Babylon seventy years. But when the seventy years are fulfilled, I will punish the 

king of Babylon and his nation, the land of the Babylonians, for their guilt," declares the 

LORD, "and will make it desolate forever." (NIV) 

  

 There are actually three prophecies in these verses. First, Jeremiah predicts that Babylon 

would become a world power, including dominance over Judah; second, that the captivity would 

last for seventy years, and after that, God would punish Babylon and liberate His people; and 

finally, that Babylon would never again regain its superpower status. 

 The first of these was fulfilled in 609 BC, when Babylon officially overthrew the 

Assyrian Empire. That year, the Babylonians took the city of Harran, the last holdout of the 

Assyrians, and killed their last king, Ashur-uballit II. The second was fulfilled when Babylon 

was captured by Cyrus the Great in 539 BC, exactly seventy years later, which ended the 

Babylonian Empire. Soon afterward Cyrus gave orders to allow the Jews to return to Israel. The 
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third has been fulfilled in subsequent history, as neither the city nor the nation (modern Iran) has 

ever regained international power. 

 Again, the exactness of the prophecy is impressive. This is also a well known prophecy 

within the Bible itself, as both Daniel (9:1-2) and the author of the Chronicles comment on it (2 

Chron. 36:21-22). There is little anyone can say to dispute the importance of these two verses. 

Interestingly, critical scholars do not dispute the authenticity of these verses. Rather, they 

understand the seventy years to be a round number meant to symbolize completeness or 

perfection. But just as with Isaiah 53 and Ezekiel 26:12 above, to write this off as a mere 

coincidental literal fulfillment seems at best to be an unsatisfying answer. 

 

Daniel 9:24-27 and Jesus’ Advent 

 

 One of the most outstanding prophecies in Bible is found in Daniel 9:24-27. It says: 

 

Seventy 'sevens' are decreed for your people and your holy city to finish transgression, to 

put an end to sin, to atone for wickedness, to bring in everlasting righteousness, to seal up 

vision and prophecy and to anoint the most holy. Know and understand this: From the 

issuing of the decree to restore and rebuild Jerusalem until the Anointed One, the ruler, 

comes, there will be seven 'sevens,' and sixty-two 'sevens.' It will be rebuilt with streets 

and a trench, but in times of trouble. After the sixty-two 'sevens,' the Anointed One will 

be cut off and will have nothing. The people of the ruler who will come will destroy the 

city and the sanctuary. The end will come like a flood: War will continue until the end, 

and desolations have been decreed. He will confirm a covenant with many for one 

'seven.' In the middle of the 'seven' he will put an end to sacrifice and offering. And on a 

wing of the temple he will set up an abomination that causes desolation, until the end that 

is decreed is poured out on him. (NIV) 

 

 You should take time to study and learn this prophecy in detail, because even if the critic 

insists on a second century date for Daniel, this prophecy still stands firm. In actuality, Daniel 

ministered throughout the Babylonian captivity and wrote his book in the last decade of his life, 

probably in the 530s. This prophecy is dated specifically to the first year of Darius, that is, 539 

B.C. The seventy sevens (or seventy “weeks”) represent sets of seven years. Thus, the prophecy 

covers a total of 490 years (seven times seventy). The purpose of the prophecy is directly related 

to Jerusalem and the Jews. Its purpose was “to finish transgression, to put an end to sin, to atone 

for wickedness, to bring in everlasting righteousness, to seal up vision and prophecy and to 

anoint the most holy.” In other words, with the fulfillment of this prophecy would come the 

permanent restoration of the Jewish people, the forgiveness of their sins (remember that they 

were captive in Babylon because of their idolatry), and the establishment of the Messianic 

Kingdom. 

 First, the prophecy says that the 490 years would begin with a decree to rebuild 

Jerusalem. This happened sometime between February 27 and March 28 of 444 BC, when 

Artaxerxes ordered the city rebuilt (see Neh 2:1-8). Next, we come to the seven plus sixty-two 

weeks for a total of sixty-nine. Taken as years, this is 483 years. It is important to note, however, 

that a Babylonian calendar was only 360 days, so if we multiply 360 by sixty-nine, we come up 

with 173,880 days, which is 476 years and twenty-five days based on our modern calendar. 
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 If we add 476 years to the decree dates above, we come to March 24 to April 22 of 33 

AD, the date commonly believed to refer to Jesus’ death. This is important, because the prophecy 

says that at the end of the sixty-nine weeks, the Messiah shall be “cut off.” That is, He shall be 

killed. Thus, we have an extremely exact prophecy of Jesus’ crucifixion! 

 It should be noted that some have challenged the precision of the prophecy. Different 

starting dates have been offered. Many scholars today believe that Jesus was crucified in 30 A.D. 

Still others believe that our modern calendar is not exact enough for such detailed measurements. 

Finally, some do not believe that the prophecy is interested in a “to the day” fulfillment, but 

rather points to a general time frame. Whatever the case with these details, it still lands us very 

close to Jesus’ crucifixion, and as such, serves as both a strong indicator of the fact that Jesus is 

the Messiah as well as of the exactness of biblical prophecy. 

 

Matthew 24:1-2 and the Destruction of the Temple 

 

 The last prophecy we will look at is Jesus’ prediction of the destruction of the Temple. 

Matthew 24:1-2 says, “Jesus left the temple and was walking away when his disciples came up 

to him to call his attention to its buildings. ‘Do you see all these things?’” he asked. ‘I tell you 

the truth, not one stone here will be left on another; every one will be thrown down.’” (NIV) 

Jesus spoke this just before His death in 30-33 A.D. It was fulfilled exactly as He described it in 

70 A.D. when Emperor Titus attacked the city and destroyed it. Because the stones of the 

Temple were mortared together with gold, the Romans literally ripped the stones one from 

another and took all the gold with them back to Rome. 

 Because of the exactness of this prophecy, most critical scholars believe that Matthew 

was written after 70 A.D. and that he wrote these words back into Jesus’ mouth. That is very 

doubtful, though, for many reasons. First, the Gospel of Luke shows clear dependence on both 

Matthew and Mark, but it was likely not written any later than the early 60s (Acts was likely 

written in 62 while Paul was still in prison, thus explaining its abrupt ending). This would put 

Matthew in the mid to late-50s. Second, if the Church was in the habit of writing words back into 

Jesus’ mouth that He never said, you would have expected them to have Him answer doctrinal 

questions they were facing in the late first century and early second century. The fact is, 

however, that no such issues are found anywhere in Matthew. Further, what we actually find are 

many “hard sayings” that would have been better left out if the author was willing to play fast 

and loose with Jesus’ sayings. To take two examples, if Matthew was written late, why would 

the author have Jesus imply His limited knowledge in Matt. 24:36 concerning the end of the 

world? Would it have not been easier to simply leave that out? Second, if the prophecy was 

written long after 7.0. AD, then almost all of that generation would have been dead. Why, then, 

have Jesus say, “I tell you the truth, this generation will certainly not pass away until all these 

things have happened”?  Such a statement creates unnecessarily theological problems! 

 It is best, then, to regard to prophecy as authentic. If so, we have yet another example of 

accurate, fulfilled biblical prophecy.  

 

The Takeaway 
 

 We have seen five instances of very specifically fulfilled biblical prophecies. Since 

knowing the future requires some sort of supernatural power, it seems evident that the Bible is, at 
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least, a supernatural book. The five we chose are hardly the extent of it, as well. There are easily 

over one hundred such passages! 

 It is also worth comparing the nature of biblical prophecy with other prophecies. The 

words of “prophets” like Nostradamus or modern psychics are often so vague that they could be 

fulfilled in any number of ways. Against this, the biblical prophecies we have seen (and many we 

have not) are all very specific. The bottom line is that fulfilled prophecy validates the Bible’s 

divine origin. It is an example of a modern, testable miracle. It demonstrates not only, as we have 

seen, that God exists, but that He has revealed Himself through the words of the Bible. 

 

Personal Application 
 

 Knowledge of the future requires omniscience, and one thing the Bible is clear on is that 

God is omniscient. Against this, some people in recent years have begun to question this basic 

attribute of God. They call themselves “open theists,” and argue that if God knows the future 

then we have no free will. Since we have free will, they reason, God must not know the future. 

The easy reply to their argument is that God’s knowledge of what we will choose to do does not 

negate the fact that we still chose it. 

 Still, the price they pay for this idea is high. If God does not know the future, how can 

He, much less we, be sure that everything will turn out as He planned in the end? And if He does 

not know our futures, how can we trust His promises? Is it not possible that some unforeseen 

event could keep Him from accomplishing His will? 

 Yet the fact that God does know everything provides us with great comfort and a great 

reason to worship Him. In fact, when you pray, rather than simply asking God to take care of a 

situation, you can thank Him that He already knows the need and how He is going to fulfill it. In 

fact, because God knows how everything will work out, you can write it off as good as done, 

which is why Paul is able to say “For those God foreknew he also predestined to be conformed to 

the likeness of his Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brothers. And those he 

predestined, he also called; those he called, he also justified; those he justified, he also glorified” 

(Rom. 8:29-30). Even though our glorification is still future, Paul can speak of it as past tense 

because it is guaranteed to be done. In short, God’s omniscience gives us the confidence to walk 

by faith, even when we do not understand our situation, because we know that God does. 
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WHO DID JESUS THINK HE WAS? 

 

If you do not believe that I am the one I claim to be, you will indeed die in your sins. ~ John 8:24 

(NIV) 

 

Consider This 

 

 The issue of Jesus’ self-understanding is crucial as a proper basis for both the belief in 

and defense of the Christian faith, for whatever Christians believe about Him today, and 

whatever they have believed about Him throughout history, if Jesus Himself did not believe 

those things, then there is no basis for them. If Jesus did not think of Himself as the Messiah and 

God, then Christians throughout all the ages have no right to call Him by those names, either. 

 

Jesus as Messiah 

 

 The New Testament clearly presents Jesus as the Christ.
9
 This is true of the gospels, Acts, 

the epistles, and the Revelation. In fact, “Jesus as Christ” seems to be the central theme of the 

entire New Testament. But this implies a very simple question: where did the writers get that 

idea? 

 The gospel writers present a Jesus who made personal messianic claims, and there is very 

good reason to accept this as being historically accurate. Put simply, if Jesus considered Himself 

to be the Messiah, then it is not hard to understand how His followers would have come to that 

belief. But if He did not consider Himself the Messiah, it is extremely difficult to imagine how 

they could have come to such a conclusion. Beyond this simple point, though, an examination of 

His words, His actions, and the circumstances surrounding His death all lead to the same point. 

 The most direct statement from Jesus’ mouth comes out of the story of Peter’s confession 

of Christ, told in Matt. 16:13-20; Mark 8:27-30; and Luke 9:18-27. In this account, Jesus asks 

who the people were saying that He was. After that report, He then asks who they thought He 

was, to which Peter replied, “You are the Christ, the Son of the Living God” (Matt 16:16). Far 

from rebuking Peter for this statement, Jesus affirmed that God Himself had revealed this to him. 

 If this story really happened, there is no denying that Jesus thought He was Israel’s 

Messiah. It is difficult to argue that it never did. It is told in all three synoptic gospels, which 

means it had to have been an early tradition. Also, the story included all twelve of the original 

disciples, not just Peter. It is hard to imagine that they all would have been silent if someone had 

been claiming the event happened when it did not. Further, it is attested to independently in John 

6:69, in which Peter says, “We believe and know that you are the Holy One of God” (NIV). If 

the story was fabricated, it was fabricated by all the gospel writers in the first century, and 

somehow we must explain where the idea came from and how it was passed off as having been 

true when those who had walked with and heard Jesus were still alive. 

                                                 
9
 “Christ” is the Greek word for the Hebrew word “Messiah.” Both mean “the anointed one.” 
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 A second major statement from Jesus comes out of Luke 7:20-23. John was in prison, and 

he sent messengers to Jesus asking if He truly was the Messiah or if they should be looking for 

someone else. To this, Jesus replied, “Go back and report to John what you have seen and heard: 

The blind receive sight, the lame walk, those who have leprosy are cured, the deaf hear, the dead 

are raised, and the good news is preached to the poor. Blessed is the man who does not fall away 

on account of me” (Luke 7:22-23, NIV). At first, this may not seem like much, but its 

importance becomes clear when you note that Jesus was alluding to Isaiah 35:5-6; 26:19; and 

61:1, the last of which expressly refers to the Messiah. Still more impressive is the fact that the 

signs listed by Jesus are found in a passage in the Dead Sea Scrolls (see 4Q521) that details what 

the Messiah will do at His coming. Since this reflects the common messianic expectations of the 

first century, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that Jesus was, in effect, saying to John, “Of 

course I am. Look at all the things the Messiah will do. I am doing them, which should speak for 

itself.” 

 Again, the historicity of this passage is hard to dispute. First of all, it comes out of a 

moment in which John shows a lack of faith. This is clearly an embarrassing moment for him, 

which strongly implies that it was not invented out of thin air by the gospel writers who held 

John in the highest esteem (see Matt. 11:11; Luke 7:28). Second, this story comes from a very 

early tradition as is evident from the fact that it is recorded in Matthew (11:3) and Luke, but not 

Mark. This either means that Matthew and Luke are independently attesting to the story or that 

they relied on an earlier, common source. There is, then, no reason to doubt the event actually 

occurred, and thus, that Jesus wanted to assure John that He was the Messiah. 

 In many ways, Jesus’ actions say more of His self-understanding than His words. We will 

look only at one for now. In one of the few stories recorded in all four Gospels, the Triumphal 

Entry (Matt. 21:1-11; Mark 11:1-11; Luke 19:28-44; John 12:12-19), Jesus acts out a sort of 

living parable that has messianic intentions. In the account, He rides into Jerusalem on a colt, 

fulfilling the prophecy found in Zech. 9:9: “Rejoice greatly, O Daughter of Zion! Shout, 

Daughter of Jerusalem! See, your king comes to you, righteous and having salvation, gentle and 

riding on a donkey, on a colt, the foal of a donkey” (NIV). The stories go into great detail 

showing that Jesus acted deliberately. He was intentionally fulfilling the prophecy, which tells us 

that He considered Himself the fulfillment of messianic prophecy. Since He believed be fulfilled 

messianic prophecy, we must conclude that He considered Himself the Christ. 

 Finally, it is worth noting that when Jesus was crucified, He was formally charged with 

treason for calling Himself “the King of the Jews” (John 19:19-21). There is no way to deny this 

historicity of this statement, for the phrase “King of the Jews” does not appear in early Christian 

literature, meaning we cannot suppose that they wrote this idea back into the narrative. Further, if 

Jesus was not crucified on charges of treason, then what was His crime? 

 This final point is very important. Much modern scholarship seeks to portray Jesus as just 

a social revolutionary or moral teacher who uttered a few cryptic sayings and certainly never said 

anything too controversial (such as claiming to be the Messiah). But how could such a Jesus 

offend the religious leaders of His day enough that they would seek His death? And on what 

charges would the Roman government condemn such a quiet, peaceful man? On the other hand, 

when you understand that the Jews in Palestine had a history of revolt around alleged messiahs, 

it becomes clear that they could not tolerate any more uprisings. If this Jesus was claiming to be 

their king, then He would have to be put down. 
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Ask . . . 

 

If Jesus never thought or implied He was the Messiah, then on what basis did the Jews or 

Romans have Him executed? 

 

On the other hand, if we accept the notion that Jesus did believe Himself to be the Messiah, then 

His words and actions, the response to Him by both the Jews and Romans, and the rise of the 

Christian idea that He was the Christ makes perfect sense. 

 

Jesus as God 

 

 Most people accept the idea that Jesus thought He was Israel’s Messiah. What is more 

debated is whether or not He thought He was God. Again, though, His words and actions, as well 

as people’s response to Him—both His followers and His enemies—only make sense in light of 

the idea that He believed Himself to be divine. 

 First, we should point out that the earliest Christians believed that Jesus was God. Even 

outside New Testament claims (which were written in the middle first century), secular history 

confirms this fact. About 112 A.D., Pliny the Younger wrote to Emperor Trajan about how he 

should deal with the Christians in his area. He described his experiences with several former 

Christians up to that point, saying, “However, they assured me that the main of their fault, or of 

their mistake was this: That they were wont, on a stated day, to meet together before it was light, 

and to sing a hymn to Christ, as to a god, alternately.”
10

 Some of these had left Christianity has 

much as twenty-five years before (the mid 80s). 

 It is evident from the writing of the New Testament that the original disciples also 

believed that Jesus was God. John 1:1 flatly declares, “In the beginning was the Word [Jesus], 

and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.” Later in the same book, Thomas calls 

Jesus “My Lord and my God” (John 20:28). Paul said that “God was pleased to have all his 

fullness dwell in him” (Col 1:19). The question that naturally arises is, “Where did they get this 

idea?” It is easy to lose the force of this point. A good way to bring it home is to ask what it 

would take to get you to conclude that someone you knew was God. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

What would your brother or best friend have to do to convince you that he or she was 

God in the flesh? 

 

Put this way, it becomes apparent that the early Christian belief of the divinity of Jesus is no 

small matter and demands explanation. This is especially true when we remember that Jesus 

ministered to Jews, a strictly monotheistic people. What would it take to convince a Jew, 

Muslim, or Christian today that you were God in the flesh? If Jesus never made any claims to 

divinity, it is hard to see where the idea came from. 

 Like His role as Messiah, Jesus made several claims to divinity, both explicit and 

implicit. His most obvious statements come from the Gospel of John: “Before Abraham was 
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 Letters, 10.96-97 
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born, I am” (John 8:58), “I and the Father are one” (John 10:30), “Anyone who has seen me has 

seen the Father” (John 14:9), “All I have is yours [God], and all you have is mine,” etc. While 

these statements may have been repeated enough that they have become passé, again, ask 

yourself what you would think if a close friend said any of these things to you. 

 Aside from these explicit statements, though, Jesus also said and did things that implied 

His divinity. Chief among these was His claim to forgive sin (Matt. 9:2; Luke 7:48; John 8:11). 

No one has the authority to forgive sins except God (Mark 2:7). If Jesus can forgive sins, then He 

must be God. Yet again, this is a claim that is often lost on us and is best illustrated by a modern 

situation. Suppose two men were fighting and in the process, one said something particularly 

hurtful to the other. Now, suppose you looked at the man who had said the awful thing and said 

to him, “It’s okay. I forgive you.” What would the other man say? He would rightly be offended, 

for you do not have the right to forgive him for something that was not done to you. If anyone 

forgives, it must be the one offended. 

 When Jesus took it upon Himself to forgive, He was acting as if He was the one chiefly 

offended by the sin. In fact, He went on to tell His disciples that if they did not forgive, then they 

themselves would not be forgiven (Matt. 6:15). These statements make no sense if He did not 

understand Himself to be God. 

 Another example of His actions that implicitly point to His divinity is His acceptance of 

worship. The New Testament repeatedly describes Jesus as being worshipped (Matt. 14:33; 28:9, 

17; Luke 24:52; John 9:38, etc.). In another instance Thomas expressly calls Jesus his God (John 

20:28). In none of these cases does Jesus rebuke His disciples, but proceeds as if they had done 

exactly the right thing. Since God alone is to be worshipped (and this from Jesus’ own mouth; 

see Matt. 4:10), then it is evident that Jesus considered Himself in some sense to be God. 

 Still another clue as to Jesus’ sense of divinity comes in His self-description as the “Son 

of Man” and the “Son of God.” While the phrase “Son of Man” seems exactly the opposite of a 

claim to divinity, it is actually a reference to Daniel 7:13, in which a divine being receives God’s 

eternal kingdom promised to the Jews from the time of Abraham. Likewise, the title “Son of 

God” is an express claim to divinity, as is evident from John 5:18 and John 10:33. 

 One final action that requires a presupposition of divinity is found in Matt. 12:8, when 

Jesus says, “The Son of Man is Lord of the Sabbath.” This is an incredible claim, for the entire 

Jewish religious life revolved around the Sabbath. Every seventh day the people were to rest and 

dedicate themselves to God. Not only that, but every seventh year they were to rest as well. 

Further, every fiftieth year (after seven sets of seven years) they were to proclaim a “Year of 

Jubilee” in which all debts were cancelled, all properties returned to their original owners, and all 

slaves freed. So when Jesus claimed to be Lord even over the Sabbath, He was saying that He 

was Lord over their entire religious system! Such a statement is absurd out of the mouth of 

anyone but God. 

 There are many other things we could mention that point to Jesus’ belief in His own 

divinity: His teaching with personal authority; His claim to be the only way to salvation; His 

claim to perfectly reveal God; His right to sit in the judgment seat of God; His view of having 

God’s Kingdom present within Himself, and still other issues. The bottom line is that none of 

these things make any sense coming from the mouth of a merely ethical teacher or social 

revolutionary. Jesus was not merely a good man. He both claimed and acted as if He were God. 

He hung the destiny of men on their relationship with Himself. He was either who He said He 

was, or He was a megalomaniac of the highest order. He either was and is God or an evil 

imposter. There can be no middle ground. 
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Ask . . . 

 

How could a merely good man claim to be God and the only way to salvation? 

 

 

The Takeaway 

 

 Christians often appeal to the “Lord, Liar, or Lunatic” argument. It says that given Jesus’ 

claims about Himself, He was the Lord of the Universe, a liar, or a madman. Writing Him off as 

a mere prophet or good man will not do as it does not take His beliefs about Himself seriously. 

 We have seen that He thought of Himself as both the Messiah and God. His words and 

actions only make sense from such a perspective. Just as importantly, the origin of Christian 

ideas about His identity make no sense if Jesus never said or implied He was either the Christ or 

God. Where would orthodox Jews have gotten such an idea? Appeals to miracles and even His 

resurrection are insufficient on this, for other people were believed to have been raised from the 

dead, and they were not called God. There were many miracle workers in those days, and none 

of them were considered divine, either. Only if Jesus believed Himself to fit such descriptions 

would have His authority, miracles, and resurrection been interpreted as vindication of His 

claims. Thus, all the evidence points to the one unavoidable conclusion. Jesus of Nazareth 

believed that He was both the Messiah predicted by the Old Testament and the very God, 

incarnated in human flesh, who had inspired those prophecies. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 Jesus once asked His disciples, “Who do you say that I am?” (Matt. 16:15, NIV) That, in 

fact, seems to be the central question of the New Testament. We have seen some of Jesus’ claims 

concerning Himself. Yet who do you say that He is? Near the end of John’s gospel, he says 

“These things are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that 

by believing you may have life in his name” (John 20:31, NIV).
11

 The New Testament does not 

expect you to affirm that on blind faith any more than Jesus expected Peter to, yet the evidence 

of Jesus’ divinity and Christhood are undeniable. 

 Since this is rooted in Jesus’ claims about Himself, the issue is whether or not we believe 

what He said to be true. If we do not believe Him on this, they why should we believe Him on 

anything else? Yet if what He said was true, than how can we deny any of His other teachings? 

The fundamental question everyone has to answer, then, is what to do with Jesus Christ. If He is 

only a prophet or good man, then you are no more bound to His beliefs than you are of your next 

                                                 
11

 Most people take this verse to be John’s purpose statement, that is, “these things” refers to the 

contents of the Gospel of John. It is probably better, however, to take “these things” as referring 

only to the contents of chapter 20. In the first place, a good deal of the material in the gospel is 

not written to help us come to faith, but written to those who already believe to help them better 

understand their faith (see, for example, chapters 13-17). Secondly, John is known for using 

these types of phrases to refer to the immediately preceding section: cf. 1 John 1:4; 2:1, 26; 5:13, 

etc.). For a more complete discussion on this issue, see Chris Morrison’s “The Resurrection in 

the Gospel of John”, which is awaiting publication. 
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door neighbor’s. But if He is who He claimed to be, then in Him you can have both everlasting 

and abundant life. As the source of life itself, He has promised to raise us with Him at the 

Resurrection (see Dan. 12:1-3; John 11:25). Further, He has promised us abundant life while we 

are alive on earth (John 10:10). So what is your relationship to Christ? He took Himself very 

seriously. He expects us to as well. 
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WAS JESUS RESURRECTED? 

 

If Christ has not been raised, our preaching is useless and so is your faith. More than that, we 

are then found to be false witnesses about God, for we have testified about God that he raised 

Christ from the dead. ~ 1 Cor. 15:14-15 (NIV) 

 

Consider This 
 

 There is one fundamental thing that sets apart Christianity from other world religions. We 

have seen aspects of this though our study, but here we can face it fully. Christianity is a religion 

rooted in history, not simply in an individual’s theological or philosophical ideas. That means we 

can test it. If the events happened, we have good reason to believe it is true. 

 Above all, there is one particular event central to all others: the death and resurrection of 

Jesus Christ. Put simply, if Jesus was raised from the dead, Christianity is true. If He did not, 

then it is false. Paul recognized this when he said, “If Christ has not been raised, our preaching is 

useless and so is your faith” (1 Cor. 15:14). The best way, then, to decide whether Christianity is 

true is to answer this very simple question: “Did Jesus really rise from the dead?” 

 History tells us the answer must be yes. We will demonstrate this by examining both 

secular and biblical history and establishing four main points: that Jesus was killed on a Roman 

cross, that three days later His body was missing from the tomb, that the disciples believed that 

Jesus had appeared to them in His resurrected body, and that they subsequently fundamentally 

changed their theology to account for this fact and taught it to the world. 

 

The Crucifixion of Jesus 

 

 Few things about Jesus can be more strongly confirmed than His death on a Roman cross 

under the reign of Pontius Pilate. This fact is recorded in all four gospels, the book of Acts, and 

by Paul in 1 Tim. 6:13. Secular history confirms it as well. The first-century Jewish historian 

Josephus says, “Pilate, at the suggestion of the principal men amongst us, had condemned [Jesus] 

to the cross.”
12

 Likewise, in 115 A.D., the Roman historian Tacitus says the same thing: 

 

Consequently, to get rid of the report, Nero fastened the guilt and inflicted the most 

exquisite tortures on a class hated for their abominations, called Christians by the 

populace. Christus, from whom the name had its origin, suffered the extreme penalty 

during the reign of Tiberius at the hands of one of our procurators, Pontius Pilatus, and a 

most mischievous superstition, thus checked for the moment, again broke out not only in 

Judaea, the first source of the evil, but even in Rome, where all things hideous and 

shameful from every part of the world find their centre and become popular.
13
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 Here, Tacitus, like Josephus, Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, and Paul, tells us that Jesus 

was crucified by Pilate. The historical evidence is beyond dispute. It should be noted that in 

ancient history, our knowledge of accounts often come from a single source. Sometimes they are 

corroborated by a second. Yet in the case of Jesus’ crucifixion by Pilate, we have at least seven. 

 Some have argued that although Jesus was crucified, He may have survived the ordeal 

and so was later thought to be resurrected. This argument fails on several levels. First, the mere 

flogging alone killed many and was severe enough to lead to hypovolemic shock, that is, shock 

due to the loss of blood. Second, the wounds crucifixion victims suffered were so severe that 

they could barely survive if taken down alive and placed under a doctor’s care. Josephus tells a 

story in which three of his friends had been crucified. He made a request to Titus to have them 

taken down and cared for, but still only one survived.
14

 Third, even if Jesus had somehow 

managed to survive, there is no way that His disciples would have confused his battered and torn 

body with a resurrected, glorified body.  

 

Ask . . . 

 

How could a battered and bloody Jesus have inspired His disciples to regard Him as 

resurrected and even God in the flesh? 

 

Further, Jesus’ disappearance from public ministry is difficult to explain if He merely survived 

the cross. And why would His disciples have proclaimed that He had ascended into heaven? 

There are simply too many problems with the “swoon theory” to give it any historical credence. 

 

The Empty Tomb of Jesus 

 

 Following Jesus’ death, the gospels uniformly claim that Jesus’ body was taken down and 

buried in the tomb of Joseph of Arimathea. He was a member of the Sanhedrin (the equivalent of 

the United States Supreme Court) and had volunteered his grave as a temporary place for Jesus’ 

body. This story is highly probable on two counts. First, Josephus confirms the practice of 

burying those who had been crucified, saying, “the Jews used to take so much care of the burial 

of men, that they took down those that were condemned and crucified, and buried them before 

the going down of the sun.”
15

 Jesus’ followers would have certainly wanted to provide Him with 

at least a proper burial in accordance with their customs. Second, it is highly unlikely that early 

Christians would have invented a story that centered on a member of the Sanhedrin. Had they 

done so, it would have been too easy enough to refute. Besides, if the fabricated the story, they 

more likely would have attributed His burial to some devoted follower, not a “closet believer” 

such as Joseph. 

 Evidence for Jesus’ burial is also implicit in His empty tomb (after all, in order for a tomb 

to be empty, there must first be a tomb). One important passage on this is 1 Cor. 15: 3-8: 

 

For what I received I passed on to you as of first importance: that Christ died for our sins 

according to the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day 

according to the Scriptures, and that he appeared to Peter, and then to the Twelve. After 
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that, he appeared to more than five hundred of the brothers at the same time, most of 

whom are still living, though some have fallen asleep. Then he appeared to James, then to 

all the apostles, and last of all he appeared to me also, as to one abnormally born. (NIV) 

 

 Paul wrote 1 Corinthians in the early 50s to a church he had founded years earlier. But 

this passage is even older than that, for Paul is reminding them of something he had told them 

when he first preached. Further, this material did not originate with Paul, since he gave to them 

“what I received.” In fact, most scholars agree that this is a four line creed that he was taught 

after his conversion, which means it goes back to the mid-30s at the latest. We will look at this 

more, but for now note that it says Jesus was buried (which implies a tomb) and that three days 

later He was raised from the dead. It makes no sense to say He was raised from the dead if His 

body was still in the tomb. Thus, we have evidence dating no later the five years after Jesus’ 

death that people were claiming his body was missing. 

 This is corroborated by the gospel narratives, with Mark’s being the most interesting. 

Scholars typically agree that the book ends at Mark 16:8 and that it was probably the earliest 

written, dating to the early to mid-50s. In the story, women come to the tomb and find it empty 

and are told by two angels that Jesus had been resurrected. This is interesting for two reasons. 

First, women in the first century were not considered valid witnesses. If the story was fabricated, 

it makes absolutely no sense why they would have made the first witnesses be women. Peter 

would have made a far better candidate. Second, just like the creed in 1 Cor. 15 is earlier than the 

letter itself, it is very likely that the story of Jesus’ trial, death, burial, and resurrection (called the 

Passion story) in Mark’s gospel is also earlier. If you read his gospel from beginning to end, you 

will note that it moves very quickly with little attention to detail. Yet the Passion narrative 

suddenly slows down tremendously and is filled with details. This has led most scholars to 

conclude that at this point Mark is relying on an earlier written source. 

 A third evidence for the empty tomb is found in the “guard story” told in Matt. 27:62-66. 

In that passage, the Jews ask Pilate for a guard to watch the tomb so that the disciples do not 

steal Jesus’ body. When an angel appears and Jesus is resurrected, the guards are paid to say that 

they had fallen asleep and the disciples had stolen the body. Regardless of whether or not the 

story is true (and, of course, we believe it is), it gives us a glimpse of the argument going on 

between Jews and Christians in the first century. When Christians claimed the Jesus’ body was 

missing, the Jews did not attempt to produce it. Rather, they acknowledged it, but claimed that 

the disciples had stolen it. The Christians, in return, pointed out that there was a guard protecting 

the tomb, which would have prevented such a feat. To this, the Jews replied that the guard had 

fallen asleep. It was to this argument that Matthew responds, saying that the Jews had paid the 

guards to say that. What is important is the Jewish acknowledgement that Jesus’ body was 

missing. They simply blamed it on the disciples. Finally, since John’s gospel corroborates the 

story, bringing the list of witnesses to no less than three, it is apparent that Jesus’ body was 

missing soon after He was buried in Joseph’s tomb. 

 

Ask . . . 

 

If Jesus’ body was still in the tomb, then how could all the earliest Christians get away 

with making the claim in Jerusalem that it was missing? 
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The Resurrection Appearances of Jesus 

 

 Next, history tells us that Jesus’ disciples believed that they had seen Him alive in a 

resurrected body. Matthew, Luke, John, and Acts all record these appearances. Mark, if the 

shorter ending is accepted, at least implies them. Again, though, the most important text on this 

is 1 Cor. 15:3-8, which probably dates to the mid-30s A.D. After discussing the resurrection of 

Jesus, it says that He appeared first to Peter, then the other disciples, then to five hundred 

witnesses (some of whom were still alive when Paul wrote his letter), then to James (Jesus’ half-

brother and the author of the Book of James), then to all the other apostles (just before His 

ascension as recorded in Acts), and finally to Paul himself. 

 The people listed in this creed were well known. If they did not believe that Jesus 

appeared to them, it would have been very easy to refute and the story would not have gained 

traction. This means that Peter and the original twelve must have affirmed it if they did not come 

up with it themselves. (This, by the way, gives extra evidence to Jesus’ empty tomb, because if 

they affirmed it, there is no reason to doubt that they preached it. But if Jesus’ tomb was not 

empty even though they preached that it was, it would have been very easy to produce the body!) 

If they affirmed it, then we have proof that they at least claimed that Jesus had appeared to them. 

 In addition to the many stories in the Gospels about Jesus’ post-resurrection appearances 

(i.e., Matt. 28:8-10; Luke 24:50-52; John 20:10-18, etc.) and the stories in Acts (i.e., Acts 1:3ff; 

9:1-19), Paul tells of his own experience on the road to Damascus. Before this, he had persecuted 

Christians. Afterwards, he became a Christian. It is safe to say that the entire New Testament is 

founded on the proclamation that Jesus had been resurrected. Even James, which does not 

mention the resurrection at all, requires this belief, for it was written by Jesus’ half-brother who, 

during His early ministry, did not believe He was the Messiah. What would it have taken to have 

changed his mind? This leads to the fourth and final piece of evidence we will review. 

 

The Origin of Christian Belief 

 

 The first apostles did not merely claim that Jesus appeared to them. They claimed that 

Jesus had been resurrected from the dead, and there is no reason to doubt that they sincerely 

believed it. First, we should note the precise nature of their claim. There is a difference in 

resuscitation and resurrection. Others in the Bible came back to life (see 2 Kings 13:21; John 

11:38-44), but they were not regarded as having been resurrected. The importance of this word 

comes out of Daniel 12:2-3: 

 

Multitudes who sleep in the dust of the earth will awake: some to everlasting life, others 

to shame and everlasting contempt. Those who are wise will shine like the brightness of 

the heavens, and those who lead many to righteousness, like the stars for ever and ever. 

(NIV) 

 

 “Resurrection” was associated with the Messianic Age. At that time, the dead will be 

raised and live forever either in paradise with God or eternally separated from Him. The Jews 

believed this would happen at the end of time. An example of this is found in the story of 

Lazarus’ resuscitation. Jesus told Martha that Lazarus would “rise again,” to which she replied, 

“I know he will rise again in the resurrection at the last day” (John 11:24). 
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 Against this, the apostles did not merely proclaim that Jesus had been raised from the 

dead but that He had been resurrected. They were referring to resurrection as understood from 

Old Testament times to their own day. This means that they did not have in mind a spiritual 

resurrection but a bodily one (a point the New Testament takes great pains to demonstrate). 

Thus, when they claimed Jesus was resurrected, they were saying something very specific: that 

He had been physically raised and now had a glorified body with which He would live for all of 

eternity. Paul defended this doctrine in detail in 1 Cor. 15 since some Greeks (who looked 

forward to a disembodied afterlife) interpreted Jesus’ resurrection in a spiritual sense. 

 This is especially important given Paul’s testimony in his letter to the Galatians. He gives 

there an account of his early years, saying that he went to Jerusalem and met with the apostles 

after his conversion and that they gave him “the right hand of fellowship” (Gal. 2:9). That is, 

they affirmed his ministry and teachings. Yet we have no doubt that Paul believed in Jesus’ 

physical resurrection. Thus, we have this astounding fact: no later than five years after Jesus’ 

death, His followers were preaching, in Jerusalem, that Jesus had begun, starting with Himself, 

the resurrection promised in the Old Testament! 

 The fact that they taught this is further evidenced by another aspect of Christian teaching, 

namely, salvation by faith alone in Christ alone (known more technically as “justification by 

faith”). This doctrine teaches that by trusting Jesus to save you, your sins can be forgiven and 

you can be placed in a right relationship with God for all of eternity. But this doctrine 

presupposes both the death and resurrection of Jesus. Jesus’ death took away all sins, meaning 

the crucifixion was necessary. Jesus cannot serve as a sacrifice for sin if He did not die. Second, 

while His death may cover sin, it does nothing about the problem of death generally. Yet His 

resurrection promises believers the means to overcome death, for just as He was resurrected, He 

will resurrect those who place their faith in Him. Again, whether or not this doctrine is true (and 

we obviously believe it is), the crucial point to note is that it assumes Jesus’ death and 

resurrection. Since the disciples believed it, they must have believed in Jesus’ resurrection. 

 The question then arises: where did they get this idea? What convinced Jesus’ followers 

that He had ushered in the resurrection of the Old Testament, something they expected to happen 

only at the end of time? Without their having been convinced that Jesus was raised from the 

dead, this is entirely impossible. For not only did they come to believe that Daniel’s resurrection 

had begun, but that it had begun in the Person of Christ, whom they had also come to regard as 

both God and Messiah, and still further in whom they taught was the only way to salvation. 

These are remarkable changes, to say the least, to traditional Jewish theology. To understand the 

dramatic nature of these changes, ask yourself, “What would it take to convince me that my best 

friend was God in the flesh, was the Messiah promised in the Old Testament, had been raised 

from the dead, and was the only way to be saved?” 

 

Ask . . . 

 

Since the origin of Christian theology requires the belief in both the death and 

resurrection of Jesus, can you explain how the first Christians came up with the idea if 

Jesus was not resurrected? 

 

 Some answers to this have been suggested. Some believe that the disciples only 

hallucinated, but this fails on multiple counts. First, it does not recognize that hallucinations can 

only portray what is already in the mind, but the idea of a resurrection in time was completely 
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foreign to the first century Jew. Second, the disciples experienced Jesus’ resurrection together on 

multiple occasions. We cannot interact with another person’s hallucination. Third, it fails to 

answer the question of where the body went. If they only hallucinated, then where did the body 

go? If they had stolen it, then they would have known He was not resurrected. Yet if the tomb 

was not empty, they could have simply checked and found that Jesus’ body was still there. 

Further, a hallucination by itself is not sufficient to account for their radical change in theology. 

After all, would a hallucination convince you a recently deceased friend had come back to life, 

much less that he was God? 

 Given this, some have argued that the entire account was a great hoax and that the 

disciples actually did steal the body. But this makes no sense on several counts. First, the 

disciples had nothing to gain by such a story. There was no money or power involved in their 

new religion. In fact, by Acts 15, we find that the Apostles were not even the most authoritative 

figures of the Church, but instead had submitted to the elders of the church in Jerusalem. Further, 

while you may expect one or perhaps two or three people to promote such an idea, it is hardly 

possible that dozens of people would have contributed knowingly to the conspiracy, especially to 

the point of dying torturous deaths. Further, these people were orthodox Jews, which means they 

believed in one God who would judge everyone at the end of time. If they were lying, they 

would have been condemning themselves to Hell, since they would have been making Jesus into 

an idol. Again, Paul recognizes this very fact in 1 Corinthians 15. 

 Where, then, did such an idea come from? What would have convinced the disciples to so 

radically change their religious ideas, and not just the disciples, but even Jesus’ enemies (such as 

Paul and His brother James)? Critics have wrestled with this question for two thousand years and 

have yet to come up with a plausible natural explanation. The only way to explain the facts that 

Jesus was crucified by Pontius Pilate, that three days later His body was missing, that the 

disciples (and even some of Jesus’ enemies) firmly believed that He had appeared to them alive 

after He had died, and that they came to believe that Jesus was God, Messiah, the beginning of 

the resurrection, and the only way to a right relationship with God is if Jesus actually was 

resurrected from the dead. 

 

The Takeaway 

 

 If Jesus was resurrected, then Christianity is true. If He did not, then it is false. We have 

seen four lines of evidence that, when taken together, give a rock solid case in favor of His 

resurrection. 

 First, biblical and secular historians record that Jesus was crucified by Pontius Pilate. 

Second, the earliest Christian and Jewish traditions hold that Jesus’ body was missing from its 

tomb. If it was not, it would have been easy for someone to have produced the body. Or, at least, 

we would have expected to find competing forms of Christianity in which Jesus’ body was not 

missing. Third, the disciples claimed that Jesus had appeared to them on multiple occasions after 

He had been raised from the dead. And finally, the first Christian church was preaching, in 

Jerusalem, no later than five years after Jesus’ resurrection, that He was God, Messiah, had 

inaugurated the Resurrection, and was the only way to God. 

 There is no natural explanation for these four facts. Only Jesus’ physical resurrection 

explains them all. Thus, the Christian is on very firm grounds in affirming it. The unbeliever, on 

the other hand, is forced to simply ignore evidence to maintain his or her disbelief. That, 
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however, is an act of blind faith in naturalism. Perhaps atheists find blind faith virtuous. There is 

no reason, however, for it to be found in Christians. 

 

Personal Application 

 

 In 1 Cor. 15:55, Paul quotes Hosea (Hos. 13:14) and asks, “Where, O death, is your 

victory? Where, O death, is your sting?” (NIV) Why could he ask such a question? Death has 

been called the great equalizer. All men, whether rich, poor, wise, foolish, weak, or strong, 

eventually die. It is inescapable. Worse yet, there is no remedy for death. If there is no God and 

no afterlife, then death is the ultimate end. There can be no hope. 

 Yet in Christ’s resurrection, we can say confidently that death was conquered. For unlike 

those without Him, we do have a hope for the hereafter. Death is not the end. It is a brief 

interruption in our everlasting lives. Our friends and family who died in Christ, we will see 

again. In reality, then, there is nothing to fear in death. Certainly, we may miss those who have 

passed on, but missing someone you know you will see again is not the same thing as dreading 

the fact that they are gone forever. 

 But more than that, Christ’s resurrection also gives us hope and power to live this life. If 

He was raised, then He is alive at the right hand of God and helps us through the troubles we 

face today. Jesus’ resurrection, then, is the very foundation of our confidence in life. If Jesus had 

the power to raise Himself from the dead, how much more can He meet our daily needs? 

 It seems that fear, doubt, and faithlessness can only plague us when, like Peter when he 

was walking on the water, we lose sight of the Lord in whom we believe. But when we see Him 

in His glory and power, how can there be any doubt that He is with us and that He will care for 

us? And this, perhaps, is the greatest witness you can provide to those you come in contact with. 

When everyone around you is worried and stressed by life’s problems, you can stand firm and 

unwavering. When asked the source of your strength, you will not have to point to the latest self-

help trend or personal willpower, but rather to the completed work of Jesus Christ. For His 

resurrection means much more than the guarantee of everlasting life to those who trust Him; it is 

the guarantee of abundant life to those who abide in Him (John 15:1ff)! 
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TYING IT ALL TOGETHER 

 

You will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the ends of the 

earth ~ Acts 1:8 (NIV) 

 

You know that Jesus has commissioned all of us to share our faith with our friends and families. 

You also know why. The stakes are high. Those who believe in Jesus Christ have everlasting life 

(John 3:16; 5:24; 6:47; 20:31; Acts 16:31; etc.); those who reject Him already stand condemned 

(John 3:18). We have been looking at different issues you may have to face to help overcome 

people’s objections to the Gospel so that they might believe and be saved. 

 With that in mind, there are two things you should remember as you use this material to 

help people overcome their objections to Christianity: 

 

First, unbelief is a spiritual, not intellectual, issue! 

 

 No one disbelieves the Gospel for intellectual reasons. But have we not been discussing 

intellectual issues this entire time? If disbelief is not an intellectual issue, then what use is 

learning to give a rational defense? 

 The first answer is biblical. We are commanded to “always be prepared to give an answer 

to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope you have” (1 Pet. 3:15, NIV). The hope 

we have is our future resurrection with Christ. God tells us that whenever somebody asks us why 

we have this hope, we are to give them a reason, which is what we have been studying. 

Secondly, we see that the Apostles did not simply preach “Turn or burn!” sermons on the street 

corners. Rather, a review of Peter’s and Paul’s sermons shows that they consistently reasoned 

with people to help guide them to the truth.  In fact, Acts 17:2 and 17:17 explicitly say that Paul 

reasoned with people on a regular basis. Still further, Paul himself tells us his method was based 

on nothing less than a reasonable explanation of Scripture in 2 Cor. 5:11: “Since, then, we know 

what it is to fear the Lord, we try to persuade men” (NIV). 

 In light of all this, how can we say that unbelief is not an intellectual issue? Simply put, 

Jesus said as much in John 6:44, saying, “No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me 

draws him, and I will raise him up on the last day” (NIV). Likewise, Paul, the one who made it a 

habit of reasoning with people about the Gospel, said, “Even if our gospel is veiled, it is veiled to 

those who are perishing. The god of this age has blinded the minds of unbelievers, s that they 

cannot se the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image of God” (NIV). The 

“god of this age” is Satan (which, by the way, provides yet another answer to the Problem of 

Evil). In this verse, Paul tells us that Satan simply does not let some people believe, an idea he 

undoubtedly got from Christ Himself (cf. Luke 8:12). So it is clear that we are to reason with 

people to help them understand the Gospel, but on the other hand, it seems that all of our 

reasoning amounts to nothing if the root of the problem lies not in the intellect but in the spirit. 

How do we explain this? 
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 Put simply, there is a volitional aspect of trusting Christ. In other words, we have a part to 

play. We have to choose to trust what has been revealed to us.
16

 The Holy Spirit may reveal the 

truth of the Gospel to someone, yet they may refuse to believe, that is, to put their faith in what 

has been shown to them. When they do this, they will look for a way to justify their disbelief, 

and frequently, that justification comes in the form of an intellectual argument. That is, people 

mask their spiritual problem with “rational” objections. When Adam sinned, he and his wife 

covered themselves with fig leaves. Many of us cover our disbelief with intellectual figs. Your 

job is to help them remove those intellectual barriers so that they stand bare before God. 

 Another major ramification of this is that the importance of prayer becomes all the more 

evident. If unbelief is ultimately a spiritual problem, then nothing shy of God Himself can 

overcome it. If Satan is blinding them so that they cannot believe, then he must be bound so that 

the person may be set free. It is here that intercessory prayer is of the utmost importance. In fact, 

if unbelief is not primarily an intellectual issue but may only have a small intellectual 

component, then while you must be able to remove the intellectual barrier, you must also be 

willing to engage in the spiritual warfare necessary to win souls to Christ. No evangelist can be 

effective if he or she does not spend time before God in prayer lifting up those whom God has 

set in their path. 

 Finally, this means that evangelism must be done in God’s power rather than your own. It 

does not matter how good or bad of a communicator you are. A few well placed questions can 

remove the intellectual barrier. The rest is up to God. For that reason, it is important to remember 

that it is not your job to argue someone into the Kingdom. You are simply a messenger, a 

witness. Your job is to give the message to those whom God puts before you, and that He puts 

people before you is evident in Scripture: “For it is by grace you have been saved through 

faith—and this not from yourselves, it is a gift of God—not by works, so that no one can boast. 

For we are God’s workmanship, created in Christ Jesus to do good works, which God prepared 

in advance for us to do” (Eph. 2:8-10, NIV). The primary work we are called to do is to be 

Christ’s witnesses, so there can be no doubt that many of the good works He has prepared in 

advance for us relate expressly to personal evangelism. But if God has prepared the works for us, 

then He has also prepared the results for us as well. Like Moses was unable to lead the people 

out of Israel in his time but rather only in God’s, we can (and will!) be successful when rely on 

the power of God. 

 The second thing to keep in mind is that: 

 

People are persuaded by people, not arguments!  

 

 Evangelism is relational. People are far more likely to respond in faith in Christ through 

the ministry of people they know, love, and trust. It is, of course, true that God can reach people 

through complete strangers, but even then, it is often the case that someone they know and love 

has been planting and watering the seeds of the Gospel for some time. 

 In light of this, you should remember that evangelism happens in stages. First the seed is 

planted. Then it is watered and cultivated. Finally, the fruit is harvested. The person who plants 

                                                 
16

 There may be some of a Calvinistic orientation who may object to this statement. Whatever 

your view on God’s election, everyone should be able to accept that a person must willfully put 

their faith in Christ to be saved. Whether or not that willing is supplied by God is not relevant to 

our discussion. 
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the seed has just an important a job as the person who harvests, as does the person who cultivates 

that seed. Whatever stage a person is at, your job is to share Christ in a compassionate, 

respectful, and rational manner and to allow the Holy Spirit to do His convicting work. 

 A major part of this process, then, is your love and support. In a very real sense, as you 

work with someone long enough, through their relationship with you they will come to believe 

that the Gospel message is true without actually realizing it. That is the point at which they must 

accept it, which requires admitting to themselves what has already happened within. For those of 

us who have been Christians for some time, such an idea seems odd. Why would it be difficult to 

admit to yourself that you believe? But perhaps you can relate by thinking of some other difficult 

decision that you have had to make. Has there not ever been a point in time where admitting 

something to yourself was the most difficult part? For many people, admitting that they believe 

the Gospel is tantamount to admitting that their entire view of the world has been wrong, which 

will require a major adjustment to the way they think. It is exactly there that they need to be 

given “permission” to believe. The worst thing that can happen to them is to meet an 

“evangelist” who is more like a headhunter, looking to get one more notch on his belt. Rather, 

they need someone they trust who will be there not only as they make that decision, but will be 

there as they begin their discipleship process. Evangelism is about people. That makes 

evangelism personal! 

 Lastly, we should consider one final caution. As soon as you seriously take up the work 

of an evangelist, you will come under severe scrutiny, even if you are unaware of it. The moment 

you claim to know that God exists and that Christianity is true, the moment you tell someone that 

Jesus Christ is your Savior and that you know that you are going to heaven, those you talk to will 

begin watching you closely to see whether or not you are consistent with your beliefs. There is 

nothing particularly spiritual about this, contrary, perhaps, to popular belief. We do this every 

day. When someone takes, for example, a particularly firm political stance, are we not quick to 

call them on anything they do (if only in our mind) that goes against this supposedly firm 

principle of theirs? 

 Because of this, as you learn to share your faith on a rational and intellectual level with 

others, you must also be willing to live out your faith before them. Indeed, that may turn out to 

be the greatest argument of all. There are people who truly want to believe in Christianity and 

would even be satisfied with a seeing the evangelist earn a “moral victory” by truly 

demonstrating themselves to be different than the world around them. And make no mistake, 

being “different” is not being exceptionally “well behaved.” The staunchest atheist is capable of 

being humane. The difference that people are looking to see in you is the love of Christ that you 

proclaim. Do you love people in a way that others do not? Are you compassionate in a way that 

others are not? Is your concern for the souls of others, or are you more concerned with being 

right and winning the fight? 

 God loved sinners by giving His one and only Son. Do you love sinners? Is it evident? If 

so, tell them, and tell them in a rational way that they cannot refute as we have been discussing. 

But as you tell them about and explain God’s love for them, be sure to demonstrate it as well. 

The greatest argument both for and against Christianity turns out to be the same thing: your life. 

 


