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IS CHRISTIANITY TRUE BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT?
Lesson #2: The Truth that God Exists: Causal and Design Evidence. 

Introduction: 

In lesson #1 we discussed what truth is and the obstacles to truth--skepticism and relativism.  We had said that this is a “bed-rock issue,” fundamental to all and every attempt to know anything at all.  If truth is not attainable, knowable, and moderately objective, then it will be a fruitless task to inquire further as to the truth of Christianity. But we saw, on the contrary, that dogmatic skepticism and relativism are self-contradictory theories which must posit the very objectivity of truth they deny in order to affirm the “truth” of their own theory of denial.  We concluded that Truth is real, objective, and knowable.  It is beliefs, affirmations, or statements that correspond to their referent—it is that which corresponds to reality.  As respects Christianity, what are some of these truths? 
I. The Truth that God Exists (The Creator).

We begin with the so-called “theistic evidences.”  Christians down through the centuries have not been agreed on the force of these evidences.  Most Christians have felt that they have some weight, and the essential core of these arguments seems to occur to most mature human beings, and carry with them a fair degree of persuasiveness.  Most people are impressed by this evidence and it is therefore of real value in apologetics if it does not become an end in itself.  
A. Views as to the Value of the Theistic Evidences: 

1. They deductively demonstrate the existence of God (Aquinas and RCC)
2. They are not valid as deductive arguments but inductively they build up a very high probability for the existence of God.  The arguments are to be taken as supplemental to one another, and are thus cumulative in their force.  They are psychologically persuasive to men (Augustine, Paley, Butler, Warfield, Hodge).

3. They give no logically valid or rational evidence but are powerfully persuasive to men (Kant). 

4. They are invalid as deductive arguments, give some weak inductive evidence, but are psychologically persuasive to men (Hume). 

5. Objectively the arguments are valid as deductive demonstrations of the existence of God, but they are completely unpersuasive to men due to the effects of sin on the human mind (Van Til; Calvin can be interpreted either way)

6. They are objectively invalid as proofs and as evidence and, in addition they are psychologically unpersuasive to men (Clark, Barth). 
B. What Your “Infallible!” Teacher Believes: 

1. I agree with the “Old Princeton” tradition as summarized in view #2 stated above. 

2. This evidence gives us an affirmative expectation of a righteous and benevolent person, infinite or near-infinite in his intelligence and power. 

3. We can have no really accurate knowledge of God apart from the special revelation of him as found in the Gospel message or the Scriptures.  When this revelation comes, we find that it confirms, but far transcends our antecedent expectation. 

C. The Cosmological Evidence

The cosmological argument seeks to account for the existence of the universe.  The kernel of this argument can be found in Romans 1:19-20, namely, that the phenomenal world finds its only adequate explanation in the fact of creation and that this creation is by a God whose eternal power and divinity is imprinted upon it.  Basically, it asks the question, “Where did the universe come from?”  It answers somewhat like this: 


1. Whatever begins to exist has a cause


2. The universe began to exist


3. Therefore, the universe has a cause

Now, from the very nature of the case, this cause must itself be an uncaused, changeless, timeless, and immaterial being that created the universe.  It must be uncaused because there cannot be an infinite regress of causes.  It must be infinite or near infinite in power since the universe is near infinite.  It must be timeless and therefore changeless because it created time.  It must transcend space since it created space and therefore, it must be immaterial, not physical, as well.  Since this cause made something to begin to exist at some point in time, it is most likely that it is a personal agent as well, and not an eternal principle. 
Imagine this discussion between a science professor and an agnostic student (a real event, by the way): the professor asked, “Where did life come from?” The student replied, “It evolved from chemicals in some sort of primeval pond.” Where did the primeval pond come from? “From elements existing as residue of the Big Bang.” Where did the Big Bang come from?  “From a speck of matter that exploded.” Where did the speck of matter come from? The conversation ended, for the student’s only answer was, “I don’t know.” Obviously, the question of the universe’s origin begs for an answer.  It is a very logical question, one that five-year old children often ask.  

1. The Assumptions on which the argument is based: 

a. There is a regular order in nature which can be discovered (uniformity of nature).

b.  Every event that happens has an intelligible reason in the nature of things.  This may be called the principle of intelligibility, a principle indispensable to science. To give it up will lead to irrationalism.  

2. Objections to the cosmological argument which attack the assumptions of the argument

a. Rejection of the claim that whatever begins to exist has a cause.  A number of atheists in an effort to avoid the conclusion of the argument deny this premise.  They say that subatomic physics furnishes an exception to this premise since at the subatomic level events are said to be uncaused.  The universe as a whole could be such an uncaused event, springing into existence out of a subatomic vacuum. 
(i) But not all physicists agree that subatomic events are uncaused.  A great many are dissatisfied with this notion and are exploring deterministic theories.  Thus subatomic physics is not a proven exception to the premise that whatever begins to exist has a cause.

(ii) Even according to the traditional Heisenberg “indeterminist principle,” particles do not come into being out of nothing.  They arise as spontaneous fluctuations of the energy contained in the subatomic vacuum.  They do not come from nothing. 

(iii) Being does not come into being from non-being; it is not self-created.  How can non-existence bring itself into existence?  Even J.L. Mackie, one of the most prominent atheists of our day finds such an idea incredible: “I myself find it hard to accept the notion of self-creation from nothing, even given unrestricted chance.  And how can this be given, if there really is nothing?”  Apart from God, even the potentiality of the universe’s existence did not exist prior to the big bang, since on atheistic principles nothing is prior to the big bang. 
b. Attacks on the principle of causality
(i). Many people have interpreted the principle of intelligibility as equivalent to the principle of cause and effect.  In reality, the principle of cause and effect is a special case of the principle of intelligibility. 

(ii). David Hume and Immanuel Kant both attacked the validity of the principle of causality. 

(iii).  We would defend the principle of intelligibility (and therefore causality) by saying: 

(1) If you reject the principle, you are driven to irrationalism which we saw leads, in turn, to intellectual silence and meaninglessness.
(2) The principle of intelligibility as expressed in the principle of cause and effect is indispensable to science. 

(3) When the scientist assumes that the effects he observes have causes, he almost always discovers that this assumption was correct.  If given enough time, he will find the cause of the effects he observes. 

(4) We have direct experience of the cause and effect relation when we observe ourselves as the cause of our actions. 

3.  Possible ways of accounting for the universe: 
a. Spontaneous generation out of nothing with no cause at all. (But this violates the principle of intelligibility)

b. The universe is an eternal self-existing reality.  It never had a beginning. This was the view held by the pagan Greeks.  (But this violates current evidence from science—see below)

c. The universe was created in time and dependent on something outside of itself?   Supported by the following: 

4.  Evidence for the view that the universe is created and dependent and not eternal and self-existing. 

a. All agree (naturalists and supernaturalists) that there is nothing in the universe sufficient to bring it into existence. The universe is dependent.  It does not have to exist, nor does it have to be what it is.
b. Science indicates the universe had a beginning sometime between 15 and 20 billion years ago (cf. Robt. Jastrow, God and the Astronomers).

(i). Radio-active decay of certain radio-active isotopes in rocks into other lighter elements (decay of uranium into lead) gives us a geological time clock.  If we assume that all the appropriate lead isotope was uranium, and if we know the rate of decay and that it is invariable, we can tell the age of a rock’s origin by measuring the amount of lead in the rock. We can calculate the time when the decay began. 
(ii). The red-shift in the spectrum of starlight.  The high velocity of the stars moving away from us lengthens the waves of starlight shifting them to the red side of the spectrum (a kind of Doppler effect).  When the direction and velocity of the stars are calculated, it is observed that the ones farther away are traveling faster.  Calculating backwards, it becomes apparent that the stars were once closely packed together in one region of space.  The approximate date of the universe acquired by these calculations confirms the date obtain from radio-active decay.  

(iii). The second law of thermodynamics.  This law states that the universe is moving from a condition where energy is available for doing work to one where no energy is available (maximum entropy).  The universe is running down (the “heat-death” of the universe).  But the fact that the universe is not now in a condition of maximum entropy means that some creative force which scientific laws cannot explain must have been active in the universe a finite number of years ago to “wind it up.” 

(iv). Radiation from a massive cosmic fireball (the Big Bang).  Astrophysicists, using radio-telescopes to reach the far edges of our universe, have discovered that the earth is bathed in a faint glow of radiation coming from every direction in the heavens.  The measurements showed that the earth itself could not be the origin of this radiation, nor could the radiation come from the direction of the moon, the sun, or any other particular object in the sky.  The entire universe seemed to be the source.  This radiation has exactly the pattern of wave-lengths expected for the light and heat produced in a great explosion.  It is now recognized that this radiation is the remnant of an ancient cosmic explosion dating back to the birth of the universe.  The universe had a beginning in time.  It is not eternal. 

5. The conclusions to be drawn from this evidence: 

a. A real being not explainable by scientific laws must have produced the universe as we know it. 

b. This being must be infinite or near-infinite in power.

c. This evidence by itself does not necessarily prove a personal God.

D. Teleological Evidence

1. The scope of the argument.

The cosmological argument attempts to account for the existence of the universe. The teleological argument attempts to account for the complexity, order, design and minute evidences of adaptation to ends which we see about us in the universe. The universe is astoundingly fine tuned. 
2. The data on which the argument is based. 

a. Wider teleology.  There is evidence of a complexity, fine-tuning and beneficial order in nature as a whole.  There is a beneficent interrelationship and interdependence between whole systems of nature such as matter, life and mind.  Many have noted this interdependence and spoken of the universe’s fine tuning as the “anthropic principle.” 

Note what both unbelieving and believing scientists have to say about our world: 
Robert Wright (who calls himself a hardcore scientific materialist): “There is more to this universe than meets the eye, something authentically divine about how it all fits together.  One intriguing observation that has bubbled up from physics is that the universe seems calibrated for life’s existence.  If the force of gravity were pushed upward a bit, stars would burn out faster, leaving little time for life to evolve on the planets circling them.  If the relative masses of protons and neutrons were changed by a hair, stars might never be born, since the hydrogen they eat wouldn’t exist.  If, at the Big Bang, some basic numbers—the “initial conditions”—had been juggled, matter and energy would never have coagulated into galaxies, stars, planets, or any other platforms stable enough for life as we know it. And so on.” –Time Magazine, Dec. 28, 1992, p.40.

Hugh Ross (a believing astro-physicist): “Until recently the universe was measureless.  Now we can see and measure many of its limits and characteristics.  In making these measurements, astronomers discovered the anthropic principle, the maxim that the universe has been built for humankind.  As of October 1993, twenty-five different characteristics of the universe were recognized as precisely fixed.  If they were different by only slight amounts, the differences would spell the end of the existence of any conceivable life.  To this list of twenty-five can be added thirty-eight characteristics of our galaxy and solar system that likewise must fall within narrowly defined ranges for life of any kind to exist. 

“The degree of fine tuning necessary for the support of life supersedes by many orders of magnitude the best human beings have ever achieved in the design and construction of instruments, machines, or anything else.  Three of the characteristics of the universe must be fine-tuned to a precision of one part in 1037 or better.  That’s supernatural!”

Fred Hoyle (an atheistic first-rate scientist) reflecting upon his discoveries regarding the carbon atom: “...A common sense interpretation of the facts suggests that a superintellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as with chemistry and biology, and that there are no blind forces worth speaking about in nature.  The numbers one calculates from the facts seem to me so overwhelming as to put this conclusion almost beyond question.”  

Owen Gingerich ( a believing prof. of Astronomy and the History of Science at Harvard Univ. and a senior astronomer at the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory):  “Fred Hoyle and I differ on lots of questions, but on this we agree: a common sense and satisfying interpretation of our world suggests the designing hand of a super-intelligence.” 

Wm. Lane Craig (a believing philosopher): “During the last thirty years or so, scientists have discovered that the existence of intelligent life depends on a complex and delicate balance of initial conditions given in the big bang itself.  Scientists once believed that whatever the initial conditions of the universe, eventually intelligent life might evolve.  But we now know that our existence is balanced on a knife’s edge.  It seems vastly more probable that a life-prohibiting universe rather than a life-permitting universe such as ours should exist.  The existence of intelligent life depends on a conspiracy of initial conditions that must be fine-tuned to a degree that is literally incomprehensible and incalculable.” 
Craig summarizes much of this evidence of fine-tuning as follows: 

1. If the rate of the universe’s expansion one second after the big bang had been smaller by even one part in a hundred thousand million million, the universe would have re-collapsed into a hot fireball (Stephen Hawking). 
2. The odds against the initial conditions being suitable for later star formation (without which planets could not exist) is one followed by a thousand billion billion zeroes, at least (P.C.W. Davies, British physicist). 

3. A change in the strength of gravity or of the weak force by only one part in 10,000 would have prevented a life-permitting universe (Davies). 

4. The odds of the big bang’s low entropy condition existing by chance are on the order of one out of 1010(123)(Roger Penrose, Oxford Univ.) 
5. There are about 50 such quantities and constants present in the big bang that must be fine-tuned if the universe is to permit life.  And it’s not just each quantity that must be finely tuned; their ratios to one another must be also finely tuned.  See below the tables of Hugh Ross for 35 of these constants. 
b. Minute teleology.  There is evidence of a complexity and beneficial order in the parts of nature also.  This can be seen in the minute adaptations of means to ends in organs and organisms explained in any science textbook.  Some examples: 

Wasp Ammophila hirsuta—knows to sting in 9 successive strokes the 9 nerve centers of its caterpillar prey.

Human Brain—3 pound computer composed of 30 billion nerve cells.  No man-made computer of any size can duplicate the myriad of operations it routinely performs for us every day.  How could such a complex and versatile organ come to exist by accident as the result of an unintelligent and purely material process?  And what about the thinking process that the brain sustains?  Is it reasonable to think that this eruption of intelligence burst forth in a world in essence mindless?  The mind in a mindless universe is a contradiction, an anomaly.  
Body Organs—eye, ear, heart, kidneys, the 60 trillion “simple cells” in our bodies.  There’s no trouble accounting for how such amazing organs would survive once they arrived (natural selection).  But how are we to account for their arrival???

Human Hand—Paul Gentuso was a budding evolutionist until he studied the human hand in medical school: “I first removed the skin, then isolated the individual tendons and muscles as I worked my way to the bones.  The tendons of the hand are aligned in tendon sheaths, like self-lubricating pulleys, allowing the hand to work in a tireless, noiseless, almost effortless fashion.  It was perfectly designed to carry out all the work it was called to do, everything from lifting a small object to lugging a tree trunk.  In seeing how each tendon was perfectly aligned along the axis of each finger and how each finger moved in a coordinated fashion when tugged by individual tendons, it became obvious to me there was a creator who had intelligently designed and created the human hand. This was the first time in my adult life that I could say with assurance that a creator existed.  It was really a spiritual experience for me.  I went from doubt to certainty based on seeing God’s creation.”  Paul later became a Christian and now serves as a missionary physician in Cote d’Ivoire. 
How is it possible that such order and design has originated by random selection apart from the supervision of intelligence?  This is especially urgent in the case of complex organs whose ability to function and thus contribute to their own survival value depends on their being in a state of near perfection at the outset.  
The Biological Cell—Michael Behe, Darwin’s Black Box, speaks of the “irreducible complexity” of cells.  He points out that certain cellular functions could not have been formed gradually by any natural process, including cilium, vision, blood clotting, or any complex biochemical process.  He gives other examples of this “irreducible complexity” such as DNA reduplication, electron transport, telomere synthesis, photosynthesis, transcription regulation, and more.  Others speak of whole sets of interlocking preconditions.  Behe concludes: 
“The result of these cumulative efforts to investigate the cell—to investigate life at the molecular level—is a loud, clear, piercing cry of ‘Design!’  The result is so unambiguous and so significant that it must be ranked as one of the greatest achievements in the history of science.” 

Stephen Meyer, The Signature in the Cell, goes a step further.  Whereas Behe focused the mechanical and chemical interconnections in the cell, Meyer analyzes the DNA molecule and discovers astounding information coding suggestive of a superintelligence at work.  The DNA molecule contains information in the amount of the Library of Congress and more.  Such detailed information cannot possibly be explained by chance, even if unlimited time for random experimentation were granted. 
To counter this, some biologists have suggested a theory of macromutations—but this is simply a scientific version of a miracle introduced to make sense of what we observe.  See, in addition to Behe, the writings of Phillip Johnson (Darwin on Trial, Reason in the Balance, The Wedge of Truth, etc.), Wm. Dembski (Intelligent Design, Mere Creation, The Design Inference, Signs of Intelligence), Hugh Ross (Creation and Time; The Creator and the Cosmos), etc. 

3. Explanations of the Order and Design.

a. Spontaneous generation or Chance.

But this violates the principle of intelligibility.  The odds against this are so incomprehensibly great that they cannot be reasonably held.  The precision of the fine-tuning requisite for life is utterly fantastic.  The fact that this theory is not currently held by theoretical scientists indicates that the view does not explain anything. 

b. Unplanned evolution. 


But this satisfies the principle of intelligibility no better than spontaneous generation.  It fails to explain.  All it says is that the universe got into its present highly organized state through the chance conjoining of atoms moving according to laws for which no reason can be given.  

c. Planned evolution and special creation.


Both fit the facts of design quite well.  We will have to decide between these 2 theories on other grounds.  

4. Conclusions from this data:

a. The material universe is not sufficient in itself to explain all the design, order, and adaptation of means to ends.  

b. A spiritual intelligence with infinite or near-infinite intelligence is required to explain this design. 

c. This evidence may suggest also that this spiritual intelligence is personal or self-conscious since it is difficult, if not impossible, to think of an impersonal or unconscious intelligence. 

Ps. 8:9: “O Lord, our Lord, how majestic is your name in all the earth!” 

Ps. 104:24: “How many are your works, O Lord!  In wisdom you made them all.” 
Ps. 19:1-3: “The heavens declare the glory of God; the skies proclaim the work of his hands. Day after day they pour forth speech; night after night they display knowledge.  There is no speech or language where their voice is not heard.” 
Rom. 1:19-20: “...what may be known about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to them.  For since the creation of the world 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.” 

