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DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE BIBLE IS THE WORD OF GOD? WHY? 
 
Introduction: I believe that the Bible alone is the Word of God. This short outline is my attempt to 
compile evidence amassed by scholars to support this conclusion. It is my sincere hope and prayer that the 
material presented here will stimulate you to ask your own questions and seek answers to convince you of 
the same conclusion.  
 
There are many reasons that I believe the Bible is the Word of God but the main ones, at least the ones that 
are “transferable” to others (i.e. that have evidence that can be independently verified), can be grouped into 
these three domains: 
 
1) Historically and Textually Accurate. It must be accurate in a historical sense. For how can we trust the 
Bible when it speaks of spiritual things if it is wrong when it speaks of historical things? Here, we’re really 
asking two questions: 

a. Is our Bible today an accurate copy of what was originally written? (Do we have what they 
wrote?) 

b. Is there reason to believe that what they wrote actually happened? (Were they credible 
witnesses?) 

 
2) Supernatural Content and Proofs. It must be more than an accurate history book. The Bible must have 
supernatural content and proofs rooted and verified in history. The early disciples were witnesses of the life 
of Jesus Christ and they sited two things as evidence of the divinity of Christ: Jesus’ fulfillment of 
messianic prophecies and the evidence for the resurrection. Interestingly, these two miraculous 
circumstances are intertwined with the Bible. The fact that Jesus fulfills messianic prophecies not only 
attests to His divinity, but also to the Bible’s claim to be the Word of God since these prophecies were 
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written long before Jesus’ earthly ministry. Similarly, the resurrection of Christ attests to Jesus’ divinity 
and He in turn points us back to the Bible as the Word of God to “teach them all that I commanded you.”1 
 
3) Evidence of the Bible’s Transformative Power. Simply put, if the Bible is the Word of God, then we 
should see evidence that following it’s precepts and commands will lead to life, freedom, and deliverance 
from all sorts of oppression. I’m not talking about mere pragmatism here. I’m not arguing for the validity 
of the “prosperity gospel” which I believe is a heresy. Following the Bible is no guarantee of health, 
wealth, and comfort. But there is abundant evidence, both on a personal level as well as a cultural level, 
that the message of the Bible has been the source of tremendous good. Countless individuals and the rise of 
Western Civilization itself give testimony to the Bible’s transformative power. We will very briefly look at 
examples of this. 
 
Inerrancy. One of the key tenants of scripture is that it is the word of God; that though written through the 
hands of men, it is actually God’s message communicated to us i.e. it is inspired. One of the hallmarks of 
the inspiration of scripture is that it is inerrant. Inerrancy does not mean that the Bible you hold in your 
hand is magical or that Zondervan (or some other publisher) cannot possibly make a mistake in its 
reproduction. Simply put, inerrancy means that in the original manuscripts the bible always tells the truth 
and that it tells the truth in everything that it talks about.2  
 
[For a good description of inerrancy see D.A. Carson at http://ehrmanproject.com/ click on the “Inerrancy” 
button for video] 
 

• Inerrancy does not mean a wooden literal translation of the Bible. As we will see below, the 
bible is not just one book, but 66 books written over a 1500 year time span, on three continents 
(Europe, Asia, and Africa), in three different languages (Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic), through 
the hands of at least 40 authors of various backgrounds (Kings, prophets, fishermen, shepherds, 
tax collectors, poets, statesmen, military leaders, and more) and under very different climates 
(palaces, dungeons, islands, hillsides, battlefields, and in times of poverty and plenty). Likewise, 
the Bible is written in many different genres: history, poetry, hyperbole, etc. For example, Jesus 
used many parables in His teaching. The scriptures must be carefully read with this in mind.  

• The Bible can be inerrant and still speak the ordinary language of everyday speech. 
Therefore, because the Bible speaks of the “sun rising” it does not mean that the sun revolves 
around the earth. Likewise, the Bible can speak in approximation just as we do. E.g. I can say, “I 
don’t live far from here.” Or “I live 1.56 miles from here.” Both may be considered true. 

• The Bible can be inerrant and still include loose or free quotations. In our culture and in 
Britain, quotations are of the exact words a person spoke and are bound by quotation marks. When 
we indirectly quote someone, we convey the meaning of what was said without using their exact 
words. “I will be home soon.” Vs. “I will be home in 30 minutes.” In the ancient original 
languages of the Bible, there were no quotation marks or equivalent punctuation and loose 
quotations were the norm as long as they conveyed the meaning accurately. 

• Inerrancy refers to the original manuscripts. But someone will counter that we don’t have any 
of the original manuscripts so how can we claim that they are “inerrant”? As we will see, like 
other ancient works of literature, it is true that no original manuscripts of the Bible exist. But as 
we will also see, the textual evidence for the Bible is so strong that we can say (in 
contradistinction to every other ancient writing) with near 100% confidence what these original 
manuscripts said word for word. 

• Inerrancy refers to everything that the Bible talks about. Inerrancy does not mean that the 
Bible speaks specifically to every possible concept or problem. However, it does provide 
principles that speak to our human condition in a comprehensive way. But the Bible is not a magic 
book – you don’t just flip open a page and expect the Bible to tell you who you should marry, or 
where you should live, etc. But with diligence and doing the hard work of reading the Bible as it 
was intended to be read, you will glean principles that may be applied to every major life situation. 

 
1 Mt. 28:19-20 
2 This definition is taken from Grudem’s Systematic Theology. 
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More than any other religion, Christianity is based upon a book. Sure, Christianity is based upon a 
relationship with a Person – namely Jesus Christ – but the primary means by which we come to know this 
Person is through His written Word.  
 
After receiving Christ, the most important decision you will make is concerning the inspiration of 
scripture. If you are going to grow in the faith then you must base your worldview on the scriptures 
and not through your limited experience. In large measure, this is what living by faith means. The 
value then of the bible to the growing disciple of Christ cannot be overestimated. As Deut. 32:47 says, 
“They are not just idle words for you, they are your life.” One of the key tenants of scripture is that it is the 
word of God; that though written through the hands of men, it is actually God’s words communicated to us 
i.e. it is inspired.  
 
CONSIDER: The bible is not just one book, but 66 books written over a 1500 year time span, on three 
continents (Europe, Asia, and Africa), in three different languages (Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic), 
through the hands of at least 40 authors of various backgrounds (Kings, prophets, fishermen, shepherds, 
tax collectors, poets, statesmen, military leaders, and more) and under very different climates (palaces, 
dungeons, islands, hillsides, battlefields, and in times of poverty and plenty). Yet, the bible fits together 
into one consistent story. You can’t understand the New Testament without the background of the Old 
Testament and visa versa. The Old Testament speaks of the coming Messiah and the New Testament shows 
the Messiah to be Jesus Christ. There is no other book like it. How does it all fit together so well? Because 
it is inspired i.e. it is really the work of the Holy Spirit. 
 
What will you decide? Is God’s Word inspired or not? If you decide (as many do) that it is not, then your 
faith will be mediocre at best. Impotence of ministry and pain as you seek to answer life’s questions will 
plague you forever. And they will remain unanswered for you have no standard of reference.  
 
Your view of scripture is a reflection of your view of God. If you have a small fallible view of scripture, 
you will have a small view of God and your faith will be feeble. On the other hand, if you find scripture to 
be inerrant and settle the question in your mind, you will be greatly rewarded. Your faith will grow along 
with your view of God. That is my prayer for you: that you will have a big view of scripture and therefore a 
big view of God.  
 
I have some good news for you! No one is asking you to accept the inerrancy of the Word based on blind 
faith. Investigate! Question! Seek! Knock! Matt. 7:7-8 "Ask and it will be given to you; seek and you will 
find; knock and the door will be opened to you. For everyone who asks receives; he who seeks finds; and to 
him who knocks, the door will be opened.” It’s the truth and it will stand your questioning. After 2000 
years, you are not going to come up with the question that will bring the Christian faith down! Look into 
the overwhelming evidence for the authenticity of scripture and the evidence for its inspiration. No book 
ever written has the sheer mass of evidence to support its claims as does the Bible. Let’s look at just a 
few of these evidences. 
 
HOW RELIABLE IS THE BIBLE? 
How can we be sure that the Bible we have in our hands is anything like what was originally written? An 
honest skeptic may sincerely ask, “It has been copied over and over, isn’t it riddled with errors? Why do 
you believe that the Bible is the very word of God? How can your heart accept what your mind rejects?” 
How would you answer? 
 
Military historian C. Sanders lists and explains the “tests” that may be used to determine if an ancient 
writing is historically accurate. These are the bibliographical, internal and external evidence tests. What are 
these tests and what happens when we apply these tests to the Bible? How does the Bible compare with 
other ancient literature? 
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BIBLIOGRAPHICAL EVIDENCE:  
This is testing how well the text was copied and transmitted from the original to us today. It also examines 
how long a time interval exists between the original writing and the earliest copies and how many ancient 
copies there are. 
 
Remember that the Bible was originally written before the days of Xerox machines and printing presses 
and even before the existence of paper! The earliest copies were written on papyrus which was made from 
reeds. This stuff disintegrated over time and therefore the scriptures had to be copied over and over. Many 
of these copies or “manuscripts” have been found. How do they compare with what we have today? How 
long after the original writing were these copies made? 
 
New Testament 
There are now more than 5,300 known Greek manuscripts of the N.T. with over 10,000 Latin Vulgate 
(early Latin Bibles) and at least 9,300 early versions. Put them all together and we have more than 24,000 
ancient copies of at least portions of the N.T. in existence. No other ancient work comes even close to this 
degree of manuscript evidence. The second best showing of any ancient work is Homer’s Iliad with only 
643 copies that still survive. Compare: 
 
 
Author/Work When Written Earliest Copy Time Span # Copies 
Caesar 100-44 B.C. 900 A.D. 1,000 yrs 10 
Plato Tetrologies 427-347 B.C. 900 A.D. 1,200 yrs 7 
Tacitus 100 A.D. 1100 A.D. 1,000 yrs 20 
Pliny the Younger 61-113 A.D. 850 A.D. 750 yrs 7 
Thucydides 460-400 B.C. 900 A.D. 1,300 yrs 8 
Suetonius 75-160 A.D. 950 A.D. 800 yrs 8 
Herodotus 480-425 B.C. 900 A.D. 1,300 yrs 8 
Sophocles 496-406 B.C. 1000 A.D. 1,400 yrs 193 
Catullus 54 B.C. 1550 A.D. 1,600 yrs 3 
Euripides 480-406 B.C. 1100 A.D. 1,500 yrs 9 
Demosthenes 383-322 B.C. 1100 A.D. 1,300 yrs 200 
Aristotle 384-322 B.C. 1100 A.D. 1,400 yrs 49 
Aristophenes 450-385 B.C. 900 A.D. 1,200 yrs 10 
Homer Iliad 900 B.C. 400 B.C.* 500 yrs 643 
New Testament 40-100 A.D. 125 A.D.** 25 yrs > 25,000 
 
* The earliest complete manuscript of Homer’s Iliad dates from the 13th century. 
** Portions of the N.T. have now been found that date from within the first century. Many scholars now 
believe that the N.T. scriptures were completed before 80 A.D. 
 
Some of the oldest manuscripts that we have today include a papyrus fragment named P52:  which includes 
a few verses of John 18 (31-34, 37-38) and dated around 110-125. Realize that this is only 20-30 years 
removed from the original. An even earlier manuscript is P46 (the Chester Beatty Papyrus II) containing 
all of Paul’s epistles except the Pastorals, and has recently been dated in the late first century. Imagine, an 
entire collection of Paul’s epistles only 20 or 30 years after he originally wrote them. Others include the 
Oxyrhynchus Papyri discovered in 1898 and containing 35 manuscripts containing portions of the N.T., 
the Bodmer Papyri purchased from an Egyptian dealer in the 1950’s and 1960’s. It consists of most of 
John, 1 and 2 Peter, Jude and most of Luke and dated c.175-200. In the last century alone over 100 papyrus 
manuscripts have been discovered. 
 
In addition, Codecies (early books made from specially prepared animal skins) have been found that are not 
quite as ancient as the papyrus fragments, but even more complete. Some of the more noteworthy include: 
Codex Sinaiticus– discovered by Constantin von Tischendorf in St. Catherine’s Monastery at the foot of 
Mt. Sinai and dating from A.D. 350. It includes the entire N.T. 
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Codex Vaticanus– present in the Vatican’s library at least since 1481 but not allowed to be viewed until 
the middle 1800’s. It dates from A.D. 325 and includes both the O.T. and the N.T. except the last part from 
Hebrews 9:15 to Revelation. 
 
What does this tell us? 
1. The time interval between the writing of the N.T. books and their copies is so short as to be negligible. 

This is important, since it puts to death the idea that the writings about Jesus were a gradually evolving 
“legend”. Legends generally take time (e.g. Santa Claus vs. St. Nicholas) since if the claims are made 
too soon they will be quickly dispelled by eyewitnesses and known accounts. 

2. No other ancient work has been so well represented in manuscript evidence as the N.T. We have more 
copies of the N.T. to examine than any other ancient work. Therefore, if there are changes in the text 
over time, we can find them. 

 
Response to Bart Ehrman Misquoting Jesus 
Bart Ehrman is one of the world’s most widely known textual critics of the Bible (a “textual critic” is a 
scholar devoted to investigating the manuscript evidence of the Bible – the stuff we’re going over here). 
Apparently raised in a Christian environment and trained at Moody and Wheaton College, Ehrman even 
studied under the world’s leading authority in textual criticism Dr. Bruce Metzger at Princeton.3 He 
subsequently took a sharp turn while at Princeton when a professor suggested that perhaps a portion of the 
Gospel of Mark was “a mistake”. This idea – that there could be mistakes in the Biblical text – was 
devastating and “opened the floodgates” and led to a “seismic shift” in his view of scripture eventually 
leading him to conclude that the Bible was entirely manmade and void of any inspiration from God.4 He is 
now an avid atheist/agnostic and head of the department of Religious Studies at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill. In 2006, Ehrman wrote the book Misquoting Jesus which claims that among the 
hand written manuscript copies of the New Testament there are between 200,000 to 400,000 variants – 
more variants than there are words in the entire New Testament. Ehrman’s book became very popular and 
is important to address since he is a true scholar of textual criticism.  
 
Ironically, like most liberal theologians he comes from a fundamentalist background. When faced with the 
more nuanced findings of scholarly work in this field he was unable to fit this material into his rigid 
theology and broke. As a former Believer and now a scholarly, articulate and passionate Unbeliever he has 
become a media darling and his books are widely read by the lay public. His views, however, are in the 
minority of scholarly opinion and he writes directly to the unsuspecting public without the benefit of peer 
review. Many scholars dismiss his views as “old hat” that have been refuted long ago and see him as an 
aberration. However, the reading public does not know that and is susceptible to Ehrman’s deceptions. 
 
What does one do when a seemingly expert in the field (like Ehrman) has views contrary to other experts? 
Do you just pick the expert that agrees with you? As tempting as that is, we must go further. We must 
examine their arguments and see who makes their case the best as objectively as we can. 
 
Fortunately, for those of us who are not textual critics there is an abundant response to Ehrman’s claims. 
For more detailed and complete responses to Ehrman’s claims I refer the reader to the footnotes and 
references at the end of this article written by experts. But let me give a simplified response to Ehrman and 
his claims. 
 
400,000 mistakes in the Bible? 
First, Ehrman claims that there are many mistakes in the text and secondly that some of these were 
intentionally placed there by scribes.  

 
3 Interestingly, Metzger who died in 2007, did not share Ehrman’s interpretation of the manuscripts and 
concluded that the variations were minor and of no importance and rather than weakening had actually 
increased and strengthened his faith. See chapter 2 The Case for the Real Jesus by Lee Strobel. A very well 
done web site addressing many of Ehrman’s conclusions which are rebutted by a number of well known 
scholars is at http://ehrmanproject.com/  
4 Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus p.11 
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“How does it help us to say that the Bible is the inerrant word of God if in fact we don’t have the 
words that God inerrantly inspired, but only the words copied by the scribes – sometimes correctly 
but sometimes (many times!) incorrectly?”... “We don’t have the originals! We have only error-
ridden copies, and the vast majority of these are centuries removed from the originals and different 
from them, evidently, in thousands of ways.” 

 
So where does Ehrman come up with this number “200,000 – 400,000 variants” in the text? In fact, that’s 
more variants than the 138,162 words in the Greek New Testament! As expert textual critic Daniel Wallace 
explains,5 the reason there are so many variants is that we have such a treasure trove of manuscripts to 
investigate. As noted previously, there are > 25,000 manuscript copies of the N.T. which far exceeds 
anything seen for any other ancient document. If one manuscript has the word “Jesus” in place of “Lord” 
that counts as a variant. If one letter is out of place, that counts as a variant. In other words, the reason there 
are so many “variants” is because we have so many manuscripts! Would Ehrman think that the Bible was 
more reliable if we only had 5 manuscripts to look at and therefore had fewer variants? Doubtful. 
 
To put Ehrman’s numbers in perspective we must realize that he exaggerates in the extreme and that the 
vast majority of the so-called variants are entirely inconsequential for several reasons:  

• First, as noted above, the number of variants is magnified because of the huge number of 
manuscripts that we have to look at.  

• Secondly, the most common type of variant are spelling variations. If you look at the English 
language of the Puritans for example, they spelled words differently all the time even varying from 
their contemporaries. Similarly, you can imagine over the course of 2000 years the Greek 
language evolved and spelling variations occurred.  

o For example, the most common variant involves a “moveable nu” this is equivalent to 
“n” and is used at the end of a word when the next word is a vowel – much like we use 
“a” or “an” e.g. “an orange” or “a book”. Whether there is a nu there or not makes no 
difference in the rendering of the text yet they all count as variants.  

o Another example is wherever you see the word “John” it may be spelled with one or two 
n’s yet each one counts as a variant. But it’s still “John” not “Mary”! According to 
Wallace and other experts, such trivial differences that have zero impact on the meaning 
of the text make up 70-80% of all the variants. 

• Fourth, Nonsense errors. If a scribe accidentally wrote the word “and” in place of “Lord” (the two 
words look similar in Greek kai vs. kurios) as one manuscript does in the Smithsonian, it’s a no-
brainer to spot. 

• Fifth, Synonyms. Some manuscripts of John 4:3 say “When Jesus knew” while others say “When 
the Lord knew” both mean the same thing and they are all counted as variants. 

• Sixth, Greek word order. Greek is a highly inflected language so the order of the words does not 
matter as much as in English. E.g. there are 16 different ways of saying “Jesus loves Paul” and 
they would all be translated the same way in English. Still, they are all counted as textual variants. 

 
Between spelling variations, the movable nu, nonsense errors, synonyms, and Greek word order 99% 
of Ehrman’s “variants” can be accounted for. That leaves only 1% of the variants that are both 
meaningful – meaning they affect the meaning of the text at least to a small degree, and viable – meaning 
that there is a chance that they go back to the original. But even of the remaining 1%, none affect the 
meaning of any doctrine of Christian faith or practice. Zero. John 3:16 is the same; Romans 8:28 is the 
same; Revelation 3:20 is the same etc. The facts concerning the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ 
are the same and unaltered.  
 

 
5 See Strobel The Case for the Real Jesus p. 65-100 and The Ehrman Project at: http://ehrmanproject.com/ 
where you can see an interview with Dr. Wallace and other scholars refuting Ehrman’s claims. Another 
more scholarly work refuting Ehrman is How God Became Jesus by a group of scholars who are experts in 
their field and who reveal the truth about the real origins of belief in Jesus divine nature. Michael Bird 
et.al., 
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And we alone can say that about our Bible because we have so many documents and such early copies to 
investigate. We can tell where these few variations came from and when because we have so many 
manuscripts. Textual critics of other ancient literature have no where near the treasure trove of manuscript 
evidence that we have and they have to literally guess at what the originals might have said. We have a 
luxury in manuscript evidence that they envy. Because of this we can be essentially 100% certain that the 
text we have today is exactly what was originally written. 
 
Ehrman Deception 
As an example of Ehrman’s deceptions concerning scripture let’s look at his claims about Mt. 24:36. As 
explained by Dr. Daniel Wallace at the www.EhrmanProject.com, one of Ehrman’s major criticisms is Mt. 
24:36 which says, “No one knows the day or the hour, neither the angels, nor the Son, except the Father 
alone.” Now some manuscripts do not have “nor the son”. Ehrman camps on this and makes the case that 
there is a conspiracy here because later scribes did not want to let people think that Jesus was not 
omniscient and so they deleted this part. Ehrman mentions this passage multiple times and builds his case 
against the divinity of Christ and the corruption of the New Testament from this observation in both 
Misquoting Jesus and Orthodox Corruption. Given his major emphasis on this variant reading which he 
sites as proving the intentional corruption of the New Testament, let’s examine this in more detail. There’s 
a few inconvenient truths that Ehrman fails to acknowledge: 

1. The parallel passage in Mark 13:32 “No one knows about that day or hour, not even the angels in 
heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father.” Virtually no manuscripts drop “nor the son”.  

2. Notice that in Matthew 24:36 it says, “the Father alone.” Even if you dropped “nor the Son” it 
still seems clear that Matthew was emphasizing the unique knowledge of the Father in this regard.  

3. If you assume that the original text of Mt. 24:36 does not have “nor the Son”, then Matthew is 
saying implicitly with “the Father alone”, what Mark says explicitly with “nor the Son.” If 
scribes were afraid that some people would think the Son of God was not omniscient, then why 
did they not drop the “alone” in this verse? Why did they not drop “nor the Son” in Mark 13:32? 
This must be one of the worst conspiracy jobs ever! 

 
Bottom Line 
The bottom line is that the N.T. is incredibly reliable. Despite being copied over and over by hand and 
translated into the languages of the world far removed from the original Greek, there are fewer than 400 
words that are in question besides trivial differences. This equates to a text that is 98.33 to 99.5% pure and 
without doubt as to its textual accuracy. Even for those textual errors that do exist, none cause doubt on any 
passages of scripture that pertain to an article of faith or precept because there is such a huge amount of 
manuscript evidence to ascertain with near certainty the original writing.  
 
How? Consider this example: Say you find a manuscript that reads like this: “Y#U’VE JUST WON A 
MILLION DOLLARS!” and another manuscript of this passage reads: “YOU’VE JUST W*N A MILLION 
DOLLARS!” Even though both contain an obvious error, you can use both of them to be certain that the 
original said, “YOU’VE JUST WON A MILLION DOLLARS!” The shear mass of manuscript evidence 
for the New Testament is undeniably rich and the envy of other scholars of ancient literature. 
 
Phillip Schaff in Comparison to the Greek New Testament and the English Version states, “Not one of the 
variations altered an article of faith or a precept of duty which is not abundantly sustained by other and 
undoubted passages, or by the whole tenor of Scripture reading.” 
 
Geisler and Nix state, “only one-eighth of all the variants had any weight, as most of them are merely 
mechanical matters such as spelling or style. Of the whole then only about one-sixtieth rise above 
trivialities or can in any sense be called ‘substantial variations.’ Mathematically, this would compute to a 
text that is 98.33% pure.” 
 
Sir Frederick Kenyon (one of the great authorities of N.T. textual criticism) states, “No fundamental 
doctrine of the Christian faith rests on a disputed reading...It cannot be too strongly asserted that in 
substance the text of the Bible is certain. The number of manuscripts of the N.T., of early translations from 
it, and of quotations from it in the oldest writers of the Church, is so large that it is practically certain that 
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the true reading of every doubtful passage is preserved in some one or other of these ancient authorities. 
This can be said of no other ancient book in the world.” 
 
Old Testament 
The Hebrew O.T. was completed about 400 B.C. Until the recent (1947) discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls, 
the oldest complete manuscript of the O.T. was dated around A.D. 900. This created a time gap of some 
1,300 years. Portions of the Dead Sea scrolls now date to before the time of Christ (100 - 200 B.C.) which 
places them extremely close to the original documents and every book of the O.T. except Esther has been 
found. Once again, the accuracy of the scripture is incredible. Noted authority Gleason Archer notes, “Even 
though the two copies of Isaiah discovered in Qumran Cave 1 near the Dead Sea were a thousand years 
older than any dated manuscripts previously known, they proved to be word for word identical with our 
standard Hebrew Bible in more than 95% of the text. The other 5% of variation consisted chiefly of 
obvious slips of the pen and variations in spelling...[like the English word “colour” instead of “color”] they 
do not affect the message of revelation in the slightest.” 
 
Geisler and Nix discuss the exactness of the Isaiah scroll (125 B.C.) compared with the next oldest 
manuscript of the text known prior to the discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls dating from A.D. 916 some 
1,000 years later: “Of the 166 words in Is. 53, there are only 17 letters in question. Ten of these are simply 
a matter of spelling, which does not affect the sense. Four more letters are minor stylistic changes, such as 
conjunctions. The remaining three letters comprise the word “light” which is added in verse 11, and does 
not affect the meaning greatly. Furthermore, this word is found in the Septuagint and another of the Dead 
Sea scrolls. Thus, in one chapter of 166 words, there is only one word (three letters) in question after 1,000 
years of transmission – and this word does not significantly change the meaning of the passage.” 
 
The overwhelming weight of evidence is clear: you can have complete confidence that the Bible we have 
today is a profoundly accurate text as handed down from generation to generation and conveys precisely 
the same words and meaning as the original documents. The surety that we have in this can be said of no 
other ancient work in the world.  
 
 
 
INTERNAL EVIDENCE:  
The bibliographical test has only determined that the text we have now was essentially what was originally 
recorded.  What we have, is what they wrote. We still have to show that what was written was from 
credible sources and at least should be considered.  Is it reasonable to believe them? Here we look at the 
text itself. What was written? Who wrote it? Were they in a position to know what they were talking about? 
Does the text contradict itself? Is it accurate and consistent? 
 
Much of what we cover and study can be applied to the internal evidence test. But consider: The writers of 
the N.T. were eyewitnesses of the events or related the accounts under the direction of the eyewitnesses. 
This closeness to the events is an extremely powerful and effective means of certifying the accuracy of 
their story.  
 
But how do we know they weren’t lying?  
• We have already seen that the New Testament accounts of Jesus were circulating within the lifetimes 

of those alive at the time of His life. These people could easily confirm or deny the accuracy of the 
accounts.  

• They not only said, “Look, we saw this”; or “We heard that”; but in addition they turned the tables 
around and right in front of adverse critics said, “You also know about these things...You saw them; 
you yourselves know about it.” One had better be careful when he says to his opposition, “You know 
this also,” because if he isn’t right in every detail, it will be shoved right back down his throat. (See 
Acts 2:22, Acts 26:24-28, Jesus used this Himself in John 18:20-21). 

 
Acts 2:22 “Men of Israel, listen to this: Jesus of Nazareth was a man accredited by God to you by 
miracles, wonders and signs, which God did among you through him, as you yourselves know.  
 

Our Bible’s Accuracy and Reliability are Unparalleled. 
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Acts 26:24-26 At this point Festus interrupted Paul’s defense. “You are out of your mind, Paul!” 
he shouted. “Your great learning is driving you insane.” 25 “I am not insane, most excellent 
Festus,” Paul replied. “What I am saying is true and reasonable. 26 The king is familiar with these 
things, and I can speak freely to him. I am convinced that none of this has escaped his notice, 
because it was not done in a corner.  
 
John 18:20 “I have spoken openly to the world,” Jesus replied. “I always taught in synagogues or 
at the temple, where all the Jews come together. I said nothing in secret. 21 Why question me? Ask 
those who heard me. Surely they know what I said.” 

 
• Also, the writers of the N.T. are brutally honest. They record many incidents that mere inventors would 

have concealed: e.g. the competition of the disciples for high places in the Kingdom, their flight and 
cowardice after Jesus’ arrest, Peter’s denial, the unbelief of the disciples at first of Jesus’ resurrection. 
The disciples are consistently portrayed as fairly dull and stubborn with little faith. Overall, the whole 
writing has the ring of authenticity – warts and all.  
 

• They had nothing to gain and everything to lose by claiming what they did about Christ. First century 
Christianity was not a lucrative “gold mine” as it is today for some televangelists. By persisting in their 
claims all the New Testament writers suffered persecution and all but John were martyred.  

 
 
 
EXTERNAL EVIDENCE:  
Are there references other than the Bible which substantiate its accuracy, reliability, and authenticity? Here 
we examine whether extrabiblical authors confirm or deny what was written in the Bible. The early church 
fathers of the first and second centuries (Polycarp, Eusebius, Iranaeus, Ignatius, Justin, Origen, and others) 
provide volumes on the historicity of the events in the N.T. In fact, so voluminous are their writings that 
even if we had no manuscripts of the Bible, we could piece the whole thing together word for word by all 
their quotes from it. But what about non-Christian authors? 
 
Tacitus 
The second century Roman historian Tacitus confirms that Christianity was founded by a man named 
Christus, whom he says was “put to death as a criminal by Pontius Pilate, procurator of Judea, in the reign 
of Tiberius.” Tacitus also described how Nero blamed “the persons commonly called Christians who were 
hated for their enormities” and were “punished by the most exquisite tortures.” 
 
Lucian of Samosa 
A second century satirist, he spoke scornfully of Christ as “the man crucified in Palestine because he 
introduced this new cult into the world.” 
 
Pliny the Younger 
Governor of Bithynia in Asia Minor (A.D. 112), Pliny was writing to the emperor Trajan seeking counsel 
as to how to treat the Christians. He explained that he had been killing both men and women, boys and 
girls. There were so many being put to death that he wondered if he should go on killing all of them or only 
certain ones. 
 
Thallus 
Thallus was one of the earliest non-Christian writers to mention Christ (A.D. 52). Only a fragment of his 
writing is known, but it explains away the darkness that occurred at the time of the death of Christ as an 
“eclipse”. Thus, we see that the darkness that fell upon the land at the time of Christ’s crucifixion was well 
known and required a naturalistic explanation from those non-believers who witnessed it. By the way, even 
contemporaries of Thallus rejected the eclipse hypothesis since an eclipse does not take place at the time of 
a full moon and Christ died during the Paschal full moon. 
 
Josephus 

Our Bible is Consistent. 
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Born in A.D. 37, Josephus is known as a premier Jewish historian and gives great insight into the history of 
Judaism. Josephus records the rise of Christianity and in a hotly contested text from a document dated from 
the second century he writes,  
• “Now there was about this time Jesus, a wise man, if it be lawful to call him a man, for he was a doer 

of wonderful works, a teacher of such men as receive the truth with pleasure. He drew over to him both 
many of the Jews and many of the Gentiles. He was the Christ, and when Pilate, at the suggestion of 
the principal men among us, had condemned him to the cross, those that loved him at the first did not 
forsake him; for he appeared before them alive again the third day; as the divine prophets had foretold 
these and ten thousand other wonderful things concerning him. And the tribe of Christians so named 
from him are not extinct to this day.”  

• The Arabic text of this passage reads: “At this time there was a man who was called Jesus. And his 
conduct was good and he was known to be virtuous. And many people from among the Jews and other 
nations became his disciples. Pilate condemned him to be crucified and to die. And those who had 
become his disciples did not abandon his discipleship. They reported that he had appeared to them 
three days after his crucifixion and that he was alive; accordingly, he was perhaps the Messiah 
concerning whom the prophets have recounted wonders.” 

 
In fact, the Encyclopedia Brittanica not only  uses 20,000 words to describe Jesus, but concerning the 
testimony of the many independent secular accounts of Jesus of Nazareth, it records “These independent 
accounts prove that in ancient times even the opponents of Christianity never doubted the historicity of 
Jesus, which was disputed for the first time and on inadequate grounds by several authors at the end of the 
18th, during the 19th, and at the beginning of the 20th centuries.” 
 
 
 
 
ARCHEOLOGY:  
Over and over the Bible was thought to have apparent “errors” until archeological discoveries vindicated 
the Bible. Here are only a few examples: 
 
Ebla Kingdom Proofs.  
Tradition states that Moses is the author of the Pentateuch (the first 5 books of the Bible) which were 
written about 1,400 B.C. However, proponents of the “Documentary Hypothesis” claimed that this was 
impossible since 1,400 B.C. was a time prior to all knowledge of writing. In 1968, archeologists discovered 
the Ebla tablets in modern day Syria. Ebla was a city of 260,000 people at its height of power in 2,300 B.C. 
nearly 1,000 years before the time of Moses. Not only did they find writing, but since 1974, 17,000 tablets 
have been unearthed in Ebla.  
 
Undaunted, the critics of the Bible claimed that though writing may have existed, the priestly code and laws 
recorded by Moses were far too developed to have been done by such a primitive people. However, some 
of the tablets discovered in Ebla were law codes which demonstrated elaborate judicial proceedings and 
case law. Many are similar to the Deuteronomy law code. 
 
A more specific example of how the Ebla discoveries have supported the Bible relates to Genesis 14, which 
for years has been considered historically unreliable. The victory of Abraham over Chedolaomer and the 
Mesopotamian kings has been described as fictitious and the five cities of the plain (Sodom, Gomorrah, 
Admah, Zeboiim, and Zoar) as legendary. Yet the Ebla archives list all five cities of the plain and on one 
tablet the cities are listed in exactly the same sequence as Genesis 14. 
 
Israel’s Origins 
Genesis derives the origin of the Israelites from Mesopotamia which is just what archeological data show. 
Albright states that it is, “ beyond reasonable doubt that Hebrew tradition was correct in tracing the 
Patriarchs directly back to the Balikh Valley in northwestern Mesopotamia.” 
 

Our Bible is Based Squarely on History. 
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King David 
For years, scholars considered David to be a myth since they do not believe the Bible unless it is confirmed 
by other sources i.e. ancient Philistine or Aramean records. Until recently, King Ahab was the earliest 
biblical  character appearing in secular historical records. In the summer of 1993, archeologists discovered 
an ancient Aramean inscription at the biblical city of Dan in northern Israel referring to the “House of 
David”. The biblical account (1 Kings 15:16-22) describes how Israel and Judah were at war with one 
another and the king of Judah took gold and silver from the temple to bribe the Arameans to fight on his 
side. It worked. The Arameans agreed and fought against Israel and took the city of Dan. The inscription 
describes the Aramean victory over Israel and refers specifically to the king of Israel and the “House of 
David”. 
 
“According to 1 Samuel 17, after David slew Goliath, the men of Israel pursued the Philistines, who 
eventually were killed on the road to Shaarayim. Shaarayim, which means “two gates” in Hebrew, also 
appears in the book of Joshua and is listed as one of David’s cities in 1 Chronicles. Two Israeli 
archeologists, Yossi Garfinkel of the Hebrew University and Saar Ganor of the Israel Antiquities Authority, 
recently announced that they had not only found Shaarayim but had also found the remains of one of 
David’s palaces and royal storehouse. For a personage whose existence, as recently as two decades ago, 
was doubted by some secular historians, King David seems to have left a lot of his stuff lying around for us 
to find. This find was the result of a seven-year exploration of a site southwest of Jerusalem called Khirbet 
Qeiyafa. At the site, Garfinkel and Ganor discovered the two gates and a lot more. They uncovered the 
‘southern part of a large palace that extended across an area of [approximately] 1,000 [square meters],’ 
nearly 11,000 square feet.” 
 
In addition to their size, “the location of the buildings fit the requirements of an Iron Age palace.” From the 
site, one can see ‘as far as the Mediterranean Sea in the west to the Hebron Mountains and Jerusalem in the 
east,’ making it ‘an ideal location from which to send messages by means of fire signals.’ That importance 
was underscored by the archeologists’ other finds: ‘a pillared building,” about fifty feet long by 20 feet 
wide. According to the archeologists, this building was where “the kingdom stored taxes it received in the 
form of agricultural produce collected from the residents of the different villages . . .’ Evidence of its use is 
in the form of ‘hundreds of large stone jars . . . whose handles were stamped with an official seal as was 
customary in the Kingdom of Judah for centuries.’ This finding is ‘unequivocal evidence of a kingdom’s 
existence, which knew to establish administrative centers at strategic points.’ 
   
But these discoveries are only the latest in a series of findings that have overturned a long-held scholarly 
consensus on David and his dynasty. That consensus held that David likely never existed. And even if he 
did, he was little more than an Iron Age warlord whose modest accomplishments were exaggerated by the 
biblical authors for political and religious purposes. 
 
But the discovery back in the 1990s of an ancient monument, known as a stele, with the inscriptions ‘King 
of Israel’ and ‘House of David’ (see above) took care of the first notion. And now the findings at Khirbet 
Qeiyafa promise to do the same for the second.”6 
 
One Language 
According to scripture, “The whole earth was of one language and one speech” (Genesis 11:1) before the 
tower of Babel. Today, many philologists believe that all languages were derived from a common source. 
 
Jericho’s Walls 
During the excavation of Jericho (1930-1936) Garstang found something so startling that a statement of 
what was found was prepared and signed by himself and two other members of the team. What they found 
was that the ancient walls of Jericho had fallen outwards from the city and down flat, forming a ramp for 
the invading army. Garstang says, “there remains no doubt: the walls fell outwards so completely that the 
attackers would be able to clamor up and over their ruins into the city.” This is unusual because when a city 
is attacked its walls do not fall outwards, they fall inwards. Yet, in Joshua 6:20 we read “The wall fell down 
flat, so that the people went up into the city every man straight ahead, and they took the city.” Furthermore, 

 
6 As quoted from Breakpoint commentary July 30, 2013. 
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the Bible states that Joshua and his men did not steal the grain of the city, because God told them to destroy 
the city but not to loot it (Josh. 6:17). The Bible also describes how the city was burned after it was taken 
(Josh. 6:24). Interestingly, examination of the fossilized food supplies indicates that the city fell after a very 
short siege and that the invaders did not steal the food supplies. Instead, they scattered the grain and burned 
it along with the city, an action that archeologist Bryant Woods calls “unique in the annals of Palestinian 
archeology.” 
 
 
Examples of biblical accounts once thought erroneous but later confirmed by extra-biblical records: 

• Campaign into Israel by Pharaoh Shishak (1 Kings 14:25-26), recorded on the walls of the Temple 
of Amun in Thebes, Egypt. 

• Revolt of Moab against Israel (2 Kings 1:1; 3:4-27), recorded on the Mesha Inscription. 

• Fall of Samaria (2 Kings 17:3-6, 24; 18:9-11) to Sargon II, king of Assyria, as recorded on his 
palace walls. 

• Defeat of Ashdod by Sargon II (Isaiah 20:1), as recorded on his palace walls. 

• Campaign of the Assyrian king Sennacherib against Judah (2 Kings 18:13-16), as recorded on the 
Taylor Prism. 

• Siege of Lachish by Sennacherib (2 Kings 18:14, 17), as recorded on the Lachish reliefs. 

• Assassination of Sennacherib by his own sons (2 Kings 19:37), as recorded in the annals of his son 
Esarhaddon. 

• Fall of Nineveh as predicted by the prophets Nahum and Zephaniah (2:13-15), recorded on the 
Tablet of Nabopolasar. 

• Fall of Jerusalem to Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon (2 Kings 24:10-14), as recorded in the 
Babylonian Chronicles. 

• Captivity of Jehoiachin, king of Judah, in Babylon (2 Kings 24:15-16), as recorded on the 
Babylonian Ration Records. 

• Fall of Babylon to the Medes and Persians (Daniel 5:30-31), as recorded on the Cyrus Cylinder. 

• Freeing of captives in Babylon by Cyrus the Great (Ezra 1:1-4; 6:3-4), as recorded on the Cyrus 
Cylinder. 

• The existence of Jesus Christ as recorded by Josephus, Suetonius, Thallus, Pliny the Younger, the 
Talmud, and Lucian. 

• Forcing Jews to leave Rome during the reign of Claudius (A.D. 41-54) (Acts 18:2), as recorded by 
Suetonius. 

 
• The Hittites were once thought to be a Biblical legend, until their capital and records were 

discovered at Bogazkoy, Turkey. 

• Many thought the Biblical references to Solomon's wealth were greatly exaggerated. Recovered 
records from the past show that wealth in antiquity was concentrated with the king and Solomon's 
prosperity was entirely feasible. 

• It was once claimed there was no Assyrian king named Sargon as recorded in Isaiah 20:1, because 
this name was not known in any other record. Then, Sargon's palace was discovered in Khorsabad, 
Iraq. The very event mentioned in Isaiah 20, his capture of Ashdod, was recorded on the palace 
walls. What is more, fragments of a stela memorializing the victory were found at Ashdod itself. 
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• Another king who was in doubt was Belshazzar, king of Babylon, named in Daniel 5. The last 
king of Babylon was Nabonidus according to recorded history. Tablets were found showing that 
Belshazzar was Nabonidus' son who served as coregent in Babylon. Thus, Belshazzar could offer 
to make Daniel “third highest ruler in the kingdom” (Dan. 5:16) for reading the handwriting on the 
wall, the highest available position. Here we see the “eye-witness” nature of the Biblical record, as 
is so often brought out by the discoveries of archaeology. 

 
Luke the Historian 
At one time it was conceded that Luke missed the boat entirely in describing the events surrounding the 
birth of Jesus (Luke 2:1-3). Critics argued that there was no census, that Quirinius was not governor of 
Syria, and that everyone did not have to go back to their ancestral home. Later, archeological discoveries 
found that indeed the Romans did have a regular census every 14 years and that one occurred around the 
time of Jesus’ birth, an inscription was found in Antioch showing that Quirinius was governor at this time, 
and a papyrus found in Egypt gives directions on performing the census including the return to their 
ancestral home. 
 
Luke writes of a riot in Ephesus within a theater (Ecclesia) as Paul had a run in with the silversmiths whose 
living was making silver statues to Artemis (Acts 19:23). In fact, archeologists have found the theater 
(which could seat 25,000) that Luke speaks of and there were silver statues of Artemis to be placed there 
during a full session of the Ecclesia. 
 
Luke states that a riot broke out in Jerusalem because Paul took a Gentile into the temple. The temple has 
been found and inscriptions around it read in Greek and Latin, “No foreigner may enter within the barrier 
which surrounds the temple and enclosure. Anyone doing so will be personally responsible for his own 
death.” 
 
Even certain words of Luke were thought to be inaccurate but again Luke was found to be right. Luke 
refers to Philippi as a “part” or “district” of Macedonia. He uses the Greek word meris . Scholars disagreed 
with his usage of this word until excavations found that the very word, meris, was used to describe this very 
district. 
 
Luke was also not felt to be technically correct in using the word praetors in referring to the Philippian 
rulers. “Scholars” felt that two duumuirs would have ruled the city. However, as usual, Luke was right 
again. Findings now show that the term praetor was employed by the magistrates of a Roman colony. 
 
Other N.T. Finds 
For centuries, The Pavement, the court where Jesus was tried by Pilate and The Pool of Bethesda were 
known only in the New Testament. Excavations of the Old City of Jerusalem have now discovered these 
sites. 
 
Ossuaries. Recently, three key ossuaries have been found that attest to N.T. accounts:  
1) Critics used to doubt that Jesus was ever nailed to a cross, insisting that John's Gospel was indulging in 
fantasy rather than fact in claiming such. No longer! In 1968, at a suburb of northern Jerusalem, the ossuary 
of Yohanan benHa'galgol was discovered. While otherwise unknown, this man had been crucified, as the 
seven-inch iron spike still transfixing his heel bones offers mute testimony.  
 

2) In November 1990, the bones of the first Biblical personality ever 
discovered came to light in another ossuary, which was magnificently 
carved with perfect fluting along the edges and two great whorls adorning its 

face. Clearly, this bone box must have been adorned for an 
important person. And, indeed, on the other side was his name, 
incised twice in Aramaic: Iosef bar-Caiapha, or "Joseph, son of 
Caiaphas," the high priest who indicted Jesus before Pontius 
Pilate on Good Friday, a major 
Biblical figure and another 
stunning discovery. 

“Joseph, son of Caiaphas” 

Sarcophagus of Herod the great 
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3) In 2007 the sarcophagus of Herod the Great was 
discovered. Herod died a slow painful death and was buried at 
the Herodian (according to Josephus) and was the ruler of 
this area at the time of the birth of Jesus. He is the king 
described in Mathew 2:1-12 as being the one that the Magi 
consulted and who killed all the boys 2 years and younger in 
Judea – an act entirely consistent with his ruthlessness.  
 
4) A stone burial box has come 
to light in Jerusalem that may have contained the bones of 
Jesus' half-brother James. An Aramaic inscription on the 
artifact reads: Ya'akov bar-Yosef akhui diYeshua, "James, son 
of Joseph, brother of Jesus." After several years in court as 
the “forgery trial of the century” the case against the 
authenticity of the James ossuary has collapsed and it appears 
to be authentic. Was this the James of the Bible and half-
brother of Jesus? The odds of this same sequence of names 

would be highly unlikely for any other reason. With only one exception, only 
the father is listed along with the deceased. That Jesus is mentioned as his 
brother would be very unusual unless he was famous. 
 
Archeology supporting the life and times of Jesus 
Concerning other archeological finds that specifically validate the life and activities of Jesus, the following 
is an excerpt from L. Scott Kellum, assistant professor of New Testament and Greek at Southeastern 
Baptist Theological Seminary in Wake Forest, North Carolina7. Kellum gives examples including the 
identification of Peter's house at Capernaum. Kellum also noted that archeologists have found a 
Christian burial site dated to A.D. 50 at Bethany; Jacob's well mentioned in John 4 in the story of the 
woman at the well; the synagogue at Capernaum where Jesus taught; the pool of Siloam; a fishing boat 
big enough to carry 13 men; the possible tomb of Lazarus; and other sites and finds that, to varying 
degrees, validate the Gospels and Jesus. "Even though rare, some sites regarding the nativity bear the stamp 
of probability," Kellum said. "Under the Church of the Annunciation in Nazareth, there is a cave which 
probably was a first-century storeroom. Given the family of Mary is known to have lived in Nazareth well 
into the third century, the veneration of this site may mark the actual place where Gabriel spoke to the 
mother of Jesus." Emperor Constantine's mother, Helena, in the third century identified a cave in 
Bethlehem as the site of Jesus' birth. Such caves often were employed as stables during the first century, 
Kellum said. Also, surviving second-century literary records describe a cave being honored as the site of 
Jesus' birth. "It is not unlikely that the place venerated today as the birthplace of Jesus is the site," he said. 
Scholars have long accused Luke of inaccuracy by dating the birth of Jesus during a census by a Syrian 
governor named Quirinius, as recorded in chapter 2, verse 2 of Luke's Gospel. "The Quirinius we know 
from other sources ruled Syria and did a census in A.D. 6," Kellum said, noting that Luke demonstrates 
knowledge of the census in Acts 5:37. A census in A.D. 6 would have been about 12 years too late for the 
birth of Jesus, Kellum said, but archeologists "have found a coin with an inscription naming a Quirinius 
proconsul of Syria from 11–4 B.C., at precisely the right time."  
 
What Archeologists Say 
Nelson Glueck, the renowned Jewish archeologist, wrote:  “It may be stated categorically that no 
archeological discovery has ever controverted a biblical reference.” 
 
William F. Albright states: “There can be no doubt that archeology has confirmed the substantial historicity 
of Old Testament tradition.” Elsewhere, he says, “The excessive skepticism shown toward the Bible by 
important historical schools of the 18th and 19th centuries, certain phases of which still appear periodically, 

 
7 Taken from Baptist Press 12/31/07. Original copy of this story can be found at http://www.bpnews.net/bpnews.asp?ID=27086 

“James, Son of Joseph, 
brother of Jesus” 
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has been progressively discredited. Discovery after discovery has established the accuracy of innumerable 
details, and has brought increased recognition to the value of the Bible as a source of history.” 
 
Henry M. Morris observes, “It must be extremely significant that, in view of the great mass of 
corroborative evidence regarding the Biblical history of these periods, there exists today not one 
unquestionable find of archeology that proves the Bible to be in error at any point.” 
 
 
THE CANON 
Why were the books of the Bible chosen as scripture and not other writings? 
 
Remember that the Bible is not one book but 66 different books written over a period of 1500 years, in 
three different languages, and on three different continents. How did it come together and why were these 
books chosen and not others? Are there “lost gospels” that were left out of the New Testament? If so, why? 
Why do we consider the Bible today as inspired scripture? 
 
First, let’s look at those books left out of the Old Testament (the Apocrypha) and those left out of the New 
Testament (e.g. the Gnostic “gospels” and early Christian literature). 
 
THE APOCRYPHA AND THE CATHOLIC BIBLE 
Why does the Catholic Bible contain books not seen in the Protestant Bible? 
 
What is the apocrypha? The Apocrypha refers to texts which are left out of officially sanctioned Protestant 
versions ('canon') of the Bible. The term means 'things hidden away,' which implies secret or esoteric 
literature. However, none of these texts were ever considered secret. They were primarily written in the 
intertestimental period (the time between the old and new testaments).  
Where did the apocrypha come from? Remember that what we call the Old Testament was once the entire 
Bible of the Jews and was written in Hebrew. The Hebrew canon contained 24 books which are the same as 
our Old Testament of 39 books (some of the Hebrew books were combined including all of the minor 
prophets into one).  

There are three sections to the Hebrew canon: Torah (Law = first 5 books of the Bible or Pentateuch), the 
Nevi'im (Prophets), and the Ketuvim (Writings). If you take the first letters of these sections and add 
vowels, you get the Tanak which is the Hebrew scripture which is equivalent to our Old Testament. 
Beginning in the 3rd century B.C. a Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible was undertaken. This was called 
the Septuagint (Gk. For “seventy” since it reportedly was translated by 70 Jewish scholars; also abbreviated 
“LXX”). The Septuagint included a number of books not found in the Hebrew Bible called the apocrypha.  

Note that though included in the Septuagint, the apocrypha was never considered part of the Hebrew Bible 
as inspired. Neither did the early Church Fathers consider the apocrypha as inspired. Note also that the New 
Testament sites the Old Testament as being inspired over 290 times8 but never sites a reference from the 
apocrypha as such (Jude does site 1Enoch and Paul sites pagan authors but they are not referenced as 
scripture). Jesus never disputes the scriptures held by the Jews and delineates the extent of the Hebrew 
Bible in Luke 11:49-51 by noting the martyrs from “Abel to Zechariah”. Abel refers to Genesis and 
Zechariah refers to II Chronicles which in the Tanak (Hebrew scriptures) is the last book listed.9 Jesus was 
delineating the extent of the Hebrew Scriptures because Zechariah was not the last chronological martyr – 
that would be Uriah in Jeremiah 26:23. 

When the Bible was first translated into Latin (the common language of the day) in the second century, the 
Septuagint was used and therefore included the apocrypha. Jerome set out to make a new translation of the 
Bible in Latin (called the Vulgate) in 382 A.D. and used the Hebrew Bible and not the Septuagint since the 
Hebrew text was older (remember that the Septuagint was also translated from the Hebrew Bible) and he 
never considered the apocrypha as scripture. However, Augustine (the most influential theologian of the 
time and arguably even today) urged Jerome to include the apocrypha and so he did. As time went on, more 
and more people in the church accepted the apocrypha as part of the canon of scripture and in fact this was 
ratified by several church councils beginning in the 5th century A.D. This view was essentially 

 
8 Recognize that this is NOT the total number of times the O.T. is referenced by the N.T. but rather just those times where the O.T. 
reference is explicitly sited as scripture or inspired. 
9 Our O.T is the same as the Tanak but the ordering and numbering of the books is different. 

Archeology Confirms the Historical Accuracy of the Bible. 
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unchallenged until the Reformation when the Catholic Church again ruled in favor of the apocrypha as 
scripture at the Council of Trent in response to the Protestant disagreement on this and other issues. 
What books were considered in the apocrypha? Here’s a list of those originally considered in the 
apocrypha: First Esdras, Second Esdras, Tobias, Judith, Additions to Esther, Wisdom of Solomon, Baruch, 
Epistle of Jeremiah, Susanna, Bel and the Dragon, Prayer of Manasseh, First Macabees, Second Macabees, 
Sirach, and Prayer of Azariah. Of these books, Tobias, Judith, the Wisdom of Solomon, Baruch, and 
Maccabees, remain in the Catholic Bible.  
Why are the apocrypha not found in Protestant Bibles today? During the Protestant Reformation of the 16th 
century, one of the major disagreements concerned the role of scripture. Reformers argued that scripture 
alone should be the divine source of doctrine, faith, and practice (sola scriptura) rather than the opinion of 
councils and Pope’s and church tradition. As such, they argued that the canon of the Old Testament should 
be the Hebrew Bible for several reasons: 

1. The Hebrew Bible would have been the Bible used by Jesus and the disciples and, therefore, 
should be considered the church’s Old Testament. 

2. Some of the apocryphal writings included incorrect historical and chronological information and 
therefore could not be inspired. 

3. The early church Fathers had considered the apocrypha as not equal to scripture and, therefore, so 
should we. 

What are the implications of this disagreement between the Catholic and Protestant churches? Actually, 
there are quite a few including, for example, the belief in purgatory and the practice of praying for the dead 
(as supported in 2 Maccabees 12). In a broader sense, the Catholic Church in the Middle Ages allowed 
other sources to be authoritative truth including not only written scripture but also church tradition and the 
magisterium (the Pope and Bishops). Since the beginning of the Church, however, this was not the case and 
scripture alone (after the passing of the apostles) was considered the source of inspired truth for faith and 
practice. The Protestant Reformation arose in large part to correct this alteration. Other differences beyond 
the scope of this article include the doctrine of salvation, eschatology, the role of Mary, and the role of the 
Church. 
 
THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON AND THE GNOSTIC GOSPELS 
How the Bible was formed and why the “lost gospels” lost out. 
 
“Canon” refers to a “standard of measure” and is the term used to denote the books that became recognized 
as scripture. Thanks to the Da Vinci Code, other fictional writings, and the work of liberal scholars, there is 
a great deal of confusion and misinformation about how our New Testament was conceived.  
 
First, let’s be clear about what did NOT happen. The books of the New Testament were not “voted on” by 
some ecclesiastical council and then forced upon the masses while all other versions were destroyed. This 
is the error/fabrication made popular by the Da Vinci Code which maintains that there were really many 
“gospels” that told the story of the life and death of Jesus and that Constantine at the Council of Nicea in 
325 AD in some kind of power grab, forced the writing of our current gospels as a 4th century fabrication to 
make up the idea that Jesus was divine and risen from the dead whereas prior to this everyone knew Jesus 
was a great teacher but never claimed to be God. Somehow the Church didn’t notice the dramatic change in 
doctrine and fell for it hook, line, and sinker. Many papers, articles, and books have been written to show 
how terribly wrong Dan Brown and liberal feminist scholars like Elaine Pagels are in their complete 
disregard of history10.  
 
However, it is also wrong to assume that the New Testament was written in an orderly, systematic way 
from start to finish and that this was completely accepted without dissent or discussion. The truth is far 
more interesting and complex. 
 

 
10 See references at the end of this document for articles and books dealing with the formation of the canon and addressing the many 
errors of the Da Vinci Code. 
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To understand the origin of the New Testament, we must remember that the leaders of the small, obscure, 
and despised followers of “the Way” who later were called “little Christs” (i.e. “Christians”) as a term of 
derision, were more interested in helping their fellow believers survive in this hostile environment and 
grow in their faith than set down a historical/theological compendium.  
 
However, Jesus changed things dramatically by His teachings which though they never controverted the 
O.T. scriptures, they did at times go beyond them and offer new teachings with Divine authority. Since 
Jesus never wrote anything, His teachings would have to be preserved by those closest to Him i.e. the 
Apostles. Once the Apostles died, this era was closed and so their writings took on special meaning and 
significance eventually becoming recognized as scripture themselves as noted below. 
 
The writings of Paul, Peter and the other Apostles were eventually gathered together along with other 
helpful writings. However, there had to be a distinction made between what was considered scripture and 
what was just a helpful Christian writing or downright heresy. As the Church grew and diversified after the 
death of the Apostles and early Church Fathers, how were they to decide on matters of faith and practice? 
This became a pressing issue in the 3rd and 4th centuries as Christian persecution and multiple heresies had 
arisen against the Church. If you were going to lay down your life for the scriptures, which ones were truly 
inspired? Which were accurate and authoritative guides and which were false? 
 
When the heretic Marcion emerged on the scene (who came up with his own false canon), it became 
necessary for the church to formally put in concrete a list of canonical11 books. When the church made this 
formal pronouncement at the Synod of Hippo in 393 A.D., it simply affirmed the books that had already 
been accepted as canonical by the church at large. It was like a final "stamp of approval." The basic rules 
that guided recognition of the canon are as follows, listed in question format12: 

1. Was the book written or backed by an apostle? This is the single most important test. The reasoning here 
is that the Word of God which is inspired by the Spirit of God for the people of God must be communicated 
through a man of God. Deuteronomy 18:18 informs us that only a prophet of God will speak the Word of 
God. Second Peter 1:20-21 assures us that Scripture is only written by men of God. In Galatians 1:1-24 the 
apostle Paul argued support for the Book of Galatians by appealing to the fact that he was an authorized 
messenger of God, an apostle. So each book of the N.T. was written by or under the supervision and 
direction of an Apostle. 

2. Is the book authoritative? In other words, can it be said of this book as it was said of Jesus, "The people 
were amazed at his teaching, because he taught them as one who had authority, not as the teachers of the 
law" (Mark 1:22). To be authoritative, the writing must have the right to speak and the power to commend 
itself to the reader. This is backed by #1 above but also the Word itself would be experienced and give 
power for transformation. 

3. Does the book tell the truth about God and doctrine as it is already known by previous revelation? The 
Bereans searched the OT Scriptures to see whether Paul's teaching was true (Acts 17:11). They knew that if 
Paul's teaching did not accord with the Old Testament canon, it could not be of God. Agreement with all 
earlier revelation is essential (Gal. 1:8). 

4. Does the book give evidence of having the power of God? The reasoning here is that any writing that 
does not exhibit the transforming power of God in the lives of its readers could not have come from God. 
Scripture says that the Word of God is "living and active" (Hebrews 4:12). Second Timothy 3:16-17 
indicates that God's Word has a transforming effect. If the book in question did not have the power to 
change a life, then, it was reasoned, the book could not have come from God.  

5. Was the book accepted by the people of God? In Old Testament times, Moses's scrolls were placed 
immediately into the Ark of the Covenant (Deuteronomy 31:24-26). Joshua's writings were added in the 
same fashion (Joshua 24:26). In the New Testament, Paul thanked the Thessalonians for receiving the 
apostle's message as the Word of God (1 Thessalonians 2:13). Paul's letters were circulated among the 

 
11 The word “canon” means “reed” as in a measuring reed or standard of measurement or rule. 
12 Excerpted from “Crash Goes the DaVinci Code” by Dr. Ron Rhodes 
 



 18 

churches (Colossians 4: 16; 1 Thessalonians 5:27). It is the norm that God's people—that is, the majority of 
them and not simply a faction—will initially receive God's Word as such.  

N.T. Books Initially Questioned: In the interest of accuracy, I will note that there were some books that 
were doubted for a time, but not for long. The books that were doubted for a time were Hebrews, James, 2 
Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude, and Revelation.  

• Hebrews was doubted because the author of the book was unknown. However, the book 
eventually came to be viewed as having apostolic authority (the author, if not Paul himself, was a 
close associate of him and Timothy) if not for certain apostolic authorship.  

• James was doubted because of its apparent conflict with Paul's teaching about salvation by faith 
alone. The conflict was resolved by seeing the works James speaks of as an outgrowth of real 
faith.  

• Second Peter was doubted because the style of this book differs from that of 1 Peter. It seems 
clear, however, that Peter used a scribe to write 1 Peter (see 1 Peter 5:12). So a style conflict is not 
really a problem.  

• Second and 3 John were doubted because the author of these books is called "elder," not "apostle." 
However, Peter (an apostle) is also called "elder" in 1 Peter 5:1. So it seems clear that the same 
person can be both an elder and an apostle.  

• Jude was doubted because it refers to two non-canonical books—the Book of Enoch and the 
Assumption of Moses. This objection was eventually overcome because even Paul quoted from 
pagan poets (see Acts 17:28 and Titus 1:12) and mention of other non-canonical writings does not 
imply that their teachings are condoned nor inspired. Moreover, Jude enjoyed early acceptance by 
most of the early believers.  

• The Book of Revelation was doubted because it teaches a thousand–year reign of Christ. Since 
there was a local contemporary cult that taught the same, it was reasoned that Revelation must not 
be true Scripture. However, because many of the earliest church fathers believed in a thousand–
year reign of Christ too, this objection was eventually seen as being without merit. One thing is 
certain: the biblical canon was firmly established long before Constantine's time.  

What about the so-called “lost gospels” why were they not included?13 Is it true that there were many 
competing gospels? This question concerns the so-called “Gnostic Gospels”. The Gnostics were a sect that 
arose in the 2nd to 4th centuries and believed that all matter was evil and that salvation was obtained by 
secret knowledge or “gnosis” that was unobtainable by the unenlightened. Even from the earliest times, 
heretical writings were known within the Church. Irenaeus (A.D. 130–200) refers to “an unspeakable 
number of apocryphal and spurious writings, which they themselves [heretics] had forged, to bewilder the 
minds of the foolish.” Origen (A.D. 185–253) noted that “the Church possesses four Gospels, heresy a 
great many.” Most scholars agree that the Gnostic Gospels date far too late to be reliable. The earliest 
Gnostic Gospels may date as early as A.D. 150, but most date in the third and fourth centuries. Further, 
there are no historical or geographical elements in these "gospels" that can be objectively verified, as is true 
in the canonical gospels. There are certainly no genuine eyewitness accounts in these late gospels. 
Moreover, no one—not even liberal theologians—believes The Gospel of Thomas was written by the 
biblical Thomas, or that The Gospel of Philip was written by the biblical Philip. The canonical gospels have 
been thoroughly tested in regard to history, and have been found to be exceedingly accurate. The Gnostic 
gospels, however, either avoid historical detail completely or are often erroneous. It is for this reason that 
the early Church Fathers, who were very much aware of these heretical works, did not include them in the 
canon of scripture. 

 
13 See Ben Witherington III, “Why the lost gospels lost out” Christianity Today June 2004 available at: 
http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2004/006/7.26.html 
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MESSIANIC PROPHECIES 

 
By now we have examined the uniqueness of the Bible among all other books, religious or otherwise. We 
have seen a small fragment of the evidence showing the incredible accuracy of Bible translation and can 
feel very confident that the Bible that we hold today is the same as passed down through the ages. The N.T. 
in particular is a detailed eyewitness account that is very accurate in historical details, and internally 
consistent and supported by extrabiblical authors. Now let’s look at two aspects of the Bible that point to its 
inspiration i.e. two things that if true, would be strong evidence that this no ordinary book, but is the very 
word of God.  
 
If you were one of the apostles left after Jesus returned to heaven, what evidence would you provide to 
convince people that He was the long awaited Messiah? 
 
The apostles throughout the N.T. appealed to these two areas of the life of Jesus to establish His 
Messiahship. One was the resurrection and the other was the fulfillment of messianic prophecy. 
 

MESSIANIC PROPHECIES 
The Old Testament Fulfilled in Jesus Christ 

 
The O.T. was written over a span of 1,000 years and was completed around 450 years before Christ. 
Scholars have found over 300 prophecies concerning the Messiah and all have been fulfilled in Jesus 
Christ. Jesus Himself cited these prophecies as an important verification of His identity as the Son of God. 
 
Matt. 5:17    “Do not think that I have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets; I have not come to abolish 
them but to fulfill them.”  
 
Luke 24:27   And beginning with Moses and all the Prophets, he explained to them what was said in all the 
Scriptures concerning himself.  
 
(See also Luke 24:44, John 5:39-40;46-47, Matt. 21:42, Matt. 26:56, Luke 4:20-21, Luke 22:37, John 
15:25) 
 
So the disciples too used the scripture to argue that Jesus was indeed the Christ, the Messiah. They didn’t 
have tracts or videos or sports star testimonies – they had the Word. God’s Word is especially made for this 
purpose: to show the world His Son. And it works! See Acts 2:22-36 how Peter reasoned from the 
scriptures concerning Christ at Pentecost and a great many came to believe in Him. Paul also did the same 
in Acts 17:2-4. 
(See also Acts 3:18, Acts 10:43, Acts 13:29, 1 Cor. 15:3-4, Romans 1:2, 1 Peter 2:5-6) 
 
So we too have an awesome and powerful tool given to us by God to tell everyone that Jesus is the Savior 
of the world. Our culture does not recognize the scripture as being accurate (which is why we covered all 
the material up to now) or divinely inspired, but it is; and once we can show others that there is great reason 
to examine the Bible as the Word of God, we can then “let the Lion loose” and allow the Word of God to 
convince men’s hearts. 
 
Hebr. 4:12   For the word of God is living and active. Sharper than any double-edged sword, it penetrates 
even to dividing soul and spirit, joints and marrow; it judges the thoughts and attitudes of the heart.  
 
Isa. 55:11   so is my word that goes out from my mouth: It will not return to me empty, but will accomplish 
what I desire and achieve the purpose for which I sent it. 
 
Scholars have found over 300 O.T. prophecies concerning the Messiah, all of which are fulfilled in Jesus. 
Here we will look at only a few. 
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1. Born of the seed of woman PROPHECY 
Gen. 3:15 
FULFILLMENT Gal. 4:4 (Matt. 1:20) 
 

2. Born of a virgin 
PROPHECY Is. 7:14 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 1:18,24,25 (also 
Luke 1:26-35) 
 

3. Son of God 
PROPHECY Psalms 2:7 (also 1 Chron. 
17:11-14, 2 Samuel 7:12-16) 
FULFILLMENT Matt.3:17 (See also 
Matt.16:16, Mark9:7, Luke 9:35, 
Luke22:70, Acts 13:30-33, John 1:34, 49) 
 

4. Seed of Abraham 
PROPHECY Gen. 22:18 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 1:1, Gal 3:16 
 

5. Son of Isaac 
PROPHECY Gen. 21:12 
FULFILLMENT Luke 3:23,34 
 

6. Son of Jacob 
PROPHECY Numbers 24:17 
FULFILLMENT Luke 3:23,34 
 

7. From the tribe of Judah 
PROPHECY Gen. 49:10 (Micah 5:2) 
FULFILLMENT Luke 3:23,33 (Matt. 1:2, 
Hebr. 7:14) 
 

8. From the Line of Jesse 
PROPHECY Is. 11:1 
FULFILLMENT Luke 3:23,32 (Matt. 1:6)
   
 

9. House of David   
PROPHECY Jer. 23:5 (2Samuel 7:12-16, 
Psalms 132:11) 
FULFILLMENT Luke 3:23,31 (Matt. 1:1, 
9:27, 15:22, 20:30-31, 21:9, 21:15, 22:41-
46, Mark 9:10, 10:47-48, Luke 18:38-39, 
Acts 13:22-23, Rev 22:16) 
 

10. Born at Bethlehem   
PROPHECY Micah 5:2   
FULFILLMENT Matt. 2:1 (John 7:42, Matt 
2:4-8, Luke 2:4-7) 
   

11. Presented with gifts   
PROPHECY Ps. 72:10 (Is. 60:6) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 2:1,11 
 

12.   Herod kills children   
PROPHECY Jer. 31:15 
FULFILLMENT Matt 2:16 
 
Prophecies Concerning His Nature: 
 

13.   His pre-existence   
PROPHECY Micah 5:2 (Is. 9:6-7, 41:4, 
44:6, 48:12, Ps. 102:25, Prov. 8:22-23) 
FULFILLMENT Col. 1:17 (John 1:1-2, 
8:58, 17:5, 17:24; Rev. 1:17, 2:8, 22:13) 
 

14.   He shall be called Lord   
PROPHECY Ps. 110:1 (Jer. 23:6) 
FULFILLMENT Luke 2:11 (Matt 22:43-45) 
 

15.   Shall be Immanuel (God with us) 
PROPHECY Is. 7:14 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 1:23 (Luke 7:16) 
 

16.   Shall be a prophet   
PROPHECY Deuteronomy 18:18 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 21:11 (Luke 7:16, 
John 4:19, 6:14, 7:40) 
 

17.   Priest   
PROPHECY Ps. 110:4 
FULFILLMENT Heb. 3:1 (Heb. 5:5-6) 
 

18.   Judge   
PROPHECY Is. 33:22 
FULFILLMENT John 5:30 (2Tim. 4:1) 
 

19.   King   
PROPHECY Ps. 2:6 (Zech. 9:9, Jer. 23:5) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:37 
 
 
 
 

20.   Special annointment of the Holy Spirit 
PROPHECY Is. 11:2 (Ps. 45:7, Is 42:1, 
61:1-2) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 3:16-17 (Matt. 
12:17-21, mark 1:10-11, Luke 4: 15-21, 
Luke 4:43, John 1:32) 
 
 
   

21. His zeal for God   
PROPHECY Ps. 69:9 
FULFILLMENT John 2: 15-17 
 
Prophecies Concerning His Ministry: 
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22.   Preceded by messenger   
PROPHECY Is. 40:3 (Malachi 3:1) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 3:1-2 (Matt. 3:3, 
11:10, John 1:23, Luke 1:17) 
 

23.   Ministry to begin in Galilee   
PROPHECY Is. 9:1 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 4:12-13, 17 
 

24.   Ministry of miracles   
PROPHECY Is 35:5-6a (Is. 32:3-4) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 9:35 (Matt. 9:32-33, 
11:4-6, Mark 7:33-35, John 5:5-9, 9:6-11, 
11:43,44,47) 
 

25.   Teacher of parables   
PROPHECY Ps. 78:2 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 13:34 
 

26.   He was to enter the temple   
PROPHECY Malachi 3:1 (Ps. 118:26, 
Daniel 9:26, Zech. 11:13, Haggai 2:7-9) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 21:12 
This prophecy demands that the messiah 
enter the temple at Jerusalem. This is 
significant in that the temple was destroyed 
in 70 A.D. and has not since been rebuilt. 
 

27.   To enter Jerusalem on a donkey 
  
PROPHECY Zech. 9:9 
FULFILLMENT Luke 19:35-37a (Matt. 
21:6-11) 
 

28.   “Stone of stumbling” to Jews 
  
PROPHECY Ps. 118:22 (Is. 8:14, 28:16) 
FULFILLMENT 1 Peter 2:7 (Rom. 9:32-33) 
 

29.   “Light” to the Gentiles PROPHECY Is. 
60:3 (Is. 49:6) 
FULFILLMENT Acts 13:47-48a (Acts 
26:23, 28:28) 
 
Prophecies concerning events after his 
burial: 
 

30.   Resurrection   
PROPHECY Ps. 16:10 (Ps. 30:3, 41:10, 
118:17, Hosea 6:2) 
FULFILLMENT Acts 2:31 (Acts 13:33, 
Luke 24:46, Mark 16:6, Matt. 28:6) 
 
 
 

31.   Ascension   
PROPHECY Ps. 68:18a 
FULFILLMENT Acts 1:9 
 

32.   Seated at the right hand of God 
  
PROPHECY Ps. 110:1 
FULFILLMENT Heb. 1:3 (Mark 16:19, 
Acts 2:34-35) 
 
Prophecies fulfilled in one day: 
The following prophecies, though written 
over 5 centuries from 1000 - 500 B.C., 
speak of the betrayal, trial, death, and burial 
of the Lord Jesus Christ and were literally 
fulfilled in Jesus in one 24 hour period. 
 

33.  Betrayed by a friend    
PROPHECY Ps. 41:9 (Ps. 55:12-14) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 10:4 (Matt. 26:49-
50, John 13:21) 
 

34.  Sold for 30 pieces of silver   
PROPHECY Zech. 11:13b 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 26:15 (Matt. 27:3) 
 

35. Money to be thrown in God’s house  
PROPHECY Zech. 11:13b 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:5a 
 

36.  Price given for Potter’s field   
PROPHECY Zech. 11:13b 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:7 
 

37.   Forsaken by His disciples   
PROPHECY Zech. 13:7 
FULFILLMENT Mark 14:50 (Matt. 26:31, 
Mark 14:27) 
 

38.   Accused by false witness   
PROPHECY Ps. 35:11 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 26:59-60 
 

39. Silent before accusers   
PROPHECY Is. 53:7 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:12 
 

40.   Wounded and bruised   
PROPHECY Is. 53:5 (Zech. 13;6) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:26 
 

41.   Smitten and spit upon   
PROPHECY Is. 50:6 (Micah 5:1) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 26:67 
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42.  Mocked   
PROPHECY Ps. 22:7-8 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:31 
 

43. Hands and feet pierced   
PROPHECY Ps. 22:16 
FULFILLMENT Luke 23:33 (John 20:25) 
 

44. Crucified with thieves   
PROPHECY Is. 53:12 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:38 
 

45.   Made intercession for His persecutors
  
PROPHECY Is. 53:12 
FULFILLMENT Luke 23:34 
 

46.   Rejected by His own people   
PROPHECY Is. 53:3 (Ps. 69:8, 118:22) 
FULFILLMENT John 7:5, 48 (John 1:11, 
Matt. 21:42-43) 
 

47.   Hated without a cause  
PROPHECY Ps. 69:4 (Is. 49:7) 
FULFILLMENT John 15:25 
 

48.   Friends stood afar off PROPHECY Ps. 
38:11 
FULFILLMENT Luke 23:49 (Mark 15:40, 
Matt. 27:55-56) 
 

49.   People shook their heads   
PROPHECY Ps. 109:25 (Ps. 22:7) 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:39 
 

50.   Garments parted and lots cast 
  
PROPHECY Ps. 22:18 
FULFILLMENT John 19:23-24 
 

51.   To suffer thirst   
PROPHECY Ps. 69:21 (Ps. 22:15) 
FULFILLMENT John 19:28 
 

52.   Gall and vinegar offered Him 
PROPHECY Ps. 69:21 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:34 (John19:28-
29) 

53.   His forsaken cry   
PROPHECY Ps. 22:1a 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:46 
 
 
 
 

54.   Committed Himself to God   
PROPHECY Ps. 31:5 
FULFILLMENT Luke 23:46 
 

55.   Bones not broken   
PROPHECY Ps. 34:20 
FULFILLMENT John 19:33 
 

56.   His side pierced   
PROPHECY Zech. 12:10 
FULFILLMENT John 19:34 
 

57.   Darkness over the land   
PROPHECY Amos 8:9 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:45 
 

58.   Buried in a rich man’s tomb 
PROPHECY Is. 53:9 
FULFILLMENT Matt. 27:57-60 
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OBJECTIONS 
1. Objection: Fulfilled prophecies were deliberate. 
Answer: Actually, the fulfillment of these prophecies was deliberate as noted by Christ Himself (Matt. 
5:17, Matt. 26:56). However, on a human level, several prophecies were totally out of human control: 

• Place of birth 
• Time of birth 
• Manner of birth 
• Betrayal 
• Manner of death 
• People’s reactions (mocking, spitting, despising, deserting, staring, etc.) 
• Piercing 
• Burial 

 
2. Objection: Fulfilled prophecies were coincidence. 
Answer: Statisticians have looked at the probability of Jesus fulfilling even 8 prophecies (#10, 22, 27, 
33&43, 34, 35&36, 39, 43&44). The probability of fulfilling all eight prophecies is 1 in 1017. To illustrate 
how big this number is, take 1017 silver dollars and lay them on the face of Texas. They would cover the 
whole state two feet deep. Stir up the whole pot and mark one of them. Now blindfold a man and ask him 
to pick out the marked coin. He can travel anywhere in the state he wishes. The chance that he will pick out 
the marked coin is 1 out of 1017. They then go on to consider 48 prophecies and “we find the chance that 
any one man fulfilled all 48 prophecies to be 1 in 10157! This is an incredibly huge number  that defies 
analogy. There are “only” 1080 electrons in the entire universe!!!! Dr. Emil Borel invented the Law of 
Probability and stated that any random event with odds of occurring greater than 1 in 1050 power could 
never happen in history no matter how long and how may times were allotted for he event to occur. Jesus’ 
fulfillment of prophecy is not by chance. 
 

 
 
 
THE RESURRECTION 

 
By now we have examined the uniqueness of the Bible among all other books, religious or otherwise. We 
have seen a small fragment of the evidence showing the incredible accuracy of Bible translation and can 
feel very confident that the Bible that we hold today is the same as passed down through the ages. The N.T. 
in particular is a detailed eyewitness account that is very accurate in historical details, and internally 
consistent and supported by extrabiblical authors. We have examined evidence for the Bible’s inspiration 
by looking at prophecies in the O.T. that point to the Messiah and how these prophecies were literally 
fulfilled in Christ. These prophecies were also used by the apostles to prove that Jesus was the Messiah. 
But the final and most telling evidence concerning Jesus being the Christ lies in the resurrection.  
 
If you could discredit one doctrine of faith, one precept or belief of the Christian faith in order to bring it 
all down, what would you try to discredit? 
 
The Importance of the Resurrection 
Michael Green states, “Christianity does not hold the resurrection to be one among many tenets of belief. 
Without faith in the resurrection there would be no Christianity at all. The Christian church would never 
have begun; the Jesus movement would have fizzled out like a damp squib with His execution. Christianity 
stands or falls with the truth of the resurrection. Once disprove it, and you have disposed of Christianity. 
Christianity is a historical religion. It claims that God has taken the risk of involving Himself in human 
history, and the facts are there for you to examine with the utmost rigor. They will stand any amount of 
critical investigation.” 
 
Michael Horton in The Gospel Driven Life says, “At its heart, then, Christianity is not a resource for 
spirituality, religion, and morality, but a dramatic story at the heart of which is the claim that during the 
reign of Tiberius Caesar, Jesus was crucified for our sins and, after three days, was raised bodily from the 

Jesus Alone Fulfills Prophecy 
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dead... the arguments for his resurrection are eminently reasonable – more reasonable, in fact, than 
alternative explanations... No other religion makes its validity wholly dependent on a historical fact.”14 
 
John Locke, the famous English philosopher said, “Our Savior’s resurrection...is truly of great importance 
in Christianity; so great that His being or not being the Messiah stands or falls with it: so that these two 
important articles are inseparable and in effect make one. For since that time, believe one and you believe 
both; deny one of them, and you can believe neither.”  
 
We have already seen the many prophecies concerning Jesus’ death and resurrection. Jesus himself foretold 
of the way He would suffer and die and return to life (See Matt. 16:21, 12:38-40, 17:9, 17:22-23, 20:18-19, 
26:32, 27:63; Mark 8:31-9:1, 9:10, 9:31, 10:32-34, 14:28, 14:58; Luke 9:22-27, John 2:18-22, 12:34, 
Chapters 14-16). In addition, the fact of Christ’s resurrection was the focal point of the evidence that the 
apostles used to prove that Jesus was the Messiah. 
 
Grasp the importance of this. Imagine for a minute what life would be like if there was no resurrection of 
Christ. Where would you be? Loved ones that are dead would be gone forever. You would be lost in your 
sins and an enemy of God. How would that feel? What would the point of life be? 
 
1Cor. 15:12-19   “But if it is preached that Christ has been raised from the dead, how can some of you say 
that there is no resurrection of the dead? If there is no resurrection of the dead, then not even Christ has 
been raised. And if Christ has not been raised, our preaching is useless and so is your faith. More than that, 
we are then found to be false witnesses about God, for we have testified about God that he raised Christ 
from the dead. But he did not raise him if in fact the dead are not raised. For if the dead are not raised, then 
Christ has not been raised either. And if Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile; you are still in your 
sins. Then those also who have fallen asleep in Christ are lost. If only for this life we have hope in Christ, 
we are to be pitied more than all men.”  
 
Fortunately, Christ did rise from the dead. The fact of this does not need to be based on “blind faith” but 
incredibly is the only viable option to any unbiased and honest investigator. The N.T., an eyewitness 
account which has been proven reliable in all areas, is a wealth of information on Christ’s final days on 
earth. This coupled with extrabiblical information provides a strong witness and rational basis for 
concluding that Jesus did indeed rise bodily from the dead. 
 
As Wilbur Smith put it, “Let it be simply said that we know more about the details of the hours 
immediately before and the actual death of Jesus, in and near Jerusalem, than we know about the death of 
any other one man in all the ancient world.” 
 
Luke, the physician and preeminent historian, says in Acts 1:3 that Jesus showed Himself alive by many 
“infallible proofs” (en pollois tekmeriois), an expression indicating the strongest type of legal evidence. 
Let’s examine some of the arguments for and against the resurrection. As we do so, notice the incredible 
consistency of the gospel accounts (internal evidence!) and the overwhelming evidence to support the 
resurrection. In general, the three biggest areas of evidence to support the resurrection are the empty tomb, 
the post-resurrection appearances, and the changed lives of the disciples and therefore the beginning of the 
Christian Church. 
 
Objections to the Resurrection 
1. The Resurrection As Legend 
THE VIEW: Jesus was a great man and teacher of highest integrity. However, many of the accounts of His 
miracles and especially His death and resurrection evolved over time much as Santa Claus evolved from a 
benevolent man to a person who lives at the North Pole, flies around on a sleigh pulled by reindeer and 
delivers gifts around the world. The Jesus of the Bible is a legend. 
 
THE REFUTATION:  
1. Legends take time to develop. As seen earlier in the textual evidence of the scriptures, these are 

eyewitness accounts that were written well within the lifetime of the people involved in the events 

 
14 Green, Michael. The Gospel Driven Life. p 18-19 
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(Paul’s listing of post-resurrection appearances in 1Corinthians was written within 5 years of the 
event). They would easily be able to confirm or deny such wild claims. It would be like someone 
saying that John F. Kennedy returned from the dead and did and said certain things. Clearly, those of 
us alive at the time of JFK could easily refute these claims. Professor William Craig states that 
examination of ancient Roman literature shows that it takes at least two generations before legendary 
forces replace historical facts. He further states that “a significant new movement of Biblical 
scholarship argues persuasively that some of the gospels were written by the A.D. 50’s.” This is way 
too early for a legend to be made concerning Christ. 

2. The realistic gospel narrative. If you are going to make up a legend, you would not have women be the 
first to discover the risen Lord. Remember that at that time, women were considered so unreliable that 
their witness was not even considered legally valid. Also, you would leave out such things as the 
disciples skepticism, Peter’s denial, etc.  

3. The disciples response. Even the most skeptical critic has to concede that there was something that 
turned these disciples around. One day they are a bunch of cowering, despondent, hopeless men hiding 
and fearful to even venture outside. The next day they are proclaiming Christ has risen from the dead 
boldly throughout the land. They would eventually die for what they believed. Whatever this 
“something” was it must have been very convincing not only to convince them to sacrifice their own 
lives, but to convince others and lead to the development of the Christian Church. If this something 
wasn’t the resurrection of Jesus as the disciples claimed, then what was it? 

4. The empty tomb. We know where Mohammed is buried and many ancient leaders. Even the bones of 
Caiphus, the High Priest at the time of Jesus’ trial have been found. But where is Jesus’ corpse? 

 
2. The Swoon Theory 
THE VIEW: When Jesus was placed in the tomb, He was still alive. He revived Himself, arose and 
departed. Medical knowledge was not very great at that time, and the apostles thought He was dead. Even 
Pilate expressed surprise that He was dead already.  
 
THE REFUTATION:  
1. Then the guards were fooled too. Pilate did not take Joseph’s word, but the guards themselves must 

have been fooled as well. These guards were well versed in death and even put a spear into His side to 
make sure He was dead.  

2. The tomb. The tomb where Jesus was laid was either a natural cave or hewn out of solid rock. There 
was one opening and it was blocked by a large rock in the shape of a disc which could roll along a 
groove in front of the tomb. The purpose of this rock was to protect the tomb from both men and 
beasts. Jewish writings describe these stones as being so large that it usually took several men to move 
them. There is some evidence that the stone in front of Jesus’ tomb was even larger than usual since He 
was in Joseph of Arimathea’s own tomb who was a wealthy man. In addition, an ancient N.T. 
manuscript dating from the 4th century (Codex Bezae; Cambridge Library) has a note on Mark 16:4 
concerning the size of the stone and states that it took 20 men to roll it away. In any case, it was a big 
stone. After the resurrection, Mark describes the position of the stone as anakulio where ana means 
“up” and kulio “to roll” i.e. the stone was rolled upward away from the entrance. The women who saw 
the tomb described the position of the stone as apokulio where apo means “away from” i.e. they saw 
the stone moved away from, or a distance from the tomb. In fact, the stone was in such a position up a 
slope and away from the massive tomb that John (chap. 20) describes the stone  as airokulio, i.e. airo 
means “to pick up and carry away.” How was a severely wounded man, who had been pierced through 
the side and had spikes driven through his feet and hands going to revive Himself and roll this great 
stone away from the inside where there is no surface to grasp? 

3. The Gravecloths. At the time of Jesus, the Jewish custom was to prepare the body by wrapping it 
tightly from the armpits to the ankles in yards of cloth about a foot wide with spices laid in between the 
layers of cloths. These spices were gummy in nature and weighed a total of about 100 lbs. (See John 
19:39). They served partly as a preservative and partly as cement. The head was rolled separately in 
linens. Are we to suppose that Jesus revived Himself and somehow extricated Himself from these 
wrappings weighing over 100 lbs.? And yet He did not scatter them around the tomb but somehow left 
them still intertwined and folded as they had been around His body? 

4. If He did not die at the cross, when did He die? Somehow after all the above, Jesus walked a good 7 
miles (on pierced feet) to Emmaeus and then beat the two disciples back to Jerusalem. He then 
appeared to the other disciples and to over 300 at once over a period of 40 days and then instead of 
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leaving by the ascension, He disappeared to a secluded place unknown even to His closest disciples 
and there remained for the rest of His life and died in obscurity unknown to anyone! 

5. It is interesting to note that this theory was never even mentioned by the contemporaries of Jesus or the 
enemies of the early church. Rather it was not even thought of until a few centuries ago and was the 
favorite theory of the 19th century Rationalists. 

 
3. The Theft Theory   
THE VIEW: The disciples stole the body. 
 
THE REFUTATION: This was the most common view at the time of Christ (Matt. 28:11-15) and was still 
popular during the time of the early church fathers as seen in the writings of Justin Martyr, Tertulian and 
others. This theory is astounding, for it acknowledges one of the strongest witnesses for the resurrection: 
the empty tomb. The enemies of the gospel concede the greatest point – there was no body! That leaves us 
with two possibilities: either the body was taken by humans or it was a divine work. As Professor E.F. 
Kevan states, “Both of these choices must be objectively considered and the one with the highest 
probability of being true must be accepted.” The enemies of Jesus had no motive for removing the body 
(and if they had, all they would have to do would be to produce it to squelch any idea of Jesus returning to 
life), and the disciples had no power to do so. 
 
1. The tomb. (See above under Swoon Theory) 
2. The gravecloths. (See above under Swoon Theory) Also, why would thieves take the time to unwrap 

His body before stealing it and then somehow rewrap them so that they retained its shape? 
3. The Guard and Seal. Matthew 27:63-65 describes how the Jews asked Pilate for “a guard” to secure the 

tomb of Jesus so that His disciples could not steal His body and then claim that He was risen from the 
dead. Pilate answered them, “You have a guard; go, make it as secure as you know how.” Some feel 
that this means Pilate was saying, “You have your own Temple police, use them.” Now, the temple 
guards consisted of 270 men (27 groups of 10 each). Their discipline was strict; e.g. a temple guard 
found asleep while on duty was burned to death with his own clothes. However, most scholars believe 
this to mean a Roman guard. The sense of the phrase Pilate used was in the present imperative and 
literally meant  “have a guard.” The Roman guard consisted of 4 - 16 men trained to protect 6 feet of 
ground. They were diligently trained in warfare; a guard of 16 men with 4 on each side were supposed 
to be able to protect 36 yards against an entire battalion and hold it. They were loaded down with 
weapons and armor and exquisitely trained in their use. Their discipline was intense; the punishment 
for even minor infractions was often death. They were hard men who gambled over the cloak of a 
dying man. 

4. The Seal. The Roman guard did not care in the slightest about the Jewish customs or anxieties or about 
Jesus and His pitiful band of followers. They were sworn to the allegiance of Rome. The seal was a 
wax like bead that went over the stone and it held the stamp of Roman authority. This seal meant more 
to them than anything else. Whoever broke the seal would incur the wrath of Roman law and power. 

5. Asleep or awake? If the guard was asleep how did they know the body was stolen by the disciples? If 
they were awake, why didn’t they stop them? How can anyone know what goes on if they are asleep?  

6. The disciples. When Jesus was arrested, the disciples fled. Peter denied even knowing Him three times. 
They huddled in secrecy fearing that they would be next and sunk into despair. Would this group of 
ordinary men made up of fishermen and tax collectors and the like, muster enough courage to 
overcome the well trained Roman guard (who would have fought to the death), take the body, and 
somehow get over 300 people to claim that they too saw Jesus alive? Why would they do this? What 
point would there be for them to proclaim that Jesus had risen when in fact He did not? All but one 
died a martyr’s death because of this. They enjoyed no fame or prestige, but only incurred more 
persecution and suffering. And yet, they clung to their witness that Jesus did rise from the dead. Why? 

 
4. The Hallucination Theory 
THE VIEW: The disciples projected hallucinations of Jesus after His death and mistakenly thought that he 
had risen from the dead. It was a case of extreme wishful thinking. 
 
THE REFUTATION: This view was popular in the 19th century and carried over into the first half of the 
twentieth century. Hallucinations are projections of the mind and usually occur in the setting of mental 
illness or drug use. The disciples do not appear to have the right psychological make up. 
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1. First, since hallucinations are projections of the mind, they cannot contain anything not already in the 
mind. The disciples had no expectation that Jesus was going to rise from the dead at that time.  

2. Secondly, hallucinations tend to occur under similar circumstances e.g. at places where a person was 
often seen or during special times or events. However, Jesus’ appearances occurred at various times, 
by up to 300 people at once over a period of some 40 days. 

3. The appearances were not ghost like “visions” but consistently were of real, tangible, physical events: 
“Then He said to Thomas, reach your finger here, and look at my hands; and reach your hand here, and 
put it into my side. Do not be unbelieving, but believing.” (John 20:27). Jesus also ate with them and 
walked along the beach. These are not the actions of a vision. 

4. The empty tomb. Realize that the Hallucination theory tries to explain the resurrection appearances but 
leaves the empty tomb unexplained. 

5. The disciples’ reaction (see above under the Legend Theory). Would a hallucination really convince 
these men to give up their lives and could they then convince much of the world of its truth? 

 
5. The Wrong Tomb Theory 
VIEW: The women, the disciples, and subsequently everyone else went to the wrong tomb. The women 
really were unsure where the tomb was located and going to an empty tomb they thought was the Lord’s, 
they then mistakenly proclaimed that He had risen. 
 
REFUTATION: This theory is a recent one derived to explain away the fact of an empty tomb. It 
acknowledges an empty tomb, but only by stating that it was the wrong one. It does nothing to account for 
the post-resurrection appearances or the change in the disciples. 
1. First, note that this theory attests to the accuracy of the gospel accounts about the morning of Jesus’ 

resurrection and the finding of an empty tomb by the women. 
2. The women were quite well aware of where Jesus was laid: 

 
Matt. 27:61   “Mary Magdalene and the other Mary were sitting there opposite the tomb.”  

 
Mark 15:47   “Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joses saw where he was laid.” 
 
Luke 23:55   “The women who had come with Jesus from Galilee followed Joseph and saw the tomb 
and how his body was laid in it.”  
 
How can you forget about such a thing only 72 hours after the burial of a loved one? 

3.    If the women went to the wrong tomb, the Sanhedrin who placed the guard at the tomb most certainly 
would not and would have easily produced the body. Why didn’t they? 

4. Even if everyone was confused, Joseph of Arimathea, owner of the tomb, would have set it right. 
5. Would an empty tomb alone have accounted for the apostle’s change in heart and character? 
 
Professor William Craig of the Talbot School of Theology, gives an account of contemporary scholarship 
and the evidence for the resurrection and notes that since about 1968 these old skeptic arguments were a 
“spent force and began dramatically to recede. So complete has been the turn-about during the second half 
of this century concerning the resurrection of Jesus that it is no exaggeration to speak of a reversal of 
scholarship on this issue, such that those who deny the historicity of Jesus’ resurrection now seem to be the 
ones on the defensive...One might ask, ‘Well, then how do skeptical scholars explain the facts of the 
resurrection appearances, the empty tomb, and the origin of the Christian faith?’ The fact of the matter is, 
they don’t. Modern scholarship recognizes no plausible explanatory alternative to the resurrection of Jesus. 
Those who refuse to accept the resurrection as a fact of history are simply self-confessedly left without an 
explanation.” 
 

The Evidence for the Resurrection is Enormous 
 
THE TRANSFORMATIVE POWER OF THE BIBLE15 
The third evidence that the Bible is the Word of God is its amazing transformative power not only for 
individuals but also for culture. As we have already seen, the Bible is a unique book for many reasons not 

 
15 In this section I am deeply indebted to the writings of Vishal Mangalwadi, Rodney Stark, and Dinesh D’Souza. See the references 
at the end for complete listings. 
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the least of which is that the Bible has been the most criticized and persecuted book ever written. The Bible 
has been banned, burned, smuggled, and hidden throughout its entire existence. Even today, the Bible is 
illegal in many countries and even possession of it could cost the person their life. Why? What is so 
threatening about the Bible? I am convinced that the Bible is threatening to totalitarian societies (and 
Satanic spiritual forces) because it professes human dignity and freedom from oppression while supplanting 
subservience to worldly kings with allegiance to the Creator of the universe. 
 
I will not spend much time documenting the millions of testimonies of the transformative power of the 
Bible in individual lives. Examples are many from Augustine hearing the sing-song voice “pick up and 
read” whereby he opened the Bible and found faith and repentance in Jesus Christ and became arguably the 
most influential theologian since Paul; or John Wesley who was converted and became “strangely warmed” 
hearing an introduction to Romans. The power of God’s Word to accomplish all that He purposes for it is 
unquestionable to those who have been so touched. 
 
But here I want to focus on the transformative power of the Bible to shape culture. The vast majority of 
people (including most Christians) believe, and were taught, that the Bible had little to do with the 
development of modern, especially Western, civilization. Most would hold that the Bible is irrelevant or 
worse was a hindrance to human rights, democracy, science and technology, free enterprise and law. Many 
argue and still believe that plagues like slavery, the subjugation of women, environmental disasters, and 
countless wars were overcome despite the Bible. In fact, just the opposite is the case. Here I want to just 
briefly highlight some of the evidence for the Bible’s power to shape culture and point you to references 
that will address this much more thoroughly. 
 
Consider: Jesus, after only 3 years of ministry, never traveling more than 50 miles from his birthplace, 
having never written anything, nor holding political or religious office and investing in the lives of only 12 
ordinary men, when he died said, “I have finished the work you gave me to do.” What did He mean by 
that? There were millions that had not heard the gospel and His apostles seemed ill prepared to carry on 
without Him. But God had accomplished in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ something that 
could not even be imagined. First, Jesus made a way for us to have a personal relationship with God by 
propitiating God’s wrath by substituting Himself for us. It was the great exchange: Jesus the sinless Son of 
God traded places with us as rebellious sinners. He took what we deserved (death and wrath) and we took 
on the righteousness of Christ that He alone deserved. This is the gospel. 
 
Secondly, however, the gospel is more than just our personal ticket to heaven. It is more than just a private 
faith. Jesus set in motion a chain reaction of events that He knew could not be stopped: The formation of 
His Church – the Body of all believers – that would change the world. Slowly but inexorably the Kingdom 
of God would destroy the Kingdom of Satan. As Jesus Himself said, “Upon this rock I will build My 
Church and the Gates of Hell will not prevail against it.” (Notice that hell is on the defensive here!) Jesus 
left us with His final words that we know as the Great Commission: “All authority in heaven and on earth 
has been given to Me. Therefore, go and make disciples of all the Nations baptizing them in the name of 
the Father, and the Son and the Holy Spirit and teaching them to obey all that I commanded you and lo, I 
am with you always even to the end of the age.”16 
 
How are we to teach people to “obey everything that Jesus commanded”? Through the Word of God. If the 
Bible is the Word of God, as Jesus claims it is, then we should be able to see the Kingdom of God breaking 
through and freeing people from selfishness, mysticism, and oppression if they follow its precepts. This 
book is not just about your ticket to heaven. It’s about God and His plan for redeeming His creation. He is 
taking back His Kingdom from Satan and He is accomplishing it through people – fallen and imperfect 
people – but people who are trusting in God. This is His plan. You are His plan for reaching the Nations 
with the Kingdom of God – and the Gates of Hell will not prevail against it. 
 
Now, what I’m about to tell you is going to strike many of you as arrogant but I want you to hear me out. 
Why was the West the source of science, democracy, free enterprise, technological advance, the formation 
of the university system of education, the rule of law, the organized care for the sick and wounded, and 
many other advances? China, India, Africa and the Mayans all had great civilizations and developed in 

 
16 Mt. 28:19-20 
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some areas far earlier than the West yet they did not develop a culture of progress and rationality. 
Buddhism, Islam and Hinduism all have great followings yet their cultures did not develop freedom and 
liberty and prosperity, as did the West. Why not? The Greeks and Romans both had impressive 
civilizations and dominated much of the world. The Greeks indeed did develop the culture of the mind and 
rationality and the influence of Hellenization was significant. But both eventually degenerated into 
mysticism and skepticism jettisoning reason. And neither developed or valued empirical measurement and 
observation; they did not test ideas to see what worked. 
 
It all began with the Jews. The first words of the Bible are “In the beginning, God...” Time was linear. The 
“first cause” was not the universe it was God. There was a beginning and God was the initiator of it. Nearly 
all other cultures saw time as cyclical and the universe as eternal. The Jews saw time as linear and moving. 
It was going somewhere. There was a goal, a destination, and the possibility existed that things could get 
better.  
 
Second, the Bible says that man is unique and “made in God’s image” therefore man has dignity and is not 
just an animal but has a spiritual dimension and because God is rational therefore the early scientists set out 
to discover the Laws of nature that they believed were already there because God had put them in place.  
 
Third, the Bible teaches that man is to be “fruitful and multiply” and “have dominion over all the earth.” 
When I was a wildlife biology student, this passage was taken out of context to show how Christianity was 
responsible for the exploitation of the earth but nothing could be further from the truth. This passage was 
not a license for abuse of natural resources but rather was to show that man – being in the image of God – 
was to be a steward of God’s creation and care for it and use it responsibly. Because of these radical ideas:  

1. The dignity of man  
2. The importance of reason 
3. The linearity of time indicating that things could change for the better 
4. Man’s dominion over creation (we are to worship the Creator not the creation, yet be responsible 

stewards of creation not exploiters) 
 
Therefore, Christianity and the Bible led to all sorts of innovations. We have completely forgotten these 
historical facts (to our great demise) but the Bible led to such great things as: 

1. The formation of science and technology 
2. The university system and the importance of education 
3. The rule of law over and against kings and tyrants 
4. Human rights of all kinds 
5. Care for the sick and dying leading eventually to the formation of hospitals and healthcare systems 
6. Free enterprise, capitalism and alleviation of poverty 
7. Free societies and democracy 

 
Why did these things not develop in other religions and cultures? It was not because Europeans were in any 
way superior to them. In fact, after the fall of Rome Europe was in anarchy for centuries. It was not until 
the Barbarians who sacked Rome were converted to Christianity, the rediscovery of the Bible, especially 
during the Reformation, so that the common man could discover the Word of God for him or herself that 
things really began to take off. So why did this not develop in other cultures? 
 
Buddhism: The Buddha’s first truth is that life is suffering. Christianity would agree that suffering is a 
universal part of life. But the Buddha’s response was to “empty oneself” into nothingness. Buddhism seeks 
to kill the mind and seeks alleviation of suffering through removal of all desire. Meditation, Yoga, Tantric 
sex, Mantras, and other practices are meant to clear your mind. Reason is not valued in Buddhism. For 
example, Chinese Buddhists had printing presses and books long before Guttenberg’s press was invented. 
Buddhist monasteries were filled with the sound of rotating bookcases but they were not reading the books! 
Rather they were meditating on the sound of the rotating bookcases in order to clear their minds of any 
thought. This kind of worldview does not lead to innovation to improve the world; their goal was to escape 
it. Further, Buddhist monks are taught to beg for their food while early Christian monks were to work for 
“he who does not work shall not eat.” And therefore, work was valued. Because these monks did not have 
wives or slaves to do their work for them they became motivated to find easier and more efficient ways to 
do their labor. Inventions of all kinds developed. The Monastery became a place for a peculiarly learned 
person and thus the first university in the world developed from a monastery. 
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Hinduism: Hindus also recognize the reality of suffering and disparity between peoples. The answer for this 
in Hindu thinking, however, is the cyclical nature of reincarnation and the caste system. You are poor and 
abused because of your previous life mistakes. Your only hope is to try to do better in this life and pay for 
your mistakes through suffering so that you will move up in caste next time. Therefore, to help someone 
who is suffering actually does them a disservice because it will only prolong their time in this lower caste 
state. Also, man has no dignity or rule over creation. So a river is worshipped but they would never put a 
watermill on the river to lessen human workloads. 
 
Islam: Islam is a relatively recent religion (Mohammed 570-632 A.D.) and had the Old Testament. But they 
do not have the incarnation. The incarnation of Jesus Christ to the Muslim is blasphemous. The idea that 
God would humiliate Himself to become a human being is unthinkable. To go further and say that God 
would actually die for lowly man and take on man’s punishment is horrendous. This highlights the 
incredible importance of the incarnation of Christ in revealing the dignity of man (as well as the mercy of 
God). Also, Christ’s teachings explicitly lead to freedom, self-sacrifice, and radical other-centeredness. 
Christ takes the old testaments teachings and makes them visible. But to the Muslim, the notion of a weak, 
dying savior makes no sense. Muslims also had a fatalistic view of life. God is seen as omnipotent but 
impersonal; He controls all things but to such an extreme degree that man has little reason to try to exert 
influence over creation. Influence over creation, self sacrifice, self humiliation, leading through service – 
all key components to a thriving free society are absent from a Muslim mindset. 
 
Many books have been written on this subject that highlight the fallacies that have been perpetrated for the 
past 75-100 years distorting and twisting the history of the rise of Western Civilization and downplaying 
the immense and critical role that the Bible has played. It is not too strong to assert that without the Bible 
we would be living in a primitive, cruel and brutal culture without law, science and technology, or freedom. 
 

The Bible Has Transformed the World 
 
SURVEYING THE COMPETITION 
It’s politically correct these days (especially on college campuses) to assert that “all religions lead to God”. 
It’s like climbing a mountain, we may all be going up a different path but in the end we’ll all end up at the 
top together. “Tolerance” has come to mean not that you disagree with someone yet respect them as a 
person, but that you now must endorse their belief system as equally valid. This way of thinking at first 
appears open minded and generous but is really a modern Western cultural bias. If you go to the Middle 
East, or Africa, or South America, and you try to make this kind of “feel good” claim about all religions 
they’ll just laugh at you, and rightly so because they understand the law of non-contradiction. They would 
understand that when you say “I believe that the Bible is the Word of God” that you are simultaneously 
saying that the Quran is not, the Bagavid Gita is not, the Book of Mormon is not. Why? Because they all 
make absolute truth claims. Jesus said, “I am THE way THE truth, and THE life. NO ONE comes to the 
Father except through me.” Muslims say, “There is no God but Allah and Mohamed is his prophet.” The 
Mormons believe that “As man now is God once was and as God now is man may become.” Logically, all 
these views could be wrong, but they can’t all be right. They’re mutually exclusive. Therefore, a better 
analogy than a “mountain top” is that life is like a padlock – there are many keys (and they bear some 
similarities which is why they are called “keys”) but only one opens the lock. The question then is: which 
worldview opens the lock of life? 
 
Sometimes you hear someone say that they have examined all the religions of the world and decided that 
religion X is true. Actually, that’s impossible. I suspect that what they did was examine some of the 
religions in the world and read some selections of some of their sacred writings and decided in favor of 
those that appealed most to them. I’m not going to claim that I have done the impossible – i.e. exhaustively 
studied all sacred writings in the world. But neither have I avoided looking at them either and I will hope to 
show that when it comes to trying to decide which if any can reasonably lay claim to being THE Word of 
God, there are really only a few left standing in the room.  
 
First, as we have already seen, the Bible has abundant evidence to support its claim as being the Word of 
God. The Bible has overwhelming manuscript and bibliographical evidence, internal and external 
evidences, and the confirmation of archeology is encyclopedic. The Bible is also attested by supernatural 
content and proofs rooted and verified in history and has been the source of transformational good both in 
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countless individuals and society at large. I’m convinced of the absolute veracity of the Bible. I can now 
apply the same tests to other scriptures that claim to be the Word of God and see how well they stand up.  
 
Secondly, though the number of sacred writings is huge, you don’t really have to read and study every one 
to decide if they are from God. Why? Because very few sacred writings actually claim to be the Word of 
God. Many of the world’s religions have sacred writings but their use varies within any given religion17 
such as: 

• To be chanted or recited 
• To give instructions to a priesthood 
• To provide illustrations in stories of the religion in question 
• To be the object of worship or veneration in its own right 

And there are other reasons as well. Let’s take a very brief overview of the major sacred writings in the 
world just to give you an idea. 
 
The Qur’an (Islam) 

• The main teachings of the Qur’an are the unity of God, the Last judgment, and rules for the 
Islamic community. 

• Textual integrity should be good being a relatively recent (Muhammad A.D. 570-622) document. 
However, there is little opportunity to investigate this since Caliph Uthman (reign from 644-656) 
third in line as Muhammad’s successor, gathered up and destroyed all versions he did not agree 
with.  

• Examination of earliest manuscripts by those scholars outside of Islam is very restricted. Even so, 
some textual variations are known18.  

• There is no good reason to deny that the the Qu’ran reflects Muhammad’s teachings, however, 
there is no good reason to believe that they are inspired either especially in comparison to the N.T. 
which has the corroboration of Jesus who authenticated His claim by the resurrection. 

The Avesta (Zoroastrianism) 
• A complex set of writings that arose over centuries in the history of Zoroastrianism. It contains 

prayers, recitations, and magic incantations. 
• The oldest manuscripts come from about 1200 A.D. (Zoroaster lived in the 6th century B.C. 

therefore impossible to test textual integrity). 
• 75% of the original Avesta has been lost. 
• Avestan is an ancient language and much of it is uninterpretable. 
• The early writings espouse monotheism and righteousness similar to the O.T. Later writings 

become very speculative and bizarre.  
• There is no reason to suggest inspiration. 
• The “Paris Hilton” of sacred writings – famous for being famous. Followers actually do not 

adhere, read, or completely understand their sacred text. 
The Adi Granth (Sikhism) 

• Collection of hymns and poems 
• The original is kept in the “Golden Temple” of Amritsar, India (good textual integrity) 
• Object of veneration in its own right (it is literally put to bed with silk sheets at night) 
• Contains beautiful poetry but does not claim to be divine inspiration 

The Vedas (Hinduism – its earliest phase) 
• There are 4 vedas which are a collection of hymns, ritual sayings, and magic formulas 
• There are no ancient manuscripts to test textual integrity. However, the books specify no historical 

incidents so it really makes no difference. 
• Hindus must accept the Vedas as inspired though they do not need to know what is in them, 

understand them, practice what they teach, or worship the gods referred to in them. 
• The Vedas are polytheistic, focused on the sacrifices offered to its many gods and later on various 

forms of magic. 
• This is the kind of religion specifically condemned in the Bible 

 
17 From “Why I am A Christian” Geisler and Hoffman eds. P191-201. Baker Books. 2001. 
18 See Chad VanDixhoorn, Truth Unchanged, Texts Unchanging? The Text of the Bible and the Text of the Quran: A Brief History. 
This is an unpublished document available online: http://us.geocities.com/umaximov/chad.htm 
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• There is no reason to accept the Vedas as inspired 
The Upanishads (Hinduism – middle phase) 

• Devotional philosophical works to supplement the Vedas 
• Originals date around 500 B.C. but nothing was written down until 1656 therefore there is nothing 

to test textual integrity as nothing was written down until then. 
• Mystical and philosophical in nature but a product of human creativity and no reason to think they 

are inspired. 
The Bhagavad Gita (Hinduism – later phase) 

• Part of a much larger work the Mahabharata which is a story about a struggle between two 
branches of a family. The Gita tells the story of the god Krishna, acting as a chariot driver, 
instructing the archer Arjuna that he can gain salvation by devoting himself to Krishna and 
performing the duties of his caste. 

The Pali Canon (Buddhism – early Theravada stage) 
• Also called the Tripitaka (three baskets) because it has three divisions: rules for Buddhist monks, 

teachings of the Buddha, and analysis of Buddhist teachings. 
• Textual accuracy is lost. It has been added to over the centuries and oldest wood block versions 

are from the 13th century (first writings are from the 5th century B.C.) 
• There is no real parallel with the Bible or claim for inspiration. 

The Lotus Sutra (Buddhism – later Mahayana version) 
• Later teachings of Buddha. Promotes universalism and the basis of beliefs of later Buddhism. 
• This is a patchwork of texts added to over the centuries. Textual integrity is impossible to 

determine but since it does not claim inspiration, it makes no difference. It is virtually certain that 
it did not come from the Buddha himself as it claims however. 

• Buddhism provides a smorgasbord of philosophical beliefs to suit anyone. 
• Since the Lotus Sutra contains a clear historical falsehood, namely that it came from the Buddha 

himself, it clearly is not inspired. 
The Daodejing (Taoism – Chinese popular religion) 

• A short collection of sayings commending Daoist philosophy of wu-wei (“actionless action”). The 
idea is that performing as few deliberate actions as possible, the Way (dao) will manifest itself and 
provide virtue (de). 

• Although a very philosophical text, it has become the major text for the Daoist religion which 
focuses on magic, alchemy, ancestor worship, and personal deities none of which is mentioned in 
the daodejing. 

• Has good textual accuracy dating back to 200 B.C. 
• Hard to consider this inspired when it professes a worldview in which gods have no role and 

whose religion does not practice its teachings. 
The Analects/Conversations (Confucianism) 

• Presents the teachings of Confucius of the 6th century B.C. 
• When the Han dynasty came to power in 200 B.C., the Analects became the official dogma and 

Confucianism the official dogma of China.  
• It is a manual on leading a virtuous and humanitarian life. 
• The Analects have been the basis for Asian behavior and culture for more than 2 millenia. 
• The Analects is not a religious book. There is no real mention of heaven, god, or the spiritual 

realm. 
• Followers of Confucianism revered the Analects as coming from the master himself but did not 

see it as divine revelation and neither should we. 
Japanese Writings: Kojiki, Nihongi, Amatsu Norito (Shintoism) 

• Short books important for Shintoism the indigenous religion of Japan. 
• It is a collection written down of Japanese oral traditions in 712 A.D. 
• It is a collection of prayers and legitimizes Japanese culture especially the descent of the Emperor 

from the sun goddess. 
• Members of Shintoism consider these writings as “sacred” but do not think of them as divinely 

inspired. 
The Book of Mormon (Mormonism) 
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• First of 5 sources of divine revelation, the Book of Mormon describes Christ in the Americas and 
the early people’s of North America. 

• First transcribed by founder Joseph Smith in the mid-1800’s it has still undergone over 5000 
changes in the text making textual accuracy astonishingly poor despite such a recent document. 

• Gives historical details including continent wide wars and cities and towns in N. America none of 
which have been corroborated by archeology or early American history. 

• Most of the supposed “witnesses” that claimed to have seen the golden plates upon which Joseph 
Smith transcribed the Book of Mormon later recanted of their story. 

• Curiously, the plates were written in “Reformed Egyptian” (unknown language at the time of 
Smith). However, after the Rosetta Stone was discovered and the Egyptian Language deciphered, 
Joseph Smith’s own copies of Egyptian hieroglyphics and his translation were compared and he 
was found to be completely in error. 

• Whole passages of the King James Bible are at times quoted but the rest of the work is a clear 
fabrication. These clear fabrications make Mormonism a cult rather than a legitimate religion and 
the Book of Mormon is not inspired. 

 
I want to emphasize here that I do not wish to convey disrespect for these writings or the people behind 
them. There is truth in many of the writings, beautiful poetry, and culturally they are priceless and 
historically interesting. However, my purpose here is to decide which, if any, can lay claim to not just 
human invention but Divine inspiration. As you can see from the above, very few even claim to be inspired. 
Realistically, I would say it comes down to three: The Qu’ran, the Book of Mormon, and the Bible. First, 
after more serious investigation which I will not go into here, their presentations of God are all extremely 
different and mutually exclusive. Therefore, logically they could all be wrong but they can’t all be right. 
The Qu’ran has questionable textual accuracy19 and lacks any good reason to back up its claim as divine 
inspiration as the Bible does by Jesus’ fulfillment of Messianic prophecies and the resurrection. The Book 
of Mormon is woefully deficient in textual accuracy and clearly a fraud. As to Joseph Smith’s claims of 
receiving the golden plates from an angelic source, most of his own witnesses recanted of ever seeing the 
plates before they died. Again, there are no supernatural content or proofs to make one think of the Book of 
Mormon as divinely inspired. 

 
CONCLUSION: THE BIBLE STANDS ALONE 
 
What does all this prove? First, the Bible is an ancient document that has been extremely well preserved 
and is textually, historically and archeologically accurate i.e. it fulfills the first criteria (it is accurate in a 
historical/bibliographical sense) that are necessary to convince us that the Bible is indeed the Word of God. 
To regard the Bible as unreliable is to discard all ancient literature for none can compare to the reliability of 
the Bible. Indeed, there are none to compare with the Bible – it has no peer. Apply the same tests and same 
degree of scrutiny to any other form of ancient literature or religious works and they will not stand up 
nearly as well.  
 
The second evidence for divine inspiration is supernatural content and proofs rooted and verified in history. 
Look for yourselves into the evidence for the resurrection and messianic prophecy of which we have just 
touched the surface.  The evidence is overwhelming. For centuries, many of the most brilliant minds in the 
world have sifted through the evidence for the Bible and have found it compelling. The evidence for the 
resurrection of Christ is strong – so strong that there has been a shift in academic thinking on this point so 
that those who refuse to acknowledge the resurrection have no alternative explanation for the dramatic 
change in the Apostles, the rise of the Church, and the testimony of millions. 
 
Finally, the Bible’s influence over culture has been tremendous. Though admittedly evil men have misused 
the scriptures for their own misguided agendas, it was more Bible and more Jesus not less that corrected 
these abuses. It was specifically not a group of secular atheists that did so. Not only that but the Biblical 
worldview was necessary for the creation of the modern world including the development of science, 
technology, free enterprise, civil rights of all kinds and the rule of law over the rule of kings. 
 

 
19 See Chad VanDixhoorn, Truth Unchanged, Texts Unchanging? The Text of the Bible and the Text of the Quran: A Brief History. 
This is an unpublished document available online: http://us.geocities.com/umaximov/chad.htm  
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What will you decide? If the Creator of the universe has spoken is there anything in life more important 
than reading, understanding and applying what He said? 
 

 
 
 
 

WE CAN TRUST IT!!! 
 

The Anvil? God's Word. 
 

Last eve I passed beside a blacksmith's door 
And heard the anvil ring the vesper chime: 

Then looking in, I saw upon the floor 
Old hammers, worn with beating years of time. 

 
"How many anvils have you had," said I, 

"To wear and batter all these hammers so?" 
"Just one," said he, and then, with twinkling eye, 
"The anvil wears the hammers out, you know." 

 
And so, thought I, the anvil of God's word, 

For ages skeptic blows have beat upon; 
Yet though the noise of falling blows was heard, 

The anvil is unharmed...the hammer’s gone. 
– Author Unknown 

 
APPENDIX 1 

HOW CAN YOU BELIEVE IN THE BIBLE WHEN IT’S SO REGRESSIVE? 
Stephen C. Riggs MD 

 
"I'm not so concerned about whether the Bible is 'true' or not, I'm more concerned about whether it is right. 
How can it be God's Word when it is so regressive, promotes violence, and is out of touch with reality?" 

• This barrier has more recently been popularized by the so called “New atheists” e.g. Sam Harris 
(Letter to a Christian Nation), Richard Dawkins (The God Delusion), and Christopher Hitchens 
(God is Not Great – How Religion Poisons Everything). 

• As far as I can tell the only thing “new” about the “New atheists” is that they are not just atheists, 
they are anti-theists. They not only believe that there is no God, but that belief in God is evil. They 
camp on the Crusades, the Inquisition, witch burning and the like and even make out the suffering 
and substitutionary death of our Lord as “cosmic child abuse”.  

• It’s very hard to listen to them but their polemical books are selling millions and they are 
influencing many and creating a barrier to the true gospel. 

• To bring it closer to home: read opinion article written by Hector Avalos ISU atheist religion 
professor in Ames, Iowa as an example. Note that this was put out just before the 10th anniversary 
of 9/11.  

• Likewise, my daughter Kirstin’s Jr. High teacher made the statement just after 9/11 that the 
terrorists that rammed their planes into the World Trade Center, the Pentagon and Pennsylvania 
were “just like the Puritans who came to this country.” Really? 

 
Q. How would you respond to this article? (See p.38 for Avalos’ article) 
Q. According to Avalos, why does he believe that religion leads to violence? 
 
“...claiming opponents don’t hold the ‘true’ version of Islam, Christianity, or any other religion, simply 
perpetuates a mechanism that can cause religious violence in the first place. That is so because when you 
proclaim there to be a true form of a religion, you also are making heretics out of those who 
disagree...More importantly, such a division ultimately is based on faith claims. Since competing faith 
claims never can be adjudicated by objective means, then violence often becomes the solution in settling 
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arguments.”20 
 
Avalos’ Claims: 
Avalos, as an atheist, provides a typical example of those who believe that religion promotes violence. His 
claims are: 

• Religious violence occurs when one religion claims to be “true”. 
• This truth claim creates division between adherents of the claim and detractors. 
• Since the “truth” of the claim is based on “faith” which is antithetical to objective “facts” and 

“reason” these differences cannot be addressed by objective means but rather by power and 
violence. [See Avalos’ closing sentence: “Would you rather live in a world where people settle 
arguments with facts and reason or with faith claims?” As if facts and reason were on one side and 
faith on another] 

• Avalos is implying that since faith claims are irrational they cannot appeal to rational objective 
means to determine the truth of their claims. 

• Avalos also seems to be implying that all religious claims are false and that the atheistic 
worldview is the only one that can provide an adequate basis for determining if something is true 
or not OR he may be a relativist and contend that there are no absolute truth claims (though he 
would ironically be making a truth claim in doing so). 

 
Response: 
Q. How does Avalos define “faith”? Do you agree with his definition? Why or why not? How would you 
define faith? 
Q. Are faith and reason mutually exclusive? 
  

• First, faith and reason are not opposites. Atheists consistently misunderstand the Christian concept 
of faith. Faith is not belief in nonsense (that is called “delusion.”) Biblical faith is essentially trust. 
Christians put their trust in Jesus Christ and the Bible for what I hope to show are very rational 
reasons. Atheists have faith too – faith in no God. They are putting their trust in naturalism – the 
notion that nothing exists outside of the physical realm. This too cannot be “proved” in a scientific 
sense. All of us have faith in presuppositions about reality that cannot be “proved” scientifically 
(but very little can be proved scientifically). The question is not “who has faith and who has the 
facts?” but “who has the most reasonable faith?” 

• Atheists consistently set up a false definition of faith. “Faith” is here defined as belief in nonsense.  
 

o Richard Dawkins, the famous Oxford Professor of Biology has stated that “faith is blind 
trust, in the absence of evidence, even in the teeth of evidence.”21  

o Even the famous skeptic Mark Twain said, "Faith is believing what you know ain't so." 
 

• However, Christians have never defined faith in that way. Faith is NOT belief in nonsense. A 
better definition of faith offered by W. H. Griffith-Thomas (1861-1924), a noted Anglican 
theologian who was former Principal of Wycliffe Hall, Oxford is typical of any Christian writer: 

o “[Faith] affects the whole of man's nature. It commences with the conviction of the mind 
based on adequate evidence; it continues in the confidence of the heart or emotions based 
on conviction, and it is crowned in the consent of the will, by means of which the 
conviction and confidence are expressed in conduct.”22 

 
• My simplified definition of Biblical faith is summarized as: Faith = Belief + Trust >>> Action 
• Faith requires belief in something that is true. It is not belief in nonsense or wishful thinking 

(that’s existentialism). It requires reason and evidence to make the best decision possible in what 
you believe to be true. 

• But faith is more than mere mental assent. Faith requires us to place our trust in the person, object, 
 

20  'True' religion begats violence. By Hector Avalos Published: Sunday, September 4, 2011 Ames Tribune. Available at: 
http://www.amestrib.com/articles/2011/09/07/ames_tribune/opinion/columnists/doc4e62af9676321155548561.txt  
21 Dawkins, Richard, The Selfish Gene p.198 
22 W. H. Griffith-Thomas, The Principles of Theology. London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1930, xviii 
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or concept we believe to be true as live out our lives in action. God doesn’t want just a head nod 
from us acknowledging His existence.  

• Though oversimplified, Biblical faith is essentially trust. Faith is what you put your trust in. It is 
not antithetical to reason.  

• Everyone operates with faith; everyone trusts in something. Even the atheist trusts in his faith in a 
naturalistic worldview. 

• NOTE: Do not let people tell you that your faith is irrational and therefore must be confined to 
your own private world and cannot be allowed in the public square.23 All worldviews – even 
atheistic ones – are based on faith. We all make presuppositions about reality. The question is 
which worldview conforms most closely with reality? For 2000 years the Christian worldview has 
been tested and has lead to the greatest freedom and prosperity the world has ever known. Atheism 
has never been able to do the same. 

 
Q. Does the fact that Christianity makes absolute truth claims mean that violence is inevitable? 
 
Q. What would Avalos have us do? 
 

• All worldviews (not just religious ones) make absolute truth claims. 
o True, Christianity does make absolute truth claims: Jesus said, “I am the way, the truth, 

and the life no one comes to the Father except through Me.” But Christianity is not the 
only one. Similarly, Islam says “There is no God but Allah and Mohammed is his 
prophet.” Even the cults like Mormonism say, “As man now is god once was and as god 
now is man may become.” These are all clearly absolute truth claims and give very 
different views of God and reality when they are fleshed out. And indeed, they are 
mutually exclusive.  

o But religious worldviews are not the only ones making absolute truth claims. Atheists and 
secularists are also making such claims – to declare that there is no God is just such a 
claim. Even those who claim that there is no such thing as absolute truth believe that 
absolutely!  

• Absolute truth claims do make distinctions between groups – that’s how we recognize one from 
another. I would also agree that this can create tension between groups.  

• But does the fact that all worldviews make absolute truth claims necessarily mean that violence is 
inevitable?  

 
Q. Do atheistic worldviews also make absolute truth claims? Do they lead to violence too? 
 
Q. Which worldview – Christianity or atheism is less likely to lead to violence and oppression? Why? 
 

• The point I want to make is that the tendency for Man to use violent means to afflict those who are 
different from themselves is inherent in Man and is not peculiar to a specific worldview religious 
or otherwise. Remember, if the 20th century taught us nothing, it taught us that atheistic 
worldviews are just as guilty (if not more so) in leaving a trail of death and destruction in their 
wake of any who disagree with them. No one is immune to this.  

• Richard Dawkins, one of the most vocal atheists of recent times insists that there is “not the 
smallest evidence” that atheism systematically influences people to do bad things. It’s an 
astonishing and naïve assertion clearly disconnected from the brutal realities of the 20th century: 

o In Latin America millions of people have been killed ruthlessly by Marxist right wing 
guerillas and military militias. 

o The secular French Revolution denied the existence of God and in place made “liberty” a 
divine alternative. In the name of “liberty” thousands of French people were killed at the 
guillotine. In 1792 Madame Rolande was lead to the guillotine and while bowing to the 
statue of liberty in the Place de la Revolution uttered the famous words, “Liberty, what 
crimes are committed in your name.” NOTE: When God is removed, people have the 

 
23 Richard Rorty is one of the most vocal proponents of stating that “religious” opinions cannot be brought out into the public square 
and that the only ones allowed are secular ones. But in insisting on this, he is merely saying that his western cultural bias is ok while 
culturally religious ones are not.  
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tendency to transcendentalize alternatives – such as ideals like liberty, equality, 
nationalism, race, tolerance, diversity, etc. This too can lead to violent oppression. 

o In Cambodia, Pol Pot killed millions of his own people in the name of socialism. 
o The rise of the Soviet Union with its aggressive and systematic protracted use of violence 

to eliminate all forms of religion is a particularly dark era in human history. Especially 
between 1918-1941 millions of Russian citizens, priests and churches were destroyed. Of 
course, this brutal repression has been true of all other atheistic communist countries 
including the former Eastern Bloc and China.  

• Atheism is benign enough when it remains in university classrooms with ivory tower atheists like 
Avalos, but when it comes into political power it is just as repressive, bloodthirsty, and brutal as 
any other human ideology. Avalos, Dawkins’ and other atheists naïve view that atheism would 
never carry out the crimes they accuse Christianity of is simply grossly out of touch with reality. 

• Alister McGrath states, “The reality of the situation is that human beings are capable of both 
violence and moral excellence – and that both these may be provoked by worldviews, whether 
religious or otherwise. It is not a comfortable insight, but one that alerts us to the shortcomings 
and dangers of identifying any one group as the source of violence and the ills of humanity. It may 
facilitate scapegoating; it hardly advances the cause of civilization.” 

• One wonders if Avalos does not see that his own castigation of religion as the source of violence 
does not set up the same “in-group” and “out-group” that in his view leads inevitably to violence 
in the first place and of which he claims is the cardinal sin of religious groups only. 

• The Christian worldview on the other hand, diagnoses this condition in fallen mankind (Christian 
or non-Christian) and this helps the Christian worldview to not be surprised when this occurs 
within itself and it helps start a self-corrective self-critical process to stop violent or repressive 
opposition if and when it occurs. This is why Locke argued that true tolerance is one of the 
foremost of Christian virtues based on the Bible: 

o In Old Testament times there are frequent admonitions to care for foreigners and 
strangers within Israel. (E.g. Ex. 22:21, 23:9, Lev. 19:34-5)  

o Jesus’ admonition to “take the log out of your own eye before trying to remove the speck 
in your brother’s eye.” (Mt. 7:3-5) 

o “Do not judge and you will not be judged. Do not condemn, and you will not be 
condemned. Forgive and you will be forgiven.” (Lk. 6:37) 

o “You know that those who are regarded as rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them…but it 
shall not be so among you. Instead, whoever wants to be first must be servant of all.” 
(Mk. 10:42-43) 

o The whole concept of “servant leadership” now a buzzword in corporate America, is 
entirely and Christian one. 

o Christians are asked to “turn the other cheek” (Mt.5:39) and to “not let the sun go down 
on their anger” (Eph. 4:26) and to “love your enemies.” And “pray for those who 
persecute you” (Mt. 5:43-48). 

o These and many more such admonitions exemplified in scripture and particularly in the 
life of Christ gives Christianity a strong model for self-correction and self-criticism if and 
when violent or repressive reactions occur within itself. 

Q. Where does atheism provide such a similar self-corrective? Has it been shown in history? 
• The question is “Which worldview system best promotes mutual respect, toleration, generosity, 

justice and peace while having a built-in mechanism for self-criticism and self-correction when it 
goes awry?” The answer is the Bible and Jesus Christ. 

o This has been played out in history. True, the history of Christianity has had its share of 
religious wars, persecution, Inquisitions, Crusades, etc. but it was more Bible and more 
Jesus that corrected these abuses and eventually lead to their demise not less! It was 
specifically not a group or atheistic humanists that led to the end of slavery, the 
promotion of women’s rights, and the end of the Crusades, Witch burning and the like. 
Christians argued from the Bible to make their case and persuaded a change and 
correction of abuses. 

o John Locke is widely credited with being a major influence on the formation of the U.S. 
Constitution and the Founding Fathers and rightly so. He has been hi-jacked by some 
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stating that he was a secularist. Hardly! Locke wrote the book on tolerance24 in direct 
response to the religious abuses of his day. He made his points by quoting scripture over 
and over. His arguments were not from the Humanist manifesto but were from the Bible! 
And he made his case so convincingly that he won the day with the abuses he saw 
eventually coming to an end.  

o A similar argument can be shown with people like William Wilberforce and the Clapham 
Group who were motivated from Christian and Biblical precepts to tirelessly fight for and 
succeed in ending the slave trade in England. Similar groups did the same in America. 

o Where has this been demonstrated in any other worldview? Communism has simply 
burned out in the majority of the world. Others have been beaten into submission when 
they enacted violent means but I know of few if any examples of self-correction and 
tolerance from within their own worldview that has led to a global change in outcome.  

Conclusions 
The claim that religious worldviews promote violence because they a) make absolute truth claims and b) 
that their truth claims are based on non-objective non-verifiable “faith” rather than “facts” and “reason” is 
absurd because: 
 

1. “Faith” as defined by atheists is not Biblical faith. Biblical faith is not belief in nonsense. Nor is it 
void of facts and reason. Simply put, faith is essentially trust and everyone trusts in something. All 
worldviews, including atheistic ones, make presuppositions about reality i.e. they are ultimately 
based on faith. 

2. Secular atheists also are making absolute truth claims (even stating that there is no such thing as 
an absolute truth claim is making an absolute truth claim!). Thus, they are guilty of the very thing 
that they accuse religious people of doing. 

3. Though evil and oppressive deeds have certainly been done in the name of Christianity, it was 
more Bible and more Jesus not less that led to the end of these regrettable events in history. 
Christianity more than any other worldview has a built-in mechanism for toleration and self-
correction if and when violence and oppression occur. Atheistic worldviews do not. 

4. Atheistic worldviews are not immune to violence and oppression. Atheistic worldviews, in 
contrast, do not have such a self-corrective and have led to the deaths and oppression of millions. 
In fact, it can be argued that atheistic societies have led to some of the darkest and most violent 
events in history.  

 
Woe to those who call evil good and good evil, who put darkness for light and light for darkness, who put 
bitter for sweet and sweet for bitter.” Isaiah 5:20 

APPENDIX: 'True' religion Begats Violence By Hector Avalos 
Published: Sunday, September 4, 2011 8:05 AM CDT Ames Tribune 
Sept. 11, 2001, changed the lives of many people, most importantly those of the 
victims and their loved ones. Although I was not affected directly by this tragedy, 
9/11 did change my professional life. I had studied the role of religion in violence 
prior to 9/11, but after that date, I gave much more attention to the issue... 
I usually explain there still are two major approaches to viewing the role of religion 
in violence: One, religion is essentially good, and violence is caused by deviant forms 
of a religion; and two, religion is inherently prone to violence. We witness the first 
approach when we hear Osama bin Laden “hijacked” Islam, and he did not practice 
the “true” Islam. Within many Christian communities, we hear Anders Behring 
Breivik, who confessed to the bombing and shootings in Norway that left at least 77 
people dead on July 22, was not a “true” Christian. 
It is statistically true the vast majority of Christians and Muslims do not commit 
violent acts. However, claiming opponents don’t hold the “true” version of Islam, 
Christianity, or any other religion, simply perpetuates a mechanism that can cause 
religious violence in the first place. That is so because when you proclaim there to be 
a true form of a religion, you also are making heretics out of those who disagree. So, 
by declaring bin Laden and Breivik to be heretics, one simply perpetuates this 

 
24 John Locke A Letter on Toleration originally written in 1689. 
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orthodox-heretic model again. 
More importantly, such a division ultimately is based on faith claims. Since 
competing faith claims never can be adjudicated by objective means, then violence 
often becomes the solution in settling arguments. Those who hold that religion, 
especially monotheism, is inherently prone to violence include Regina Schwartz, the 
author of “The Curse of Cain” (1997). She argues monotheism is inherently violent 
because its belief in “one true God” automatically divides the world into those who 
believe in the true God, and those who don’t. Moreover, she argues monotheism is 
inherently violent because there is only one god who owns and controls the world, 
and so his followers feel entitled to control the entire planet. In a planet with rival 
forms of monotheism and other types of religions, it does not take long before there 
is a push for supremacy,... 
Although brutally frank, such criticism is mostly welcomed by the churches in which I 
speak. Those churches realize that self-criticism is a healthy and peaceful way to 
avoid traps that have caused trouble in the past. For the human species to survive, 
we must change our way of thinking. 
So this Sept. 11, a good self-critical question is simple: Would you rather live in a 
world where people settle arguments with facts and reason or with faith claims? 
Hector Avalos is a professor of religious studies at Iowa State University. He writes monthly for the Ames 
Tribune. 
 

 
 

SCIENCE and THE BIBLE: Are they at war? 
Stephen C. Riggs MD 
Medriggs@gmail.com  

 
“The Bible is a great work of ancient literature but nothing more. Science has disproved the Bible 
especially with the advent of evolution. If God can’t get His science right, how can you expect me to believe 
the other stuff? Ancient peoples needed to rely on myths and God to explain what we now know to be 
natural phenomena. The ‘God of the gaps’ has become so small that we no longer need these ancient 
myths.” 
 
Q. Is there a “war” between science and religion? Has science disproved the Bible or relegated it to 
irrelevance? 

 
 
STATING THE ARGUMENT 
Science and technology have led to unquestioned advances in modern society. The ease with which we 
travel and communicate around the globe would have been unthinkable just a generation ago. Modern 
medicine has reduced or even eliminated many diseases that were universally fatal not long ago. We could 
go on and list the many conveniences and ways in which science and technology have made our lives much 
easier than in past generations.  
It’s easy to understand why at the dawn of the modern age in the late 19th century, that people were 
optimistic about the future and thought that science would lead us to a kind of Utopia of world peace and 
human flourishing. But then came two World Wars, the atom bomb, chemical warfare, eugenics, multiple 
examples of genocide and tyranny in various forms. If the 20th century taught us nothing, it taught us that 
science and technology alone cannot lead to Utopia – they only allow us to kill and oppress each other with 
greater efficiency. 
So it is strange, I think, that there exists in our post-modern world today the notion of “scientism” 
(scientific materialism).25 Science and scientists are not only held in high regard, but are given special 
status and often unparalleled power as the final arbiters of truth.  

 
25 IBU (Interesting But Useless Fact): It’s interesting that whenever you put “-ism” at the end of the word, it often 
gives it a negative connotation. E.g. science is good; scientism is bad. To be human is good; humanism is bad. To be 
social is good; socialism is bad. Etc.  
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Peter Atkins, professor of physical chemistry at Oxford University and an ardent atheist makes this 
astonishing claim: “Scientists are at the summit of knowledge, beacons of rationality, and intellectually 
honest. There is no reason to suppose that science cannot deal with every aspect of existence. It is after all 
the apotheosis of the intellect and the consummation of the Renaissance.” No wonder one frequently hears 
the following claim: 
“The Bible is a great work of ancient literature but nothing more. Science has disproved the Bible 
especially with the advent of evolution. If God can’t get His science right, how can you expect me to believe 
the other stuff? Ancient peoples needed to rely on myths and God to explain what we now know to be 
natural phenomena. The‘God of the gaps’ has become so small that we no longer need these ancient 
myths.” 
 
FAITH MISUNDERSTOOD. As Christians what are we to make of this? How are we to respond? As a 
pre-med biology major here at ISU many years ago I was faced with this apparent dilemma. The advances 
of science were undeniable; was I to just “check my brain at the door” of the church and live two lives – 
One life of faith on Sunday and a life of science and reason the rest of the week? You see, I fell prey to the 
strawman argument that the “war” between science and the Bible was a war between reason and “faith” 
as if they were opposites of each other. Atheists consistently say that they are:  

Richard Dawkins, the famous Oxford Professor of Biology has stated that, “Faith is the great cop-
out, the great excuse to evade the need to think and evaluate evidence. Faith is blind trust, in the 
absence of evidence, even in the teeth of evidence.”26  
The famous skeptic Mark Twain said, "Faith is believing what you know ain't so." 

In fact, many within the church agreed with this definition of faith and would even tell me to stop all the 
questioning and “just take it on faith”. As if faith meant to just believe even if your mind told you 
otherwise. Science was perceived to be the only source of truth and reason while “faith” was implied to be 
belief in nonsense and/or belief in what is known to be false. Is this Biblical faith?  
No. Christians have never defined faith as just blind trust. Faith is NOT belief in nonsense. A better 
definition of faith offered by W. H. Griffith-Thomas (1861-1924), a noted Anglican theologian who was 
former Principal of Wycliffe Hall, Oxford is typical of any Christian writer: 

“[Faith] affects the whole of man's nature. It commences with the conviction of the mind based on 
adequate evidence; it continues in the confidence of the heart or emotions based on conviction, 
and it is crowned in the consent of the will, by means of which the conviction and confidence are 
expressed in conduct.”27 

My simplified definition of Biblical faith is summarized as: Faith = Belief + Trust >>> Action 
When I went to school here (ISU) there was (and still is) an inscription on the old library that reads: “And 
you shall know the truth and the truth shall set you free.” Do you know who said that? Jesus. But they left 
out the first part of his sentence in John 8:32 “If you abide in my word, you are truly my disciples, 32 and 
you will know the truth, and the truth will set you free.” 
Jesus did not shy away from the truth and even claimed to be THE truth. 

• John 14:6 “I am the way, and the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through 
me. 

• In John 18:37 Jesus responds to Pilate that the “reason I was born and came into the world is to 
testify to the truth. Everyone on the side of truth listens to me.” 

The Bible is called the truth: 
• Ps. 119:160 The sum of your word is truth, and every one of your righteous rules endures forever. 
• John 17:17 “…your word is truth.” NOTE: Jesus did not say here that “your word is true” He said, 

“Your word is truth.” Did He just make a grammatical error here? No. He is saying that God’s 
Word is Truth.  

God Himself is described as the God of Truth (El Emet) (Ps. 31:5) 
All truth is God’s truth. 

 
26 Dawkins, Richard, The Selfish Gene p.198 
27 W. H. Griffith-Thomas, The Principles of Theology. London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1930, xviii 
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So you see, there cannot be this dichotomy between your head and your heart. What I hope to do today is to 
dispel the notion that you have to be intellectually dishonest to be a Christian. Just the opposite; to be a 
Christian means to be committed to the truth for if God is true and His word is true then we have nothing to 
fear.  
No Fact/Value Split. 
Today we have divided our concept of “truth” and reality within ourselves into two different divisions. 
Francis Schaeffer called this the “upper story” and “lower story” concept of truth: 
In the upper story we have individual values. The upper story is the realm of personal choice and from 
where we get a great deal of meaning (value) but it is completely arbitrary and subjective for any given 
individual and does not need to be rational or verifiable in any way.  
The lower story is the realm of science, reason, and facts. The lower story is secular and pubic.  
Religion and morality have been pushed farther and farther into the upper story of mere personal 
preference. The only rule is that one cannot cross over this divide – To postulate that your personal moral 
“preference” is applicable to all violates the Fact/Value split. 

THE FACT/VALUE SPLIT WITHIN US 
UPPER STORY 

(VALUE) 
Subjective, truth and morality is relative, personal preferences, private, religious 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
LOWER STORY 

(FACTS) 
Objective, measurable, truth valid for everyone, secular, factual, public 

Schaeffer was describing this before the word “Postmodernism” was coined; but that is what this is. Jean- 
François Lyotard described postmodernism as “Skepticism toward meta-narratives;” a meta-narrative is a 
“big story” an over-arching view of reality. Today, many doubt that there is such an over arching view of 
reality; they doubt absolute truth exists. 
In the realm of science this is seen in the late Stephen J. Gould’s NOMA concept (Non-Overlapping 
Magesteria). Gould was a Harvard biologist and evolutionist. He postulated an “olive branch” in this 
supposed “war” between science and religion by claiming that there are two separate areas in which science 
and religion operate: Science in the realm of facts, reason, and the physical universe and religion in the area 
of morality and spirituality. Many people on both sides bought into this. It sounds like a fair and a 
reasonable compromise except that it isn’t. Both science and religion stubbornly refuse to stay in their 
“magesteria.” Science when it makes claims that deny the supernatural is not making a scientific claim but 
a metaphysical one; and religion when it talks about origins and the design of the physical world is entering 
the realm of science. 
The truth is that this is just the postmodern fact/value split rearing its ugly head in this arena. “Truth” 
actually cannot be so conveniently divided. As a Christian there is no such thing as splitting your brain into 
a “secular” and “religious” side. 
Faith is NOT belief in nonsense (that’s delusion). Faith is based on the truth.  
Likewise, faith is not antithetical to reason and science is not the sole conveyor of reason or truth.  

• Faith requires belief in something that is true. It is not belief in nonsense or wishful thinking 
(that’s existentialism or delusion). It requires reason and evidence to make the best decision 
possible in what you believe to be true. 

• But faith is more than mere mental assent. Faith requires us to place our trust in the person, object, 
or concept we believe to be true as we live out our lives in action. God doesn’t want just a head 
nod from us acknowledging His existence; He wants us to trust Him. 

• Though oversimplified, Biblical faith is essentially trust. Faith is what you put your trust in. It is 
not antithetical to reason.  

• Everyone operates with faith; everyone trusts in something. Even the atheist trusts in his faith in a 
naturalistic worldview. E.g. atheistic philosopher Crispin Sartwell acknowledges that atheism is 
irrational and is a matter of faith:  
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“Ironically this is similar to the totalizing worldview of religion – neither can be shown to be true 
or false by science, or indeed by any rational technique. Whether theistic or atheistic, they are all 
matters of faith…”28 

POINT #1 Science and the Bible are not at war because faith and reason are common to both. The 
“war” between science and the Bible is predicated on a false definition of faith. Faith is NOT belief in 
nonsense. Faith is not anti-reason. Faith is essentially trusting in what you believe to be true and 
living out your life according to those presuppositions.  
POINT #2 Everyone has faith; both the believer and the non-believer. The question is “Who has the 
most reasonable faith?” 
Whether you think consciously about it or not, all of us make presuppositions about reality – we all make 
assumptions about the basic questions in life: “Where did we come from?” Why are we here?” “Is there 
God?” “Where are we going?” “What is the purpose of life?” etc. Atheists have faith in Naturalism – the 
philosophy that the only thing that exists is the physical world. They have faith in no god. Christians have 
faith in supernaturalism – that there is both a natural and supernatural reality. We have faith in God who is 
Master of both. 
CONCLUSION: So the first thing I would like to do in this discussion of science and the Bible is to set the 
context in faith and reason. The supposed “war” we are discussing is NOT between faith and reason – they 
are not at war –the conflict lies elsewhere. 
SCIENCE WAS POSSIBLE ONLY WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF A BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW: 
The “war” is not between Christianity and science. In the words of Nancy Pearcey, Christianity in fact is 
not a science stopper but rather is a science starter.29 The stubborn fact of history is that science arose in 
one time and one place only – Medieval Europe at a time when the Christian consensus was high.  

“It is indisputable that modern science emerged in the seventeenth century in Western Europe and 
nowhere else.” – Historian Edward Grant 

NOTE: Today, among historians of science it may surprise you to know that the majority opinion is that 
Christianity provided the soil and necessary motivations and philosophical presuppositions that were 
necessary for the development of science. 
The Greeks provided a great deal of influence in terms of reason and deduction. But it wasn’t until the time 
of Medieval Europe that true scientific inquiry with observation, experimentation and verification occurred. 
Why? Because certain necessary presuppositions about nature were needed to begin this process – a 
Biblical worldview was required. 
1. Biblical worldview necessary for science. Science did not form in the Greeks. It did not form in 
Hinduism, Buddhism, and it did not form in Islam where the ancient Greek writings were preserved for 
centuries until the Middle Ages. Why not? The Greeks, of course, did have reason and deduction but it took 
the addition of a Biblical worldview to develop science and technology.30  
 
Specifically, the 3 ideas were foundational for the formation of science: 1) that God is rational; 2) that Man 
was created in God’s image; and 3) that the universe is contingent.  
1.  God is a good and rational/personal Being (as opposed to an impersonal force or weak and 
capricious god) and therefore creates a universe with order that can be discovered by rational man.  

a. God is Rational. Because the God of the Bible is a personal and rational Being, the universe 
is intelligible and is governed by rational Laws that can be discovered.  

i. The early scientists set out to discover natural law because they believed that they 
were already there – created by a rational single God who made humans in His 
image and tasked them with the discovery of creation. I.e. they believed by faith in 
the concept of “natural law” (the only place where the term “law” has been applied 
in this way).  

ii. In other religions, such as Buddhism, there is no personal, rational God only an 
impersonal force and therefore the universe is not rational.  

 
28 Crispin Sartwell, Irrational Atheism. The Atlantic, October 11, 2014. 
29 Nancy Pearcy Christianity is a Science Starter, Not a Science Stopper available at 
www.pearceyreport.com/archives/2005/09/post_4.php  
30 See The book that shaped your world by Vishal Mangalwadi; Victory of reason by Rodney Stark; What’s so great about 
Christianity? By Dinesh D’Souza; and The Soul of Science by Nancy Pearcey. These are excellent resources for a more thorough 
understanding of the development of science as an outgrowth of the Christian worldview. 
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iii. Marxist historian Joseph Needham studied Chinese culture and wanted to understand 
why the Chinese did not develop science. Since he was a Marxist, he first tried to 
find good materialistic explanations but couldn’t. Eventually he concluded that it 
was the Buddhist notion of creation: “There was no confidence that the code of 
Nature’s laws could be unveiled and read, because there was no assurance that a 
divine being, even more rational than ourselves, had ever formulated such a code 
capable of being read.” 
 

b. Monotheism. In polytheistic religions the universe is ultimate and the gods are part of and 
contingent upon it rather than the other way around.  

i. Therefore, the polytheistic religions (e.g. Hinduism, Greek and Norse gods) did not 
produce science because polytheistic gods are limited and do not create the universe 
but instead are created by the universe31. They may each run a portion of the universe 
by their own peculiar whims, but there is no overarching rational Mind that governs 
it all. Therefore, in a polytheistic worldview the universe is not the product of a 
rational Mind, but is unpredictable and therefore, one would not expect to find order 
and symmetry in nature or what we now call natural law.  

ii. Newton, argued from Monotheism that the same force that causes apples to fall to 
the ground also explains the orbits of planets. Newton was arguing against the Greek 
view that the earth was imperfect but the heavenly bodies were perfect (Neoplatonic 
“particulars” vs. the “forms”) so that there was no means of discovering anything 
about the heavens. Newton argued that because both were made by the same divine 
Mind, that both were subject to the same laws. This led to the concept of gravity – 
the idea that the same force that causes apples to fall to the ground also explains the 
orbits of planets. 

iii. Nobel laureate in biochemistry Melvin Calvin said concerning his conviction that 
rational laws were there to be discovered said, “I seem to find it in a basic 
notion...namely that the universe is governed by a single God, and is not the product 
of the whims of many gods, each governing his own province according to his own 
laws. This monotheistic view seems to be the historical foundation of modern 
science.” 

2. Man was created in God’s image. Therefore Man is creative, rational and self-aware and able to 
perceive his environment. This provided the rational basis for experimentation and verification. This 
also lead to: 
 

a. The Dignity of Man. Not only is the fact that Man was created in God’s image imply the 
dignity and importance of Man, but: 

i.  The incarnation of Christ is hugely important. Christians alone believe in a 
Savior/God who stooped down to become one of us and even died in our place. To 
the Muslims this is blasphemous. But to Christians the incarnation speaks volumes 
about the dignity of Man. 

ii. Therefore technology – the practical application of science – arose to alleviate 
drudgery in work and to alleviate man’s suffering.  
 

b. Approach to Suffering. Being made in God’s Image also affects our approach to suffering: 
i. To the Buddhist worldview, though suffering was noted by the Buddha as a 

universal experience, the Buddha’s goal was to escape the world of suffering by 
eliminating desire through meditation and to attain to a state of nothingness – not try 

 
31 This section on monotheism and the quotes from various scientists come from a paper by Nancy Pearcy Christianity is a Science 
Starter, Not a Science Stopper available at www.pearceyreport.com/archives/2005/09/post_4.php  
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to alleviate suffering. 
 

ii. Likewise, the Hindu means of escape from suffering is through karma and 
reincarnation. Helping a person in a miserable condition could actually be 
counterproductive since they need to pass through this life of suffering in order to 
attain to a higher form in the next. Karma also resigns them to a state of determinism 
since they are fixed into their caste and condition that cannot be altered in this life.  
 

iii. But in the Christian worldview, Man – created in God’s image and acting as His 
ambassador on earth – joins with God in the process of redeeming His creation 
including the alleviation of suffering. 
 

c. The Honor of Work. Along with this idea of redemption, work itself became honorable since 
Man was given work by God before not after the Fall. Indeed, God Himself is portrayed as a 
worker in creation. This became most developed after the Protestant Reformation and came to 
be known as the “Protestant work ethic.” In most other cultures work was seen as base and fit 
only for peasants. If you had enough slaves to do your labor, why invent machines that could 
alleviate their suffering?  
 

3. The Universe is Contingent i.e. dependent on God and not the other way around. The God of the 
Bible is rational and the universe is contingent on Him and not the other way around. I.e. God created the 
universe and is sovereign over it; He is “other” and acts independently of the universe and upholds and 
sustains it. The universe is a created entity and is dependent on God who is eternal, not the other way 
around. 
3. Man created to have dominion over the environment. The fact that Nature is contingent in the 
Christian worldview de-deifies nature so that nature could be studied and manipulated to serve man and not 
revered.  
 
The Genesis account, many scholars believe, was formed in part to rebut pagan superstition. For example, 
in pagan religion the sun and moon were objects of worship, but the Genesis account showed that they were 
only “lamps” in the heavens to give light to the day and night. They were no gods, but just creations of the 
One True God. 
 
This has practical implications. For example, Vishal Mangawaldi, an Indian community development 
specialist, described a village in India that invited him in because their village was routinely wiped out by a 
flooding river. Mangalwadi noted that they had ancient Hindu temples that had been built in the river that 
lasted 1000 years but the people could not dam the river to prevent flooding or divert its waters for 
irrigation because they revered and worshiped the river rather than manage the river for the good of all.32 
 
NOTE: As these truths became more widely understood after the Reformation when the Bible came 
into the hands of everyone and not just the clergy, then these ideas exploded and science and 
technical applications took off.  

 
POINT #3 Science and the Bible are not at war, because a Biblical worldview was necessary for the 
development of science. Science developed in one time and one place only – Medieval Europe at a 
time when the Christian consensus was high. 
 

 
32 This is an abbreviated version of the real life consultation of Vishal Mangalwadi to a group of Hindu peasants who continually 
were poor due to annual flooding of the river they lived next too as told in The Book that Shaped Your World. 
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2. University system arose in Monasteries. The Monastic movement did much to preserve Christian 
teachings and was an ideal place for developing a learned person. In fact, the first universities arose out of 
Christian monasteries. Buddhists had monasteries long before Christians did. Why didn’t science develop 
there? First, the goal of Buddhism is to escape this world, not explain it or explore it. Secondly, unlike 
Buddhist monks who were required by the Buddha to beg for their food, the Christian monks not only had 
to pray, study and meditate, but also had to work. For, scripture says that he who does not work does not 
eat.33 They also did not marry so they couldn’t pawn off the hard work to their wives and so they began to 
use technology to ease their work burden. The plow was invented, wheelbarrows, mills etc., they began to 
prosper and had extra food and products that could be sold to others. They developed means of commerce, 
accounting and free enterprise. The monasteries developed a particularly learned person. As such the first 
university in the world, the University of Bologna in Italy was formed in 1088 from a monastery. The 
University of Paris, Oxford and Cambridge all followed suit in the same fashion. In fact, even in the United 
States the first 200 universities (including the first university Harvard) were formed specifically to train and 
develop ministers of the gospel.  
 
POINT #4 Science and the Bible are not at war because the university institutions where the early 
scientists did their work arose out of Christian monasteries and nowhere else. 
 
3. Early Scientists were Christian. Historically, Christianity and critical thinking of all kinds including 
science were wed together since they arose out of a Christian worldview. Theology was called the Queen of 
Sciences. Virtually all the great early scientists were Christians: Bacon, Boyle, Galileo, Mendell, 
Newton, Pascal, etc.  

• Sociologist Rodney Stark identified the 52 most influential figures in the development of science 
and found that all of them except for two (Paracelsus and Edmund Halley) were Christians.34 He 
then went on to further subdivide them into those who were “conventional” and those who were 
more “devout” (i.e. expressed a strong personal investment in the faith) and found that the 
majority were quite devout. To therefore say that science has disproved the Bible – which was the 
ground out of which science was able to flourish – seems strange and would have been appalling 
to those who invented science. Rather, it was the Biblical worldview alone that allowed the 
invention of science. 

Q. What is the common theme here? 
A. Science depends on certain prior presuppositions about the nature of the universe – specifically 
that the universe has an intelligible structure that can be rationally known. Logically and historically 
that conviction arose only from the Biblical worldview. 
NOTE: Therefore, science is not against faith. Everyone uses faith. I.e. everyone has presuppositions 
about reality – and so does science. In fact science grew out of a Biblical faith in a rational Mind that 
created an orderly universe governed by Laws that could be discovered, explored and utilized. 
Secondly, the universe was contingent on this Rational God and not the other way around, and Man 
had dignity since humans were made in God’s image.  
POINT #5 Science and the Bible are not at war because science was possible only within the context 
of a Biblical worldview. To say that science and the Bible are at war would surprise those who 
actually invented science who were overwhelmingly Christian. 
EVOLUTION 
I want to switch gears. We have talked about the false dichotomy between faith and science, and how the 
Biblical worldview was necessary to the development of science. I want to turn now to one of the most 
ardently held scientific paradigms that many have used to erode the faith. 

 
To set the stage for this discussion I want to show a video clip from the 1960 movie version of Inherit the 
Wind. This is a thinly veiled rendition of the real life “Scopes Monkey Trial” in Dayton, TN in 1925. A 
young teacher named John Scopes (“Bertram Cates”) stood accused of violating the Butler Act, a measure 
passed earlier that year to restrict the teaching of evolution in state-funded schools. The defense featured 
the famous attorney Clarence Darrow (Spencer Tracy; “John Drummond”), and the prosecution starred the 

 
33 2 Thess. 3:10 
34 Stark, Rodney For the Glory of God: How Monotheism Led to Reformations, Science, Witch Hunts, and the End of Slavery. 
Princeton University Press, 2003. Pp. 160-163, 198-199. 
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celebrated orator, populist, and three-time Democratic presidential candidate William Jennings Bryan 
(Frederick March; “Matthew Harrison Brady”). Nearly two hundred reporters descended upon the town, 
including H. L. Mencken (Gene Kelly; “E.K. Hornbeck”) of the Baltimore Evening Sun (which helped 
underwrite Scopes' defense). Newspapers and magazines carried innumerable articles and cartoons on the 
case, and telegraph operators wired stories to Europe and Australia. For the first time news of an American 
trial was nationally broadcast by radio, while thousands of people came to Dayton itself to take in what 
became a virtual carnival, complete with sideshows. The highlight of the trial occurred when Darrow asked 
to put Bryan on the stand. Bryan accepted… 

[INHERIT THE WIND VIDEO CLIP – Watch 1960 version of ITW with Spencer Tracy and Frederick 
March] 

Q. How does this film make you feel if you are a Christian?  
Q. What is the message for those who believe the Bible is true? 
Q. How are people of faith portrayed?  
A. If you believe in creation then you are a backward, rigid, anti-science, irrational buffoon; while if you 
believe in evolution you are open minded, objective, and rational. And this has very little to do with the 
truth… 
Inherit the Wind was first made as a play in 1955 – 30 years after the Scopes Trial – and has become a 
regular staple of High School plays and has been made into a movie several times. The reason I bring it up 
here is that this movie has framed the argument concerning evolution. Just as the characters are portrayed 
as a dim witted fundamentalist against an open minded clear thinking rationalist, so it is with this defeater 
belief. If becoming a creationist means you have to become like William Jennings Bryan why would you? 
Inherit the Wind vs Truth 
This movie is a classic example of how the discussion is often framed concerning science and religion 
especially in regards to evolution. It pits open-minded, science and reason on one side against close-
minded, bigoted, religious faith on the other; truth, reason and factual evidence vs. old-fashioned, narrow-
minded, wooden Biblical literalism. Do you see the Fact/Value split here? It may interest you to know that 
Inherit the Wind had very little to do with reality. 
When my children were in High School we watched this movie together. We then went online to find 
articles that discussed what really happened at the trial and compared them to the film. We also 
downloaded the trial transcripts so we could see for ourselves what was said. Here’s what we found: 

Inherit the Wind35,36 Real Life 
Cates, a brave idealistic teacher, is put on trial for 
teaching evolution in the classroom. He is 
imprisoned, burned in effigy, loses his job after 
being found guilty and fined $100. 

The ACLU advertised for someone to challenge the 
law and local citizens thought it would bring good 
publicity to the town. Scopes was a math teacher 
and coach. He did not remember teaching evolution 
and was not knowledgeable of the concept. He was 
never imprisoned. He was friendly with Bryan and 
even went swimming with Bryan’s son during the 
trial. Bryan paid his fee. Far from losing his job, he 
continued to teach and was offered a fully paid 
scholarship to the University of Chicago where he 
studied geology. 

Brady is popular with the townsfolk, greeted by the 
mayor and a crowd singing “Give me that old time 
religion.” Drummond is initially hated and greeted 
with “Devil!” by a screaming girl and scowls. 

Both Darrow and Bryan are given equally large 
welcoming venues. 

Brady is shown to be a dim-witted wooden literalist 
on the Bible during cross-examination.  

Bryan was often exuberant, funny, discerning, and 
focused during the trial. Though it was probably a 
mistake for him to take the stand, Bryan gave as 
much as he took. Contrary to Inherit the Wind, he 
was familiar with Darwin, and may even have 
understood the evolutionary doctrine better than his 
adversaries, or at least had a better idea of what was 

 
35 Carol Iannone The Truth About Inherit the Wind. First Things 70 Feb. 1997. 28-33.  
 
36 See http://www.themonkeytrial.com/ for a blow-by-blow comparison of video clips from the film compared to actual trial 
transcripts. This is an excellent review of the evidence and shows that Inherit the Wind is clearly propaganda. 
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really at stake. He was not a wooden literalist and 
did not believe in a strict 7-day creation though he 
insisted on miracles and the primacy of divine 
power. He was a member of the American Academy 
for the Advancement of Science. 

Brady is denied a closing statement because the 
judge closes the trial early out of embarrassment. 
Blubbering at the end Brady grasps for the 
microphone which is taken from him and he 
collapses and dies. 

Bryan is denied a closing statement because Darrow 
accepted a guilty verdict in order to move to appeal. 
This obviated the need for closing statements which 
Darrow wanted to avoid knowing Bryan’s 
legendary oratory skills. Bryan did die unexpectedly 
1 week after the close of the trial. 

At the close of the cross-examination the crowd 
begins to laugh at Brady, and, after the courtroom 
empties, he seeks comfort in the bosom of his 
mothering wife.  

In fact, the trial transcripts show that laughter was 
aimed at both Darrow and Bryan. Bryan’s wife was 
a semi-invalid of whom he was caring and 
protective. Far from being a humiliated buffoon, 
Bryan College was soon founded in his name. This 
would hardly be done if he was seen as 
characterized in Inherit the Wind. 

 
Unfortunately, very few people realize the truth about the real Scopes trial and assume that the message of 
Inherit the Wind is what really happened.  
Side Bar: The Importance of Story and Image. 
Remember that the strongest determinant to ones worldview development is relationships. But it is not the 
only influence. This example highlights the importance of story. And often a well done story will trump 
truth. When you study why people make decisions that they do and how their worldview is formed, there is 
more than just rational decision making at stake. Our emotions, perceptions, and hedonistic pleasures all 
weigh in.  
In this case, as we have seen, Inherit the Wind is propaganda. I.e. it is a well-done film that appeals to our 
emotions and perceptions but has little to do with the reality and it doesn’t matter. People often (even 
subconsciously) make their decision on the validity of evolution based on this film. They assume that this is 
what really happened at the Scopes Trial and they assume that this frames the argument for and against 
evolution fairly. Notice that they are not basing their decision on evidence but ultimately on a feeling. Even 
if they are made aware of the truth of the trial vs the movie they are often unmoved for the power of the 
movie has had its affect. As with many post-modern decisions, they are not so concerned about whether 
something is true or not, but whether it is right – i.e. whether it is “good” or conforms to their idea of good.  
How to Create a Defeater Belief 
This is how defeater beliefs are made. There are generally two ways: Propaganda and Hypocrisy. 
False Story + Authentic/Loving/Positive relationship = Propaganda (e.g. Inherit the Wind) 
True Story + Inauthentic/Abusive/Negative relationship = Hypocrisy (e.g. Christopher Hitchens sent to 
boarding school at age 8 where he was dominated by beatings, abuse and “bugery” i.e. homosexuality like 
C.S. Lewis before him. But being forced to recite scripture and sing hymns by the same so-called 
Christians who abused him is the perfect recipe for creating the author of “God is Not Great: How religion 
poisons everything.” 
False Story + Brutal Relationship = Abuse 
The impact of movies and music and now social media in shaping a person’s worldview cannot be too 
strongly stated. Do you think this is intentional? Yes! 
Humanist Manifesto I was written in 1933 signed by prominent leaders in the areas of government, mass 
media and education and they outlined that their intent was to take over these fields to influence the coming 
generations. Have they been successful? Absolutely!  
However, this cuts both ways. Story can also be a powerful tool for good.  
True Story + Positive/Authentic/Loving Relationships = Gospel Oriented Worldview.  

• Uncle Tom’s Cabin was a powerful novel that help turn the tide in favor of abolition during the 
mid-1800’s in America. Upon meeting Harriet Beecher Stowe ten years after Uncle Tom’s Cabin 
was published Abraham Lincoln said, "So you're the little woman who wrote the book that made 
this great war." 
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• William Wilberforce and the Clapham Group used various means and the technology of the day to 
produce plays, tracts, music, debates, cartoons and drawings to turn the tide against slavery and 
even awoke conscience of  

• Movies like Les Miserables  portray the human condition exquisitely. What a picture of 
redemption when the priest “buys the soul” of Jean Valjean with the silver he stole; the horrors of 
rigid legalistic moralism in the Inspector Javier. These are biblical truths that go a long way in 
setting a proper Christian worldview. 

• The music of Bach or Handel’s Messiah. 
• Jesus. Our Lord taught primarily through the story and image of the parable! 

We could think of many more examples. There was a time when Christians were the best at conveying 
truth through story and image. We must regain this again. 
A plea.  
One of the areas where we have common ground with our post-modern friends is the attractiveness of 
story, image and relationship. And we have the greatest story ever told + Truth + loving/authentic 
relationships which is an almost unstoppable force. This kind of setting brings a person to the gospel where 
it is like pushing against an open door. The gospel makes sense and is a natural extension of this process. 
Given the importance of story and image, perhaps we evangelicals should take a page out of the humanist 
playbook (or more accurately remember our own heritage). Instead of trying to save the culture with 
politics (which reflects culture more than it influences culture) maybe we would get more bang for our 
buck by sending out Christians into the film industry and the media and music industry. Schaeffer showed 
historically how the post-modern movement was first seen in the arts before trickling down to economics 
and government.  
But I agree with C.S Lewis “The world does not need more Christian literature. What it needs is more 
Christians writing good literature” or producing great film or music. I chose the older Christian examples as 
we were much better at it 150-200 years ago than we are now. Apologetics will always defend the truth by 
pointing out errors in definition, premises, and logical fallacies in argument (which became the prominent 
method in the Modern age); but we must do more to capture the imagination of people who judge truth 
more by their experience and feelings than with reason in this postmodern age. We must use story and 
image in a positive loving relationship with them to show them the truth of the gospel. If we do this it will 
be nearly unstoppable. 

 
Impact of Evolution 
In 1894 two young men who were enrolled in the leading Russian Orthodox Seminary in Tiflis, Russia had 
this conversation: 
 
‘I began to speak of God, Joseph heard me out, and after a moment's silence, said:  
You know, they are fooling us, there is no God. . . .'  
‘I was astonished at these words, I had never heard anything like it before.’ 
‘How can you say such things, Soso?’ I exclaimed.  
‘I'll lend you a book to read; it will show you that the world and all living things are quite different from 
what you imagine, and all this talk about God is sheer nonsense,’ Joseph said.  
‘What book is that?’ I enquired.  
‘Darwin. You must read it,’ Joseph impressed on me” 37 
“Joseph” was Joseph Stalin. The impact that Darwin had on a young Stalin cannot be underestimated and 
its effects ultimately terrible leading to the deaths of over 60 million of his own people. Time does not 
permit us to show the impact that Darwin had on the early eugenics movement and it’s spawning of 
Margaret Sanger’s racially motivated Planned Parenthood designed in part to eliminate the African 
American population. Likewise, Darwin’s impact on Nietzsche and Hitler’s reverence of both had major 
contributions to the Nazi genocide of the Jews and others that Hitler deemed “life not worthy of life”.  
NOTE: I am not saying that those who believe in evolution are racist, or that Charles Darwin would not 
have been horrified at this association of his work with tyrants. After all, unscrupulous men have used 
Christianity for their own evil ends. So this does not prove that evolution is false, but only that it is 

 
37 E. Yaroslavsky, Landmarks in the Life of Stalin (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing house, 1940), pp. 8-12. 
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important and influential. Ideas have consequences and because of the enormous impact that evolution has 
had on many people over the past 150 years to turn them from the faith, it is important to address here. 
I have spoken to many people over the years that site Darwinian evolution as a key component in their 
rejection of the Christian faith. Ironically, most of these people are not scientists nor do many of them even 
have a science background and yet they are putting their faith in “evolution” without a clear understanding 
of what it is, what it isn’t, and the problems associated with it.  
Darwin’s Background 
You are probably aware of Darwin’s story. Darwin was a remarkable man and a master at observation and 
one must acknowledge his genius at developing the theory of natural selection. Darwin travelled the world 
on the HMS Beagle leaving England in 1831. Upon his return he had made observations of plant and 
animal life the world over and spent the rest of his life putting together his observations culminating in the 
publication of "On the Origin of Species by means of Natural Selection" in 1859.  
The basic idea is this: Darwin noticed that species adapt to their environment and he speculated that over 
time (long periods of time) these adaptations would eventually lead to a variety that was so different from 
the original that a new species would develop.38 These adaptations were small, gradual, random and (what 
was later described to be) unguided genetic variations that would result in different chances of survival – 
helping some, and harming others. As the creatures competed for survival, this process of “natural 
selection” or “survival of the fittest” would lead to gradually changing the shape, behavior, chemistry, 
color, etc. of the surviving species so that they would eventually become an independent species from the 
original.  
Support for Evolution.  
Darwin sited 4 areas of supporting evidence for evolution including biogeography, paleontology, 
embryology, and morphology: 

1. Biogeography. The study of living species and their similarities to other species in the same or 
similar environment. To Darwin these similarities were due to a common ancestor. E.g. Two 
flightless birds in S. America the Lesser (Darwin’s) Rhea and the Greater Rhea. 
COUNTERPOINT: Of course, it could also be that they look similar because they live in a similar 
environment and have had to adapt to the same pressures and/or they were designed that way on 
purpose by an Intelligent Designer who made them. 
 

2. Paleontology. The fossil record. In a similar way, Darwin thought the fossil record would show 
the clustering of species over time as layed down in morphological strata. He formulated the “Tree 
of Life” that shows the idealized development of all life forms branching from one another over 
time arising from more simple life forms before them.  
 
COUNTERPOINT: Ironically, the fossil record was the biggest problem for Darwin as it did not, 
in fact, show his presumed “missing links” or intermediary forms branching from one another; but 
Darwin was hopeful that over time these forms would be found.  
 

 
 
This was the only diagram in The Origin of Species.  

 
38 For animals to be a different species generally means that cannot reproduce with each other. 



 50 

 
In point of fact, the fossil record is still a problem for Darwin. Rather than seeing the gradual 
development of species with multiple intermediary forms, we have the “Cambrian explosion” with 
nearly all species appearing nearly at once with no intermediary forms in a very short period of 
time geologically speaking. The “tree of Life” does not actually exist. 
 

3. Embryology. “Embryology recapitulates phylogeny” was the mantra when I took embryology as 
a medical student. I.e. that early embryologic forms echo earlier stages of a species supposed 
evolutionary development. E.g. early embryonic land mammals have “gill slits” as embryos 
indicating that they originated as aquatic animals before adapting to land; or they had tails 
indicating that they were in the monkey stage, etc. This was promoted by Ernst Haeckel in the 
1860’s and made famous by his drawings of various different embryos from different species and 
noting their similarity.  
 
COUNTERPOINT: The problem with Haeckel’s embryos is that they were fraudulent. Haeckel 
took the same embryo and made slight variations in his drawings to show their apparent 
similarities and how each went through the “fish stage” or had tails like the monkey, etc. Here is a 
comparison of Haeckel’s drawings of various embryos (fish, salamander, turtle, chicken, rabbit, 
human) in the same stage of development on top (which all look very similar) with photographs of 
actual embryos of the same species at the same level of development on the bottom: 
 

 
 
You don’t have to be an embryologist to see the differences! Incredibly, this falsification has been 
known for many years even shortly after Haeckel published them but it was kept up for 
generations of medical students and others to view (even for myself) because it was felt to 
“convey they right idea.” Jonathan Wells has documented other cases of such falsification or 
exaggeration of so-called evolutionary examples because they were felt to convey the “truth” of 
evolution even though it was not actually observed.39 
 

4. Morphology. Considered the “very soul” of his theory, morphology or comparative anatomy 
studies the similarities of shape and size of different species compared to one another. E.g. the 
bones of the human hand can be found in a similar though different way in apes, a bat’s wing, and 
even in a whale’s flipper. Darwin speculated that the more similar the structures, the closer they 
were to a common ancestor. Today, this has included DNA analysis with the idea that the closer 
two species DNA, the closer they are in the evolutionary chain.  
 
COUNTERPOINT: One of the most frequently sited classical examples of this is “Darwin’s 
Finches” found on the Galapagos Islands. Multiple textbooks (even today) site Darwin’s discovery 
of these finches with variable beak sizes and shapes based on their feeding habits and that this 

 
39 Wells, Jonathan. Icons of Evolution: Science or Myth? Why Much of What We Teach About Evolution Is Wrong Paperback– 
January, 2002. 
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observation led him to the conclusion that they were separate species but must have had a 
common ancestor.  
 
In fact, Frank J. Sulloway of Harvard University showed that Darwin was hardly influenced by 
finches and scarcely observed their feeding habits. He did not correlate their diets and beaks; in 
fact, Darwin collected too few specimens to determine whether any finch species was unique to 
each island. He did not even keep track of where he picked up every specimen. Really, no finch 
species was unique to any one island.40 The whole idea of “Darwin’s finches” being a prime 
example of Darwinian evolution is in fact a myth. The Galápagos finches did not inspire Darwin 
with the idea of evolution, and oscillating natural selection on their beaks produces no observable 
net change; i.e. they are not separate species but just different varieties of finch. 
 
The problem for Darwinists is that morphologic and genetic similarity may also be that way 
simply because it was designed that way. Or, as in the case of Darwin’s finches, we are just 
observing variations within a species and not a new species at all. 
 
Also, there are some fantastic exceptions. E.g. researchers sequencing the DNA of the Octopus 
noted that it was “alien” to those creatures they considered closely related such as sea mollusks 
and snails.41 Rather, its DNA was more closely related to higher vertebrate mammals with the 
octopus having a highly developed brain and a “camera like” eye complete with retina and lens. 
Evolutionists call this a remarkable example of “convergent evolution” where the same traits 
independently developed in animals that are not related. How, one might ask, has the environment 
of the octopus coupled with unguided natural selection lead to the striking similarities that this sea 
creature with more advanced land vertebrates? The only answer the evolutionist has is that it 
obviously happened and since evolution is true it must have caused it. If that sounds like circular 
reasoning, it’s because it is. Evolutionists often accuse us of using the “god of the gaps” to 
attribute to God the unexplainable, but here is an example of “evolution of the gaps.” Another 
explanation, of course, is that an Intelligent Designer made it that way and like all good engineers, 
He reused some of His best ideas. 

Other Problems with Evolution. The so called evidences to support evolution all have alternative 
explanations. And there are some examples (e.g. the Octopus above) that defy simple Darwinian 
mechanisms. There are other problems with evolution and I’ll mention a few: 

1. Irreducible Complexity. Darwin stated that, “If it could be demonstrated that any complex 
organ existed, which could not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight 
modifications, my theory would absolutely break down.” Michael Behe has, I believe, done just 
that. He was the first to write about “irreducible complexity” and has shown that, for example, the 
bacterial flagellum, which in structure and function acts like a highly complex outboard motor, 
could not have developed by “slight modifications” because every part had to have come together 
at the same precise moment or it would not work and in fact would have been deleterious to any 
mutant bacteria. The same argument has been held for the human eye.42 For many organs and 
structures, all the component parts must come together at once or it simply would not work; 
“numerous, successive, slight modifications” could not explain its development. 
2. DNA and Informatics. The cell has been shown to be far more complex than anyone realized 
in Darwin’s time and simply could not have arisen by purely chemical processes.43 Every cell in 
your body contains the blueprint to form a complete “you” in all your unique characteristics. This 

 
40 Alberto A. Martinez, Science Secrets: The Truth about Darwin's Finches, Einstein's Wife, and Other Myths, pp. 95-96 (University 
of Pittsburgh Press, 2011. 
41 The Octopus Genome: Not "Alien" but Still a Big Problem for Darwinism. In Evolution News.org Noted on 9/30/15 at: 
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2015/08/the_octopus_gen098681.html  
42 See The Evolution of the Human Eye. Pittman, Sean at http://www.detectingdesign.com/humaneye.html#discussion  
43 See Unlocking the Mystery of Life for the story of Dean Kenyon’s “Chemical Predestination” as the rise and fall of this theory and 
Kenyon’s own admission of its shortcomings and how he has now abandoned evolution as a source of life theory. 
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blueprint is DNA. Bill Gates has said that DNA is like computer code except it is far more 
complex than any code ever written. DNA is information (complex specificity) and whenever you 
see information (whether it is writing, musical notes, mathematical equations, etc.) it always 
originates from an intelligent source. Given the complexity of the information obtained in the 
DNA molecule it is inconceivable that is arose spontaneously. 
 
3. Mutation Rates. One of the reasons many scientists acknowledge the insufficiency of 
Darwinism is because they know the mutation rate, the generation times, the strength of selection 
versus genetic drift, the population sizes, and the time available don't match up. With genetic drift, 
a mutation does not have to arise just once but many times before it “sticks” within a population. 
Geneticists have calculated the number of generations and the mutation rates required to account 
for differences between species that supposedly had a common ancestor and they find that the 
length of time is insufficient.  
4. Altruism and Survival of the Fittest. In Darwin’s theory of the survival of the fittest, those 
individuals best adapted to their environments are most likely to live another day and are therefore 
more likely to reproduce and pass on their genes. Consequently, the fittest individuals have more 
offspring. Simply put, the theory of the survival of the fittest favors the strong, the tough and the 
healthy! But if you look at nature more carefully, you will find that it does not always act that 
way. Sometimes certain animals will behave in surprisingly altruistic fashion even to their own 
demise (as an extreme example think of the soldier who falls on to a grenade to protect his fellow 
soldiers). What is the evolutionary advantage of such a behavior?  
Nor can scientific materialism account for many other aspects of the human mind such as 
consciousness, free will, and self-awareness. “Scientific materialism exalts human reason but 
cannot account for human reason.”44 This and other complex behaviors have not been adequately 
explained by Darwinian evolution. 

Approach to Evolution 
Whenever someone makes an assertion that evolution has “disproved” the Bible I ask, “What do you mean 
by ‘evolution’”? There are usually 3 options: 
1) Microevolution? This is the observation that species have varieties and adapt to their environment. No 
problem. There is no controversy in the observed fact that bacteria become resistant to antibiotics, or that 
finch beak size varies based on food sources and climate; or that rabbits that live in cold environments have 
smaller ears to prevent heat loss than rabbits living in warm climates, etc.  
2) Origin of species through unguided natural selection?  [Controversial. See above] Darwin’s idea was the 
notion that new species were formed from the unguided forces of natural selection. This is far from proved. 
Despite all the verbiage on evolution being much more than a “theory” and should be accepted as an 
undeniable fact, the dirty little secret is that no one has ever actually proven that a new species has formed 
from the unguided processes of natural selection. None. For reasons discussed above, the theory of 
speciation through natural selection is speculative and there is a growing body of evidence that unguided 
evolutionary forces cannot explain everything. 
3) Origin of life? Do they mean that science has proven that life originated by impersonal forces + time + 
chance? Hardly. Just the opposite. Let’s look at this in more detail: 
• Biochemical Predestination Discredited. Darwin himself spoke very little about the origin of life and a 

person who equates “evolution” with this probably doesn’t understand evolutionary theory very well. 
Darwin consistently stated that it was useless to speculate on the origin of life. But he did write in a 
letter to Joseph Dalton Hooker on February 1st, 1871 that:  
 
“It is often said that all the conditions for the first production of a living being are now present, which 
could ever have been present. But if (and oh what a big if) we could conceive in some warm little pond 
with all sort of ammonia and phosphoric salts,—light, heat, electricity present, that a protein 
compound was chemically formed, ready to undergo still more complex changes, at the present such 
matter would be instantly devoured, or absorbed, which would not have been the case before living 
creatures were formed.” 

 
44 Barr, Stephen M. Retelling the Story of Science. First Things 2003. This article also alludes to Godel’s Theorem 
especially as developed by Oxford philosopher John Lucas and more recently by mathematical physicist Sir Roger 
Penrose who have shown that Godel’s theorem provides an often attacked but never refuted proof that the human mind 
is more than just a mere computer. 
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The early notions that nonliving inorganic molecules somehow developed into organic molecules, then 
proteins, then DNA which in turn formed the blueprint for simple life forms – so-called “biochemical 
predestination” has now been virtually abandoned. Dean Kenyon, the author of Biochemical 
Predestination which postulated Darwin’s theory of the origin of life in a “warm little pond” has now 
repudiated his own work and doubts that physical forces alone can account for the origin of life.45  
 

• Cosmology. Gen.1:1 states that “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” The Bible’s 
stance has always been that the universe was created by God. For centuries, from the Greeks on down, 
the Biblical account of creation ex nihilo – out of nothing – was derided as the universe was felt to be 
eternal and never had a beginning. Today, Big Bang cosmology states that at a point called the 
singularity all matter, space, energy, and time itself came into being in an instant. There was nothing 
and then suddenly everything.  Science is telling us that you must postulate an immaterial cause for the 
material universe. What could that be except a Divine Mind? That sounds a lot like, “God said, ‘let 
there be light. And there was light.’” photons upon photons of light!  
 
The celebrated, self-identified agnostic, and late NASA astrophysicist, Robert Jastrow in a 1982 
interview with Christianity Today said, “Astronomers…have proven, by their own methods, that the 
world began abruptly in an act of creation to which you can trace the seeds of every star, every planet, 
every living thing in this cosmos and on the earth. And they have found that all this happened as a 
product of forces they cannot hope to discover. That there are what I or anyone would call 
supernatural forces at work is now, I think, a scientifically proven fact.” 
 
Jastrow goes on to state, “Now we see how the astronomical evidence supports the biblical view of the 
origin of the world. The details differ, but the essential elements in the astronomical and biblical 
accounts of Genesis are the same: the chain of events leading to man commenced suddenly and 
sharply at a definite moment in time, in a flash of light and energy.” He writes in his book, The 
Enchanted Loom: “For the scientist who has lived by his faith in the power of reason, the story ends 
like a bad dream. He has scaled the mountain of ignorance; he is about to conquer the highest peak; 
as he pulls himself over the final rock, he is greeted by a band of theologians who have been sitting 
there for centuries.”46 
 
Darwin himself stated in a letter: "The impossibility of conceiving that this grand and wondrous 
universe, with our conscious selves, arose through chance, seems to me the chief argument for the 
existence of God" (1873). 
 

• Fine Tuning of the Universe. There are five fundamental constants according to astrophysics: 
1. The Gravitational Constant:  (6.67408 × 10-11 m3 kg-1 s-2)    
2. The Electromagnetic Constant: (4π × 10−7 N·A−2 = 1.256 637 061... × 10−6 N·A−2) 
3. The Strong Nuclear Force 
4. The Weak Nuclear Force 
5. Cosmological Constant 

If any of these forces were different by more than a fraction of a decimal place the universe would not 
exist. The fact that they are the exact number that they are is completely arbitrary and yet they are precisely 
what are required for the universe to exist and to support life. The probability that these numbers would be 
precisely what they are is far beyond chance. For example: 

 
45 See an interesting series of short interviews of Dean Kenyon, the author of Chemical Predestination who now repudiates his own 
early writing and is now an Intelligent Design advocate: http://www.veritas-ucsb.org/video/BIOLOGY/KENYON/Kenyon.html  
46 —Robert Jastrow, The Enchanted Loom: Mind in the Universe, (1981) 
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• If the strong nuclear force was different by 1% this would have a huge impact on the production of O2 
and carbon in stars. Since carbon and oxygen are critical for life to exist this would make life 
impossible. 

• Even Nobel winning atheist physicist Steven Weinberg has expressed amazement that the 
cosmological constant of the universe – the energy density of empty space – is as incredibly precise as 
it is. Referring to the incredible precision of the cosmological constant, Robin Collins a physicist who 
went on to get training in  
philosophy and who has written extensively about the fine tuning of the universe has stated that, “the 
stunningly precise cosmological constant is widely regarded as the single greatest problem facing 
physics and cosmology today.”47 This degree of fine tuning is so precise it is hard to conceptualize but 
Collins asserts that “The fine tuning [of the cosmological constant] has conservatively been estimated 
to be at least one part in a hundred million billion billion billion billion billion. That would be 10 
followed by 53 zeros… It would be like being far out in outer space and trying to hit a bulls eye on 
earth that is only one trillionth of a trillionth of an inch in diameter. That’s less than the size of one 
solitary atom.” He goes on to state that, “In my opinion, if the cosmological constant were the only 
example of fine tuning, and there were no natural explanation for it, then this would be sufficient itself 
to strongly establish design [by an Intelligent Designer]” 

Astrophysicist Hugh Ross has listed 35 characteristics of the universe and 122 of the solar system that must 
be “just right” for life to exist. The probability of all 122 parameters to exist without invoking a Divine 
Designer is 10-160. The maximum number of planets in the universe is ~1022. Therefore, the probability that 
any planet would occur in the universe (like ours) to support life would be much less than 1 chance in 10138 
i.e. 1 chance in a thousand trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion 
trillion. He goes on to state, “What we see is the opposite of the old ‘God of the Gaps’ notion. As 
knowledge and understanding of the natural realm has advanced, the need to invoke a supernatural 
explanation has only increased.”48 
• Anthropic Principle.  

• The unique properties of carbon as the building block of life;  
• water’s properties of heat capacity, solvency and viscosity are uniquely suited to support 

life;  
• the properties of our atmosphere to allow only a narrow band of EM radiation to reach 

the earth (which drives photosynthesis) while filtering out toxic radiation;  
• the fact that O2 is divalent and in just the right concentration to support life and not be 

toxic; 
• supernova explode at just the right rate to get carbon and other life supporting elements 

out into the universe rather than destroying the universe.  

Couple this with evidence that our world seems tailor made not only for life but for discovery: 
• The earth is situated in just the right spot in the galaxy, has a clear atmosphere, whose sun and 

moon are just the right sizes to produce not only life stabilizing forces on the earth but to allow for 
the total eclipse which has provided scientists with invaluable information to allow them to 
explore the cosmos and for discovery of all kinds of cosmological phenomena and it seems 
inescapable that our planet and its place in the cosmos was designed not only for life but for 
discovery.49 The list goes on and on.  

• “Even more mysterious than the fact that our location is so congenial to diverse measurement 
and discovery is that these same conditions appear to correlate with habitability. This is strange, 

 
47 Sited in: Strobel, Lee.  The Case for a Creator  p. 132. Zondervan 2004. 
48 Hugh Ross in Why I am a Christian. Leading thinkers explain why they believe. p. 141. Geisler and Hoffman editors. Baker. 2001. 
Pages 138-141 is a table that specifically lists the parameters known to be fine tuned. 
49 Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay Richards The Privileged Planet Regnery Publishing, Inc. (March 2004).  
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because there's no obvious reason to assume that the very same rare properties that allow for 
our existence would also provide the best overall setting to make discoveries about the world 
around us. We don't think this is merely coincidental. It cries out for another explanation, an 
explanation that suggests there's more to the cosmos than we have been willing to entertain or 
even imagine.” – Guillermo Gonzalez Former ISU Astrophysicist 

One expert said there are more than 30 separate physical or cosmological parameters that require precise 
calibration in order to produce a life sustaining universe.50  
“A common sense interpretation of the facts is that a Super Intellect has monkeyed with the physics as 
well as the chemistry and biology in order to support life”. – Fred Hoyle Cambridge atheist 
astrophysicist. 
The Christian can turn the tables on the atheist and ask why they believe the universe is self-existent. If the 
atheist is going to mock your belief in God as being the “first cause” then what is theirs? How do they 
explain reality? Here’s what they are left with: 
 
• Alternative Explanations 

1. Stephen Hawking is one of the most famous living scientists in the world. He recently retired from the 
Lucasian Professorship at Cambridge (the same chair once held by Sir Isaac Newton) and is a brilliant 
theoretical physicist and mathematician. He has bravely battled motor neuron disease for over 40 years and 
in addition to exploring the mysteries of black holes he has been on the search for the Holy Grail of 
theoretical physics: “TOE” or the “Theory of Everything” which would unify the four fundamental forces 
of nature (the strong and weak nuclear forces, electromagnetism, and gravity). Hawking stated that if we 
could do this we would “know the mind of God.” This is a comprehensive explanation of why there is 
something rather than nothing; in other words, the explanation for why the universe exists. Being a strict 
Naturalist, Hawking approaches this ruling out a priori the existence of God and even the existence of 
philosophy. His two books supposedly written for a popular audience are A Brief History of Time and The 
Grand Design. They have been noted as being the most widely published books that no one has ever read 
(since though made for a popular audience the math involved is still “over most people’s heads” including 
mine).  
 
With science telling us that the universe came into existence from nothing, naturalists like Hawking have 
applied their brilliant minds to come up with theories for how the material world came into being without a 
material cause (including God).  
Hawking basically states that gravity is the reason for the Big Bang and the creation of everything. 
However, gravity is “something” and when asked where gravity came from he states “M-theory.” M-theory 
is what String Theory has morphed into. I don’t know anyone who really understands it; in fact, no one 
even knows what the “M” stands for (myth?). But as John Lennox has pointed out, since Hawking has 
dismissed philosophy he makes a category mistake in stating that a theory created something i.e. gravity. 
Theories, no matter how complex and beautiful their mathematics, cannot create anything. They describe 
what is; they do not create it.51 
 
If Hawking would not dismiss philosophy, he may have been reminded of Wittgenstein’s statement that the 
deception of modernism is the idea that the laws of nature explain the world when, in fact, all they do is 
describe structural regularities. In fact, these laws rather than causing the creation of the universe point to a 
Creator: 

Nobel Prize winner in Physics Richard Feynman stated, “The fact that there are rules at all to be 
checked is a kind of miracle; that it is possible to find a rule, like the inverse square law of gravity, 
is some sort of miracle.”52 
Einstein was constantly amazed at this fact, “Everyone who is seriously engaged in the pursuit of 
science becomes convinced that the laws of nature manifest the existence of a spirit vastly superior 
to that of men, and one in the face of which we with our modest powers must feel humble.”53 

 
50 Meyer, Stephen et.al., Science and the Evidence for Design in the Universe. P 60. Ignatius Press. 2000 
51 Lennox, John. God and Stephen Hawking. Lion Press 2011. 
52 Ibid., p 43. Lion Press 2011. 
53 Ibid., p 44. Lion Press 2011. 
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2. Francis Crick and Panspermia. When I was a resident in medicine at Strong Memorial Hospital I had the 
opportunity to hear Nobel Prize winner Francis Crick – the discoverer of the double helix of DNA. It 
became quickly apparent to me that Crick was not only brilliant but also a complete nut… In order to 
explain the origin of life, you see, he had to postulate a notion that he called “panspermia” which is the idea 
that aliens literally seeded comets with DNA to scatter this life giving force into the universe. Really? So, 
where did the DNA come from? How did the “aliens” originate? Crick does not seem bothered by these 
questions. This example shows how, despite the genius of some scientists, they have become so desperate 
to cling to a naturalistic explanation of life’s origin that they must resort to complete fairy tales. 
3. Multiverse Theory. If not Crick’s “panspermia” what other options do the poor naturalists have? 
Recognizing the incredible impossibility of the Fine Tuning of the universe to come about by chance, 
Hawking and others have retreated to the “Multiverse” concept i.e. that there are an infinite number of 
universes out there and we (luckily) live in just the right one that allows the existence of life. 
First, this only makes the problem worse for the poor naturalist; for the possibility of an infinite number of 
universes does not rule out a Creator God who could just as easily have created an infinite variety of 
possible worlds; but now the Naturalist must still come up with an immaterial cause for an infinite number 
of material universes! This just compounds the creation from nothing problem. 
Secondly, if Hawking had not ruled out philosophy, he might also realize that philosophers like Alvin 
Plantinga of Notre Dame University have noted that the multiverse actually resonates for the existence of 
God not against Him; for if there are an infinite number of universes, then there is a universe where God 
exists. And since God is omnipotent and omnipresent in one universe He must exist in all possible 
universes. Hence there is only one universe, of which He is the Creator.54  
Finally, the multiverse concept is not really science at all but science fiction; it is in fact, not physics but 
metaphysics. Hawking is actually using the philosophy he prematurely pronounced dead.  

Sir Roger Penrose Hawking’s former collaborator said of his use of the multiverse concept, “It’s 
overused and this is the place where it is overused. It’s an excuse for not having a good theory.”55  
John Polkinghorne, another theoretical physicist rejected the multiverse with: “Let us recognize 
these speculations for what they are. They are not physics, but in the strictest sense, metaphysics. 
There is no purely scientific reason to believe in an ensemble of universes. By construction these 
other worlds are unknowable by us. A possible explanation of equal intellectual respectability – 
and to my mind greater economy and elegance – would be that this one world is the way it is, 
because it is the creation of the will of a Creator who purposes that it should be so.”56 

 
Keep in mind that you would have to create trillions upon trillions upon trillions of universes to come even 
close to getting the cosmological constant right since it is precise to within an absurd degree, and that is 
only one of the constants. Dr. Emil Borel invented the Law of Probability stated that any random event 
with odds of occurring greater than 1 in 1050 power could never happen in history no matter how long and 
how many times were allotted for the event to occur. Therefore, even with the Multiverse Theory one 
cannot escape the nearly impossible odds of the creation of just one universe like ours that is “just right” for 
life. Even if there were an infinite number of “multiverses” you would still have to explain their creation 
from nothing. 
 
3. Infinitely Oscillating Universe. Popularized by Robert Dicke, this makes the universe infinite as it 
oscillates between expansion and contraction. Most cosmologists think this is a pretty dead theory after 
Alan Guth’s article in Nature entitled The Impossibility of a Bouncing Universe. Also, Saul Perlmutter and 
Brian Schmidt discovered that the expansion of the universe is actually speeding up (for which they shared 
the Nobel Prize in Physics in 1998) and is not contracting or even slowing down.57  
This self-reproducing inflationary universe theory, like the Multiverse Theory, is completely speculative 
and untestable and came into being only because the most obvious answer was that God created the 
universe. 
 
This is not physics, its metaphysics. Which takes more faith to believe: To believe in an infinite number of 
possibly expanding and contracting universes that can never be examined or tested; or aliens sprinkling 
DNA on comets; or to believe in a single Creator – God? The point here is that we all have faith – the 

 
54 Lennox, John. God and Stephen Hawking p 93. Lion Press 2011. 
55 Ibid., p 50. Lion Press 2011. 
56 Ibid., p 50. Lion Press 2011. 
57 Schaefer, Henry. Science and Christianity: Conflict or Coherence? p. 66-67. 
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atheist as well as the Christian. In fact, I would argue that it takes more faith to believe in no God than to 
believe in God. 
 
Not all scientists ascribe to evolution. Sometimes after sharing this kind of information on the problems 
with Darwinian evolution, people will frequently site that the majority of scientists believe in evolution 
and/or are atheists. The ever quotable Richard Dawkins goes so far as to say, “It is absolutely safe to say 
that if you meet somebody who claims not to believe in evolution that person is ignorant, stupid, or 
insane.”  
 
However, there is a growing number of “insane” scientists who do not agree with Darwinian evolution and 
believe that there are problems with this theory. Over 500 scientists from prestigious universities around 
the world have signed a petition stating: “We are skeptical of claims for the ability of random mutation and 
natural selection to account for the complexity of life. Careful examination of the evidence for Darwinian 
theory should be encouraged.”58 See www.dissentfromdarwin.org.  
 
Surveys of scientists have shown that their belief systems mirror that of the general public fairly closely. 
Even the most prominent atheist of the last 100 years, Antony Flew, author of the widely published book 
God and Philosophy (the leading text on atheistic philosophy) became a theist (at least) before he died in 
large part due to the evidence of Intelligent Design (especially in relation to DNA and informatics as 
discussed above).59 Of course, most of these scientists who publically acknowledge this are tenured since to 
question evolution at all is often the deathnell for a scientist’s career.60 The reason for that is the scientific 
community’s commitment to anti-supernaturalism even if the evidence leads to the conclusion of the 
existence of a Creator. 
 
British journalist Malcolm Muggeridge was quoted as saying, “I myself am convinced that the theory of 
evolution, especially to the extent to which it has been applied, will be one of the greatest jokes in the 
history books of the future. Posterity will marvel that so very flimsy and dubious an hypothesis could be 
accepted with the incredible credulity it has.” 
 
POINT #6 Evolution may or may not be at variance with the Bible and the Christian faith depending 
on how it is defined. In its most benign form of simple microevolution with the notion that species 
adapt to their environment over time – no problem. In its broadest form encompassing the creation 
of the world and origin of life it is baseless. The problems with evolution have only increased as 
science has advanced. In fact, the scientific evidence is overwhelmingly strong for an immaterial 
cause for the material universe. 
 
AT WAR WITH ANTI-SUPERNATURALISM 
The “war” is not between science and the Bible or science and faith. The “war” is between faith in God and 
faith in no God. Those who argue that “science has disproved the Bible” are usually captive to an anti-
supernaturalistic worldview. They have decided a priori that there is no such thing as the supernatural. This 
worldview is called Naturalism61 – the idea that nothing exists but what we can see or sense with our 
senses. Therefore, the resurrection and miracles of all kinds are impossible and God cannot exist. But isn’t 
this just as much of a faith statement as saying that God does exist? This is a philosophical statement, not a 
scientific one.  
 

Professor Richard Lewontin, a geneticist and self-proclaimed Marxist, wrote this very revealing comment: 

“We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite of its 

 
58 The current list is available at http://www.dissentfromdarwin.org/  
59 Flew’s story is an interesting one that he has written himself in There is a God - How the World's Most Notorious Atheist Changed 
His Mind. Flew wrote God and Philosophy which has been the flagship textbook for atheistic philosophy for over a generation. One of 
the major influences on his dramatic change of mind is the evidence for intelligent design. 
60 E.g. See Guillarmo Gonzalez from I.S.U. who was denied tenure for his books on I.D. His story and discussion is found at 
http://www.discovery.org/a/2939 For a good documentary on academic bigotry see Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed video hosted by 
actor Ben Stein. This documentary does a good job showing examples of academic black listing and suppression of academic freedom 
toward any who dare question evolution. 
61 Or secular humanism/scientific empiricism. 
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failure to fulfill many of its extravagant promises of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the 
scientific community for unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we have a prior commitment, a 
commitment to materialism. It is not that the methods and institutions of science somehow compel 
us to accept a material explanation of the phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are 
forced by our a priori adherence to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a 
set of concepts that produce material explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive, no matter 
how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that materialism is an absolute, for we cannot allow 
a Divine Foot in the door.”62 

And Lewontin is not alone. Consider an observation from Dr. Huston Smith, author, professor and one of 
the world’s leading scholars of religions. Dr. Smith writes that Darwinists hold their position...  

“more by atheistic philosophic assumptions than by scientific evidence” (Total Truth, pg. 153).  
 
In The Blind Watchmaker, Richard Dawkins writes: 

“Even if there were no actual evidence in favor of the Darwinian theory ... we would still be justified 
in preferring it over all rival theories” (Total Truth, pg. 168). 

 
Likewise, S.C. Todd, a Kansas State University professor, in a letter published in the journal Nature, states:  

“Even if all the data pointed to an intelligent designer, such an hypothesis is excluded from science 
because it is not naturalistic” (Total Truth, pg. 168). 

 
Dr. D. M. S. Watson, Jodrell Professor of Zoology and Comparative Anatomy at University College, 
London, writes: 

“Evolution . . . is accepted by zoologists not because it has been observed to occur or . . . can be 
proved by logically coherent evidence to be true, but because the only alternative, special creation, 
is clearly incredible.” 

 
But why this ideological bias? Why would certain scientists strive so hard to argue for a materialist 
explanation of the world even if the evidence leads elsewhere? If reason is the standard, then why not 
follow Plato’s dictum of “following the evidence wherever it leads”? I would argue because they are driven 
by an ideological agenda (clearly stated in the above quotes) that has been called “materialist 
fundamentalism” that is every bit as founded on faith as is the most ardent religionist.  
 
And why would they cling so tenaciously to this faith? My suspicion is because the existence of God is 
very inconvenient. Most people are atheists for moral reasons. A universe free from moral restraint allows 
them license to live without moral scruples.  
 
Aldous Huxley (1894-1963), better known for Brave New World and whose grandfather was Thomas 
Henry Huxley the famous and controversial naturalist nicknamed “Darwin’s Bulldog,” wrote a stunning 
admission: 

“I had reasons not to want the world to have meaning, and as a result I assumed the world had no 
meaning, and I was readily able to find satisfactory grounds for this assumption... for me, as it 
undoubtedly was for most of my generation, the philosophy of meaninglessness was an instrument of 
liberation from a certain moral system. We were opposed to morality because it interfered with our 
sexual freedom” 63 

Huxley’s admission may sound shocking but he is hardly alone. In my own experience, I have found that 
most people who stridently adhere to materialism do so to be moral relativists and the whole issue of 
science or evolution proving the Bible wrong is just a smoke screen so that they can live with their 
girlfriend (or boyfriend). 
 
Darwinism is a religious faith meant to replace Judeo-Christian Theism. Nancy Pearcey in her book “Total 
Truth” quotes American theoretical physicist and Nobel laureate Steven Weinberg who states his objectives 
for modern science: 

“I personally feel that the teaching of modern science is corrosive to religious belief, and I’m all for 
that” (Total Truth, pg. 171). 

 
62 Lewontin, Richard Billions and billions of demons (review of The Demon-Haunted World: Science as a Candle in the Dark by Carl 
Sagan, 1997), The New York Review, p. 31, 9 January 1997. 
63 Ends and Means: An Enquiry Into the Nature of Ideals and Into the Methods Employed for Their Realization, p. 273. 
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With his intent to liberate the world from religious bondage, Michael Ruse, a philosopher of science and an 
evolutionist, states: 

“Evolution came into being as a kind of secular ideology, an explicit substitute for Christianity. ... 
Evolution is a religion. This was true of evolution in the beginning, and it is true of evolution still 
today. ... If this is not a rival to traditional Judeo-Christian teaching, I do not know what is” (Total 
Truth pg. 172). 

 
Can it be stated any more clearly that naturalistic science is a religion meant to replace Judeo-Christian 
theism? 
 
The Humanist Manifesto 1 (1933) was the first effort to put into writing the clear purpose of these 
prominent materialist fundamentalists. It was written to directly replace Judeo-Christian theism as a 
religious faith. 

“The time has come for widespread recognition of the radical changes in religious beliefs 
throughout the modern world. The time is past for mere revision of traditional attitudes. Science and 
economic change have disrupted the old beliefs. ... In order that religious humanism may be better 
understood we, the undersigned, desire to make certain affirmations which we believe the facts of 
our contemporary life demonstrate.”64 

 
Notice that they identify themselves as “religious humanists”. As such they are atheistic in theology but 
they make no bones about being bound by faith. 
 
POINT #7 The “war” is not between the Bible and science but between faith in God and faith in no 
God. 
 
WHERE DID THIS “WAR” BETWEEN SCIENCE AND THE BIBLE COME FROM? 
So if science actually arose out of a Biblical worldview where did this idea of a “war” between science and 
Christianity come from?  David Lindberg,65 Emeritus Professor of the History of Science and currently 
director of the Institute for Research in the Humanities at the University of Wisconsin specializes in the 
history of medieval and early modern science, especially the interaction between science and religion. His 
Beginnings of Western Science (University of Chicago Press, 1992) is an oft-translated standard in the field. 
He is also currently the general editor, jointly with Ronald Numbers, of the forthcoming eight-volume 
Cambridge History of Science. He argues that radical French Enlightenment philosophers (e.g. Voltaire) 
along with Hume and others initially made war on the Church especially the Catholics and this was picked 
up by late 19th century secular humanists especially White and Draper in the late 1800’s.  
 
Andrew Dixon White (1832-1918) was the former President of Cornell (the first university in the U.S. not 
formed specifically from Christian sources) and he despised the Church’s control over higher education. He 
wrote an influential book entitled History of the Conflict Between Science and Religion (1874). It was 
polemical and inaccurate. White, and other secular humanists, wanted to replace Christianity in higher 
education with their own “religion” (their words not mine) a completely secular and naturalistic religion 
without a supernatural God. This is important to remember because often the argument is made today that 
science is based on “reason” while Christianity is based on “faith”. In fact, Science and the “victory of 
reason” as Rodney Stark has documented arose out of a particularly Christian base while science itself is 
also based on “faith” – presuppositions about reality. Originally, those presuppositions included an all 
powerful Creator who made mankind in His image and who was a rational God who created order in the 
universe that could be discovered and used by mankind for good. Today, there has been a shift in those 
presuppositions to entirely naturalistic ones that exclude God. That is where the current “war” lies. So 
when Christians raise moral objections to abortion, embryonic stem cell research, various forms of genetic 
engineering, etc., then the “war between science and religion” stereotype is trotted out and they are 
denounced as reactionary, backwards, and “anti-science”. It’s a useful tool for secularists but it is a straw 
man and has no historical or rational credibility. 
 

 
64 http://americanhumanist.org/Humanism/Humanist_Manifesto_I 
65 See article in Christianity Today at http://www.christianitytoday.com/ch/2002/issue76/17.44.html 
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CONCLUSION. When people say that they do not accept the Bible and the gospel because of science it’s 
likely that they are captive to Naturalism and have an anti-supernatural bias. Science and the Bible are not 
at war because: 

1. Science is not the sole purveyor of truth; and faith is NOT belief in nonsense (that’s delusion). 
2. Both science and Christianity require reason and faith. Christianity is not based on blind faith – 

faith yes; blind faith no. The question is: who has the most reasonable faith? 
3. “Christianity is a science starter, not a science stopper.” Science formed ONLY out of a 

Christian/Biblical worldview which gave science the necessary presuppositions for its 
development. 

4. To say that science and the Bible are at war with each other would surprise the men who actually 
invented science since they were overwhelmingly Christian. 

5. Darwinian evolution may or may not conflict with Christianity depending on how it is defined:  
a. If restricted to species adaptation to the environment (e.g. bacteria becoming resistant to 

antibiotics) – no problem.  
b. If used to purport the origin of species – controversial. No species has ever been proven 

to have arisen through evolution. There are alternative explanations for speciation and 
there are problems that cannot be explained by unguided natural forces + random 
mutation (e.g. Irreducible Complexity; DNA and informatics). 

c. Evolution cannot account for the origin of life through impersonal forces + time + 
chance. Evidence from cosmology, the fine tuning of the universe, the anthropic 
principle, DNA and the inner workings of the cell, and the refutation of biochemical 
predestination strongly point to a Creator-God as described in Genesis. 

6. The so-called “war” between the Bible and science isn’t. When Christians raise moral objections 
to abortion, embryonic stem cell research, various forms of genetic engineering, etc., then the “war 
between science and religion” stereotype is trotted out along with propaganda films and media 
(e.g. Inherit the Wind) and they are denounced as reactionary, backwards, and “anti-science.” It’s 
a useful tool for secularists but it is a straw man fallacy and has no historical or rational credibility. 

7. The “war” is not between science and the Bible. The war is between faith in God and faith in no 
God.   

What I found as a young pre-med student worried that my faith could not withstand the scrutiny of science 
and that I would have to choose one or the other, is that my fears were completely unfounded. In fact, over 
the years I have found that like the original scientists, operating from a Biblical perspective actually gives 
me an advantage in the scientific realm. Time and time again the Bible has been vindicated by science itself 
– you can trust it. 
 

“In the beginning God created the heavens and earth.” – Genesis 1:1 
 

“Worthy are you, our Lord and God, to receive glory and honor and power,  
for you created all things, and by your will they existed and were created.”  

– Revelation 4:11 
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HANDOUT MASTER 
SCIENCE and THE BIBLE: Are they at war? 

Stephen C. Riggs MD** 
Medriggs@gmail.com  

 
POINT #1 Science and the Bible are not at war because faith and reason are common to both.  
 

 
* I welcome questions and requests for references and copies of the talk. Just e-mail me and I will 
send them to you. 
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POINT #2 Everyone has faith; both the believer and the non-believer. The question is “Who has the 
most reasonable faith?” 
 
POINT #3 Science and the Bible are not at war, because a Biblical worldview was necessary for the 
development of science.  
 
POINT #4 Science and the Bible are not at war because the university institutions where the early 
scientists did their work arose out of Christian monasteries and no where else. 
 
POINT #5 Science and the Bible are not at war. To say that science and the Bible are at war would 
surprise those who actually invented science who were overwhelmingly Christian. 
 
 
 
 
EVOLUTION 
Whenever someone makes an assertion that evolution has “disproved” the Bible I ask, “What do you mean 
by ‘evolution’”? There are usually 3 options: 
1) Microevolution? No problem. 
2) Origin of species through unguided natural selection?  Controversial. 
3) Origin of life? No way! 
 
 
 
POINT #6 Evolution may or may not be at variance with the Bible and the Christian faith depending 
on how it is defined.  
 
POINT #7 The “war” is not between the Bible and science but between faith in God and faith in no 
God. 
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and has been a staple for Christian apologetics for over 20 years. If you are going to get one reference book on this material, 
this is the one to get. 

5. A ready defense. J. McDowell. Thomas Nelson Publishers. 
A compilation of Josh’s works on the evidences for Christianity. Includes Evidence That Demands A Verdict and others. 

6. When critics ask. Geisler and Howe. Victor. 
As the subtitle says, “A popular handbook on Bible difficulties.” 

7. Contemporary scholarship and the historical evidence for the resurrection of Jesus Christ. W. Craig. 1997 Leadership U. See Bill 
Craig’s web site for this and many other helpful articles: http://www.leaderu.com/offices/billcraig/  
Professor Craig of the Talbot School of Theology. A well written paper that shows that in academic circles, the burden of proof 
has now been placed on those who doubt the resurrection.  

8. Harper’s concise book of Christian faith. T. Lane. Harper and Row.  
A concise overview of the Christian faith and the major players and events in history. 

9. The James Ossuary by Dr. Paul L. Maier. http://www.mtio.com/articles/bissar95.htm  
10. Supporters of James Ossuary Inscription’s Authenticity Vindicated. Biblical Archeology Review News. http://www.bib-

arch.org/news/forgery-trial-news.asp  
11. Why I am A Christian, Geisler and Hoffman eds. p191-201. Baker Books. 2001. This chapter was where I got much of the 

overview material on alternative sacred writings.  
12. Chad VanDixhoorn, Truth Unchanged, Texts Unchanging? The Text of the Bible and the Text of the Quran: A Brief History, 

unpublished article, Huron College, London, Canada: 1995. This is a summary of a fairly scholarly work on the textual criticism 
of the Quran. http://us.geocities.com/umaximov/chad.htm  

13. The ESV Study Bible. The notes section is a rich source of apologetic material, concise, and very well written. 
14. The Christian Canon by Don Closson. Available from Probe Ministries. Good review of how the New Testament was formed. 
15. Crash Goes the Da Vinci Code by Dr. Ron Rhodes. Excellent rebuttal not only to the Da Vinci Code but the Gnostic “gospels” 

as well. 
16. Why the ‘Lost Gospels’ Lost Out. Ben Witherington III. Christianity Today 5/21/04. Excellent review of the Gnostic gospels and 

why they are not valid. 
17. Why I am A Christian. Geisler and Hoffman eds. Baker Books. 2001. 
18. Archeological proof of Jesus' life abounds. Baptist Press 12/31/07. Original copy of this story can be found at 

http://www.bpnews.net/bpnews.asp?ID=27086  
19. The Case for the Real Jesus. Lee Strobel.  This is classic Strobel and is the best, most concise, and readable compilation of 

interviews with experts in the field addressing many of the modern criticisms of the faith. Strobel points us to scholars who can 
take us deeper still if necessary. I highly recommend it. 

 
OTHER HELPFUL REFERENCES 
The following is a list of references that Dr. John Piper has compiled that are excellent for answering some of the newer criticisms of 
the Bible. Dr. Piper gave a 5 part series on why the Bible is reliable and it is available at www.desiringgod.org and searching for 
“Why we believe the Bible” – I highly recommend it. 
The Canon of the New Testament 
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The Reliability of the New Testament 
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Biblical Christ 
  Evans, Craig A. Fabricating Jesus: How Modern Scholars Distort the Gospels 
  Jones, Timothy Paul. Misquoting Truth: A Guide to the Fallacies of Bart Ehrman’s “Misquoting Jesus” 
 The Ehrman Project http://ehrmanproject.com/ This is an excellent web site that answers not only Ehrman’s but many 
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  Witherington, Ben III. What Have They Done with Jesus?: Beyond Strange Theories and Bad History—Why We 

Can Trust the Bible 
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