
Apologetics 

Intro 

Good Morning.


Last week I covered a little bit about Atheism, it’s definitions and some beliefs held by popular 
Atheists. 


Of course, I couldn’t cover all of the information concerning Atheism. I intended to leave the floor 
open to your own personal study and review of the subject, since it is vast and the Theism vs 
Atheism debate is a very in-depth subject. 


I would encourage Christians if you haven’t already considered the reasons for your belief to 
research some apologetics. This is biblical. 


1 Peter 3:15:

Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the 
hope that you have. But do this with gentleness and respect, 


The only reason I say this of course, is because: Do you know if your faith is justified? Do you 
currently think that you have good reasons to believe in God, based upon scientific, philosophical 
and your own personal evidence? 


Today I will be looking at Apologetics. The word Apologetics comes from the greek “Apologian”. 
This is the specific word used in 1 Peter 3:15. It means defence, and therefore it is biblical to 
defend your faith with good reasons. Apologetics does therefore, requires us to really wrestle with 
the evidence that we do have. 


The world of apologetics is massive. The debates that I have watched contain many various 
topics and arguments from both sides. 


Today, I will briefly be covering the Cosmological, Teleological and Moral arguments for God. I 
have chosen these because they are formidable pieces of evidence that point towards a God 
existing. None of them necessarily prove the Christian God yet, but I reserve apologetics for 
Jesus and Christianity for my last section. 


I won’t be able to cover these arguments in their fullest details due to time, but I hope you guys 
get the gist of it as I rush through and I highly recommend you guys research this stuff! Hopefully 
if you’re a Christian this will equip you to better ground your faith and reasons for being a Theist.


Apologetics - Good Reasons to be a Theist 

Frank Turek introduction to debate with Christopher Hitchens. 

1. The Cosmological Argument 
(The BEGINNING of the Universe)




1. Everything that had a beginning had a cause.

2. The universe had a beginning.

3. Therefore the universe had a cause. 


Christopher Hitchens in one of his books says “The Big Bang is the accepted origin of the 
Universe”


Premise one is supported by the law of causality. If there was no predictable cause for 
things, then science wouldn’t be able to function. 


Is premise two true? Did the universe have a beginning? Currently there are 5 major 
pieces of evidence for this, that can be remembered by the acronym S.U.R.G.E.


The “S” in S.U.R.G.E. stands for the Second Law of Thermodynamics.  This is also known 
as the Law of Entropy. The First Law of Thermodynamics states that the total amount of 
energy in the universe is constant. The Second Law of Thermodynamics states that the 
universe is running out of usable energy. With each passing moment, the amount of 
usable energy in the universe grows smaller, leading scientists to conclude that billions of 
years from now, the universe will experience heat-death and will go dark. 


In every reaction, a measurable amount of usable energy is lost.  On a galactic scale, 
stars only have so much hydrogen in them to burn, and although they are super-massive 
structures that will burn for billions of years, eventually each star will run out of hydrogen. 


What does this mean? The universe must have had a beginning, because if the universe 
were eternal, it would have already run out of energy. 


The “U” in S.U.R.G.E. stands for the Universe is Expanding.  The expansion of the 
universe is a proven scientific fact discovered by Edwin Hubble (whom the space 
telescope was named after) in 1927 at California’s Mount Wilson Observatory.  Hubble 
discovered that no matter where he aimed his telescope in the sky, he observed a “red 
shift” in the light from every other star and galaxy. This red shift in light from other stars is 
caused from their movement away from us.


If the universe is constantly expanding, this means that if you were to follow all the 
trajectories of all the galaxies in the universe back to their point of origin, you would 
discover that they all originate from the same point in time and space. A single point not 
the size of a star, or a planet, or even a basketball or a grape, but mathematically and 
logically to a point that is nothing, known in scientific terms as a singularity. 


The “R” in S.U.R.G.E. refers to the Radiation Afterglow from the Big Bang. It was 
discovered by accident in 1965 by Arnold Penzias and Robert Wilson, New Jersey.  
Known as Cosmic Background Radiation, this radiation is what is left over from the after 
glow of the Big Bang explosion. Penzias and Wilson won a Nobel Prize in astrophysics for 
their discovery.


This is relevant to our scientific proofs for a theistic universe because the cosmic 
background radiation confirms that the universe exploded into being out of nothing.




The “G” in S.U.R.G.E. stands for Galaxies. If the Big Bang occurred, scientists believed 
that we should see slight variations, or ripples, in the temperature of the cosmic 
background radiation.  These temperature ripples were theorised to have allowed matter 
to congregate by gravitational attraction into stars, allowing galaxies to form.


In 1989 NASA launched the COBE satellite, which stood for COsmic Background 
Explorer. COBE took infrared pictures of the ripples from distant objects.  Because of the 
length of time light takes to reach us, these were literally pictures from the distant past, at 
the creation of the universe. Because COBE could essentially see billions of years back in 
time, it succeeded in finding the predicted temperature ripples in the cosmic background 
radiation.


When the project leader, George Smoot, announced COBE’s findings in 1992, he was 
quoted as saying the ripples were the “fingerprints of the maker”.


The “E” in S.U.R.G.E. refers to Einstein, and his theory of General Relativity.  General 
Relativity shows that time, space, and matter are co-relative.  That is, they are 
interdependent.  You can’t have one without the others. Therefore, before the big bang 
there was no space, there was no time and there was no matter. 


So, scientifically there is incredibly strong evidence to support the assertion that the 
universe had a beginning, and must therefore have a cause. So what was the cause of the 
universe?  Well, we can already determine a few things about this “First Cause”:


A)  The First Cause must be spaceless, timeless and immaterial.  This must be so 
because the First Cause created time, space, and matter and therefore cannot be part of 
it. 


B)  The First Cause must be powerful, to create the entire universe out of nothing. 


C)  The First Cause must be supremely intelligent, to design the universe with such 
incredible precision. 


D)  The First Cause must be personal because it had to make a choice to convert a state 
of nothingness into the time-space-material universe we live in.  An impersonal force has 
no ability to make choices so it could not have been a supernatural energy - it must have 
been personal. This means that it could be “Pantheism” which states that God is the 
universe. 


Note, these characteristics of the first cause sound remarkably like the God of the bible.


Agnostic Astronomer Robert Jastrow, who sat in Edwin Hubbles chair until he died, 
looked through Hubble’s telescope. He was the author of “God and the Astronomers” 
book in 1978. Here is what he wrote and what he said in an interview: 


“Astronomers have now found that they have painted themselves into a corner, because 
they 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 thing in this 
cosmos and on the earth and they have found that all this has happened as a product of 
forces they cannot hope to discover. That there are what I or what anyone would call 
supernatural forces at work is now I think a scientifically proven fact.” 




Why is an agnostic saying that supernatural forces must have been at work, why couldn’t 
nature have created the universe? Because there was NO nature. There was nothing. If 
it’s not a natural cause, it must be a supernatural cause (something beyond the natural). 


Arthur Eddington, the contemporary of Einstein who was an expert in the field of General 
Relativity said: “The beginning seems to present insuperable difficulties unless we agree 
to look on it as frankly supernatural.”


Either nobody created something out of nothing or SOMEBODY created something out of 
nothing. Theism thinks somebody did, atheists think nobody did. The question is: Which 
is the more reasonable explanation? This is why Frank Turek says that he does not have 
enough faith to be an atheist!


2. The Teleological Argument 
(The DESIGN of the Universe & Design of life)


This is known as the fine-tuning argument. I will only briefly touch upon this. 


The universe didn’t just explode into being out of nothing, it did so with incredible 
precision. 


Stephen Hawking said: The universe would not exist if there was a decrease in the 
expansion rate 1 second after the big bang by only 1 part in one hundred thousand 
million million. That’s 1x10^17. 


Hawking concludes: It would be very difficult to explain why the universe should have 
begun in just this way except as an act of God who intended to create beings like us. 


Not only designed in terms of expansion but the gravitational force is so precise that if 
you changed the gravitational force by 1 part in 10^40, nothing would exist. What’s 
1x10^40 you may ask? Stretch a tapemeasure across the entire known universe. Set 
gravity at 1 inch anywhere on that line, if you move gravity 1 inch in either direction, we 
don’t exist. 


Other things about out universe are difficult to explain unless there is a designer behind it. 
For example the earth rotation is just right. If there was a bit more or less, we wouldn’t be 
here. The axial tilt 23.5degrees, just right. Change that a little bit and we aren’t here. 
Jupiter in its current orbit. If it wasn’t there we’d be bombarded with space material, 
Jupiter is basically a cosmic vacuum cleaner. Attracting space junk to it rather than us.


Arnold Penzias, who co-discovered the radiation afterglow said: Astronomy leads us to a 
unique event, a universe which was created out of nothing. One with the very delicate 
balance needed to provide exactly the right conditions required to permit life. And one 
which has an underlying, one might say “Supernatural plan”. 


Stephen Weinberg, atheist theoretical physicist said: Life as we know it would be 
impossible if any one of several physical quantities had slightly different values. 




Not only is the universe slightly tuned, but LIFE (which wouldn’t exist without the 
aforementioned fine tuning) is precisely tuned and designed.


Darwin does a great job of explaining natural selection and micro-evolution with respect 
to small things like "fur density" and "beak size" etc. but fails to provide explanation for 
the 1x10^40 amounts of species in the world


Biologists have found that in order to mutate on a DNA level to create a protein (the first 
stage in evolution), that because there is an unfathomably long string of amino acids and 
various combinations of 40 amino acids, that the chances of producing a strand of DNA 
code to produce a WORKING protein is a minuscule 1x10^70. 


Stephen Meyer talks about this and more in his book “Darwin’s Doubt” if you’re interested 
in learning more about the issues with darwinian evolution. 


3. The Moral Argument 

The Moral argument is centred mainly around two things: The origin of Morality and whether or 
not Objective Morality exists. 


1. If Objective Morality exists, God must exist. 

2. Objective Morality exists.

3. Therefore God exists. 


If you are an atheist or if you want to refute the moral argument, you have to either reject premise 
1 or 2. 


In rejection of premise 1, the refuter must provide an alternative explanation other than God, as to 
the origins of morality. 


In rejection of premise 2, the refuter must disprove the existence of Objective Morality.

_______________________________________________________________________________________


Let’s look at the origins of morality…


By Objective Morality: Right or Good values that are true & binding regardless of human opinion,


If the Germans had hypothetically won WW2 and brainwashed people into believing that 
murdering Jews was right, it would still be objectively wrong. 


A football player might be of the opinion that you can pick up the ball with your hands and throw it 
into the goal and that counts as a goal - but in reality we know that this is against the rules. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________


God: The infinite, eternal & morally perfect Being (The Greatest Good) who is the source and 
sustainer of everything that exists. 


This isn’t Zeus or Thor, this is a “Spaceless, Timeless, Immaterial, Powerful, Moral, Personal, 
Intelligent Sustaining Cause.” 




_______________________________________________________________________________________


Science is a method of inquiry - normally using experiments and observation to discover cause 
and effect relationships. 


“Normally” because sometimes you can’t run an experiment for example for a murder or for a 
historical event. 


Sometimes because no experiment is possible, you just have to look at the clues and draw best 
inference towards an explanation with the evidence that you do have. 

_______________________________________________________________________________________


The problem is, when we try to refute the first premise, that the origins of morality are very limited. 


Here are the options: 

1. Mind. 

2. Matter. 


Either morality originated from a Moral Being with a mind who created the Universe and the 
Objective moral standard is just that Being’s nature, or morality originated from Matter - atoms 
and chemicals. 


The problem with accepting that the origin isn’t a supernatural Being, is that this implies 
materialism. 


Materialism cannot explain the origins of morality because if all that exists is matter, then why 
should I have any reason to trust the chemical reactions in my brain as truth? 


Surely I am just my DNA which is the product of mindless chemical process, and as Richard 
Dawkins puts it “DNA neither cares nor knows. DNA just is. And we dance to its music.”


C.S. Lewis:

Supposing there was no intelligence behind the universe, no creative mind. In that case, nobody 
designed my brain for the purpose of thinking. It is merely that when the atoms inside my skull 
happen, for physical or chemical reasons, to arrange themselves in a certain way, this gives me, 
as a by-product, the sensation I call thought. But, if so, how can I trust my own thinking to be 
true? It's like upsetting a milk jug and hoping that the way it splashes itself will give you a map of 
London. But if I can't trust my own thinking, of course I can't trust the arguments leading to 
Atheism, and therefore have no reason to be an Atheist, or anything else. Unless I believe in God, 
I cannot believe in thought: so I can never use thought to disbelieve in God.


Albert Einstein

“You are right in speaking of the moral foundations of science, but you cannot turn around and 
speak of the scientific foundations of morality… Every attempt to reduce ethics to scientific 
formulae must fail.”

_______________________________________________________________________________________


Now, let’s move onto the second premise.


If no objective morality exists, then the moral argument falls flat. But to claim that no objective 
morality exists is to say that our sense of morality is only a matter of opinion. 




Let’s talk about Hitler…


If there is No God, then what hitler or what anybody else did, does or will do is only a matter of 
opinion, because there is no external reference or enforcer of these rules.


Here’s the question: Well then why is it, all of us hopefully would agree that torturing babies or 
rape or murder is objectively wrong. 


You may say “Well the origins of morality are from evolution and natural selection, so there is no 
objective morality, but our human morality helps human society to function!” 


This proposition surely cannot be true. Morality’s purpose could not have been to help humans 
survive so that they cooperate with each other by theory of natural selection, because it is 
precisely for this reason that Hitler did what he did!


The Nazis exterminated millions of Jewish and disabled people, because they believed precisely 
in natural selection and that the Aryan/Nordic race had evolved to a higher level than other races, 
and that the disabled were a hinderance to society. A popular phrase amongst committed Nazis 
was “Die Juden sind unser Unglück” or “The Jews are our misfortune.” 


This popular piece of German propaganda may come as a shock, but I would like to emphasise 
the magnitude of the situation here:


“We humans have transgressed the law of natural selection in the last decades. Not only have 
we supported inferior life-forms, we have encouraged their propagation. The offspring of these 
sick people looked like this. (Picture of disabled man shown). Where thousands of drooling 
imbeciles must be fed and cared for, individuals lower than any beast.” 


Now let me ask the brutal and honest question. If of course, objective moral values don’t exist, 
then why wouldn’t you want to get rid of those who hinder you. To exterminate a hinderance to 
society surely serves well for the prosperity and survival of the fittest! 


The reason I think, why all of us deep down know that this is wrong - is because we were made in 
the image of God. Other solutions simply pose these huge problems. 


I shall leave the moral argument there for now, and just briefly address another issue.

_______________________________________________________________________________________


Christopher Hitchens says: 

“Religion makes good people do bad things and smart people say ridiculous things.” 


Daniel Dennet also references the problem of evil as evidence for God’s non-existence.


Richard Dawkins:

“The God of the Old Testament is arguably the most unpleasant character in all fiction: jealous 
and proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving control-freak; a vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic 
cleanser; a misogynistic, homophobic, racist, infanticidal, genocidal, filicidal, pestilential, 
megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic, capriciously malevolent bully.”


In defence of Theism and religion, I would say that, that if there is no God to set an external 
standard above humans then it is very difficult to argue how any of the characteristics that 
Richard Dawkins has labelled God can even be wrong! 




C.S. Lewis, who used to be an atheist, said:

“My argument against God was that the universe seemed so cruel and unjust. But how had I got 
this idea of just and unjust? A man does not call a line crooked unless he has some idea of a 
straight line. What was I comparing this universe with when I called it unjust?”


And anyway, even if I was a homicidal raping torturer, if I only did those things because of 
decision-making in my brain, determined by chemicals that I have no control over - surely its not 
my fault! Molecules react, they don’t make decisions. 


Besides the fact that an atheist can’t argue that the crusades were objectively wrong in the first 
place, it is also hypocritical for an atheist to play the ‘blame-game’. 


What about Mao and Hitler and Stalin?


In his book, The Devil’s Delusion: Atheism and it’s scientific pretences, David Berlinski points out 
some of the statistics for the 20th century. 


Stalin’s regime: responsible for 20million deaths.

Hitler’s regime: responsible for 6million exterminated Jews and 55million dead as a result of world 
war 2

Mao Zedong’s regime: responsible for 40 million deaths. 


Stalin of course was an atheist, even Richard Dawkins admits this.

Hitler as we just explored, was a stern believer in Darwinianism. 

And Mao led China as a secular country to committing some of the most heinous atrocities of the 
20th century. 


Of course, Sam Harris jumps to the defence of atheistic countries, saying that surely the problem 
with these leaders and their horrible followers was that they surely had too much faith in their 
regimes rather than lack of it. 


But as David Berlinski says in his book:

“What Hitler did not believe and what Stalin did not believe and what Mao did not believe and 
what the SS did not believe and what the Gestapo did not believe and what the NKVD did not 
believe and what the commissars, functionaries, swaggering executioners, Nazi doctors, 
Communist Party theoreticians, intellectuals, Brown Shirts, Black Shirts, Gauleiters and a 
thousand party hacks did not believe was that God was watching what they were doing. As 
far as we can tell, very few of those carrying out the horrors of the twentieth century worried 
overmuch that God was watching what they were doing either. That is, after all, the meaning 
of a secular society.” 


Thus ends this section on the Moral argument for God.

_______________________________________________________________________________________


Reasons to trust Christianity 

Now, I have given some evidence to reasonably justify a belief in God, but why should anybody 
trust the Christian God? These arguments don’t necessarily prove that the God of the bible exists, 
even if they are strong arguments….  




To answer this, I am going to quote Professor John Lennox. 


At the end of a fantastic debate with Richard Dawkins, Lennox is asked “How do you explain the 
similarities between organised religions and why do you feel that Christianity is in some way more 
viable?”, John answers in this way… 


“I think that when we look around the world, there are various aspects to any given religion and 
one of the very important ones is the moral aspect. And as has been pointed out by many people, 
if you look around the world you find a common moral pool. Richard Dawkins mentions this in one 
of his books. A common moral pool where members of all faiths or none will respond very similar 
to the same kinds of moral questions. To me, the explanation for that is: that each person is a 
moral being, made in the image of God. And therefore as I look around the world I would expect 
that whether people believe in God or not that they’ve a roughly similar morality. So there are 
similarities at that level. 


But then you get very big differences when it comes particularly to the question of a basis for a 
relationship with God. And that tends to diverge. There are some religions that say that a 
relationship with god must be based on human merit. And as many of you know, Christianity says 
the exact opposite - that the relationship with God comes through trusting Christ because of what 
he did through the cross and resurrection. And is not Merit, but is a Gift.”


“Why do you feel that Christianity in some way more viable than the other religions?” 


“Well I think for me the question is whether Christianity is true or not. And Christ’s claim to be the 
way, the truth and the life is either absurd nonsense or else it is true. I am convinced it is true. 
Why is it true? Well if we take the 3 great mono-theistic religions and their attitude towards Christ. 
We’ll find that one of them believes that Christ died and didn’t rise. The other believes that He 
didn’t die, and Christianity believes that He both died and rose again. Now that’s something I 
think that we can access by History. 


	 Important to note here: during the debate between professor Lennox and Richard 
Dawkins, from which I extracted this quote, Richard Dawkins says and I quote: “Most ancient 
Historians believe that Jesus existed and there are one or two that don’t.” And then later on says 
“Maybe I alluded to the possibility that some historians think Jesus never existed - I take that 
back. Jesus existed.” 


	 John Lennox points out that the central focus of the new testament is Christ rising from 
the dead. He says “Ancient historians whose discipline is very venerable, and I’m not talking 
about christian historians, many of them even at the skeptical end of the spectrum say that the 
evidence for the resurrection of Christ is very powerful. The explosion of the Christian church from 
a non-proselytising group of Jews in the first century, the empty tomb and all the rest of it, has 
even led Géza Vermes who’s one of the most distinguished ancient historians in Oxford to say 
‘yes, this tomb was empty’ and hallucinations and this kind of explanation do not wash. So we 
have to ask ourselves whether we believe in historical testimony or not.” 


He continues…


“The second point is this and is probably the most important point. It seems to me in a way that 
Christianity is not competing with other religions. Let me explain that. Because as I understand 
the New Testament, what Christ offers me is something that no other religion offers me. Many 



other religions offer me a moral path to follow which may be excellent. But what christianity offers 
me is a radical diagnosis to which, some people react, ‘the fact that I find myself disjointed - I 
don’t even keep my own moral standards’ and so on… And I find also that the relationship with 
God has been broken and there is need for repair, need for forgiveness. Now in Christ and His 
death and resurrection, I find that there is an adequate basis for forgiveness so that I can be 
certain of my relationship with God and know it. Now I don’t find that anywhere else. I find 
wonderful morality and all the rest of it and I think its important to respect people of other faiths. 
But if you ask me what makes the difference, that’s the central one.” 

_______________________________________________________________________________________


Summary 

So if I may make any comment on these subjects despite probably possessing only half the IQ of 
any of these gentlemen, I would summarise in this way…


I didn’t have time today, nor does anybody to explore the arguments for and against Atheism in 
it’s entirety. But, based on the evidence that I HAVE showed today, I would personally say that it is 
reasonable to justify a belief in God (Theism), and a belief in Jesus Christ. There is very strong and 
very compelling evidence in favour of a God, to which the God of the Bible seems to me to fit the 
criteria for very well. 


• Spaceless, Timeless, Immaterial (To have created space, time and matter)

• Powerful (To create the universe)

• Moral (From which the morality of the universe is derived)

• Personal (Because the universe had a beginning and He had to have made a choice to create 

it)

• Intelligent (Because of the fine-tuning of the universe and our capacity to comprehend the 

universe)


Now out of these arguments that I have given, they are only a few of many. If you go and read 
books or search on the internet or watch debates between the most educated Theists and 
Atheists, you will find that there are far more arguments, and actually far more arguments in favour 
of being a theist than an atheist. Since the atheists are asking for evidence, I would encourage 
you to go and look for it. 


I hope that you all have learned a thing or two from this sermon. Again if you are outraged by 
anything that I have said here today, just remember that most of it wasn’t actually said by me! 
Though I welcome your feedback in my inbox of course… After all, the Atheism vs Theism debate 
will probably continue for as long as humanity exists. 


So in conclusion, whilst I have no definitive proof and cannot hold a jar infant of you today with 
God in it, I would say this. I can personally say to a higher degree of certainty that “strong 
atheism” is definitely wrong than “Theism” is definitely correct. Either that, or we live in a 
simulation. 


Thank You. 


Just kidding, let’s pray and worship the Lord together. 



