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Introduction

There has always been a biblical admonition for Christians to have logical and defensible reasons for their faith and to be ready and willing to share those reasons with critics and unbelievers.

1 Peter 3:15-- …and always be ready to give a defense to everyone who asks you a reason for the hope that is in you…

However, far too many Christians are, to put it bluntly, lazy with regards to this duty.  Many are quite comfortable with their faith, and see no need to “prove” their faith to anyone.  Unfortunately this allows for the perception by others that their faith is hollow and weak and not grounded in reason.  Many critical non-Christians would very quickly describe these type Christians as gullible and ignorant, and if these non-Christians only encounter gullible Christians, it would be very unlikely for them to see Christianity as anything but a crazy religion for gullible people.  This is a very undesirable situation, because God tells us not to be hidden from the world and to not care what they think, but instead to be a “light to the world” (Matt 5:14) and to “preach the gospel to every creature” (Mark 16:15).  But this task is very difficult if our audience sees our claims as lacking reasonable evidence.  We are encouraged by Paul to “convince” (2 Christians Tim 4:2), but this is very difficult if our claims are not convincing.  

To remedy this situation it is necessary for Christians to become familiar with at least some basic apologetics.  This word comes from the Greek apologia which simply means “to defend”.  Apologetics then is both the task and collection of arguments which provide a defense for a particular position.  Christians therefore should engage in Christian apologetics.  This task is very broad, covering topics such as the existence of God all the way to supporting the claim that the Bible is the inspired Word of God.  There are many things to be learned in the area of Christian apologetics.  With so many topics, arguments, and counter-arguments, it is easy to see why so many people are reluctant to delve into this area.  It is hard to learn all that stuff.  However, being a Christian is hard and this is part of our job description.  Everyone does not need to be an expert in all areas of Christian apologetics, but no one should be entirely ignorant in these areas either.  The purpose of this paper is two-fold: to provide Christians with at least a basic introduction to the apologetics that are relevant for defending our faith, and to provide these same concepts to non-Christians to show you that we have logically defensible reasons for being, and that our faith is not based simply on gullibility. 

Introductory Philosophical Foundations 

Up until about the 1600s, Christianity enjoyed a period of history in which it was not intellectually assaulted the way it is today.  Now unbelievers are infinitely more critical of the intellectual viability of the Bible and its claims.  This is largely due to the European movement known as the Enlightenment.  Thinkers such as David Hume began changing the philosophical climate of the day to one that was extraordinarily skeptical and demanding of large amounts of evidence before something could be legitimately believed.  We will not get into a philosophy lessons here about Hume’s ideas, but suffice it to say that his position, called Empiricism, was unfairly skeptical of knowledge itself, and this put incredible strain on proposed religious knowledge.  Hume and others fostered this empiricist view during the Enlightenment period, and made it somewhat fashionable, which has caused a large majority of educated people ever since to be similarly skeptical, especially of religious knowledge.

It is entirely reasonable to demand evidence and support for claims.  The very purpose of the paper, as I said, is to provide such support.  But one must not forget that no matter how highly educated someone is or how much evidence they provide, it is not possible to know something with 100% certainty (except possibly what are called properly basic facts).  When we, in casual language, speak of knowing something, we mean whether consciously or not, that we are satisfied with the amount of certainty we do have. Maybe we are 99% certain of something, or 90%, or 85%.  In these cases it would be reasonable to say we know that thing for sure because we have a reasonable amount of certainty.  But there is always the logical possibility that we could be wrong.  I say this because it reminds us that there is something called faith, which we can never escape.  Even in common everyday situations, and even among the most skeptical skeptics.  We will look at this idea shortly, but let us lay down some concepts about truth first.

I affirm, as do most people, that there is such a thing as objective truth.  That is to say, there is such a thing as reality and there are certain statements that correspond to that reality and properly describe it, and there are also certain statements that do not correspond to that reality and do not properly describe it.  This is called the Correspondence Theory of Truth.  The truth of this theory seems self-evident to me because the denial of it is self-refuting.  The two main alternative theories to this one are the Coherent Theory of Truth and the Pragmatic Theory of Truth.  These two differ in how they describe truth, but both their conclusions can be summed up by the statement, "There is no such thing as objective truth."  Now, is this sentence not self-refuting?  Clearly someone who holds this opinion and who wants to be taken seriously would intend for this statement to be both meaningful and true, otherwise why would they believe it or say it?  But if it is true, does there not have to be at least one objective truth in the world, namely that "there is no such thing as objective truth”?  If this statement is true its content and meaning then nullify the truth of the statement along with every other proposition in the world so that the statement is actually not true.  Trying to understand this statement leads to a vicious circle that leads nowhere.  No knowledge is gained.  It seems then for language and thought to be logical and meaningful there has to be some objective truths out there. 

I mention these first two concepts because they have a direct role in understanding the relationship between faith and reason.  Everyone has some degree of faith in everything and everyone uses some degree of logic in everything.  Many people are deficient in one or the other, and many are deficient in both.  However, I propose to you that in order to survive, even on the most fundamental and simplistic level, both faith and reason are necessary.  Why?  Take something as simple as eating.  We have to do it to survive, right?  When you sit down to a meal do you not have faith that what you are about to put in your mouth is healthy rather than poisonous?  What if the apple you are about eat is actually laced with anthrax?  If you deny the necessity of faith entirely as some people do, the only logical thing to do is to not eat the apple because you would have to have faith that the apple is really not laced with anthrax, no matter how much evidence you have.  If a total skeptic were to abandon faith altogether they would, among other things, be forced to starve to death.  We see then that even in everyday life, just to survive, we have to have faith.  But is this all we need?  Of course not.  Faith without reason is blind faith, and that is just as harmful as no faith at all.  Consider another example.  Suppose you refuse to use logic and only live by faith, and you wholeheartedly believe that walking out into the middle of oncoming traffic is perfectly safe.  Is this a good prescription for life?  No.  Walking out in the middle of traffic is illogical.  If in this situation you decide to walk into traffic with sincere belief that you will survive you will be disappointed despite your belief.  We can see then that faith and reason are both necessary.  To go one step further they are mutually inseparable.  To be logical, you must have faith in the tools of logic itself, but to have this faith in logic you must also be satisfied that that faith is logical.  Faith and reason come in one package.  They are often pitted against each other by individuals who chose to favor one or the other, but in reality they are not and cannot be enemies, only allies. 

So then, how do these preliminary concepts move us any closer to Christianity?  Well, laying down this groundwork gives us a plan for how we should go about finding truth and examining Christianity's claims.  To continue, we must assume that it is beneficial and desirable to make progress in the direction of truth.  Let’s look at an analogy I like to use to explain the relationship between faith and reason in the quest for Truth.  Imagine life, or if it is simpler, each individual decision you face with the following picture in mind.  You are standing on a circular platform and there are other platforms arranged in concentric circles around your platform.  You are told that your goal is to ultimately get to a platform that contains a prize called Truth by jumping from one platform to the next and at each platform you will be given clues as which direction you should go.  So you are standing on the first platform and you are given a clue.  You must use your reasoning ability to understand that the clue is suggesting that you jump to the platform to your right.  You then turn to your right and look at the platform.  In order to get there you are going to have to utilize faith in several things.  You must have faith that the clue is telling the truth, that you understood it correctly, and that you can physically make the jump.  You cannot think your way on to the next platform, nor can you be sure that it is the correct platform that will bring you closer to Truth if you don't use logic to understand the clue.  It seems only reasonable that you would at least try to reach the prize, assuming you value this thing called Truth.  Being completely skeptical and not jumping at all will keep you from ever jumping in the wrong direction further away from Truth, but you will never get any closer either.  You must use both of the tools given to you, faith and reason, in a complementary way to even have a chance of reaching the prize of Truth.  Hopefully you can see the lessons and connections that can be drawn from this.  In summary, reason points us in the right direction, and faith tells us to jump. Or, even more simply, evidence justifies faith. 

The Existence of God


To begin our examination of the case for Christianity, we should obviously start at the beginning.  That is, with the question of the existence of God.  Without His existence firmly established, all other arguments regarding Christianity come crashing down due to the lack of a foundation.  Clearly the Bible is meaningless if the God it speaks of is not real.  There has been many arguments proposed to support God’s existence throughout history, but we will look at four main types that are the most frequently used and most well known.  These four general types of arguments are cosmological, teleological, axiological, and ontological.  There are many different arguments that fall into these broad categories, and many different philosophers and theologians have stated them in various ways.  I, however, will only formulate a few of the representative arguments.

The Cosmological Argument


As I have already stated, the cosmological argument covers a broad range of topics and individual arguments, even including the teleological and axiological arguments previously mentioned.  However, since these types are so distinctive and well known, we will cover them separately.  An argument for God is cosmological if its basic goal is to take facts about the universe and show that God is the most logical explanation for those facts.  We will look at the general fact of the universe’s existence, specifically its beginning, to support God’s existence.


The medieval philosopher and theologian Thomas Aquinas, in formulating his own cosmological arguments, articulated a very simple but important idea that is generally undisputed.  He took a different approach to his arguments than I will, but his insight is still useful.  He said, “that which does not exist only begins to exists by something already existing” (Aquinas “The Five Ways”).  This idea should be common sense, yet it has a powerful application to the cosmological argument.  If it could be shown that at one time the universe did not exist, then something that existed before it must have brought it into existence.  There are several pieces of scientific evidence in the area of astronomy that lend support to this idea, and it is so well accepted among astronomers that it has been given the pet name of Big Bang Theory.  According to this theory, at some point in the past there was a massive explosion that included all the known energy and matter that we observe today, and that this explosion could be adequately called the beginning of the universe.  This theory comes by way of evidence such as the movement of the stars.  Astronomers have observed that all the visible stars are in motion in a particular direction: outward.  If they are all moving outward, away from each other, then imagine rewinding time like a movie so that they would all be moving inward.  Logically, if all the stars in the universe were moving toward a head on collision with each other, then it would makes sense if at one point in time they were all located at a common point in space, called the singularity, which would be the point where the so called explosion happened.  The actual evidence for this is much more detailed and many other lines of evidence corroborate this conclusion.  Much of this evidence has led astronomers to claim that not only are the stars expanding outward, but space itself.  These other pieces of evidence are interesting, but we will not discuss them because it is sufficient for the cosmological argument for you to have a mental picture of the expansion of the stars and to understand that evidence suggests that the universe had a beginning.


In addition to the scientific evidence for the beginning of the universe, there are logical and philosophical reasons to conclude this as well.  One of the most convincing for me is the mathematical impossibility of the existence of an actual infinite.  Most everyone understands, at least superficially, what the concept of infinity means.  It refers to a quantity which has no end.  Numbers are infinite because no matter how high someone counts there is always another number to be counted.  Numbers, though, are not actual objects, but rather concepts.  There is no problem with concepts being truly infinite, but logical problems arise when trying to apply the concept of infinity to actual objects.  A German mathematician named David Hilbert devised a thought experiment, now called Hilbert’s Hotel, to illustrate the inconsistencies involved in claiming an infinite number or amount of physical objects.  


Imagine a hotel with an infinite number of rooms and no vacancies, which means an infinite number of guests.  Now what if you were to decide you wanted to spend the night at this hotel and approached the desk clerk concerning a room.  He tells you all the rooms are occupied right now, but says that if you hang on he might be able to work something out.  So the clerk goes to the guest in room #1 and asks if they would be willing to move next door into room #2.  They agree and he then asks the guest in room #2 to move to room #3.  They agree and he continues making the request to all the guests that they move into the room next door.  After he is done he returns to the front desk and tells you that he made some arrangements for you to stay in room #1, which is now vacant because no one was asked to move into this room.  How is this possible?  You came to the hotel when it had no vacancies, yet you were still able to check in.  And furthermore, even though a new person has checked in, the hotel still has the same number of guests as it did before though no one checked out.  This clearly would not work if the hotel had a finite number of rooms and guests, such as ten.  If the clerk at a hotel such as this were to try the trick of simply moving the guests down the hall one room the guest in room #10 would have to be kicked out.  The trick works in Hilbert’s Hotel because there is always a room to move the next guest into.  There must be or otherwise there would not be an infinite number of rooms.


Consider another anomaly of Hilbert’s Hotel.  What if the desk clerk found out that there was going to be a convention in town and he wanted plenty of rooms to be vacant and ready to be rented out?  Does he have to get some of the guests to check out?  Of course not.  He simply has to ask the guest in room #2 to move to room #3, ask the guest in room #3 to move to room #5, ask the guest in room #4 to move to room #7, ask the guest in room #5 to move to room #9, and so on for every other guest.  What does this accomplish?  Well, now every other room is vacant so the hotel is ready for lots of business when the convention begins.  The hotel went from full to half full without anyone checking out.  Is this not absurd?  If actual infinites are possible though, Hilbert’s Hotel should be possible as well.  


A host of other logical absurdities are possible at Hilbert’s Hotel and these same absurdities crop up when dealing with things such as time as well, which is important for understanding this cosmological argument.  If the universe had no beginning, its history must then stretch infinitely far back in time.  Is this reasonable to believe?  If there has been an infinite amount of time pass within our universe, then tomorrow no more time will have passed than has already passed until today.  This is essentially the same as the situation in Hilbert’s Hotel where even after a new guest has checked in the hotel still has the same number of occupants as before.  The universe’s history book has the same number of pages it had ten years ago and the same number it will have ten years from now.  This certainly cannot be considered a rational claim to accept; therefore the history of the universe must be finite.  And if it is finite, the universe must have had a beginning.  


Now we are getting to the meat of the cosmological argument.  Going back to what Aquinas said, for something to come into existence it must be brought into existence by something already existing.  Who or what could have brought the universe into existence?  More over, who or what could have brought that thing into existence?  As Hilbert’s Hotel has shown, we cannot go on asking what created the universe, and what created that, and what created that, forever.  There must be a stopping place to that question.  But what could have created the universe, yet been uncreated itself?  And what could accomplish this without violating Aquinas’s rule.  To adequately answer this question, the distinction between necessary and contingent objects or beings must be addressed.


A contingent object or being is simply something which could have possibly not existed.  A person is contingent because their existence is dependent on, among other things, their parents.  Their parents could have chosen not to have kids, therefore the person could have possibly not existed.  A necessary object or being, on the other hand, is something which is logically required to exist.  It cannot possibly not exist.  With this distinction in mind, is it possible that a necessary being or object is the ultimate cause of the universe without breaking Aquinas’s rule?  Yes, because the rule states that anything that comes into existence must be brought there by something previously existing.  However, a necessary being or object never “comes into existence.”  It is logically impossible for a necessary being or object to not exist; therefore it must have always existed.  If it always existed, then it never “came into existence”, thus necessary beings or objects are exempt from Aquinas’s rule, which he acknowledged himself, as well as being exempt from the inconsistencies in having an actually infinite past. 


It is clear from both astronomy as well as philosophical reflection that the universe must have had a beginning, and thus did not always exist.  If this is true then the universe itself cannot be thought of as necessary.  So according to Aquinas’s rule, something or someone must have created it.  Again due to the impossibility of an actual infinite, it is illogical to ask a series of questions such as 'What created the universe?', 'What created the thing that created the universe?', 'What created the thing that created the thing that created the universe?', and so on to an infinite regress.  At some point a necessary object or being must be behind it all which either directly or indirectly created everything, and that necessary object or being is Who we call God.

The Teleological Argument


The teleological argument is a form of cosmological argument, which attempts to take the facts about the universe’s design and complexity and show that God is the best explanation.  This process is very similar to the field of criminal forensics.  Detectives and forensic scientists look at the facts present at an alleged crime scene, and from those facts they determine if a person intentionally created the scene containing those facts or if the scene came to look that way by pure accident.  The belief that our world came to look the way it does only by pure accident is called naturalism, and is in direct opposition to the belief in God as the Creator.


As with the cosmological argument, there are many different perspectives and approaches that one could take in developing a teleological argument.  To develop a teleological case for God’s existence in this paper I would like to focus on three major approaches that current philosophers and scientists are advocating.  These are: the fine-tuning of the universe, the specified complexity of the information in DNA, and irreducibly complex systems.  


The fine-tuning of the universe derives its support from modern day physics.  In physics, many of the equations that describe the properties and behavior of matter have values called constants incorporated into them.  These constants are unchanging, hence the name, and they determine how the most basic to the most complex laws of physics work.  There are hundreds of such constants, including the gravitational force constant, the electromagnetic force constant, the strong nuclear force constant, the weak nuclear force constant, the speed of light, the masses of the elementary particles, the ratio of neutron to proton mass, Plank’s constant, etc.  But the interesting point to note is not that these constants exist, it is that their values seem to be perfectly suited for allowing life to exist.  If any of the fundamental constants were much different than the way they are the universe would look much different.  So different that we would not be able to be alive talking about such things.  For example, if the gravitational force constant were much larger we would be crushed by the gravity of Earth, the Sun would burn so hot that we would cook in its heat, and the universes itself might even implode.  That is, if it was ever able to form in the first place.  Changes in the other constants would produce similarly drastic results.  Now if there were only one or two of these constants, one might be justified in claiming that we were simply lucky.  But there is a multitude of physical constants, such that chance cannot be regarded as a reasonable explanation for all of their life supporting values.  A Designer who intentionally and purposefully chose the values to support the life of creatures He had a purpose for seems much more likely, regardless of whether or not we know the exact details of how He went about doing this.


The next teleological argument concerns the notion of specified complexity.  This line of reason has been most fully developed and advocated by current philosopher and mathematician Dr. William Dembski.  Dr. Dembski has proposed that specified complexity be used as an explanatory filter for determining if design is the best explanation for a particular fact.  So what is specified complexity?  It actually consists of three conditions that must be met, contingency, specificity, and complexity, and once these are met the particular fact at hand can be said to be best explained through design rather than chance.  

To begin, the contingency condition simply means that there must have been multiple ways for the fact or event to occur or be manifested.  That is, it did not have to turn out like it actually did.  Flipping a coin is contingent because it can land on either heads or tails.  However, flipping a coin with double heads would not be contingent because heads would be the only possibility.  This is important to determine because if something had to happen the way it did there would be little need or warrant to explain it by deliberate design.  

Next, specificity deals with particular patterns or uniqueness about the event or fact.  Music, for example, is very easily recognizable as the product of design because of the patterns and structure that it contains.  When hearing a song for the first time no one ever asks “Was this noise written by someone?”  This is because the patterns within the song imply design.  We have no need to ask such questions because we know design intuitively through pattern recognition.  Care must be taken, though, when looking for an unfamiliar pattern.  Sometimes it is easy to impose a pattern on something when it is not there.  Finding a real pattern as opposed to an imposed pattern can be tricky if done informally, but the distinction can be made much more accurately through technical stochastic analysis.  Also we must be careful what we call a pattern.  Water dripping from a leaky faucet displays a pattern, yet to say someone designed a leaky faucet is ridiculous.  Why?  Because is has low complexity, which is the third condition.

Complexity deals with the number of contingent possibilities that were available at the time of the event as well as how improbable the event that actually took place was compared to the other possibilities.  Looking again at the music example, when you listen to a song for the first time there is almost an infinite number of contingent possibilities for how the song could have sounded.  The noise coming through your speakers could have sounded like leaves blowing in the wind or it could have sounded like one of Beethoven’s symphonies.  It could have sounded like that leaky faucet or it could have sounded like the most beautiful guitar solo you have ever heard.  The possibilities are endless, but as the total number of possibilities increases the probability that you heard the song you did decreases.  Additionally, the more complex and intricate the song, the more obvious it becomes that it was written by an intelligent musician.  When all three conditions are met, the chances are very high that the event was intentionally planned or designed.  Even more so, the degree of specified complexity can be determined through statistics, however I will not make this a technical mathematical argument.

Now that we have discussed the concept of specified complexity, let us turn this explanatory filter toward something that might be explained by God: DNA.  Human DNA consists of over 3 billion nucleotide bases.  Now only 2% of these nucleotide bases actually code for proteins and make us the way we are, so that leaves 60,000,000 “functional” nucleotide bases.  Each of the bases along the string of DNA can be one of four nucleotide bases: guanine, cytosine, adenine, or thymine.  60,000,000 positions within the DNA using four different bases gives 1.296X1031 possible arrangements for the “functional” area of our DNA.  To write out that entire number would be 12,960,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000.  This clearly satisfies the contingency condition.  What about specificity?  Only a very small handful of these possible arrangements would provide the instructions for making a human, or anything living for that matter.  For each gene in our genome a very specific sequence of nucleotide bases codes for a very specific protein that serves a very specific function.  The pattern is crucial.  Mutations that alter only one of the nucleotides in the sequence can have extremely adverse effects, such as in diseases like sickle cell anemia.  DNA’s high degree of specificity should be apparent to anyone with even a cursory understanding of biological processes.  But is it complex?  Of course.  Complexity is the most apparent of all.  Artificially synthesizing just one useful protein is chemistry of the highest caliber, but the human body utilizes over 20,000 unique and highly important proteins, and synthesizes them itself from its self-contained blueprints.  Does it not seem extremely likely that there is a very intelligent Biochemist behind the design of the human body, as well as all the other creatures on this planet?  It does to me.  In fact, the specified complexity of DNA, along with the fine-tuning of the universe, was powerful enough evidence to recently make well-known and life long atheist philosopher Antony Flew recant his position and turn to theism.

Finally, let us look at the evidence for a designer presented in what has come to be called irreducibly complex systems.  An irreducibly complex system is a collection of cooperative parts that is assembled such that it is not at all functional until all parts are in place and working properly.  Take for example the process of protein synthesis within the cell.  Proteins are created by cellular structures called ribosome, and ribosomes themselves consist of 40% protein.  This is a potentially confusing situation.  Why?  Consider the time when the very first living cell appeared on this planet.  In order for a cell to survive it must properly produce proteins, but what produced this cell’s first proteins?  It could not have been the usual ribosomes because they are made of proteins; thus those proteins would have had to come first.  But what could have made the first ribosomal proteins?  This sounds quite similar to the familiar “chicken or the egg” problem.  Proteins help make other proteins, so where did the first proteins come from?  This is a prime example of an irreducibly complex system, but it is by no means the only one.  

Take a similar example for consideration.  The other 60% of ribosomes consists of tRNA.  Proteins make tRNA from DNA, but if there are no ribosomes yet, then there are no proteins, which means tRNA cannot be produced, which in turn explains the absence of ribosomes.  If everything in this system is dependent on something else and none of the parts exist yet, how is the production of tRNA ever going to being?  At this point a Designer, I believe, is a much simpler and more logical explanation for how these two irreducibly complex systems began to function.  To exclude a Designer necessitates that you include in your explanation fanciful molecules that have never been shown to exist and to create highly imaginative but highly improbable process that defy the principle of Ockaham’s razor.  This principle essentially states that the simplest explanation is usually the correct one, and in this case design is definitely simpler.  Also, to clarify, simple is not required to mean least impressive or amazing.  Some atheists claim that the notion of an all-powerful God miraculously creating the world and the life in it is too extraordinary to be called the simplest explanation.  However, we are considering the logistics of creation here, not the degree of awe and amazement such a claim produces.  The intentional and purposeful creation of irreducibly complex systems far outweighs the complex and far-fetched theories of chance that must be used in the absence of a Designer when considering the simplicity of the logistics in the development of those systems.  Clearly this Designer, if responsible for the creation of our world, is worthy of being called God.  

The Axiological Argument 


What if there was no such thing as light?  Would we still understand the concept of light?  Would we understand the concept of darkness?  No, because our comprehension of light and darkness is based on the juxtaposition of their intrinsic differences.  The only way we know one is by comparison to the other.  If either of these concepts had never existed and did not exist now there would be no basis for comparison, therefore no understanding.  Almost every concept I can think of depends on this type of complementary relationship in order for us to comprehend it: beauty/ugliness, flavorful/bland, hot/cold, etc.  However, the axiological argument for God is specifically concerned with explaining the existence of moral value.  For the axiological argument, the question is: How can we comprehend good and bad or right and wrong if there is no ultimate source of Good in the universe and if there no possibility of being separated or foreign to this source of Good?  


Every person on this planet knows what good or right is.  There is a multitude of theories about definitions of good or what makes things good, but this is irrelevant.  Of course not everyone sees the same things being good or right, but my claim is that everyone knows goodness or rightness subjectively when they experience it.  Everyone knows what goodness itself is, even if they disagree on what things possess that quality.  


Naturalistic atheists would say good is simply anything that benefits your survival.  Subjectivists would say good is simply an expression of our emotions.  But I must emphasize that these theories are irrelevant.  My question is not what is good; it is why do the words good, bad, right, and wrong even exist in the human language if there is no such thing as true moral value.  Going back to the light/dark example, if light had never existed, words like bright, dim, or shadow would not exist.  There would be no discussion of what these words mean because there would be no words like these.  The same would be true if actual goodness did not exist.  The point, however, is that we do have words like good, bad, right, and wrong, and we know subjectively what they mean, therefore our comprehension of these terms implies that the general quality of goodness or rightness exists.  Darkness is simply the absence of light, so comparatively; the general qualities of badness or wrongness exist in the absence of the other two qualities.  Light always has a source, be it the Sun, a flashlight, or a candle.  What then is the source of Good?  An ultimately good God is the best explanation I know.  

One final point about this argument is that the existence of Good necessitates the existence of Bad or Evil as well.  For this reason, one cannot claim to explain the existence of Good by simply stating that everything is Good.  If the universe uniformly consisted of nothing but pure white light, then we could not comprehend light because of a lack of comparison to darkness.  So the situation is with the idea that everything in the universe is Good.  This is not possible to know due to the lack of comparison to the absence of Good.  The axiological argument is the simplest of the four arguments.  It essentially states that we know Good exists through experience, and God is the best explanation for that Good.

The Ontological Argument


The ontological argument attempts to show God exists purely through philosophical reflection about God’s very being.  It is by far the most difficult to understand of the four types, so do not become discouraged if it does not make sense the first time around.  A monk named Anselm in 1077 in a work entitled Proslogion first developed this type of argument for God.  He developed this argument after formulating various forms of the cosmological argument.  He felt they were strong convincing arguments, but he wanted to make a case that was even stronger.  So after much thinking and rethinking he produced the first ontological argument, which has been reformulated many times since then.  


First let us look at Anselm’s argument, and then a reformulation by a current philosopher and theologian named Alvin Plantinga.  Anselm begins by proposing the concept of “a being than which none greater can be thought.”  This would be a being that is greatest in all ways.  Anselm then goes on to claim that even a fool can understand what it means to be greatest in all ways or as he says “a being than which none greater can be thought.”  If it is true that someone understands what he means or what kind of being he is describing, then that means that this being exists in their understanding or in their mind.  After this, Anselm proposes that it is greater to exist in reality and actuality than existing only inside someone’s mind.  This means then, that if you truly have in your understanding and comprehension “a being than which none greater can be thought, then this being must also exist in reality, because existing in reality is greater.  And this being is Whom we call God.  Essentially, if you have in your mind a greatest possible being, that being must actually exist.  Otherwise you aren’t really thinking of a greatest possible being.  Because the force of the argument depends so critically on a full understanding and comprehension of what Anselm is saying, many have become frustrated with this ontological argument through the years.  Anselm himself correctly predicted the difficulty some would have with understand it fully, and even claimed that if it was not convincing or appeared silly, then that would mean you have not yet fully understood the implications of the definition of a greatest possible being.  Admittedly, I found Anselm’s argument to be very confusing at first.  I then moved on to a stage where I thought I understood it, and it seemed like he was simply playing around with words and seemed it very silly.  Then after persevering through further attempts to understand it, its full force became apparent.  When properly understood, this argument shows that God is a necessary being.  Recall from the cosmological argument that a necessary being is a being for which it is impossible not to exist.  If the argument successfully shows this, this makes an exceedingly strong case for God’s actual existence, which is what Anselm set out to do.


If Anselm’s version still confuses you, let us look at a reformulation made by Dr. Alvin Plantinga.  

Plantinga begins with the concept of a “maximally excellent being” instead of retaining Anselm’s wording.  Plantinga then claims that this idea is at the very least coherent and not self-contradictory.  For comparison, a concept that would be self-contradictory would a “square circle.”  Such a shape is impossible because the very components of its definition are at odds with one another.  This, according to Plantinga, is not true of the concept of a maximally excellent being, so a maximally excellent being is at least logically possible.  To use modal logic terminology as he does, a maximally excellent being exists in at least one possible world.  A possible world meaning simply a hypothetical world that contains possibilities that may or may not be they way our actual world is.  For example, in our actual world my name is Brannon.  But my parents could have possibly named me David.  Clearly they didn’t, but they could have.  Since there was that possibility, then there exists at least one possible world in which my name is David.  Going back to a maximally excellent being, since this being is not impossible, it must at least exist in one possible world.  However, the difference between a maximally excellent being and me comes in when one considers our respective definitions.  There is nothing in my definition as a person who could have possibly been named David that necessitates that I actually am named David.  However, the maximally excellent being is maximally excellent in all things, including the number of possible worlds this being occupies.  A maximally excellent being must exist in at least one possible world, but if it is maximally excellent, should it not exist maximally in all possible worlds, which would include our actual world?  This argument then proceeds to show, like Anselm’s, that a maximally excellent being is necessary, and it is this being we call God.


Maybe the ontological argument is convincing to you, maybe not.  If not, you would not be the first to feel this way.  However, you must be careful and honest in assessing why it does not convince you.  It is most certainly confusing for some upon the first read, and it is mentally challenging; yet these are not reasons to reject it.  Among the critics of the ontological argument, a single man stands out in the history of philosophy as one who ostensibly defeated the entire class of arguments.  This man was Immanuel Kant, who lodged a criticism against the ontological argument in his 1781 treatise, Critique of Pure Reason.  Kant actually believed in God, and was in no way an enemy to theists.  However, he did not believe that the ontological argument presented adequate support for God’s existence.  


In the ontological argument, the logical flow from premises to conclusion depends on one implied premise or assumption: that existence can be considered a property, just as God’s other attributes are His properties.  Kant rejected this implied premise, and if it is taken out the argument does truly collapse.  The reason being that the greatness of existence is what bridges the gap from God existing in your mind only to the greater existence of existing in actuality and in Plantinga’s account bridges the gap from existing in one possible world to the greater existence of all possible worlds.  Since Kant claims that existence is not a property, according to him these bridges are not possible.  If Kant is correct in rejecting existence as a property, the ontological argument fails.  I, however, disagree with Kant’s claim, as have some others philosophers.


Kant was highly intelligent and a great philosopher, but I would now like to humbly refute his refutation to restore the philosophical thrust to the ontological argument.  To preface my refutation, I would like to call your attention to a law in metaphysics called Leibniz’s Law of the Identity of Identicals.  This law states that if you have two hypothetical objects, all of whose properties are identical, then those two objects are indiscernible and must actually be only one object.  I will point out before going on that not all philosophers believe this is a true principle.  This should not be surprising since it is near impossible to get truly unanimous agreement on anything.  On the other hand, it most certainly does have its supporters in the field of philosophy.  It is outside the scope and purpose of this paper to defend this principle, but should you agree with it and decide to use it to defend the ontological argument from Kant’s criticism, you should also be able to provide defensible reasons for using it.  I believe it is a true metaphysical principle and will proceed to use it in refuting Kant.


With Leibniz’s law in mind, turn your attention to the hypothetical event of looking at a painting on a wall.  Suppose after looking at this painting you turn your back to it and, using your incredible memory, you recreate the painting in your mind, imagining every last detail, every brush stroke, and every flaw.  You even visualize where the painting was on the wall, what time you looked at it, etc.  You now have in your mind an exact replica of the actual painting, identical in every way.  I now ask, “Is the painting in your mind the exact same painting as the one on the wall?”  Of course not.  This would be absurd.  The reason is that I said something that was not quite true.  I said the two paintings, the mental and the actual, were exactly the same, identical in every way.  This is not true.  They differ in one aspect: one exists as a mental entity in your mind, and the other exists as a physical entity on the wall.  This is their only discernable property.  At this point Kant proceeds to say that existence does not count as a property.  That is, existence cannot be used as a discerning characteristic.  Supposing that we agree with him for the moment, we strike existence from the list of properties of both the mental painting and the actual painting.  What now?  Kant has disqualified the only discernable characteristics between the two, so now the list of properties for each painting is truly identical.  Going back to Leibniz’s law, this should now mean that the mental painting in your mind and the actual painting on the wall are one and the same painting.  Surely this cannot be, because it seems now just as absurd and counter-intuitive as before.   Since Kant’s idea of existence allows for such an absurdity to be possible, I cannot regard it as a sound theory, and neither can I regard it as a successful criticism of the ontological argument.


In summary, the ontological argument attempts to show that God is a necessary being due to maximal greatness of His very being.  This argument relies on an implied premise that existence is a type of property.  Kant rejected this premise and stated its opposite: that existence is not a type of property.  I disagree with his objection.  I have attempted to show that Leibniz’s Law of the Identity of Identicals can be used to point out absurdities which Kant’s view of existence allows.  It should be noted in closing though, especially if the ontological argument appears to you to mean we can “think things into existence”, that it is a very specialized argument that only work with a maximally excellent being due to the implications of being maximally excellent in all ways.  The line of reasoning that the argument employs does not apply to any being lesser than one that is maximally excellent in all ways.  Keep this in mind as you ponder the ontological argument.

The Resurrection of Jesus

The Historicity of the New Testament 

Now that we have laid some groundwork, let us start building a case for Christianity in particular.  We should not assume any doctrines such as the inspiration of the Bible, Jesus' divinity, death, resurrection, etc, because to do so would be to use circular reasoning.  It should be clear that the truth of Christianity stands or falls based on the foundation of Christ’s resurrection and the ideas that truth entails, so let us start with the Gospels and their account of Jesus.  The basic story is widely known, so we need to look at the major explanations that have been offered over the years to explain the facts away so that Jesus really was not who He claimed to be and see if these explanations are reasonable. If they are not, maybe we can narrow the possibilities down to the explanation that Christianity affirms. 

First, the Gospels have been accused by some of not even being reliable historical documents, but rather myths that became more and more embellished over time.  This is not at all a reasonable position to hold because the basic facts of Jesus' death, burial, and resurrection are corroborated by extra-biblical secular sources such as Roman documents and notably a Jewish scholar and historian named Josephus.  Both of these sources would have no desire to propagate false myths that favor Christian claims.  Additionally, consider how long it would reasonably take for a culture to take a true story and modify it into a myth with the magnitude of supernatural claims contained in the Gospels.  Mythological stories by the Sumerians, Egyptians, and other cultures were developed and modified over many centuries and never really reached a final product, but rather continued to change up until the end of their civilizations.  Does the story of Jesus adhere to this pattern of mythological evolution?  No, it does not.  First of all, we have very early manuscripts of not only the Bible but also extra-biblical writings by Christians that date back all the way to the beginning of the second century.  One manuscript, called the Chester Beatty Papyrus II, is even thought by some scholars to date back to the late first century (Comfort, How We Got the Bible, 179).  If Jesus died in 33 AD, and we have original historical documents that date back to only about one hundred years after this event, that does not allow near enough time for all the supernatural embellishments to be assimilated into the story.  Furthermore if the story of Jesus were a myth, it would seem that it would follow the same pattern of embellishment as Sumerian and Egyptian stories.  That is to say, it should still be evolving.  However, here we are in the 21st century and our story of Jesus matches exactly to the story which we find in those manuscripts from the beginning of the second century.  

Admittedly, there are manuscripts from groups such as the Gnostics, which paint a different picture of Jesus than the one contained in the Gospels.  However, these dissenting views of Jesus were in the minority, as well as being even more extravagant and supernatural than the biblical view.  Hence most of these Gnostic views do not provide a more believable and ordinary alternative account of Jesus, as many would like to think.  Should you choose to support the Gnostic view Jesus, you will be affirming that He was not at all human, but rather fully and completely God, visible only by being much like a ghost.

In addition to viewing the Gospels as mythical writings, many critics have also claimed that the Bible has been translated and retranslated, copied and recopied, and tampered with so many times that it must contain so many errors and changes that we have no way of knowing what the biblical writers even said.  This seems very possible at first because the Bible is the most widely translated and circulated book in the world.  This claim, however, fails once some facts about its manuscripts are known.  Consider for comparison that Livy’s history of Rome has only twenty surviving manuscripts and or Tacitus’s books of Roman history we have only two manuscripts.  Even more, these two manuscripts are from the ninth and eleventh centuries, hundreds of years removed from the events they describe, yet these two writers are considered by historians to be reliable in conveying to us what occurred during the Roman Empire (Blomberg, in Reasonable Faith, 194).  How many manuscripts of the New Testament alone do we have?  Over 6,000, many of which date to less than two centuries after they were written, and some even less than one century (Comfort, How We Got the Bible, 182).  With all these manuscripts at their disposal, Bible scholars are able to make exhaustive comparisons between them to verify that the Bible that we can easily buy at nearly any bookstore is the actual writing and wording of its original authors.

Even if we do have so many manuscripts that does not mean there are vast differences and errors in them, right?  No.  With manuscript comparison it has been found that there are about 200,000 variations.  However, the natures of these variations are completely innocuous.  First, to bring that number into perspective, variations are counted not just the first time they appear, but each time they appear.  For example, if there is variation in the text that occur in the ninth century and the variation is faithfully copied 5,000 times after its creation, then this is counted by scholars as not one single variation, but 5,000.  This means of the reported 200,000 variations, there are only about 10,000 actual variations (Geisler and Brooks, When Skeptic Ask, 160).  Furthermore, of these 10,000 variations, none of them are differences that affect the meaning or content of a passage.  They are instead differences in things such as spelling or sentence structure.  It just does not seem reasonable to me, in light of this evidence, to accept that the Gospels are mere cultural myths or that the New Testament contains unreliable history that has been significantly corrupted through time.

The Death of Jesus

Now that we can at least view the Gospels as reasonably reliable historical documents, let's look at what they say.  Notice at this point we have not made any progress toward supporting the theological truth or the inspiration of the Gospels.  We will begin our examination at the end of Jesus' life near the time of His death.  One of the first alternative theories that have been raised to deny Christ's resurrection is that He never died in the first place.  This has been called the Swoon Theory, claiming that He merely swooned or passed out on the cross and later woke up.  Let's look at the medical facts of Jesus' ordeal and see if His survival seems reasonable. 

First, beginning with Christ as he was praying in the garden of Gethsemane, we see that He was not in good health. 

Luke 22:44-- And being in agony He prayed more earnestly.  Then His sweat became like great drops of blood falling down to the ground. 

The passage alerts us to the fact that Jesus was suffering from a medical condition called hematidrosis. This condition is caused by extreme stress and anxiety.  The stress raises the blood pressure significantly, which puts strain on the heart and ruptures the capillaries in skin.  The blood leaks into the sweat ducts and gives the appearance of sweating blood.  It is also interesting to note that Luke, the writer of this passage, was a doctor.  He probably mentioned this fact due to his knowledge of the detrimental effects hematidrosis can have on a person and the extreme levels of stress that causes it.  We see that Jesus has not even been arrested yet and already He is less than healthy. 

Next Jesus is arrested and brought before the Sanhedrin (the Jewish court).  On his way the Gospels tell of Him being beaten and abused even before His trial. 

Luke 22:63-64-- Now the men who held Jesus mocked Him and beat Him.  And having blindfolded Him they struck Him on the face and asked Him, saying, "Prophesy! Who is the one who struck You?" 

Thus far in the story we have a sick man who has been beaten by an angry mob.  Not very good for the health.  After facing the Sanhedrin, Jesus was sent to Pontius Pilate, then to Herod, then back to Pilate for His final court appearance, all the while being beaten along the way. 

As we know, Jesus was ultimately condemned to crucifixion, but before being put on the cross He sentenced to be scourged.  It was a common occurrence for precrucifixtion victims to be scourged.  The Romans did this to quicken the deaths, and John, as well as Matthew and Mark, confirm that Jesus was subjected to it. 
John 19:1-- So then Pilate took Jesus and scourged Him. 

Now realize what scourging is.  A scourge was a type of Roman whip with multiple strips that had bits of glass, rocks, and metal tied to the end.  Obviously this would not be a normal beating, but would actually cut and rip the skin.  So far we have a sick man that has been beaten repeatedly by a mob, and scourged by Roman soldiers. 

Shortly after the scourging, the famous crown of thorns was pushed down onto His head and He was beaten with a stick. 

Matthew 27:28-30-- And they stripped Him and put a scarlet robe on Him.  When they had twisted a crown of thorns, they put it on His head, and a reed in His right hand.  And they bowed the knee before Him and mocked Him, saying, "Hail, King of the Jews!"  They spat on Him, and took the reed and struck Him on the head. 

The extra loss of blood would not help His condition after losing blood from Hematidrosis and the beatings and scourging, and the blows to the head would not help His condition either.  So keeping track, we now have a sick man that has been beaten by a mob repeatedly, scourged by Roman soldiers, cut on the head by thorns, and beaten on the head with a stick. 

Moving on we read of Jesus being forced by the guards to carry His own cross to the place where He would be crucified. 

John 19:17-- And He, bearing His cross went out to a place called the Place of the Skull, which is called in Hebrew Golgotha. 

Clearly this intense physical exertion would not be healthy for a man in His condition.  After carrying His cross and arriving at the site of the crucifixion, Jesus was obviously crucified. 

Matthew 27:35-- Then they crucified Him... 

Up to this point, everything that had been done to Jesus was done with the intention of mocking and torturing Him.  Now, however, the act of crucifixion is the first thing was done to Him with the intent of death.  The very purpose of it was His death, so it is reasonable to say that this act would have been the most detrimental to His health.  But before He even died we see further signs of His declining health.  After Jesus had been hanging on the cross for several hours He said that he was thirsty. 
John 19:28-- "...I thirst!" 

Why is this important?  Well, thirst, although a very common occurrence, is not a good sign.  When someone becomes noticeably thirsty they are all ready dehydrated, and dehydration if it persists can be a serious medical issue.  Now, granted, when Jesus said this they gave him a sponge dipped in sour wine, but this amount would do little more than to appease His taste buds, not sufficiently hydrate His body. This is a small point, but I mention it because it is yet another obstacle for Jesus' physical body to deal with, and one that is easily overlooked by those who claim He never died. 

After He, and the two criminals being crucified with Him, had been hanging for several hours the guards came by to quicken the deaths.  The guards broke the legs of the two criminals, but when they came to Jesus they did not because they judged Him as already being dead.  Instead of breaking His legs they stabbed Him in the side with a spear. 

John 19:32-34-- Then the soldiers came and broke the legs of the first and of the other who was crucified with Him.  But when they came to Jesus and saw that he was already dead, they did not break His legs.  But one of the soldiers pierced His side with a spear, and immediately blood and water came out. 

Jesus avoided having His legs broken, but being stabbed with a spear would present a two-fold problem. First the actual wound would be damaging, but second the blood and water that came out would add to His previous dehydration and blood loss. 

After dying, or being supposed dead, Christ was taken off the cross and prepared for burial. 

John 19:39-40-- And Nicodemus, who at first came to Jesus by night, also came, bringing a mixture of myrrh and aloes, about a hundred pounds.  Then they took the body of Jesus, and bound it in strips of linen with spices, as the custom of the Jews is to bury. 

Notice the logistics involved here.  Jesus is being wrapped up with one hundred pounds of cloth and spices, much like a mummy.  If Jesus were still alive this would almost certainly have suffocated Him, but ignoring this, would it be reasonable to think that a man suffering from Hematidrosis and dehydration, who has just been repeatedly beaten, made to carry a cross, cut, stabbed, nailed to a cross, and mistaken for dead be able to break out of such a constraint in a dark sealed tomb after being left there for over 48 hours with no food, water, or medical treatment?  I think not. 

The next point rests on the credibility of the Roman guards in determining that Jesus was dead. Can their assessment be trusted or did they make a mistake?  In answering this question it should first be noted that it does not take a forensic scientist to know if someone is dead.  Any person with properly functioning senses can, with incredible accuracy, determine if someone is dead.  It is not some esoteric or skilled talent.  But even more so in Jesus' case, the Roman guards who called His time of death were professional executioners.  Out of all the people who saw Jesus, would they not be the least likely to be mistaken about His death?  Even further, the Roman government was extremely intolerant of any mistakes from their soldiers.  Falling asleep on duty was punishable by being run through with sword, so judgment errors regarding convicted criminals were probably dealt with as harshly or worse.  This being the case it would probably have been an unbelievably rare occurrence for the soldiers to make such a silly mistake as to determine a live man as dead. 

Thus far in the argument, it seems to me that there is more than enough evidence to be confident of the belief that Jesus at least died, to say nothing of resurrection or not.  If the resurrection is false, there must be some rational explanation for the fact that people came to think He had been raised from the dead.  Let's look at each of the possible candidates to find out if any of them have any merit. 

The Empty Tomb 

The first objection we might encounter could be that Jesus' tomb was never actually found empty, and that the women who went to visit it on Sunday morning actually went to the wrong tomb, which happened to be empty.  This proposal is highly unlikely due to several reasons.  First it accuses all of Jesus' disciples who claimed to have visited His empty tomb of being so incompetent that they could not find the tomb they just put their leader in just two days before.  The women who first made the announcement were not the only people who went to see the empty tomb.  If this theory is correct it means that every single disciple that visited the "empty tomb" were incredibly stupid.  Basing an entire theory on the supposed ignorance of those people involved makes for a very weak theory, which lacks any good solid evidence. 

Furthermore, if the real tomb was not really empty, and Jesus' body was still right where they left it, the history of Christianity would be very different.  And by different I mean nonexistent.  Nearly everyone in the area around Israel at this time was violently opposed to Jesus and His claims.  If the tomb was not empty it would have been all to easy to snuff Christianity out like a candle by going to the real tomb and advertising the dead body of Jesus.  Why did the Jews and the Romans, two very large and powerful groups opposed to Jesus, not do this.  Apparently they did not have this option available to them due to the tomb actually being empty. 

Yet another piece of evidence speaks strongly in favor of an empty tomb, and this evidence ironically comes from Jesus' enemies.  Notice how the Jewish rulers reacted in response to growing claims of a resurrected Jesus. 

Matthew 28:11-15-- Now while they were going, behold, some of the guard came into the city and reported to the chief priests all the things that had happened.  When they had assembled with the elders and consulted together, they gave a large sum of money to the soldiers, saying, "Tell them, 'His disciples came at night and stole Him away while we slept.'  And if this comes to the governor's ears, we will appease him and make you secure."  So they took the money and did as they were instructed; and this saying is commonly reported among the Jews until this day. 

Now what is interesting about this bribe is that it presupposes that the tomb actually was empty. If it had not been, then, like what was said before, they would need no bribes.  They would only need to go to the tomb to disprove any resurrection claims.  However, since the tomb was empty, this would not be an option and any enemies of Jesus would be forced to resort to alternate explanations for an empty tomb, which they did by claiming the dishonesty of Jesus' disciples.  So since the tomb must have been found empty let us focus on the trustworthiness of the disciples and the claim that they stole the body. 

The Trustworthiness of the Disciples 

We now turn our attention to the question of why we should believe anything the disciples say and why we should think that they did not have some underhanded role in the "myth" of a resurrected Jesus.  First off, the trustworthiness of the basic facts recorded by the disciples should not be a source of concern due to earlier arguments.  The basic facts regarding the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus are attested to by numerous sources of secular history and furthermore the earliest objections raised against Christianity were not aimed at disproving the basic facts, but rather were aimed at using the basic facts to conjure up alternate explanations which exclude the resurrection. 

Concerning the trustworthiness of the claims of a resurrection let us focus on the psychology of the disciples.  To begin, note that it is very difficult to find a motive for the intentional deception of the resurrection by the disciples.  In court, one of the most fundamental pieces in the construction of a coherent case for an intentional wrongdoing is this notion of motive.  Entire cases can be accepted or rejected on the presence or absence of motive, and after examining the case against the disciples I cannot find even a glimmer of a motive.  To perpetuate a lie of the magnitude of that of the resurrection, and to perpetuate it so far as to be willing to die for that lie just does not seem reasonable.  Faced with rejection by friends and family, and faced with threats and abuse by strangers and government, what would motivate the disciples to adhere to a story they know to be false?  What would motivate anyone to do this?  There have been figures in history, no doubt, that have boldly espoused claims that they knew to be fallacious and even did so amidst strong resistance.  But these examples differ in that when people do such things it is to gain something that compensates for the consequences, such as money, power, or fame.  In light of this observation, what could the disciples have possibly gained from holding and preaching such an unpopular and dangerous lie?  I cannot think of anything.  I only see reasons why they would not hold to this lie, and as such their claims gain respectability. 

A second question to ponder is "What caused the disciples to have such a boost in confidence after the alleged resurrection?"  Before Jesus' death the disciples were devoted, but not very bold in their devotion.  For example, when Jesus was arrested, rather than staying with Him and supporting Him throughout His trial and execution, Matthew admits that "all the disciples forsook Him and fled" (Matthew 26:56).  Also remember Peter's well-known triple denial of Jesus after He was arrested.  Peter as well as the other disciples all said that they would stay with Jesus no matter what, yet we see from the Gospels that when trouble and danger came they became cowards.  Keeping that in mind, how then should we explain that boldness of the disciples after the resurrection?  We see in the second chapter of Acts that Peter and the other apostles, only about a month after Jesus ascended into heaven, giving a courageous and powerful sermon to a crowd of thousands of Jews, the very people who had demanded the crucifixion.  How can this be?  What a strange shift in attitude this is from men who are supposed to be intentional liars.  Maybe they are world-class actors who would dominate the Academy Awards.  I think a better explanation, though, is given by the observation that powerful evidence produces powerful belief.  If the disciples really did see a resurrected Jesus who was available to their physical senses, despite having seen Him die just a few days before, this would constitute powerful evidence, and thus warrant powerful belief proportional to the magnitude of change which they exhibited. 

Finally, the witnesses to whom the Gospel writers appealed gives added supported to the trustworthiness of their claims.  What do I mean by this?  Well, consider first the social climate of Israel in the time of Jesus.  Women were highly discriminated against.  They were truly considered second class citizens in that they could not own land, make legal agreements, or even testify in court.  Now the latter of these examples is the most relevant to our discussion.  Women were considered unreliable witnesses such that their testimony of events was largely disregarded.  However, when we look in the Gospels who do we find making the first discovery that Jesus' tomb is empty but a group of women.  If the Gospels were nothing more than propaganda from the pens of liars, I find it quite difficult to believe that these Jewish men would have included such a detail at all, much less made it the first record of testimony of the risen Lord.  The inclusion of the women's testimony speaks strongly in favor of the Gospels and their writers. 

If the disciples were not deceivers, then maybe they were deceived.  Maybe they were hallucinating when they saw Jesus after His resurrection.  Or maybe someone was posing as Jesus and they mistakenly thought it was Him.  Although these claims are difficult to hold in light of the evidence for an empty tomb, which we have already covered, they attract their own unique refutations as well.  To begin, mistaking someone else for Jesus is a laughable theory.  To understand why, consider the fact that there were multiple eye witness accounts of a resurrected Jesus, many of those witnesses themselves had multiple encounters with Him, and many of these encounters lasted for an extended period of time.  We all mistake identities from time to time, but the degree of mistaken identity in this case would be comparable to or even greater than that of your entire family mistaking a stranger for one of your close relatives to the extent that you take them into your home, eat dinner with them on multiple occasions, and carry on numerous conversations without ever realizing their true identity.  This just does not mesh with common sense. 

The claim of hallucination accounting for a resurrected Jesus is more reasonable than the mistaken identity, yet hardly reasonable on its own merits.  Again, I emphasize that this theory must account for the evidence of an empty tomb, but it also suffers from psychological improbability and the facts regarding the nature of the encounters with Jesus.  First, it may be quite possible and believable for one person to experience a hallucination of a resurrected Jesus, even multiple times.  But when two people claim to experience the exact same hallucination at the same time the chances of it being a hallucination drop.  It still may be quite possible and believable, but the probability of this happening is less than that of one person having the hallucination.  Then suppose a third person suffering from the exact same hallucination makes claims of seeing, talking, and eating with Jesus.  The probability drops further.  The point is that with each new witness, the chance that all their claims can be explained by appealing to unique psychological problems that happen to be present in each one decreases significantly.  With this in mind, it is interesting to note that although many more people probably saw Jesus, the New Testament mentions that at the very least over 500 people claimed to see a resurrected Jesus.  The chances that all these individuals just happened to be suffering from the same mental illnesses that would produce the same hallucinations seem to me so low that the claim is reduced to absurdity.  Nevertheless, still more evidence reduces this hypothesis even further.  Many of the accounts of Jesus are not of the nature of some mysterious ghost story in which Jesus appears in a haunted house and quickly vanishes, but rather talk of Him walking, talking, and eating with the disciples and even letting them touch his scars to assure them that He is not a ghost. 

Matthew 28:9-- And as they went to tell His disciples, behold, Jesus met them, saying, "Rejoice!"  So they came and held Him by the feet and worshiped Him. 

Luke 24:30-- Now it came to pass, as He sat at the table with them, that He took bread, blessed and broke it, and gave it to them. 

Luke 24:36-43-- Now as they said these things, Jesus Himself stood in the midst of them, and said to them, "Peace to you."  But they were terrified and frightened, and supposed that they had seen a spirit.  And He said to them, "Why are you troubled? And why do doubts arise in your hearts?  Behold My hands and My feet, that it is I Myself.  Handle Me and see, for a spirit does not have flesh and bones as I have."  When He had said this, He showed them His hands and His feet.  But while they still did not believe for joy, and marveled, He said to them, "Have you any food here?"  So they gave Him a piece of broiled fish and some honeycomb.  And He took it and ate it in their presence. 

John 20:20-- When He had said this, He showed them His hands and His side.  Then the disciples were glad when they saw the Lord. 

John 20:24-29-- Now Thomas, called the Twin, one of the twelve, was not with them when Jesus came.  The other disciples therefore said to him, "We have seen the Lord."  So he said to them, "Unless I see in His hands the print of the nails, and put my finger into the print of the nails, and put my hand into His side, I will not believe."  And after eight days His disciples were again inside, and Thomas with them.  Jesus came, the doors being shut, and stood in the midst, and said, "Peace to you!"  Then He said to Thomas, "Reach your finger here, and look at My hands; and reach your hand here, and put it to My side.  Do not be unbelieving, but believing."  And Thomas answered and said to Him, "My Lord and my God!"  Jesus said to him, "Thomas, because you have seen Me, you have believed. Blessed are those who have not seen and yet have believed." 

In light of these accounts, I find it very difficult to take the hallucination theory very seriously.  I just cannot imagine a hallucination that the disciples could have touched or a hallucination that claimed to be hungry and ate food on multiple occasions.  At this point I feel that we have run out of alternate theories that are worth discussing.  Since none of the alternatives have seemed to me very convincing or reasonable, the only think I can do is accept the truth of the Resurrection.  It is not commonplace to hear of men rising from the dead, which is the only objection some critics offer to explain their unbelief, but if rising from the dead were commonplace then why would the Resurrection of Jesus matter very much.  It would seem even more illogical to claim the deity of Jesus or the truth of Christianity based on this event if it were a ubiquitous occurrence in our natural world.  But nevertheless, by process of elimination of competing theories I find myself not only able, but compelled to believe that Jesus rose from the dead, and by doing so affirming the title of the Christ.  For by rising from the dead, as predicted, in a world in which this occurrence seems inconceivable, Jesus demands that rational men and women pay attention to His Word, for they are not the words of a normal man.  So what is His Word?  Now that we are more than justified in believing Him, what does He say to us? 

The Authority of the Bible

Christ's Claims 

He claims that His words will judge us: 

John 12:48-- "He who rejects Me, and does not receive My words, has that which judges Him--the word that I have spoken will judge him in the last day." 

He claims that He speaks by the authority of God: 

John 12:49-- "For I have not spoken on My own authority; but the Father who sent Me gave Me a command, what I should say and what I should speak." 

He claims that He is the Son of God: 

Luke 22:70-- Then they all said, "Are You then the Son of God?" So He said to them, "You rightly say that I am." 

He claims that He is necessary for our salvation: 

John 14:6-- Jesus said to him, "I am the way, the truth, and the life.  No comes to the Father except through Me." 

By rising from the dead, I perceive Jesus to be someone of whom the world should take note.  And when I read Him say that His words will judge us and that no one comes to the Father except through Him, I am inclined to make certain that I strive to obey these words and that I go through Him to reach my Father in heaven.

To further our case for Christianity, it now becomes necessary to account for our devotion to the Bible as not just another book, but The Book, which entails instructions, advice, and motivation for finding the way, the truth, and the life of which Christ spoke of.  To do this it is needful to provide a reason as to why the teachings of men other than Jesus are included in such a book.  Why are Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Paul, Peter, James, and Jude, (the authors of the New Testament) and men like Moses, Solomon, Samuel, and Isaiah (some of the authors of the Old Testament) authors whose writings should be the authoritative basis of the construction, doctrine, and morals of the church for which Christ suffered greatly to make possible? 

The Authority of the Bible and Its Writers 

To answer this question we must see if Christ Himself approves of these writings and writers.  Concerning the Old Testament (the books Genesis through Malachi), these writings had all been written and compiled into the group of writings we have today by the time Jesus began His ministry.  With this in mind, Jesus referred to the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms, or just the Law and the Prophets, which was the common way in Jesus' time period to refer to what we know as the Old Testament.  Now let us look at what Jesus said about the Old Testament and how He used it in His teaching to see if we should consider it authoritative. 

Matthew 5:17-19-- "Do not think that I came to destroy the Law or the Prophets.  I did not come to destroy but to fulfill.  For assuredly, I say to you, till heaven and earth pass away, one jot or one tittle will by no means pass from the law till all is fulfilled.   Whoever therefore breaks one of the least of these commandments, and teaches men so, shall be called least in the kingdom of heaven; but whoever does and teaches them, he shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven." 

In this passage we see Christ talking about fulfilling the law (Old Testament).  He seems to be not only implying that the law is true regarding what is being fulfilled, but also that His purpose for being here is intimately connected with that law.  Additionally, we should note that He refers to the Old Testament as containing commandments that we must follow.  Granted, as we will later learn, not all these commandments apply to Christians, but to Jews who came before Christ.  Nevertheless, it is important to note Christ's attitude toward the Old Testament.

Luke 16:16-17-- "The law and the prophets were until John.  Since that time the kingdom of God has been preached, and everyone is pressing into it.   And it is easier for heaven and earth to pass away than for one tittle of the law to fail." 

Again we see Christ affirming the truth and power of the Old Law by basically stating that the world would cease to exist before it would fail or be found untrue. 

Luke 24:44-- Then He said to them, "These are the words which I spoke to you while I was still with you, that all things must be fulfilled which were written in the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms concerning Me." 

Here Christ affirms not only that the Old Testament is true, but also that it contains truths about Christ, the same Man that said He was the Son of God, was raised from the dead, and claimed that He was the way, the truth, and the life.  If it talks about Christ, who we have seen to be a very extraordinary Man, then the Old Testament must be quite important. 

Christ talks about the Old Testament in many other places, but I feel confident that these examples will suffice for now.  Next let us look at how Jesus gave authority and power to His original twelve apostles, well, actually eleven.  In all these passages Judas is already dead. 

Matthew 28:18-20-- And Jesus came and spoke to them, saying, "All authority has been given to Me in heaven and on earth.  Go therefore and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things that I have commanded you and lo, I am with you always even to the end of the age.  Amen." 

Jesus, as has been shown, has authority from God in heaven and here, before returning to heaven, transfers His authority to His chosen apostles so that they may continue to teach and spread the Gospel after He is gone. 

Mark 16:15-20-- And He said to them, "Go into all the world and preach the gospel to every creature.  He who believes and is baptized will be saved; but he who does not believe will be condemned.  And these signs will follow those who believe: In My name they will cast out demons; they will speak with new tongues; they will take up serpents; and if they drink anything deadly, it will by no means hurt them; they will lay hands on the sick, and they will recover."  So then, after the Lord had spoken to them, He was received up into heaven, and sat down at the right hand of God.  And they went out and preached everywhere, the Lord working with them and confirming the word through the accompanying signs.  Amen. 

This is the parallel passage of the one above.  This passage has often been called the Great Commission, and it should be obvious as to why it would be called this.  Christ is commissioning the apostles with a "great" duty in every sense of the word.  It is great that salvation is to be preached to all men and it is great in the massive scope of this mission.  But the point here is again the authority being bestowed on the apostles by Christ, who we have seen to have a great deal of power and authority to bestow.  The mention of casting out demons, speaking with new tongues, healing the sick, etc. is making clear that the apostles will given the Holy Spirit so that they will be able to perform miracles like Jesus did in order to help people believe while Christianity is still in its infancy. 

Luke 24:44-49-- Then He said to them, "These are the words which I spoke to you while I was still with you, that all things must be fulfilled which were written in the Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms concerning Me."  And He opened their understanding, that they might comprehend the Scriptures.  Then He said to them, "Thus it is written, and thus it was necessary for the Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead the third day, and that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in His name to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.  And you are witnesses of these things.  Behold, I send the Promise of My Father upon you; but tarry in the city of Jerusalem until you are endued with power from on high." 

This is yet another parallel passage of the Great Commission, which gives more insight into Christ's approval of the apostles.  He reaffirms that the apostles witnessed the things that happened during His ministry and again that they would be "endued with power from on high."  This power from the Holy Spirit is recorded in Acts 2 as being bestowed on the apostles on the day of Pentecost, and after this they began to do the very things Christ had predicted: speaking in new languages, healing the sick, etc. This is but more evidence that Christ chose these apostles to continue spreading the Gospel after He is gone and that He gave them the authority and power to teach correctly the will of God to His people. 

The writers of the New Testament that were present at the Great Commission and were given the Holy Spirit in Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost were Matthew, John, Peter, James, and Jude (Judas, not the one who died). If these men were directly approved of by Christ and given the Holy Spirit to help them in their teaching, then it would seem safe and even needful to consider the writings of these men as authoritative, being that God gave authority to Christ and Christ gave authority to them.  But what about the rest of the New Testament?  Paul wrote much of it, Mark and Luke were not apostles, and then there is the book of Hebrews, whose author is unknown.  How can Christians rationally call these books the Word of God?  Well, so far we have seen how God's authority and approval was dispensed out to Jesus, who then dispensed this authority and approval to the original apostles and the Old Testament writers.   This same pattern can be seen and used to support the authority of the remaining New Testament writers. 

Beginning with Paul, who became an apostle, we see Peter, who was one of the original personally approved apostles speaking highly of Paul and even referring to his writings as Scripture.

2 Peter 3:15-16-- And consider that the longsuffering of our Lord is salvation--as also our beloved brother Paul, according to the wisdom given to him, has written to you, as also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things, in which are some things hard to understand, which untaught and unstable people twist to their own destruction, as they do also the rest of the Scriptures. 

In this passage another link in the dispersion of authority becomes clear.  God gave authority to Christ, Christ gave authority to the original apostles, and Peter being one of them gave approval to Paul.  Now Paul received His authority from Christ no less directly or miraculously than the other apostles.  He speaks of this experience in Galatians, one of his letters.  But this account obviously cannot be used as the sole source of evidence for the authority of Paul, because to do so would be question begging.  It would not be very convincing to say that Paul had authority simply because he said so.  However, in light of the approval from Peter, this claim by Paul to have been given authority and apostleship from Christ becomes much more credible.  Paul was a major contributor to the volume of the New Testament, so much of it has been shown to be authoritative. But we still have Mark, Luke, Acts (written by Luke), and Hebrews left unaccounted for. 

To justify these books being considered the Word of God, a little history must be taken into account.  I mentioned earlier that there are records of the writings of early Christians dating back all the way to the second and third centuries, such writers as Clement, Polycarp, Ignatius, Papias, Eusebuis, Justin Martyr, Origen, Irenaeus, Pothinus, and Dionysius.  Some of these writers had personal relationships with the apostles and others knew the apostles second-hand through their teachers.  The books under question were all generally accepted by these writers as not only true, but as authoritative and considered to be Scripture.  These writers were close enough to the time of the apostles to know very well if the apostles approved of these books as authoritative Scripture or not, and there is far too much agreement in the affirmative for the early Christian writers to have been mistaken or deceptive in their opinions of these books.  So as far back in history as we can go the four books in question, Mark, Luke, Acts, and Hebrews, were always regarded as authoritative Scripture.  This lends significant support in the direction of the all the books of the New Testament being authoritative Scripture.  Other considerations lend even more support to the Bible as a whole, such its continuity and coherency despite having been written by over 40 different writers over a span of about 1500 years, as well as other lines of evidence that I will not take the time to mention here. 

So just how authoritative is "authoritative", and how important is Scripture?  Well, to answer this question let us examine what the writers of the New Testament have said regarding Scripture, since they derive their own teaching and authority from Christ. 

John 12:48-- "He who rejects Me, and does not receive My words, has that which judges Him--the word that I have spoken will judge him in the last day." 

Romans 2:16-- ...in the day when God will judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ, according to my gospel.

. 

2 Peter 1:19-21-- And so we have the prophetic word confirmed, which you do well to heed as a light that shines in a dark place, until the day dawns and the morning star rises in your hearts; knowing this first, that no prophecy of Scripture is of any private interpretation, for prophecy never came by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit. 

1 John 2:3-5-- Now by this we know that we know Him, if we keep His commandments.  He who says, "I know Him," and does not keep His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him.  But whoever keeps His word, truly the love of God is perfected in him.  By this we know that we are in Him. 

2 Timothy 3:16-17-- All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, and for instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly equipped for every good work. 

It seems apparent to me after reading verses such as these that the Bible is extremely authoritative, being not merely the words of men, but the Word of God, and that it is useful to us in that it is instructive for how we should live our lives and conduct ourselves in such a way that is pleasing to God.

Conclusion 

With this conclusion, the basic case for Christianity is complete.  God exists, He sent His Son down to Earth to teach and die for mankind, His Son gave His authority to the apostles, who in turn gave endorsements of authority to other men, and we have this authority in written form in the Bible.  Of course other arguments and lines of reasoning can be and have been offered by others, but after reaching the point of believing that Jesus died and rose from the dead, that He is the Son of God and by so being has authority given to Him by God, that He taught here on Earth things pertaining to righteousness and salvation, that He transferred His authority here on Earth to His apostles to set up his church and spread His gospel after He returned to heaven, and that the New Testament was written with His authority, by the inspiration of God, and is useful for guiding our lives and imparting to us the things necessary for salvation, the next step is to study and obey this book that reason tells us is God's Word and to live in a way that would please our Creator.  Things within the Bible that should quickly be realized is that humans sin against God... 

1 John 1:8-- If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us. 

Romans 3:23-- ...for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God. 

...that sin brings spiritual death and separation from God... 

Romans 6:23-- For the wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord. 

1 John 3:8-- He who sins is of the devil, for the devil has sinned from the beginning.  For this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that He might destroy the works of the devil. 

...that we cannot work our way to heaven... 

Galatians 2:16-- Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law but by faith in Jesus Christ, even we have believed in Christ Jesus, that we might be justified by faith in Christ and not by the works of the law; for by the works of the law no flesh shall be justified. 

...but that God has provided a way of dealing with our sin to those who believe, repent, and are baptized into His Son...

Ephesians 2:8-- For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God. 

John 3:16-- “For God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in Him should not perish, but have everlasting life.”
Acts 13:39-- And by Him everyone who believes is justified from all things from which you could not be justified by the law of Moses.
Romans 10:9-- That if you confess with your mouth the Lord Jesus and believe in your heart that God has raised Him from the dead, you will be saved. 

Mark 16:16-- He who believes and is baptized will be saved; but he who does not believe will be condemned. 

Luke 13:3--  “…but unless you repent you will all likewise perish.”

Acts 3:19-- Repent therefore and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out, so that times of refreshing may come from the presence of the Lord.

Acts 2:38-- Then Peter said to them, "Repent, and let every one of you be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins; and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit. 

Galatians 3:27-- For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ.

Acts 10:48-- And he commanded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord.

1 Peter 3:21-- There is also an antitype which now saves us--baptism (not the removal of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience toward God), through the resurrection of Jesus Christ.

Beyond this it is no longer a logical case for Christianity but a decision on your part and your part alone whether you judge these things to be important and convicting.  Whether you believe you have a soul (God teaches that you do).  Whether you believe that your soul's well being is more important than your physical well being (God teaches it is).  Whether you believe God is worth obeying, pleasing, and worshipping (God teaches He is).  Whether you believe you need to become a Christian (God teaches that you do).  Whether you see the Bible as more than just an old book (God says that it is not).  After all the evidence has been presented, it comes down to you and what you chose to believe.  And in choosing you make a decision about how you want arrange your life’s priorities.  God pleads with us out of unimaginable love that we set Him at the top of our list and allow everything else, no matter how seemingly important at the time, under Him.  After all, He has done this for us.  We are His constant and unwavering concern.  Common human courtesy tells us to return favors.  God has done us the greatest favor imaginable.  One that we deserve less than all other favors combined.  Should we not at least try to repay Him for this by acknowledging Him as our top priority?  This is only a reasonable answer to an unreasonably merciful gift.  Paul called it our reasonable service.

Romans 12:1-- I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that you present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God, which is your reasonable service.

I find it interesting to note, though, that out of all the things God expects from us, we still have unimaginable freedom.  He does not ask us to lock ourselves in our rooms and remain in constant prayer until we die, nor deny ourselves of all pleasure and be completely ascetic, nor any other extreme forms of worship, but rather He has given us not only the primary gift of a chance to be free of sin, but also great joy while here on this Earth, if we will only partake of this joy in godly and righteous ways.  We all experience the joy of beloved family members, the pleasure of a good meal, the companionship of a close friend, the relief of a relaxing vacation, the satisfaction of a job well done, the beauty of a natural landscape, and of all of these things and more we are just as unworthy and undeserving as we are of the hope of life in heaven alongside our Heavenly Father.  Why then is it so difficult to afford God His due thanks.  It is unfortunately do to our selfishness.  We cleverly delude ourselves into thinking that if we mind our business here on Earth everything we be ok.  If we just be careful not to be grossly wicked we can go on doing everything according to our own plan and God will just leave us alone.  After all, He may not even exist, so would it not be a shame to waste our whole lives away serving Him, only to find He was never there watching us in the first place.  It is immensely easy for the trivialities of our daily life to hypnotize us into this apathetic way of thinking, but do you really want to be hypnotized?  

God gave us the power of reason, one of His many blessings, to be able to find Him if we truly and honestly look for Him.  Some atheists have complained that if God does exist, He should have revealed Himself less ambiguously to mankind so that everyone would believe.  But if God had revealed Himself in this magnitude He would have been forcing us to believe rather than allowing us the freedom to choose.  He is not an overbearing and forceful parent.  He has always, despite consequential punishment, given us the chance to do things His way or our own.  And even permits us, if we choose our own way, to go on living as such as long as we like.  As I said before, He gave us reason, and even curiosity, to aid us in our search for Him if we will only put those tools to work.  If we truly look for Him He will by no means hide from us.  

James 4:8—Draw near to God, and He will draw near to you.
