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INTRODUCTION

It was just another article in the New York Times, 
but it spoke volumes to me.1 Journalist Nicholas Kristof 
was concerned to find that Americans were three times 
more likely to believe in the Virgin Birth of Jesus than 
in evolution. To Kristof, this meant Christians were 
becoming less intellectual and more mystical, resulting 
in “a gulf, not only between America and the rest of the 
industrialized world, but a growing split at home as well.” 
Kristof’s bias came through loud and clear: “Despite the 
lack of scientific and historical evidence, and despite the 
doubts of biblical scholars, America is so pious that not 
only do 91 percent of Christians say they believe in the 
Virgin Birth, but so do an astonishing 47 percent of us 
non-Christians.”

He went on to say, “I’m not denigrating anyone’s 
beliefs, but mostly I’m troubled by the way the great 
intellectual traditions of Catholic and Protestant churches 
alike are withering, leaving the scholarly and religious 
worlds increasingly antagonistic.” 

Kristof concluded with this sentence: “The heart is a 
wonderful organ, but so is the brain.”
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Check Your Brain at the Door?
Why did I write Smooth Stones? There are two reasons. 
The first is there are so many people like Mr. Kristof—
people who think believing in Christianity means you 
have to take your brain and put it on a shelf and simply 
trust with blind faith, against all odds, against all evidence, 
the way a child believes in Santa Claus or the Tooth Fairy. 
I think nothing could be further from the truth. 

The second reason is that every two or three years, 
a new book intended to undermine Christianity will 
become a bestseller and shake the faith of many to the 
core. They’ll say, “You know, I’m not sure anymore 
if what I believe is really true.” And yet the arguments 
in these books, although well written, are typically not 
compelling.

In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus likened our faith 
to a house built on a foundation.2 If we build our house on 
a foundation of sand, when storms come and the winds of 
doubt blow, our house will fall. But if we build our house 
on a solid foundation, when storms come and doubts 
arise, our house will stand. 

What I want to do in these pages is to inspect our 
foundation so we know why we believe what we believe. 
We will explore six issues: the existence of God, the chal-
lenges of modern science, the validity of the Bible, the 
question of evil and suffering, the similarities of other 
religions, and the evidence for the claims of Jesus. I think 
we will discover that the Christian faith is built on a tre-
mendous amount of credible evidence. Christians have no 
reason to check their brains at the door. 
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Introduction

A Word for Skeptics
If you find yourself reading this book even though you 
don’t believe in God, the Bible, Jesus, or Christianity, I 
hope you will read it all the way to the end. It’s a short 
book, so that shouldn’t be a problem. I also hope you will 
weigh all the evidence with an open mind. 

But I have another hope. Call it a request. Begin to 
read the Bible. I suggest you start with the Gospel of John. 

Why would I ask someone who doesn’t believe the 
Bible to read it anyway? Jesus told a story where an unbe-
lieving man dies and immediately wishes he would have 
believed.3 The man wants someone to go back and warn 
his brothers. He cries out (I’m paraphrasing here), “Please 
send somebody back from the dead so my brothers will 
see and understand.” “They have the Bible,” is the reply 
he gets. So the man basically says, “That’s not enough. 
They need someone to come back from the dead.” The 
last point Jesus makes in the story is to say that if people 
won’t believe the Bible, neither will they believe if 
someone comes back from the dead and tries to tell them. 

That’s why I want you to read the Bible. It is the 
source for all God declares to be true. The time to read 
and understand and apply it is now—while we are alive. 

I will cover the reasons you can trust the Bible as 
authentic and true in chapter three. But first let’s look into 
the reasons to believe God even exists at all. 
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IS THERE A GOD?

In this world, God is known only by faith. So even 
though there are plenty of good reasons to believe—and 
I will present many of them in this little book—there is a 
sense in which no one can prove the existence of God. 

In the same way, people who argue against the 
existence of God also have reasons for what they believe. 
But they cannot disprove God’s existence any more than 
Christians can prove it. Believing in God or disbelieving—
either one involves a degree of faith. 

But it’s interesting: I have found that nearly everyone 
who sides against God’s existence, whether hard-core 
atheist or basic agnostic, has a disconnect. They may 
not believe God is there, yet they have these persistent 
internal moral convictions that people should do certain 
things and absolutely not do other things. In my discus-
sions with unbelievers, exposing this and talking about it 
as an inconsistency has proven extremely helpful to them. 
So let’s spend a few minutes on that topic. Then, at the end 
of this chapter, I will present the first category of evidence 
for the existence of God. 
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The Four Questions of 
Existence
The inconsistency, or flaw in logic, referred to above is 
best seen in light of what I’m calling The Four Questions 
of Existence.

 1. The question of origin:  
  Where did I come from?
 2. The question of destiny:  
  Where am I going? 
 3. The question of purpose:  
  Why am I here? 
 4. The question of morality:  
  How shall I live? 

There are many varieties of answers. But here’s the 
key point. The answers are linked—they are interdepen-
dent. No matter what answers you give, they have to be 
consistent with one another. Otherwise one’s intellectual 
integrity falls apart. Your answer to where you are going 
depends on your answer to where you came from. And 
your answer to why you are here depends on your answer 
to where you came from and where you are going, and so 
forth. All four answers must stack like building blocks 
or else they will contradict one another and result in an 
unsupportable belief system. 

We’ll come back to this concept in a minute. But first, 
let’s compare and contrast the way believers and unbeliev-
ers answer the four questions. 
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The Atheist/Agnostic Dilemma
Bible-believing Christians would answer The Four 
Questions of Existence more or less like this:

1. Where did I come from? 
 From the hand of God, my Creator.
2. Where am I going?  
 To heaven or hell for all of eternity.
3. Why am I here?   
 To glorify and enjoy God. 
4. How shall I live?   
 The way God wants me to live; he is Lord.

Contrast those answers with the ones a student might 
get in a typical American high school. (I’m going to paint 
the picture a little starkly here to make my point.) 

Question One: Origin. The student raises his hand in 
class and says, “I have a question. Where did I come from?” 

“Well,” the teacher might say, “according to one view 
of evolution, you came from a series of random mutations. 
You are an accident of nature. Some people think there 
may be a design behind that process, but it’s hard to know 
that for sure. I think it’s just a long series of mutations in 
which the strongest or best survive.”

Question Two: Destiny. Then the student would say, 
“Hmm. Well, then, where am I going?” The answer to the 
second question, since it follows from the first question, 
must be, “If you are a series of mutations, and life is all 
about survival of the fittest, then when you die your body 
will fuel the organisms that come after you.” 
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That’s when the class clown jumps in and says, “He 
means you’re food for worms, dude! Get used to it.” 

So the teacher adds, “Well, we definitely know what 
happens to the body, but some people say you also have a 
soul and that it lives on—happy if you were good, maybe 
unhappy if you were bad. Nobody really knows, and after 
all, that’s not a question that can be examined scientifically.”

Question Three: Purpose. The third question the 
young man would ask is, “Okay. Then why am I here?” 

That’s a tough one. Many unbelieving philosophers 
would answer by saying you have to take an existential 
leap—you have to create your own purpose. Maybe 
your purpose is to reproduce, or to make the world a 
better place, or to get all the pleasure you can, or to run for 
President. It’s totally up to you. 

So the teacher who believes that life came from 
mutations, and that after death we essentially just enrich 
the soil, would likely say something like this: “You are 
here to live a good life as a good citizen while enjoying 
yourself as much as you can.” Interesting answer, isn’t it? 
The second part, about just enjoying yourself, follows 
perfectly from the first two Questions of Existence, but 
where does the “live as a good citizen” stuff come from? 
More on that in a minute.

Question Four: Morality. Then, of course, the 
student’s last question would be: “If that’s true, then how 
shall I live?” 

And the only answer consistent with the other three 
is essentially that you should live however you want and 
do whatever you want. But that won’t be what the teacher 
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actually says. He or she will have to civilize the answer a 
little, so it’s not so brutal. So it might go something like, 

“Reach deep inside yourself and find an inner strength, 
and live out what is inside of you to do. Get a good 
enough education so that you can afford what you want 
and then try to do as much good as you want to do.” 

Insist on Consistency
It’s no wonder America is so confused. Our atheist and 
agnostic friends typically answer questions one and two 
with reference to a particular view of science and reason 
and logic. Think Spock from Star Trek. In this view, God 
is just not allowed into the picture in any serious way. 
But when they get to questions three and four they feel 
compelled to introduce ideas about right and wrong, and 
good and bad, and loving people, and being good citizens. 
Really? Why? How does that follow from your answers 
to questions one and two? It doesn’t. But we all know 
in our gut that if you answer questions three and four 
consistent with the answers I gave above for questions 
one and two, our world would come apart at the seams. 
So questions three and four get answered differently, and 
intellectual integrity comes apart at the seams instead.

In view of this, atheists and agnostics should choose 
their neighborhoods carefully—they may wind up in 
a place where some people think it’s right to love your 
neighbor and others think it’s fine to eat your neighbor. 4 
Both are logical conclusions based on consistent answers 
to the atheist/agnostic view of The Four Questions of 
Existence. 
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Internal Evidence for the 
Existence of God
When the Bible tells us that God has placed eternity in the 
hearts of men,5 it means he has woven into our very being 
an awareness of a reality beyond the material world. The 
nature of God himself is eternal. So we can expect to find 
evidence for God’s existence within our very souls. This 
is what I call internal evidence. External evidence is found 
outside ourselves using the tool of science. I will cover 
that in chapter two.

In the remainder of this chapter I will present three 
exhibits of internal evidence: The Universal Concept, The 
Law of Human Nature, and the tendency toward Better 
Mental Health.

The Universal Concept
Every civilization that has ever existed on this planet has 
had a “God concept” as part of its core—from the Stone 
Age all the way to the present time. In that sense, belief in 
God is universal.

Take the culture here in the United States. Estimates 
are that between 86 and 96 percent of Americans believe 
in God.6 In his book God: The Evidence, Patrick Glynn 
says people are wired for prayer, and in America, 90 
percent of women and 85 percent of men say they pray 
daily. Even more amazing, of the 13 percent of Americans 
who describe themselves as atheists, one in five report they 
pray every day! 7 

Human beings have an appetite for God. It’s built 
in. And appetites always have a corresponding reality. I 
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think it is safe to assume that our predominant tendency 
to some kind of belief in God is the result of an inner 
spiritual hunger—a hunger to know and relate to and 
commune with our Creator. 

We do not hunger for that which does not exist. We 
hunger for food, or for knowledge, or for beauty, or for 
love, and those things exist. We can imagine something 
that doesn’t exist. We can imagine a world where we could 
hear the color orange—we just don’t long for it. We don’t 
have an appetite for it. We don’t write songs about it. We 
hunger for things that have a corresponding reality. 

What is the corresponding reality for the worldwide 
spiritual hunger for God? The hunger that cuts across every 
culture, every people group, and every language for every 
civilization that has ever existed on the face of the earth? 

The corresponding reality is God. For God has 
placed eternity in the hearts of men.

The Law of Human Nature
C. S. Lewis describes “our innate sense of right and 
wrong” in his book Mere Christianity.8 Lewis says that a 
basic law, an overarching ethic of a sense of fairness, seems 
embedded in every human being. You can call it a sense of 
justice. It is something we all recognize. If you want to test 
this hypothesis, find a place where people line up, like the 
grocery store. Take your stuff and then just cut into the 
front of the line. No matter what the people behind you 
believe, they will all communicate the same thing—that 
what you are doing is unfair. They’ll say, “Wait a minute! 
You can’t do that!” Everybody knows it is wrong, because 
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we have this overarching ethic, a hard-wired understanding of 
what is right and what is wrong. 

At the Nuremberg trials after World War II, when 
the Allies tried the Nazis for war crimes against humanity, 
they didn’t charge them with crimes against the law of 
Germany. What they said was, “You knew better, every 
human being knows better—you knew what you were 
doing was wrong.” They convicted the Nazis on the basis 
of this overarching ethic that all human beings recognize 
deep in their own hearts as true. 

Where does that kind of logic come from? God has 
placed eternity in the hearts of men. 

Better Mental Health
Sigmund Freud was not a fan of religion. He thought 
belief in God was a sign of a mental disorder, something 
he called Universal Obsessional Neurosis. He said God 
does not exist, and to truly believe in something that does 
not exist and to live by that belief is to break from reality—
an illness that needs to be cured. 

In one sense, Freud was right. If a person breaks from 
reality and believes in something that doesn’t exist, that 
belief will soon prove unhealthy—it will have a negative 
impact on his or her life. Let’s say I believe Martians are 
hiding in the walls of my house. At first, I merely hear 
noises, but as time goes on I will demonstrate a range 
of behaviors that become increasingly detrimental, like 
cashing in my life savings and moving to the desert. The 
further we distort or depart from reality, the unhealthier 
we become. 
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Is this what happens when people believe in God? 
Patrick Glynn provides evidence and a stunning answer 
to that question: 9 

Ironically enough, scientific research in psychology 
over the past 25 years has demonstrated that, far from 
being a neurosis or source of neurosis as Freud and 
his disciples claim, religious belief is one of the most 
consistent correlates of overall mental health and 
happiness. 
 Study after study have shown a powerful rela-
tionship between religious belief and practice on the 
one hand, and healthy behaviors with regard to such 
problems as suicide, alcohol and drug abuse, divorce, 
depression, and perhaps even surprising levels of 
sexual satisfaction in marriage on the other. 
 In short, the empirical data run exactly contrary 
to the supposedly scientific consensus of the psycho-
therapeutic profession.

David B. Larson, MD, agreed. A psychiatrist trained 
at Duke who founded and directed the National Institute 
for Healthcare Research, Dr. Larson observed the same 
phenomenon and drew this conclusion: 

If a new health treatment were discovered that helped 
to reduce the rate of teenage suicide, prevent drug 
and alcohol abuse, improve treatment for depression, 
reduce recovery time from surgery, lower divorce 
rates and enhance a sense of well-being, one would 
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think that every physician in the country would be 
scrambling to try it.10 

Larson is saying that a belief in God results in all 
these things, so every physician in the country ought to 
prescribe it when you come in with a problem. Can you 
imagine your doctor saying, “Oh, listen, I’m going to 
operate. Do you believe in God? That will help with your 
recovery. And your anxiety and depression, too.” 

I think Freud is right in one sense. If you honestly 
believe in something that does not exist, you will become 
less healthy and probably become mentally ill. Yet we 
have this mountain of evidence indicating that a strong 
faith in God results in better mental health. By Freud’s 
argument, wouldn’t that indicate that people who believe 
in God are not distorting reality because, in fact, God is 
real? 

There it is again. God has placed eternity in the hearts 
of men.

* * *

We have now examined three pieces of internal 
evidence. I started with these because I think they are 
compelling and difficult to refute. In the next chapter we 
will look at external evidence. We will enter into the realm 
of science—a place where the faith of many has been 
severely challenged. I hope to show that faith and science 
are not incompatible, and in fact, that science points to the 
existence of God. 
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DOES SCIENCE 
DISPROVE GOD’S 
EXISTENCE?

According to the Bible, there is clear external evidence 
for the existence of God. It is all around us, all the time, if 
we only have eyes to see. Where do we see it? In creation: 
“God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine 
nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from 
what has been made, so that men are without excuse.”11

As I will show in this chapter, science is a friend of 
people who believe in God. Science uncovers the facts 
about creation, the marvelous ways things work in the 
natural realm. But to believe in science exclusively—to 
deny that anything “has been made”—is to close your eyes 
even to the possibility of a Creator-God. Anyone taking 
that position immediately faces three huge questions: 

1. Where did the universe come from?
2. How did life arise from non-living matter? 
3. How did the simple become complex? 



20

Smooth Stones

Most people who deny God’s existence believe 
evolution provides complete answers for the second 
and third questions. Indeed, most everyone agrees that 
evolution on a very small scale is a valid process. Called 
microevolution, this is the kind of change that can happen 
within species, like Darwin’s famous finch beaks. But 
some use the theory of biological evolution in a much 
more sweeping way. They claim it provides a framework 
for understanding how man could evolve from a single 
cell, which many scientists believe emerged from non-
living matter (the “primordial soup”). That’s the kind of 
evolution I’m talking about in this book.

Conflicting Philosophies
The late Stephen Jay Gould was a professor of evolutionary 
biology at Harvard. He was considered one of the foremost 
authorities on evolution. Just prior to his death he wrote, 

No scientific theory can pose any threat to religion, 
for those two great tools of understanding operate in 
totally separate realms. Science is an inquiry about the 
factual state of the natural world; religion is a search 
for spiritual meaning and ethical values.12 

We saw in the previous chapter how all four questions 
of existence are inextricably linked. Do you see how 
Gould’s statement attempts to separate the answers to the 
first two questions from the last two? He is attempting the 
logically impossible. 

Gould was right when he said science is a great tool 
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for uncovering facts about the state of the natural world. 
But here’s an important caveat: facts do not interpret 
themselves. Facts need to be blended into systems in order 
to be understood and given meaning. Those systems are 
known as philosophies. All philosophies prevalent today 
can be separated into two main categories: naturalism and 
what I call naturalism-plus. 

Naturalism. Naturalism says the universe is made 
up exclusively of matter and energy, and the only things 
that exist are the things you can experience with your 
senses—what you can see, hear, smell, taste, and/or touch. 
Science enables us to detect with our senses and analyze 
with our minds forms of matter and energy we would not 
otherwise know much about—like atoms, galaxies, and 
the activity inside a cell. According to naturalists, nothing 
exists outside of nature; therefore, the supernatural is 
completely imaginary. 

Naturalism-plus. The other category of philosophy 
can be called supernaturalism, but let’s call it naturalism-
plus. This is because, in addition to accepting the obvious 
existence of matter and energy—the reality you can expe-
rience with your five senses—naturalism-plus recognizes a 
reality outside of nature, something supernatural. The vast 
majority of people on the naturalism-plus side believe that 
this “something supernatural” is a supremely intelligent 
and powerful being they call God. Naturalism-plus people 
who believe in the existence of God are known as theists. 

It is crucial to understand that the divide is not 
between science and faith. Faith in the existence of God is 
not incompatible with science, and science is not incom-
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patible with faith in God. The divide happens between 
naturalism and naturalism-plus. That is, the divide 
happens between two different philosophies. Science 
and faith become competing rather than complimentary 
ways of seeing the world only when they get an overlay of 
naturalist philosophy—a philosophy willing to bend over 
backwards to interpret scientific facts so that they seem 
to exclude both the validity of faith and the validity of 
naturalism-plus. 

So don’t buy the claim that the conflict is between 
science and faith. It is not, and it never has been. It has 
always been between two competing philosophies— 
naturalism and naturalism-plus. Science is a tool that 
either side can use well, or use poorly. 

The Cake and the Cosmos 
Naturalists depend on the theory of evolution to explain 
how life arose from non-living matter and how the simple 
became complex. But how do they explain the origin of 
the universe? For years the naturalist position was this: 
the universe did not originate—it always was. If such a 
claim is true, then an infinite amount of time was available 
for a primordial soup to evolve into complex organisms—
a lynchpin presupposition for naturalists. 

Picture the universe as an enormous cake. Would 
there be evidence for the existence of a baker? If the cake 
has been there for as long as you can remember, and if 
your genealogy shows the cake was around when your 
great-great-great-great-grandfather was alive, and if you 
extrapolate the concept to infinity past—you might 
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conclude that the cake was always there. And if the cake 
always existed, it means no baker was ever on the scene. 
That is what naturalists believed about the origin of the 
universe for a long time. 

But in 1927, Edwin Hubble, inventor of the powerful 
telescope named after him, performed an experiment. 
He passed the light of a distant star through a prism and 
discovered the light shifted to the red part of the color 
spectrum. This proved the star was moving further away 
from earth. It was the same with every star he tested. He 
called this phenomenon “red shift,” and concluded from 
it that the universe is expanding. This led to what later 
became known as the Big Bang theory.13 If the universe 
is expanding, it must be expanding from someplace, and 
if you go back far enough it had to expand from a single 
point, a point that one day must have made a really big 
bang.

Then, in 1964, two Bell Laboratory scientists, Arno 
Penzias and Robert Wilson, discovered and began to 
measure cosmic microwave background radiation. 
Explained in the simplest terms, if you’re out on the 
Fourth of July watching the fireworks and you see an 
explosion go off against the darkness, it lights up the 
sky and then fades. The imprint of the explosion that 
lingers is a radiation echo. Working backwards in time, 
Penzias and Wilson used radiation echoes to measure the 
initial explosion that, they theorize, began the universe.14 
Through a series of related scientific experiments cul-
minating in 1994, scientists proved beyond reasonable 
scientific doubt that the universe has not always existed. 
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Carl Sagan, a famous naturalist, began his 1980 
TV program, Cosmos, the same way every week: “The 
cosmos is all there is, all there ever was, all there ever will 
be.” Now we know that’s all wrong.

Before the Beginning: Ex Nihilo
Genesis 1:1 says, “In the beginning, God created the 
heavens and the earth.” And Hebrews 11:3 says, “By faith 
we understand that the universe was created by the word 
of God, so that what is seen was not made out of things 
that are visible.” That is, the Bible tells us that God created 
the universe out of nothing. Theologians coined a phrase 
for that concept: ex nihilo, “out of nothing.” It means that 
before “God created,” not only was there no universe, 
there was nothing to make a universe from—no matter, 
no energy, and no time. There was also no dimension, 
meaning there was not even any space for the stuff the 
universe was made from to not exist in. So, there was 
doubly nothing, if you get my point.

Proponents of the “big bang” explain the creation of 
the universe through what they call a “singularity.” When 
physicists speak of the expansion of the universe from 
a singularity they claim that dimension—space itself—
expanded with the big bang. There is nothing outside 
the universe, naturalists claim, so a singularity is a way of 
saying the universe sprang from a true nothingness.

Theists believe the existence and activity of a Creator 
is the primary explanation for how something can come 
from nothing. The beauty and magnificence of the words, 

“God created” are revealed in this: no mere something 



25

Does Science Disprove God’s Existence?

came out of nothing, but an entire universe came out of 
nothing. And not just any universe—a universe contain-
ing life. And not just any life—intelligent life, with people 
like you who can read words and sentences and para-
graphs and derive meaning from them. 

Theists see the work of  Hubble, Penzias, and Wilson 
as providing credible scientific evidence to support the 
theistic position—creation happened ex nihilo! It should 
have made the front page of The New York Times: 

“Science Finds New Support for the Existence of God.” 
But, go figure, it never has.

Hugh Ross,  Ph.D., a highly respected astrophysicist, 
made this observation:

As atheistic and agnostic researchers have been 
repeatedly and progressively pointed by the evidence 
toward a personal Creator, they have devised more 
and more bizarre loopholes to escape these findings. 
This misguided ingenuity will doubtless continue 
until the return of Christ. However, the evidence for 
a universe designed, initiated, shaped, and sustained 
exactly as the Bible describes, by God, continues to 
mount. 15

Evidence for Intelligent Design
Intelligent Design is the proposition that the existence of 
the universe and life are best explained by the activity of 
an intelligent cause, not random processes such as natural 
selection. To theists, evidence for intelligent design is 
evidence for the existence of God.
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Let’s go back to the cake analogy. Cakes have bakers 
and bakers have recipes. If you examine a cake carefully, 
you start to realize there are a bunch of ingredients in it, 
and they all need to be added in a certain ratio and in a 
certain sequence and then baked at a certain temperature 
for a certain amount of time. You have flour, sugar, vanilla, 
shortening, and eggs. But if you put in a cup of salt instead 
of a cup of sugar, what should have been a tasty cake 
comes out an inedible mess. Picture the universe as a cake 
and ask if there is evidence for a recipe. If there is, chances 
are there would be a baker to go with it.

Brandon Carter,  Ph.D., was a cosmologist and 
astrophysicist at Cambridge University. In 1973, he 
went to a conference in Krakow, Poland, and presented a 
paper to the most prestigious gathering of astrophysicists 
and astronomers in the world. Called “The Anthropic 
Principle,”16 Carter’s paper said the universe was made 
of all kinds of unrelated ingredients, like subatomic 
particles, strong and weak nuclear forces, electromagnetic 
radiation, gravity, and three dozen or so other ingredients. 
He said all of these ingredients had to come together in 
exact proportions and interact in exact sequences with 
absolute precision in order for human life on our planet 
to be sustained. Not merely to make it edible like a cake, 
but so it would be livable. Everything had to be in perfect 
balance. If even one of these ingredients would go even 
a tiny fraction of a percent out-of-kilter—POOF—no 
livable universe! 

Carter concluded the universe gives every indication 
it was designed to the minutest detail with one thing in 
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mind—us. Us! That’s why he called it The Anthropic 
Principle, from the Greek word anthropos, meaning man. 
Not surprisingly, there was an explosion of fury in the 
scientific community. Carter’s paper implied a designer 
with a recipe, a purposeful God big enough and intelligent 
enough to manage all the ingredients of an unimaginably 
immense universe. 

The Naturalist Answer: 
Multiple Universes 
The scientific evidence that the universe had a beginning 
posed a two-fold challenge to naturalist philosophy. First, 
naturalists had to scramble for a new explanation for the 
origin of the universe. And, second, they could no longer 
claim there had been unlimited time for macroevolution 
to take place. 

Naturalists eventually responded with a new category 
of theories to try to explain how all these precise condi-
tions could come to exist in our universe by chance. The 
cornerstone idea is that multiple universes must exist 
simultaneously, each one the result of countless random 
events. Out of these billions and billions of parallel 
universes, we happen to be in the one universe where 
everything came together just right. 

It makes me think of billions and billions of cake 
recipes, where the elements of each recipe are random. 
Let’s simplify that and limit the possible ingredients to 
actual cake ingredients, but the proportions are random. 
For each recipe there is a bag of ingredients. Some bags 
have no salt, some have lots of salt, some have no flour, 
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some have lots of flour, some are baked at 1000 degrees, 
and some are not baked at all. But out of all those billions 
and billions of bags, eventually one cake popped out that 
was just right. That, in essence, is the theory of how our 
hospitable universe could have come about. 

But the thing is, that is not science. It involves zero 
scientific facts. It is philosophy—naturalist philosophy 
that rejects even the possibility of a “cook” or a “designer” 
like God. 

Alvin Plantinga, a professor of philosophy at Notre 
Dame, compared this theory to a poker game in the Wild 
West. The dealer deals himself four aces twenty times in 
a row. Everybody starts to reach for their guns, and the 
dealer says, “Wait, wait, wait! I want you guys to think 
about something. In all the billions and billions of poker 
games that have gone on in this world and other worlds, 
don’t you think eventually it could happen that a dealer 
could deal himself four aces twenty times in a row and not 
be cheating?” And the people around the table would say, 

“Yeah, that’s a possibility. Now we’re gonna kill you!” 
Because nobody operates on a line of possibility that 

thin. 

Entropy: Another Nuisance for 
Naturalists
The second law of thermodynamics is also known as the 
law of entropy. But I prefer to call it The Law of Your 
Kid’s Room. It says that things always proceed from order 
to disorder unless you infuse the system with intelligence 
and an outside source of energy. That is why, when you 
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tell your kids, “Go clean your room,” they never come 
back and say, “You know, I left the window open, and 
the wind was blowing really hard—and the room cleaned 
itself!” You would not believe them because nothing in 
our universe ever works that way. At least, apart from the 
supernatural.

The law of entropy has never been proven wrong. 
And this law gives naturalists fits when it comes to 
explaining the origin of life and how something simple 
can become complex. But for those on the naturalism-
plus side, especially the theists, the law of entropy is 
not troubling at all. Instead, it provides more external 
evidence for the existence of God—a God with unlimited 
intelligence and energy to create and sustain life and the 
entire universe. 

The Bible declares that “in [Christ] all things hold 
together”17 and that “he upholds the universe by the word 
of his power.”18 In spite of the obvious fact that everything 
tends to go from order to disorder, an amazingly intricate 
network of orderliness is maintained in this world from 
one moment to the next. How can entropy and a high 
degree of order coexist in the same universe? Because 
God holds it together. 

Specified Complexity
How did life arise from non-living matter? The naturalist 
answer goes something like this:

Chemicals + Time + Random Chance (because 
nothing directs it) = Life
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That’s what most of us we were taught in school. 
Remember the primordial soup? Chemicals are boiling 
around, on, and under the earth’s surface, and then 
lightning strikes—and all of a sudden life happens.

But in recent years, the tool of science has uncovered 
several problems with this explanation. The first one came 
through microbiology, a relatively recent science boosted 
forward by the invention of the microscope. Better and 
better microscopes have been developed to the point that 
today we have scanning electron microscopes that can 
magnify objects up to two million times, and atomic-force 
microscopes that can “feel” the electron clouds of atoms. 
What microbiologists have found is that a single living cell 
is much more complex than people first thought. In every 
living cell, thousands upon thousands of organic machines 
run back and forth, taking stuff to and fro. 

Michael Denton wrote, 
 
Magnify a cell a thousand million times until it is 
twenty kilometers in diameter and resembles a giant 
airship large enough to cover a great city like London 
or New York. We would then see an object of 
unparalleled complexity and adaptive design. On the 
surface of the cell we would see millions of openings, 
like the portholes of a vast space ship, opening and 
closing to allow a continual stream of materials to 
flow in and out. If we were to enter one of these 
openings we would find ourselves in a world of 
supreme technology and bewildering complexity.19
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William Dembski,  Ph.D., is an analytic philosopher 
and a senior fellow of the Discovery Institute’s Center 
for Science and Culture. In 2002, Dembski introduced 
a theory called “specified complexity.”20 Simply put, it 
says the more complicated something is to put together, 
the more intelligence and energy it takes to actually 
assemble it. For instance, if you have a lawnmower that 
is in a thousand pieces, assembling it takes a lot more 
intelligence and energy than it takes to put together a ham 
sandwich consisting of only five pieces. 

Dembski pointed to the level of complexity in a single 
living cell and asked the obvious question: How did that 
come into being without any intelligence? The naturalist’s 
answer is “random processes.” But as we will see in the 
next section, that level of complexity arising out of chaos 
through random processes is so terribly inefficient that it 
is essentially a statistical impossibility. 

Theists look at the same facts uncovered by the 
science of microbiology, and they see more external 
evidence for the existence of a God of inconceivable intel-
ligence, energy, beauty, and majesty.

The Mathematics of  
Impossibility
The complexity issue becomes even more problematic for 
naturalists when they face the question of the molecular 
basis of the origin of life. This issue is brought into focus 
through the field of applied mathematics. 

David Foster studied the probability of a random 
process producing the DNA for one of the most primitive 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discovery_Institute
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Center_for_Science_and_Culture
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Center_for_Science_and_Culture
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single cells. He wrote, “The DNA of the T4 bacteriophage 
has an improbability of 10 to the 78,000th power. In a 
universe only 10 to the 18th power seconds old, it is obvious 
that life could not have evolved by random chance.”21 

But what if the universe is older than David Foster 
says it is? The consensus of today’s naturalists claims the 
universe is 13.7 billion years old. That’s less than 10 to the 
42nd power seconds old and, according to the mathematics 
of the Big Bang, still not nearly enough time to explain the 
complexities of DNA and the origin of life.

Frederick Hoyle was the mathematician who coined 
the phrase “Big Bang.” When he tried to determine 
how something as complex as a living cell could happen 
through random processes, he ran the numbers and came 
up with one chance in 10 to the 40,000th power.22 To put 
that number in perspective, you should know that, the 
total number of atoms in the observable universe is only 
10 to the 80th power.23 By the way, Hoyle was a naturalist, 
certainly not biased toward the naturalism-plus position, 
and in his day the scientific understanding of a living 
cell was incredibly primitive and simplistic—if he were 
making that estimate today the probability would be 
much smaller.

What it boils down to is this: the probability of life 
emerging from nonliving matter through a random 
process is so ridiculously tiny we might even say it is 
virtually impossible. In fact, with numbers like one chance 
in 10 to the 40,000th power, the field of applied mathemat-
ics may provide the most compelling external evidence for 
the existence of God.
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Genetics, Paleontology and 
Geology
Over the years, the naturalist explanation for how the 
simple became complex encountered major challenges 
from many other disciplines of science. Take the field of 
genetics. Geneticists discovered you can engineer a lot of 
changes within a species. You can make really big dogs, 
and you can make really small dogs, but you cannot make 
a dog as small as a grasshopper or as big as an elephant. 
You can make a big dog, but you cannot make a dog with 
wings. Why not? There are genetic boundaries in place, 
boundaries so strong there is no way to get around them. 
Naturalist philosophy cannot explain that scientific fact 
because their theories predict that the power of random-
ness should have no limits at all. 

Take the fields of paleontology (the study of pre-
historic life) and geology (the study of the earth and its 
fossil record). Darwin said the evolution from simple to 
complex is a gradual process—so gradual that you cannot 
see it happen. There may be transitional beings all around 
you, but you cannot really tell because evolution happens 
so slowly that you don’t notice it. Darwin recognized that 
the proof for this theory would be in the fossil record: 

Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely 
graduated organic chain; and this, perhaps is the most 
obvious and gravest objection which can be urged 
against my theory. The explanation lies, as I believe, 
in the extreme imperfection of the geological record.24 
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In other words, Darwin said, “I realize there is not 
proof now, but eventually you will find it if you dig long 
enough. My theory rests on this.”

This explains why naturalists are always looking for 
the missing link. Actually, they are not looking for just 
one link—they need to look for millions of links, because 
that is what it would take to connect the dots between pri-
mordial soup and humans. But after more than 150 years 
since Darwin’s prediction, they still don’t have many links. 
They have just a handful that they say are transitional 
fossils. In fact, Stephen Jay Gould wrote,

 
The extreme rarity of transitional forms in the fossil 
record persists as the trade secret of paleontology. 
The evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks 
have data only at the tips and nodes of their branches; 
the rest is inference, however reasonable, not the 
evidence of fossils.25 

This prompted Gould to come up with a new theory 
called “punctuated equilibrium.” He says when you dig 
in the earth you will find that species maintain a state of 
stasis, staying the same for many, many years; then all of a 
sudden they transition to a new species, but they do it so 
fast it does not leave a record. 

I just want you to get what he said. This is a professor 
at Harvard, a foremost authority in evolution during his 
time, and he said that his theory is based on something 
happening so fast that it leaves no evidence. That is not 
science; that is philosophy.
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Meanwhile, theists view the lack of a fossil record 
supporting macroevolution as indirect external evidence 
for the existence of God. 

A Little Advice  
When talking to someone who denies the existence of 
God, avoid discussions about the age of the earth or 
whether Genesis refers to seven literal 24-hour days or 
whether there was a worldwide flood. Instead, ask and 
answer the bigger questions: Is the existence of God 
compatible with the facts that the tool of science has 
uncovered? And is it compatible with an honest assess-
ment of what is deep within us?

The Four Questions of Existence from chapter one 
are a good place to start. Demonstrate how Christian-
ity’s answers are consistent with the tool of science and 
coherent through all four questions. It may be helpful to 
clarify the arena for the conflicts that arise—naturalist 
versus naturalist-plus philosophy. 

Lastly, present your exhibits—the internal and 
external (scientific) pieces of evidence for the existence of 
God. 

In the process of presenting your evidence, show 
how Christianity’s answers are elegant in their beauty 
and power, and how they provide a more reasonable and 
deeply meaningful description of truth than naturalism 
could ever offer. Display as best you can how the finger-
prints of God are seen all over the findings of science, and 
always have been.
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* * *

Let’s assume for a moment that God does exist. A lot 
of what we know about God comes from the Bible. But is 
the Bible credible? Can we trust it? We will delve into that 
question in the next chapter
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