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on the “wrong” side of the street). Moreover, I am not saying that all laws are
good or moral. I am saying that all laws legislate someone’s moral position,
which may actually be an immoral position. For example, legislating that

a woman has a moral “right” to choose an abortion is actually an immoral
position because a child is killed in the process. There is no moral right to kill
an innocent human being. The right to life is the right to all other rights.

If you are mad at me for these comments, it means that in an important sense
you agree with me. If you don't like the behaviors and ideas I am advocating
here, you are admitting that all behaviors and ideas are not equal—that some
are closer to the real objective moral truth than others. But what is the source
of that objective truth? It can’t be changeable you or me. It can only be God.
The founders called God’s law “Nature’s Law.”

With regard to Nature’s Law and politics, 've noticed this general
tendency (I admit there are exceptions): Conservatives try to adjust their
behavior to fit the facts of nature. Liberals try to adjust the facts of nature to
fit their behavior. No matter how well intended, the latter is an impossible
approach that often leads to tragic results. People suffer when we pass political
laws that ignore Nature’s Laws. We can't change the facts of nature by passing
laws. Good laws attempt to conform our desired behavior to reality; they do
not attempt to conform reality to our desired behavior.

For the nonreligious reasons to be for natural marriage and against same-
sex marriage, see my book Correct, Not Politically Correct: How Same-Sex
Marriage Hurts Everyone or the DVD “The 4 P’s and 4 Q’s” available at
www.impactapologetics.com. By the way, the claim that you ought not blame
someone for inclinations they may have been born with is itself a moral
position. If atheism is true, who said? And why are some behaviors justified
because of possible genetic influences but not others? Why is homosexual
behavior justified but not pedophile behavior? If you say it is because
children are involved in the latter, you are again making a moral claim and
are admitting that people can and should control themselves even if their
inclinations are genetically influenced. So the “born that way” claim does
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not give someone the right to do anything. The real issue is whether the
desired behavior is moral or not. For the answer to that you need God, not
a geneticist.

My friend Richard Howe makes this great point: I¢s telling that no one
ever argued that so-and-so did not deserve the Nobel Prize because he couldn’t
help doing his good deed due to his behavior being determined by genetic
factors. But we sometimes excuse the wrongdoer by the same argument.
Friedrich Nietzsche, The AntiChrist 47, in The Portable Nietzsche, trans. W. A.
Kaufmann (New York: Viking, 1952), 627.

Thomas Nagel, The Last Word (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 130.
I know Douglas Wilson first used a similar line in his debate with Hitchens.
But 'm not sure if T heard it first from Wilson or someone else. In any

event, I think it sums up the attitude of Christopher and many other atheists
well. You can see both of my debates with Christopher on our website:
www.CrossExamined.org.

“Is God Necessary for Morality?” Reasonable Faith, http:/[www.reasonablefaith
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by Dr. Anthony is also quoted here: “Moral Argument,” Reasonable Faith,
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CHAPTER 5: DOES EVIL DISPROVE ATHEISM:?

I

)

. Since evil is a privation in Good, the ultimate Being, God, cannot be evil.
And there cannot be two coequal opposing forces of Good and evil. As C. S.
Lewis explains in chapter 2 of Mere Christianity: “To be bad, [the devil] must
exist and have intelligence and will. But existence, intelligence and will are in
themselves good. Therefore he must be getting them from the Good Power:
even to be bad he must borrow or steal from his opponent. And do you now
begin to see why Christianity has always said that the devil is a fallen angel?
That is not a mere story for the children. It is a real recognition of the fact that
evil is a parasite, not an original thing. The powers which enable evil to carry
on are powers given it by goodness. All the things which enable a bad man to
be effectively bad are in themselves good things—resolution, cleverness, good
looks, existence itself. That is why Dualism, in a strict sense, will not work.”
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also glory in tribulation, knowing that tribulation produces perseverance; and
perseverance, character; and character, hope” (Romans 5:3-4, NKJV).

2 Corinthians 4:17-18, N1v.

In addition to personal examples (such as Buff’s) where good comes from evil,
there are many biblical examples. The greatest, of course, is Jesus. Salvation

is made possible to everyone through the suffering of one man. An Old
Testament example is Joseph. His brothers sold him into slavery in Egypt, but
that act of evil actually later saved his brothers and their family from famine.
As Joseph put it, “You intended to harm me, but God intended it for good to
accomplish what is now being done, the saving of many lives” (Genesis 50:20,
NIV).

For example, if God were to tell you that a particular evil was allowed in
order to change your behavior, which would then lead to more pain before
accomplishing a greater good later, you would likely behave differently to
avoid the intermediate pain. You would also deprive yourself of the growth
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I believe I first heard about the “ripple effect” from Dr. William Lane Craig.
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accessed February 6, 2014. For an amazing example of the Butterfly Effect on
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Truths, 2009).

God may bring calamity or disaster (sometimes mistranslated “evil”) as

Isaiah 45:7 states, but this is in the context of God being sovereign over all

of creation. As stated earlier with regard to the Canaanites, God is certainly
within His rights to bring judgment. As the creator of life, He has the
authority to move us into eternity and the next life at any time.

“And we know that for those who love God all things work together for good,
for those who are called according to 4is purpose” (Romans 8:28, emphasis
added). Notice that this verse does not say that all things are good, nor does it
say that we see God causing all things to work together for good. It says that we
know God is doing that. Given His infinite love and power, that’s guaranteed.
This quote is attributed to Jacques Marie Louis Monsabré.
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CHAPTER 6: SCIENCE DOESN’T SAY ANYTHING, SCIENTISTS DO

I.
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1995. The 1 in 21 billion figure was presented on May 18. See http://www
.courttv.com/trials/ojsimpson/weekly/16.html, accessed February s, 2014.
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from the clues left behind. Some scientists are working on creating life in the
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who is an atheist, has used his intelligence to create synthetic bacteria from
components of pre-existing life. Keep an eye on his research at /. Craig Venter
Institute, http://www.jcvi.org/cms/home/.

. The word science is derived from a Latin word meaning “knowledge,” and
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history, psychology, and sociology (and many other subfields). But where
science ends and nonscience begins is controversial. It’s difficult to draw
definitive lines. Sean Carroll, an atheist and physicist at Caltech, describes
the demarcation problem in his post “What is Science?” July 3, 2013,
heep://www.preposterousuniverse.com/blog/2013/07/03/what-is-science/,
accessed February 6, 2014.
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(IS, 2008); William Dembski and Sean McDowell, Understanding Intelligent
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1 Don’t Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2004).
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is the subject of chapter 5. If you're tempted to say that the Creator is evil
because there is evil in the world, recall from chapter s that evil is a privation
in Good (which is God’s nature) and cannot exist on its own. Evil was
introduced by free choice, which is necessary for love.
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CHAPTER 7: THE FOUR-POINT CASE FOR MERE CHRISTIANITY

I.

If the New Testament is historically reliable, then you get the Old Testament
thrown in on the authority of Jesus. For if Jesus really is God, as the New
Testament documents claim He is, then whatever God teaches is true. Jesus
taught that the entire Old Testament is the Word of God. See Geisler and
Turek, I Don't Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist for details.

. In our book I Don’t Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist, Dr. Norman Geisler

and I give evidence that Christianity is true through a logical twelve-point
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(Matthew 10:34—36).
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February 19, 2014. For a more robust explanation, see William Lane Craig,
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it is plain that they achieve their end, not fortuitously, but designedly. Now
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However, the God of Islam is not described as loving or essentially moral.
Allah is morally arbitrary in that whatever Allah does is good. The Judeo-
Christian God 7s Good. His nature is the standard of Good.
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involved God directing or saving individuals. They were not the public sign
miracles confirming new revelation (which is the kind skeptics are asking for).
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Finding Jesus: A Devout Muslim Encounters Christianity (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2014).

Craig Keener has put together a tour-de-force, two-volume set on the topic of
miracles titled Miracles: The Credibility of the New Testament Accounts (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011). Keener also investigates many claims of
miracles occurring today.

C. S. Lewis, Miracles (Collected Letters of C. S. Lewis) (New York:
HarperCollins, 2009), 169, Kindle edition.

Despite this, Bart Ehrman, a skeptical scholar from UNC Chapel Hill, created
a stir in 2005 when he wrote a popular book titled Misquoting Jesus apparently
challenging the consensus of scholarship that we do have an accurate copy. It
turns out that his book should have been titled Misquoting Ehrman because
Ehrman didn’t really mean what some thought he meant. In the paperback
version of Misquoting Jesus, Ehrman admitted in an interview, “The position

I argue for in Misquoting Jesus does not actually stand at odds with Professor
[Bruce] Metzger’s position that the essential Christian beliefs are not affected
by textual variants in the manuscript tradition of the New Testament”
[Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus (New York: HarperCollins, 2005), 252.]. Bruce
Metzger of Princeton University was a committed Christian and the most
prominent manuscript scholar of the last century. He and Ehrman updated
Metzger’s academic book The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoration in 2005 (the same year as Misquoting Jesus), in
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which they conclude that we do have an accurate copy of the New Testament
text. So Misquoting Jesus is much ado about nothing.

For more detail, see Geisler and Turek, 7 Don’t Have Enough Faith to Be an
Atheist. Also see ]. Warner Wallace, Cold Case Christianity (Colorado Springs,
CO: David C. Cook, 2013).

Matthew 24:2.

See John s5:2; 2 Thessalonians 2:4; Hebrews 5:1-3; 7:23,27; 8:3-5; 9:25;
10:1,3-4,11; 13:10-11; Revelation 11:1-2.

Josephus (AD 37-100), Antiquities, 20:9, and Hegesippus (AD 110-180),
Fragments from His Five Books of Commentaries on the Acts of the Church, Book
V, posted here: http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/hegesippus.html,
accessed February 27, 2014.

Archacologists found a stone inscription at Delphi, in Greece, that mentions
the Roman governor (proconsul) Gallio served in the province of Achaia in
AD s52. Paul was brought before Gallio in Acts 18:12. The date allows us to
establish where Paul was at certain times.

See chapter 10 of I Don't Have Enough Faith to be an Atheist for the list of the
eighty-four details.

Sir William Ramsay, The Bearing of Recent Discovery on the Trustworthiness

of the New Testament (South Africa: Primedia eLaunch, 2011, originally
published in 1915), Kindle edition.

Ramsay, Kindle edition.

Geisler, Baker Encyclopedia of Christian Apologetics, 431.

See I Don’t Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist, chapter 10, for a list of the
fifty-nine.

You can download Blunt’s book for free, and many other historical works in
apologetics, at www.historicalapologetics.org.

See Dr. Timothy Paul Jones, Why Trust the Bible? (Torrance, CA: Rose
Publishing, 2009), e-book, chapter 4.

Timothy McGrew, “Internal Evidence for the Truth of the Gospels and Acts,”
PowerPoint presentation, February 27, 2012. Personal correspondence.

How could they? Christianity was generally illegal in the Roman Empire until
Constantine’s Edit of Milan in AD 313. The Scriptures were in place long
before that.

Mohammad said that his sign was the Qur’an (see Surah 2:23). When
challenged to authenticate that he was a prophet from God by doing signs
from Allah, he declined saying, “The signs are only with Allah, and I am only
a clear warner” (Surah 29:50).

Of the eight known writers of the New Testament, only Luke was not Jewish.
Scholars are not sure who wrote the book of Hebrews.

In addition to influencing a change in behavior, impact events often affect our
memories. Where were you and what were doing when you first heard about
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the 9/11 attacks? Why can you remember what you were doing on 9/11/2001
but not what you were doing on the 11 of last month? If Jesus really rose
from the dead, that would qualify as an impact event that would not only have
influenced the disciples’ behavior, but also their memories for their entire lives.
See Geisler and Turek, / Don’t Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist, chapter 13,
for commentary on these prophecies.

For an excellent discussion of this with clear examples of eyewitnesses
providing apparently contradictory details, see J. Warner Wallace, Cold-Case
Christianity, chapter 4.

See Geisler and Turek, / Don's Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist, chapters 13
and 14, for the details.

CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION: GOD WILL NOT FORCE YOU INTO
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HEAVEN AGAINST YOUR WILL

. Richard Dawkins, “Is Science a Religion?” The Humanist, Jan./Feb. 1997, as

quoted in John Lennox, God’s Undertaker (Oxford, England: Lion Hudson,
2011), 16. Kindle edition.

. Atheists often cite Hebrews 11:1 as a definition of blind faith: “Now faith

is the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things not seen.” But
the context of this passage reveals that “faith” is not belief without evidence;
faith is trusting God for an unseen future based on the evidence of what is
already known about God. That’s why the rest of the chapter gives example
after example of Old Testament characters trusting in God through pain and
suffering for promises that they did not see fully on this side of eternity. The
author then urges us to exhibit that same kind of trust (faith) in God because
of a fact of history: the Resurrection. He writes, “Therefore, since we are
surrounded by so great a cloud of witnesses, let us also lay aside every weight,
and the sin which clings so closely, and let us run with endurance the race that
is set before us, looking to Jesus, the founder and perfecter of our faith, who
for the joy that was set before him endured the cross, despising the shame, and
is seated at the right hand of the throne of God” (Hebrews 12:1-2). Trusting
in a trustworthy God who has proven Himself through the Resurrection is the
very opposite of “belief without evidence.”

. Matthew 22:37.

. Isaiah 1:18.

. 1 Peter 3:15, NIV.

. 2 Corinthians 10:5; 1 Corinthians 15:14.

. It’s no accident that the Bible cites marriage as an illustration of our

relationship with Christ. Our relationship with Christ is like a marriage in
many ways, including the fact that they both involve belief #har and trust in.

. James 2:19.
. John 20:31, emphasis added. This is the only place in any of the Gospels
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where a Gospel writer adds commentary about why Jesus came. Jesus
explained it Himself several times, but the writers did not comment except
for here. This tells me that they were focused on writing history, not injecting
theology. They left the theological implications of Jesus’ life for the writers of
the Epistles.

Adapted from “Arise, Sir Knight,” a sermon by James Allan Francis, in 75e
Real Jesus and Other Sermons (Philadelphia: Judson, 1926), 123-124.

Romans 3:23.

Galatians 3:24.

John 17:3.

Romans 1:18-32. Beginning in verse 24 Paul explains how God gives us up to
our own sinful desires, and it’s all downhill from there. Truer words were never
spoken about our depraved nature and the deteriorating condition of our
culture.

C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain (New York: Macmillan, 1962), 128.

See 2 Thessalonians 1:9.

See Luke 16:24-28; Matthew 13:50.

See Matthew 8:12; Matthew 13:42; Mark 9:44-48; Revelation

20:1,3. For more on the topic of hell see my, “Hell: The Truth

About Eternity,” DVD set, available at http://impactapologetics.
com/hell-the-truth-about-eternity-dvd-set/

Timothy Keller, The Reason for God (New York: Penguin Group, 2008),
76-77.

Matthew 10:28, N1V.

In Luke 16:19-31, the rich man in hell does not ask to get out of hell; he
simply wants Lazarus to continue to serve him by relieving his agony.

See Luke 12:46-48. For an example of a greater judgment, see Matthew 10:15.
For an example of a greater commandment, see Matthew 22:37-38.

C. S. Lewis, The Great Divorce (New York: Touchstone, 1996), 72 (originally
published in 1946).

Romans 10:9-11.

Ed Feser, “The Road from Atheism,” July 12, 2012, http://edwardfeser.blogspot
.com/2012/07/road-from-atheism.html#more, accessed March 3, 2014.
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