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"[S]uperstition is a considerable ingredient in almost all religions 

…; there being nothing but philosophy able entirely to conquer 

these unaccountable terrors …" - David Hume1 

"[F]or the man who sees the things which happen to him and the 

things which happen within him as the work of God, the 

conviction that they are the work of God may be continually 

confirmed. His faith, though it remains faith, and is not 

demonstration, may come to have for him a certainty which 

leaves no room for doubt." - Edwyn Bevan2 

"If the whole image of God we have been taught in the past is a 

myth, it is a myth well worth it." - unknown critic of John A. T. 

Robinson3  

"There is not only such a thing as a stubborn unbelief; there is 

also a stubborn credulity which doggedly and desperately 

maintains the most improbable and impossible positions and 

thinks that in this way it is proving its faith. In reality, by doing 

this it praises itself alone, its own work, the self-satisfying 

sacrifice of the intellect. This has nothing to do with faith. It is 

fearfulness, or pietistic, malicious obstinacy, or both together …" 

- Heinz Zahrnt4  
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Preface 

"To make a little room for miracles today, well, it's not sound thinking." 

- Max Lucado5 

 The above quote has been taken out of context. It is, however, 

a real quote. That is more than one can expect from some Christian 

material.6 Even the brainy Christians couldn't always avoid sloppy 

research. For example, C. S. Lewis may have thought that he had the 

unbelievers vanquished when he wrote the following: 

Collective hallucination, hypnotism of unconsenting 

spectators, wide-spread instantaneous conspiracy in lying by 

persons not otherwise known to be liars and not likely to gain 

from the lie―all these are known to be very improbable 

events: so improbable that, except for the special purpose of 

excluding a miracle, they are never suggested.7 

Whether the gospel writer had an agenda or not, the text, contrary to 

Lewis, clearly portrays Peter as a liar (Mark 14:66-72). The former 

preacher Dan Barker even asserted that "[i]n a court of law, Peter's 

credibility would be seriously compromised since he had repeatedly 

denied knowing Jesus just a couple of days earlier."8 In the case of 

Paul, if one author is correct, then the quoted passage fails to mention 

another relevant detail: "To Paul it is all the same whether Christ is 

proclaimed sincerely or not (Phil[ippians] 1:18)."9 

 Concerning deception, in the famous chapter "Of Miracles," 

the philosopher David Hume wrote, "When anyone tells me that he 

saw a dead man restored to life, I immediately consider with myself 

whether it be more probable that this person should either deceive or 

be deceived, or that the fact which he relates should really have 

happened."10 The Christian apologist Norman Geisler argued that it is 

"contrary to psychological fact" that the disciples would die for what 

they knew to be false.11 The implication: If people die for something, 

it's because they believe it. Oh really? Gary Habermas and Mike Licona 

didn't deny that Mormonism's founder, Joseph Smith, "willingly 
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suffered and died for his beliefs."12 In spite of this fact, their fellow 

believer John R. Rice could call Smith "a notorious loafer and 

storyteller" and a pretender.13 When it comes to a competing faith, the 

Christian is more than capable of dismissing it as easily as the atheist 

dismisses all faiths. 

 According to economist Steven E. Landsburg, "The hallmark of 

science is a commitment to follow arguments to their logical 

conclusions; the hallmark of certain kinds of religion is a slick appeal to 

logic followed by a hasty retreat if it points in an unexpected 

direction."14 If believers would just use the same standards against 

their own religions that they use against competing religions, that 

would be a good start. Likewise, if apologists would apply the criteria 

against their own religion's doctrines that they use against naturalistic 

explanations, they wouldn't like the result. For example, Geisler's 

"contrary to fact" line of attack cuts both ways because it is contrary to 

biological fact for a man to walk on water, for a dead man to come 

back to life, etc. Perhaps, I am begging the question. What is a fact 

anyway? If the answer is that a fact is whatever we have observed 

throughout history, then that just raises the question of what counts 

as history. On that subject, I do have something to say in the body of 

the text. In brief, I think Hume was right, but I am not a philosopher 

and don't pretend to be an expert in that field. Hume taught that "the 

occurrence of a genuine miracle could not be established on purely 

historical evidence, and that this is a matter of the necessary 

presuppositions and limitations of critical history. The principles which 

alone enable us to interpret the detritus of the past as historical 

evidence, and the canons by which the critical historian is required to 

assess that evidence, preclude the possibility of any historical proof of 

the truly miraculous."15 The fool who uses documents to prove a 

miracle defeats himself: if miracles are allowed, then all documentary 

evidence is suspect.16 Anyone, with the exception of the 

presuppositionalists, who thinks that the "Handwriting on the Wall" 

story from Daniel 5 is credible must concede that countless other 

documents from antiquity could have been formed in a similar 
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manner, including the ones he is using to demonstrate the occurrence 

of a miracle. 

 Every non-philosopher, to my knowledge, precludes some 

singular events but not others. Who would countenance a manuscript 

falling from the sky17 or a letter materializing on a scribe's desk? No 

one would. Why not? Such events are not, strictly speaking, 

impossible. They involve no logical contradictions.18 On what basis do 

some singular events get ruled out while others don't? If we are just 

dealing with testimonial evidence, I can't think of a sound basis for 

accepting some singular event while not accepting another. It appears 

to me that we should reject all singular events if all we have is written 

testimony. Perhaps, the purveyors of religion understood that the 

Humean approach is a good one; it would explain why many of them 

eventually resorted to threats of eternal torment to counteract the 

application of the approach.19 

 Even if we ignored everything written above, we'd still have 

excellent reasons to reject testimony that subverted experience. In 

David Hume's book A Treatise of Human Nature, he explained that 

testimony could not trump experience. He included the explanation in 

his comments on credulity, the main target of this book. His words 

deserve to be reproduced here: 

No weakness of human nature is more universal and 

conspicuous than what we commonly call CREDULITY, or a too 

easy faith in the testimony of others; and this weakness is also 

very naturally accounted for from the influence of 

resemblance. When we receive any matter of fact upon 

human testimony, our faith arises from the very same origin as 

our inferences from causes to effects, and from effects to 

causes; nor is there anything but our experience of the 

governing principles of human nature, which can give us any 

assurance of the veracity of men. But though experience be 

the true standard of this, as well as of all other judgements, we 

seldom regulate ourselves entirely by it; but have a remarkable 
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propensity to believe whatever is reported, even concerning 

apparitions, enchantments, and prodigies, however contrary 

to daily experience and observation.20 

The foundation of testimony's trustworthiness is experience. 

Therefore, when a claim asserts something that is "greatly at odds"21 

with our experience, we must dismiss it unless there is hard evidence 

supporting the claim. If we discount our experience, then we must 

discount testimony too, since the veracity of testimony is induced from 

experience. If I'm reading Hume right, then he was trying to convey the 

simple message outlined above. Consider such a possibility the next 

time an apologist sneers at Hume or says that he has been refuted.22 

 Another problem with miracles is that once we make a little 

room for one, there is no non-arbitrary stopping point: "attributing 

[phenomenon x] to a miracle … is a possible explanation which will 

account for all the empirical evidence."23 If we attributed everything to 

miraculous intervention, we would understand nothing about the 

mechanics of the world. A people in such a state would be careening 

toward extinction. Why on earth would a sensible person even want to 

take one step in that direction? If you think I am being an alarmist, you 

are wrong: "once you allow divine intervention into the scientific 

process, all assumptions about natural law go out the window, and 

with them science."24 It is instructive that the last time a world 

superpower downplayed science, it had to reverse course. Don't forget 

that the Soviet Union launched the first artificial satellite, the 

momentous Sputnik 1.25 The "Sputnik scare" compelled America to, 

once again, teach the theory of evolution.26 The theory of evolution, of 

course, is a notorious example of miracle-free science. As the late 

Victor Stenger quipped, "There is no crying in baseball, and there is no 

guidance, God or otherwise, in Darwinian evolution."27 

 If you want to "make room for miracles," that is your business. 

If, instead, you would like to make a little more room for natural 

hypotheses, then keep reading. 
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P.S. 

Due to amateurism, some of the sources are probably not quoted 

correctly. None of the errors change the meaning, but they matter for 

anyone who may want to use a quote found here. Unfortunately, I am 

almost certain that there are parentheses in places where there ought 

to be brackets. Instead of hunting down and checking every source, I 

left the text alone. Bible quotations are probably from the KJV unless 

otherwise noted.  
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Introduction 

"Theology, from the remotest antiquity to the present time, has had 

the exclusive privilege of directing philosophy. … Instead of physical 

and simple causes, this transformed philosophy has substituted 

supernatural, or rather, truly occult causes; it has explained 

phenomena difficult to be conceived by agents still more 

inconceivable." - Baron Holbach, 177228 

 Victor Stenger closed his book Physics and Psychics with the 

remark "The supernatural has been a yoke on the neck of humanity 

since we first began to think and dream."29 Stenger, whether he 

realized it or not, addressed the opportunity cost of theistic belief. 

Opportunity cost is the most valued forsaken alternative opportunity. 

If one has a choice, one has a cost. Once a choice is made the 

alternative opportunity is forever forgone. George H. Smith 

understood opportunity cost when he pointed out that "the major 

precept of the biblical Jesus is … conformity" and asserted that "[o]ne 

can be committed to conformity or one can be committed to truth, but 

not to both." The cost of being a Christian, in Smith's eyes, is 

commitment to truth.30 Stenger reinforced Smith when he wrote, 

"Religious authority … deeply conflicts with the message of science, 

which admits only the authority of observation and reason. Despite 

attempts to paper over these differences, science and religion are 

inherently incompatible."31 To borrow a phrase, a man cannot serve 

two masters. He must choose. This book is written with the purpose of 

helping others make the decision between theism and naturalism. 

 According to Nietzsche, "when faith is … exalted above 

everything else, it necessarily follows that reason, knowledge and 

patient inquiry have to be discredited: the road to the truth becomes a 

forbidden road. … 'Faith,' as an imperative, vetoes science."32 If he is 

right, then the price of believing is high. We would be both forbidden 

from discovering the truth and, if we discovered it, forbidden from 

believing it if it contradicted beliefs. It is no surprise, then, that theists 

have regularly thought of science as being, at best, a waste of time. St. 
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Augustine, according to Carl Sagan, "withdrew from the world of sense 

and intellect and advised others to do likewise."33 Augustine wasn't 

unique. Eusebius, who died shortly before the birth of Augustine, 

preserved "a large excerpt of an almost contemporary pamphlet by an 

anonymous author directed against [a group of philosophically minded 

Christians, the Theodotians]. According to this author the Thoedotians 

deserved to be condemned" because "they were engrossed in the 

study of logic, mathematics, and empirical science."34 The Church 

Father Tertullian declared that after Jesus Christ, "we have no need of 

speculation, after the Gospel no need of research." Martin Luther, 

founder of Protestant Christianity, was vitriolic in his attacks on 

science. According to him, "Faith must trample under foot all reason, 

sense and understanding, and whatever it sees it must put out of sight, 

and wish to know nothing but the word of God."35 Reason "is the 

Devil's harlot, who can do nought but slander and harm whatever God 

says and does."36 It is understandable why believers would be 

dismissive of science. According to Stenger, even if science seemed to 

favor supernaturalism, believers should be hesitant to rely on it; he 

wrote, "Faith based on science will quickly turn to nonfaith when the 

science becomes better understood."37 It is less clear why Christians 

would be hostile to reason. 1 Peter 3:15 commands, "[B]e ready 

always to give an answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the 

hope that is in you with meekness and fear." As Antony Flew once 

taught, there are reasons for believing and there are reasons to 

believe. Christian apologists offer both types of reasons. They defend 

their faith with arguments. These arguments are what inspired the 

present work. 
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I'm Not Credulous Enough to Believe Geisler and Turek 

 According to Michael Scriven, "in general, beliefs without 

foundations lead to an early grave."38 Likewise, Geisler and Turek 

wrote, "believing error can have deadly consequences…"39 If we 

concede the potentially hazardous consequences of believing errors, 

then it follows that we should make a special effort to avoid erroneous 

beliefs. We should be skeptical of extraordinary claims and scrutinize 

all arguments. It's the prudent thing to do, after all. 

 Geisler and Turek declared that "everyone knows there are 

absolute moral obligations." If universal apprehension is the case, then 

why? They continued, "An absolute moral obligation is something that 

is binding on all people, at all times, in all places. An absolute Moral 

Law implies an absolute Moral Law Giver."40 According to them, 

"there's an unchanging standard of justice written on our hearts."41 

Who did the writing? Their answer: God.42 Long ago, J. H. Newman 

pointed to conscience as a proof of God; he said that "the phenomena 

of conscience are a good reason for theistic beliefs."43 There can't be 

absolute moral prescriptions without an absolute moral Presciber: 

"[T]he Moral Law exists. If the Moral Law exists, then so does the 

Moral Law Giver."44 Quite true. Must this Law Giver be God just 

because Geisler and Turek use capital letters? The philosopher J. L. 

Mackie didn't think so. According to him, 

[I]f we seek critically to understand how conscience has come 

into existence and has come to work as it does, then we do 

indeed find persons in the background, but human persons, 

not a divine one. If we stand back from the experience of 

conscience and try to understand it, it is overwhelmingly 

plausible to see it as an introjection into each individual of 

demands that come from other people; in the first place, 

perhaps, from his parents and immediate associates, but 

ultimately from the traditions and institutions of the society in 

which he has grown up. … In thus understanding conscience 

we do, admittedly, look beyond conscience itself and beyond 
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the agent himself, but we look to natural, human, sources, not 

to a god.45 

If a plausible natural explanation for the scenario is available, why 

resort to a supernatural one? 

 In their effort to defend the Christian faith, Geisler and Turek 

argue that  

Human thoughts and transcendent moral laws are not material 

things any more than the laws of logic and mathematics are 

material things. They are immaterial entities that cannot be 

weighed or physically measured. As a result, they can't be 

explained in material terms by natural selection or any other 

atheistic means.46 

Again, all of these immaterial things that they've mentioned were 

supplied by a human source. Whether or not humans were the 

ultimate source is a question that science cannot answer definitively. 

Science doesn't prove anything.47 Neither does science ever claim to 

have the real explanation. Scientists merely offer plausible natural 

explanations. Are Geisler and Turek really saying that there are no 

plausible natural explanations for any immaterial thing? If there are, 

then immaterial things can be explained in material terms by scientists 

employing methodological materialism. Transcendent morality is 

transmitted by human beings. Did they get it from their "hearts" as 

Geisler and Turek claimed? Certainly. How did it get to be "written on 

their hearts"? Some say other people indoctrinated them. Where did 

those other people get the Moral Law? If we could regress through 

time, we would eventually come to the first human person who said 

either "Thou shalt" or "Thou shalt not." If the apologists are saying that 

the ultimate source of these rules of conduct couldn't be neurological, 

one must ask "Why not?" If the ultimate source can't be human, there 

are still other possibilities besides God. We need not resort to the 

immaterial because "[r]eligious apologists give no well-articulated 

argument to support their view that materialism is incompatible with 

objective morality."48 
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 The so-called "Moral Argument" will be revisited in the 

chapters "Socrates' Question" and "How to Prove the Existence of 

Santa Claus" below. Before moving on, it should be noted that Geisler 

and Turek's words can be read as an implicit dismissal of the 

"autonomy of ethics" viewpoint. According to the autonomy of ethics 

viewpoint, "ethical values are autonomous and … even God must keep 

the moral law, which exists independently of him―as logical laws do. 

… If there is no God, on this account, nothing is changed. Morality 

[presumably the absolute kind] is left intact." Believers seem to find 

God everywhere; so we should be cautious when one of them says 

that x implies either God or a synonym for God. In every case that I'm 

aware of, x provides us with compelling evidence … for x. The position 

that absolute Moral Standards just exist is not untenable. If it was, 

then Socrates would have never asked "Do the gods love holiness 

because it is holy …?"49 If the answer is yes, then holiness just exists. It 

was uncreated. Didn't Geisler and Turek admit as much when they 

wrote that an absolute moral obligation is binding at all times? 

Perhaps not. Would they, however, really deny that an absolute moral 

obligation was binding at all times? If it was binding at all times, then it 

existed at all times. If it existed at all times, then it was never created. 

If it was never created, then you don't need God to create it. By 

suggesting that perennial values needed to be handed down from on 

High, Geisler and Turek created quite a paradox. The source of the 

paradox is the presumption that we can deduce the properties of 

absolute principles from our experience of non-absolute ones. We 

can't. What is known about the origin of our man-made rules is 

irrelevant. 

 Even if absolute Morality was, in some sense, created, the 

implications are not the ones that Geisler and Turek would have us 

accept. As Mackie observed, "Someone who uses the concept of 

objective moral values will suppose that there are requirements which 

simply are there, in the nature of things, without being the 

requirements of any person or body of persons, even God."50 Such a 

view probably inspired the oft-misinterpreted "endowed by their 

Creator" passage in the Declaration of Independence. As Victor 
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Stenger explained, "No doubt to the great surprise of most Americans 

today, the 'creator' of the Declaration of Independence, who endowed 

men with 'inalienable rights,' was not the Christian but the deist 

god!"51 (The quote "The God who gave us life gave us liberty. Can the 

liberties of a nation be secure when we have removed a conviction 

that these liberties are the gift of God?," attributed to the 

Declaration's author, Thomas Jefferson, is problematic. The author 

doesn't cite any source, much less a primary one.52) All that the deist 

god does is create. He is quite irrelevant to the topic of objective or 

absolute morality―George Mason, in his Virginia Declaration of Rights 

didn't even mention a Creator, much less God, until the end of the 

document.  
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The Case against the Kalam53 

 According to the apologist William Lane Craig, the early 

Christian and Muslim scholars "pointed out that absurdities would 

result if you were to have an actually infinite number of things. … Since 

an infinite past would involve an actually infinite number of events, 

then the past simply can't be infinite." Craig is equivocating here. 

Although an event may be a thing in the conceptual sense, it's not a 

thing in the physical sense. For example, he said, "Substitute 'past 

events' for 'marbles,' and you can see the absurdity that would 

result."54 He's assuming that it's legitimate to substitute events for 

marbles. Is it? Things have properties that events don't have. As one 

philosopher explained, 

[P]ast events are not movable. Unlike the guests in a hotel, 

who can leave their rooms, past events are absolutely 

inseparable from their respective temporal locations. Once an 

event has occurred at a particular time, it can't be "moved" to 

some other time.55 

Craig talked about adding and subtracting using infinity ("infinity minus 

infinity"56), but, in this case, arithmetic doesn't make sense. As Paul 

Davies pointed out, "infinity itself is clearly not a number, or anything 

like it."57 If it's not a number, how can we use it for addition and 

subtraction? 

 In his classic book Anti-Dühring, Friedrich Engels answered a 

writer who argued that "an infinite past series of worlds is 

impossible…" As he rebutted, he made some important observations 

about infinity. He noticed that infinity is a series of numbers and that 

"the one from which we begin to count the series, the point from 

which we proceed to measure the line―that this is any one within the 

series, that it is any one of the points within the line, so that where we 

place the starting point does not make any difference to the line or to 

the series." You can't add to or subtract from infinity; you're just 

moving the starting point and the starting point is arbitrary. 
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 Engels brought up the issue of "the infinite series which has 

been counted." He wrote, 

We shall be in a position to examine this more closely as soon 

as Herr Dühring has performed for us the clever trick of 

counting the series. When he has completed the task of 

counting from - ∞ (minus infinity) to 0, then let him come 

again. It is certainly obvious that, at whatever point he begins 

to count, he will leave behind him an infinite series and with it, 

the task which he was to fulfil. 

Engels could've argued that you can't count from minus infinity to any 

number because, again, infinity isn't a number. He followed the 

excerpted passage by commenting that "the infinity which has an end 

but no beginning is neither more nor less infinite than that which has a 

beginning but no end."58 If the latter is possible, why isn't the former? 

According to Victor Stenger, "if we use the realist physicist's 

operational definition of time as the number of ticks on a clock, then 

we can have a denumerable infinity of time in the past as well as the 

future. That is, we can think of time as a counting process that can 

continue indefinitely into the future or the past."59 
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Beyond a Reasonable Doubt? 

 J. L. Mackie summed up the fine-tuning argument as follows: 

With the various basic materials and physical constants as they 

contingently are, life and evolution and consciousness are 

naturally possible; but things might so easily have been 

different. Is it not remarkable and intrinsically surprising that 

things happen to be just right for the possibility of these 

developments? 

In other words, the constants are fine-tuned, and fine-tuning implies a 

Fine Tuner. Arguably, the fine-tuning argument is not even an 

argument for God. As Kant argued, "the most that an argument for 

design could show is that there is an architect of the world, working on 

pre-existing material."60 However, even the atheist philosopher George 

H. Smith conceded, "If it can be shown that nature exhibits design, we 

must conclude that nature had a designer with intelligence and 

immense power. And this seems to be an excellent candidate for a 

god."61 For the sake of argument, let's assume that fine-tuning is proof 

of God. Is there fine-tuning? 

 The likelihood of our universe appearing by chance is 

negligible, but a negligible likelihood is not an impossible likelihood. 

Chance could be the correct answer.62 Even those who argue the case 

for fine-tuning admit as much. They argue that "if a universe were 

created with random values for its physical constants, a universe with 

no life would have almost certainly been the result." It wouldn't 

certainly be the result. A universe with life could have occurred by 

chance. Furthermore, if a universe without life had emerged from the 

random toss, "no one would then be around to talk about it…" The fact 

is, however, that "we are here and talking about it." This means that 

"the probability for the universe we live in existing as it does, having 

the values of the fundamental constants that it has, is not one in 

(10^1023). It is 100 percent!"63 
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 Given all of the above perspectives, the apologist will try to 

dismiss chance as an explanation. They'll use analogies to show why 

the design explanation is true beyond a reasonable doubt. For 

example, the odds of us existing have been compared to the odds of us 

continuing to exist after being faced by a firing squad that didn't all 

conspire. "[T]he alleged improbability of the cosmic 'coincidences'," 

according to one author, "is often illustrated by comparing it to 

extremely improbable mundane situations―such as every gun 

jamming at once in a firing squad."64 Certainly, if you were scheduled 

to be executed and you somehow didn't get executed, you could infer 

beyond a reasonable doubt that the executioners conspired to let you 

continue living. However, in this scenario, we have direct experience of 

what we are inferring. We have seen or participated in a conspiracy 

involving human persons; we, on the other hand, have no direct 

experience of an extra-terrestrial nob turner/universe designer, much 

less a Divine one. The hypothesized cause is unique: "were an effect 

presented, which was entirely singular, and could not be 

comprehended under any known species, I do not see, that we could 

form any conjecture or inference at all concerning its cause. If 

experience and observation and analogy be, indeed, the only guides 

which we can reasonably follow in inferences of this nature; both the 

effect and cause must bear a similarity and resemblance to other 

effects and causes, which we know, and which we have found, in many 

instances, to be conjoined with each other."65 

 Furthermore, in the conspiracy analogy, the conspirers achieve 

their objective immediately. If the universe was, in fact, designed for 

the sake of bringing intelligent life into existence, the desired effect 

would not be achieved immediately; it would not be achieved until at 

least ten billion years had passed. Apologists should think twice about 

using the firing squad analogy because, ironically, it can be used 

against them! Isn't their position―it must've been a designed that 

way―the half-baked one? If you were blindfolded, heard the 

generalissimo yell "Fire!", and lived another five seconds afterward, 

you wouldn't think "Hurray! The underlings mutinied for an 
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insignificant wretch like me!" There is an abundance of other 

explanations: 

 Suppose all fifty rifles came from the same defective 

manufacturer and all fired far to the left of the sighted target. 

It could be that a "theory of everything" will reveal all these 

constants have their value determined by a single constant on 

which they depended. There could be a defective batch of 

ammunition. The fifty marksmen might have ingested a toxin 

that affected their eyesight. Or, there could be a combination 

of these so that the end result was fifty misses. Intentional 

missing is not the only explanation with a reasonable 

possibility.66 

 Consider another analogy. It comes to us from philosopher 

Robin Collins: 

Let's say I was hiking in the mountains and came across rocks 

arranged in a pattern that spelled out, WELCOME TO THE 

MOUNTAINS ROBIN COLLINS. One hypothesis would be that 

the rocks just happened to be arranged in that configuration, 

maybe as the result of an earthquake or rockslide. You can't 

totally rule that out. But an alternative hypothesis would be 

that my brother, who was visiting the mountains before me, 

arranged the rocks that way.67 

In this scenario, we could rule out chance beyond a reasonable doubt. 

However, this analogy, like the previous one, involves intelligent actors 

that we have direct evidence for, as well as objectives that are 

achieved immediately. We have no direct evidence for extra-

terrestrials or gods, and in the Intelligent Design scenario, the Great 

Climax isn't accomplished in a (by our standards) reasonable time 

period. 

 In general, apologists try to compare the universe to 

phenomena that couldn't have happened by chance so that you will 

conclude that the universe didn't happen by chance. For an extreme 
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example of this ploy, consider what Rice Broocks referred to as a 

"popular analogy": 

Imagine you arrive at a hotel room and all your favorite things 

are there already: your clothes, your favorite foods, pictures of 

your family. It would be safe to say that someone knew you 

were coming to that room and prepared it for you.68  

Certainly, a tailor-made room isn't the result of chance. The question 

one should be asking is: Isn't the quoted example a complete 

disanalogy? 

 It will be objected that the previous analogy was intended to 

explain the "anthropic principle." That objection is only half-true. In a 

book roughly titled "The Anthropic Principle," the authors claimed that 

the universe "is adapted to man," but that's an odd way of putting it 

considering that the universe came first and we came second.69 The 

"strong" anthropic principle does indeed say that the universe was in 

some sense designed by an intelligent force. However, there is also a 

"weak" anthropic principle that claims only that "the existence of 

humans provides evidence that the universe must be fine-tuned the 

way it is."70 

 If you bought the creationist lie that random chance is not 

sufficient to explain the anthropic "coincidences," consider this 

analogy: Suppose a multi-billionaire said that he would divide up all his 

money among the population of your city, but only if you guessed 

correctly a ten digit number that he has written on a piece of paper in 

his pocket. You know that it's possible, though extremely unlikely, that 

you could guess the number. Let's say you did. The Intelligent Design 

position is essentially someone saying the whole thing was rigged. 
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An Old Argument for Theism 

 According to Bakunin, believers in his day claimed that "all 

peoples, past and present, have believed and still believe in the 

existence of God. … Thus, then, the antiquity and universality of a 

belief should be regarded, contrary to all science and all logic, as 

sufficient and unimpeachable proof of its truth."71 The argument is 

actually an easy one to rebut because it's simply untrue. According to 

Charles Darwin, 

There is no evidence that man was aboriginally endowed with 

the ennobling belief in the existence of an Omnipotent God. 

On the contrary there is ample evidence, derived not from 

hasty travelers, but from men who have long resided with 

savages, that numerous races have existed, and still exist, who 

have no idea of one or more gods, and who have no words in 

their languages to express such an idea. … The ennobling belief 

in God is not universal with man.72 

David Friedrich Strauss, a contemporary of Darwin, reported that 

"amongst the lowest and most barbarous people, such as the 

Esquimaux, … we find religion not yet fashioned into an objective 

form, but still confined to a subjective feeling. They know nothing of 

gods, of superior spirits and powers, and their whole piety consists in 

an undefined sentiment excited by the hurricane, the eclipse, or the 

magician."73 If you'd prefer a more recent source, consider this excerpt 

from Victor Stenger's Phyics and Psychics: 

Early in the first volume of his monumental work, The Story of 

Civilization, Will Durant notes that some people have no 

religion. For Example, Vedah tribesmen in Ceylon, when asked 

about God, answer: "Is he on a rock? On a white-ant hill, on a 

tree? I never saw a god!" A Zulu is asked: "When you see the 

sun rising and setting, and the trees growing, do you know 

who made them and governs them?" The answer: "No, we see 

them but cannot tell how they came; we suppose that they 

came by themselves."74 
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Bakunin apparently didn't know any of the above, yet still he was 

unsatisfied with the theistic argument. He responded, "Until the days 

of Copernicus and Galileo everybody believed that the sun revolved 

about the earth. Was not everybody mistaken?"75 Belief in God may 

have been selected by a process known as cultural evolution. As F. A. 

Hayek explained the process, 

The individual may have no idea what this overall order is that 

results from his observing such rules as those concerning 

kinship and intermarriage, or the succession to property, or 

which function this overall order serves. Yet all the individuals 

of the species which exist will behave in that manner because 

groups of individuals which have thus behaved have displaced 

those which did not do so. … [W]e are bound to explain the 

fact that the elements behave in a certain way by the 

circumstance that this sort of conduct is most likely to 

preserve the whole―on the preservation of which depends 

the preservation of the individuals, which would therefore not 

exist if they did not behave in this manner.76 

If a trait is necessary, it will be ubiquitous. Particularly relevant to this 

discussion is Hayek's observation that belief in God and, more 

importantly, his sanctions incentivized people to follow rules of 

conduct. If obeying certain rules made a group more efficient, and 

belief in Divine punishment made individuals more likely to follow 

these rules, then such beliefs would be selected by cultural evolution. 

Stenger has speculated that religion had survival value. According to 

him, religion "may be a cultural idea that evolved by natural selection 

because it provided a survival benefit, sort of the way the idea of 

traffic lights evolved."77 
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Unconcealing Prophecies 

 According to Christian apologists, dozens of biblical prophecies 

have been fulfilled. Two apologists have proclaimed that "[n]o 

unconditional prophecy of the Bible about events to the present day 

has gone unfulfilled." For example, they insisted that the "nature … of 

Christ's birth (was) foretold in the Old Testament."78 It is astonishing 

that apologists emphasize the birth because with this example we 

have evidence that gospel writers mined the Old Testament for verses 

that they could claim were prophecies. There was, in fact, no such 

prophecy in the original book of Isaiah. Thus, the gospel writer is 

asserting that Jesus's biography conforms to a prophecy that didn't 

even exist in the original book―a prophecy that appeared due to a 

mistranslation. As Professor Randel Helms explained, 

The Septuagint [Greek Old Testament], from which Matthew 

quotes, uses, at Isaiah 7:14, parthenos (physical virgin) for the 

Hebrew almah (young woman) as well as the future tense, 

"will conceive," though Hebrew has no future tense as such;  

modern English translations are probably more accurate in 

reading … "A young woman is with child."79 

 When it comes to vague predictions, it isn't difficult to say that 

an event fulfilled the prediction after the event happened. For 

example, Norman Geisler and William Nix made the claim that the 

prophet Daniel predicted when Jesus would be born. Daniel had 

predicted "that there would be a period of seventy weeks of years 

from the end of the Babylonian exile until the coming of the 

messiah."80 Yes, you read that correctly. (What is a "week of years"?) 

Commenting on this "prophecy," Geisler wrote, "While it wasn't 

recognized until after the fact, one of the most precise predictions in 

Scripture gives the very week in which Christ would die."81 Needless to 

say, it isn't difficult to recognize cryptic predictions after the fact. 

Adding to the difficulties is the fact that the prophecy (Daniel 9:25) 

speaks of building Jerusalem while Nehemiah 2:17 refers only to 

building the wall of Jerusalem. Seventy weeks (or sixty-nine?) separate 
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the time of the decree to build Jerusalem and the "anointed one" 

(Christ?) being cut off. According to Hugh Schonfield, "the Seventy 

Weeks must be taken literally to mean that the Last Times would begin 

490 years after the decree of Cyrus to restore and build Jerusalem. The 

date of the decree is known: it was 538 B.C. The terminal year of the 

Seventy Weeks would thus be 48 B.C."82 B.C., as in before Christ. 

Writing in the nineteen-seventies, Geisler and Nix commented, "Other 

prophecies, such as the education and communication explosion (Dan 

12:4), the repatriation of Israel, and the rebuilding of Palestine (Is 61:4) 

are being fulfilled today."83 Concerning the first prediction, you're 

probably expecting a prediction that is vague but at least mentions 

infrastructure, perhaps even a mention of near universal literacy. The 

verse, in fact, reads "… even to the time of the end: many shall run to 

and fro, and knowledge shall be increased." If anyone walks or goes to 

class, then the prediction is true. That's how vague this prophecy is. 

Hal Lindsey was so determined to find a genuine prophecy here that 

he interpreted it to mean "knowledge about prophecy will be 

widespread."84 Daniel, however, doesn't proclaim this, as should be 

apparent from rereading the Bible verse. 

 Perhaps the other prediction will be more awe-inspiring. We 

can hope that it will at least say something about Jews returning to 

their former home. Here is the verse in its entirety: "And they shall 

build the old wastes, they shall raise up the former desolations, and 

they shall repair the waste cities, the desolations of many 

generations." Who is "they" identifying? How does Geisler and Nix 

know what cities the verse is referring to? This prediction isn't exactly 

risky; it doesn't give a time period. In that respect, it's not much better 

than the "prophecy" that a "very famous rock star will have an 

untimely death."85 It doesn't even say that a city would be rebuilt; it 

doesn't say all the desolations, and "repair" could mean replacing 

windows. Furthermore, it wouldn't be impossible for mortal humans to 

behave in accordance with the prophecy intentionally, especially when 

they have over two thousand years to do so and the feats described 

are not exactly beyond human capacity.  
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Socrates' Question 

 We hear it all the time―God is good. That ubiquitous 

comment, however, leads to a question first asked by Socrates: Is 

something good because God approves of it, or does God approve of it 

because it is good? Apologists have given a couple answers to this 

question. Some of them respond "yes" to the first part of the question 

and hold that what God "wills to be right is right."86 The famous 

Christian philosopher John Calvin, for example, held that "justice does 

not exist as a standard independent of God but rather is defined or 

created by God's actions."87 Another group of apologists, the 

essentialists, responds to the second question affirmatively. Their 

position is that "God's will is subject to what is essentially good, but 

this Good is his own unchangeable nature."88 This amounts to "God 

approves of it because it is what he approves of" or "God approves of 

it because it reflects God and God is good." We're right back where we 

started. 

 The essentialist position should make one wonder: If God's 

nature is unchangeable, why did the God that most Christians believe 

in change so much? God's unchangeable nature led him to proscribe 

death by stoning for offenses that either aren't even illegal today or, if 

illegal, don't merit the death penalty. (See Leviticus 20 & 24:16.) If his 

nature is unchangeable, he should still be proscribing that. Yet, most 

Christians don't seem to think that he does. I say most because there 

are those called radical Christian Reconstructionists who advocate a 

Christian theocracy and insist that "God's laws … must be man's 

laws."89 

 Paul Copan argued that the theist "easily evades this false 

dilemma (Socrate's question)." He wrote that "goodness is non 

arbitrarily rooted in God's necessarily good personhood (or character), 

not in divine commands."90 I fail to see to see how that position 

doesn't mean "goodness is rooted in good." In other words, God 

approves of the good because the good reflects God. All this talk of 

God and goodness raises the question―Who is God? Is he the one 
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who said, "…the daughter of any priest, if she profane herself by 

playing the whore, she profaneth the father: she shall be burnt with 

fire" (Leviticus 21:9)?  Or the one who said, "I am the LORD. Ye shall 

keep my statutes. … [W]hosoever lieth carnally with a woman, that is a 

bondmaid …; she shall be scourged; they shall not be put to death, 

because she was not free" (Leviticus 19:18-20, emphasis added)? Or 

the one who said, "Bring forth him that hath cursed without the camp; 

and let all that heard him lay hands upon his head, and let all the 

congregation stone him" (Leviticus 24:13 & 14)? Is God the one who 

said, "A man also or woman that hath a familiar spirit, or that is a 

wizard, shall surely be put to death: they shall stone them with stones" 

(Leviticus 20:26 & 27)? Paul Copan wrote that "God naturally does 

what is good because his character is good, loving, and just."91 Is he 

referring to the God of the Old Testament? According to Numbers 

15:35, God said, "The man shall surely be put to death: all the 

congregation shall stone him with stones…" His offense: gathering 

sticks on the Sabbath (Numbers 15:32). 

 Even if a Christian apologist could explain these Old Testament 

passages away, he or she can't deny that Jesus is God. Unfortunately, 

religious coercion "has abundant scriptural support (Jesus himself 

purportedly said, 'Compel them to come in, that my house may be 

filled' [Luke 14:23]), and indeed the logic of Christianity requires it."92 

According to Burton Mack, Christopher Columbus "read the parable of 

the feast in Luke 14:16-24 as a commission to circle the globe and 

'compel' the heathen to convert as Luke 14:23 enjoins."93 The 

canonical Jesus, if opposed to freedom of association,94 is a criminal. It 

shouldn't be surprising, then, that one of the earliest non-Christian 

commenters "believe[d] Christians were criminals" and charged them 

for "hatred of the human race."95 If a defender of Christianity objects 

that the offending passage was spoken by a character in a parable, one 

doesn't need to look very hard to find another troubling verse. Just a 

few verses down we read "If any come to me and do not hate their 

father and mother and wife and children and brothers and 

sisters―yes, even their own life―they cannot be my disciples." The 
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saying, "which must have been offensive to Jesus' audience when he 

first enunciated it, has suffered the fate of other harsh sayings in the 

tradition. Matthew softens it … [b]ut Luke retain[s] the rigorous form." 

Even critical scholars believe Jesus said those words.96 The Gospel of 

John reinforces the opinion of the critical scholars. According to atheist 

philosophers, Jesus was "curt and even rude to his mother"97 and 

"address[ed] [his mother] in an insulting way, 'Woman, what have I to 

do with thee?' (John 2:4―KJV)."98  
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Learning Science from Creationists 

 According to Norman Geisler, creationists "can offer evidence 

that the universe is not eternal…" For example, the second law of 

thermodynamics. Geisler states it in various ways: 

1. The amount of usable energy in the universe is decreasing 

2. In a closed, isolated system, the amount of usable energy is 

decreasing. 

3. Left to themselves, things tend to disorder. 

He concluded, "No matter which way it is stated, this law shows that 

an eternal universe would have run out of usable energy or reached a 

state of total disorder. Since it has not, it must have had a 

beginning."99 Earlier, Geisler stated his case in much the same way: 

"[I]f the universe is 'running down' then it must have had a 

beginning."100 

 Physicists now understand that the universe is not in a state of 

total disorder because it is expanding. As Stenger explained, "An 

expanding volume has continually increasing room for disorder, that is, 

entropy. So it becomes possible for local pockets of order to form at 

the expense of disorder elsewhere."101 Creationists can no longer point 

out the fact that the universe is not in state of total chaos and then 

conclude that the universe had a beginning. The universe is not 

"static,"102 as it was believed to be in the nineteenth century. If it was, 

then, assuming finite energy and no creation of energy, the "heat 

death" would have taken place by now unless the universe was 

created a finite time ago. 

 As for what caused or preceded the expansion, we can't know. 

According to Stenger, we "can never know what went on before the 

Planck time. … The universe may have been created supernaturally, 

but I think I have shown that those who believe this cannot call upon 

the first and second laws of thermodynamics to bolster their belief. 

Supernatural creation is not suggested, much less required by any 
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basic physical principles."103 Long before Geisler drew his conclusions, 

C. S. Lewis used the second law of thermodynamics to argue that the 

universe was designed: 

Disorganization and chance is continually increasing. There will 

come a time, not infinitely remote, when (the universe) will be 

wholly run down or wholly disorganized, and science knows of 

no possible return from that state. There must have been a 

time, not infinitely remote, in the past when it was wound up, 

though science knows of no winding-up process.104 

Lewis compared the universe to Humpty Dumpty, an orderly being, 

therefore presupposing his conclusion that the universe started out 

orderly. Stenger disagreed. He wrote, 

At the Planck Time, the entropy of the universe was maximum. 

As the universe expanded, its maximum allowable entropy, 

given by the entropy of a black hole of the same size, grew far 

faster than that of its main components. … The universe can 

become more disorderly as a whole while it develops order in 

its various parts. … [T]he Second Law of Thermodynamics is 

nothing more than the statement that events happen on 

average in the direction of their most likely occurrences; so the 

order that resulted after the Big Bang is not some highly 

improbable miracle but just the way the dice fell.105 

According to Heinz Pagels, the "law of entropy increase may apply to 

the universe as a whole because the universe may be a closed system. 

Eventually it too may fall into ruin, a 'heat death' in which the stars 

burn out and matter is scattered over the endless reaches of space―a 

mess with no one to straighten it out."106 Another scientist, Carl Sagan, 

reinforced Pagels when, during a lecture, he said, "It's by no means 

clear, by the way, that the Second Law of Thermodynamics applies to 

the universe as whole, because it is an experiential law, and we don't 

have experience with the universe as a whole."107 It needs to be 

emphasized that the second law says that for any closed system "the 

entropy always increases. A system will always change from a less 
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probable configuration to a more probable configuration."108 That's all. 

The second law doesn't tell you what the universe would look like if it 

wasn't created supernaturally. E. A. Milne cast doubt on the validity of 

the apologist's argument when he pointed out that "we have no 

means for assessing change of entropy for the whole universe. … [W]e 

can calculate such a change for 'closed systems' with something 

outside them but the universe ex hypothesi has nothing (physical) 

outside it."109 Even if we conceded that the universe was a closed 

system, it's not a closed system of constant volume. Even if that 

distinction didn't matter, "we don't know enough about the so-called 

'early' universe to say just how far back the second law reaches. … The 

most we are therefore entitled to conclude is that the history of 

entropy has a beginning."110 Even if we conceded that the second law 

was always valid, there is still the possibility that "usable energy," 

while decreasing in the observable universe, is, in fact, infinite in the 

larger cosmos.111 If that is the case, then it would never necessarily run 

out. Until we can rule that possibility out, we can't assume that it was 

magically created. Conclusion: Even after we concede all of the above, 

"the entropy argument is capable only of demonstrating the existence 

of some primitive energy source."112 

NOTE: See the Tristram Shandy chapter for a purely philosophical 

argument from entropy.  
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