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p. 56 
In other words, it was not the absence of a sign that troubled them. It was the message behind the signs that provoked their discomfort.
p. 57 
In our day, we must first establish the existence of God. Only then ca we present the evidence that Jesus is God incarnate. To the religiously minded, the challenge is more complex. How do we establish that Jesus is the only way to God? Where do we find the common ground on which to begin?
p. 58 
Faith is a confidence in the person of Jesus Christ and in His power, so that even when His power does not serve my end, my confidence remains because of who He is. 
p. 64
Some years ago, I was having dinner with a few scholars, most of whom were scientists. They were a find group of people, and I was honored to be in their company. At one point, our discussion veered into the conflict between naturalism’s starting point – nature and nature along – and supernaturalism’s starting point, which is that God is the only sufficient explanation for our origin.


I asked them a couple of questions. “If the Big Bang were indeed where it all began [which one can fairly well grant, at least to this point in science’s thinking], may I ask what preceded the Big Bang?” Their answer which I had anticipated, was that the universe was shrunk down to a singularity.


I pursued, “But isn’t it correct that a singularity as defined by science is a point at which all the laws of physics break down?”


“That is correct,” was the answer.


“Then technically, your starting point is not scientific either.”


“There was silence, and their expressions betrayed the scurrying mental searches for an escape hatch. But I had yet another question.


I asked if they agreed that when a mechanistic view of the universe had held sway, thinkers like Hume had chided philosophical argument for the existence of God. Causality, he warned, could not be extrapolated from science to philosophy. 


“Now,” I added, “when quantum theory hold sway, randomness in the subatomic world is made a basis for randomness in life. Are you not making the very same extrapolation that you warned us against?”


Again there was silence and then one man said with a self-deprecating smile, “We scientists do seem to retain selective sovereignty over what we allow to be transferred to philosophy and what we don’t.” 


There was the truth in cold, hard terms. The person who demands a sign and at the same time has already determined that anything that cannot be explained scientifically is meaningless is not merely standing the deck; he is losing at his own game.

p. 89 
They are teachers who point to their teaching or show some particular way. In all of these, there emerges an instruction, a way of living. It is not Zoroaster to whom you turn. It is Zoroaster to whom you listen… By contrast, Jesus did not only teach or expound His message. He was identical with His message. He said, “I am the truth.”
p. 90 
Teaching at best beckons us to morality, but it is not in itself efficacious. Teaching is like a mirror. It can show you if your face is dirty, but the mirror will not wash your face.
p. 111 
If one does not know one’s purpose, any destination will do. And when the ship starts to sink or bumps into another ship, how does one safely reach the harbor without any instruments? Let us be certain that no ethical imperative can be established and no moral pronouncements can be made without first establishing life’s imperative and knowing how to measure progress. Why do we exist anyway? And it is here that the skeptic flounders on the high seas of life. If we are here purely by accident and we navigate purely by whim, how does on determine whether any journey is the right or wrong direction? Why be in one place rather than anywhere else?

p. 112
But here Christianity provides a counterchallenge to remind them that they have not escaped the problem of contradiction. If evil exists, then one must assume that good exists in order to know the difference. If good exists, one must assume that a moral law exists by which to measure good and evil. But if a moral law exists, must not one posit an ultimate source of moral law, or at least an objective basis for a moral law? By an objective basis, I mean something that is transcendingly true at all times, regardless of whether I believe it or not.


This argument is very compelling and must be given due consideration by anyone who denies the existence of God but accepts the presence of evil. In contrast to the Christian’s assertion that God is necessary in order to posit the notions of good and evil, the skeptic responds by asking, “Why cannot evolution explain our moral sense? Why do we need God?”


This is the latest approach by antitheistic thinkers who seek to explain good and evil apart from God. Over the years naturalist first denied causality as an argument to prove God’s existence: Why do we have to have a cause? Why can’t the universe just be? Then they denied the design as an argument of God’s existence: Why do we need a designer? Why could it not have come together with the appearance of design? Not they deny morality as an argument for God’s existence: Why do we need to posit a moral law or a moral law source? Why can’t it just be a pragmatic reality? This I find fascinating! They want a cause for suffering or a design for suffering, but they have already denied that either of these is necessary to account for every effect. 

p. 128
What does all this have to do with suffering? Everything. You see, when the skeptic asks why God did not fashion us so that we could only choose good, he or she completely misses – drastically misses – what goodness is in God’s eyes. Goodness is not an effect. It an effect is all that is important, of course God could make us that way. There is nothing logically contradictory about making us as automatons. But if life is born out of sacredness, neither goodness nor love alone is the goal. It is reverence, and it must be chosen even when it is hard and costly. This kind of love is a choice to let the sanctity of life dictate the commitment of the will. This kind of reverential love can look upon suffering and see it beyond the clutches of time and through the victory of eternity.
p. 130 
It is not goodness we are called to, it is worship. 

*Note: We were not created to be God (good), but rather a reflection of Him (in His image). We are to hold God as sacred and Holy, giving Him our reverence, not ourselves. We are Holy for God’s sake, not our own.

p. 149 
Yet, in an extraordinary staggering statement about Jesus Christ, Napoleon said something that is almost unexcelled by any political leader. I quote it at length because of its incredible insight. I only wish I had it with me when I met with these generals. Napoleon expressed these thoughts while he was exiled on the rock of St. Helena. There, the conqueror of civilized Europe had time to reflect on the measure of his accomplishments. He called Count Montholon to his side and asked him, “Can you tell me who Jesus Christ was?” The count declined to respond. Napoleon continued:


“Well then, I will tell you. Alexander, Caesar, Charlemagne and I myself have founded great empires; but upon what did these creations of our genius depend? Upon force. Jesus alone founded His empire upon love, and to this very day millions will die for Him… I think I understand something of human nature; and I tell you, all these were men, and I am a man: none else is like Him; Jesus Christ was more than man… I have inspired multitudes with such an enthusiastic devotion that they would have died for me… but to do this it was necessary that I should be visibly present with the electric influence of my looks, my words, of my voice. When I saw men and spoke to them, I lighted up the flame of self-devotion in their hearts… Christ alone has succeeded in so raising the mind of man toward the unseen, that it becomes insensible to the barriers of time and space. Across a chasm of eighteen hundred years, Jesus Christ makes a demand which is beyond all others difficult to satisfy; He asks for that which a philosopher may often seek in vain at the hands of his friends, or a father of his children, or a bride of her spouse, or a man of his brother. He asks for the human heart; He will have it entirely to Himself. He demands it unconditionally; and forthwith His demand is granted. Wonderful! In defiance of time and space, the soul of man, with all its powers and faculties, becomes an annexation to the empire of Christ. All who sincerely believe in Him, experience that remarkable, supernatural love toward Him. This phenomenon is unaccountable; it is altogether beyond the scope of man’s creative powers. Time, the great destroyer, is powerless to extinguish this sacred flame; time can neither exhaust its strength nor put a limit to its range. This is it, which strikes me most; I have often thought of it. This it is which proves me quite convincingly the Divinity of Jesus Christ.”

– Quoted in Henry Parry Liddon, Liddon’s Bampton Lectures 1866 (London: Rivingtons, 1869), 148
p. 150
Having  given the first part of His answer, Jesus moves to the second, “For this reason I was born, and for this I came into the world, to testify to the truth. Everyone on the side of truth listens to me.” (John 18:37)


This is one of the most defining statements Jesus ever made, both for His mission and for our ultimate condition. His purpose in coming was to testify to the truth. He already knew who He was. His testimony was to reveal to us who we are. His answers would not change under any pressure His accusers could apply. Whenever He spoke, He spoke the truth. His word was truth.

p. 171
In the same manner as that small-town trial (Dayton, TN, 1925, Clarence Darrow & William Jennings Bryan) we bring this prejudice to Genesis and think that we are capable of deciding whether God acted in six days or fifteen billion years. That was not the intention at all. The four major thoughts of Genesis text have been lost in the volume of extraneous debate. The principal thrust in the opening pages of Genesis is that God is the Creator and that He is both personal and eternal – He is a living, communicating God. The second is that the world did not come by accident, but was designed with humanity in mind – man is an intelligent, spiritual being. The third thrust is that life could not be lived out alone but through companionship – man is relational, dependent being. The fourth aspect is that man was fashioned as a moral entity with the privilege of self-determination – man is an accountable, rational being. 

Three significant relationships entail: that of man toward God – the sanctity of worship; that of man toward his spouse and fellow human beings – the sanctity of relationship; and that of man toward the created order – the sanctity of stewardship. Upon and from the first flow the other two.
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