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Introduction 
–How Could Anyone in their Right Mind Believe this Stuff? 

 
Christians have traditionally believed many not-so-obviously-true 

things, to say the least. They’ve believed that: 
 
• Everything that exists was created—directly or indirectly—by a 

single creator. 

• This creator still exists—though imperceptible to our senses. 
• This God has ultimate control of everything. 

• This God is perfectly good and loving, though permitting an 
enormous amount of suffering and evil in the world. 

• This suffering and evil is largely due to human corruption and 
misbehavior, which has creating a rift between God and humanity. 

• God has nevertheless reached out to humanity, “speaking” through 
various prophets and inspiring their writings. 

• God reached out, in particular, by actually becoming a human 
being—Jesus of Nazareth. 

• God exists, then, in the form of three distinct “persons:” “God the 
Father,” “God the Son” (Jesus), and “God the Holy Spirit.” 

• This Jesus had an amazing life and teachings, and performed many 
miracles—e.g., supernaturally healing people of various diseases. 

• He then allowed himself to be tortured and killed, to reconcile 
humanity with God and save us from our own moral corruption. 

• On the third day after his death he came back to life. 

• God’s communications with us, through these prophets and Jesus, 
were written down and collected into “The Bible.” 

• In the end, Jesus will return, everyone else who has died will also 
be “raised from the dead,” and everything will be set right. 
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 But how likely is it that these things are actually true? 
 
 Would it even be rational to believe these things, or to put one’s trust 
in them? 
 
 Perhaps more to the point, would it be rational to put one’s trust in 
these persons—God and Jesus—in this way?  --since Christian faith is, 
most fundamentally, not belief or trust in certain claims, but trust in the 
persons the claims are about: God and Jesus. 
 
 The purpose of this little book is to help its readers explore these 
questions.   
 
 I find myself actually believing these things and (falteringly) 
exemplifying such trust.  And I believe I’m not insane.  I believe I’m 
actually even rational in doing this.  But how!?  
 Many people think believing and trusting as I do is not rational; it is 
not something people ought to do.  I disagree.  But when I think 
through why, it is really by considering each of these basic things 
Christian have traditionally believed, one at a time, thinking through the 
relevant evidence, and considering the alternatives.  
 In each case, I come to the conclusion that there are, in fact, 
amazingly, very good reasons for believing these things and placing 
such trust.  These things are not nearly as contrary-to-the-evidence-or-
good-reasoning as one might naturally at first think.  In fact, it seems to 
me, there is very good evidence and reasoning behind these things, and 
good reason to place such trust.  Usually I find that—as counterintuitive 
as the basic Christian belief may initially appear on the subject—every 
alternative thing one could believe on that subject is even more 
incredible, when one thinks it through and considers the relevant 
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evidence.  At least that’s how it comes out for me.1 
 The purpose of this book, however, is to help others think these 
things through for themselves.  So the core of the book is really just a 
series of questions.  The reader is invited to consider each question, in 
order, answering them for him/herself.  The questions are the sort that 
lead me to believe that I’m not actually crazy.  But you judge for 
yourself. 
 For each question I briefly point out background information which I 
believe will be necessary to effectively consider the question.  And 
then—to help you in your considerations—I will briefly lay out my own 
thinking on the subject.  But judge for yourself, then. 
 
 If you’re interested in thinking these things through for yourself, this 
book can best be used as follows: 

Consider, in order, each of the “Questions For Those Who Doubt” 
posed below.  For each question, first, take some time to think about 
what you believe the right or best answer to that question is.  
(Sometimes the correct answer will be obvious.  Other times, more 
thought will be required to come up with a good answer.  Yet other 
times, the answer will require some previous knowledge which the book 
will attempt to supply.)  Next, read the answer offered under the same 
number in the third section of the book (“Confessions of One Less 
Doubtful”).  Finally , consider the question again.  In light of the 
answer I offer in that third section of the book, what do you think the 
best answer is? 

The “Confessions of One Less Doubtful” section of the book is also 
designed so it can be read through on its own.  But the strength of the 

                                                 
1 You should know that there are many Christians who actually don’t care much about whether their 
belief and trust are “rational.”  In fact, I must admit to caring about that significantly less, myself, than I 
once did.  They believe that what they believe is true, of course, and that they should believe as they do.  
But it isn’t because it’s rational. Maybe it isn’t.  Quite a few Christians would even say it isn’t.  But they 
don’t care much about that.  If you find that view puzzling, I understand.  We’ll consider this later. 
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case for Christian belief can best be grasped, I think, if one tries to 
answer for oneself those “Questions for Those Who Doubt.”  The 
questions help one see that it is not easy at all to come up with more 
credible answers than those supporting Christian belief. 

There are, of course, many different things that can be said in 
response to most of these questions.  If your answer is different from 
mine, that doesn’t necessarily mean that I would disagree.  I have many 
other things I would like to say, as well, in response to most of these 
questions.  I have limited myself, however, to brief answers, conveying 
what I think are the most important points to make in response to each 
question. 

To move through the book in a timely manner, definitely don’t feel 
you must stay on a single question until you have settled on “a definitive 
answer.”  Think about a question until you think you have a plausible 
answer or two–or consider yourself stumped–and then move on. 

You will also want to spend more time on some questions than others.  
If you’re already confident that God exists, for example, but have doubts 
about who Jesus was, spend more time on the questions about Jesus. 

Because different people think of different things, this book will be 
especially beneficial if you can discuss these things with others.  It 
would be ideal if you can go through this book, discussing it with a 
small, or large, group of people.  Feel free to disagree with each other, 
however.  And also feel free to disagree with me.  I doubt anyone sees 
things exactly as I do.  But many may come to agree with the overall 
conclusions of this book, even if disagreeing with particular points along 
the way. 

Another reason why even Christians should feel free to disagree with 
me on various points is that the answers to many of the questions posed 
here are not explicitly taught in the Bible or official teachings of the 
Church.  So Christian legitimately have differences of opinion on many 
of these things.  My own fallibility will also entail that, almost 
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certainly, I say that are not correct.  The point of the book, however, is 
to help us all consider whether there is good evidence and reason to 
believe what Christians have traditionally believed.  We would be 
“begging the question” (assuming what we are trying to prove) if we 
were to assume the truth of these things to argue for them.  For our 
purposes here, then, we will just use our natural reasoning abilities and 
whatever relevant evidence we have, without assuming, for example, 
that the Bible is inspired by God and hence truthful. 

 
The questions and answers offered in this book will point to things 

which constitute a “cumulative case” for the truth and rationality of 
Christian belief.  They point to many different things, each of which 
seems to provide evidence in favor of Christian belief.  No one point 
will absolutely “prove” the truth or rationality of Christianity.  Not 
even all the points taken together are supposed to do that.  The idea, 
rather, is that each point provides supporting evidence; it raises the 
probability of the truth and rationality of Christian belief.  All the points 
taken together seem to me to constitute a powerful case, however; in 
light of all these different pieces of evidence, there seems to me to be a 
high probability that what Christians believe is actually true, and that we 
should, in fact, trust in these things—or better, these persons.  Since this 
is a “cumulative case,” the overall case can be very strong even if some 
individual pieces of evidence are not. 

This is also a very short book.  We haven’t space to deal with 
anything in any great detail.  Almost everything said here could be, and 
has been, discussed extensively elsewhere.  Scholars have studied most 
of these things in great detail.  By all means read as much of their 
writings as possible, for a better understanding.  Be wary, however, of 
the assumptions scholars are making when they do their work.  Their 
conclusions are often more a result of the assumptions they begin with 
(often without explicitly stating them) than the evidence they explicitly 
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offer to support their conclusions.  In the end, moreover, we must all 
make our own “bottom line” judgments.  In the “Confessions of One 
Less Doubtful” section of the book you will find my bottom line 
judgments about these things. 

The brevity of this book also means that it cannot deal with the finer 
points of Christian theology.  We will only discuss evidence and 
reasoning relevant to the very basic teachings of Christianity–the basic 
teachings virtually all Christians agree on. 

The brevity of this book, and the subject matter, also force some of 
the reasoning and concepts used to be quite abstract and intellectually 
challenging.  I have done my best to make my “Confessions” as easy to 
understand as possible.  In fact, you’ll notice that I’ve italicized all my 
main points to make them easy to distinguish from the details.  
Nevertheless, this book will often be considerably more difficult to read 
and understand than a newspaper.  To really understand, you will 
sometimes need to read slowly, and pause, and think about what you’ve 
read.  Sometimes you’ll need to re-read something, even several times.  
Sometimes you may even want to just go on, if you don’t get something.  
No one point will be essential to everything else.  It is the “big picture,” 
and the cumulative effect of all the questions and answers, that matter 
far more than the answer to any one question.  One often only comes to 
fully understand an abstract principle later, anyway, when one sees the 
principle being put to use. 
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1 What Do Christians Believe? 
 
 

This book is about whether there are good reasons to believe what 
Christians believe.  Before considering whether there are such reasons, 
we should be sure we know what it is that Christians believe.   
 
 

1.1 What are the basic teachings of Christianity? 
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2 Does Any of This Matter? 
 
 

Thinking about these things would be pointless if it really didn’t 
matter whether the teachings of Christianity were true, whether anyone 
believed them, or whether there were any good reasons to believe them. 
 
 

2.1 Does it matter whether the teachings of Christianity are 
true?     

 
(Why, or why not?)    

 
 

2.2 Does it matter whether one believes the teachings of 
Christianity? 

 
(Why, or why not?) 

 
 

2.3 Does it matter whether there are good reasons to believe the 
teachings of Christianity?  
   
  (Why, or why not?) 
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3 Should We Reason About These Things? 
 

Many people, including many Christian theologians, have thought 
that there is something wrong-headed about Christians using reasoning 
and evidence to assure themselves that their faith is well-placed, or to 
give others reasons to believe.  Many have thought that it is actually 
contrary to a proper understanding of the Christian faith to “argue” for 
it.  To determine whether this is true, we need to consider what relevant 
things the Christian scriptures themselves have to say.  Given what one 
finds there, does it make sense for Christians to use reasoning and 
evidence to assure themselves or to give others reason to believe?  This 
will obviously be of more interest to Christians than others.  Others 
might sensibly skip this section; this is really for consideration and 
discussion among Christians. 
 

3.1 In his proclamation of the Gospel, did the apostle Paul use 
reasoning and evidence to “back up” his claims?  

(See Acts 9:22,29; 17:2-4,17; 18:4,19,28; 19:8; 26:22-29.) 
 
3.2 Did Paul use reasoning and evidence to assure believers who 

had doubts?   
(See I Corinthians 15, especially verse 12.) 

 
3.3 Why did the author of First John emphasize that he and 

others were eyewitnesses of what Jesus did and said?   (See 
I John 1:1-4) 

 
3.4 Does the Gospel of Matthew offer its readers evidence that 

Jesus was the Messiah? 
(See Matthew 1:22-23; 2:15; 4:14-16; 8:17; 12:17; 21:4.) 
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3.5 Why did Luke begin his Gospel, and Acts of the Apostles, 
the way he did?  

 (See Luke 1:1-4 and Acts 1:1-3.) 
 

3.6 Why does the Gospel of John contain its stories of Jesus’ 
miracles and resurrection?   (See John 20:30-31.) 

 
3.7 Did Jesus ever offer evidence to believers who had doubts? 

(See Mark 2:5-12; Luke 7:18-23 [compare 4:16-21]; Luke 24:36-
49; and John 20:24-29.) 

 
3.8 Did Jesus ever use reasoning to respond to his critics? 

(See Matt. 22:23-32; Mark 2:18-27; 3:20-30; 7:1-20; 12:13-27.) 
 

3.9 In the Old Testament, did God ever provide evidence to 
assure people that His prophets were telling the truth?   

(See, e.g., I Kings 18:16-39 and Exodus 4:1-9.) 
 

3.10 Did the apostles, prophets, Jesus, and God always offer 
evidence and reasoning supporting their claims? 

 
3.11 According to the New Testament, how do people come to 

have “saving faith?”    
(See e.g., Ephesians 2:8; John 6:44; Phil. 1:29; James 1:18.  
See also Romans 10:17; 12:3; I Peter 1:23; Luke 8:11-12.) 

 
3.12 According to the Bible, then, do people come to have faith 

just by considering the evidence and using their natural 
reasoning abilities? 

 
3.13 Why, then, would God, scripture, the apostles, prophets, and 

Jesus sometimes offer people evidence and reasoning to 
support their claims? 
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3.14 Should Christians use evidence and reasoning, then, to 

assure themselves that their faith is well-placed, and offer non-
believers reasons to believe?  If so, when?   

(See I Peter 3:15; Jude 3; Titus 1:9.) 
 

3.15 According to the Bible, what types of evidence support its 
teachings?   

(In addition to the references above, see Matt. 7:28-29; 
13:54-57; 22:33; Mark 11:18; John 7:45-49; and Romans 
1:18-20; Psalm 19:1-6; Acts 14:16-17.) 
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4 How Should We Reason About These Things? 

 
Not all reasoning is good reasoning.  Sometimes we make mistakes, 

and our reasoning doesn’t really prove what we think it proves.  To 
ensure (as best we can) that our reasoning is sound, not “fallacious,” 
let’s get clear about what distinguishes good reasoning from bad 
reasoning. 

(It may be difficult to come up with good answers to the following 
questions “off the top of your head.”  In my “Confessions” I outline the 
basic answers logicians and philosophers of science give to these 
questions.  [Logicians are scholars who study logic–the study of sound 
reasoning.  Philosophers of science study how science works.]) 
 

4.1 What is reasoning,  
and what distinguishes good reasoning from bad reasoning? 

 
4.2  When does evidence show that a particular claim has to be 

true? 
 

4.3 When does evidence show that a claim is probably true? 
 

4.4 How does scientific reasoning work? 
 

4.5 How can we use reasoning to help us decide what to do in 
the various situations in which we find ourselves? 
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5 What Do You Put Your Hope In? 
 

5.1 How do you “handle” all the evil in the world? 
 

How do you “deal with” the following facts, for example? 
 

You, and all the people you love, are going to die. 
 

Very bad things can happen to you or your loved ones at any 
moment. 

 
You will almost certainly experience serious disappointments in 
your life. 

 
Your character is seriously flawed. You have done many things 
you shouldn’t have done.  You haven’t done many of the things 
you should have done.  And this will almost certainly continue. 

 
Many horrendous things happen to people in this world; 
children are raped and murdered, people are enslaved, millions 
starve or fall victim to genocide, etc. 

 
It seems impossible for us to figure out by ourselves, with any 
kind of certainty, what the truth is about the most important 
things in life.  (Is there any purpose to our lives?  Is there life 
after death?  How should we live?  Is there a God?  How do 
we relate to God?  Etc.) 
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5.2 How likely is it that the things you put your trust in, or your 
way of handling all the bad stuff in the world, really can and 
will save you from these things or solve these problems? 

(What good evidence or reasons do you have for thinking 
this?) 

 
5.3 If God exists, would it be important to have the appropriate 

relationship with Him? 
 

5.4 If God exists and is morally perfect, how could He find you 
acceptable? 

 
5.5 If what the Bible teaches is true, can God solve all these 

problems?  
 

5.6 If what the Bible teaches is true, will  God solve these 
problems for those trusting in Him, “in Christ?” 

 
5.7 If you had good reason to believe that what the Bible teaches 

is true (in other words, if it were highly probable on your 
evidence), would it make sense to put your trust in God, in 
Christ? 

 
5.8 Do you want the basic teachings of Christianity to be true? 

 
5.8.1 If not, why not? 

 
5.8.2 Aren’t the basic teachings of Christianity incredibly good 

news, if they’re true? 
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6 Do You Believe in Anything that Isn’t Physical? 
 
 

Many people–many scientists and philosophers, especially–believe 
that reality is entirely “physical;” the only things that really exist are 
“physical” or “material” things.  Reality, according to them, consists 
entirely of the kinds of things that physicists study (atoms, electrons, 
molecules, magnetic fields, gravity, etc.) and the things entirely 
composed of those things (rocks, plants, planets, galaxies, etc.).  There 
is nothing else. 

If this view, called “materialism” or “physicalism,” is true, 
Christianity isn’t.  Christianity claims that the physical universe was 
created by God.  And it conceives of God as a non-physical “spirit” 
(John 4:24).  If materialism is true, then, there are no such non-physical 
realities and this fundamental Christian teaching is false.  If there are 
good reasons for thinking that materialism is false, on the other hand, 
those reasons may make belief in “spiritual” realities like God more 
plausible.   
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6.1 Do you think that everything real is physical, or are there 

nonphysical, “spiritual” realities as well? 
 

6.2 Are our thoughts and feelings physical things? 
 

6.3 Is the goodness, badness, rightness, or wrongness of 
something a physical characteristic? 

 
6.4 How likely do you think it is that all of physical reality has a 

non-physical cause or causes? 
 

6.5 In light of all these things, do you think there is more to 
reality than physics? 
 

6.6 How is all this relevant to the claims of Christianity? 



 
 

23

 
7  Do You Believe in God?  Part I: 

–Why Does the Universe Exist? 
 
 

7.1 How do you explain the existence of the universe? 
 

7.2 Would God’s existence provide an explanation  
for the existence of the universe? 

 
7.3 Do you have a better explanation? 

 
7.4 Is the existence of the universe more to be expected  

if God exists or if God doesn’t exist? 
 

7.5 Does the existence of the universe provide evidence, then, 
supporting the existence of God? 
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8  Do You Believe in God?  Part II: 

–Why Does the Universe have the Order that It Has? 
 
 

We live in a highly “ordered” universe.  All the incredibly diverse 
physical things which exist in this universe, how they act, and how they 
relate to each other, show a great deal of order, structure, organization.  
(1) Everything obeys “laws of nature,” like the law of gravity.  (2) 
These laws enable the universe to have the structure it has.  It contains 
stars and planets, in galaxies, at various distances from each other.  It 
contains sub-atomic particles, which compose atoms, which compose 
molecules, which compose larger and larger things.  (3) This structure, 
and these laws of nature, enable a bewildering number of different kinds 
of living things to live on earth.  Each of these living things is extremely 
complicated, and these living things interact with other living things in 
complex ecosystems. 

(4) Physicists have discovered, in fact, that this universe seems “fine 
tuned” for life.  There are many different factors in nature which are 
just what they need to be in order for our universe to be anything like it 
is and in order for it to support life.  If the strength of gravity, for 
example, or the forces holding atoms together, or the speed of light, or 
the masses of basic particles, had been even slightly different, the 
universe could not be anything like it is, and it could not support life.  If 
the universe began with a “big bang,” as many physicists believe, its rate 
of expansion and “smoothness” would have to have been just right in 
order to get a universe like this–a universe which can support life. 

All this order also (5) fills this universe with beauty, which we can 
appreciate, and some of which we can create ourselves.  
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8.1 How would you explain the order in the universe? 

 
In particular . . .  
8.1.1  Why do the laws of nature hold? 
8.1.2  Why does the universe have the structure it has? 
8.1.3  Why is there all this diverse and complex life on earth? 
8.1.4  Why is the universe “fine tuned” for life?   
8.1.5  Why is there so much beauty in the world (including 

music), and why do we have the ability to appreciate it, and 
create some of our own? 

 
8.2 Would God’s existence provide an explanation for these 

things? 
 

8.3 What is the probability of all this happening just by chance, 
without God? 

 
8.4 What is the probability all this happening if God exists? 

 
8.5 Are these things more to be expected if God exists, then, or 

if He doesn’t? 
 

8.6 Do these kinds of order in the universe provide evidence, 
then, supporting the existence of God? 
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9  Do You Believe in God?  Part III 

–Why Are There People? 
 
 

9.1  Why are there human beings, who live lives, choose how to 
live, can do good or evil, can affect each other and history, etc.? 

 
9.2 Is it more likely that there would be human beings (with our 

kinds of lives, capabilities, societies, and histories) if God exists 
or if God doesn’t exist? 

 
9.3 How do you explain 1) our consciousness, 2) our reasoning 

abilities, and 3) our abilities to distinguish good from bad and 
right from wrong? 

 
9.4 Are all the apparent revelations of God (prophets, apostles, 

Jesus, other people’s religious experiences, and miracles) more 
to be expected if God exists or if God doesn’t exist? 

 
9.5 Would the existence of God explain these things? 

 
9.6 Does human life and history provide evidence, then, 

supporting the existence of God? 
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10   Who Was Jesus?  Part I 
–Assuming the Historical Accuracy of the New Testament 

 
According to the New Testament, Jesus was (1) the “Messiah,” (2) 

the Son of God, (3) God-in-the-flesh, and (4) the “Savior” of the world, 
through whom God was reconciling us to Himself.  The New Testament 
teaches that Jesus himself claimed these things, explicitly or implicitly.  
It also contends that Jesus substantiated these claims (1) by the quality 
of his life and teachings, (2) by fulfilling many Old Testament 
prophecies, (3) by performing miracles, and (4) by rising from the dead. 
 

10.1 If God exists, does all this seem like the sort of thing God 
might do? 
 

10.2 Did Jesus really say and do the things the New Testament 
says he said and did? 
 

10.3 If the New Testament’s portrayal of Jesus isn’t historically 
accurate, what is inaccurate about it? 
 

10.4 If the New Testament is generally historically accurate 
about what Jesus said and did, then who was he? 
10.4.1 Was he simply mistaken about who he was? 
10.4.2 Was he mentally ill? 
10.4.3 Was he a great teacher who was misunderstood? 
10.4.4 Was he a liar, a fraud, a con man? 
10.4.5 Or was he who he claimed to be? 
 

10.5 How do you explain Jesus’ fulfillment of prophecy? 
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11   Who Was Jesus?  Part II 
–Is There a Plausible Historical Alternative? 

 
 

11.1 If Jesus didn’t really say and do these amazing things,  
why does the New Testament say he did?   
How did that happen? 

 
11.1.1 Did the authors, or their sources, lie? 
11.1.2 Were they deceived themselves? 
11.1.3 Were the hard-to-believe parts later insertions? 
11.1.4 Is it myth, or legend? 
11.1.5 Is it realistic historical fiction? 
11.1.6 Were these things not meant to be taken literally? 

 
11.2 If Jesus didn’t really rise from the dead,  

what really happened? 
 

11.2.1 Did he not really die? 
11.2.2 Was it faked? 
11.2.3 Was it a hallucination? 
11.2.4 Was it a myth or legend? 
11.2.5 Was it a later insertion? 
11.2.6 Was it fiction, or not meant to be taken literally? 

 
11.3 How do you explain the origins of Christianity? 
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12   Who Was Jesus?  Part III  
–In Conclusion 

 
12.1 If Jesus actually was the who the New Testament says he 

was, would that explain the extraordinary life, teachings, and 
miracles the New Testament attributes to him?  

 
12.2 Is the total evidence we have about Jesus (from the New 

Testament and elsewhere) more to be expected if Jesus really 
was God-in-the-flesh (etc.) or if he wasn’t?   How much 
more? 

  
12.3 Does the evidence we find in the New Testament (and 

elsewhere), then, support the claim that Jesus really was who 
the New Testament says he was?  How strongly? 

 
12.4 Do you have good reasons to not believe that Jesus said and 

did what the New Testament says he said and did? 
12.4.1 Is it extremely extremely unlikely to begin with that 

Jesus performed those miracles and rose from the dead? 
12.4.2 Do the apparent discrepancies between various 

accounts of Jesus’ teachings and actions in the New 
Testament give us good reason to disbelieve the New 
Testament’s accuracy about Jesus? 

 
12.5 Is there a more plausible explanation of the total evidence 

about Jesus? 
 

12.6 How likely is it, then, that Jesus really was who the New 
Testament says he was? 
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13   Is the Bible Inspired by God? 
 

All the teachings of Christianity are based on the teachings of the 
Christian Bible.  The first part of the Bible, “the Old Testament,” is the 
collection of writings which the Jews believed were specially inspired 
by God.  The early Christians agreed with the Jews about these 
writings.  The second section of the Bible is “the New Testament”–the 
collection of documents written by Jesus’ apostles, or those taught by 
them, which the early Christians also believed to be so-inspired by God.  
Christians believe these things about these writings primarily on the 
basis of what Jesus taught. 

According to the New Testament, Jesus taught that the Old Testament 
was inspired by God (Mark 12:36) and was “the Word of God” (Mark 
7:1-13).  He taught that its teachings were, therefore, truthful and 
authoritative (Mt.4:1-11; 5:17-19; 11:10; 12:29-30; 21:13,42; 22:29, 31-
32, 42-45; 26:24 Mk. 7:6; 11:17; 12:24; 14:27; Lk.16:31; 19:46; 
24:25,44-47; 18:31-33; 22:37; John 5:39-47; 7:38-39; 10:35*).  He 
never implied that these “scriptures” were anything less.  He also said 
that the Holy Spirit would inspire his apostles as well (John 14:26; 17:8-
20; 20:21-23; Lk.10:16).  Jesus’ apostles and disciples displayed the 
same attitude toward scripture (Acts 1:16; 13:44-46; 15:15; 28:25; John 
2:17; Rom. 1:17; 2:24; 9:17; I Cor. 15:3-5; Gal.4:30; II Timothy 3:16*; 
Mt.1:22-23; 2:15; Heb.3:7-8.).  They also regarded their own message 
as the Word of God and their own (New Testament) writings as inspired 
scripture (Acts 9:15; 22:21; I Cor. 1:17; 2:13*; II Cor. 5:20; 
Gal.1:1,8,12; I Thess. 2:13; II Thess.3:14; II Peter 3:2,16-21*). 
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13.1 Did Jesus and his apostles really teach these things? 
 
   

13.2 If Jesus was who the New Testament says he was, and if he 
and his apostles did teach these things, how likely is it that the 
Bible is inspired by God? 

 
 

13.3 Does the enormous impact the Bible has had on people’s 
lives, and the quality of its teachings, provide evidence 
supporting the idea that it is inspired by God? 
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14   Is There Good Reason Not to Believe? 
 
 
 

14.1 Does the evil in the world show that (at least probably) God 
doesn’t exist? 

 
 

14.2 Does “the hiddenness of God” show that God (probably) 
doesn’t exist? 

 
 

14.3 Does science show that Christianity (probably) isn’t true? 
 
 

14.4 Is belief in God and Jesus unjustified for lack of evidence? 
 
 

14.5 Do all the other religions in the world make it unreasonable 
to believe in this particular one (Christianity)? 

 
 

14.6 Aren’t all religions, or religious points of view, equally 
valid? 

 
 

14.7 Isn’t truth itself relative? 
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15   In Light of All These Things,  

Does It Make Sense to Put Your Trust in God,  
“in Christ?” 

 
 

15.1 Does our total evidence “fit” what we would expect if 
Christianity were true? 

 
15.2 How likely is it, then, that the teachings of Christianity are 

true? 
 

15.3 What are the possible benefits, and costs, of putting your 
trust in God, in Christ? 

 
15.3.1 What are the possible benefits, if the teachings of 

Christianity are true? 
 

15.3.2 What are the benefits, even if it isn’t true? 
 

15.3.3 What are the possible costs of such faith? 
 

15.4 Do you have a better alternative? 
 

15.5 Does it make sense, then, to put your trust in God, in 
Christ? 

 



 
 

35

  
 
 

36

 

 

Confessions of  

One Less Doubtful 
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1 What Christians Believe 
 
1.1 The basic teachings of Christianity can be summarized as follows: 
 

Like Jews before them and Muslims after, Christians believe in 
God.  They believe that the universe was created by a single ultimate 
being of unlimited power, knowledge, intelligence, and goodness.  
Having the core characteristics of “personhood” (consciousness, 
intelligence, and moral perception), this being is a “personal” being.   

Christians believe that our “sinfulness,” however, has separated us 
from this absolutely good and loving God.  We do not love each other 
as we should.  Our selfish and corrupt attitudes and inclinations cause 
us to do things we shouldn’t do–and not do the things we should do.  
These “sins” alienate us from God.  Because God is absolute love, 
however, He has provided a way by which He can forgive us and we can 
be reconciled with Him–without violating His justice or truthfulness.  
He accomplished this through a man named Jesus, 2000 years ago in 
Palestine.2 
                                                 

2 You’ve no doubt noticed that I’m using the masculine personal pronoun 
‘He’ to refer to God.  Many find this offensive, for very credible reasons.  
Referring to God as a ‘He’ seems to imply that God is male.  This is, at the very 
least, misleading, however.  Apart from God’s incarnation in Jesus, God is 
supposed to be a spirit with no physical body (John 4:24).  Apart from Jesus, then, 
God cannot be physically male. 

I’ll be using these masculine pronouns nonetheless, however, because—very 
annoyingly— I simply cannot come up with a better alternative:  It makes for very 
awkward writing to avoid using pronouns entirely when referring to God.  The 
English language does not have a gender-neutral singular personal pronoun. Or, 
rather, for better and probably worse, the masculine was the closest thing to the 
gender-neutral pronoun; the custom was to use ‘him’ or ‘he’ when the gender was 
unknown or unspecified.  For these reasons ‘she’ would be no better.  If I referred 
to God as an ‘It,’ that would imply that God is not a personal (conscious and 
intelligent) being at all, which would be even more misleading.  Finally, the 
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Before Jesus, God had sought to reach out to mankind in a special 
way through the Jews.  He spoke to them through prophets, whose 
messages were “the Word of God.”  Some of these messages were 
written down, and those writings–“scriptures”–were collected together 
into what is now “The Old Testament” of the Christian Bible.  Those 
scriptures had led Jews to believe that God was going to send a 
“Messiah,” or “Christ” (“anointed one”), to “save” His people.  
Christians believe that Jesus was that Messiah.  (Most Jews did not 
accept him as such largely because he was not the military and political 
savior they expected; the salvation Jesus proclaimed was spiritual.) 

Christians believe that Jesus was not only another prophet, inspired 
by God, and the promised Messiah; he was, in a unique way, “the Son of 
God.”  Though Jesus had a biological mother, he had no biological 
father.  His father was God Himself.  Christians believe, in fact, that 
Jesus was God; he was God-come-in-the-flesh, God come to earth as a 
human being.   

Jesus spent three years traveling around Palestine teaching people 
about God, about our relationships with God, and about how to live.  
According to Christianity, Jesus was, in fact, the ultimate revelation of 
God to humanity.  Since Jesus was God, we can know what God is like 
by simply observing how Jesus lived.  Jesus even performed many 
miracles, “proving” that he was, in fact, who he claimed to be. 

Jesus’ primary purpose, however, was to bring about a 
reconciliation between God and humanity.  Jesus did this by living a 
morally perfect life on our behalf and then taking the consequences of 
our sins on himself–primarily by allowing himself to be crucified.  At 

                                                 
Christian scriptures themselves use the masculine when referring to God.  There is 
no clear consensus among theologians about why that is.  But—for better or 
worse—I am at least following the precedent set by those scriptures.  But Please 
do not think that I mean to imply that God is male or masculine.  Try your best not 
to read anything about God’s “gender” into my use of masculine pronouns.  If you 
disagree with my use of these pronouns, please forgive me and try to ignore it. 
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Jesus’ crucifixion, God the Father attributed all of humanity’s sins to 
Jesus and temporarily “turned His back on” him, as if Jesus had 
committed all our sins.  (Christians believe that though there is only one 
God, God exists in the form of three distinct “persons:” “God the 
Father,” “God the Son” (Jesus), and “God, the Holy Spirit.”) 

After his death on the cross, Jesus’ body was buried in a tomb.  On 
“the third day” (the second morning) after his death, however, Jesus rose 
from the dead.  His body came back to life and was changed.  Over the 
next several weeks he appeared to many different people, in different 
settings, proving to them that he had in fact risen from the dead.  They 
saw him, spoke with him, ate with him, and touched him. His 
resurrection not only verified who he was, but verified that God had 
accepted his sacrifice on our behalf.  Jesus then left this physical world, 
“ascending” into heaven. 

Several weeks later, many of Jesus’ followers were gathered 
together in Jerusalem.  As Jesus had promised, the Holy Spirit suddenly 
came upon them and led and empowered them to do many amazing 
things and spread “the Gospel” (the “good news” about what Jesus had 
done).  Jesus’ “apostles” (“sent ones”–his twelve closest disciples, 
whom he had specially appointed for this task) began proclaiming far 
and wide the message about Jesus.  They proclaimed that Jesus had 
done what was necessary in order for God to forgive us, and for us to be 
“at peace” with God.  Each of us can receive that forgiveness and 
reconciliation by simply trusting in God and Jesus for it–trusting that 
God does, in fact, forgive us for Jesus’ sake–and by being baptized.  
(Baptism became, therefore, the “initiation rite” into the Christian faith.) 

Beginning in Jerusalem, and spreading out from there, hundreds and 
thousands believed the apostles’ message and became “Christians.”  
The Holy Spirit inspired the apostles’ teachings and led them, and those 
they taught, to write them down.  Those writings, written by the 
apostles or under their instruction, were divinely inspired, as the Old 
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Testament scriptures were.  The collection of these writings became 
known as “The New Testament” and were gathered together with “The 
Old Testament” into the Christian Bible. 

Jesus also promised to come again someday, at the time God has 
appointed to finally set everything right.  Everyone who has died will 
be raised as Jesus was.  Those who have accepted God’s gift of 
forgiveness and reconciliation will live forever in perfect harmony with 
Him.  Those who reject that gift will, necessarily and tragically, be 
separated from God–the source of all good. 

Christians believe these things because they believe they are what is 
taught in the divinely-inspired Old and New Testament scriptures (“The 
Bible”). 

Christians also, very early on, adopted the custom of gathering 
together on Sunday mornings–to celebrate Jesus’ resurrection, to 
worship God and pray, to read the scriptures, and to encourage and teach 
each other.  In this, they were largely following the example of the Jews 
before them, who had gathered on Saturdays. 
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2 Why It Matters  
 

Most people who haven’t grown up with the teachings of 
Christianity would probably find them quite hard to believe–especially 
its claims about Jesus.  I think there are very good reasons to believe 
that they are actually true, however. 

I also think that all of this matters, enormously.  1) It matters 
whether the teachings of Christianity are true.  2) It matters whether we 
believe them.  And 3) it matters whether there are actually good 
reasons to believe them. 
 
2.1 It obviously matters enormously whether the teachings of 
Christianity are true; if they’re true, there’s a solution to every problem 
plaguing humanity.  

If we look honestly at our situation as human beings in this world, 
we’ll see that our lives are very precarious affairs.  Bad things can 
happen to us, or to anyone else, at any moment.  Debilitating diseases, 
natural disasters, man-made disasters, accidents, financial disasters 
threaten us.  Our families or relationships can fall apart.  We can fall 
victim to crime, terrorism, or war.  And then, of course, we all die.  
And any of this can happen at any moment. 

Psychological difficulties also plague us.  We are stressed, and 
distressed, by the evils that touch us and the evils we fear.  We 
experience serious disappointments.  We can suffer feelings of 
emptiness, pointlessness, meaninglessness, or lack of fulfillment.  We 
come to realize that we are not the people we should be; we do what we 
shouldn’t, and fail to do what we should. 

Looking at our situation realistically, despair can seem like the 
appropriate response.  Even if things have gone relatively well for me, 
so far, I know that many others have been considerably less fortunate.  
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Millions starve, fall victim to awful diseases, fall victim to murder or 
genocide, or suffer in a multitude of other ways.  Children are raped and 
murdered.  Good people suffer while evil flourish.  The world is full of 
injustice of every kind.   

If this physical universe is all there is, and death is the end for us, 
there is little hope regarding any of this.  There is no hope for murdered 
children.  There is no justice in the end.  If there is a morally perfect 
God, on the other hand, there should be grounds for great hope.  Such a 
God would surely set things right in the end.  On second thought, 
however, perhaps this isn’t such good news after all.  I am part of the 
problem.  And what if what I deserve isn’t so good?  In fact, how could 
a morally perfect God accept my moral imperfections at all?  How 
could someone who is perfectly good, just, and truthful, say, “That’s 
OK,” to my sins?  They’re not OK.  I haven’t even, really, “done the 
best I could.”  From this perspective it seems as if even God could be 
bad news for us. 

We even seem incapable of figuring out on our own, with any kind 
of certainty—the most important things in life—where we came from, 
where we’re going, why we’re here, etc. 
 

All these problems are part of “the human condition.”  If 
Christianity is true, however, there is a solution to every one of them:  
There is an all-powerful God in charge of this universe, and He cares 
about you.  He wants what is best for you, and you can put your trust in 
Him; He is looking out for you and governing the universe with your 
best interests in mind.  This doesn’t mean nothing bad, even seriously 
bad, will ever happen to you.  But if Christianity is true, we can trust 
God to get us through.  We can trust Him to see to it that we will be 
alright, in fact much more than alright, in the end.  We can live life with 
confidence, despite the pain and insecurities that afflict us.  We needn’t 
fear disaster. 
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Most importantly, if Christianity is true, Jesus has eliminated the 
alienation our sins have caused between us and God.  Because of Jesus, 
God can forgive us.  And this forgiveness and reconciliation with God 
is ours to receive, just by trusting Him for it. 

If Christianity is true, our lives are not accidents; they are full of 
purpose and meaning.  We needn’t even fear death; we will not cease to 
exist; we needn’t lose everything.  In fact, we can gain everything.  We 
can look forward to a life far better than we’ve ever experienced. 

If Christianity is true, God will set things right in the end; He will do 
away with the evil that plagues this world.  Everything will  be much 
more than OK. 

If Christianity is true, there is hope for those who have had 
miserable lives, or met horrible, untimely deaths.  There is hope for 
murdered children. 

If Christianity is true, justice will ultimately prevail.  Good will be 
appropriately rewarded, and evil punished.  The scales will be righted.  
By accepting Jesus’ gift, however, we can receive the reward he 
deserves rather than the punishment we deserve. 

If Christianity is true, moreover, God has spoken.  We can learn the 
most important truths about who we are, how we should live, and where 
we are going, by reading the Bible.  God has especially revealed 
Himself, however, in His Son.  We can know what God is like, and how 
we do and can relate to Him, simply by observing how Jesus lived, how 
he treated people, and what he said. 

If the teachings of Christianity are true, there is, in fact, a solution to 
every problem.  It obviously matters enormously whether those 
teachings actually are true. 

 
2.2 It also matters a great deal whether any of us believe the teachings 
of Christianity.  What we believe affects how we think, how we feel, 
how we act, and what happens to us.  Christian belief changes people’s 
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lives. 
It causes people to look at things differently.  They’re also likely to 

feel differently.  They’re likely to have more hope when things are bad.  
They’re likely to be less fearful–of death, and of God, for example.  To 
the extent that they really believe, they’re likely to live their lives with 
more confidence, trusting that God is looking out for them and their 
loved ones, and that He will eventually make everything right.  
Christians’ beliefs are likely to make them happier. 

Of course, Christian belief can also have negative consequences.  
Believers in Jesus’ example and teachings are likely to make sacrifices 
for others (though that would only be a bad thing from a rather selfish 
point of view).  Many Christians in the world are also persecuted, or 
even killed, for their beliefs. 

If the teachings of Christianity are actually true, however, what 
matters most of all about whether we believe is that believing can put us 
into the right kind of relationship with God.  According to the Bible, it 
is by faith that we accept God’s forgiveness and the reconciliation with 
God made possible by Jesus.  We receive this gift by trusting Him for it, 
trusting that Jesus did indeed make this possible.  When we refuse to 
trust God in this way, the alienation continues.  You cannot trust in God 
for these things unless you believe in them, however.  If the teachings 
of Christianity are true, then, whether we believe them or not can make 
the difference between our having a proper relationship with God and 
not having such a relationship. 
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2.3 It also matters, it seems to me, whether there are good reasons to 
believe what Christianity teaches. 

Many Christians claim that they know intuitively that the teachings 
of Christianity are true; they “know it” or “feel it” “in their hearts.”  If 
Christianity is true, this would not be surprising.  The New Testament 
teaches that faith is a gift of God (see 3.11), and that the Holy Spirit 
lives within believers, guides them, and “enlightens” them.  If 
Christianity is true, then, it would not be surprising if many people 
could, by God’s help, know that it is true without the aid of “external” 
evidence or arguments. 

People who do not seem to have such intuitive knowledge, however, 
can very reasonably be skeptical about all this.  People’s intuitions are 
often mistaken.  People have often claimed to have such knowledge and 
been proven wrong.  People who claim that God has revealed 
something to them have often contradicted each other.  Even people 
who think they have such intuitive, God-given knowledge themselves, 
then, can reasonably have doubts.  They can wonder if their intuitions 
are really from God or whether they are just the result of some unreliable 
psychological process–wishful thinking, perhaps. 

If there is “objective” evidence that Christianity is true, however 
(evidence that doesn’t just come from within the mind of the individual 
believer), that evidence could help assure believers that their “inner” 
knowledge is really correct.  If there are good, objective reasons to 
believe, that could help assure believers that they really should believe.  
Such reasons and evidence could also give non-believers reasons to 
believe.  It matters a great deal, then, it seems to me, whether there are 
good, objective reasons to believe. 

I wrote this book to help others consider such reasons. 
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3 Why We Should Reason About These Things 
 

Though reasoning and evidence can be used to try to support or 
encourage Christian belief, many have thought that doing so is actually 
contrary to the faith.  According to the Bible, for example, faith is a gift 
from God; its ultimate foundation is not reason.  Many have thought, 
then, that it really doesn’t make sense for Christians to use reasoning and 
evidence to “support” their faith; it is contrary to their faith to do so.  
The Christian faith is supposed to be about, well, faith, not reason. 

I disagree with this view, however.  It cannot be right that using 
reason and evidence to “support” the faith is inconsistent with the faith, 
because the Bible itself frequently portrays the founders of the faith–the 
apostles, prophets, Jesus, and even God Himself–as using reasoning and 
evidence themselves to back up their claims.  If the founders of the faith 
did it, surely it is not inconsistent with the faith.  Thinking otherwise 
must involve some kind of misunderstanding.  Given the founders’ 
examples, in fact, surely using reasoning and evidence is something that 
Christians should do, in keeping with their faith.  At least they should 
do this in the appropriate situations. 
 
3.1 The book of Acts, for example, plainly portrays the Apostle Paul as 
reasoning with people who were not yet believers.  He gave them 
evidence “proving” that Jesus was the Christ, etc.  (See Acts 9:22,29; 
17:2-4,17; 18:4,19,28; 19:8; 26:22-29.) 
 
3.2 In his letter of I Corinthians (Chapter 15) Paul uses reasoning and 
evidence to persuade Christians who were having doubts about the 
resurrection.  He argues that we can know that the dead will be raised 
because Jesus was raised (vv. 16,20).  And we can know that Jesus rose 
because 1) it was predicted in scripture (vs. 4), because 2) there were 
many eyewitnesses (vv. 4-9), and because 3) he and others were willing 
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to suffer and risk their lives to proclaim this message.  Paul implies that 
he would have never willingly endured all this if he didn’t know it was 
true (vv. 29-32).  He saw the message as a worthless, in fact harmful, 
lie, if it were not true (vv. 14-19).  Paul even offers a reasoned response 
to a rational objection to the resurrection (vs. 35ff.). 
 
3.3 The author of I John emphasizes that he (and others) were 
eyewitnesses to Jesus (1:1-4).  At least part of his reason for doing so 
was clearly to assure his readers that he was not passing along hearsay.  
He is providing them with evidence that what he is saying is really true. 
 
3.4 The Gospel of Matthew is clearly (among other things, and like the 
other New Testament Gospels) an extended argument that Jesus was the 
Christ.  (See, for example, 1:1,16,18 and 26:63-68.)  The Gospel 
presents evidence to support this claim.  It does this especially by 
quoting Old Testament prophecies, which it portrays Jesus as fulfilling.  
(See 1:22-23; 2:15; 4:14-16; 8:17; 12:17; 21:4.) 
 
3.5 Luke begins his Gospel (1:1-4), and Acts (1:1-3), by telling his 
readers that his accounts are based on careful investigation and 
eyewitness testimony.  In this way he is giving his readers evidence that 
the events he describes really happened; his accounts are accurate; they 
are not fiction, hearsay, legend, or myth. 
 
3.6 The Gospel of John explicitly says that it contains its accounts of 
Jesus’ “miraculous signs” so “that [its readers] may believe that Jesus is 
the Christ, the Son of God” (20:30-31).  Jesus’ miracles are thus, 
obviously, supposed to provide evidence that Jesus is the Christ, etc. 
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3.7 According to the Gospels, even Jesus himself offered evidence to 
believers who had doubts.  According to Mark (2:1-12), Jesus healed a 
paralyzed man partly to provide evidence that he also had the authority 
to forgive sins.  (Would God allow him to have such healing powers, if 
he was lying about his authority to forgive sins?)  According to Luke 
(7:18ff., cf., 4:16-21), when John the Baptist had doubts about whether 
Jesus really was the Messiah, Jesus pointed to the many things which he 
had been doing which seemed to fulfil Old Testament prophecy (cf. Is. 
29:18ff.; 35:5-6; 61:1).  These things were clearly supposed to provide 
evidence that he was the Messiah.  After his resurrection, Jesus had his 
disciples touch his hands and feet (which apparently still bore marks 
from his crucifixion).  He ate with them.  And he explained that the 
Old Testament had prophesied his resurrection (Lk. 24:36ff.).  He was 
plainly providing evidence to them that he really had risen.  John also 
says that Jesus provided this same evidence to Thomas specifically, to 
alleviate Thomas’ doubts about Jesus’ resurrection (20:19ff.).  The New 
Testament Gospels portray Jesus himself, then, as providing evidence to 
address people’s doubts. 
 
3.8 The Gospels even portray Jesus as offering reasoned responses to 
his critics.  He used reasoning to back up his teachings and to show that 
his critics’ reasoning was in error.  (See Matt. 22:23-32; Mark 2:18-27; 
3:20-30; 7:1-20; 12:13-27.) 
 
3.9 In the Old Testament, God Himself is even portrayed as providing 
evidence to substantiate what his prophets were saying.  He sent fire to 
consume Elijah’s altar on Mount Carmel, proving that He (Elijah’s God) 
was the true God, not Baal (I Kings 18:16-39).  He performed miracles 
through Moses, to demonstrate that Moses really was speaking for Him 
(Exodus 4:1-9). 
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3.10 The apostles, prophets, Jesus, and God, did not always use 
evidence and reasoning to back up what they were saying.  They often 
seem to have just proclaimed their message.  Perhaps, sometimes, their 
audiences already had enough evidence to know that they were 
proclaiming the truth.  Or perhaps, sometimes, they wanted their 
audiences to have to choose to accept or reject the message, or to 
investigate further if they were willing to accept it.  Judging by the 
biblical accounts, then, the founders of the faith didn’t always use 
reasoning and evidence to back up their claims. 
 
3.11 In fact, according to the New Testament, faith is a gift of God.  
It is something that God gives people through His “Word”–the spoken or 
written message of what God has done for us through Jesus.  (See e.g., 
Ephesians 2:8; John 6:44; Phil. 1:29; James 1:18.  See also Romans 
10:17; 12:3; I Peter 1:23; Luke 8:11-12.) 
 
3.12 People do not come to faith, then, by just considering the 
evidence and using their natural reasoning abilities, according to the 
Bible.  For us to really “know the truth,” God must give us that gift. 
 
3.13 The founders of the Christian faith must have had some 
rationale for sometimes using reason and evidence, however.  The Bible 
doesn’t explicitly say, but it isn’t hard to think of plausible reasons God 
might have for sometimes using reasoning and evidence in His dealings 
with us. 

If the Bible’s teachings are true, God has obviously created us as 
reasoning creatures.  We regulate our beliefs on the basis of evidence.  
It would be natural for God to accommodate that part of our nature, then, 
and even use it to help us know the truth about Him.  It would even 
seem cruel for Him not to–to give us faith, or expect us to believe, for 
example, while the rational part of our nature was telling us not to 
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believe (e.g., for lack of evidence).  Without good reasons or evidence, 
our minds can be painfully divided; we can find ourselves believing, or 
our “hearts” telling us to believe, but our intellects telling us not to.  
God might use reasoning and evidence, then, to accommodate and use 
that rational part of our nature.  He might even use it to alleviate the 
intellectual pain that would result from our believing contrary to our 
rationality. 

If what the Bible teaches is true, moreover, God usually works with 
people through natural means –like the spoken or written Word.  That 
Word can (and often does, in scripture) come in the form of a reasoned 
argument; it can, and often does, include evidence.  God can give us the 
gift of faith, then, through His Word, through the natural means of 
reasoning and evidence.  There is no conflict between the idea that faith 
is a gift of God, given through His Word, and its also coming to us, 
sometimes, partly, through reasoning and evidence. 

God could also use reasoning and evidence to remove our 
intellectual excuses for not believing.  Jesus plainly did this repeatedly.  
(See 3.8, above, and Romans 1:18-20.) 
 
3.14 Since the founders of the Christian faith used reasoning and 
evidence to support their claims, I should think that Christians today 
should do the same.  When Christians have doubts, they should 
consider the sorts of evidence the founders of their faith pointed to.  
They should point out these things to others who have doubts as well.  
Even non-Christians should consider these things; they should consider 
whether these things do not, in fact, give them good reason to believe. 

Since the founders of the faith did this, then, the idea that these 
things are contrary to the faith is surely based on some kind of 
misunderstanding.  In fact, when Christians aren’t willing to give 
people reasons to believe, it seems to me that they’re not doing their job 
(of spreading the Gospel) very well.  They’re certainly not following 
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the examples set for them in scripture.  Christians should do as the 
founders of their faith did; they should use reasoning and evidence to 
help assure themselves and others that their faith is well-placed.  And 
they should offer non-believers reasons why they should believe. 

I am not saying that this is the only, or even the main thing people 
should do when dealing with doubts.  Since true knowledge of God is a 
divine gift, given through God’s Word (according to the Bible), it makes 
sense for those with doubts to first of all pray, and expose themselves to 
that Word.  In dealing with others with doubts, it makes sense for 
Christians to pray for them, and give them the Good News.  It also 
makes sense for them to use reasoning and evidence, however.  (See I 
Peter 3:15; Jude 3; Titus 1:9.) 

If Christians follow the example set by the founders of their faith, 
they won’t always use reasoning in this way.  Many times they’ll just 
proclaim the message.   People often already have enough reason to 
believe.  And very often, perhaps even usually, the primary obstacle to 
belief is not intellectual.  Very often it is an unwillingness to give up 
sin.  Giving people reasons and evidence in such cases can be pointless.  
It can even be pointless to present the Gospel to people who are not 
willing to believe (Matt. 7:6). 

Nevertheless, sometimes believers have intellectual doubts, and 
nonbelievers are reluctant to believe because their intellect tells them 
they shouldn’t–at least not without good reason.  For such people, in 
such situations, Christians should surely follow the example of the 
founders of their faith; in addition to prayer and exposure to the Word, 
they should use evidence and reasoning. 
 
3.15 The Bible even seems to endorse certain specific types of 
evidence in support of its teachings.  Jesus’ apostles pointed to what 
Jesus said and did as evidence that he was the Messiah, etc.  They 
pointed, specifically, to (1) the quality of Jesus’ life and teachings (Matt. 
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7:28-29, 13:54-57, 22:33; Mark 11:18; John 7:45-49), (2) his fulfillment 
of Old Testament prophecy, (3) his miracles, and (4) his resurrection.  
The apostles provided historical evidence– eyewitness testimony, in 
particular–that Jesus really did these things.  The Bible also teaches that 
we can know that God exists, and something about His nature, on the 
basis of the world He created.  (See Romans 1:18-20; Psalm 19:1-6; 
Acts 14:16-17.) 

It seems, then, that the Christian scriptures themselves implicitly 
sanction these specific types of evidence in support of their teachings: 
(A) Evidence from the created world, regarding the existence and nature 
of God, and (B) historical evidence about Jesus’ (1) life and teachings, 
(2) fulfillment of prophecy, (3) miracles, and (4) resurrection, to support 
their teachings about Jesus. 

It behooves the Christian, then, I should think, to do the same, and 
the non-Christian to consider the same. 
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4 How We Should Reason About These Things 
 

To reason well about these things (and to help me explain how and 
why I think the best relevant reasoning and evidence support Christian 
belief), it helps to get clear about how reasoning works in general, and 
what distinguishes good reasoning from bad reasoning.   
 
4.1 Reasoning involves inference.  When we reason, we infer, from 
some evidence, that some claim is true.  We often express our reasoning 
in the form of an “argument”–a series of claims or statements, where 
some of the statements (the “premises”) describe the evidence, and at 
least one of the statements (the “conclusion”) states the claim whose 
truth is being inferred. 

I might reason, for example, that, “It is snowing outside.  It only 
snows when it’s cold.  So it must be cold out.”  This bit of reasoning–
this “argument”–consists of three statements.  The first two statements 
are its “premises.”  The last is its “conclusion.”  Given that (1) it is 
snowing and that (2) it only snows when it’s cold, I can see that (3) it 
must be cold out.  On the basis of my belief in those premises (1&2), 
then, I draw that conclusion (3).  I come to believe that conclusion on 
the basis of those premises. 
 

Reasoning is good reasoning, then, when it is reasoning we should 
be convinced by; it is reasoning where we should come to believe that 
conclusion, on the basis of those premises.  That is only true, however, 
when the premises show that the conclusion is, at least probably, true. 
 
This is only true, however, when two conditions are met: 
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1) The premises describing the evidence are really true.  And, 
 
 2) The premises “adequately support” the conclusion. 

 
(By “adequately support” I mean:  The conclusion either has to be 

true, or is probably true, assuming that the premises are true.) 
 
These two conditions describe the two main characteristics of all 

good reasoning. 
[To illustrate these points, suppose I were to assume that all 

mammals lay eggs and then infer from that (and my knowledge that 
dogs are mammals) that dogs lay eggs.  That would be less-than-
exemplary reasoning.  It lacks the first characteristic of good reasoning–
that the premises you begin with must actually be true.  The inference is 
“logically valid.”  (Since dogs are mammals, if it were true that all 
mammals lay eggs, then it would also have to be true that dogs do.)  But 
my assumption that all mammals lay eggs is false.  Faulty assumptions 
(or premises) often lead to faulty conclusions. 

I would also be guilty of “fallacious” reasoning if I were to infer that 
the American presidents will always be male from my knowledge that 
they’ve all been male so far.  This reasoning would lack the second 
characteristic of good reasoning.  The premise I began with is true.  
(All the American presidents have been male, so far.)  But this premise 
doesn’t adequately support the conclusion; it doesn’t make it even 
probably true that the American presidents will always be male. 

Suppose, on the other hand, I were to infer that there are at least two 
countries in South America, from my knowledge that Chile and 
Argentina are different countries in South America.  That would be 
good reasoning.  1) The premise I began with is true.  (Chile and 
Argentina really are different countries in South America.)  And 2) that 
premise adequately supports my conclusion.  (Given that Chile and 
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Argentina are different countries in South America, there have to be at 
least two countries in South America.) 

It would also be good reasoning if I were to infer that the next 
president of the U.S. will be a citizen of the U.S., from my knowledge 
that the U.S. constitution says only citizens can be president.  It’s 
possible that the next president won’t be a citizen.  (The constitution 
could be changed, or ignored.)  But it’s highly unlikely.  Given what 
the constitution says, it is highly probable that the next president of the 
U.S. will be a citizen of the U.S.  That is a conclusion we can safely 
draw:  1) The premise of the argument is true.  And 2) the premise 
adequately supports the conclusion.] 
 

 There are at least two other characteristics all good reasoning has, 
however:   

 
3) We are able to tell that the argument has the first two 
characteristics of good reasoning.  And  
 
4) The reasoning does not “ beg the question.”    
 
If I don’t know whether the premises of an argument a really true, or 

whether they really support the conclusion, I cannot safely infer that the 
conclusion is true.  Even if, as a matter of fact the premises are true, 
and they support the conclusion, if I don’t know that, I should not be 
convinced by the argument.  For me, in such a situation, that argument 
is not a good one. 

We also should remain unconvinced by arguments which “beg the 
question.”  These are arguments whose premises essentially assume the 
truth of their conclusions.  The argument, “God loves you.  Therefore, 
God exists,” is not a convincing argument.  The premise certainly 
“adequately supports” the conclusion.  (Not even God can love 
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someone without existing.)  But the premise assumes the truth of the 
conclusion.  People couldn’t sensibly believe that God loves them 
unless they already believed that God exists. One couldn’t, rationally, 
therefore, be convinced of that conclusion on the basis of that premise. 

 
Any reasoning which begs the question in this way, then, or fails to 

satisfy any of the other characteristics of good reasoning, is not good 
reasoning.  As you’ll see in Chapters 6 through 12, I believe that by 
these standards there is very good reasoning indeed supporting 
Christianity’s claims about God and Jesus. 
 
4.2 To distinguish even more effectively between good and bad 
reasoning, notice that there are two ways in which evidence (or premises) 
can “adequately support” a conclusion: Evidence can 1) show that that 
conclusion has to be true, or it can 2) show that that conclusion is 
probably true.  We can understand these kinds of “evidential support” 
in more detail as follows: 

Evidence shows that a claim (or conclusion) has to be true–it 
“proves” that claim– when we can tell that: 
 It is impossible for that evidence to be true  
 without that claim being true. 
When this condition is satisfied, and the evidence really is true, then the 
relevant claim (the conclusion) must be true as well; the evidence 
“proves” it. 

[Given that Chile and Argentina are different countries in South 
America, for example, it has to be true that there are at least two 
countries in South America.  The premise “proves” the conclusion.  
This is so because it is impossible for that premise to be true without the 
conclusion being true as well.  (It is impossible for Chile and Argentina 
to be different countries in South America without there being at least 
two countries in South America.)] 
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Arguments displaying this first kind of evidential support–where the 
conclusion has to be true, given the truth of the premises–are said to be 
“deductively valid.” 
 

One particularly useful type of deductively valid argument works by 
process of elimination.  It points out that there are a certain number of 
possibilities about something, establishes that all but one of these 
possibilities is not correct, and so concludes that the remaining 
possibility must be the correct one. [If I know that Jack is in either 
Mexico or the U.S. or Canada, for example, and I know that he isn’t in 
the U.S. or Canada, I can validly infer that he’s in Mexico.] 
 
4.3 The second kind of evidential support is probabilistic.  Evidence 
shows that a claim is probably true, when we can tell that: 
  It is unlikely that that evidence would be true  
 without that claim being true.   
When this condition is satisfied, and we know that the evidence actually 
is true, then that claim will probably be true as well. 

[The fact that the U.S. constitution states that only citizens can be 
president makes it probable that the next president of the U.S. will be a 
citizen.  This is so because it is unlikely (or improbable) that the 
constitution would say that but the next president not be a citizen.] 

Arguments whose premises make their conclusions probably true 
are said to be “inductively strong.” 
 

Some inductively strong arguments also work by process of 
elimination. [If we know that Jack is in Mexico or the U.S. or Canada, 
but that it is unlikely that he’s in the U.S. or Canada, we can safely infer 
that he’s probably in Mexico.]  If it is highly probable that one of some 
set of possibilities is true, but, for all those possibilities except one, it is 
unlikely that any of them is true, then it is likely that the remaining 
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possibility is the truth. 
As you’ll see later, I believe that the most effective reasoning 

supporting Christian claims about God and Jesus is, in fact, inductive 
(probabilistic) reasoning.  And much of it works by such a process of 
elimination; the Christian claims are probably true, because the 
alternatives are extremely improbable. 
 
4.4 The sort of reasoning scientists use to draw their conclusions is 
generally inductive; their conclusions rarely have to be true, given their 
evidence, but their evidence often shows that their conclusions are 
probably true.  When scientists draw their conclusions, in other words, 
their inferences are, at best, “inductively strong.” 

One of the reasons why scientists’ conclusions cannot be 
deductively “proven,” on the basis of the evidence they observe, is that 
their conclusions are nearly always “theoretical;” they go beyond what 
any of us can directly observe.  We cannot directly observe, with our 
senses, magnetic fields, protons, how the Rocky Mountains were 
formed, or a person’s genes.  Scientists go to great lengths to make their 
inferences as inductively strong as possible, however; they try to make 
their conclusions as highly probable as possible, given their evidence. 

The same sorts of inductive reasoning that science uses can also be 
used, very effectively, I believe, to show that the core claims of 
Christianity are probably true.  
 

The particular type of inductive reasoning scientists generally use to 
draw their conclusions seems to be “Argument to the Best Explanation.”  
We all use this kind of reasoning every day: 

When a particular claim provides us with  
the best available explanation of the evidence we have,  
we tend to infer that it is probably true. 
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Which explanations we (and scientists) find best seem to be 
determined by their 

(1) plausibility, (2) simplicity, and (3) “ explanatory power.”   
The more initially-plausible we find an explanation–because it fits in 
well with the rest of our beliefs–the more we are inclined to believe it.  
The simpler an explanation is, also (and the simpler it makes our overall 
understanding of the world), the more we’re inclined to believe it.  
Finally, the more different things the explanation can explain, and the 
better it can explain those things, the more we’re inclined to believe it.  
In fact, the greater the (1) plausibility,(2) simplicity, and (3) explanatory 
power” of an explanation, the more we’re likely to think it’s probably 
true.3 

[We cannot directly observe with our senses the force of gravity, for 
example.  We infer that it exists from its apparent effects.  The 
hypothesis that there is such a thing as gravity provides us with the best 
available explanation of why things fall, why large things are hard to 
lift, why the planets orbit the sun, etc.  The hypothesis that there is this 
force provides us with a simple, plausible explanation of all these things.  
Similarly, we usually think that a defendant’s fingerprints being on the 
murder weapon supports the hypothesis that he is guilty: His having 
committed the crime may provide us with the best available (simple, 
plausible) explanation of why his prints are on the weapon.] 

I believe that thinking in terms of “Argument to the Best 
Explanation” can help us see just how strong the evidence is for God and 
Jesus.  The existence of God is the best available explanation of the 
existence and nature of the universe.  And Jesus’ divinity, etc., provides 
the best available explanation of the historical evidence about him. 

 
Scientific reasoning also clearly involves “Hypothetical 

                                                 
3 I am drawing heavily here upon the work of Richard Swinburne. See his Is There 
a God? and The Existence of God (Oxford University Press, 1991 & 2010). 
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Reasoning”–another kind of reasoning we engage in all the time.  
Hypothetical reasoning considers whether the evidence we have is what 
we would expect, if a particular claim or hypothesis (educated guess) 
were true.  Basically: 

If the evidence we have is what we would expect to have  
if the claim were true, the evidence supports the claim. 

On the other hand: 
If the evidence is not what we would expect if the claim were 
true, that evidence counts against that claim. 

More precisely, the probability that a particular claim is true, in light 
of some evidence, is determined by two factors:  

(1) how probable the claim is to start with, and  
(2) how much the evidence raises or lowers the probability of 
the claim. 

Evidence raises the probability of a claim to the extent that: 
The evidence is more to be expected  
if the claim were true than if it were false.   

In other words, evidence raises the probability of a claim being true 
to the extent that it is more likely that the evidence would be the way it is 
if the claim were true than if it were false.  Evidence lowers the 
probability of a claim to the extent that the evidence is less to be 
expected (is less probable) if the claim were true than if it were false. 

[The evidence that things fall, for example, that the planets orbit the 
sun, etc., all support the theory of gravity because these things are what 
we would expect if the theory were true, and they are much less to be 
expected if the theory were false.  It seems much more likely that things 
would fall (etc.) if there were a force of gravity than if there weren’t.  
The fact that things fall, then, provides us with significant evidence 
supporting the theory of gravity.  This evidence raises the probability 
that the theory is true. 

Similarly, a defendant’s fingerprints being on a murder weapon 
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generally provides evidence supporting the claim that he is guilty 
because his prints being on the weapon is more what you would expect if 
he were guilty than if he were not.  It is generally more likely that his 
prints would be on the weapon if he were guilty than if he weren’t.  The 
fact that his prints are on the weapon supports the hypothesis, then; it 
raises the probability that the defendant is guilty. 

These bits of evidence don’t absolutely “prove” these conclusions, 
of course:  There are other ways someone’s prints can get on a weapon, 
or even that things could fall.  But these things do generally provide 
strong supporting evidence for these conclusions; they raise the 
probability that those conclusions are true.] 

The strength of the case for God and Jesus can also be seen, very 
effectively, in terms of hypothetical reasoning.  The relevant evidence 
is, I think, vastly more to be expected, assuming the truth of Christian 
claims about God and Jesus, than assuming their falsehood.  That 
evidence, therefore, strongly supports those claims; it raises, 
considerably, the probability of their being true. 
 

If we are to reason “scientifically,” then, about God, etc., we should 
keep these logical principles in mind: 

Evidence supports a claim (it raises the probability of the claim 
being true) to the extent that  

1) the claim provides a good, plausible, and simple 
explanation of the evidence, 

2)  there isn’t a better alternative explanation, and 
3)  the evidence is more what you would expect if the claim 

were true than if it were false.4 
                                                 

4 Lest I be accused of leaving out something crucial here, another very 
important part of the methodology of the natural sciences is empirical “testing.”  
Such testing is not easily applicable to religious matters, or history, however.  
Scientists “test” their hypotheses by making predictions of things that have not yet 
been observed but which should be observed in some particular situation if the 
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4.5 Logicians have also shown how we can use reasoning to help us 
decide what to do, not just what to believe, in various situations.  
Generally and roughly, the best thing to do in a given situation is the 
action with the highest probability of producing the best consequences. 
 When we’re reasoning well about what to do, we consider 1) what 
our alternatives are, 2) the various possible outcomes (consequences) of 
those alternatives, 3) how good or bad those outcomes are, and 4) how 
probable those outcomes are.  How “smart” an action is, then, is 
determined by 3) how good the possible consequences of the action are, 
and 4) how probable it is that the action really will have those 
consequences.  The better the possible consequences of the action, the 
better the action.  And the more likely the good consequences (and the 
less likely the possible bad consequences), the better the action. 
 
  
  

                                                 
hypothesis is correct.  They then set up that situation, or a way to observe it, and 
observe what happens.  This is what scientific “experiments” are.  If they observe 
what was predicted, that provides evidence supporting the hypothesis.  If they do 
not observe what was predicted, that evidence counts against the hypothesis. 

It is not always possible, however, for scientists to test their hypotheses with 
predictions of as-yet-unobserved things.  Scientists also, often, accept hypotheses largely 
because of how well they explain things that have already been observed.  Similarly, 
when reasoning about what happened in history, or about God, we often cannot 
reasonably predict as-yet-unobserved things on the basis of our hypotheses.  (Not being 
able to read God’s mind, we generally cannot reasonably predict exactly what God will 
do or will allow in this or that situation.)  We can, nevertheless, however, reach well-
supported conclusions about history or God, I believe, on the basis of what we already 
know. 
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 Generally, then, 
The best action to perform, in any given situation, 
is the action which has the best combination of  

1) how good the possible consequences are, and  
2) how probable they are. 

 
I believe that the “good reasons” there are for believing what 

Christians believe include not only 2) the evidence seeming to show that 
those beliefs are probably true, but 1) the enormous potential benefits of 
such belief. 
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5 What We Put Our Hope In 
 

One of the obvious benefits of Christian belief is the hope it gives 
people.  In the face of all the bad things that happen in this world, I 
believe there is no greater, and better-founded, hope. 

We’re all going to die.  Very bad things can happen to us or our 
loved ones at any moment.  We experience serious disappointments in 
our lives.  Our characters are seriously flawed.  Horrendous things 
happen to many people in this world.  It even seems impossible for us 
to figure out for ourselves, with any kind of certainty, the truth about the 
most important things in life. 
 
5.1 People use many different strategies to try to “handle” these facts.  
Many just try to not think about them.  Some hope they get lucky.  
Some hope that somehow things will be alright.  Some trust in 
themselves.  Some try to fight the evil in the world.  Some attach some 
meaning or purpose to it.  Most put their hope in some religious 
perspective. 

All this evil in the world makes many people doubt the existence of 
God.  (If a good God were really there, why would He allow such evil?)  
Nevertheless, it is ultimately by trusting in that God that I, and 
Christians generally, handle the evil in the world.  Christians trust 
Jesus’ teaching that God will not let our lives end in death (Matt. 22:23-
32; John 5:28,29; I Cor. 15:12ff.).  They trust that God, who loves us 
and is in control of this world, is looking out for us; He will not let 
anything happen to us that He cannot use for our own good (Rom. 8:28; 
5:3-5).  Christians trust that God, because of Jesus, forgives them for 
their sins (Rom. 3:23-26; 5:8-10; II Cor. 5:18-21) and helps them fight 
against their sinfulness (Phil. 1:6; 2:13).  Christians also trust in God to 
look out for other people.  They believe that God will end the evil in 
this world and establish justice in the end. They trust that God has told 
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us the most important things we need to know, through Jesus and 
through the writings He inspired.  And Christians trust God to enlighten 
their minds and help them know what they really need to know. 

Christians also fight the evil in the world, of course.  At least we do 
when we’re acting as we should, given what we believe.  (The Bible 
repeatedly calls on believers to help those in need, etc. [I John 16-19; 
James 2:14-17]) We have no illusions about our limitations, however.  
We put our final trust in God to solve these problems. 
 
5.2 While many of the ways people handle the evil in the world do, in 
fact, help them feel better, few of those ways of handling the evil are 
actually likely to help solve those problems.  Avoiding thinking about 
things can help us psychologically; putting our heads in the sand can 
actually help us feel better.  But it obviously doesn’t actually help save 
us from these things.  Hoping we get lucky might also help us feel 
better.  But even if we do get somewhat lucky, there are many things 
luck cannot save us from.  It won’t save us from death, or our corrupt 
natures, for example.  Many, many people also seem to be very unlucky 
in this life.  We can sometimes reduce the odds and frequency of 
various bad things happening to us, but most of them cannot be 
absolutely prevented.  If we attach some meaning to these things, on the 
other hand, or trust in some religious solution, that response is only as 
reasonable as it is likely that that meaning or religious solution is really 
true. 

In light of the evidence I’ll be pointing to shortly, it seems highly 
probable to me that God is really there, and that He can save us from all 
these things.  It even seems likely that He actually will  do this, in the 
end, if we trust in Him for it through Jesus.  God obviously does not 
prevent those with such trust from ever experiencing any of these things 
in this life.  But the promise of Christianity is that everything will be 
put right in the end.  I believe there is very good reason to believe this.  
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It seems highly unlikely to me, on the other hand, that the other things 
people put their hope in really will save them.  That includes other 
religions, which do not seem (to me) to be nearly as well-supported by 
evidence as Christianity is. 

It seems to me that we have three basic options: (1) We can put our 
trust in God and Jesus–and have a hope which (I believe) is well-
founded.  (2) We can put our hope in something else–which cannot save 
us, or for which there is little good reason to think that it really will save 
us.  Or (3) we can have no hope at all.  In light of the evidence, I 
believe Christian belief is the only perspective that both (1) offers great 
hope, and also (2) has a high probability of actually being true. 
 
5.3 One of the biggest problems we face applies even if God exists.  In 
fact, if Christianity is true, it is our biggest problem, and it applies 
because God exists:  If God exists and has the nature Christians believe 
He has, it is hard to imagine what could be more important than having 
the appropriate relationship with Him.  If God is absolutely good, and 
the ultimate source of everything good, what is best for me will come 
with a proper relationship with God.  (See Matt. 6:25-34.) 
 
5.4 Here’s the problem: How can we relate properly to God, given our 
sinfulness?  How can a perfect God “accept” sinners?  How could 
such a God accept anything less than perfection?  A perfect God would 
be just, and justice cannot wink at evil.  To treat me as if I were not 
sinful would be dishonest.  Since love and mercy and forgiveness are 
also virtues, however, it seems like a perfect God would have those 
characteristics as well; He would seek to find a way to be merciful and 
forgiving toward us–without violating his justice and truthfulness.  
Many people presume that somehow God would find a way to do this.   

That is exactly what Christians believe God has done, through Jesus.  
God sent Jesus to take our sins, and their consequences, on himself, and 
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to live a perfect life for us–so that God could forgive and accept us 
without violating his justice (Rom. 3:21-26). 
 
5.5 If what the Bible teaches is true, God obviously can save us from all 
the things that threaten us.  He has even provided a solution to our most 
fundamental problem–our alienation from Him. 
 
5.6 If what the Bible teaches is true, in fact, God not only can but will  
solve these problems for those who trust Him for it.  It’s not that really 
bad things will never happen in this life to those with such trust.  (Read 
the biblical book of Job.)  Rather, these problems will be defeated in the 
end for those trusting in God through Jesus. 
 
5.7 Given God’s ability and willingness to solve all these problems, 
according to the Bible, it seems to me that if one thinks the teachings of 
the Bible are even probably true, it would make sense to put one’s trust 
in God, “in Christ.”  It would make no sense not to, in fact–even if one 
had doubts.  The rational thing to do in a situation is the action with the 
best combination of (1) good possible consequences, and (2) a high 
probability of their actually happening.  (See 4.5.)  It seems to me that 
the benefits of faith in God, in Jesus, are so enormous if it is true, it 
would make sense to have such faith even if there were only a decent 
chance that it’s true.  If there is even a decent probability that such faith 
would actually yield those benefits (a proper relationship with God and 
the ultimate salvation that comes with it), nothing else we could do 
would have a better combination of (1) potential benefits and (2) the 
probability of their actually happening. 

Of course, one might sensibly say, “That all depends on the cost;”  
if the cost of putting one’s faith in God, in Christ, is very high, maybe it 
wouldn’t be worth the risk (see Luke 14:27-33).  In one sense, the cost 
of trusting God is nothing; you simply trust Him to take care of 
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everything.  In another sense, however, the cost is everything (see Mark 
8:34-37).  The primary thing we need salvation from is our own corrupt 
nature–our sinfulness.  We cannot even trust God to save us from that, 
however, if we’re simply not willing to give it up, even with His help.  
The only things that Christian faith ultimately cost us, however, are 
things that we should give up anyway (our sins and sinfulness).  It 
really does make sense, then, to put our faith in God, in Christ, if there’s 
even a decent chance that the teachings of the Bible are true. 
 
5.8 In fact, the basic teachings of Christianity strike me as such 
incredibly good news I want very badly for them to be true.  Many 
people don’t see it that way at all, however.  Many don’t want 
Christianity to be true.  And if that’s how you feel, it’s unlikely you’ll 
be convinced that believing is a good idea.  The evidence in favor of 
Christianity is powerful, I think, but not so powerful as to force people 
to believe against their will.  For such people, the problem isn’t so 
much the weakness of the evidence but their willingness to accept it. 

 
5.8.1 Many don’t want Christianity to be true because they don’t see 

it as good news–at least for them.  I think this is usually based on a 
misunderstanding of the Christian faith, however.  Many do not 
appreciate the utter goodness of the Christian God; they misconceive of 
God as an almighty kill-joy who doesn’t really want what is best for 
them.  Many completely miss the fundamental Christian message that 
because of Jesus God can accept them despite their sinfulness.  Many, 
many people, even professing Christians, erroneously believe that 
Christianity teaches that they must be good enough–they must meet 
God’s standards–in order for God to accept them.  Realizing that they 
are not, and cannot be, good enough to meet God’s standards, many 
hope the Christian God does not exist.  This is just a misunderstanding 
of Christianity, however. 
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Other people do not want Christianity to be true because they 
believe it would mean bad news for people they love–people who do not 
seem to have put their trust in God, in Christ.  It is completely 
consistent with Christian faith, however, to hope and pray that somehow 
such people have accepted or will accept God’s gift of reconciliation 
with Him. 

Still others do not want Christianity to be true because they 
themselves do not believe it’s true.  They may even be publicly 
committed to a system of belief inconsistent with Christianity–some 
other religion, perhaps, or naturalistic atheism.  They believe that if 
Christianity did turned out to be true, that would be bad news for them.  
I think such people do not fully appreciate, however, how badly God 
wants the right relationship with them, according to the Bible; He wants 
very badly for them to know the truth, and He will pursue them (I Tim. 
2:4; John 3:16-17; 6:37,44,65; 7:17). 

Those publicly committed to other beliefs often don’t want 
Christianity to be true because it would mean that they, or “their 
people,” were wrong.  I completely understand this feeling.  But, 
obviously, there being such a solution to every human ill is vastly more 
important than an injury to ones pride. 

Others don’t want Christianity to be true because they’re simply 
unwilling to give up their sin.  They recognize that they cannot be 
reconciled with God and cling to their sin at the same time.  (God is 
absolutely good; sin is, by definition, evil.)  Such people, also, I think, 
do not fully appreciate the scope of the Christian Gospel.  The Gospel is 
the good news that, because of Jesus, God can save us from our sins.  It 
is not that we must give up our sin by our own strength or will.  God 
wants to deliver us from it–if we’re willing (John 8:34-36).  If I see that 
some part of my life is bad, but that God can save me from it, surely the 
rational and moral thing to do is to ask and trust God for that salvation.  
This is obviously a better option than hoping there is no salvation from 
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my sinfulness. 
All these different reasons people have for not wanting Christianity 

to be true involve, it seems to me, some inadequate grasp of the 
incredibly good news the basic Christian message is. 
 

5.8.2 The basic message of Christianity strikes me as such 
incredibly good news, in fact, that it seems like it would be perverse not 
want it to be true–if you really understood it.  No other religion or 
perspective could offer greater hope. 

In light of the evidence I’ll point to in the next pages, I believe 
nothing else we could believe in (1) offers such great hope, and (2) 
actually has a high probably of being true. 
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6 Whether There’s More to Reality than Physics 
 

For many people, the most difficult thing about Christian belief is 
believing in things they cannot observe with their senses.  We cannot 
see, or touch, or taste God, for example.  (At least not normally.)  God 
is supposed to be a different kind of thing than the “physical” things we 
observe with our senses.  He is supposed to be a non-physical “spirit” 
(John 4:24).  Many, quite sensibly, have wondered whether there is 
anything of that sort; maybe everything real is physical.  Part of the 
reason I find belief in God so plausible, however, is the very strong 
evidence I think there is for thinking that there is definitely more to the 
real world than physics. 
 
6.1 I think we all have at least three very good reasons for thinking there 
is more to reality than physics:  (1) Our thoughts and feelings do not 
seem to be physical things.  (2) The “values” of things–their goodness, 
badness, rightness, or wrongness–do not seem to be physical.  And (3) 
considering why physical things exist in the first place can make us 
suspect that they’re ultimately caused by something non-physical. 
 
6.2 Our thoughts and feelings are no doubt largely caused by physical 
things going on in our brains.  Our thoughts and feelings seem to 
correlate perfectly, in fact, with chemical and electrical events in our 
brains.  And these events are all a matter of physics.  Nevertheless, 
what we feel and what we experience when those physical things are 
going on in our brains do not seem to me to be physical things.  Our 
thoughts and feelings themselves are not the sorts of things that physics 
studies.  (When “materialists,” or “physicalists,” say that everything is 
physical, what they mean is that everything that really exists is [or is 
entirely composed of] the sort of thing that physics studies.)  Thoughts 
and feelings are plainly real.  But they do not seem to be physical things 
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in this sense.  I doubt very much, then, that everything real is physical. 
I have at least two reasons for thinking that thoughts and feelings 

are not physical.  First, they do not seem to have the same kinds of 
characteristics as physical things; they do not have a size, shape, 
weight, or electrical charge, for example.  Secondly, if our thoughts and 
feelings were physical things, the only physical things they could 
plausibly be would be the physical things going on in our brains when 
we’re having those thoughts and feelings.  Studying the physics of those 
physical brain states and events, however, can never tell us “what it 
feels like” or “ what we experience” when our brains are in those 
states.  Only people who have had those experiences can tell us what 
they feel.  “What we experience,” therefore–the thoughts and feelings 
themselves–must be something other than the physical goings-on in our 
brains.  Though our thoughts and feelings do correlate with physical 
states and events in our brains, they must not be the same things as those 
physical things.  I don’t see how they could be physical things at all. 
 
6.3 The values of things–their goodness or badness, or rightness or 
wrongness–also seem to me to be another non-physical aspect of reality.  
Some things are good.  Others are bad.  Some actions are right.  
Others are wrong.  It is part of reality that situations and actions have 
these characteristics.  But this is not something physics will tell you.  
These characteristics are not physical characteristics.  They are not like 
color, or weight, or size, or speed; they are not the sort of characteristics 
physics analyzes at all.  They may correlate with various physical 
characteristics, but they are not physical characteristics themselves.  
These “values” of things, then, seem to constitute another non-physical 
aspect of reality. 

Some people, taken with the idea that all of reality is physical, 
actually end up denying that these values are a real, objective aspects of 
reality.  They say that goodness, badness, rightness, and wrongness are 
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all just part of an illusion or myth in our minds.  Or they are just a 
matter of how we feel about things.  Think for yourself about this, 
however.  Is torturing children really wrong and bad?  Or is our 
thinking that it is just a myth, an illusion, or a matter of how we happen 
to feel about it?  And wouldn’t torturing children still be wrong even if 
we all thought it was just fine?  I doubt you really think otherwise.  
The values of things, then–their goodness, badness, rightness, or 
wrongness–seem to be another very real, but non-physical, aspect of 
reality. 
 
6.4 The third thing that at least makes me suspect that there is more to 
reality than physics is this:  If we ask why there are physical things at 
all–why there are any of the things physicists analyze–I can think of 
only three semi-plausible ways the question could be answered.  Either 
(1) there is no explanation, or (2) physical reality has to exist, for some 
reason, or (3) something else, something(s) nonphysical, caused it. 

It’s pretty hard for me to buy the idea (1) that there literally is no 
explanation why physical reality exists.  Even if we don’t know what 
the explanation is, surely there is one.  Surely there is some reason why 
the physical universe exists.  It also strikes me as unlikely that (2) 
physical reality has to exist for some reason.  I know of no plausible 
reason why it would have been impossible for there to be no physical 
universe at all.  It seems quite plausible to me, on the other hand, that 
(3) this physical universe could have been caused by something else–
caused by something of a different sort.  (Since nothing can cause itself, 
if there is an ultimate cause of everything physical, that cause would 
have to be something non-physical.) 
 
6.5 These considerations, and others, make me think it is highly unlikely 
that all of reality is physical.  Some plainly-real things (like thoughts, 
feelings, and values) just don’t fit into physics.  It also seems likely to 
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me that the physical world has a non-physical cause. 
 
6.6 These things also seem to make belief in God more credible.  (1) 
Thoughts and feelings seem to be real, but not physical.  (2) The values 
of things seem to be real but not physical.  And (3) the physical 
universe may have a non-physical cause.  Now compare those facts 
with the Christian concept of God.  God is supposed to be a nonphysical 
being who (1) knows what’s going on and has desires and feelings about 
it.  (2) He is supposed to be absolutely good.  And (3) He is supposed 
to be the ultimate cause of the universe.  The correspondence between 
this concept of God and those other apparently nonphysical realities 
hardly proves the existence of God.  But it does make the idea more 
credible. 

These apparent nonphysical realities also seem to make other 
Christian beliefs more credible.  Christians typically believe that there 
is more to us than our physical bodies.  The non-physical realities we 
recognized above lend plausibility to the idea that we also have non-
physical minds or souls, which have thoughts and feelings, which 
perceive the values of things, and which can survive the deaths of our 
bodies. 
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7 Whether God Exists–Part I 
–Explaining the Existence of the Universe 

 
While the apparent existence of other nonphysical realities lends 

plausibility to the idea of God, I believe the existence of the physical 
universe provides stronger evidence of God’s existence. 

(What follows involves some very abstract and condensed 
reasoning.  I recommend reading it slowly and carefully–thinking it 
through.) 
 
7.1 Supposing that God exists provides a very simple explanation of the 
existence of the universe: The universe exists because God made it.  
There are countless other ways you could try to explain the universe.  
But it’s hard to think of even one that seems very plausible or is 
supported by any other good evidence. 

Some people suggest that the universe has no explanation.  It’s not 
just that we don’t know what the explanation is; there literally is no 
explanation.  There is no reason why it exists.  Nothing caused it.  It 
just exists–end of story.  Like most people, I find this suggestion hard to 
buy.  It’s hard to believe that anything could have no explanation at 
all.  We never accept that point of view about anything else, and it’s 
certainly contrary to scientific practice.  (Scientists always assume that 
what they are studying has an explanation, which they try to find.) 

Still, many people defend the view that the universe has no 
explanation by saying, “How do you explain God’s existence?  If we 
have to accept something without explanation, why not just stop with the 
universe?  At least we know it exists.” 

There are at least three problems with this view, however.  First, 
we can think God’s existence also has an explanation–though one of a 
different sort; we don’t have to accept anything as having no 
explanation.  Secondly, for reasons I’ll explain shortly, it seems more 
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plausible to me to think that God, rather than universe, would be “the 
ultimate reality”–whether the ultimate reality has an explanation or not.  
And thirdly, by the principles of scientific reasoning, the very fact that 
the existence of God would provide a good explanation of the universe’s 
existence gives us reason to believe in God.  This is so whether we have 
an explanation for God’s existence or not.  Let me explain: 
 
7.2 The existence of God would, obviously, provide an explanation for 
the existence of the universe.  God would be able to create such a 
universe, and it seems likely that He would want to.  It seems likely that 
an unsurpassably powerful, intelligent, and good being would want to 
create something like this–an incredible, beautiful universe containing 
beings like us to enjoy that universe, to love each other, and to love, and 
be loved by, Him.  A good being would be loving, and so would 
naturally want there to be other beings for Him to love. 

This explanation of the existence of the universe has the 
characteristics scientists (and all of us, in everyday life) favor in a good 
explanation (see 4.4):  (1) It is extremely simple.  (2) It fits in well with 
what else we know–since we are very familiar with persons creating 
things.  And (3), because God is supposed to be the ultimate cause of 
everything, this explanation has enormous “explanatory power;” it 
explains a lot, and explains it well. 
7.3 There seem to be only two other general ways in which the universe 
could be explained.  (1) Some thing or things other than God caused 
the universe, or (2), for some reason, the universe has to exist. 

Consider that first possibility (1) first.  “The God explanation” 
provides a better explanation than any specific alternative anyone can 
think of here.  Every other causal explanation (a) suffers from a lack of 
other supporting evidence, (b) is less-simple than the God explanation, 
and (c) stands in need of explanation itself. 

With only one apparent exception, (a) we have virtually no other 
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evidence supporting any other causal explanation.  We have no good 
other evidence supporting the idea that Zeus, or a committee of gods, or 
a giant spider created the universe, for example.  We do have other 
evidence supporting the existence of God, however.  As I’ll discuss 
later, the order in the universe gives us good reason to believe that its 
cause is intelligent, and we have evidence from the existence and nature 
of human beings, from history, and from the alleged revelations of God, 
that God is the ultimate cause of the universe. 

“The God Explanation” is also simpler (b) than any specific 
alternative.  It is simpler to think that the ultimate cause of the universe 
was one thing, rather than many.  It is also simpler and more natural to 
think that the ultimate cause of the universe is all-powerful, rather than 
just somewhat powerful.  If something with limited power is the 
ultimate cause, we are left puzzled about why it is something of that 
power, rather than something lesser or greater.  It is simpler, more 
natural, and less puzzling to think that the ultimate cause had unlimited 
power; nothing could have more power than that. 

The third reason (c) why The God Explanation strikes me as a better 
causal explanation than any specific alternative is that any other 
supposed cause of the universe leads to the obvious question, “Why did 
that thing exist?”  If the universe needed some cause to bring it into 
existence, then, one would naturally think, that thing would need a cause 
for its existence.  Something at least as powerful must have caused it.  
If something other than God created the universe, we may still need God 
to explain its existence.  When we get to God, however, things are 
different.  God is conceived of as unlimited in power.  In fact, many 
theologians and most believing philosophers have conceived of God as 
the greatest possible being.  God simply couldn’t have been caused by 
anything as great or greater.  (Only ‘the greatest possible being’ has this 
property; everything less could have been caused by something greater.) 
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There is one apparent alternative explanation for the universe, 
however, which does have significant evidence in its favor.  “Big Bang 
Theory” seems able to explain certain features of our universe.  I think 
it is not best thought of as an alternative explanation to God, however.   

First, Big Bang Theory is not really an alternative explanation to 
God because it is consistent with The God Explanation; both could be 
true.  God could have created the universe through a Big Bang, and 
many believers actually think He did. 

Secondly, it seems misleading, to me, to think of The Big Bang as an 
explanation for the existence of the universe at all.  According to that 
theory, in a sense, all the matter in the universe was once packed into 
one incredibly dense point, which exploded.  But then, it seems to me, 
that the object that exploded is best thought of as just an earlier stage in 
the existence of the universe.  We’re still left with the obvious question, 
“Why did it exist?”  So I don’t think The Big Bang is best thought of as 
an alternative explanation to God for the existence of the universe. 

If you do think of The Big Bang as an alternative explanation to 
God, however (say by specifying that the universe was created by The 
Big Bang, without God), that explanation is a very shallow one; the Big 
Bang itself needs an explanation.  It explains the structure of the 
universe much better than it explains its existence. 

It seems to me, then, that (1) no proposed alternative to God 
provides a better causal explanation of the universe’s existence.   
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There is (2) another kind of explanation, however.  Some things 
have to be the way they are, for conceptual reasons.  They have 
“conceptual” explanations.  2+2 has to equal 4, for example, because of 
what 2, and 4, and addition, and equality are.  It couldn’t have been any 
other way.  Nothing caused 2+2 to equal 4, but the fact that 2+2=4 does 
have an explanation; it is explained in terms of the concepts involved.  
Perhaps, somehow, the universe has to exist, for similar, conceptual 
reasons.   

The universe does not seem in the least bit necessary in that sense, 
however.  It does not seem in the slightest as if it somehow has to exist.  
If there is some conceptual reason why it does have to exist, we have no 
idea what that reason is.  Relative to our current state of knowledge, 
then, it seems unlikely that the universe has such a conceptual 
explanation. 
 

Think about all this another way.  When we’re explaining the 
existence of something, we nearly always explain it by saying that 
something else, at least as great or greater, caused it.  (What I mean by 
‘greatness’ here is how much “causal power” it has–what that thing has 
the power to create or cause, directly or indirectly.)  If we wanted to 
explain the existence of that thing (the thing that caused the original 
thing we were trying to explain), we would say that yet another thing or 
things, at least as great or greater, caused it.  And to explain the 
existence of that cause, we’d say it was cause by yet another thing, at 
least as great or greater.  But now we’re off to the races, of course.  
How will this “regress” end, if it even does?  The simplest and most 
natural ultimate explanation of everything is to say that the ultimate 
cause of everything is a single thing: the greatest possible thing.  The 
greatest possible thing couldn’t have been caused by anything greater; 
nothing can be greater than the greatest possible thing.  (Please forgive 
my referring to God as a ‘thing’ here.) 
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Thinking about this in yet another, slightly different, way:  “The 
ultimate reality” would be whatever is responsible for the existence of 
everything else, but is such that there is nothing beyond or greater than it 
which is responsible for its existence.  (If there has only been an infinite 
regress of one thing causing another, causing another, forever, that 
regress itself would be the ultimate reality.)  There are only three basic 
possibilities about what the ultimate reality could be:  (1) The universe.  
(2) Something greater than the universe, but something which isn’t 
“maximally great.” (I.e., something other than the universe is 
responsible for the existence of the universe, but that thing itself is not 
the greatest possible thing; there could have been something greater.)  
Or (3) the ultimate reality is maximally great; it is the greatest possible 
being; it could not have been greater than it is, nor could anything else 
have been greater than it.  This third possibility seems most plausible to 
me. 

Whatever the ultimate reality is, it couldn’t have been caused by 
anything else.  (Otherwise it wouldn’t be the “ultimate” reality.)  The 
ultimate reality, therefore, is either (1) a “ brute fact”  (it has no 
explanation), or (2) it’s necessary (for some conceptual reason, it has to 
exist).  I have a hard time believing there are any brute facts.  But I 
find it more plausible to think that the greatest possible being exists as a 
brute fact, or of necessity, than that some lesser thing does.  If 
something less than the greatest possible being is the ultimate reality, 
why does the ultimate reality have that particular degree of greatness or 
power?  Why isn’t it, or something else, greater?  If the ultimate reality 
is the greatest possible being, on the other hand, I’m not as puzzled; 
there isn’t anything greater because nothing could be greater.  It’s more 
natural for the ultimate reality to be the greatest possible being than 
something less. 

When I think, next, about what “the greatest possible being” would 
be like, what I (and many others) come up with fits the basic concept of 
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God held by Christians and others. 
 

Largely because of the other evidence and considerations supporting 
the existence of God, then, I can think of no alternative explanation for 
the existence of the universe which even seems as plausible as the 
explanation that God created it.  No other explanation matches The 
God Explanation in terms of (a) fit with what else we know (including 
other corroborating evidence), (b) simplicity, and (c) explanatory power 
(how much it can explain and how well it explains it).   I believe, then, 
that the existence of the universe provides us with good reason to 
believe in God: The existence of God provides us with the best available 
explanation of the existence of the universe. 
 
7.4 Another way to see how the existence of this universe supports the 
existence of God is to think in terms of hypothetical reasoning:  The 
existence of the universe is much-more-to-be-expected assuming that 
God exists than assuming He doesn’t.  God would have the ability to 
create a universe like ours, and it seems very plausible that He might 
want to.  If we assume that God does not exist, on the other hand, the 
existence of the universe seems very surprising indeed.  It’s downright 
shocking, in fact–an utter mystery; how on earth did that happen?!  The 
existence of the universe strikes me, then, as vastly more to be expected 
if God exists than if He doesn’t. 
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7.5 These three facts clearly show, it seems to me, that the existence of 
the universe provides evidence supporting the existence of God:  
  

(1) The existence of God can explain the existence of the universe.   
 
(2) No one has come up with a better explanation  

(in terms of simplicity, coherence with what else we know, and 
explanatory power).  And, 

 
 (3) The existence of the universe is much more to be expected  

if God exists than if He doesn’t.   
 
In light of the principles of scientific reasoning (discussed in 4.4), these 
facts all show that the existence of the universe evidentially-supports the 
existence of God.  The existence of the universe raises the probability 
of God’s existence. 

Of course, the existence of the universe also supports somewhat any 
hypothesis that (1) can explain the existence of the universe and (2) on 
which the existence of the universe is somewhat to be expected.  The 
hypothesis that the universe was created by a committee of lesser gods, 
for example, would be supported in this way.  “The God hypothesis” is 
clearly superior to any such alternatives, however; (1) it is simpler, and 
(2) it has considerably more other evidence in its favor (from the order 
in the universe, for example, and from history). 
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8 Whether God Exists–Part II 
–Explaining the Order in the Universe 

 
I believe the order and structure we find in the universe provides 

even stronger evidence of God’s existence.  (1) The existence of God 
would provide an excellent explanation of all this order.  And (2) this 
order is much more to be expected if God exists than if He doesn’t. 
 

We live in a highly “ordered” universe.  All the incredibly diverse 
physical things which exist in this universe, how they act, and how they 
relate to each other, show a great deal of order, structure, and 
organization.  (1) Everything obeys “laws of nature,” like the law of 
gravity.  (2) These laws enable the universe to have the structure it has.  
It contains stars and planets, in galaxies, at various distances from each 
other.  It contains sub-atomic particles, which compose atoms, which 
compose molecules, which compose larger and larger things.  (3) This 
structure, and these laws of nature, enable a bewildering number of 
different kinds of living things to live on earth.  Each of these living 
things is extremely complicated, and these living things interact with 
other living things in complex ecosystems. 

(4) Physicists have discovered, in fact, that this universe seems “fine 
tuned” for life.  There are many different factors in nature which are 
just what they need to be in order for our universe to be anything like it 
is and in order for it to support life.  If the strength of gravity, for 
example, or the forces holding atoms together, or the speed of light, or 
the masses of basic particles, had been even slightly different, the 
universe could not be anything like it is, and it could not support life.  If 
the universe began with a Big Bang, its rate of expansion and 
“smoothness” would have to have been just right in order to get a 
universe like this–which can support life. 
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All this order also (5) fills the universe with beauty–which we can 
appreciate, and some of which we can create ourselves. 
 
8.1  It’s fairly obvious how the existence of God would provide a 
simple, plausible explanation of all this order: The universe is so-
ordered because God made it that way.   Every alternative explanation 
either (1) has no significant other evidence in its favor, or (2) it’s very 
unlikely things would have turned out like this if it were true: 
 

8.1.1 The existence of God can explain, for example, why the 
laws of nature hold:  God causes them to hold; He causes everything in 
the universe to follow these patterns of behavior.  He causes massive 
objects to be attracted to each other, for example–as the law of gravity 
says.  Perhaps God accomplishes this by creating things with just the 
right natural properties, so that they will behave, by their very nature, 
these ways. 

It’s hard to think of a truly plausible alternative explanation for this.  
Perhaps the best alternative would be to suppose that somehow these 
laws have to hold, because things have to behave that way.  These 
things don’t seem necessary, however.  If they are necessary, we 
haven’t a clue why.  There is no good evidence in favor of any other 
proposed explanation. 
 

8.1.2 The existence of God would also explain why the universe 
has the structure it has.  Either directly, or through natural means, God 
intentionally created the right amount and kinds of things, put them into 
the right relationships with each other, etc., to get a universe like this. 

The most plausible alternative explanation would be that the 
universe came to have this structure just by chance (and the laws of 
nature), starting with The Big Bang.  This explanation suffers from two 
main weaknesses, however.  (1) It seems very unlikely that we would 
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have ended up with a universe like this just by chance.  And (2) this 
explanation leaves a lot else unexplained.  (Where did the thing that 
“went bang” come from, for example?  And why do the laws of nature 
that guided the process hold?)  As many physicists have pointed out, 
unless things were just right at the beginning of the bang, and things 
went just right in the explosion and in the expansion of the universe after 
it, we wouldn’t have ended up with a universe like this.  If all this 
actually did happen just by chance–with no intelligent input (from God, 
for example)–we got unbelievably lucky.  If the universe did begin with 
a big bang, it is much more likely that it would have turned out like this 
if God had intentionally set things up just right in the beginning, or 
guided things, to get this result.   

No other explanation of the universe’s structure has significant 
evidence in its favor. 
 

8.1.3 The existence of God can also explain the diversity and 
complexity of life on earth:  Directly and/or indirectly, God created it.   

The most plausible alternative explanation would be that all this 
arose by purely natural means, by chance and natural selection; it 
evolved, with no intelligence (like God) initiating or guiding the process. 

The most important problem with this view also is that, again, it 
seems extremely unlikely for all this to have happened just by chance.  
It is extremely difficult to see, first of all, how living things even could 
plausibly have arisen in the first place, by purely natural means, just by 
chance.  Even the simplest single-celled organisms are extremely 
complicated.  Scientists do not even have a well-worked-out theory 
about how such complex, working, reproducing systems could have 
arisen just by chance.  If it did happen, it was an extremely unlikely 
event.   

It is also difficult to see, secondly, how creatures could plausibly 
have evolved substantially new and different basic structures, just by 
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“random mutations and natural selection.”  The facts and complexities 
of genetics pose real obstacles here.  “The fossil record” also seems not 
to be exactly what you would expect if standard evolutionary theory 
were true:  We do not find nearly as many fossils of “transitional” 
organisms (as one organism evolves from another) as one would expect.  
And we find way too many organisms which seem to appear out of 
nowhere. 

The most important general point here is this, however:  It seems 
extremely unlikely for all this complex and diverse life on earth to have 
arisen, by purely natural means, just by chance.  If that did happen, we, 
again, got incredibly lucky.  Many people who believe in God, 
including many Christians, believe the theory of evolution.  But they 
don’t believe it happened just by chance and the laws of nature.  They 
believe all this life evolved as a result of God’s setting things up just 
right in the first place, so that this could happen.  He probably also 
guided the process.  It didn’t happen just by chance, however.  If God 
was behind it, it isn’t so unlikely that we would have ended up with all 
this life on earth.   

No other explanation of life has significant other evidence in its 
favor. 
 

8.1.4 The existence of God would also explain the apparent “fine 
tuning” of the universe.  Physicists have discovered that many 
different factors in nature need to be just right in order for our universe 
to be anything like it is, and in order for it to support life.  The strength 
of gravity, the forces holding atoms together, the speed of light, the 
masses of basic particles, and other factors, all have to be just right in 
order for universe to be anything like it is, and for it to be capable of 
containing life.  If The Big Bang is how the universe began, it also had 
to go just right.  All this “fine tuning” is easily explained if God exists.  

If God exists, the universe is fine tuned for life because God fine 
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tuned it.  The factors which needed to be just right in order for us to be 
here are just right because God wanted us to be here.  He set things up 
exactly as they needed to be to make that possible. 

The most plausible alternative explanation would be that the fine 
tuning of the universe is a result of some combination of chance and 
necessity.  The laws of nature have to be exactly as they are, perhaps, 
and the Big Bang happened as it did by chance.  The laws of nature do 
not seem necessary, however, and if the Big Bang happened this way by 
chance, it’s unlikely things would have turned out this way.  If no 
intelligence set up, or guided, the process, we again lucked out, big time. 

No other explanation of this fine tuning has significant other 
evidence in its favor. 
 

8.1.5 The existence of God would also explain why this universe 
is so jam-packed with beauty, and why we have the ability to enjoy it.  
Even the laws of nature are beautiful, I think–the way such simple laws 
govern the world and produce such a bewildering variety of things.  If 
God exists, all this beauty is easily explained: God intentionally filled 
this world with beauty.  He gave us the ability to appreciate it.  And He 
even gave us the capacity to make some of our own. 

The most plausible alternative explanation would again be that 
chance and the laws of nature produced all this.  Perhaps our capacities 
to appreciate and create beauty are accidental by-products of our 
naturally-evolved cognitive abilities.  And perhaps the beauty isn’t 
really out there in the world anyway; perhaps it is purely “in the eye of 
the beholder”–it is just a matter of how we happen to be moved by 
various things.  I have a hard time believing that all this beauty is just in 
my (and your) head.  Even so, however, it seems very unlikely that we 
would have ended up with such an (apparently) beautiful world, and 
with our abilities to appreciate and create such beauty, just by chance 
and the laws of nature. 
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Again, no other explanation has significant evidence in its favor. 
 
8.2 The existence of God would obviously provide an explanation for all 
these kinds of order in the world.  God would have the ability to create 
a world containing such order, and it seems likely that He would want 
to.  It seems natural that a powerful, good, intelligent being would want 
to create an impressive, orderly, beautiful universe, containing other 
beings who could enjoy it, and love each other, and love, and be loved 
by, Him.  The obvious goodness of that situation would give a good 
being strong reason to create it. 
 
8.3 The probability of all this happening just by chance seems 
extremely low.  It isn’t just that bare intuitive judgment, however.  
(When I look around me, and especially consider all the natural beauty 
in the world, and then ask myself what the odds are of all this happening 
by chance, my immediate reaction is “No way!”)  Many scientists and 
others have actually tried to calculate the odds of all this happening by 
chance.  Given the best available information and most plausible 
assumptions, the consensus is that this is extremely unlikely.  The odds 
of all this happening just by chance seem astronomical, in fact.  
 
8.4 The probability of all this happening, if God exists, is vastly higher 
(than the probability of its all happening by chance).  It’s not that we 
could have predicted that God would have made a world just like this.  
It’s rather that it is not at all surprising; it makes sense; it seems likely 
that God would have wanted to do something like this. 
 
8.5 All this order in the universe, then, strikes me as vastly more to be 
expected if God exists than if He doesn’t.  If God exists, these things 
are not at all surprising.  He could create all this, and it seems 
reasonable to think that He might want to.  If God does not exist, on the 
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other hand, all this order seems downright shocking.  The probability 
that there would be a universe like this is vastly greater if God exists 
than if He doesn’t. 
 
8.6 Assuming that the way scientists reason is generally sound, then 
(see 4.4), the order in the universe seems to me to clearly support the 
existence of God.  (1) The existence of God provides a simple, 
plausible, powerful explanation of that order.  And (2) that order is 
much more to be expected if God exists than if He doesn’t.  On both 
counts, the order in the universe raises the probability that God exists.  
Since this order seems, in fact, much more likely to have happened if 
God exists than if He doesn’t, the order in the universe strongly 
supports the existence of God; it raises the probability of God’s 
existence considerably. 
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9 Whether God Exists–Part III 
–Human Life and History 

 
9.1 The existence of God also provides an excellent explanation of the 
existence and nature of human beings:  We exist, and have the kinds 
of lives and experiences and choices and effects and interactions we 
have, because God made us that way.  God wanted to create conscious 
and intelligent beings who could relate to each other and to Him.  He 
wanted such beings to have the ability to choose good over evil, to love 
God and each other, and to be able to work for our own benefit and the 
benefit of others.  God created human beings, then, and gave us these 
abilities; He gave us our social, and history-making, natures. 

The most plausible alternative explanation would, again, be that this 
all happened by chance; we are the accidental products of undirected 
evolution.  No other explanation has significant evidence in its favor. 
 
9.2 In contrast to the chance explanation, it seems much more likely that 
human beings would exist, and have the kind of lives and capacities that 
they have, if God exists than if He doesn’t.  If we evolved purely by 
chance, we got unbelievably lucky.  If God exists, on the other hand, 
creating beings with capacities like ours seems like the sort of thing God 
would probably want to do.  It is an enormously good thing that there 
are people, living in a world they can enjoy, who can enjoy and love 
each other, who can do good things for each other, and can love God.  
A good God would have good reason to create such beings. 

The existence of human beings is not particularly surprising, then, if 
God exists.  It is very surprising if God does not exist.  It’s surely 
vastly more likely that there would be beings like us, then, if God exists 
than if He doesn’t. 
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9.3 In fact, the existence of any conscious beings at all, seems vastly 
more likely if God exists than if He doesn’t.  God is supposed to be 
“conscious” Himself; He is aware; He knows what’s going on.  It is not 
at all surprising that such a being might want to create other conscious 
beings, and be able to do so.  How anything conscious could be 
produced by something non-conscious, on the other hand, is totally 
mystifying. 

Our intellectual abilities–our abilities to reason, our intelligence, 
and our capacities for cognitive insight and understanding–are also 
vastly more to be expected if this world was created by a being with 
those same characteristics.  It is quite mysterious how we are able to 
“just see,” for example, that 2+2 has to equal 4, once we think about it.  
But it is far more likely that we would have these abilities if our creator 
did than otherwise. 

It is also much more likely that we would be able to distinguish 
right from wrong and good from bad, if our creator could do the same.  
I don’t really understand how we do any of these things, frankly.  But 
it’s far less mystifying how we came by these abilities, if we were 
created by a creator who had such abilities Himself, than if we arose just 
by chance.  The idea of mere “matter in motion” creating these 
capacities is mind-boggling. 
 
9.4 It also seems more likely that people would report the kinds of 
experiences of God that they report if God exists than if He doesn’t.  
Many, many people have claimed to have had experiences of God, or 
revelations from, or of, God, or have claimed to have witnessed 
miracles.  Religions are typically, in fact, based on such apparent 
revelations. 

The existence of such apparent revelations is not extremely unlikely 
even if God does not exist, I think.  People who believe, or want to 
believe, in God would be prone to believe that God has spoken to them.  
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They would be predisposed to have experiences that they interpret in 
terms of God.  Some would even be inclined to see miracles where 
there are none.  It is not extremely surprising, then, that there would be 
such reports even if God does not exist. 

Many times, in fact, people have claimed that God has spoken to 
them when He obviously hasn’t.  What God allegedly told them has 
turned out to be false.  Or the alleged revelations have contradicted each 
other.  There are many apparent revelations of God, then, which are not 
really revelations of God at all. 

Nevertheless, it does seem more likely that there would be so many 
such alleged revelations or “experiences of God,” if some of them were 
real and if God really was sometimes revealing Himself to people.  
When one delves into the details of specific cases, moreover, and 
specific alleged miracles which are difficult to explain away, the case for 
God becomes much stronger.  This is especially so when one considers 
the evidence regarding Jesus.  Considering such details, it starts looking 
considerably more likely that we would have such evidence if God 
really does exist and does reveal Himself than if He doesn’t. 
 
9.5 Obviously, the existence of God would explain why there are human 
beings like us, and why there are these apparent revelations. 
 
9.6 These things seem to give us even more evidence, then, supporting 
the existence of God.  God’s existence would explain our existence, and 
our characteristics.  It would explain the apparent revelations.  These 
things are significantly more to be expected if God exists than if He 
doesn’t.  By the principles of scientific reasoning, then, these things 
provide evidence supporting the existence of God; they raise the 
probability that God exists. 

Notice that this is one way in which the existence of God has more 
supporting evidence than other explanations of the existence of the 
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universe.  We have considerably better evidence that God has revealed 
Himself, for example, than we have evidence of other, lesser gods. 
 

In summary, (1) the existence of the universe, (2) the different kinds 
of order in the universe, (3) the existence and nature of people, and (4) 
the apparent revelations of God, all provide strong evidence, I think, of 
God’s existence.  Jesus provides even more. 
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10 The Identity of Jesus 
–Assuming the Historical Accuracy of the N.T. 

 
According to the New Testament, Jesus was (1) the “Messiah,” (2) 

the Son of God, (3) God-in-the-flesh, and (4) the “Savior” of the world, 
through whom God was reconciling us to Himself.  The New Testament 
teaches that Jesus himself claimed these things, explicitly or implicitly.  
It also contends that Jesus substantiated these claims (1) by the quality 
of his life and teachings, (2) by fulfilling many Old Testament 
prophecies, (3) by performing miracles, and (4) by rising from the dead. 

 
10.1 If God exists, I should think that reaching out to humanity 
through a person like Jesus would be the sort of thing God would want 
to do.  A perfect God would love us and want what is best for us.  
Contrary to what many people think, then, it even makes sense to me 
that such a God might come to earth Himself as a human being, to teach 
us, to give us the example of a perfect human life, and to participate with 
us in our struggles (Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15).  A morally perfect God also 
could not wink at our sinfulness.  He would want to save us from it.  
He would seek a way to forgive us and be reconciled with us, without 
violating His justice.  Living a perfect life on our behalf, and taking on 
Himself the just consequences of our sin (by his humiliation, torture, 
death, and separation from God the Father [Matt. 27:46]) (and then 
perfecting our natures in the end), seems like a plausible way to 
accomplish this salvation and reconciliation. 

It also makes sense to me that this human being–sent to accomplish 
these tasks–would perform miracles to verify that he was who he 
claimed to be and that his teachings were from God.  It even makes 
sense that this human would rise from the dead: Surely God could not be 
permanently defeated by death (Acts 2:24), his resurrection would also 
verify for us that God had accepted his sacrifice (Rom. 4:25), and this 
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would further substantiate his claims and teachings–including his 
teachings on resurrection (Rom. 1:4; Matt.12:38-42; John 2:18-22). 

All this matters because, if God exists, and if this is the sort of thing 
it seems likely that God might do, then the Christian story about Jesus is 
not so extraordinarily unlikely to begin with.  If God does not exist, the 
story is pretty much guaranteed to be false.  But if you think there is at 
least a good chance God exists, then the story of Jesus shouldn’t strike 
you as extremely extremely improbable to begin with.  You should be 
open to what the historical evidence might say about Jesus. 
 
10.2 Even Christians quibble about the details.  But I believe the 
New Testament’s overall picture of what Jesus did and taught is 
historically accurate.  For starters, many historical details in the New 
Testament can be verified from other sources–details about specific 
events, geography, politics, and culture.  If the New Testament has 
proven itself historically reliable about other things, that bodes well for 
its accuracy about Jesus. 
 
10.3 People who do not accept the general historical accuracy of the 
New Testament about Jesus, however, reject it in one of two ways:  (1) 
They doubt that Jesus really made the extraordinary claims about 
himself the New Testament attributes to him.  Or (2) they doubt that 
Jesus really performed the supernatural miracles the New Testament 
attributes to him.  Those are the hard-to-believe bits. 
 

Some People even suggest that Jesus never existed; the entire story 
was made up.  Most who express this view, however, just aren’t 
familiar with the evidence.  They aren’t aware of when, where, and by 
whom the New Testament documents were written, for example.  They 
typically have the mistaken idea that the New Testament was written 
long after Jesus’ (alleged) life, death, and resurrection.  Almost no 
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scholars who study these things (including atheists) believe that Jesus 
never existed.  Nearly all agree that there was this charismatic Jewish 
teacher named Jesus, who was crucified by the Romans outside 
Jerusalem, and whose followers founded Christianity. 

The fundamental problem with supposing that Jesus didn’t even 
exist, or wasn’t an extraordinary teacher, is that it makes the origins of 
Christianity and the New Testament inexplicable.  If there was no such 
Jesus, how could there be, all of a sudden, all these people making these 
extraordinary claims about him, and dying for the privilege of 
proclaiming the message?  Since they were proclaiming these things 
only shortly after Jesus allegedly did all this, and in the very area where 
it supposedly happened, it’s incredible to think there was no such 
person.  Many of these people even claimed to be eyewitnesses of these 
things, or to have gotten their information from eyewitnesses.  They 
were in a position to know the truth, or easily find out, as were the 
people they were proclaiming the message to.  Given this fact, and how 
extraordinary the claims were, if those claims had absolutely no basis in 
fact, nobody would have believed them and Christianity would have 
died at birth.  Christianity exploded in the first-century near east, 
however.  Even Christianity’s enemies referred to Jesus; they denied 
that he really was who Christians said he was, but nobody claimed there 
was no such person.  If there was no Jesus, or he wasn’t even an 
extraordinary teacher, all this is inexplicable.  All the evidence is 
against this view. 
 

People who believe that Jesus existed, but doubt that he really made 
those extraordinary claims about himself, or that he performed those 
miracles, almost always doubt both.  Jesus’ extraordinary claims, and 
deeds, go together.  The miracles and resurrection are hardest to 
believe, of course.  But if Jesus really did perform miracles and rise 
from the dead, his (alleged) claims about himself are not so hard to 
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believe; if he really did those things, he was plainly not an ordinary 
person.  Few would believe in Jesus’ miracles and resurrection, then, 
but doubt that he made extraordinary claims about himself. 

It’s more plausible to think that Jesus made those extraordinary 
claims but didn’t really perform those extraordinary deeds.  But this 
idea isn’t very plausible, either; it also makes the origins of Christianity 
mystifying.  If Jesus really made those claims, but didn’t “back them 
up” with extraordinary deeds, how would so many people have come to 
actually believe him?  People who make such claims are almost always 
mentally ill.  And mentally ill people rarely gather large followings.  
The few people that have made extraordinary claims about themselves, 
and managed to gather followings, rarely make claims as extravagant as 
Jesus’ claims (according to the New Testament).  And it all comes to 
nothing when they die.  If Jesus made those claims, but didn’t perform 
those deeds, how on earth did he gather such a following, which actually 
grew, exponentially, after his death? 

One could suggest that people came to believe his extravagant 
claims because they were overwhelmingly impressed with his teachings 
and (non-miraculous) behavior.  The extraordinary quality of his 
teachings and behavior is certainly borne out in the New Testament (see, 
e.g., Matt. 5-7; 7:28; 13:54; 22:33).  But if Jesus’ teachings and 
behavior were so extraordinary that they convinced people that he was 
telling the truth about who he was, then we also have good reason to 
believe he was telling the truth.  And if he actually was God, etc., it’s 
not particularly surprising that he was able to perform miracles and rise 
from the dead.   If Jesus was telling the truth about who he was, then he 
probably did those amazing things. 

It’s hard to believe that he wasn’t telling the truth, in fact, if he lived 
such an extraordinary life and delivered such extraordinary teachings.  
How could such a moral genius have been mistaken about being God, 
etc.!  Or how could he have been such an insidious liar as to make those 
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claims about himself if he knew they weren’t true? 
Few people believe, then, that Jesus really made those extravagant 

claims about himself but didn’t perform those extraordinary deeds.  
Most likely, either Jesus made those claims and performed those deeds, 
or he did neither. 
 
10.4 Suppose Jesus really did make the extraordinary claims, and 
perform the extraordinary deeds, the New Testament attributes to him.  
Suppose, in other words, that the New Testament is generally 
historically reliable about Jesus.  Clearly, then, the most reasonable 
thing to believe would be that Jesus really was who he claimed to be, 
and he really was who the New Testament says he was.  No other 
suggestion is credible.  Explicitly considering alternative suggestions 
makes this obvious.  It is not that the alternatives are impossible, but 
they are, all, extremely improbable. 

 
10.4.1   It is really hard to believe, for example, that Jesus was 

simply mistaken about who he was.  Mistakenly believing you’re God, 
the Messiah, the savior of the world, etc., is not a minor error in 
judgment!  Only the mentally ill honestly believe such things.  

Remember we’re talking about the Judeo-Christian God here.  
Many people with eastern, or New Age, religious beliefs will say they 
are God (or, less misleadingly, ‘god’), but they have a very different 
concept of God/god.  Nobody claims to be the God of the Jews by a 
simple mistake in judgment.   

This suggestion is all the more implausible when on considers how 
likely it is that a person who had such an incredible lapse in judgment 
would produce such amazing teachings and gather such a large 
following.  Jesus showed great genius even in his responses to his 
critics.  (See, e.g., Matt. 21:23ff.; 22:15ff., 23ff., 41ff.)  The quality of 
his life and teachings makes it incredible that Jesus was capable of such 
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a whopping error in judgment as to mistakenly think he was God.  
(Remember, we’re assuming, here, the New Testament’s general 
historical accuracy about what Jesus said and did.) 

And then, of course, if Jesus actually performed miracles and rose 
from the dead, he almost certainly wasn’t mistaken about who he was.  
He knew the truth and was telling it.  If Jesus really said and did the 
things the New Testament attributes to him, it is incredible to think he 
was simply mistaken about who he was. 
 

10.4.2   If Jesus made those extraordinary claims about himself, it 
is more credible to think he was mentally ill than that he was simply 
mistaken. But this idea, also, suffers from the same basic problems as 
the previous one.   

Mentally ill people do commit whopping errors in judgment and do 
sometimes say such incredible things.  (The New Testament itself even 
says Jesus’ relatives questioned his mental health early in his ministry 
[Mark 3:21; cf. John 10:20-21].)   But how likely is it that a mentally ill 
person would show such genius, produce such teachings, and gather 
such a following?  How likely is it that all these people couldn’t tell he 
was mentally ill?  Again, I’m not saying this is impossible–just 
unlikely.  And what mentally ill person in history has gathered a 
following that grows after his death?  And then, again, if Jesus really 
performed those miracles and rose from the dead, he almost certainly 
was who he claimed to be.  Jesus’ own brother James did not believe in 
him early in his ministry (John 7:5).  But James became a leader in the 
Church after Jesus’ death (Acts 15:2,4,13; 21:17,18).  Jesus apparently 
appeared to him after his resurrection (I Cor. 15:7). 
 

10.4.3   Many people believe that Jesus was a great teacher–which 
would explain why so many people followed him–but they think he was 
misunderstood; he didn’t really mean to be taken as God-in-the-flesh, 

 
 

100

the savior of the world, etc.  The primary problem with this view is that 
it’s nearly self-contradictory.  Could somebody count as a great teacher 
if his students all misunderstood him?  If Jesus’ closest followers 
misunderstood him, he plainly wasn’t a great teacher.   

Given what Jesus actually said and did, moreover (if the New 
Testament is accurate about that), it isn’t plausible that he really wasn’t 
claiming to be those extraordinary things.  Those claims are central to 
Jesus’ story in the New Testament.  And if he really even performed 
miracles and rose from the dead, the odds are his followers didn’t 
misunderstand him at all; he really was who they took him to be. 
 

10.4.4   Finally, if Jesus knew he wasn’t who he claimed to be 
(according to the New Testament), he was the most amazing fraud ever.  
Notice what incredible whoppers he convinced people of.  This is all 
the more amazing in the Jewish culture of the first century.  The 
distinction between God and man was absolute in Jewish religion; 
denigrating God by making God-like claims was the most heinous 
religious crime.  This is what got Jesus crucified (Matt. 26:63-66; John 
10:30-33).  It is astounding, then, that Jesus could have gathered such a 
following of people, believing such claims, in that culture.  Surely few 
would have believed him, unless he provided strong evidence to back up 
his claims.  The quality of his life and teachings, and his miracles and 
resurrection, provided that evidence. 

If Jesus was a con-man, his apparent miracles and resurrection 
would have to have been faked.  It’s hard to see how all these things 
could plausibly have been faked, however.  If they were faked, Jesus 
would have needed help.  But who helped him, and why?  In fact, what 
was Jesus’ own motive?  Jesus and a few of his followers did achieve 
some fame.  But he, and most of his closest followers, also managed to 
get themselves killed for their claims.  Jesus got himself crucified at the 
age of 33.  The suffering they all endured, and their willingly going to 
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death for their message, is not what people do to proclaim a message 
they know is false.  If it was all a con, you would think that someone in 
the know would have confessed to save his own neck.  There is no 
evidence this ever happened. 

The odds of someone pulling off a con of these proportions are slim 
indeed–especially when one considers the details of Jesus’ alleged 
resurrection and miracles, and the fact that voluntary death was the 
payoff. 

It’s also hard to believe that the same person and people who 
produced such brilliant ethical teachings and such incredibly high 
ethical standards (see, again, Matt. 5-7), and lived such exemplary lives, 
were actually con artists. 
 

10.4.5   If Jesus really did and said what the New Testament 
attributes to him, then, the most rational thing to believe is that he was 
telling the truth about who he was, and he really was who the New 
Testament says he was.  Anyone who could actually perform such feats 
would have inside information; he would know better than anyone else 
how and why he was able to do those things.  If he performed those 
miracles and rose from the dead, the rational thing would be to take his 
word for how and why he had those abilities.  If God exists, moreover, 
it’s highly unlikely that He would have given Jesus such abilities if he 
was lying about who he was; that would be to provide supporting 
evidence to a very evil lie (that Jesus was God, the savior, etc., if he was 
not). 

If Jesus was lying about who he was, but really performed those 
miracles, he must have received his power from some evil, supernatural 
source–Satan, perhaps.  In fact, that’s how Jesus’ religious enemies 
explained his abilities (Mark 3:20ff.).  Jesus himself answered this 
charge, however (Mark 3).  If his powers were from Satan, Satan gave 
him those powers to accomplish evil.  But Jesus did great good and 
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caused his followers to do great good.  If Jesus’ power was from Satan, 
then, Satan was working against his own purposes.  That hardly seems 
likely.  It’s also unlikely that God would have even allowed Jesus to 
exhibit such great powers to substantiate such great lies.  It seems very 
unlikely that Jesus received his supernatural powers from an evil source. 
 
10.5 The implausibility of Jesus not being who Christians think he 
was, if the New Testament is accurate about what he did and said, is 
made even more obvious when one considers all the Old Testament 
prophecy he seems to have fulfilled.  The Gospel of Matthew, in 
particular, stresses this.  Read Psalm 22 and Isaiah 53.  Both were 
written centuries–there is no doubt about this–before Jesus.  Compare 
the New Testament’s descriptions of Jesus’ crucifixion.  If it doesn’t 
strike you as if the authors of these Old Testament passages were writing 
about Jesus’ crucifixion, I’ll be amazed.  The number of details in the 
New Testament description of Jesus’ life which match descriptions in 
the Old Testament are astonishing–far too many for us to go into here.5 
 

If Jesus really lived such an amazing life, delivered such brilliant 
teachings, had such supernatural powers, rose from the dead, and 
fulfilled those prophecies, and if he really made the claims about himself 
the New Testament attributes to him, the most reasonable thing to 
believe would be that he was who he claimed to be.  Few would 
acknowledge that Jesus really did those things but deny that he was who 
the New Testament says he was.  If true, those things provide 
overwhelming evidence that Jesus was who the New Testament says he 
was.  That’s clearly why many of the New Testament documents were 
written, in fact. 

                                                 
5An outline of all the prophecy Jesus apparently fulfilled can be found in Josh McDowell’s The 

New Evidence that Demands a Verdict (Thomas Nelson, Nashville, 1999), Chapter 8. 
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11 The Identity of Jesus 
–The Implausibility of the Historical Alternatives 

 
11.1 If Jesus wasn’t who the New Testament says he was, then, 
almost certainly, he didn’t really say and do the things the New 
Testament attributes to him.  If he didn’t really say and do these things, 
however, it is extremely difficult to explain how the New Testament 
came to say that he did.  Every specific explanation one can think of 
here seems extremely implausible, when considered carefully in light of 
the evidence.  Perhaps the strongest argument for the accuracy of the 
New Testament regarding Jesus is an argument by elimination: The New 
Testament is probably accurate about Jesus because every alternative 
explanation of how the New Testament came to say these things is 
extremely improbable. 

The claims that Jesus said and did these amazing things came from 
the very people who would have known best–his apostles, and other 
disciples, who lived with and followed him.  If Jesus didn’t really say 
and do these things, then either (1) these first Christians were liars, or 
(2) they were deceived themselves.  Given their numbers, and how they 
lived and died, however, it is extremely unlikely that they were just lying.  
And given that they lived with Jesus, on the other hand, and claimed to 
be eyewitnesses of these things, it’s also hard to imagine how they could 
have been deceived about what Jesus said and did.. 

It seems extremely unlikely that they were lying, then, but also 
extremely unlikely that they were deceived.  The only remaining option 
is that they were telling the truth; the account they gave of Jesus, 
recorded in the New Testament, is historically accurate. 

 
11.1.1 Saying that the New Testament’s historical claims about 

Jesus are simply lies is certainly the easiest way explain them–assuming 
Jesus didn’t really say and do these things.  The implausibility of this 
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suggestion, however, lies in (1) the character of the accounts themselves, 
(2) the extent to which people actually believed these accounts, (3) the 
lack of evidence corroborating this suggestion, and, most importantly, 
(4) the characters and lives of the authors of the accounts. 
 

(1) The New Testament accounts of Jesus’ words and deeds contain 
details of a sort that are characteristic of eyewitness testimony, not lies.  
Luke, in particular, includes many geographical, political, and cultural 
details (many of which can be verified as accurate from non-Christian 
sources).  The Gospel accounts of Jesus also include many details of 
what he and others said and did which are not what one would expect 
from someone making up a story.  Sometimes the details seem 
inessential to the main point of the story, for example.  Why put them 
in, then, if you’re making it up?  Such details are not characteristic of 
lies.  People who are lying try to leave inessentials as vague as possible; 
including details just increases the probability of being caught in the lie.  
If these accounts are, in fact, lies, they are masterfully interwoven with 
factual detail in a way characteristic of historical fiction–which didn’t 
exist then. 

Another characteristic of the Gospel accounts of Jesus is that Jesus’ 
extraordinary deeds are portrayed as taking place in public, before tens, 
hundreds, even thousands, of witnesses–including both believers and 
nonbelievers.  They are not portrayed as happening in private, before a 
select few.  Paul even appealed to the public character of Jesus’ 
extraordinary deeds in his preaching (Acts 26:26).  Peter also portrayed 
Jesus’ miraculous deeds as common knowledge (Acts 2:22).  This is not 
what one would expect from lies about incredible events; too many 
people would have known whether these things were public, common 
knowledge.  It also makes the accounts too easy to check up on.  
People can simply seek out and ask the alleged witnesses.  Paul even 
encouraged people to do that (I Cor. 15:6).  If you were making these 
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things up, you would portray them as taking place in private, before a 
select few witnesses–who are just us, or are no longer available. 

Another characteristic of the Gospel accounts is their inclusion of 
embarrassing details.  The authors include many incidents which make 
themselves, or the first Christian preachers, look bad.  Liars are much 
more likely to portray themselves, or the originators of the lies, in a good 
light.  Another sort of embarrassing detail is the fact that women are 
portrayed as the first eye-witnesses of the risen Jesus.  In the culture of 
the time, women were not considered to be credible witnesses (for legal 
purposes, for example).  In that culture, then, if you were trying to 
convince people of a lie, you would surely portray the original witnesses 
as very-reliable men.  But that’s not how the accounts read.  If the 
accounts are telling the truth, on the other hand, it’s not surprising that 
they may be forced to include embarrassing details. 

The Gospels also includes difficult sayings of Jesus.  John (Ch. 6), 
for example, portrays Jesus as saying that we must eat his flesh and 
drink his blood to have spiritual life–which caused many of his disciples 
to leave.  The Gospel writers plainly wanted their readers to believe in 
the Jesus they portrayed.  If they were making it up, rather than trying 
to tell the truth, you wouldn’t expect them to put such hard-to-accept 
teachings in Jesus’ mouth. 

(2) The fact that so many people at the time actually believed these 
extraordinary accounts also counts against their being lies.  These 
accounts of Jesus’ extraordinary claims and deeds were part of the 
Christian message from the beginning.  The first converts to 
Christianity after Jesus’ life believed only weeks after his alleged 
teaching, miracles, and resurrection, in the very area where he 
(allegedly) did these things (Acts 2:41,47).  It would have been easy for 
them to know, or “check up on,” the truthfulness of these accounts.  
The core of the early Church began in Jerusalem and spread from there; 
it gained its initial foothold among those who were in a good position to 
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know whether these claims about Jesus were true.  Given how 
incredible these claims were, the fact that so many people believed them 
provides strong evidence that they were actually true.  (Again, the last 
thing a Jew would be likely to believe was that some human being was 
God.  They were also expecting no resurrection till the end of time 
[John 11:24].)  Surely so many would have believed these amazing 
claims only if there was strong evidence that they were actually true. 

(3) There is also no good evidence corroborating the idea that these 
claims were lies.  There are no competing accounts of Jesus, originating 
from that time and place, which portray Jesus as not saying or doing 
these amazing things.  The anti-Christian Jewish claims tended to be 
that Jesus did these things by the power of Satan (Mark 3:22); they did 
not deny that he said and did amazing things. 

(4) By far the strongest evidence that these accounts of Jesus’ deeds 
and teachings are not lies, however, is the character and lives of the 
authors.  The way they lived and died, their own teachings, their 
numbers, and the fact that no one seems to have “spilled the beans,” 
render incredible the idea that they were lying. 

Given the number of people who claimed to be eyewitnesses, and 
the number of people who claimed to get their information from various 
eyewitnesses, if these accounts are lies, the number of liars was large.  It 
isn’t as though these claims about Jesus all came from one person, or 
three or four.  If these accounts are lies, the liars would have included at 
least Jesus’ dozen apostles, as well as quite a few of Jesus’ other 
followers.  When these people spread out to proclaim their message 
about Jesus, it’s unlikely that they would have all been able to keep their 
story straight, if it was a lie. 

These people, moreover, and Jesus (according to their testimony) 
unequivocally condemned lying and liars (Matt. 15:19; I Tim. 1:10; 4:2; 
Eph. 4:25; Col. 3:9; I John 1:6; Rev. 14:5; 21:8,27; 22:15).  There was 
no endorsement of a “holy lie,” or a lie for a good cause (I John 2:21).  
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They identified God, and Jesus, and their message about him, with the 
truth (John 1:14,17; 3:33; 14:6,17; 15:26; 18:37; II Cor. 11:10; 13:8; 
Gal. 2:5; Eph. 1:13; 4:21; 5:9; 6:14; Col. 1:5; I Tim. 2:4; II Tim. 2:15; 
Titus 1:1; Heb. 10:26; James 1:18; II Peter 1:12; I John 4:6).  Without 
exception, they associated lying and liars with evil and Satan (John 8:44; 
Rom. 1:18,25; 2:8; I John 1:5-6; 2:4).  They clearly portrayed truth as 
good, and falsehood as bad, unequivocally.  They stressed that they 
were telling the truth and not lying (II Peter 1:16). 

The strongest indication that they were not lying, however, lies in 
the way these alleged witnesses lived and died.  The great efforts they 
made, the suffering they willingly endured, and the way many of them 
died for the privilege of proclaiming this message, make it very hard to 
believe that they didn’t really believe what they were preaching.  Most 
endured a great deal of hardship, and were killed for what they were 
proclaiming.  It is extremely unlikely that all these people would do this 
for something they knew wasn’t true.  Surely someone would have 
confessed the fraud to save themselves.  There is no evidence of this 
happening, however.  On the contrary, all the evidence indicates that the 
original preachers of Jesus’ extraordinary acts and teachings willingly 
suffered and died for what they were proclaiming. 

Paul himself made this point: (To paraphrase) “Why would I put up 
with all this hardship, if I didn’t know that Jesus rose from the dead, and 
so we will too?”  (I Cor. 15:19,30-32) 

Read the New Testament.  Read the book of Acts, in particular.  
Few would find it plausible that these first preachers of the Christian 
message didn’t really believe what they were preaching.  The idea that 
their claims about Jesus are just lies is extremely implausible.  It’s not 
impossible.  It is just extremely improbable. 

One could try to maintain that these claims about Jesus are not lies, 
but just “exaggerations.”  Such extraordinary exaggerations would 
plainly be lies, however. 
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11.1.2 If Jesus didn’t really say and do the extraordinary things 

the New Testament attributes to him, but the original proclaimers of 
these things were not lying, then they must have been deceived 
themselves.  But how likely is this?  The original proclaimers were 
Jesus’ apostles and other disciples.  These people were taught by Jesus.  
They lived with him.  They were his closest followers.  How could they 
be fundamentally mistaken about what he said and did? 

They did not claim that “they heard” that Jesus did and said these 
things.  They claimed to be eyewitnesses themselves.  It’s not credible 
that they were seriously mistaken about what they themselves saw and 
heard.  This is especially so since they began proclaiming these things 
almost immediately after Jesus’ death and (alleged) resurrection.  (See 
Acts 2:22-32.)  It’s not as though they began making these claims only 
years later. 

The New Testament documents were written by these eyewitnesses 
themselves (I John 1:1-4), and people who received their information 
from these witnesses (Luke 1:1-4).  It is precisely because these 
documents are “apostolic” in this sense that the early Christians accepted 
them as authoritative.  Even Paul, who probably wasn’t an eyewitness 
to Jesus’ words and deeds during Jesus’ life, claimed that Jesus appeared 
to him and revealed things to him after his resurrection (Acts 9, 22, 26; I 
Cor. 15:8,9; Gal. 1:11-12).  The other apostles, who were eyewitnesses 
to Jesus’ life and teachings, accepted the truth of Paul’s claims, accepted 
him as an apostle appointed by Jesus, and acknowledged the truth of 
what he was teaching about Jesus (Acts 15; Gal. 2). 

If these people were mistaken about Jesus’ miracles, and it wasn’t 
their memories that failed them, they must have been actively deceived.  
In other words, Jesus, and others, must have actively sought to deceive 
them–making them think that Jesus was performing miracles when he 
really wasn’t.  Perhaps they were deceived by magicians’ tricks.  But, 
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again, who did the deceiving, then?  And how?  In some cases, 
especially in the case of his resurrection, it’s hard to see how they could 
have been fooled.  But it’s also hard to imagine who could have been in 
on it.  Jesus had to be, certainly.  But he also, clearly, would have 
needed help.  Who were the conspirators?  What was their motive?  
(What did they gain?)  And how did they do it?  A truly plausible 
explanation escapes me. 

That the original proclaimers of Jesus’ extraordinary deeds and 
teachings were deceived themselves seems extremely unlikely, then. 
 

11.1.3 Many people will initially suggest that the stories of Jesus’ 
amazing words and deeds arose later.  Perhaps these stories were 
inserted into the original New Testament documents as they were 
copied.  Or perhaps these stories did not come from Jesus’ original 
disciples but arose later, perhaps by exaggeration and hearsay, but 
before the New Testament was written.  The evidence is 
overwhelmingly against this idea, however.  First, the hard-to-believe 
stories were clearly part of the original New Testament writings.  Later 
insertions are actually pretty easy to detect, and scholars are very good at 
detecting them.  Such insertions are detected by writing styles differing 
from the rest of the work, and especially by comparing the different 
manuscripts and lineages of that same work.  When a passage appears 
in one lineage but not the others, that’s a good indication that it was not 
part of the original.  Scholars quibble about particular stories and 
details, but in general there is no real question that the accounts of Jesus 
making these extraordinary claims, and performing miracles, and rising 
from the dead, were in the New Testament writings from very the 
beginning; they were not later insertions. 

The idea that the miracle stories arose significantly after the alleged 
events, but before they were written down, is more plausible.  Even this 
isn’t very likely, however.  All the evidence is that these stories came 
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from the very people who lived with, were taught by, and followed, 
Jesus.  All the New Testament writings were written by them, or people 
who were taught by them.  Jesus’ amazing teachings, and his 
miraculous deeds and resurrection, were proclaimed by his followers 
from the beginning, not years later.  They were proclaimed, 
immediately, by those in the best position to know. 

In fact, Christianity would have never “caught on” in the first place, 
if it weren’t for these extraordinary claims.  The first Christian 
preachers proclaimed that Jesus was the Messiah, etc., on the basis of 
their claims about Jesus teachings, miracles, and resurrection.  People 
would have never believed that Jesus was those things if it weren’t for 
the claims that he did those things.  There wouldn’t have been any 
Christians to start with, if there hadn’t been–from the beginning–these 
claims about the amazing things Jesus said and did. 
 

11.1.4 Sometimes people will suggest that the New Testament’s 
amazing stories about Jesus are myth or legend.  Once one becomes a 
bit familiar with the evidence, however, this suggestion is even less 
plausible than the previous suggestions.  The main problem with the 
myth idea is that the New Testament writings are almost nothing like 
mythology.  They don’t have the characteristics of myth.  They are not 
full of gross exaggerations.  They do not have that other-worldly air to 
them.  They are not set “long, long ago, in a galaxy far, far away,” or 
“once upon a time.”  They are located at specific times, only a few years 
ago (from the point of view of the author), in specific, real, known 
places.  They are full of historical details that can be verified using 
other sources.  Read some mythology.  Read the New Testament.  The 
New Testament, and its claims about Jesus, are obviously not 
mythology. 

They are also, obviously, not legend.  Not enough time passed 
between when the alleged events happened and when the New Testament 
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was written.  Legends require generations to develop.  People pass 
stories down to their children, orally, who pass them on to their children, 
etc.  The stories get distorted and embellished.  But legends cannot 
develop while eyewitnesses to the actual events are still around to 
correct them.  The New Testament documents were written within the 
lifetime of the eyewitnesses to Jesus’ life and death, and while they were 
actively proclaiming what Jesus did and taught.  Preserving the truth 
about what Jesus said and did was, in fact, of absolutely central concern 
to the first Christians.  (This is why the apostles appointed elders in the 
new Christian congregations; they were appointed to “keep the story 
straight” [Titus 1:5-9].)  The New Testament’s accounts of Jesus’ 
teachings, miracles, and resurrection couldn’t plausibly be legend 
because they were written far too soon after the events they report. 

Legends about Jesus did, in fact, arise over the next couple 
centuries, some of which we have written copies of.  But these 
documents were written much later than the New Testament documents.  
Their accounts of Jesus also have an obvious legendary “feel.”  Reading 
the New Testament and comparing its accounts of Jesus to these obvious 
legends makes it even more obvious that the New Testament accounts of 
Jesus are not legend. 
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11.1.5 The idea that the New Testament account of Jesus is just 
fiction is also hopelessly implausible.  First of all, the kind of fiction it 
would have to be just didn’t exist at the time the New Testament was 
written.  The New Testament accounts of Jesus place him and his deeds 
in real historical places and situations.  Luke/Acts, especially, is full of 
geographical and political reference that can be verified.  If the New 
Testament portrayal of Jesus is fiction, it is “realistic, historical” fiction .  
But that kind of fiction–where the fictional story is placed in real 
historical places and situations, and woven in with fact–didn’t exist in 
the first century. 

The second problem with this view is that the first Christians plainly 
portrayed these things as historical fact.  They plainly wanted people to 
believe that Jesus really did say and do these things.  If they were 
making it up, then, it wasn’t just fiction; it was an elaborate lie, a hoax, a 
scam.  It wasn’t just fiction. 
 

11.1.6 An honest reading of the New Testament makes it blatantly 
obvious that the apostles and other Christian preachers meant their 
account of Jesus’ teachings, miracles, and resurrection to be taken 
literally.  They were not telling these stories as just edifying object 
lessons.  They were claiming the Jesus really did these things.  Jesus 
himself told stories–“parables”–to illustrate points.  But the New 
Testament accounts of Jesus’ own teachings and deeds were clearly not 
intended as mere parables. 

The main point of the Gospels was to convince people that Jesus 
was the Christ, etc. (John 20:30-31).  The Gospels included the stories 
of Jesus’ amazing teachings, miracles, and resurrection, to prove to their 
readers that Jesus really was all that.  If these amazing stories were not 
meant to be taken literally, they wouldn’t have given people reason at all 
to believe the Gospels’ central claims about who Jesus was.  The 
Gospels’ accounts of Jesus’ teachings and miracles were obviously 
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meant to be taken literally. 
 
11.2 The same kinds of evidence and reasoning can be used to argue 
for Jesus’ resurrection, in particular.   If Jesus didn’t really rise from 
the dead, what really happened?  And why do we have all these people 
saying that he did?  Every specific alternative explanation one can 
come up with here seems highly unlikely in light of the evidence.  The 
remaining explanation is that Jesus actually rose. 
 

11.2.1 One might suggest that Jesus was crucified, but didn’t 
actually die on the cross.  Maybe he just passed out, and the soldiers 
took him down, taking him for dead.  He was put in a tomb, then, but 
revived.  When he came out and appeared to people, they thought he 
had risen from the dead. 

Only a little thought is required to see how implausible this idea is, 
however.  First, it’s very unlikely in the first place that he would have 
survived his crucifixion–especially since it was proceeded with a severe 
beating and, almost certainly, great blood loss.  It’s unlikely, secondly, 
that the soldiers would have been mistaken about his being dead.  
Thirdly, they stabbed him in the side with a spear, to verify his death 
(John 19:34).  The blood and water coming from his side was an 
indication that he was already dead.  Even if he wasn’t, however, this 
wound itself surely would have killed him.  Finally, if he wasn’t dead 
already when put in the tomb, he probably would have died there from 
his wounds, or by asphyxiation (being wrapped in burial clothes). 

Most importantly, however, if Jesus did somehow survive his 
crucifixion, he would have never impressed anyone as God-in-the-flesh 
when he appeared to his disciples just days later.  He would have been 
in extremely bad shape.  (Remember, he was flogged, and would have 
already lost a great deal of blood before his crucifixion; he was already 
in such bad shape that he couldn’t carry his own cross to his execution 
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place [Mark 15:15,21].)  It would have been quite obvious to anyone 
who saw him shortly after his crucifixion that he was badly wounded.  
But his disciples’ accounts of Jesus’ appearances to them do not describe 
him as badly wounded but as better than healthy–as having a “glorified” 
body (John 20:10ff, I Cor. 15:42ff).  It is unlikely in the extreme that 
Jesus’ disciples mistakenly thought Jesus had risen from dead when he 
had actually only passed out on the cross. 
 

11.2.2 A more plausible explanation of the evidence is that Jesus’ 
resurrection was faked.  But, again, how was it faked, and by whom?  
Any explanation of how it was faked would have to explain (1) how his 
body went missing, and (2) why so many people claimed that Jesus had 
appeared to them (with a physical body) after his death.  The simplest 
explanation would be that Jesus’ disciples stole his body (Matt. 28:11-
15) and then claimed that he had appeared to them.  Apart from the 
difficulty they would have had stealing the body, which was apparently 
placed under armed guard (Matt. 27:62-66), I’ve already discussed why 
I find it extremely unlikely that all these people lied about Jesus 
appearing to them.  There were too many apparent eyewitnesses to keep 
their stories straight, and not to have someone “let the cat out of the 
bag” to save their necks.  These eyewitnesses’ lives, teachings, and 
deaths, also make the idea that they were just lying incredible. 

If somebody else stole the body and convinced the apostles and 
others that Jesus had appeared to them, how was this done?  How did 
they fool the apostles into thinking that they themselves had seen, talked 
to, touched, and eaten with Jesus, etc. (Matt. 28:9ff.; Luke 24; John 20; 
Acts 1:3ff.)?  It’s not easy to fool people about what they themselves 
have experienced and witnessed, especially large numbers and groups of 
people (Luke 24:33ff; John 20:19ff; I Cor. 15:5-7). 

I suppose the easiest explanation would have been that someone else 
appeared to Jesus’ disciples after his death, pretending to be Jesus.  
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Although the person who appeared to them was not always immediately 
recognized as Jesus (Luke 24:13; John 20:14), it’s hard to believe that 
Jesus’ closest followers could all have been fooled in this way.  This is 
especially so since the person who appeared to them displayed to them 
the marks of crucifixion on his hands, feet, and side (Luke 24:39; John 
20:20,27).  He seemed to have Jesus’ miraculous powers (John 20:30; 
21:1ff; Acts1:9).  Luke (24:39 & Acts 1:3) and John (20-21) seem to go 
out of their way to demonstrate that it really was Jesus who proved to 
them that he was alive again. 

What about the suggestion that it was someone else who was 
crucified, and then Jesus appeared to people as if risen?  That would be 
a pretty amazing sacrifice to make for the fraud!  And how likely is it 
that the authorities would have actually been fooled into thinking it was 
really Jesus they were crucifying?  And then, what happened to the 
body? 

It’s also hard to think of a convincing motive that anyone might have 
had for pulling off such a fraud; nobody gained money or political 
power by it. 

If Jesus’ resurrection was a fraud, it also, very likely, would have 
been uncovered as such by the first Christians’ enemies.  The non-
Christian Jewish leaders, in particular, would have been highly 
motivated to uncover the fraud–by producing Jesus’ body, for example, 
or imprisoning people till they confessed the fraud.  No such thing 
seems to have happened, however. 
 

11.2.3 Perhaps the most plausible explanation of how Jesus’ 
disciples could have thought that Jesus rose and appeared to them, if he 
really didn’t, is to say that they hallucinated.  They were certainly 
traumatized by Jesus’ crucifixion (John 20:19).  Perhaps the stress 
caused their minds to see what wasn’t there.  Perhaps they saw what 
they deeply wished for.   
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The evidence is that Jesus’ disciples hardly expected his 
resurrection, however (Luke 24:11,37; John 20:24ff).  And to suggest 
that so many people hallucinated the same thing at once seems simply 
incredible.  Less than a quarter century later, Paul wrote that Jesus 
appeared to more than 500 people at once, most of whom were still 
alive.  Paul encouraged people with doubts to go and investigate and 
interview these witnesses (I Cor. 15:6).  This is hardly something he 
would do if he wasn’t perfectly confident that there really were all these 
eyewitnesses. 

If people hallucinated seeing Jesus, furthermore, wouldn’t there 
almost certainly have been other people there who didn’t hallucinate the 
same thing?  In the New Testament accounts of Jesus’ appearances, 
everyone there saw him–with a real, physical, human body.  The 
hallucination idea also doesn’t explain what happened to Jesus’ body.  
Surely the hallucination would have been proven to be such by the 
Christians’ enemies producing Jesus’ body–especially since these 
appearances happened only days after Jesus’ death.  For all these 
reasons, the idea that all these people hallucinated the risen Jesus strikes 
me as extremely implausible. 
 

11.2.4 The suggestion that the New Testament accounts of Jesus’ 
resurrection are mythology or legend runs into the problems mentioned 
earlier: The accounts do not have the characteristics of myth, and they 
arose too quickly after Jesus died.  There wasn’t anything like the time 
required for legend to develop. 
 

11.2.5 With the exception of the Gospel of Mark, it is also very 
obvious that the resurrection accounts were not added later to the New 
Testament documents.  It is obvious from the evidence that the claim 
that Jesus rose did not arise decades, or even years, after Jesus’ death.  
The claim was made virtually immediately by the people themselves 
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who claimed to be eyewitnesses. 
 

11.2.6 There is no real chance, finally, that the New Testament 
accounts of Jesus’ resurrection are just fiction.  Realistic historical 
fiction did not exist then.  And the proclaimers of Jesus’ resurrection, 
and the New Testament accounts, were plainly meant to be taken 
literally. 
 
 
11.3 It seems to me that there is no plausible explanation of the 
origins of Christianity generally, other than Jesus’ really saying and 
doing the extraordinary things the New Testament attributes to him.  If 
Jesus really did these things, before many witnesses, and they were 
subsequently inspired and emboldened by the Holy Spirit to go and 
proclaim the message, the origin and spread of Christianity is not at all 
surprising.  It’s hard to imagine how so many could have come to 
believe such incredible things otherwise.  No other religious movement 
has made nearly as audacious claims about the identity and deeds of its 
founder. 
 

As incredible as these claims are, it is very difficult to come up with 
a truly plausible alternative explanation of the evidence.  It’s easy to 
come up with plausible-sounding alternatives off the top of your head.  
But when considered carefully, in detail, and in light of the relevant 
evidence, such alternatives always end up claiming something extremely 
unlikely.  I challenge anyone to come up with a truly plausible 
alternative.  Many non-believing scholars have tried, and (in my 
opinion) have all failed.  There is certainly no alternative explanation of 
the evidence about Jesus that is generally accepted among even non-
believing scholars. 

 
 

118

12 The Identity of Jesus 
–Conclusions 

 
12.1 If Jesus really was who the New Testament says he was, that 
would explain very well the extraordinary life, teachings, and deeds the 
New Testament attributes to him.  If he was God-in-the-flesh, he would 
have the ability to do these things.  He would also have good reason to 
do these things–to help people, to demonstrate to them who he was, etc.  
And if Jesus really did these things, that would obviously explain why 
the New Testament says he did; the writers were just recording what the 
witnesses saw.  If Jesus was who the New Testament claims he was, 
then, that would explain very well the New Testament’s extraordinary 
claims about what he said and did. 
 
12.2 All the evidence we have about Jesus, moreover (the New 
Testament accounts of his life, miracles, and resurrection, the 
subsequent lives of his followers, the way their claims about him fit in 
with the history of the time, etc.), is no big surprise if Jesus really was 
who the New Testament says that he was.  It is enormously surprising if 
Jesus wasn’t.  How likely is it that a mere human would have people 
claiming to have witnessed these extraordinary teachings, miracles, and 
resurrection, living the rest of their lives proclaiming these things and 
willingly suffering and dying for the privilege?  Obviously, all this is 
vastly more-to-be-expected if Jesus really was God-in-the-flesh, etc., 
than if he wasn’t. 
 
12.3 As was pointed out in Chapter 4, evidence supports a claim–it 
raises the probability that the claim is true–when the claim explains that 
evidence, and when that evidence is more to be expected if the claim is 
true than if it is false.  In fact, the better the claim explains the evidence, 
and the more the evidence is more-to-be-expected if the claim is true 
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than if it is false, the more the evidence supports the claim. 
The evidence we have about Jesus is explained very well by the New 

Testament’s claims that he was the Messiah, etc.  And that evidence is 
much more-to-be-expected if Jesus really was those things than if he 
wasn’t.  The evidence we have, then, strongly supports the New 
Testament’s claims about who Jesus was. 
 
12.4 The only good reason I think anybody has for doubting that 
Jesus said and did the things the New Testament attributes to him is how 
utterly unusual they are.  It’s not every day that people perform 
miracles, rise from the dead, claim to be God, or deliver extraordinary 
ethical teachings.  These sorts of things are so unusual that Naturalism 
seems like a very plausible point of view.  (This is the idea that nature is 
all there is, so there simply isn’t anything “outside” nature which could 
“break” the laws of nature and perform miracles.)  One must 
acknowledge that these claims about Jesus “start out,” then, (apart from 
the historical evidence) with extremely low probabilities.  Apart from 
the evidence we have supporting these claims, the odds that a man 
named Jesus did all these things 2000 years ago in Palestine is extremely 
low. 

If the probability that Jesus really did these things starts out low 
enough, moreover–if it starts out extremely, extremely low–the 
probability that Jesus did these things can end up with a low probability 
even in light of the evidence.  The evidence may raise the probability 
that Jesus did these things.  But if they are improbable enough to start 
with, the evidence might not be able to raise their probabilities enough to 
make it likely that he really did these things. 

 
12.4.1 In light of the evidence supporting God’s existence, 

however, and the evidence that God reached out to the Israelites 
through prophets, as reported in the Old Testament, I do not think these 
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extraordinary claims about Jesus start out with an extremely extremely 
low probability.  Their probability is low, to be sure.  But not 
extraordinarily low.  These things seem like something God might want 
to do.  And the “messianic” passages in the Old Testament–which Jesus 
seemed to “fit”–led the Jews to expect a human savior.  Given all this, 
the “prior” probability that Jesus really did and said the things the New 
Testament attributes to him does not strike me as so low that the 
evidence supporting these claims does not raise their probability to a 
fairly high level. 

Of course, if you start with the assumption that there is no God, or 
that Naturalism is true (so miracles are really impossible), or that any 
miracles at all are extraordinarily unlikely, then you’re going to find 
these claims about Jesus to be extraordinarily unlikely or impossible to 
begin with.  But then you’re really begging the question.  You are 
assuming the answer before you seriously consider the evidence.  And 
how can you justify such a strong assumption?  The fact that something 
rarely happens, or you have never seen it, or it hasn’t been witnessed on 
any other occasion, is no proof that it’s never happened. 

 
12.4.2 Many people challenge the historical reliability of the New 

Testament by pointing out details in its accounts of Jesus which seem to 
conflict with one another.  Most of these apparent conflicts turn out to 
be no real conflicts at all, when investigated carefully.  Many consist 
simply in one Gospel reporting a detail another doesn’t.  That is not a 
conflict at all, however, logically; both accounts can be perfectly 
accurate.  (The different Gospels were written for somewhat different 
audiences, after all, and with somewhat different purposes in mind.  It is 
not at all surprising that one Gospel writer may leave things out that 
wouldn’t be significant to his audience, or wouldn’t be needed to make 
his ultimate points, or that he simply didn’t know or remember at the 
time he was writing.) 
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Still, there are a few apparent conflicts between New Testament 
accounts of Jesus for which there is no easy and obvious explanation.  
Suppose, for the sake of argument, that these conflicts are real; they 
show that, on these conflicting points at least, the accounts contain 
errors; there is some historical detail that one of the accounts has wrong.  
But what should we infer from that?  Should we infer that the New 
Testament accounts of Jesus are in general inaccurate or unreliable?  
Not at all.  Minor conflicts about details are exactly what you would 
expect from different, but very-generally-reliable eyewitnesses to the 
same events.  If anything, these conflicts are evidence for the general 
historical accuracy of the New Testament’s portrayals of Jesus.  They 
show that the authors were not “in collusion,” trying to keep their 
(fraudulent) story straight.  The conflicts also show that the accounts 
did not come from just one source. 

It is also only on very minor historical details where there seem to 
be any real conflicts between the Gospels.  They stress different things, 
focus on different things, but they are very much in agreement on the 
overall picture of Jesus, his key teachings, that he performed many 
miracles, and that he rose from the dead. 

Of course, if there really are errors on certain historical details in 
some Gospel accounts of Jesus, that means that they are not “inerrant” in 
all such details, as many Christians believe.  (At least not in their 
present forms.)  Many Christians believe that since these writings are 
“God’s Word,” inspired by God, absolutely every claim they contain 
must be true.  Others believe that only the main ethical and theological 
and historical points these writings contain are “without error.”  If we 
could all tell whether these apparent conflicts were real that would settle 
this theological dispute between Christians.  But thinking there are 
minor errors in detail in the New Testament accounts of Jesus casts no 
serious doubt on the claim that Jesus really taught these things, 
performed many miracles, and rose from the dead--and so was, almost 
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certainly, exactly who the New Testament says he was. 
 
12.5 I can think of no more plausible explanation, then, of the total 
evidence than that Jesus really was who the New Testament claims he 
was.  This is a very initially-hard-to-believe claim.  But all the 
alternative explanations of the evidence strike me as even less plausible.  
They always involve some other extremely implausible claim.  

If I thought it very unlikely that God exists, or thought it almost 
certain that Naturalism is true, I would probably say that these 
explanations, as unlikely as they are, are at least more likely than the 
claim that Jesus really did these things.  But given my reasons for 
believing in God and doubting Naturalism, I find these alternative 
explanations less plausible than the claim that Jesus really was God. 

One could maintain that even if every one of these alternatives is 
very unlikely, it is surely more likely that one or other of them is true 
than that Jesus really rose from the dead, etc.  In light of the my total 
evidence, however, I find the claim that Jesus really did these things 
more likely even than the claim that this evidence arose somehow, in 
some unlikely but purely naturalistic way. 
 
12.6 My total objective evidence about God and Jesus, then, makes it 
seem highly probable to me that Jesus really was who the New 
Testament says that he was.  I can’t really say exactly how highly-
probable; there are too many factors to consider for me to make anything 
but a very vague judgment here:  There’s “a high probability.”   

I am actually more confident than that sounds–that Jesus really is 
these things–but I attribute that to God’s giving me faith.  As far as the 
objective, publically-accessible evidence goes, I think I can only safely 
say I find it highly probable to some degree. 
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13 The Inspiration of The Bible 
 

The main teachings of Christianity just are the Bible’s primary 
teachings about God and Jesus.  Christians believe other things taught 
in the Bible as well, however–ethical teachings, for example.  They 
believe these things largely because they believe those writings collected 
together into the Bible are inspired by God. 
 
13.1 According to the New Testament, Jesus himself, and those he 
taught, taught that the Bible is inspired by God.  There’s no real good 
reason to doubt that they did teach these things.  Their attitude toward 
the Old Testament scriptures was nothing unusual for Jews of the time.  
And given the rest of Jesus’ apostles’ claims and teachings (e.g., about 
the Holy Spirit), there is nothing particularly surprising about their 
claims to being inspired themselves.  The evidence is very strong, from 
the New Testament itself, and from the early Christians’ attitudes toward 
the Old and New Testament writings, that Jesus and his apostles taught 
these things.  In the absence of any good reasons to doubt it, then, it 
seems unreasonable not to believe that Jesus and his apostles really did 
teach that the Christian Scriptures are divinely inspired. 
 
13.2 If Jesus really was God, and if he and those he taught, taught 
that “the scriptures” are inspired by God, and that what the scriptures 
teach is authoritatively true, then I would say it’s pretty much certain 
that the scriptures really are all that.  God wouldn’t be mistaken about 
what He did or would inspire, nor would He lie. 

One could plausibly doubt that the Bible Christians use today is 
entirely “God’s Word.”  One might think that some of the writings 
included in that Bible were put there by mistake.  Our Bible is basically 
the collection of the writings that the early Christians accepted as God-
inspired scripture.  They could have made mistakes.  They could have 
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thought that some letter, for example, was written by the apostle Paul 
and inspired by the Holy Spirit, when in fact it wasn’t. 

The early Christians were very careful about what they accepted as 
“scripture,” however.  They accepted the Old Testament scriptures that 
Jesus did, as well as the writings that they believed (or knew) to be 
“apostolic” (written by, or under the direction of, or faithfully recording 
the teachings of, some apostle).  They were careful to distinguish 
between good Christian literature, and writings they took to be God-
inspired in the sense they (and Jews) took the Old Testament to be.  
They were also in quite good positions to know which writings really 
were apostolic.  (They were not far removed from the apostles 
themselves, and there were strong oral traditions passing down what was 
written by whom, etc.)  If the basic teachings of Christianity are true, it 
is also likely that God himself would guide them, and the subsequent 
Christian Church, in distinguishing between what is God’s Word and 
what is not.  It seems to me, therefore, that the most sensible thing to 
believe here is that the early Christians and Church correctly identified 
which writings were God-inspired. 

It’s important to realize, however, that none of the basic teachings of 
Christianity are based on any one or two questionable writings.  
Christianity’s teachings would fail to be “the Word of God,” therefore, 
only if the early Christians mistakenly identified as apostolic and God-
inspired many writings which were not.  This strikes me as highly 
unlikely (assuming that Jesus really was God, etc.). 
 
13.3 The enormous impact the Bible has had on many people’s lives, 
and the impressive quality of its ethical teachings, also support the idea 
that it is inspired by God.  That is the sort of thing you would expect 
from God-inspired writings.  These things are much more to be 
expected if the Bible is God’s Word than if it isn’t, and its being God’s 
Word would obviously explain these things very well. 
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Of course, the same could be said regarding other allegedly-inspired 
writings–the Koran, for example, or the Book of Mormon.  We could 
argue about which “scriptures” have the greatest ethical teachings.  (I’d 
argue for the Bible.)  But in terms of the impact on people’s lives, this 
argument could be made for those other writings as well.  The other 
evidence, however–the evidence from history and Jesus’ teachings–
provides a much stronger case, I believe, for the divine inspiration of the 
Bible than can be made for any other such texts. 
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14 Reasons Not to Believe 
 

I’ve been pointing to evidence which seems to support Christian 
belief.  It seems to give us reasons to believe what Christians believe; it 
raises the probability that those things are actually true.  Many people 
think there is significant evidence against Christian belief, however.  
They think there is evidence which lowers the probability that 
Christianity is true.  Even if there is good evidence in favor of 
Christianity, if there is also good evidence against it, it might be that, in 
light of all the evidence, it is unlikely that what Christians believe is 
true.  I, personally, do not find the evidence people cite as evidence 
against Christianity very compelling, however.  I do not think that these 
things significantly lower the probability that the teachings of 
Christianity are true. 
 
 
14.1 Many people, quite plausibly, think that all the evil in the world 
shows that the Christian God (at least probably) doesn’t exist.  We 
argued for the existence of God, earlier, by saying that the universe, and 
various things about it is much more-to-be-expected if God exists than if 
He doesn’t.  Many people reason very similarly, however, against the 
existence of God.  All this evil is not what we would expect, they say, if 
the world really were created and governed by an all-powerful, all-
knowing, absolutely good God.  Since this is not what we would expect, 
if God exists, this is strong evidence that God does not exist. 

In more detail, they reason: (1) The Christian God is supposed to be 
all-powerful, all-knowing, and perfectly good.  But (2) an all-powerful 
God would be able to eliminate (in fact prevent) all the evil in the world.  
(3) An all-knowing God would know about all this evil.  And (4) a 
perfectly good God would want to eliminate (or prevent) all that evil.  
(5) If there were such a God, then, there would be no evil.  But (6) there 
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obviously is all this evil in the world.  So, (7) there is no such God. 
This reasoning seems virtually watertight at first.  It does seem like 

the evil in the world is not what we would expect from a world created 
and governed by such a God.  When I think about it a bit more, 
however, I find myself quite unable to say with any confidence that it is 
unlikely that God would allow all this evil.  This “Argument from Evil” 
suffers from one primary weakness.  For this reasoning to be sound, it 
must be impossible or unlikely that God would have good reasons for 
allowing this evil.  It must be very improbable that God would allow 
these evils in order to bring about even greater goods, for example–good 
things which could not exist unless He also allowed these evils.  It does 
not seem obviously impossible or unlikely to me, however, that God may 
have good reasons for allowing all this evil.  It does not seem obviously 
improbable that God may allow this evil in order to bring about greater 
goods, for example.  It is not difficult to imagine, in fact, good reasons 
God might have for allowing various evils. 

The Bible itself teaches that God sometimes allows bad things to 
happen to people for their own good–to cause them to rely more heavily 
on Him (II Cor. 1:9), to strengthen them and improve their characters 
(Rom. 5:9), to “discipline” them (Hebrews 12:5-12), etc.  (1) Perhaps, 
then, God allows some bad things to happen because He can use them to 
make us better people. 

Of course, one might wonder why God doesn’t just directly make us 
better, rather than using such painful means to do so.  It’s very 
plausible, however, that learning and acquired good character, achieved 
with the participation of the person, are more valuable than good 
character which is simply imposed on people without their involvement 
or even against their will.  Perhaps God cannot bring us to have such an 
acquired good character without allowing bad things to happen to us–to 
teach us the bad consequences of our bad actions, to help us to 
sympathize with others, to teach us just how bad evil really is, etc. 
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Another reason God might have for allowing some of the evils in 
this world–the evil things people do–is that God cannot prevent people 
from doing those things without also preventing people from doing 
morally good things.  If you think about it, nobody could ever do 
something truly morally good without having a choice about it.  There 
is nothing particularly noble or commendable about doing something 
you couldn’t possibly have not done.  For an action to have real moral 
worth, it must be done freely; it must be something the person freely 
chose to do.  In order for God to enable us to do morally good things, 
then–which is plainly a great good–He must give us the choice; He must 
also give us the ability to not do those good things but do other, bad, 
things instead.  Another reason God could have, then, for allowing some 
of the evils in this world is that (2) He must allow people to do bad 
things in order to make it possible for them to do good things. 
 

You might think that if God is “all-powerful,” and can “do 
anything,” He should be able to make people freely do good things, but 
never bad things.  The idea that God could control what people do 
freely is clearly self-contradictory, however.  It’s like saying that an all-
powerful God could create a stone He cannot lift, and then lift it, or 
could create a round square.  These ideas are incoherent, nonsensical.  
There couldn’t be such a thing as a round square, or an action of lifting 
something one cannot lift, or an action of making someone do something 
freely.  Most Christian philosophers have thought that not even God can 
do such nonsensical things.  This is no real limit to God’s power, 
however; God’s omnipotence does not mean He can do what is 
nonsensical. 

(If you think God’s omnipotence would enable Him to do such 
things, then the evil in the world would actually provide no argument at 
all against His existence.  Then God could bring it about that even 
though His omnipotence, omniscience, and perfect goodness entail that 
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He would prevent all evil, He permits it anyway.) 
A third reason God might have for allowing some of the evils in the 

world is that, perhaps, (3) God must allow some evils in order to have a 
world in which “laws of nature” hold.  (At least this may be so once 
things have gotten “off the rails” by people’s bad free choices.)  
Suppose God never allowed anything less-than-the-best to happen in any 
situation.  (Anything less would be, by comparison, evil.)  Whenever 
anything less-than-the-absolutely-best-possible-thing was going to 
happen, God stepped in and made the best possible thing happen instead.  
That would mean that God would be continually making exceptions to 
the laws of nature, and continually interfering with the normal cause-
and-effect relationships in the world.  If this time, when the temperature 
got below zero, it would be better if the water didn’t freeze, it wouldn’t 
freeze.  If this time, when you let go of something, it would be better if 
it didn’t fall, it wouldn’t fall.  There would be so many exceptions to the 
laws of nature we might not even recognize them as holding at all. 

That would make it impossible for us to have anything like the kinds 
of lives we have.  We wouldn’t know what to do to accomplish what we 
wanted.  If I wanted to make something happen, but it wasn’t the best 
possible thing to happen just then, I could never make it happen.  If I 
decided to leave this room, but it was really best if I didn’t right now 
(for reasons I have no idea about, but God does), then I wouldn’t be able 
to open the door and leave.  In fact, we would have no real ability to do 
anything.  Nothing we did would make any difference; the best possible 
thing would always happen, no matter what we did, or tried to do, or 
wanted to happen.  We would entirely lose our freedom and our ability 
to make any difference in the world; we could never prevent anything 
bad from happening (because nothing bad would ever happen, regardless 
of what we did), and we could never help make anything good happen 
(because the best things would always happen, regardless of us).  We 
are absolutely dependent on the laws of nature generally holding for us 
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to have any idea what to do, and to really have significant lives at all.  
Perhaps that is part of the reason why God does not step in and prevent 
more of the bad things that happen in this world.  (Perhaps He actually 
does prevent very many.) 

One last reason God could have for allowing at least some evil:  (4) 
Perhaps God is allowing us to experience some of the natural 
consequences of our choices.  Every time we make a selfish choice 
rather than doing what’s right, we endorse Adam’s rebellion against 
God; we tell God to leave us alone and let us do what we want.  
Perhaps, just a little, God gives us what we want.  He pulls back; He 
lets us experience a bit of what life would be like without Him. We 
choose evil over God–the ultimate good and source of all that is good.  
So God lets us experience evil rather than Himself–i.e., the good.  Since 
God is the ultimate good, and the source of all good, He cannot give us 
good without giving Himself.  Perhaps He allows us to experience evil 
in an effort to woo us.  He is trying to help us see how awful evil really 
is, and help us come to desire the good–i.e., Himself.  God gives us a 
peek of the awful reality of life without Him in the hope that we’ll come 
to want Him.  God does not force Himself on us.  He tries to win us 
over. 

These are just four possible reasons God might have for allowing 
various evils in this world.  I doubt very much that these reasons could 
adequately explain all the evil in the world.  There are really horrific 
evils I cannot imagine any adequate reason for; any good things I can 
imagine coming from such evils simply do not seem worth the cost.  I 
actually find it offensive when someone tries to offer a reason God 
might have had for allowing such evils. 

There are two additional things worth considering, however, about 
even such evils.  Christianity clearly teaches that this physical life is 
not the end of us.  The total fate of even a molested and murdered child 
(and those are unspeakable evils, no question about it!), does not seem 
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nearly as horrific when one considers that that child will still live for an 
eternity, and may experience things so wonderful and numerous that the 
things she lost out on in this life are trivial in comparison (Rom. 8:18).  
More importantly, it seems very plausible indeed that an infinitely-
intelligent God who knows everything could have reasons for allowing 
these evils that we simply don’t know about and may not even be able to 
comprehend. 

That is really the bottom line for me.  I do not think all the evil in 
this world–as truly awful as it is–is strong evidence against the existence 
of God.  I think this because it does not seem improbable to me that 
such a God could have good reasons for allowing these evils, even if I 
cannot imagine what they could be.  To say that it is unlikely that God 
exists, on the basis of these evils, I would have to say that it is unlikely 
that God would have good reasons for allowing all these evils.  But how 
can I reasonably say that?  God would know and comprehend so much 
more than I could that it would be extremely surprising to me if God 
didn’t have reasons for doing things that I cannot even imagine or 
comprehend. 

This actually seems to be one of the main lessons of the biblical 
book of Job.  (Job is all about this “problem of evil.”  It is all about the 
question, “Why does God allow such horrible things to happen to 
people?”)  Job loses his wealth, his family, and his health.  He 
demands that God tell him why He is doing this to him.  Job thinks God 
has wronged him.  Job’s friends tell him that it must be his fault; God 
must be punishing him for something.  Finally, God speaks.  He 
condemns Job’s friends for assuming that Job’s troubles were his own 
fault.  But He then reprimands Job for thinking he was in any position 
to judge God.  No mere mortal could possibly know enough to be able 
to tell that God couldn’t have good reasons for allowing these evils. 

If I cannot tell that it is unlikely that God would have good reasons 
for allowing these evils, I cannot justify the claim that it is unlikely that 
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those evils would exist if God did.  But then, if the evil in the world is 
evidence at all against God’s existence, it isn’t very strong evidence; it 
lowers the probability of God’s existence very little, at best. 

I actually think the evil in the world presents us with a choice, 
however.  We must choose between hope and despair.  We can hope, 
and believe that there is a solution to all this evil.  We can believe that 
God has some good reason(s) for allowing all this–temporarily–but will 
ultimately put things right.  Or we can despair, and believe there is no 
ultimate solution; there is no hope for murdered children, there will be 
no justice in the end, and when we die that’s the end of us.  I choose 
hope. 
 
 
14.2 Many people have also thought that the “hiddenness” of God is 
evidence that God doesn’t exist:  If God exists, you would think He 
would make His existence obvious.  A God who wants a relationship 
with everyone (as the Bible clearly teaches) would not leave people in 
doubt about whether He even exists.  Since God’s “hiddenness” is not 
what we would expect if God exists, His hiddenness provides evidence 
that He doesn’t exist. 

Many believers would respond by saying that God is not hidden.  
His existence is obvious.  It’s obvious to them, at any rate, and to 
everyone who is willing to see it.  Regardless why, however, it does 
seem as if God’s existence is not really obvious to everyone.  If we 
follow appearances, in fact, there seem to be many people who want to 
put their trust in God but struggle with uncertainty about whether He’s 
really there. 

It seems to me that “the hiddenness of God” does not provide 
significant evidence against His existence, however.  The basic problem 
with the “the Hiddenness Argument” is the same as the basic problem 
with “the Argument from Evil.”  Although it does seem initially like 
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God’s hiddenness is unexpected, assuming God’s existence, when I 
think about it a bit more, it doesn’t seem clearly unlikely that God would 
allow Himself to be hidden in this way.  In order for it to be unlikely 
that God would remain hidden, it must be unlikely that God would have 
any good reasons for remaining hidden.  But I don’t see any way to 
justify that claim; it does not seem clearly unlikely that God would have 
good reasons for remaining “hidden.”  It’s not difficult, in fact, again, 
to come up with plausible reasons God might have. 

Think, for example, about whether you would rather have a 
relationship with someone who wanted to have a relationship with you, 
or with someone who didn’t want a relationship with you?  Obviously, 
you’d prefer the former; a relationship with someone who would rather 
not have it doesn’t make for much of a relationship.  If God wants a 
good relationship with us, then, it makes sense that He would not force it 
on us.  Suppose it were utterly obvious to everyone, however, regardless 
what they wanted, that God exists and wants a relationship with them.  
What kind of choice would anyone have?  We cannot oppose the will of 
God and win.  People’s rationality would force them to seek a good 
relationship with God even if they didn’t really want it. 

I believe that all of us, in fact, to varying degrees, really don’t want 
the appropriate relationship with God.  Since God is all-knowing, all-
powerful, and absolutely good, and we are not, the appropriate 
relationship with God would involve trusting Him, and doing what He 
wants us to do, and seeking what He wants above all else.  We all have 
a very difficult time with that.  There are many lesser goods we are very 
powerfully attracted to.  Our difficulty turning down ice cream or 
getting ourselves to exercise, plainly illustrates how hard it is to deny 
ourselves lesser goods for greater, less-immediate goods. 

With these things in mind, it makes sense that God would work in 
our lives to bring us to the point of wanting Him, and being willing to 
put our relationship with Him above the other things we want.  It makes 
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sense to me, then, that God would allow those who don’t really want a 
relationship with Him, or don’t want it more than other things, to be 
unsure whether He’s really there–until He gets them to the point of 
really wanting Him. 

Suppose, on the other hand, that people did have a free choice about 
appropriately relating to God, even though it were utterly obvious to 
them that He exists.  Anyone who rejected that relationship would be 
explicitly and intentionally rejecting the ultimate good.  They would be 
knowingly choosing evil.  The biblical character of Satan provides a 
plausible picture of what such a person would end up like.  A world full 
of such people would be far worse than our current world; in our world 
those who don’t want God can simply believe He doesn’t exist. 

I would be shocked, again, if this is the, complete explanation of 
God’s hiddenness.  This suggestion is just meant to illustrate how 
plausible it is that God may have some good reason for not making his 
existence obvious to everyone.  Given how infinitely greater His mind 
would be compared to mine, it seems very plausible, again, that God 
would have reasons for His hiddenness that I would have no clue about. 

It is only unlikely that God would be as hidden as He is if it is 
unlikely that God would have good reasons for being so-hidden.  I see 
no way to justify that judgment, however.  I find it very plausible that 
God could have good reasons for remaining hidden.  I do not see God’s 
hiddenness as significant evidence against His existence, then; if it 
lowers the probability of God’s existence, it does so very little. 
 
 
14.3 Many people believe that science gives us good reason not to 
believe.  They think that science and Christianity conflict with one 
another.  And since science has been so successful explaining things, 
it’s science, not Christianity, that’s on the right track.  The teachings of 
Christianity are probably false, then.  
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There are two basic ways people think that science and Christianity 
conflict.  (1) Some find conflicts between specific theories or findings of 
science and the teachings of Christianity.  (2) Others think the conflict 
is more fundamental.  They think, for example, that science is 
incompatible with belief in miracles.  Since Christianity is clearly 
committed to the existence of miracles, they conclude that science and 
Christianity are incompatible with each other.  If you believe in science, 
accept her methodologies and believe she is, in fact, discovering how the 
world really works, you must give up Christianity. 

The best known apparent conflicts between scientific theories and 
findings and Christianity have to do with the origins of the universe and 
life on earth.  Physicists who study Cosmology (the origins and history 
of the universe) mostly believe that the universe began with “The Big 
Bang” billions of years ago.  They believe the solar system and earth 
arose, by natural means, billions of years later, but still billions of years 
ago.  The vast majority of biologists believe that the diversity and 
complexity of life on earth arose by natural means through evolution 
over millions of years.  A literal reading of the biblical book of Genesis, 
however, suggests that God made it all, basically directly (not through 
slow processes and through other things), and He did all this only a few 
thousand years ago. 

We do not have space here to discuss how strong the evidence is for 
these scientific theories, or for a literal reading of Genesis.   In my 
opinion, however, it isn’t really necessary.  Regardless how strong the 
evidence is for any of these scientific theories, they do not provide good 
reason to doubt the basic teachings of Christianity. 

There is no conflict between these theories and the most basic 
teachings of Christianity.  It is fundamental to Christianity that God is 
the ultimate creator of everything.  But God could easily have created 
the universe and life on earth through a large explosion and biological 
evolution.  Many Christians believe one or both of these things, in fact, 
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and believe that the universe and life are as old as most scientists think it 
is.  This does require that they not take the first chapters of Genesis as 
literal historical accounts.  But it doesn’t conflict with the basic 
teachings of the faith. 

Whenever science and the Bible seem to conflict, there are four basic 
possibilities:  1) The science is wrong, 2) the Bible is wrong, 3) we’ve 
misunderstood the science, and/or 4) we’ve misunderstood the Bible.  
Obviously, Christians who believe in the whole scientific story of 
cosmological and biological evolution believe that those who take the 
beginning of Genesis literally have misunderstood it.  Another 
possibility is that scientists are just wrong about the origins of the 
universe or the diversity of life.  Even those who believe there is strong 
evidence in support of these theories shouldn’t ignore this possibility 
altogether.  If you study the history of science you will see that most 
scientific theories–even theories that have had a great deal of good 
evidence in their favor–have eventually been proven wrong. 

Regardless of the strength of the evidence in their favor, 
nevertheless, neither Evolution nor Big Bang Theory provide good 
evidence against the basic teachings of Christianity, because those 
theories do not contradict the most basic teachings of Christianity.  
Whatever the strength of the evidence for these scientific theories, then, 
it does not provide strong evidence against the truth of the basic 
teachings of Christianity.  If you are convinced that those theories are 
correct, but also inclined to believe the basic teachings of Christianity, it 
makes perfect sense to believe both–to be a Christian who believes that 
the Big Bang and Evolution is the way that God created the universe and 
life on earth.  Once one is a Christian, on the other hand, believes in 
God, and believes that the Bible is God’s Word, one may be more likely 
to take seriously the idea that the scientists could be wrong and God 
could have created more in the way a literal reading of Genesis suggests. 

I do not find in the evidence for any scientific theory significant 
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evidence against the basic teachings of Christianity. 
 

The idea that there is a more fundamental conflict between science 
and Christianity I find even less well-founded.  Many seem to think that 
belief in anything supernatural, or in miracles at all, is incompatible 
with science.  I’m actually mystified by why so many people think this.  
Nearly all the founders of modern science believed in God, the 
supernatural, and miracles.  Most of the great heroes of science have 
been believers in God, and even Christians. 

It is true that if you saw virtually everything that happened in the 
world as a miracle–directly caused by God or some other supernatural 
agent(s), apart from any natural means–that would be an impediment to 
science.  In fact, that sort of thinking has been a impediment to science 
in history and in many cultures.  Science seeks to find natural 
explanations of things.  If you think very little happens through natural 
means, following laws of nature, you simply aren’t going to seek such 
explanations.  You’ll just say, “God (or some other supernatural power) 
did it.”  But Christianity has no such view of nature.  In fact, the Bible 
always presents miracles as unusual, extraordinary events.  The picture 
one gets from the Bible is that even God generally works His will in the 
world through natural means.  Only sometimes does He act in unusual 
ways and “violate” the laws of nature. 

There is a sense in which everything in this world is a miracle, in the 
Christian view; everything was originally created (in a non-naturalistic 
way) by God, and God causes (in a non-naturalistic way) those things to 
obey the laws of nature.  Nevertheless, most things that happen are not 
really properly categorized as miracles, in the Christian view; most 
things are not directly caused by supernatural beings apart from natural 
means. 

Science is committed to the idea that the world generally works 
according to natural laws.  But it is not a fundamental assumption of 
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science that there are no exceptions to this.  Nor are there any good 
arguments for this view from the successes of science.  To infer from 
science’s success at explaining many things naturalistically, that 
everything has a naturalistic explanation, is an unjustified hasty 
generalization.  This is especially clear when we consider the evidence 
for God and miracles.  We need not assume that everything has a 
naturalistic explanation in order to assume that most things do, and so to 
seek to find those explanations by scientific means. 
 

There is nothing in the assumptions necessary to do science, then, or 
in the methodology of science, or in the firmly established discoveries of 
science, that give us any good reason to doubt the basic teachings of 
Christianity. 
 
 
14.4 Many people think that it is not rational to believe the teachings 
of Christianity because there is not enough, or strong enough, evidence 
in its favor.  Quite a few Christians even believe this.  They think that 
Christian belief is not rational.  It may even be ir rational, but we should 
believe anyway.  I do not share that view.  (If I know that I should 
believe, then believing would be rational for me; it is always rational to 
do what one knows one should do.)   

Many other Christians, of course, think that belief in God and Christ 
is completely rationally justified.  It is justified by strong evidence in its 
favor.  The evidence indicates that what Christians believe is at least 
probably true, or, at the very least, it is a good rational “bet.”  I agree.  
Christian belief is rational because the objective evidence makes it 
highly probable that it is true, and putting one’s faith in God and Christ 
is our only plausible hope; it is the most likely way of actually coming to 
know the truth and to have an appropriate relationship with God. 

There is a completely different way that Christian belief could be 
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justified, however.  It could be rational and justified, not by drawing 
rational inferences from other things we know, but by personal 
experience and intuition.   

I know that I have shoes on right now, I know that I ate breakfast 
this morning, and I know that two plus two equals four.  I don’t know 
any of these things on the basis of any fancy arguments, however.  I’m 
not inferring that these things are true from other things I know.  I know 
that I have shoes on because I can see and feel them.  I know that I ate 
breakfast because I remember doing it.  I know that two plus two equals 
four because, when I think about it, it seems intuitively obvious to me.  
These are all experiences I’m having that tell me these things.  An 
awful lot of what we know, and quite justifiably and rationally believe, 
is not inferred from other things we know.  It is not based on reasoned 
argument.  It’s based on experiences and intuitions which tell us 
“directly” various things. 

Isn’t it possible that God could make us in such a way, and interact 
with us in such a way, that we can know things about God and Christ 
“directly” from various experiences and intuitions we have?  Many 
people certainly report “feeling” the presence of God, or His love, or His 
forgiveness, or that God is speaking to them (e.g., when they read the 
Bible).  Many people (including me) feel intuitively, when they see 
natural beauty, that it has to be God’s creation, and that He is 
unbelievably great.  People knowing such things in such ways is really 
what you would expect if Christianity is true.  And if it is true, such 
God-given knowledge would be perfectly rational and justified.  Its 
rational justification would not come by reasoning from other things we 
know, however.  It would come from personal experience and intuition. 

It follows from this that even if these Christian beliefs are or were 
not rationally justified by reasoning–even if they were not justified by 
inference from other things we know–they could still be completely 
rational and justified in this other way.  It seems to me that the sensible 
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Christian would believe that at least some of their beliefs are, in fact, 
rational and justified in this way.  Of course, believers in other religions 
can, and sometimes do, make similar claims for their own beliefs.  But 
Christianity distinguishes itself in the amount and quality of the other, 
objective, evidence that can be offered in its favor. 
 
 
14.5 Another common objection to any significant religious beliefs is 
that there are many different religions in the world, and they all 
contradict each other.  Since they contradict each other, most of them 
must actually be seriously mistaken.  Obviously, then, it is very unlikely 
that your particular religion happens to be the true one. 

I believe this objection should, in fact, give us pause.  It should 
make us question our beliefs.  For two reasons, however, I do not think 
this objection shows that, all things considered, it is unlikely that 
Christianity is true. 

First, many religions actually agree with each other on a whole lot.  
Judaism, Christianity and Islam all agree on the existence of God, for 
example, and agree quite a bit about His basic nature.  Most religions 
agree that the ultimate reality is good, and agree a great deal on how we 
should live.  The extent to which religions contradict each other can be 
exaggerated, then.  The points on which there is a lot of agreement 
between religions might actually be a reason to think that those basic 
points, at least, are correct.  If Christianity is true, in fact, there is a 
whole lot in other religions which is true as well (because they agree 
with what Christianity teaches on those things). 

Religions do, in fact, contradict each other on very important points, 
however.  Christians believe the Jesus was God-in-the-flesh.  Muslims 
believe Jesus was a prophet, but not God.  Jews believe he was neither.  
No more than one of these views can be correct.  But, where they 
contradict each other, it is only unlikely that one particular view is 
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correct when there is no evidence favoring that view over the others.  
But here, I think, Christianity does, in fact, distinguish itself. 

Christianity seems to me to have much better supporting evidence 
than other religions.  I haven’t the space here to examine the cases that 
can be made for other religions, but I believe there is far better historical 
evidence supporting the Christian claims about Jesus, for example, than 
there is the Muslim claim that Mohammed was God’s ultimate prophet.  
The basic reasons I’ve offered for believing that the Christian Bible is 
inspired by God are stronger, I think, than any that can be offered to 
support the claim that the Koran is so-inspired. 

The second reason, then, why I think this “other religions objection” 
to Christian belief does not give us very strong reason not to believe 
Christianity is this:  On those points where Christianity disagrees with 
other religions, the evidence makes it more likely that it is the Christian 
teachings that are the true ones. 
 
 
14.6 Of course, it would be extraordinarily nice to think that all 
religions are on the right track.  Where they agree with each other, they 
all actually could be on the right track.  In fact, I’m inclined to think 
this is true on the general points on which religions largely agree.  
Where they contradict each other, however, they cannot all be right.  
Jews and Christians and Muslims disagree with each other about who 
Jesus was, so somebody must be mistaken.  It is logically impossible for 
them all to be right.  As nice as it would be to think otherwise, all 
religions cannot be equally true.  (More precisely, the only way they 
could all be equally true is if they were all actually false–all true to the 
same extent, by all being equally not-true-at-all.)  To the extent to 
which I have reason to believe that the teachings of Christianity are true, 
then, I have reason to believe that the teachings of other religions are 
false, where they disagree with those Christian teachings.  This is an 
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unfortunate but unavoidable consequence of the logical “Law of Non-
Contradiction;” claims which contradict each other cannot all be true. 

It’s better not to think about this in terms of who’s right and who’s 
wrong, however.  I don’t care who’s right and who’s wrong.  It’s not a 
competition.  I just want to know the truth.  I want to believe the truth 
about God, and Jesus.  And the evidence I’m familiar with makes me 
think it is more likely that the Christian teachings about these things are 
true than any other religion’s teachings. 
 
 
14.7 Some people respond to Christian claims by saying, “That may 
be true for you, but it isn’t true for me.”  They believe there’s no such 
thing as “absolute,” or “objective” truth.  There is only “relative,” or 
“subjective” truth.  There is no such thing as the way things really are.  
There are only various ways things appear to be, from various 
perspectives.  I think this view is quite inconsistent with the Christian 
faith, however–and most others.  Christians believe that Jesus really did 
die for our sins and rise again.  They don’t think that’s just their 
perspective on the matter. 

I think the claims of Christianity are either really true, period, or 
they’re not–they’re false, period.  For three basic reasons, I think the 
idea that truth, in general, is relative, is just incoherent; it cannot be 
right. 

(1) Consider some examples.  Ask yourself whether it is objectively 
true, or just your perspective, that you exist, or that other people 
shouldn’t torture you, or that the earth is round, or that we cannot reach 
Mars by jumping, or that two plus two equals four.  I.e., do you really 
exist, would it really be wrong to torture you, is the earth really round, 
etc.–is that the way things really are–or is that just your (and others’) 
perspective on the matter?  If those things are the way things really are, 
then some things–those things, in particular–must be objectively, or 
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absolutely, true. 
(2) If there is no objective truth, moreover, then no perspective can 

be wrong.  Then every perspective is just as “correct” as any other.  So 
if I believe that you don’t exist, or that I should torture you, or that two 
plus two equals a billion, or that I am a kumquat, or whatever, then my 
perspective is just as good as yours or anyone else’s.  Some such 
perspectives are obviously mistaken, however.  They’re just wrong– 
clearly.  But then there must be such a thing as objective truth; those 
perspectives are mistaken because they disagree with the objective truth 
of the matter. 

(3) The idea that “all truth is relative” refutes itself, in fact:  Ask 
yourself whether this view itself is supposed to be objectively, or only 
subjectively/relatively, true?  When people say, “All truth is relative,” 
are they saying that that’s the way things really are, or are they just 
saying that that is their perspective on the matter?  If they mean that 
that is the way things really are, they’re claiming that their claim is 
objectively true–in which case, obviously, they’ve admitted that there is 
objective truth.  If the claim that “all truth is relative” is supposed to be 
only relatively true, on the other hand–if it is only true from their 
perspective–then they cannot really disagree with my claim otherwise.  
Then my perspective that all truth is not relative is as least as correct as 
theirs.  In fact, if their claim that all truth is relative is only true relative 
to their perspective, that leaves wide open the possibility that their claim 
may be objectively false.  From their perspective all truth is relative, but 
as a matter of the way things actually are, there are many objective and 
absolute truths. 
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15 Whether it Makes Sense, Then, to Believe 
 
15.1 My total evidence seems to “fit” what I would expect if 
Christianity were true.  It’s not that I could predict specifics of what 
would happen in history, on the assumption that Christianity is true.  
But what I know about the world from history and science and 
observation do not contradict what I would expect if Christianity were 
true.  The kind of world we live in, human nature and history, and 
especially the evidence I have about Jesus, all fit very well what I would 
expect if Christianity were true.  None of this seems very surprising if 
Christianity is true. 
 
15.2 In light all this, it seems highly likely to me that the basic 
teachings of Christianity are true.  I cannot say exactly how likely, but 
on the objective evidence we’ve considered, I believe the truth of 
Christianity is, to some degree, highly probable.   

(Again, I’m more confident than that sounds, personally, but I 
attribute that to the more “subjective” matters of personal experience 
and God working within me to give me faith.  I do not believe my 
personal degree of confidence is just a matter of my “doing the rational 
calculations” on the basis of objective evidence.) 
 
15.3 

15.3.1  If Christianity is true, the benefits of putting one’s trust in 
God, in Christ, are really infinite.  According to Christianity, Jesus 
made reconciliation with God possible, and we receive the free gift of 
that reconciliation by simply trusting Him for it.  If Christianity is true, 
then, the overwhelming benefit of faith in God and Jesus is a proper 
relationship with the all-powerful, all-knowing, absolutely good and 
loving creator of the universe.  Since He is the source of all that is good, 
everything good ultimately comes with that relationship.  Faith makes it 
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possible for God to look after you and for you to spend eternity in 
perfect fellowship with Him and others. 

15.3.2 Some benefits to Christian faith hold even if it’s false.  
Following the ethical teachings of Jesus is likely to make you a better 
person, for example.  And your faith is likely to enable you to live with 
more confidence and less fear.  It is likely to make you happier. 

15.3.3 Of course, Christian belief can also cost you, on the other 
hand–even a lot.  You may be persecuted, or looked down upon, for 
what you believe.  Many Christians are even killed for what they 
believe, at least in “the third world.”  Believers are also likely to make 
sacrifices they wouldn’t make without that belief; they make sacrifices 
for the sake of “spreading the Word,” for example.  Nevertheless: 
 
15.4 In light of the evidence and probabilities, and also the possible 
consequences of believing or not believing, I can think of no better 
alternative to putting one’s faith in God, “in Christ.”  No other 
perspective seems more likely to be true, in light of the evidence.  And 
nothing else that I could do would have as great a probability of actually 
delivering such enormous benefits.  Other religions offer enormous 
benefits, but, in light of the evidence for God and Christ, none seems as 
likely to actually deliver those benefits.  Naturalistic atheism delivers 
few benefits even if it’s true.  (One never even gets the satisfaction of 
finding out for sure that one is right; if you are right, you die in the end 
and that is the end for you.)  Naturalism even seems–rightly–
depressing; if it’s true, there is no hope for deceased children and no 
ultimate justice.  Remaining agnostic also delivers few benefits. 

If God is really there, on the other hand, there is hope.  And 
believing the New Testament story about Jesus gives me reason to 
believe that God will accept me despite my sinfulness.  In terms of the 
possible benefits of the various things I could believe, or not, and the 
probabilities in light of the evidence, I can see no better alternative to 
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putting my trust in God and Jesus. 
 
15.5 In light of all these things, it just makes sense to me to put my 
hope and trust in God, in Christ.  It makes sense to trust in God to look 
after me, and the whole world, to trust that, because of Jesus, He can 
accept me despite my not being as I ought to be, and can even “save” me 
from this corruption, and to trust that God will establish justice in the 
end, will look after those whose lives have been tragically cut short, and 
will help me know the truth.  In fact, I believe God has already helped 
me in this way. 

More than that, it makes sense to me to pray, and to expose myself to 
what may be God’s Word.  If there is even a decent chance that God is 
there, it makes no sense to me not to reach out to Him and ask for His 
help, putting my faith in Him to help me know the truth and come into a 
proper relationship with Him.  If I have reason to believe that Jesus is 
who the New Testament says he is, then it makes sense to me to trust that 
God can accept me because of what Jesus did.  If there is a decent 
chance that, as the Bible teaches, God reveals Himself to people and 
helps them to know the truth through His Word, then it makes sense for 
me to expose myself to that Word–by reading the Bible or other 
Christian literature, talking to Christians, and maybe even by going to 
Church. 

If God exists, nothing could be more important for me than relating 
properly to God.  In light of the evidence, 1) trusting in God, through 
Jesus, 2) talking to God, and 3) listening to or for God in these ways, 
seem like the most likely ways to actually bring about that proper 
relationship.   
 

What would make better sense? 


