
What about religion? 
 
Apotheosis society is motivated by the search for normativity, defined as what we ultimately ought 
to do. One of the problems this project must face is that it seems nearly impossible to draw a valid 
inference from statements describing what „is” to statements about what „ought to be”. 
 
In my talk, I will demonstrate how the God of monotheistic religions, if exists, can overcome this 
(epistemic) „is-ought” problem. Indeed, God was traditionally seen not only as a source of moral 
values and duties, but also as the one who gives the purpose and final meaning of our lives, 
providing an excellent solution to the challenge. 
 
In the second part of the talk, I will show the evidence that God does exist and the traditional 
Christian version of theism is true. What seems to set Christianity apart from other theistic 
worldviews is its solid grounding in historical data, with multiple lines of evidence converging on a 
common conclusion. 
 
Suggested reading: 
It would be useful to revise the central apotheotic argument. I also recommend watching the videos 
2, 3 and 5 from https://goo.gl/Rygxu6. Because I will not have time to discuss the a priori 
objections to miracles in depth, I will assume that they are not conclusive, see  
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/miracles/#GenArg for a balanced overview. 
 
 



Introduction 
• I wish I had a bit more time to prepare, because I might have failed to make this a well-

structured talk. Sorry if it is a bit chaotic and sorry if it looks as if I am just reading the 
notes. Of course I am only scratching the surface here and my goal was to talk about the 
most important things. I expect to speak for about 30 minutes and then my understanding is 
that we will have a discussion. I would recommend leaving questions until the discussion, 
but from time to time during the talk I will ask if you want me to clarify something, so if 
you have a pressing quesiton you can ask it then. 

• In the first meeting of Apotheosis Society, normativity was defined as follows: we ought to 
do whatever is demanded by normativity. We might identify it with a moral law. The most 
important questions are: does normativity exist? If yes, then can find out what it consists of? 
Should we devote our lives to feeding the hungry, or maybe we should climb Mount 
Everest? How can we decide? Whatever the answer, normativity is the value and purpose of 
our lives: our goal, by definition, is to do what we ought to do. 

• Over millennia, some religions claimed to have knowledge about what ought to be done.  
Monotheistic religions in particular claimed to have ethical knowledge revealed from God. 
Millions of adherents to Judaism, Christianity and Islam believed they should follow the 
will of God, including many prominent philosophers who have reflected on this issue. Many 
of moral teachings are common to all these three religions, for example: “give alms to the 
poor”. Other teachings are distinct, for example the commandment to take no more than 4 
wives. 

• I suggest that what many of these people believed is true: that God CAN be the answer for 
the search for normativity, that God does exist and that the Christian God exists. 

• By God, I mean, roughly speaking, an unembodied mind, who is eternal, able to do 
anything, knows everything, is the creator and sustainer of the universe, and is in some sense 
a source of normativity. 

• I will use the pronoun He to refer to God, but of course this is just a convention. 
 
 
 
 



The is-ought problem 
I will start with the well-known observation that it is difficult to derive statements about what ought 
to be done (normative) from statements about what is (descriptive). For example, one may grant 
that beating up an innocent dog just for fun causes a great deal of unnecessary suffering. This is a 
statement about how things are – the beating causes the suffering. But it does not logically follow 
that beating is wrong, unless we take as an axiom that suffering is bad. But someone may be not 
satisfied with such axioms; Apotheosis Society wishes to prove what is right and wrong – but it 
seems very difficult to give a proof of an “ought” from an “is”. This is what I call the epistemic is-
ought problem. 
 
I think the best solution to this problem comes from theism. The solution has the following form: 
 

1. God is omniscient. 
2. God believes that we ought to do X. 
3. Therefore, we ought to do X. 

 
(Moreover, God also solves the ontological problem of normativity. The problem is that normativity 
has some apparent weirdness to it. It is a completely different thing than we observe in the world. 
Why is it the case that the abstract property of being wrong is attached to certain actions? If 
normativity exists, then why does it exist? According to most Christian philosophers, the fact that 
we ought to do X is not some independent, strange reality, but is a consequence of the nature of God 
– in this sense God is the source of normativity. So there are really two problems: the epistemic 
problem and the ontological problem, and both are simultaneously solved by theism. Now I will 
concentrate on the epistemic problem.) 
 
So: How can we discover what God thinks we ought to do? The answer to this question will depend 
on some further facts about this God, so we have to be more specific. From now on, I will 
concentrate on the normativity provided by the Christian God, because I think He actually exists. 
By the Christian God I mean the God described in the Bible and incarnated in the person of Jesus 
Christ - more on that later. 
 

Z komentarzem [nieznany1]: The other way is to claim 
that normative and descriptive statements are not 
actually distinct, that some normative statements are 
identical to descriptive ones, they are just expressed in 
different words. For example, when someone says “this 
is wrong”, then what he really means is “this increases 
suffering”... 



So: how can we discover the normativity provided by the God of the Bible? 
Now I will simply give the biblical answers, and only later I will explain why I think this Christian 
worldview is true. However, even in this section I give some tentative reasons, so that you might 
see that the answers are not just a set of unrelated propositions. It is important that they are not ad 
hoc and they make a coherent whole. 
• Moral intuition. 
◦  On the Christian view God wants us to do what we ought to do. God wants us to choose good 
over evil and obey His laws that promote human flourishing. 
◦  This implies that God desires that we are aware what is right and wrong; that's why God 
embedded within us a moral intuition that would point us toward the good. This is called 
conscience. Those who believe in God and those who do not believe both have conscience. There 
is a striking degree of agreement about moral facts, even across cultures, which may be seen as a 
weak confirmation of this. Now, of course, there are many ways in which God could have 
embedded conscience in our hearts, including evolution, socialization, etc. 

◦  Conscience is not perfect (can you guess what problems are there?) 
▪  Our consciences are similar, but there are differences in moral intuitions. 
▪  Moreover, our conscience often tells us things that one could argue are in contradiction with 
one another. For example, someone may believe that all men have equal moral worth, but that it 
is ok to have slaves. 
▪  It often happens that even if we know what we should do, we do something else. For 
example, we might browse facebook instead of studying. Of course, the problem is that 
knowledge does not guarantee action. (In the Bible, this is recognized by the apostle Paul, who 
wrote that “...”). This is related to our free will. 

◦  So our position is not so good: we do not entirely know what we ought to do and even if we 
did, we are often too weak to act on it. God is in a better position: since God is omniscient, He not 
only knows what we ought to do, but also knows what He ought to do. And since He is 
omnipotent, He is not weak like we are and cannot fail to do the right thing. Therefore God has 
moral perfection. This is what Christians call holiness. We assumed that God wants us to do what 
we ought to do; let's also assume that God can justly punish us if we fail to do the right thing – this 
is called justice and is strongly related to holiness. 
◦  As I said, our conscience sometimes leads us astray and we are too weak to do the right 
thing. So God had a reason to give another sort or guidance (1) and had a reason to help us more 
directly in our struggle to do good (2). Moreover, if choosing the wrong thing can have bad 
consequences (in the Christian view it has, the consequence is estrangement from God/hellfire), 
and God wants good for us (in the Christian view He does), then God has a reason to, as it were, 
save us from the bad consequences we brought upon ourselves (3). 
• Moral guidance by revelation from God 

◦  According to the New Testament, Jesus Christ displayed the true nature of God, including 
His holiness. He was a moral teacher and is given as the perfect example Christians should 
follow. In short, Jesus was a revelation from God and provided moral guidance through 
teaching and example. The central ethical teaching of the Bible is that we are obligated to give 
glory to God through loving God and our neighbor. 
◦  I also said that God has a reason to help us more directly in our struggle to do good. 
Indeed, the Bible says that if we believe in Christ, we receive guidance from the Holy Spirit. 
Moreover, as we will see in the third point, Christians see God as their great benefactor and this 
might motivate them, through gratitude, to follow His commands. 
◦  The third point is the unique claim of Christianity. According to the Bible, we can be 
rescued from the bad consequences of our actions (both in this world and the world to come) by 
the free gift of grace which works through the sacrifice of Christ – we say that Jesus Christ died 
for our sins. Remarkably, he resurrected – this we are going to discuss towards the end. 

• Conclusions: Conscience, revelation from God (in the NT), Rawls' reflective equilibrium. 

Z komentarzem [nieznany2]: (In fact, many, if not all, 
of the precepts we ought to follow are His 
commandments.) 



The Nature of Arguments for Christian theism 
Now, I don't want to spend too much time justifying my epistemology, because I think that would 
make the talk too abstract. But I think it is necessary to give a brief outline of how the arguments 
are going to work. 

• First, let me be clear that I am not giving deductive proofs from undeniable premises, like in 
mathematics. 

• The arguments do not belong to the realm of natural sciences either. They are not scientific 
in the usual sense of the word and you won't find them in a scientific journal like Physics 
Today. On the other hand, many of these arguments do use scientific facts as their premises. 

• I think the arguments for God's existence and for the truth of Christian worldview should 
usually be understood as inference to the best explanation. Christianity appears to be a 
theory that very well explains certain metaphysical, scientific and historical facts and is a 
theory that makes a coherent whole; it has quite a low number of essential ad hoc 
assumptions used to explain these facts, and therefore I think it is the best explanation. The 
various facts I have in mind give rise to different arguments for the truth of Christianity and 
if taken together, they make a strong case. 

• I listed the most popular ones in the script. In the talk I will consider three of them in greater 
detail. These are: the Argument from the laws of nature, the fine tuning argument and the 
historical argument for the resurrection of Jesus. 



Argument from the Laws of Nature 
• Introduction 

◦  The first argument I will consider I call the argument from the laws of nature. It is also 
called the argument from temporal order, or the argument from the applicability of 
mathematics. 

◦  The argument is based on the realization that nature behaves in regular patterns that can 
be described and understood by the human mind. I am often amazed, as a theoretical 
physicist, both by the form of the laws of nature, and by the fact that they exist. 

◦  Einstein wrote: “The eternal mystery of the world is its comprehensibility…The fact that 
it is comprehensible is a miracle.” 

◦  From a religious perspective, Jeremiah 33:25 “This is what the Lord says: [using 
rhetorical negation]“If I have not made my covenant with day and night and established 
the laws of heaven and earth, then I will reject the descendants of Jacob...”” implying 
that he did establish the laws of heaven and earth. (Romans 1?) 

• Premise 1: Natural order exists 
◦  Someone may say, to the contrary, that this order doesn't exist independently from our 

minds, but that it is an order we impose on the world. But this is a very weak objection. 
▪  First, it is not difficult to imagine a world without order, for example one where all 

events happen uncaused, in a seemingly random manner; or at least it is possible to 
imagine what it would be like for the universe not to have some of its natural laws. 

▪  Secondly, it should be clear that the natural laws we learn from textbooks of 
chemistry, biology or physics constitute real knowledge, and someone who denies 
this scientific knowledge is wrong about some objective fact of the external world. 

▪  Finally, science does not merely consist of describing the patterns of the past. Rather, 
it can make successful predictions about the future – this implies that there IS some 
order we strive to imitate when making the predictions. (This order will also hold in 
the future, so it is clearly not an imposed or invented order.) 

• Premise 2: The existence or natural order calls for an explanation. 
◦  It is much too complicated and too big a thing to be dismissed as a brute fact which has 

no explanation. It is extremely strange that the physical objects would have the powers 
and liabilities they in fact have. When a physicist steps back from his or her everyday 
work, he should be stricken by the fact that there are such and such particles or fields at 
all, that physical laws act so universally, that they act in this region of space and another, 
and they persist through time. It is difficult to imagine that such an amazing collection of 
coincidences has no explanation at all, because there is a countless number of ways the 
laws could cease to operate. 

◦  Someone may raise the following objection: “If there was no natural order, we wouldn't 
be around to ask the question.” But this objection misses the point. The objection 
explains why we observe the natural order (it seems unlikely that we could observe a 
universe without laws of nature), but we still need to be explain why there is natural 
order. (Jumping out of a plane.) 

◦  (Multiverse) 
• Conclusion: there is an explanation that is responsible for the existence of the natural order. 

◦  This explanation must lie outside of the physical universe, but must be causally related 
to it. It cannot be scientific, for the pattern of scientific explanation is that we explain a 
physical phenomenon by a natural law, or that we explain a natural law by another law. I 
can think of 3 different explanations that can be proposed. You are free to suggest … 

◦  Mathematics: the existence of mathematics (for example in a Platonic sense) has been 
suggested by some philosophers, e.g. by Quine, to account for the order in nature, but in 
my opinion, mistakenly. Numbers and figures are just abstract objects and whether they 
exist or not, they cannot stand in causal relations and they have no power over the 

Z komentarzem [nieznany3]: In order to see the point, 
imagine you jump from a plane at 10 kilometers without 
a parachute, but miraculously survive. Someone asks 
you for an explanation, but you just say “if I died, you 
wouldn't ask me this question”. But this of course did 
not explain the strange fact that you didn't die. 



natural world. 
◦  We are in a simulation run by physical beings: apart from the fact that this seems 

unlikely due to huge computational complexity of the universe, the aliens would also 
live in a physical reality with natural order, so this hypothesis postulates something 
equally complex. 

◦  A powerful, intelligent, unembodied being causes the laws of nature to operate 
continuously, thus sustaining the universe in order. Such a being must be really powerful 
and intelligent, because designing and governing the universe is not a trivial matter. It is 
simplest to suppose that He has unlimited power and knowledge. Since he has always 
governs the universe, He might be seen as its sustainer, and also creator if the universe 
had a beginning. This fits most of the characteristics of God. (If we grant that God 
wanted to create moral agents who would have the power to obey or reject him, which is 
not an ad hoc assumption, we can actually show that God had a reason to create laws of 
nature: namely, the order of nature makes the existence of moral agents like us possible.) 

 
The Fine-Tuning Argument 
This argument for the existence of God is based on the remarkable fact that constants of nature 
seem to fall into a very precise range that allows for the existence of organised life. For example, 
small changes in the masses of quarks would drastically affect the stability properties of particles 
and lead to a universe without complex structures. Barnes (2012) in his paper lists more than 20 
instances of fine tuning of particle masses and forces, and there are also the initial conditions. 
 
The argument observes that fine tuning, which is a scientific fact, is very improbable given atheism, 
and is quite probable assuming classical theism, because God has a reason to design the universe 
such that organized life could exist. The argument goes like this: 
 

1. Fine tuning has an explanation in terms of chance, physical necessity or design. 
2. Design is the best explanation of fine tuning (and God is the best explanation of design). 

 
Quite conveniently, the logical form of the fine tuning argument is very similar to the previous one, 
so many of the objections have been already refuted. I will quickly consider additional ones. 

• “You are erroneusly assuming that life must be carbon-based.” 
The answer is that if non-carbon life required less fine tuning than life like ours, then 
universe should have ended up with non-carbon life. In other words, given that 
carbon life exists, we should conclude that it is at least as probable as other forms of 
life. And if this is so, then the total probability of organised life would remain close 
to zero, because the number of distinct options is small. Moreover, the alteration of 
some physical constants would make drastic differences, for example no atoms or 
no molecules at all could exist in the universe. 

• “Multiverse explains the fine-tuning” 
I do not claim to know everything about multiverse theories, but most of them are 
designed to explain the fine tuning and do not have other applications, while the 
God hypothesis explains many things at once, therefore is less ad hoc. And although 
there are theories that avoid this attack by incorporating multiverse into quantum 
gravity or string theory program, they are also highly speculative and I don't think 
they can be seen as progressive research programs. Finally, even multiverse can't 
solve the problem of low initial entropy – unless some more fundamental theories 
can bypass the second law of thermodynamics, the difficulty is that it would remain 
vastly more probable that we live in a small island of order, for example of the size 
of the solar system or even smaller – the size of our brain(!) surrounded by a sea 



disorder rather than what we actually observe. But you are encouraged to learn 
more about the possibility of a multiverse, this is just an introduction. 



Resurrection – introduction 
Penal substitution, resurrection was a vindication by God and confirmation that the sacrifice was 
accepted, ... 
Evidence for the Resurrection 

1. In this discussion I am of course not assuming that New Testament accounts are infallible or 
inspired by God. I am simply treating them in a possibly unbiased way, as I would treat any 
other historical material. 

2. There are minimal facts that scholars agree on. Types of evidence for them: 
◦  Early attestation: if a writing is early, this gives credibility to it, because the 

probability that it is based on true events increases; in particular, the earlier the date, 
the easiest it was to find eyewitnesses. The letters of Paul were written around 50-55 
AD, while the three gospels of Mark, Matthew and Luke are usually dated around 50 
to 80 AD, the time when some of the eyewitnesses would still have been alive. 
Moreover, there are clever ways to establish that some fragments are in fact 
quotations of an earlier oral formulae, which can be compared to short prayers or 
songs religious parents teach their children today. The most famous of such 
quotations can be found in 1st letter to corinthians, chapter 15. This letter was 
probably composed before any of the gospels, around the year 50 AD, making the 
fragment the earliest written testimony about the resurrection. It reads: … . Note that 
Paul says … ; in the original Greek, this is a well-known form of introducing 
quotation. Moreover, some words in this passage are never used by Paul in any of his 
letters, suggesting that the phrases are not his in origin. There are more reasons to 
think it is a quotation from an earlier, oral source. The question is: where did Paul get 
this formula? He must have got it from some Christian authority; we know Paul 
visited Jerusalem to speak with Peter probably around 40 AD. Thus most scholars 
agree that the creed existed before then. Even Richard Carrier, a fringe scholar who 
doesn't hink Jesus existed, agrees that the creed “definitely existed and was the central 
“gospel” Christians were preaching in the early 30s A.D.” 

◦  Independent attestation: if an event is reported by two or more sources, and we have 
reason to think they are independent, for example because it is reported in a 
completely different manner, or they contradict in details, this gives strong 
credibility to the reports. 

◦  Principle of embarassment: if a reported event is embarassing to the Christians (for 
example, the disciples are described as so silly as to misunderstand Jesus' message), 
then there would be little reason for fabricating it. 

◦  Historical, geographical and other details that can be cross-validated today. 
◦  Stories are concrete, e.g. people are mentioned by name (Pontius Pilate etc. compare 

with later apocrypha which do not use proper names, or use strange names that 
weren't used in Palestine at that time at all. Moreover, an obvious reason people 
would had been mentioned by name is that these people were known to the readers. 
Reflect, for example, on Mk 5:21-43.) 

◦  Lack of theological reflection (crucifixion and burial story in Mark are crude 
descriptions, they do not teach morality nor theology etc.) 

3. List the facts 
4. Resurrection is the best explanation of these facts 

 
There is of course a difference in opinion between historians who study the New Testament. But 
most scholars, Christian and sceptical, agree that certain basic facts are true. They include the 
following: 

1. Jesus died by crucifixion just outside of Jerusalem. 
Crossan: „this is as sure as anything historical can ever be” 
The trial of Jesus before Pontius Pilate is in good agreement with the fact that it is Pontius Pilate, as 



a Roman authority, was the only one who could pronounce the death sentence. That's why the elders 
must humbly ask him to do so. 
Mark's story is simple and lacks theological and legendary embelishment. As argued by Gerd 
Theissen in „The Gospels in Context”, he must have used an even earlier source. 
There is no explanation why the authors would otherwise have put such an event into the story. In 
the Jewish religion, there was no concept of a suffering Messiah. The Jews simply did not expect 
that the Messiah would suffer, they thought he would come as a King and conqueror. 

2. Jesus was buried in a nearby tomb. 
Burial story is the part of the same continuous narrative from Mark. 
The burial story is attested by the principle of embarassment: Joseph of Arimatea was, after all, a 
member of the Jewish council which was in conflict with the Christians and persecuted them, so it 
makes little sense to make up this detail. For the same reason the inclusion of Pontius Pilate in the 
story makes it credible. 

3. The tomb was empty. 
75% of scholars agree with this. 
The tomb is reported to have been discovered empty by women. This is astonishing. In ancient 
Israel, … . Their testimony counted in courts as half that of men. For an ancient audience, the 
discovery by women automatically made the story less trustworthy, and the authors knew that; so 
why would they make this up? 
There are other powerful reasons to think the tomb was empty. First, it would be of interest to the 
Jewish Sanhedrin to know the location of the tomb, which was after all in the Sanhedrin section of 
town and it was certainly known to Joseph of Arimathea, and recover the body if it was there in 
order to refute the new sect. Preaching Christianity in Jerusalem would be impossible if anyone 
could verify that Jesus was still dead. In fact, the main Jewish polemic against the resurrection was 
that the disciples stole the body; this polemic is reported by the gospel of Matthew and is present in 
writings from the next two centuries. Another thing is the widespread at that time veneration of 
tombs of famous prophets – if Jesus remained in the tomb, it would quickly become an object of 
worship. 

4. The disciples claimed that they have seen Jesus alive again. 
It is of obvious that disciples believed this happened, unless you believe in a conspiracy theory. It is 
a different manner to explain why did they think so. 
Bart Ehrman: „I don't doubt at all that some disciples claimed this... Paul, writing about 25 years 
later, indicates that this is what they claimed, and I don't think he's making it up.” 

5. Neither death nor resurrection of Christ was something the disciples expected or wanted to 
happen. 

Indeed, Paul writes that the cross is a stumbling block to the non-Jews and Jews alike. It displayed 
weakness and failure. Jews had expected the Messiah to come as a victorious King rather than a 
suffering servant. This meets the criterion of embarassment. 
After the death of their leader the hopes and expectations of the disciples were utterly crushed as 
even the gispels admit, and the movement should have dispersed, as is known to have occurred in 
the cases of other cults in Israel at that time. They would have no motivation to continue the cult. 
Contrary to the claims of unqualified atheists and maybe one or two historians, resurrection of Jesus 
has no parallels in the earlier mythical stories of the ancient world. The pagan world believed that 
once you are dead, you stay dead. The myths may describe certain cases who were brought back to 
life but then had to die again, or perhaps they lived on as spirits in a heavenly realm, but 
resurrection to a new imperishable body was unprecedented and therefore would have been difficult 
to make up. And in any case, the first Christians were Jews and they would have no reason to be 
inspired by pagan stories. 

6. Resurrection was first preached in Jerusalem 
Tacitus, Roman historian, admits that Christianity started in Jerusalem. We have no reason to 
suppose that the preaching at Pentecost, 50 days after the crucifixion, did not take place as 
described in the Bible. This is significant, because Jerusalem would have been the most difficult 



place to preach the message if it was false; it would be far easier to go to a remote place like India. 
7. Conversion of James the brother of Jesus, and Paul 

There is no reason to doubt that James was very skeptical of Jesus' ministry, but after Jesus' death he 
joined the apostles. Paul was a persecutor of the early church, but then converted to Christianity. 
… but then had a visionary experience whichis independently described in two places in the Bible. 
 

8. Persecution 
ghg 

 
 
Each of these facts on its own does not lead to the conclusion that resurrection did occur, but put 
together they are best explained by the resurrection hypothesis. No competing hypothesis addresses 
all of the facts in a satisfying manner. 
 
Traditional theories that aim to explain the facts: 

• Mythic theory 
• Conspiracy 
• Hallucination 
• Resurrection 

Mythic theory: According to this theory, Jesus was initially a mythical or a heavenly figure, but 
gradually assumed a bodily form in the beliefs of the early church. Nearly all of the above facts are 
made up by Christians at some later point. But we have seen that the New Testament sources are 
very early and they are often based on even earlier written sources or oral traditions. It also can't 
account for the accurate presentation of the background history in the gospels 
Conspiracy theory: the disciples created a conspiracy; they proclaimed something they knew to be 
false. This does not explain their visions, is at odds with the fact that they were persecuted, doesn't 
explain the conversion of James and Paul who would likewise gain nothing from the 
conspiracy, … .   
Hallucination theory: the crucial problem with this is the disagreement with medical science. There 
are no established cases of group hallucination; almost all hallucinations are one-mode-only, for 
example involving only the sight, while the visions of Jesus are multi-sensory. The context of the 
visions is different from the conditions necessary for hallucinations (for example, resurrection was 
contrary to expectations). Finally, hallucinations cannot explain the empty tomb. 
Resurrection hypothesis combined with the bodily presence of Jesus and supernatural visions 
explains all this data very well. 
 
But what about scholars who do not believe in the resurrection? Don't they have any other theories? 
To be fair, there are. I won't have time to consider them here, but they usually argue that the 
resurrection story developed over time, somewhat like in mythical theory, in one way or another. 
But the general problem with them is that the sources can be dated to a very early time, and have a 
lot of traits that make them credible. Remember the fragment from the letter to the corinthians, 
chapter 15. 
These alternative theories also have a hard time explaining why the disciples believed the bold 
theory that Jesus rose from the dead, instead of believing he was taken to heaven or something like 
that. 
 
 



So again, the resurrection hypothesis combined with the bodily presence of Jesus and 
supernatural visions is the best explanation of the data. 
 
But isn't the resurrection hypothesis too ad hoc? Doesn't it require us to believe in a large number of 
unconnected assumptions? I think the answer is no. We have independent grounds for believing that 
God exists: the two arguments I have discussed are by no means exhaustive. And we have grounds 
for believing that such God could choose to reveal Himself in a human form. Let me explain. 
The best explanation why He chose to create the universe with natural laws and with us in it is that 
He wanted to create agents with freedom of moral choice, and the prerequisite of such choice is an 
ordered universe in which causes follow from their effects in a regular, clockwork manner.  
Since God is the creator and sustainer of the universe and of humankind, which he wanted to create, 
it is plausible to suppose that God has personal interest in us. His nature embodies moral perfection, 
so He is a personal and loving God who cares for each of His creatures. Since our condition is that 
we are sinful (that is, short of moral perfection), God had a reason to pay for our sins, so that Jesus' 
death on the cross is explicable, although remains a great act of humility and love for us; His 
resurrection seems necessary, because He is, after all, God and would not be conquered by death. 
This payment for sins is in the Christian view available to everyone (God is impartial) who believes 
in Jesus Christ and is willing to listen to His teaching. For example, John 3:16, Romans 6:23. 
 
In conclusion, I think God solves all the problems with normativity, there is evidence for His 
existence, and the resurrection hypothesis is the best explanation of the historical facts. Moreover, 
the entire system of Christian theology is not ad hoc; auxiliary hypotheses are grounded in core 
beliefs, and everything has evidence for it. 
 
 
 
 
OR: to teach and give example, reveal His nature and save us from bad consequences of our 
actions. The Bible gives of course a much more detailed explanation of this; I would recommend 
starting from the Epistle to Romans and the gospels. 

Z komentarzem [nieznany4]: (Moreover, paradoxically, 
it would seem that our weakness is a necessary 
condition for genuine choice – if we were perfect, then 
we would always have to do the right thing; since we are 
not, we can actually choose between right and wrong.) 



 
 
Case study 1: Did the Jews have the legal right to carry out a capital punishment? 
 
There is extensive data to support the thesis that only the Roman authorities had the power to carry 
out a death sentence. We know from history that non-roman judicial bodies in Roman provinces 
were normally denied such a privilege. Jewish Talmud admits that this privilege was taken away 
from the Jews around Jesus' lifetime. The exact date was probably 6 AD. There are several 
remarkable observations to make here: 

1. The gospel accounts say that it was the Romans who carried out the sentence. In the gospel 
of John, the priests admit they have no right to carry it out, J 18:31. This is in agreement 
with the historical reality. 

2. Later, apocryphal gospels tend to blame the Jews more and overlook the role of Pilate. This 
is a mark of the early animosities between the Christians and the Jews, but shows that trial 
by Pilate was unlikely to have been fabricated. 

3. The fragment from Joseph Flavius, which probably mentions Jesus Christ; it also confirms 
that the apostles were persecuted for their message. 

4. In Genesis 49:10, there is a prophecy that I suggest has been fulfilled by all of this. (Read 
the prophecy). The thing is, the ruler's staff signified judicial power which has been 
preserved right until 6 AD – Jews had this judicial power even under Babylonian captivity. 

 
https://hermeneutics.stackexchange.com/questions/5558/in-the-time-of-jesus-were-the-jewish-
authorities-allowed-to-execute 
 
 



Case study 2: the Shroud of Turin. 
  
As an additional evidence for the resurrection, I will mention the Shroud of Turin. Perhaps many of 
you have heard about it. It is a piece of cloth with an image of a bearded man, which is claimed to 
be the burial cloth of Jesus Christ and to exhibit some miraculous properties. 
Perhaps the most famous argument against the authenticity of the Shroud of Turin is its carbon 
dating. Three institutes independently dated the cloth to around 12th/13th century. There is also the 
observation that burial cloth must have had some wrinkles as it was wrapped around the body – 
instead, it looks like a flat projection. And that fingers of the man are impossibly long, and this is 
characteristic for medieval art. Sceptics also suggest that the cloth doesn't appear in historical 
records until in 13th century in southern France. Other than that, I haven't heard any more arguments 
against the authenticity that seem to me to have any power. But these four, especially the carbon 
dating, cannot be dismissed out of hand. 
However, there is impressive body of evidence to the opposite conclusion – that the shroud is a 
genuine burial cloth used in 1st century Palestine and even the burial cloth of Jesus. Perhaps after 
considering them, one could look more favourably at the claim that the image has miraculous 
nature. 
Prof. Christopher Bronk Ramsey, Director of the Oxford radiocarbon dating laboratory, and a signatory (as "C.R. 
Bronk") to the 1989 Nature paper, has admitted: 

"There is a lot of other evidence that suggests ... that the Shroud is older than the radiocarbon 
dates allow ..." 

The evidence includes the following. Several independent pollen analyses have shown that the 
shroud must have visited the Eastern Medditerraneam region, for only there certain endemic plants 
are found. The weave pattern of the fabric is rare and expensive; only one medieval example of this 
weave is known; the high value of the cloth poses a problem to the forgery theory and is consistent 
with the supposition that it belonged to Joseph of Arimathea, who was a rich man. Also, it is not 
true that there are no historical records of the shroud from before 13th century: there is for example 
an older Hungarian drawing which displays it, and other early reports relate the shroud to the 
Byzantine court. There were alternative dating methods relying on the measurement of the decay of 
celulose happening naturally in old fabrics; the three methods to assess the level of decay are 
Raman spectroscopy and measurements of tensile strength and Young's modulus (although 
admittedly, these methods are novel, the study was only published in conference proceedings and 
the author himself was the editor). Next, the dimensions of the cloth match the ancient Assyrian unit 
of cubit, being almost exactly 2 by 8 cubits. The peculiar blood stains on the shroud match the 
passion narrative; among other things, wounds due to the nails, due to the crown of thorns and the 
horizontal beam of the cross that Jesus carried are quite clear. On the shroud there are images of 1st 
AD Roman coins which had been placed on the man's eyelids; one of these coins displays a rare 
spelling variant that matches the spelling variant of a coin we know of; such coins were actually 
minted by Pontius Pilate around the years 28-30 AD. Finally, there is no evidence of any paint on 
the cloth and the image appears to be impossible to reproduce even using modern methods. 
 
All of the above are discussed on http://theshroudofturin.blogspot.co.uk (read the author's 
conspiracy theory re carbon dating only after reading his other posts, where he supplies amazing 
references). 



◦   


