
IDHEF – Chapter 2 – Why Should Anyone Believe Anything At All? 
 
-You might have heard someone say, “It doesn’t really matter what 
you believe, as long as you believe something.”  While many people 
think this is true about religious beliefs (following the logic that all 
religions pretty much end up at the same place), they would never 
apply this same reasoning to other areas of their life.  “It doesn’t 
really matter what medicine you take, as long as you believe it will 
help you” or “It doesn’t really matter what investment you make as 
long as you believe it will grow.” 
SLIDE TWO 
-Beliefs don’t trump facts in the real world, so why should people 
think they do when it comes to religion? 
-“People almost invariably arrive at their beliefs not on the basis of 
proof but on the basis of what they find attractive.  But truth is not a 
subjective matter of taste – it’s an objective matter of fact.”  Blaise 
Pascal 
-In other words, many build their religious belief system on what 
they hope to be true without checking to see if their beliefs actually 
are true.  But doesn’t it make sense to verify what you believe to be 
true, especially if the truth has eternal consequences?  The Bible 
commands us to search out the truth about Christianity. 
I Peter 3:15 says, “Always be prepared to give an answer to 
everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope that you 
have.”  In this verse, Christians are commanded to understand why 
they believe what they believe, and to be ready to explain the good 
news to anyone who asks why their lives are different. 
 
SLIDE THREE 
-Many people are ignorant of the truth or simply don’t care.  They 
may say that morality is relative or that it doesn’t matter what you 
believe.  But those same people do believe morality matters if they 
were lied to, cheated on or stolen from. 
-Some people say religion doesn’t matter.  But if the Bible is true, 
then someone who chooses not to become reconciled to God through 
salvation will spend eternity separated from Him.  That’s one reason 
why apologetics is so important—what we believe can have eternal 
consequences. 



-Apologetics has been defined as the science and art of defending 
the faith.  In the Greek, it means to present an apology, or defense.  
It doesn’t mean to apologize for doing something wrong.  It means 
to defend your beliefs by providing evidence for them, and through 
this study, we are going to learn how to provide the evidence to 
defend what we believe. 
-Think a minute about a courtroom setting.  There is a prosecuting 
attorney, who tries to prove that the person on trial broke the law.  
There is also a defense attorney, who is trying to demonstrate the 
innocence of the client (or at least provide reasonable doubt as to the 
client’s guilt).  A judge keeps order in the court and makes sure both 
sides follow procedure, while the members of the jury try to listen 
objectively to all the facts and make a ruling about the guilt or 
innocence of the person on trial.  Witnesses are also brought to the 
courtroom to testify about circumstances they witnessed or about 
facts pertaining to the crime of the character of the defendant. 
SLIDE FOUR 
-The entire process in a court of law is based on three things: 1. the 
law, or the standard against which the behavior of the person on trial 
is compared  2.  the truth, which exists but must be discovered  3.  
the evidence, which reveals the truth with facts about what 
happened or the way the world works. 
SLIDE FIVE 
-In a courtroom a prosecuting attorney presents evidence that will 
help the judge and jury discover the truth.  We use the word 
“discover” rather than “determine” because technically we don’t 
determine or create truth—we discover what is already there.  This 
principle applies to religious questions as well.  If God truly exists, 
then we should be able to discover this fact through evidence. 
-A good prosecuting attorney will try to present scientific and 
eyewitness testimony, using sound reasoning, in order to 
demonstrate that the person on trial is guilty.  If the attorney is fair, 
he or she will also try to avoid building the case on personal 
preferences or unsupported claims. 
SLIDE SIX 
-When searching for the truth in religion, we must also rely on 
objective standards of logic rather than subjective ones such as our 
own emotions and feelings, because logic is a more reliable source 



than our emotions.  Our emotions and feelings change, but sound 
logic does not. 
-Subjective standards like emotion can cloud the truth – relying on 
our wants and desires can cause us to believe and act in ways that 
are contrary to truth.  Only objective standards of truth, like logic and 
reason, are consistently reliable for determining truth. 
SLIDE SEVEN 
-Why do people believe what they believe? There are four categories 
of why people believe what they believe: 

1. Sociological reasons – sharing the beliefs of family, friends, or 
society 

2. Psychological reasons – beliefs that give comfort, peace of 
mind, meaning, purpose, hope, identity 

3. Religious reasons – what we were taught in Sunday school or 
church or by some other religious source 

4. Philosophical reasons – beliefs that are logically consistent and 
match reality as we know it 

SLIDE EIGHT 
-Sociological, psychological, and religious reasons often offer only 
subjective reasons for why they believe something. 
-The best way to discover truth is by using philosophical reasons, 
which are based on logic and evidence rather than consensus, 
tradition, or emotion. 
-And that is what philosophy is – finding truth through logic, 
evidence, and science. 
SLIDE NINE 
-Any teaching – religious or otherwise – is worth trusting only if it 
points to the truth. 
-Many beliefs that people hold today are not supported by evidence, 
but only by the subjective preferences of those holding them. 
-In order to find truth, one must be ready to give up those subjective 
preferences in favor of objective facts. 
-Facts are best discovered through logic, evidence, and science. 
SLIDE TEN 
-In order to discover truth, we must identify what is false.  We can 
use the Road Runner tactic to recognize arguments that are self-
defeating and therefore false.  



-One principle that uses this technique is the Law of 
Noncontradiction. This law is self-evident – it can’t be discovered by 
reasoning from other principles.  You can’t prove it; you just know it.   
 
 
SLIDE ELEVEN 
-The Law of Noncontradiction states that contradictory claims cannot 
both be true at the same time in the same sense.  Since the Law of 
Noncontradiction says that anything that contradicts the truth must 
be false, we can use the Road Runner tactic to point out where 
people are ignoring the Law of Noncontradiction to make their point. 
Ex:  Either theists are right – God exists - or the atheists are right – 
God does not exist.  Both cannot be correct.  Either Jesus died on the 
cross and rose form the dead as the Bible claims, or He did not as 
the Qur’an claims.  One is right.  One is wrong. 
 
-Now we are going to take a minute to look at some philosophies 
that have greatly influenced our modern culture and philosophy. 
There are two philosophers in particular who have had a great impact 
on the modern philosophy that pervades our college campuses.  The 
writings of these philosophers have paved the way for modern 
skepticism and agnosticism.  We will look at these two philosophers 
and what they believed briefly to show that even though their 
philosophies have been widely accepted, they can be easily defeated 
using the Road Runner tactic, and therefore cannot be used as proof 
that God does not exist or that His existence cannot be known. 
SLIDE TWELVE 
-First, we will start with Hume’s Skepticism. 
-David Hume was an empiricist who is responsible for much of the 
skepticism that is prevalent in our culture today.  Empiricism is the 
theory that knowledge can only be reliably obtained through 
observation and experience.  He believed that all meaningful ideas 
were either true by definition or must be based on sense experience.   
He believed there are no sense experiences for concepts beyond the 
physical (what we can touch, taste, see, hear or smell).  Any 
metaphysical claims [those about concepts beyond the physical (what 
we can touch, taste, see, hear or smell), including God] should not 
be believed because they are meaningless. 



-Hume stated that propositions can only be meaningful if they meet 
one of the following two conditions: 

1. the truth claim is abstract reasoning such as a mathematical 
equation or definition  Ex:  2 + 2 = 4 

2. the truth claim can be verified empirically through one or more 
of the five senses 

-While Hume claimed to be a skeptic, he was not skeptical about 
these two conditions – he was absolutely convinced he had the truth. 
-Hume’s two conditions were later converted into the “principle of 
empirical verifiability” which claims that a proposition can be 
meaningful only if it’s true by definition or if it’s empirically verifiable. 
SLIDE THIRTEEN 
-Using the Road Runner tactic, we find that by its own definition the 
principle of empirical verifiability is neither true by definition nor 
empirically verifiable, therefore, it is meaningless. 
SLIDE FOURTEEN 
-Now let’s take a look at Kant’s Agnosticism: 
-Immanuel Kant – German philosopher whose ideas greatly 
influenced not only his own age, but modern philosophy as well.  
Although Kant personally believed in God, his philosophical ideas led 
to the rise of agnosticism, the belief that we cannot know if God 
exists. 
-According to Kant, the structure of your senses and your mind forms 
all sense data, so you never really know the thing in itself.  You only 
know the thing to you after your mind and senses form it. 
Ex:  If you look out your window at a tree, Kant says that the tree 
you think you see appears the way it does because your mind is 
forming the sense data you’re getting from the tree.  You really don’t 
know the tree in itself; you only know the phenomena your mind 
categorizes about the tree.  In short, you can’t know the real tree in 
itself, only the tree as it appears to you. 
-Besides being one of the stupidest things you’ve probably ever 
heard in your life, there are some logical flaws to this philosophy. 
-Flaws in this philosophy: 

1. If you can’t know anything about the real world (the thing 
itself) then how do you know the real world is there? 



2. This view is self-defeating because he claims that you can’t 
know anything about the real world while asserting that he 
knows that the real world is unknowable. 

-So using the Road Runner tactic and the Law of Noncontradiction we 
can show that the popular philosophies that agnosticism and 
skepticism are based upon cannot hold their own weight.  However, 
just because these philosophies aren’t sound, does not prove that 
God exists.  It simply proves that the foundation for agnosticism and 
skepticism is shaky at best. 
SLIDE FIFTEEN 
-So how is truth known?  By what process do we go about 
discovering truth?  The process of discovering truth begins with the 
self-evident laws of logic called first principles.  They are called first 
principles because there is nothing behind them.  They are not 
proved by other principles; they are simply inherent in the nature of 
reality and are thus self-evident.  Everyone intuitively knows these 
principles even if they haven’t thought about them. 
-Self-evident truths are the tools we use to help us discover the 
truth. 
SLIDE SIXTEEN 
-We’ve already learned about the Law of Noncontradiction.  A second 
principle is the Law of the Excluded Middle.  This law tells us that 
something either is or it is not.  Either God exists or He does not.  
There is no third alternative.  Because this law makes perfect sense 
and doesn’t need other principles to prove that it is true, it is 
considered self-evident. 
-Going back to our courtroom example:  either the defendant did 
commit the crime or he did not commit the crime.  He will either be 
found guilty or not guilty – there is no middle alternative. 
-To discover the truth about Christianity we must use both inductive 
and deductive reasoning.  Induction is the method of drawing 
general conclusions from specific observations.  This is often called 
the scientific method.  While induction allows us to establish premises 
that are most likely true (beyond a reasonable doubt), it can’t prove 
most things beyond all doubt, because it relies on the observations of 
finite human beings.   
-Ex:  Gravity.  We can observe that things that are unsupported fall 
to the ground.  In other words, from our specific observations of 



falling objects, we can make a general observation that gravity 
exists.  However, we cannot say that gravity exists everywhere or 
that it works on all things, because we has finite human beings have 
not actually been everywhere to see gravity work on all things.  So 
the most we can say is that it is most likely true. 
 
SLIDE SEVENTEEN 
-Deduction involves lining up premises in a logically sound way to 
make an argument.  You may have derived the premises from 
induction, but you form these premises into an argument by using 
deduction.  Technically speaking, deduction can only tell you whether 
an argument is logically sound or unsound; it can’t prove whether the 
argument is true or false.  But if the form of your argument is sound 
and your premises are true, then the conclusion necessarily follows 
and must be true. 
-Ex of logical argument: 
Premise 1:  All men are mortal. 
Premise 2:  John is a man 
Conclusion:  John is mortal. 
 
-Ex of argument that is valid, but not necessarily true: 
Premise 1:  Clara eats grass. 
Premise 2:  All cows eat grass. 
Conclusion:  Clara is a cow. 
 
-Not necessarily true.  Clara could be a horse, an antelope, or various 
other animals that eat grass. 
-So can we know truths about God?  Yes.  We can’t see gravity, but 
we see its effects and therefore we can say with 99-plus percent that 
gravity exists.  The same with God.  Even though we do not 
physically see Him, we can see His effects.  We will use induction to 
investigate God the same way we use it to investigate other things 
we can’t see – by observing their effects.  From these effects we will 
make a rational inference to the existence of a cause. 
Ex:  The book we are reading.  Based on past observational 
experience we know that a book is an effect that results only from 
some preexisting intelligence – an author.  You’ve never seen the 
wind, the rain, or other natural forces produce a book; you’ve only 



seen people do so.  So despite the fact that you didn’t actually see 
anyone write this book, you can reasonably conclude that it must 
have had an author. 
 
-It has been said, “What you don’t know can’t hurt you.”  
Unfortunately, many times this statement is not true.  If you don’t 
know the bridge is out on the road ahead of you, you can be 
seriously injured.  And so it is with the truth about religion.  If you 
don’t know the truth about Christ, it can have serious consequences 
not just in this life, but in the life to come.  We owe it to ourselves 
and to others to find the real truth, and then act on it. 


