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Christians need to know that there are solid answers to questions all of us should be asking. This book will help us to be better grounded in the faith personally, but equally important, it will help us answer questions skeptics are prone to ask. Enjoy the journey of studying this book!


—Dr. Erwin W. Lutzer, Senior Pastor


The Moody Church, Chicago
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The Bible records over 150 questions that escaped the lips of our Lord. Like Him, my friend Robert Jeffress is always probing, asking life's most important questions so that we all might be “ready to give account of the hope that is within us.” The answer to How Can I Know? is a simple one…Get a copy, read it, and reap!


—O. S. Hawkins, President/CEO


GuideStone Financial Resources
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With a deft touch and a keen sensitivity to the questions faced by a lay audience, pastor Robert Jeffress of the far-famed First Baptist Dallas provides answers to seven critically important questions often asked by Christians. The remarkable thing about this book is the transformation of intensely academic ideas into the parlance of the average reader. This book is a major contribution for the churches.


—Paige Patterson, President


Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary
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As never before, our culture needs adequate biblical answers for the burning questions of faith and doubt. Robert Jeffress has been uniquely gifted by God to speak to our world from the authority of God's Word. His commitment to truth is obvious and his communication is clear. I have no doubt God will use this book to bring many to Himself and to help others find their way back to Him.


—Mark L. Bailey, President


Dallas Theological Seminary
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CHAPTER ONE
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HOW CAN I KNOW THERE IS A GOD?


I was saved by God when I was five years old. I was called by God into the ministry when I was fifteen. I made a pledge to God to remain faithful to my bride when I was twenty-one.


I serve God by pastoring a large church. I write and talk about God to a lot of people. I converse with God every morning, night, and throughout the day.


Occasionally, I wonder if God really exists.


And I imagine you do too.


I regularly encounter people in my church who won't admit to having any doubts about anything, including the existence of God. “I may have questioned a lot of things, but I have never doubted that there is a God who loves me,” they proclaim. These people seem to represent the vast majority of Americans who profess belief in God. According to a recent Gallup poll, nine in ten Americans say they believe in God.1 Apparently Americans are much more inclined to believe in God than the rest of the world's population. Just over half (51 percent) of people worldwide claim to believe in God's existence.2 However, I'm not sure that people are as sure about God's existence as they profess.


Daniel Dennett, author of Darwin's Dangerous Idea, is representative of the new atheists who have launched a vitriolic attack against so-called theists. As much as I disagree with just about everything Dennett believes, I think he is correct in clarifying the distinction between actual belief in God and what he terms “belief in belief.”3 If you more deeply question those nine in ten Americans who say they believe in God, you will find that what they really believe in is not God but their own beliefs about God. If they truly believed in God, wouldn't they conduct their lives differently? And if over half of the world's population and 90 percent of Americans acted as if God really existed and would one day evaluate their lives, wouldn't this world be in much better shape than its current state? Even atheists like Dennett can get it right every now and then!


Whether we are willing to admit it or not, most all of us have wondered about the existence of God. The only people who never doubt are those who never really think. I agree with Mark Buchanan's assertion: “The depth of our doubt is roughly proportional to the depth of our faith. Those with strong faith have equally strong doubts. That principle bears out in the other direction as well: People with a trivial and shallow faith usually have trivial and shallow doubts.”4


This book is for those of you who have sincere questions about religion but may be too embarrassed to voice them. Perhaps you have grown up attending church and realize you should know the right answers to these questions—but you don't. And even if you feel confident in your own beliefs, you would be hard-pressed to answer questions from a friend, coworker, or family member such as:


•    “How do you know the Bible is really true?”


•    “How do you know Christianity is the right religion?”


•    “How do you know there is such a thing as life after death?”


Maybe you picked up this book because although you would like to be a better person—maybe even a religious person—you have some legitimate doubts that have kept you from embracing Christianity. If so, you can relax. Rather than berating you for your doubts, I will address them intelligently and compassionately. Questioning foundational beliefs is not a sin but a necessary prerequisite for faith.


Obviously, the most foundational question about faith is the one we begin with in this chapter: how can we know there is a God?


WHY WE DOUBT THE EXISTENCE OF GOD


Why do people—believers and nonbelievers—question the reality of God? I believe there are five major sources of doubts about God.


Natural Doubt


You can tell your child that the tooth fairy exists and describe her beauty, kindness, and concern for children who are dentally challenged. You can even leave apparent evidence of her existence under your child's pillow (after you've traumatized your child by tying the loose tooth to a knob and slamming the door shut—remember that?). But sooner or later your child catches on that the tooth fairy is imaginary. And from there it is just a short journey to natural doubt about the Big Man Upstairs (I'm referring, of course, to Santa Claus).


Let's face it: it's hard to believe in an invisible being no matter what other people claim about that being. If God would appear visibly so everyone could see Him, surely that would be enough to silence our doubts. I know, I know. God did appear to the Israelites in the form of a cloud and to others in the person of Jesus Christ two thousand years ago, and people didn't believe. But I wasn't around back then, and I'm confident that those supernatural manifestations would have been enough for me (at least, that's what I tell myself).


I believe that God not only understands but empathizes with the natural challenge of believing in and committing our lives to Someone we have never seen. My belief is not based on some warm imaginative thought about what I hope God is like but on what He has said about the subject of doubt. Tucked away in a small book of the New Testament that most people flip past as they race to Revelation are these words from God spoken through Jude: “Be merciful to those who doubt” (Jude 22 NIV). Those six words reveal God's empathy toward those of us who occasionally question the reality of a Being we've not yet seen but have committed our lives to serving.


Philosophical Doubt


Some people doubt the existence of God on philosophical grounds. The most often cited philosophical argument against God is the existence of evil and suffering in the world. Eighteenth-century Scottish philosopher David Hume attempted to discredit Christianity by his now-famous dilemma: “Is God willing to prevent evil, but not able? Then he is impotent. Is he able, but not willing? Then he is malevolent. Is he both able and willing? Whence then is evil?”5


Hume claims that there are only three explanations for evil in the world: First, God would like to prevent evil but can't because He is impotent. The second choice is that God is able to prevent evil but chooses not to, making Him evil. If God is neither impotent nor evil, then the only logical conclusion is that He doesn't exist, since evil is a reality in the world. Of course, there is another explanation that Hume conveniently omits—we will explore it in chapter 4.


Experiential Doubt


We tend to be prisoners of our own experience. If we grew up in a family that did not believe in God, we will be prone to question the existence of a divine being. Certainly there are some notable exceptions to that general rule. Some years ago I invited William Murray, the son of the late atheist Madalyn Murray O'Hair, to share with our congregation his story about his conversion to Christianity. Watching the unhappiness and inconsistencies in his mother drove Murray to reject her belief system—which in this case was her disbelief in God.


However, the experience that leads many people to deny the existence of God is being disappointed by God. The loss of a child, the betrayal by a mate, the abuse by a parent, or the reality of un-answered prayers lead some to the conclusion that there is no God. Ted Turner, the media mogul who founded CNN, traces his rejection of Christianity to watching his sister die after he pleaded with God to save her life.6


Spiritual Doubt


We tend to assume that most atheists are intellectual giants who have examined all of the philosophical and scientific evidence for God and, after much deliberation, have concluded that He cannot exist. We sometimes harbor a secret fear that perhaps the atheist has discovered some smoking gun that proves once for all that there is no God.


I admit that sometimes I fall victim to that fear. Not long ago I went on a national cable news show to debate the president of the American Atheists Association. For a brief moment prior to the interview I was apprehensive, wondering what fiery dart the atheist would pull from his intellectual arsenal to shoot down my arguments. I need not have worried. His tepid arguments only reinforced what I have always known to be true: atheists tend to reject God for spiritual rather than intellectual reasons.


The apostle Paul reminded the Roman Christians that evidence for God's existence is available to all people:


For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men who suppress the truth in unrighteousness, because that which is known about God is evident within them; for God made it evident to them. For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes, His eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly seen, being understood through what has been made, so that they are without excuse. (Romans 1:18–20)


As we will see in the next section, the evidence for God in the cosmos is overwhelming. So why do people ignore that evidence? Paul continues,


For even though they knew God, they did not honor Him as God or give thanks, but they became futile in their speculations, and their foolish heart was darkened. (Romans 1:21)


Although atheists have received a general knowledge of God through creation, they have intentionally rejected that knowledge. Why? If there is a divine Creator who made us, then it is only reasonable to conclude we must submit to Him—something an atheist is unwilling to do. Contrary to popular belief, atheists are not earnestly scouring the universe for any evidence of God so that they might believe. An atheist has no more interest in finding God than a thief has in finding a policeman. Instead, as Paul asserts, the atheist deliberately rejects the evidence for God that is all around him.


But he is not content just to reject the truth about God; the atheist must replace that truth with his own truth:


Professing to be wise, they became fools, and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for an image in the form of corruptible man and of birds and four-footed animals and crawling creatures. (Romans 1:22–23)


Paul is referring to people who replace the worship of the true God with the worship of idols that reduce God to a manageable and nonthreatening deity. Atheists, and even many theists, engage in the same reductionism in order to eliminate the need for God, or at least to transform Him into a deity more to our liking.


When I read the phrase “an image in the form of…birds and four-footed animals and crawling creatures,” I think immediately of the theory of evolution, which is an alternative faith-based explanation for the origin of life. Don't let anyone fool you: evolution has as much to say about the existence of God as creationism. The former is rooted in the presupposition that there is no God (or at least not one who had anything to do with the creation of life) and the latter starts with the assumption that “In the beginning God created…” Both evolutionists and creationists approach the question about the origin of life with specific assertions about God that require a great deal of faith.


Even many who claim to believe in God feel the need to refashion the God of the Bible. After Rabbi Harold Kushner lost his young son to disease, Kushner concluded that he could no longer believe in an omnipotent God who could intervene in human affairs but chose not to. Rabbi Kushner claimed that “even God has a hard time keeping chaos in check” and that “God is a God of justice and not of power.”7 Kushner's attempt to shrink God to a more intellectually manageable deity reminds me of the observation, “In the beginning God created man in His own image, and ever since that time man has been trying to repay the compliment!”


Empirical Doubt


Few atheists admit they are rejecting the abundant evidence for God for spiritual reasons. Instead, they try to convince people that science has driven the final nail into the coffin of theism. Richard Dawkins, another one of the “new atheists,” claims in his best-selling book The God Delusion that it is impossible to be a scientific thinker and a theist. To substantiate his claim, he cites a 1998 study showing that only 7 percent of American scientists in the National Academy of Sciences believe in a personal God.8


The average person (who, according to the Gallup poll, most likely believes in God) is threatened by that statistic. He reasons that since scientists are smarter than he is and most scientists don't believe in God, then his belief in God must be rooted in fable rather than fact.9


However, such a conclusion is ill-founded for two reasons. First, the study fails to identify the cause-effect relationship between scientists and their beliefs. It's the “which came first: the chicken or the egg?” dilemma. Let's concede the fact that the majority of scientists are atheists or agnostics. Which came first: their pursuit of science or their rejection of God? People assume that scientists’ atheism is the result of their being scientists. But couldn't they have just as easily started with a rejection of God and then pursued the study of science as an alternative explanation of the origin of the universe?


The second problem with concluding that belief in God is unscientific because so few scientists are theists is that this conclusion is circular reasoning. Let me explain. The scientific method requires observing and testing a hypothesis in nature. Only that which can be observed and measured in nature can qualify as a scientific explanation for why things are the way they are. The scientific method is based on naturalism—the assumption that nature is all there is and that the universe is a closed system. There is no allowance for the possibility that some things can only be explained by that which is “above nature” (the meaning of the word supernatural).


Such a self-imposed limitation in the pursuit of truth is the reason evolutionists have been successful in ensuring that their view of the origin of life is the only view presented in public education. Evolution is labeled as “science” since it is based on the natural, and creationism is labeled as “religion” because it is based on the supernatural. Secularists argue that evolution belongs in the school classroom and creationism belongs in the Sunday school classroom.


But wait a minute! Suppose for the sake of argument that there really is an invisible, transcendent being who is responsible for everything in the universe. Would not that reality be a scientific explanation for the origin of the universe, as well as a religious one? Yet by definition naturalism cannot allow for such an explanation, even if it is true. The scientist who bases his reasoning on naturalism says, “God cannot be the Creator of the universe because my belief system does not allow for the existence of a God who could create the universe.” That is circular reasoning.


It is a profound mistake to allow scientists to get away with equating science with reality and then limiting science to that which is observable in nature—because the result is the widely accepted conclusion that reality is only that which is observable in nature. Philosopher Alvin Plantinga demonstrates the absurdity of such a circular argument:


[It] is like the drunk who insisted on looking for his lost car keys only under the streetlight on the grounds that the light was better there. In fact, it would go the drunk one better; it would insist that because the keys would be hard to find in the dark, they must be under the light.10


To limit one's search for the truth about the origin of life to that which is “under the light” severely limits the honest inquiry of all possibilities. But such a self-imposed limitation in no way eliminates the possibility that the answer exists outside of that which can be seen.


CAN WE PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF GOD?


We must, however, concede one point to the naturalists. It is true that we cannot prove the existence of a supernatural, invisible being. However, there is a difference between proof and evidence. For example, as I am sitting at my computer typing these words I hear someone next door typing on a computer keyboard as well. I conclude it is my assistant Carrilyn, even though I can't see her. Why? First, the office next door is hers. Second, sixty seconds ago she called me from her extension next door. Third, the only time anyone else sits at her desks and types is when she is on vacation, and she is not on vacation. Based on this evidence can I prove that Carrilyn is the one typing at the keyboard? No. There is a possibility that it could be the president of the United States seated at Carrilyn's workstation. However, the evidence argues strongly for the fact that it is Carrilyn and not the president.


Similarly, while we cannot prove God's existence, we can look at evidence that strongly argues for His existence. Unfortunately, when confronted with the strong evidence for the existence of God some people willingly choose to ignore it. Jimmy Williams, founder of Probe Ministries, tells the story of a man who went to a psychiatrist convinced that he was dead. The psychiatrist tried everything to assure the patient that he was not dead. The patient remained undeterred in his belief. Finally, the psychiatrist asked him, “Do dead men bleed?” The patient said dead men do not bleed. The psychiatrist then pulled out a pocketknife, reached over, and nicked the man's finger. The patient exclaimed, “What do you know? Dead men do bleed!”11


While it is true that theists cannot prove the existence of God, it is equally true that atheists cannot prove God does not exist. Legal scholar and philosopher Mortimer Adler observed that while it is possible to prove an affirmative existential proposition, it is impossible to prove a negative existential proposition—that something does not exist. For example, someone might claim that a red eagle exists and someone else may assert that red eagles do not exist. The first person only needs to find one red eagle to prove his claim. However, the second person must scour every corner of this vast universe—an impossible feat—to ensure he has not missed a red eagle somewhere.12


When it comes to the existence of God, we must understand that the issue is not about proving whether God exists but about making an informed decision based on the evidence. In this chapter we are going to examine the four most powerful pieces of evidence for the existence of God. After weighing the evidence, an honest seeker of truth should ask himself, “Is it more reasonable to accept or deny that there is a God?”


THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT: WHY IS THERE SOMETHNG RATHER THAN NOTHNG?


Look around you, carefully noting everything you see. A chair, a lamp, a tree outside the window, a cloud in the sky. Now ask yourself, “Why do I see something rather than nothing at all?” Or, to get even more introspective, “Why do I see?” And for a real mind-blowing question, “Why am I even asking myself this question?”


The naturalist's explanation for the existence of everything we see is found in this simple formula:


No One x Nothing = Everything


Yet the existence of a vast universe (not to mention of you and me) strongly suggests that Someone brought something into existence out of nothing.


To put this argument into perspective, consider the immensity of our universe. Our solar system exists in the Milky Way Galaxy, which consists of at least 100 billion stars. The average distance between those stars is 30 trillion miles. How far is 30 trillion miles? Author Norman Geisler asks readers to imagine boarding one of the now-decommissioned space shuttles for a travel through the Milky Way Galaxy. The space shuttles flew at 17,000 miles per hour or five miles per second. At that speed, it would take you 201,450 years to travel 30 trillion miles.


Or put another way, if you had started your journey on the day of Christ's birth more than two thousand years ago, by now you would have just traveled one-hundredth of the way there. And once you finally arrived, you would have just made it to the first star, with hundreds of billions yet to go. And remember, that is just the Milky Way Galaxy. Our galaxy is just one of hundreds of billions of galaxies in the universe!13


So how did these hundreds of billions of stars in hundreds of billions of galaxies come into existence? For many years atheists argued that the universe was eternal and, therefore, had always existed. The famous astronomer Carl Sagan begins his best-selling book Cosmos with these words: “The Cosmos is all that is or ever was or ever will be.”14 But obviously, galaxies, stars, and planets all had a beginning. If you were to trace everything in the universe back to its absolute beginning, there had to be some burst of energy that set everything into motion.


Interestingly, scientists now concede that the universe did have a beginning. After all, the second law of thermodynamics tells us that the universe is running out of usable energy. But if the universe is eternal, that means it has an infinite past. And if the universe has an infinite past, it would have already run out of energy by now. In the 1930s a Belgian priest-turned-astronomer named Georges Lemaître theorized that the entire universe was packed into a dense mass of matter that existed at temperatures of trillions of degrees. Then, about 13.7 billion years ago, this mass of matter exploded, creating the entire universe, which is continuing to expand. Lemaître himself described his theory as “the Cosmic Egg exploding at the moment of creation.”15 Later, astronomer and mathematician Sir Frederick Hoyle coined the term “the big bang,” which continues today to be the most popular explanation for the origin of the universe.16


Respected astronomers like Edwin Hubble (for whom the famed Hubble telescope was named) confirmed that there are myriad other galaxies beyond our Milky Way Galaxy and that the universe is indeed expanding; therefore, the universe had a beginning like Lemaître theorized. Interestingly, on April 23, 1992, a team of scientists released findings from the Cosmic Background Explorer satellite (COBE) that confirmed what Hubble and Lemaître had theorized about the beginning of the universe: there was an explosion of matter that set the universe into motion.17 Obviously, such a theory raises a number of serious questions for the naturalist.


First, from where did that dense mass of matter come? Scientists used to say that the dense mass of matter always existed. But is it logical to believe that something came out of nothing? To say that the universe is self-created is absurd because such a claim means that the universe (in the form of a dense mass of matter) had both to exist and not exist at the same time.


A closely related question is, what caused this expansion to occur? James Emory White uses the analogy of a row of dominoes. You've probably seen elaborate displays of falling dominoes in the form of a map or some other design that take many minutes to completely topple over. Imagine as you are flipping through the television channels, you stop as you watch such a news story showing collapsing dominoes. Although you missed the first part of the segment, you know that something or someone pushed that first domino to get the process started.


Such an obvious conclusion is what makes the big bang theory such a conundrum for atheists. Someone or something had to push the first domino and get the creation process started. To assert that the entire universe came from nothing and because of nothing is nonsensical. As skeptic David Hume wrote, “I never asserted so absurd a Proposition as that anything might arise without a cause.”18 It is a simple yet profound truth. Out of nothing comes…nothing.


Of course, those of us who believe that God created the universe believe that He did so ex nihilo (literally, “out of nothing”). He did not create the universe out of material that already existed (ex materia) or out of Himself (ex Deo). God is the eternal cause of everything that exists.


But isn't it contradictory to claim it is impossible for the universe (or the matter that exploded into the universe) to be eternal and without cause, and at the same time assert God is eternal and without cause?


Not at all. Both atheists and theists believe that whatever is eternal by definition does not need a cause. It has always existed and therefore has no cause. Only that which has a beginning needs an identifiable cause. For years the atheist believed that the “eternal something” was the universe (or the matter that exploded into the universe). The theist believes that the eternal something is God.


Unfortunately for the atheist, science has now demonstrated that the universe had a beginning, necessitating a cause. Furthermore, since the universe consists of time, space, matter, and energy, this cause must transcend time, space, matter, and energy. The cause must be above or beyond the natural—in other words, supernatural. (I realize I am using the terms atheist and evolutionist interchangeably. To be fair, not all evolutionists are atheists. However, I do not know of an atheist who is not an evolutionist. By definition, atheists can only embrace a natural, rather than supernatural, explanation for the origin of life and the universe.)


William Lane Craig argues that this eternal, transcendent cause must also be personal because how else could a timeless cause give rise to a temporal effect such as the universe? Craig uses the illustration of water freezing (the effect) when the temperature is below 0° C. If water were below 0° C from eternity past, it would be impossible for water to begin to freeze a finite time ago. If the cause is eternally present, so is the effect. “The only way for the cause to be timeless and the effect to begin in time is for the cause to be a personal agent who freely chooses to create an effect in time without any prior determining cause…. Thus we are brought not merely to a transcendent cause of the universe but to its personal Creator.”19


Amazingly, even strident atheist Richard Dawkins admits that there might be some transcendent cause to explain the origin of the cosmos. “There could be something incredibly grand and incomprehensible and beyond our present understanding,” Dawkins conceded in an interview with Time magazine. Asked if that “something incredibly grand” could be God, Dawkins replied, “Yes. But it could be any of a billion Gods. It could be the God of the Martians or the inhabitants of Alpha Centauri. The chance of it being a particular God, Yahweh the God of Jesus, is vanishingly small.”20 Author Mark Mittelberg offers a great rejoinder to Dawkins's response: “You can call Him what you want, but the evidence from the origin of the universe tells us a lot about what He is like—and the description sounds amazingly similar to what the Bible tells us about one particular God, who actually is called Yahweh, the God of Jesus, the Creator of the world.”21


The often-asked question “If there is a God, why doesn't He reveal Himself so that everyone can believe in Him?” is built upon a false premise. God has revealed Himself in the world. The existence of anything and everything in the cosmos offers powerful evidence for the existence of God. As the psalmist declared, “The heavens declare the glory of God; the skies proclaim the work of his hands” (Psalm 19:1 NIV). When famed astronaut John Glenn was allowed to fly in the space shuttle Discovery at age seventy-seven, he looked out the window and remarked, “To look out at this kind of creation and not believe in God is to me impossible.”22


While the existence of the universe is a powerful argument for a transcendent and personal Creator, atheist Richard Dawkins is correct in claiming that it is a giant leap from a First Cause to the God of the Bible. However, the Creator has left other fingerprints in the universe that tell us even more about Himself.


THE TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT: HOW DO YOU EXPLAIN THE UNIVERSE'S COMPLEX DESIGN?


Author Dennis McCallum asks readers to suppose that there are two men riding on a railway coach who glance out of the window during one of the stops. They see numerous white stones on a hillside spelling out the words: THE CANADIAN RAILWAYS WELCOMES YOU TO CANADA. One of the men says, “Someone sure spent a lot of time and effort to arrange all those stones into that message.” The second man disagrees. He claims there is no proof that anyone did anything to form that message with the rocks; they just fell into place by accident. After all, he notes, there are stones on other parts of the hill that form no message, and furthermore, the message is at the bottom of a slope, providing an explanation for how they rolled into place. No one can prove that these stones did not fall into this pattern by accident.


A few minutes later the second man says, “We had better go into the train station while we are stopped and exchange our US currency for Canadian money.” “Why should we do that?” the first man asks. The second man points to the message on the hill and says, “Can't you read? It says we are entering Canada!”23


When confronted with the evidence for a Creator that comes from the complex design of the universe, atheists will argue that such design occurred by chance. Yet at the same time they are arguing the randomness of the universe, they also base their alternative theory for the origin of the universe on scientific laws that are based on order, not on chaos.


You can't have your philosophical cake and eat it too! Either the intricate design found in the universe is the result of random events that may or may not be repeatable, or it is the product of a Creator who has designed the universe to run according to observable and repeatable laws. The evidence that the design and order of the universe provide for the existence of God is often called the teleological argument for God (teleos means “design”). Where exactly do we see this design that argues for a Creator?


The Universe


The slightest variation in any number of constants would have made the initial expansion of the universe called the “big bang theory” impossible. Either the universe would have not expanded at all, or it would have expanded so rapidly that it would have become nothingness instantaneously.24 The “big bang theory” postulates that by “chance” all of the conditions were just right for the universe to have come into existence.


The Earth


The design found in the universe is not limited to its beginning. The universe has been intricately designed to allow for life on our planet, even though the universe as a whole seems hostile to life. William Dembski writes, “Imagine you discover an abandoned cabin in the mountains. As you approach the cabin, you notice something strange. Your favorite meal is cooking in the oven, the TV is turned on to your favorite program, and all your favorite books, DVDs, and video games are lying on the table. What would you conclude? The best explanation would clearly be that someone was expecting your arrival. Scientists have recently learned that the universe is much like this cabin—it's crafted uniquely for us.”25 Scientists estimate there are more than one hundred conditions on our planet that form an astronomical/biological “welcome mat” for human beings, making the earth uniquely suited for human life.


The Size of Earth


Our planet's size is perfect for the existence of life. Were the earth smaller or larger, it would not have an atmosphere that could support the proper mixture of oxygen and nitrogen. The earth is located exactly the right distance from the sun to support human life. Were the earth any farther away from the sun, we would freeze to death. Were the earth closer to the sun, we would all burn up.


Water


Our bodies are two-thirds water. Water's unique properties make our existence possible. For example, water has an especially high boiling and low freezing point, allowing us to live with highly fluctuating temperatures. Water is chemically neutral, allowing for food, minerals, and medicines to be absorbed into our bodies.


Water is essential for all life, and our planet has an abundance of it. Ninety-seven percent of our planet's water supply is in the oceans. But the process of evaporation removes water from the oceans, leaves the salt behind, and disperses the water over the earth for the benefit of living beings and vegetation.26


Gravity


Physicists tell us that for life to exist on earth, the force of gravity must remain constant. In fact, if our planet's gravitational force were altered by one part in ten thousand billion billion billion relative to other forces, life could not exist on earth.27 Furthermore, consider the gravitational relationship the earth has with the moon. If that force were any stronger, ocean tides would flood our planet.


Oxygen and Carbon Dioxide


Our atmosphere is comprised of 21 percent oxygen. If the percentage were higher, fires would ignite spontaneously across the planet. If the percentage were lower, we would suffocate. Similarly, if the carbon dioxide level were higher, the greenhouse effect would incinerate our planet. If the carbon dioxide level were lower, it would disrupt the essential process of photosynthesis for plants, making life on earth impossible.


How likely is is that these and the other constants necessary for life on earth would exist by chance? Astrophysicist Hugh Ross estimates there are 122 constants necessary to sustain life on our planet. Ross also estimates the number of planets in the universe to be 1022 (that is 1 with 22 zeroes behind it). Therefore, Ross calculates that the chance of one planet in the universe containing all of these necessary constants to sustain life would be 10138 (or 1 followed by 138 zeroes). To help put this in perspective, scientists estimate there are “only” 1070 atoms in the entire universe. Thus, a one in 10138 probability of earth randomly containing all the constants necessary to sustain life represents a zero chance.28


The Cell


How did life begin? Charles Darwin believed that the first unicellular organism emerged from some primordial biotic soup by chance. Yet Darwin conceded that “if it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely break down.” As Michael Behe demonstrates in his book Darwin's Black Box, the cell is that complex organ that renders Darwin's theory untenable. Darwin, like other biologists of his day, failed to understand the complexity of the cell. Behe explains that a cell requires a number of functioning systems that must be present at once rather than evolving over a period of time, including a functioning membrane, a system to build the DNA units, a system to control the copying of DNA, and system for processing energy.29


What is the possibility of a fully functioning cell assembling itself together by chance? Cambridge University astronomer and mathematician Sir Frederick Hoyle writes, “The likelihood of the formation of life from inanimate matter is one to a number with 40,000 [zeroes] after it…. It is big enough to bury Darwin and the whole theory of evolution…. If the beginnings of life were not random, they must therefore have been the product of purposeful intelligence.”30


The Human Body


Of course, human bodies consist of more than a single cell. The human body is comprised of thousands of complex organs and systems necessary to experience life as we know it. For example, consider your eyes. Each of your eyes is a ball with a lens on one side and, on the other side, a light-sensitive retina that consists of rods and cones. The lens is protected by a covering called the cornea and rests on an iris that is designed to protect the cornea from excessive light. Every four hours, a watery substance within the eye is replaced, while tear glands continually flush the outside of the eye clean. The eye also has its own “windshield wiper” called the eyelid that spreads a special secretion over the cornea to keep it moist and to protect it from dust.31


If that were not complicated enough, the eye does not exist by itself. As light hits the eye, billions of bits of information travel from the eye through millions of nerve fibers linked to the brain. There, at “information central” in the visual cortex of the brain, that data is processed and dispatched, along with various instructions.32


How do you explain the design and order in the universe, the earth, the cell, and the human body? Most atheists concede that there is observable design in nature, but they refuse to acknowledge that a design requires a designer. Instead, they attribute the design in nature to chance. Yet we have seen that the mathematical probability of either an inhabitable earth or a complex cell randomly occurring is effectively zero. What are the chances of both occurring randomly?


The atheist's answer to that seemingly insurmountable mathematical hurdle is what is called the multiple universe theory, which imagines that our universe is one of an infinite number of universes. In an infinite number of universes, any and every set of conditions will occur, including those we have discussed. To understand what the atheist is saying, consider this illustration. If you took all the hundreds of thousands of components of a 777 jumbo jetliner and placed them in a giant wind tunnel, the chances that they would assemble into a jet plane would be almost nonexistent. But what if you performed the experiment in an infinite number of wind tunnels? Eventually, so the theory goes, you could produce a fully assembled, functional 777 jet.


Here's the problem with such a theory. There is absolutely no evidence that there are an infinite number of universes. Furthermore, such a fanciful theory—taken to its natural conclusion—means that there is really no explanation for anything that happens in the world. Why does water freeze at 32° F, the earth revolve the sun, and summer follow spring? And even if they occur once, why do these phenomena keep occurring?


According to the multiple universe theory, the only explanation is that out of the infinite number of universes, we happen to be in the one where these things happen! As Norman Geisler writes, “The Multiple Universe Theory is simply a desperate attempt to avoid the implications of design. It doesn't multiply chances, it multiplies absurdities.”33


William Paley used the parable of a man walking through a field and discovering a stone. He walks a little farther and discovers an ornate watch. The man reasonably concludes that the stone is simply the result of a sliver of mineral being chipped away by the process of erosion over a long period of time. But the beauty, symmetry, design, and purpose represented in the watch could not have happened by chance. The watch must be the product of an intelligent and purposeful Creator.34


Attempts to write off the complexity of our universe by such preposterous explanations as the multiple universe theory demonstrate how unwilling the atheist is to objectively consider the evidence for the existence of God. As the psalmist said, “The fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no God’” (Psalm 14:1). To ascribe the complex design of the universe and all it contains to random chance is the essence of true foolishness.


THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL ARGUMENT: HOW DO YOU EXPLAIN YOU?


The anthropological argument for God is based on the presence of human beings (anthropos means “human”) on the earth. Consider several unique aspects of human beings.


Your Existence


The atheist argues that all life forms, including human beings, are the result of slow changes or mutations that occurred over billions of years, beginning with a single-celled organism. But how did that single-celled organism come into existence? The atheist's explanation is that when chemicals such as ammonia, methane, and hydrogen covered the earth they were energized by lightning, resulting in the production of amino acids. Those amino acids randomly assembled to produce protein molecules that eventually resulted in the first one-celled creature.


Let's accept for a moment the atheist's hypothesis that amino acids are the result of lightning striking chemicals covering the earth billions of years ago. What are the chances of the right amino acids randomly assembling together to produce a single-protein molecule? Biochemists tell us that the probability of a single-protein molecule assembling together by chance is 1 in 10161 (that is a 1 followed by 161 zeroes). Remember, there are “only” 1070 atoms in the entire universe.


But to create a single cell you need more than the creation of a protein molecule. A living cell requires hundreds of protein molecules coming together to support life. Given the complexity of the cell—which could not have evolved over a period of time but had to have all its functioning parts operational from the beginning—the probability of a cell assembling together by chance is remote. As we saw in the last section, Sir Frederick Hoyle estimates that the chances of a single cell assembling itself randomly is 1 followed by 40,000 zeroes.


But even if a cell were able to come into existence randomly, you still just have unicellular creature. How does the evolutionist explain a single-celled creature evolving into a fully functioning human being with such intricately designed mechanisms as the eye or brain? His only answer is that given enough time simple life forms will evolve through slight changes into complex life forms. That is like saying, “Given enough time the car sitting in my garage will evolve into a massive luxury ocean liner.”


The counterargument from the evolutionist will likely be, “That's a nonsensical argument because a car is an inanimate object and a cell is a living organism.” True, but why couldn't an inanimate car come to life and start reassembling itself into an ocean liner? After all, the evolutionist's argument is that living matter evolved from nonliving matter.


Your Consciousness


Even if the evolutionary theory answered the question of human existence, how do we explain what some have called “the humanness of humans”? For example, why are we aware of our existence? As cosmologist Allan Sandage asks, “How is it that inanimate matter can organize itself to contemplate itself?”35 The evolutionist answers that consciousness is simply the result of evolutionary development. Given enough time, there will be slight mutations until an organism develops an awareness of its existence. Yet such a declaration really does not answer the question. As J. P. Moreland concludes, “It will not do to claim that consciousness simply emerged from matter when it reached a certain level of complexity, because ‘emergence’ is merely a label for, and not an explanation of, the phenomena to be explained.”36


Beyond our awareness of our own existence, human beings have an awareness of the existence of the supernatural. Since the beginning of mankind, humans in all cultures have demonstrated an innate desire to worship a deity. Some evolutionists have attempted to explain such desires as part of the evolutionary process.


However, the basis of evolution is natural selection (or “survival of the fittest”), which means that a desire for God could only be attributed to evolutionary development if such a desire promoted the survival of the species. While it is true that there are positive benefits that accrue to those who believe in God, it is equally true that many times those who believe in God act in a way that is contrary to their self-interest. Think about martyrs throughout history who sacrificed their lives because of their belief in God. They are contradictions of the foundational premise of evolution: the survival of the fittest.


Furthermore, the evolutionist's claim that mankind's belief in God is part of the genetic makeup that assists our survival presents another huge problem for the evolutionist. Since the atheist does not believe in God and yet ascribes our God-consciousness to evolutionary development, he is claiming that we are genetically programmed to believe a lie. But if we cannot trust what our minds lead us to believe about the existence of God, why should the evolutionist trust what his mind leads him to believe about science?


A better explanation for man's awareness of God is that such awareness is rooted in reality. C. S. Lewis famously argued that our desire for God is one of the most convincing arguments for the existence of God:


Creatures are not born with desires unless satisfaction for those desires exists. A baby feels hunger; well, there is such a thing as food. A duckling wants to swim: well, there is such a thing as water. Men feel sexual desire: well, there is such a thing as sex. If I find in myself a desire which no experience in this world can satisfy, the most probable explanation is that I was made for another world.37


Your Morality


Beyond mankind's innate awareness of himself and of God, the consciousness of certain moral absolutes strongly argues for existence of God. The relationship between morality and the existence of God can be summarized this way:


1.   Objective moral absolutes do not exist if God does not exist.


2.   Objective moral values do exist.


3.   Therefore, God exists.


If there is no Supreme Judge to declare what is right and wrong, then behavior we declare to be “wrong” is really a matter of personal preference. For example, most people would agree that raping a child is morally wrong. But on what basis do we make such a judgment? Some would answer, “Society has deemed that raping a child is wrong.” But is society a reliable arbitrator of what is right and wrong? After all, certain societies in history have declared it permissible for human beings to own other human beings. Other cultures have judged it acceptable to exterminate entire races of people.


So if society cannot be trusted to provide objective moral standards to follow, from where do such standards originate? As Yale law professor Arthur Leff asked, “Who among us ought to be able to declare ‘law’ that ought to be obeyed?…Either God exists or He does not, but if He does not, nothing and no one can take His place.”38


Of course, the evolutionist counters that our sense of morality is the result of our evolutionary development and is present in us only to aid our continued survival as a species. We have a desire to do good rather than evil because it is beneficial to our self-interest. Yet there is no scientific evidence to prove that our sense of right and wrong is the product of evolutionary development. But beyond the lack of any evidence, there are other problems with this alternative explanation for the existence of moral absolutes.


First, if our sense of right and wrong is simply the result of biological forces, then we have no basis for condemning the actions of other people. After all, if my choice not to rape a child is only attributable to a biological tendency I've inherited that promotes the well-being of my species, why should we condemn someone who does engage in that behavior? Isn't his action simply attributable to a variant in the genetic gene pool?


Second, how do you explain the altruistic actions of people if they are genetically predisposed to act in their own interests? For example, I have a friend who was driving home from church one rainy Sunday when he noticed cars stopped along the side of an overflowing creek. When he got out of the car, people told him that a young Chinese girl had been overtaken by the rushing water and was barely holding on to a tree limb. My friend risked his life to wade into the water and rescue the girl (her friend had already been swept away in the flood). How does evolution explain my friend's willingness to risk his life for another person? Wouldn't his inherited survival instinct tell him that he needed to keep on driving, rather than to intervene?


Furthermore, evolutionary theory says that humans have been programmed throughout history to be hostile to those outside their own people group. Yet my friend was willing to risk his life for the benefit of a girl who was a part of another people group. The existence of objective moral absolutes in humans, especially the inexplicable tendency toward altruism, argues strongly for a Creator God who instilled such a code of conduct in each of us.


THE EXPERIENTIAL ARGUMENT: WHY DO PEOPLE FIND GOD IF HE DOESN'T EXIST?


Admittedly, the experiential argument offers the least amount of empirically verifiable evidence, yet it provides one of the most thought-provoking rationales for the existence of God. Consider the millions of people throughout history who claim to have experienced a personal relationship with God, despite great sacrifice or skepticism. For example, twelve apostles and more than five hundred witnesses claim to have seen the resurrected Jesus Christ (1 Corinthians 15:5–6). Some dismiss these witnesses’ experiences as simple wish-fulfillment. That is, the followers of Jesus so desperately wanted to see their Leader again that they imagined they saw Him after His death.


However, such a theory contradicts the known facts. The actions of Christ's followers prior to and immediately after His death demonstrate that they had no expectation of His resurrection, even though Christ had predicted it many times before. Had they believed His resurrection was imminent, why would they have deserted Christ prior to His death? Why wouldn't they have camped out at the empty tomb Saturday night in anticipation of the greatest event in human history? The answer is that they were not expecting to see Christ again.


But they did. And they were so convinced of what they saw that, with the exception of the apostle John, the disciples experienced horrible martyrs’ deaths. Beyond those who personally saw the resurrected Christ, there were countless others during the early decades of the Christian faith who claimed to have experienced a life-changing encounter with Jesus Christ—a claim that resulted in a great personal sacrifice:


And others experienced mockings and scourgings, yes, also chains and imprisonment. They were stoned, they were sawn in two, they were tempted, they were put to death with the sword; they went about in sheepskins, in goatskins, being destitute, afflicted, ill-treated…(Hebrews 11:36–37)


More than two thousand years later millions of people around the globe are enduring persecution and death because they claim to have had a personal encounter with Jesus Christ. It is estimated that in the twentieth century alone there were 45 million Christian martyrs. A willingness to die for a claimed experience with God argues strongly for the veracity of that experience. As Pascal said, “I believe those witnesses that get their throats cut.”


Other people throughout history have experienced God, not while they were searching for Him but when they were running from Him. Although C. S. Lewis grew up in a religious home, as a young man he became resentful toward religion. Part of Lewis's disenchantment with Christianity stemmed from his conviction that the Christian belief system offered no answer to the problem of evil. By the time Lewis entered Oxford University in 1917 he was an agnostic. However, through his personal friendship with J. R. R. Tolkien and Owen Barfield, C. S. Lewis finally abandoned his agnosticism and surrendered on his knees to the belief that “God was God,” becoming what he later called the “most reluctant convert in all England.”39


In more recent times agnostic A. N. Wilson shook the intellectual community when he announced to the world on Palm Sunday, 2009, that he was renouncing atheism and returning to historic Christianity. A week later, on Easter Sunday, Wilson penned a letter explaining his rationale for his change:


My own return to faith has surprised no one more than myself. Why did I return to it?…My belief has come about in large measure because of the lives and examples of people I have known—not the famous, not saints, but friends and relations who have lived, and faced death, in the light of the Resurrection story, or in the quiet acceptance that they have a future after they die.


The Easter story answers their questions about spiritual aspects of humanity. It changes people's lives because it helps us understand that we, like Jesus, are born as spiritual beings….


But an even stronger argument is the way that Christian faith transforms individual lives—the lives of the men and women with whom you mingle on a daily basis, the man, woman or child next to you in church tomorrow morning.40


One of the basic principles of rationality is that how things appear from our experience is a logical reason for believing how things are, unless there is good reason to believe otherwise. That means that we should accept the testimony of an experience from another person unless there is reason not to. For example, if someone reports he witnessed a car accident, we should be inclined to believe him, unless of course, he is blind.


The experiential argument for the existence of God is not limited to one or two people but encompasses millions of people throughout history from every station of life and every nation in the world. Furthermore, millions of people have embraced belief in God in spite of ridicule, torture, and even death. Evolution provides no answer for why so many millions of people would embrace a belief that is contrary to their own self-interest.


THE CHOICE


While the atheist cannot prove there is no God, we who are believers must honestly admit that we cannot prove there is a God. Yet the bottom-line question is, does the evidence argue for or against the existence of God?


Every day we make choices based on the best available evidence rather than absolute proof. The amount of evidence we require to make a decision is determined by the importance of the decision.


For example, let's say that you prefer sweetened iced tea. If someone places two glasses of iced tea in front of you and says one is sweetened and the other is unsweetened and the host cannot remember which is which, you might be willing to take a chance and randomly select one, hoping you got the sweetened tea. After all, the consequences of selecting the wrong glass are not that grave.


However, suppose instead of adding sweetener to the tea, your host said, “A cyanide tablet accidently fell into one of the glasses, and I cannot remember which one.” I would imagine you would require a lot more evidence before you chose to drink from one of the glasses.


The choice of belief or disbelief in God carries far more serious consequences than even the possibility of drinking from a poisoned glass of iced tea. As Mortimer Adler concluded, “More consequences for life and action follow from the affirmation or denial of God than from any other question.”41 It would seem only logical that before someone embraced the idea that there is no God, he would require substantial evidence to support his belief.
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