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Is there really a god?

I think there are three basic positions about God. One can be atheistic—believing there is no God; agnostic—believing there may be a God but we can never know for sure; or theistic—belief in a God.

I believe the atheist is making a decision based on faith more than evidence.  For example, if I was to draw a circle representing all the knowledge in the universe and then ask the atheist to draw a circle inside mine representing all his knowledge of the universe, I’m sure it would be much smaller.  How, then, can the atheist claim for sure that he knows there is no God when there is still so much he doesn’t know?  It seems to me he could only claim there is no God if he had all knowledge of the universe.  As it is, he’s making a faith choice.

The agnostic believes there may be a God but it can’t be proven. I agree. But I think a preponderance of evidence points to the existence of God.  For example, take the universe (you, me, and everything around us).  Where did it all come from?  If you trace back to the very first bits of matter, where did they come from?  As I see it, there are only four options.

First, it came from nothing.  But nothing doesn’t produce something, it produces nothing.  It’s a scientific fact.

Second, this is all just an illusion.  But even an illusion is something, so where did the illusion come from (that really doesn’t solve the problem)?

Third, the universe is eternal—matter has always been here.  But this is not what modern science says.  Scientists have shown that the universe is finite and expanding.  In other words, it had a beginning.  It is not eternal. There are some that argue the universe has the appearance of a beginning because it is eternally expanding and contracting, but for that to be true, the universe would have to be “closed” (there would have to be some boundary for gravity to grab on to in order to push and pull the universe); as it is, the evidence indicates the universe is “open” (if it were closed, it would need to be about 10 times more dense).

So, if the universe didn’t come from nothing, isn’t an illusion, and isn’t eternal, then it must be finite (as the evidence indicates).  And, if a finite universe could not come from nothing, then it must have been created by a being who transcends time and space.  This is why I believe the most reasonable option is the fourth and last—this universe was created by a supernatural being—God.

Furthermore, I think the evidence not only tells us there is a God but also what kind of God we are dealing with.  The universe is full of order and predictability; therefore, I imagine a God of order.  Also, we are moral beings.  Since one can only create that which one has some awareness of, I naturally assume that God is also a moral being.  Therefore, I believe there is evidence to support the existence of an orderly, moral, purposeful God.
NICE

Why believe in miracles?

I believe in miracles because I believe in God; and if there’s a God who can act (do something), then there must be acts of God—which is the definition of a miracle.  Perhaps a better question is, “Why believe that God performs miracles in our world?”

There are four common objections to believing that God acts in our world (LAME).  First, God can’t be involved in our world because to do so would violate our Laws of Nature (L) and cause life to be unpredictable.  But this argument assumes that miracles “violate” known laws.  Instead, I would suggest that miracles temporary “supersede” known laws without violating them.  Our known laws continue to operate while a higher law concurrently operates.  To illustrate, consider the story of the flower, the dog, the man, and God.  On a hot day, a dog tells a flower that he’s trotting over to the shade.  The flower objects that one must bloom where they are planted.  When the dog walks away, the flower thinks he’s seen a miracle.  The dog’s owner then says he wants to go hunting but reads the paper to determine the weather forecast first.  The dog objects that one can’t tell the weather by reading a piece of paper.  When the man does, the dog declares it a miracle.  The man and dog go hunting, and the man shoots a duck that falls into some chilly water.  While the man and dog debate who will retrieve the duck, God appears.  “I’ll walk across the water and retrieve the duck,” God says.  The man objects that no one can walk on water.  God does so anyway and the man declares it a miracle.  The point is, if the man had walked on water, it would have been a miracle; but for God—who operates by a higher law—it was no miracle at all.  In each case in the story, higher laws superseded lower laws, even though the lower laws continued to function.

Secondly, one might object that miracles are too arbitrary (A).  That the person who affirms that miracles can happen must also be prepared to explain why they do not—why some cancers vanish while others consume.  This objection fails to consider that miracles happen for a purpose.  The biblical pattern (from Moses to Elijah to Jesus) shows that miracles happen when it serves God’s redemptive plan for humanity—when it saves peoples’ souls.  Miracles are not arbitrary but purposeful.

Thirdly, some object that they don’t want to believe in miracles because it infringes on their personal liberties.  They don’t want a “moral governor” (M) peeking over their shoulders.  This argument reveals an emotional or volitional barrier in that person—it does nothing to negate the possibility of miracles.

Fourthly, some object that there’s no evidence (E) for miracles.  My personal investigation into miracles reveals otherwise—especially the resurrection of Jesus (ACTS).

Of note, Jesus appeared (A) to more than 500 eyewitnesses after his resurrection.  Also, the birth of the Christian church (C) is hard to explain if the resurrection didn’t happen (especially the institution of baptism and the change to Sunday as the day of worship).  Thirdly, the turn-around (T) in Jesus’ disciples from fearful abandoners to diehard followers is hard to justify if the resurrection wasn’t real.  And finally, the presence of the Spirit (S) in every believer even to this day is confirmation that Jesus lives.

Thus, it seems to me that miracles can and do happen.
LAME vs. ACTS
Isn’t Christianity just a psychological crutch?

Certainly it can be, but that doesn’t mean it always is; and that doesn’t mean Christianity is false.

What I think people really mean when they say that Christianity is just a psychological crutch is that Christianity is false; that it’s a coping mechanism people have invented or adopted because they’re dumb, or to assuage some emotional need, or to explain some experience they’ve had (good or bad), or because they've been preconditioned towards it—which means that they’ve grown up in a Christian family or in a Christian nation like America.  But none of these things disproves Christianity.  For example, there are many Christians outside the United States.  Also, just because people gain a psychological benefit from something that does not mean it’s false.  Furthermore, I was preconditioned not to touch a hot iron, but just because I was preconditioned to believe that, it doesn’t mean it’s false.  The real issue, then, isn’t why someone believes Christianity but whether Christianity is true.  If it’s false then, yes, it’s a psychological crutch.  But if it’s true, then it’s not just a psychological crutch—it’s also a psychological cure.  In other words, it’s the object of the faith that determines its validity, not why some come to that faith.

Let me give an illustration to explain.  Imagine a father and son are walking home to their cabin in the woods one cold, winter day.  The father suggests a shortcut across a frozen lake, but his young son is skeptical and fearful.  His father convinces him to cross, assuring him the ice is very thick; and, indeed, they cross just fine.  Months later the two are again walking home.  This time, the son suggests the shortcut across the lake.  The father says that the ice isn’t thick enough this time of year but the son is confident, recalling their earlier success.  Despite the father’s warning, the son steps onto the ice and his foot immediately breaks through.  You see, the first time, the son had no confidence or faith, but it didn’t matter because the object of his faith—the ice—was secure.  The second time, the son had plenty of faith, but the object of his faith was not secure.  In both cases, it was the object of the faith that determined the outcome, not the son’s attitude or previous experience.  In the same way, if Christianity is true, it shouldn’t matter so much why some people come to believe in it; what matters is the object of the Christian faith—Jesus—and whether what he said is true.

And I believe that the preponderance of evidence supports the truth of Christianity.  Just one example would be the resurrection of Jesus.  If the resurrection is true, then so is Christianity; if it’s not, then neither is Christianity.  In favor of the resurrection are more than 500 witnesses.  Also, the transformation of Jesus’ disciples from skeptics before the resurrection to devoted followers after the resurrection cannot be ignored.  Also, the sudden birth of the Christian church makes sense only in light of the resurrection.  And finally, if the resurrection didn’t happen, it would have been easy enough to disprove since Jesus’ grave site was readily known.  Yet, no one has ever produced Jesus’ body.  These are just a few pieces of evidence that support just one aspect of Christianity.  A thorough investigation of Christianity ultimately proves convincing.  Therefore, I would argue that Christianity is true and, therefore, not merely a psychological crutch; rather, it is a psychological cure.
DEEP
Is the Bible reliable?

A common belief is that the Bible has been copied over and over so many times that the version we have today can’t possibly match the original.  But I disagree; and I think the evidence from archaeology and ancient documentation disproves this belief.

[Archaeology] For example, noted archeologist Nelson Glueck once said no archaeological discovery has ever controverted a Biblical reference.  To the contrary, there have been over 25,000 archaeological artifacts found that corroborate the Bible.  For example, the Old Testament mentions a civilization of people called the “Hittites.”  For years, skeptics thought this was an error in the Bible because no proof for such a civilization had ever been found.  Until, that is, archaeologists unearthed the Hittite capital in 1906.  Archaeologists have also found the Moabite Stone, which records the name of King Mesha of Moab, who is mentioned in the Old Testament book of 2 Kings.  The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III mentions King Jehu of Israel, also mentioned in the book of 2 Kings.  Archaeologists have also found many biblical cities such as Nazareth, Bethlehem, and Capernaum.  My point is, while archaeology can’t prove whether the Bible is true, I think it does prove the Bible is accurate and reliable.

[Ancient Documentation] I think an examination of ancient documentation—both biblical and non-biblical—also proves the reliability of the Bible.  By “non-biblical” I mean the works of such people as the 1st century Jewish historian Josephus, the Roman historian Tacitus, or the Roman governor Pliny the Younger.  These people mention people, places, and events also recorded in the Bible.  For example, Josephus and Tacitus mention Jesus by name, and even His crucifixion by Pontius Pilate.

But even more astonishing than the 45 non-biblical references are the ancient biblical texts. When trying to decide the reliability of an ancient document, two questions need to be asked:  1) how many copies of the original exist; and 2) how old are those copies?  The more copies, the more you can cross-reference them and have greater assurance of what the original must have said.  The older they are, the less time there was between the original and the copies for errors to have propagated.  When we apply these tests to the Bible, it proves far more reliable than any other ancient document.  For example, Plato wrote Tetralogies in about 380 BC.  We don’t have his original work, but we have 7 copies.  The oldest of those copies dates to about AD 900.  That’s 1280 years after the original.  Seven copies and a 1280 year gap—yet I don’t hear a lot of people questioning the reliability of Plato!  Aristotle wrote about 350 BC.  At most, we have only 49 copies of any of his writings; the earliest dating to about AD 1100.  Only 49 copies and about a 1450 year gap!  Let’s compare those to the New Testament, which was written in the first century.  We don’t have any of the original New Testament documents, but we have over 24,000 copies (5000 Greek copies)!  What’s more, several of those copies date to within 200 years of the original, and one fragment of John to within 25 years!  24,000 copies; a 25-200 year gap.  And when we cross-reference the thousands of copies, we become highly confident about what the originals said, to within a 99.5% probability.  In fact, of the 20,000 lines in the New Testament, only about 40 are in question as to what the originals probably said.  Therefore, the Bible we have today matches the originals to a high degree of confidence.  If any ancient book is reliable—it’s the Bible!
You must be drunk to believe the Bible!  AA
Did anyone see that show about HMOs on NBC, or was it 20/20?

Why do the innocent suffer?

An atheist will tell you the innocent suffer because God does not exist.  But I think the preponderance of evidence supports the existence of God rather than disproves Him (e.g., universe).  I’ve previously discussed that issue (see Is there really a god?).  Another alternative is that God exists but evil doesn’t—suffering is just an illusion.  Pantheists, some Hindus, and Christian Scientists believe this, but I think this view goes against science, history, and reason.  If suffering is an illusion, how can science predict it (e.g., hurricanes, etc.) and how can science measure its residue (e.g., residual radiation after Hiroshima blast)?  I think the only logical option is to admit that both God exists and suffering exists, and to somehow resolve this dichotomy.  There are three options: finitism, dualism, and theism.

Finitism teaches that God’s power is limited or finite.  Thus, suffering exist because evil is greater than God.  I reject this for two reasons. First, the Bible is clear that God is “almighty” (56 times).  Secondly, this view is based on the false presupposition that just because God isn’t doing away with evil now, He can’t in the future.  The Bible teaches that one day God will do away with all evil.

Dualism teaches that everything has its equal opposite (light/dark, good/bad, God/Satan).  Thus, God and Evil are coeternal, equal opposites.  I reject this view for two reasons, as well.  First, it assumes that evil is an entity, whereas the Bible teaches that evil is not something in itself but the absence of something—good.  Therefore, it is in no way God’s opposite.  Secondly, this view doesn’t make sense.  For example, imagine a force exist that is irresistible.  The opposite of such a force would be another force that is immovable.  But how can the first force be irresistible if it can’t move the immovable force?  Both can’t exist!  Therefore, I reject dualism.

Theism is the only valid option.  It says that God is greater than evil.  Why, then, does God allow evil [causation]? First, I reiterate that God did not “create” evil, because evil is only the absence of something good.  The “good” thing God created was freewill.  Freewill has the potential to be used for evil.  Thus, God created only the potential for evil but man introduced evil into the world (i.e., created evil) by exercising his freewill in ungodly ways.  Why did God even create the potential for evil?  Because God’s end goal is to have loving fellowship with his creation—us.  The only way we can express true love towards God is by choosing to do so freely.  If He had created us to love Him apart from our own choosing, our love would be as meaningless as a robot’s love.  Let me illustrate…

Suppose a computer engineer buys an expensive new computer from Dell for his company.  Dell’s technicians install the computer and give the engineer the operating manual, warning him to follow it strictly.  As soon as they leave, he discards the manual and begins pushing buttons at random until the computer shuts down.  Are the Dell technicians to blame?  Are the designers at Dell who built the computer to blame?  No.  The potential for disaster was always there but the engineer made it a reality by refusing to follow instructions.  In the same way, Adam refused to follow God’s instructions and warnings and is blameworthy for the sin, suffering, and evil that resulted from his ungodly choices.

But why doesn’t God stop the suffering [cessation]?  Because to take away suffering once-and-for-all, He must also take away the potential for suffering—our freewill.  As soon as He does that, no one will be able to put their faith in Him anymore and gain eternal life (salvation).  This temporary suffering is a necessary evil that allows people more time to put their faith in God, thus avoiding the worse consequence of eternal suffering.  Thus, God is actually being compassionate in allowing suffering to continue, desiring everyone to choose a loving relationship with Him that can last forever.
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Is Christ the only way?

I think the place to start when answering this question is—did Jesus himself claim to be the only way to God?  The answer is clearly, “yes.”  He said, “I am the way, the truth, and the life; no one comes to the Father except through me.”  The next question becomes—why did he make such a claim?  It’s because Jesus didn’t just claim to be the way to God, he claimed to be God.  He said, “I and the Father are one; anyone who has seen me has seen the Father.”  He also used for himself the Jewish high-holy name reserved only for God—Yahweh (I Am).  He also claimed to have attributes only God could have, such as eternality, omnipresence, and sinlessness.  Finally, he did things only God could, such as forgive sins, judge people’s eternal destinies, and accept worship.  Jesus’ claims to be God were not only clear to his disciples but also to his opponents, who accused him of blasphemy and sentenced him to death.  So Jesus claimed to be the only way to God because he claimed to be God.  The next question is—were his claims true?  Those who don’t think so usually make the following four points:

First, some argue that Jesus can’t be the only way to God because what about all the people in this world who sincerely believe something else?  But sincerity does not determine truth.  For example, Jim Jones sincerely thought he was the reincarnation of Buddha, Jesus, and John Lennon.  That didn’t make him right, and 914 people died as a result.  Sincerity can’t be used to prove or disprove Jesus’ claims.
Secondly, people often argue that it would be unfair of God to provide only one way to heaven because what about all those who never have a chance to hear about that one way?  First, I would suggest that God is able to send news about Christ to anyone who desires to know Him even if they live in a remote place (what’s remote to God?).  Furthermore, I would suggest that God is not being “unfair” by providing only one way; rather, He’s being “appropriate” to the situation man finds himself in.  I believe that man is in a hopeless situation in which no one can be perfect and, therefore, no one can ever work or earn his way to God.  Therefore, God must graciously save us—that’s the only way.  God’s solution is specific (or narrow) because man’s crisis is specific (or narrow).  God’s solution is fitting or appropriate, not unfair.  Imagine if you had a broken leg and went to the doctor.  Then imagine the doctor prescribed flu medication to help.  You argue that flu medicine won't help; you need a cast.  What would you think if the doctor responded by arguing that all medicines are helpful, and that this flu medicine was very good flu medicine so you should take it.  The problem is, the flu medicine may be fine for the flu, but it's inappropriate for a broken leg.  Similarly, many religions meet many different needs in people, but only Jesus solves the specific problem of sin.  
Thirdly, some argue that God would never be so exclusive, narrow, or intolerant as to have only one way.  But this objection automatically cast “intolerance” in a negative light.  However, intolerance is not always a bad thing.  For example, pilots hold to strict altitudes, airspeeds, and headings, and their passengers are grateful for their intolerance because too much tolerance could result in an accident.  Also, just because something’s intolerant, that doesn’t make it false.  For example, mathematics is intolerant—2 plus 2 equals 4 whether you like it or not.  Math is intolerant but that doesn’t make it wrong.  In fact, we depend on the intolerance of all our sciences.  For these reasons, I don’t think intolerance is a good objection to Jesus’ claims.

Finally, some argue that Jesus can’t be the only way to God because truth is not singular but relative.  If Christianity works for you, then that becomes “truth” for you, but if Buddhism works for me, then that becomes “truth” for me.  Truth is relative to whatever a person believes.  But I would suggest that belief does not determine truth anymore than sincerity does.  People believed for a long time that the earth was flat but that did not make it flat.  Truth is determined by objective data, not beliefs.  So, the question becomes—is their any objective evidence to support Jesus’ claims?

I think the greatest evidence to support Jesus’ claims is the miracles he performed.  After all, miracles are, by definition, “acts of God.”  And the greatest of his miracles was the resurrection.  Only God could bring himself back from the dead.
In conclusion, Jesus claimed to be the only way to God because he claimed to be God, and the resurrection validates his claims.  Therefore, the only way to know God is to know Jesus Christ.

S U R E
Will God judge those who never heard of Jesus?

I have three points to make.

First, let me say that only God knows a man’s eternal destiny. So, I can only speak to what Scripture says, not to the private thoughts between a person and God.

Secondly, I believe (and Scripture supports this) that God is not only perfectly loving but also perfectly just.  Therefore, I trust that whatever judgments He makes are good.  I should not assume I am more capable of making loving, righteous decisions than He, for what kind of God would that make Him?

Thirdly, I need to point out that there are two kinds of “revelation”—ways God reveals Himself to people.  There’s special revelation—which is hearing about Jesus; and there’s general revelation, which is also called “natural” revelation, because that’s what we know about God from observing nature and all that is around (and in) us.  The important point here is that God—being perfectly just—only judges people based on the information they have. So, will God judge those who never hear about Christ?  Yes, but according to general (or natural) revelation only.  So God rightly condemns those who look on nature and decide to worship part of creation (the sun, a tree, an animal) rather than the Creator.  But God does not condemn those who look on nature (the heavens, the expanse of the universe, the human body) and conclude there must be a God who they want to know.  For those, God sends special revelation—news about His son, Jesus.  Now, this begs the question—why isn’t general revelation enough?  Why must God also send news about His son (special revelation)?  It’s because general revelation only tells us that there is a perfect God, but it doesn’t help our own imperfect condition.  How can we—imperfect beings—have a relationship with our perfect Creator?  Only through Jesus, whose death atoned for our imperfection; whose death led to the forgiveness of our sins.  Once made perfect through Jesus, we can have a relationship with God.

So, will God judge those who never heard about Christ?  Yes.  Based on their response to general revelation—what they conclude about God from observing the world around them.  For those who want to have a relationship with God based one what they see, God sends the special revelation about His son, Jesus.  God will use missionaries or whatever means He wants (even direct revelation).  Those who then receive this good news about Jesus have their relationship with God restored.  Those who reject this good news about Jesus are left in their sinful condition—knowing there is a perfect God but unable to have a relationship with Him.
DEAF MD

Why are so many Christians hypocrites?

I think the place to begin is with the meaning of the word “hypocrite.”  It means pretender.  There are lots of people who claim to be Christians who are only pretending (either consciously or unconsciously).  It would not be fair to hold their behavior against Christianity.  But, of course, that doesn’t solve the whole problem because there are many genuine Christians who sin.  But that should surprise no one, because becoming a Christian doesn’t mean you suddenly become perfect.  One bumper sticker says it well—“Christians aren’t perfect, just perfectly forgiven.”  Christians still sin, it’s just that they trust Jesus will forgive them of those sins.  Therefore, the fact that Christians sin does not invalidate Christianity.

What would invalidate Christianity is if Jesus sinned, because he did claim to be perfect. If he sinned, he would be lying and, therefore, couldn’t be God.  The whole religion would fall apart.  But the evidence shows that Christ was, indeed, sinless.  Even non-Christian religions acknowledge Jesus as a “holy man” or a “great prophet” or a great “moral teacher.”  Nowhere do we find suggestions that he sinned—quite to the contrary.  And obviously the Bible presents Jesus as the one-and-only perfect man (1 John 3:5; 1 Pet. 2:22).  For this reason, his teachings and the religion that spawned from his teachings (Christianity) can be trusted, even if some of his followers can’t.  You wouldn’t reject medicine just because you went to one or two bad doctors would you?  In other words, it’s the object of the faith that is really important, not the followers of the faith.  And the object—Christ—is not hypocritical.

Now, this is not to say that Christians are free to sin.  They should try not to and God hopes they don’t.  But they’re not hypocrites if they do—just ordinary people.  The hypocrites are those in this world who refuse to acknowledge their sin and mistakes.  Jesus hated the behavior of such people.  In fact, he reserved his harshest words for the hypocrites of his day—the Pharisees and other religious leaders.  Don’t let something you and Jesus have in common come between you.
HIPPO
What about good works?

There are at least four difficulties with the idea that people can work (earn) their way to heaven.
First, good works are arbitrary.  To begin, which set of good works should be followed to enter heaven?  The Ten Commandments?  The Five Pillars of Islam?  The Golden Rule?  Furthermore, how well must that standard be followed?  Must we keep it 100% of the time?  Does anyone do that?  If not, then must we simply try our best?  Who does that all the time?  What then?  Should we try our best most of the time?  If so, what’s the cut-off?  85% of the time?  51% of the time?  And what is the standard of comparison?  Is that 51% better than Hitler or worse than Mother Theresa?  In the end, it’s hopelessly arbitrary to try to earn one’s way into heaven by good works.

Secondly, good works offer no assurance of salvation.  In other words, how does one know when one has been good enough—when the standard has been reached?  A person must wait until after they die to know if they were good enough, and it may be too late at that point.  Strangely, most people seem to have a false confidence that they’ll be okay.  If earning salvation was like climbing a ladder, most people think the cut-off would be some rung lower than where they stand.  Of course no one wants to think they haven’t climbed high enough, although they are much more willing to say others haven’t.  Interestingly, the others say the same thing in return.  Both can’t be right.

Thirdly, good works require God to approve of evil.  If God allowed imperfect people into heaven, then heaven would no longer be a perfect place.  For heaven to be perfect, people must be perfect; not just “mostly good.”  You can’t have it both ways.

Fourthly, it’s anti-scriptural to argue that one can earn heaven through good works.  For example, Ephesians 2:8-9 says, “For it is by grace you have been saved—through faith—and this is not of yourselves; it is the gift of God—not by works—so that no man can boast.”  Elsewhere, Christ taught that “You are to be perfect, as your heavenly father is perfect.”  When his disciples heard this, they stated, “This is impossible.”  Jesus agreed that this is impossible for man, but not for God.  In short, God has provided a way for man to be perfect—through the forgiveness of sins that comes through Jesus Christ.  You see, the problem is that many people compare themselves to others and, therefore, think they deserve heaven.  But we need to compare ourselves to God, because He is the standard Jesus set for obtaining heaven—and no one can reach that standard without Jesus’ help.
Imagine if all the people in history lined up on the coast of California for a swimming contest.  The better you were during this life, the farther you swim.  So, someone like Hitler swims only a few yards before drowning.  You might get 2 miles.  Mother Theresa might get 10 miles!  That’s pretty good until you realize that the goal of the race is to reach Japan!  Mother Theresa might get the farthest compared to the other swimmers, but she still falls far short of the real goal.  In the same way, one must be perfect to enter heaven, and no one can achieve perfection apart from Christ.
If good works don’t get us to heaven, then why be good?  For starters, we should be good not to earn heaven, but as a response to being given heaven. In short, out of gratitude (Heb 12:28).  In addition to that, we should be good to avoid avoidable pain (3 John 2), to avoid God’s discipline (Heb 12:6), to avoid God’s judgment (1 Cor 3:12), to earn future rewards in heaven (Eph 6:8) and, most importantly, to experience the abundant life in the present (Jn 10:10).
A++++
Isn’t salvation by faith too simple?

Typically, three reasons lead people to believe that salvation by faith alone is too simple.

First, they contend, nothing of value is free.  But something could be of value and free to us if it was paid for by someone else.  In this case, Jesus paid the price, though the gift is free to us.  It still has value.

Secondly, if salvation is free, what incentive is left for righteous living?  I can think of at least seven incentives.  For starters, gratitude for what Christ has given us (Heb. 12:28).  Also, how about the incentive to avoid unnecessary pain (3 John 2)?  A third incentive would be to avoid God’s discipline (Heb. 12:6); fourthly, to avoid God’s judgment (1 Cor. 3:12); fifthly, to earn future rewards in heaven (Eph. 6:8); sixthly, to experience the abundant life here on earth (John 10:10); and, finally, because God commands us (Matt. 5:48).

Thirdly, people argue that salvation by faith is too “easy.”  I would ask, easy for who?  Yes, for us, but not for Jesus.  Thus, salvation by faith is not easy, even though it is free to us.  “Free” is not the same as “easy.”  What Jesus went through was not easy, even though the results he achieved are free to us.  Imagine someone offers you a new Ferrari sports car.  He simply says, “Take the keys and it’s yours.”  Is that too easy?  Was it easy for the engineers to design and build the car?  No.  Was it easy for this man to earn enough money to buy the car as a gift for you?  No.  Is this an “easy” deal?  No.  But it’s still free to you.  And it would be foolish for someone to reject something of value just because it is free.

What does it mean to “believe”?

That’s a good question because I think there are different definitions of believe.  For instance, it can mean to intellectually acknowledge something as true—like when you intellectually acknowledge that airplanes can fly.  Or, it can mean to personally accept something as true—like actually getting on an airplane.  And when it comes to God and Jesus, the Bible demands personal acceptance.  In the book of James, it says that “even the demons believe there is a God, and shudder.”  You see, they intellectually acknowledge the existence of God but it doesn’t help them.  Conversely, John 1:12 says, “For all who receive him, for those who believe in his name, he gave the right to become children of God.”  Notice how receive and believe are synonymous in this verse—this is the personally acceptance kind of believing.  It’s not enough to believe that there is a God; we must make him our God.  You see, in Jesus, God gave humanity the most wonderful gift, but many people merely acknowledge the gift’s existence without accepting it for themselves.  But it really doesn’t affect them until they complete the transaction and personally accept the gift.
In the Middle Ages, theologians used three terms that may help clarify all this—noticia, accensus, and fiducia.  Noticia means to notice.  Accensus means to intellectually assent that something is true.  Fiducia means faith. That’s what God wants—fiducia.  For example, imagine I came into your office and threw a business proposal on your desk.  You notice it and then continue working—that’s noticia.  I convince you to examine it more closely.  So, you open it, read every line, double-check my figures, and conclude that it’s a good, sound business proposal.  That’s accensus.  But then I ask you to take out your check book and invest in it.  That requires fiducia!  I can think of three illustrations that may help clarify this.
The first is John Madden—the NFL sports broadcaster who travels to a new city every week covering football games.  But John drives a bus to each city because he’s afraid to fly.  He intellectually acknowledges that planes can fly, but he has no faith to get on one—no fiducia.
Or, it’s like a man who falls off a cliff and hangs by a twig.  He cries out for help and an angel appears to him.  The angel asks, “Do you believe I can save you?”  He answers, “Yes.”  The angel asks, “Do you believe I will save you?”  He answers, “Yes.”  The angel says, “Then let go,” to which he replies, “Is there someone else I can talk to?”  You see, he intellectually acknowledges the angel’s powers but has no fiducia.
Finally, I’m reminded of Charles Blondin—the 19th century French tightrope walker who crossed Niagara Falls in 1859.  After crossing, he asked the crowd if they believed he could cross again pushing a wheelbarrow in front of him.  The crowd cheered affirmatively.  After crossing, he turned to the crowd again and asked, “Do you believe I can cross with someone on my back?” Again, the crowd cheered affirmatively.  But then he asked, “Then who will volunteer?”  No one volunteered.  No one had fiducia.
You see, it’s not enough to simply believe about God, we must believe in God.  We must go beyond intellectually acknowledgment to personally acceptance.  We must transfer trust in ourselves to trust in him.  If you were standing at the Pearly gates and St. Peter asked why he should let you in, what would you say?  If you say it’s because you’ve lived a good life, then you’re trusting in yourself.  Instead, you need to transfer that trust to Jesus.  You only get in the gate because he died so your sins might be forgiven.  Do you believe that?  Do you trust that?  Do you have fudicia or merely accensus?  Biblically, that is what it means to “believe.”
Can anyone be sure of his salvation?

I believe that a person can never lose his or her salvation for at least three reasons.

First, I know of no scriptures that say a person can lose his salvation, and I know of many that say a person can’t.  For example, John 5:24 says, “Whoever hears my words and believes in the One who sent me has eternal life and will not be condemned; he has crossed over from death to life.”  Notice the present-tense verbs.  Eternal life is a present reality and a done deal.  Also notice that it says eternal life.  If it could somehow be taken away, it wouldn’t be eternal.  In John 10:28-29. Jesus says that no believer can be taken out of God’s hand because there is no one more powerful than God to do it.  This verse raises a key point; namely, that we can’t lose our salvation because God is the one preserving it, not us.  Christians are saved by God’s grace—it is a gift. Therefore, there is nothing a Christian can do to lose his salvation—no sin too big, no loss of faith, nothing.  Perhaps we could lose our salvation if we had somehow earned it to begin with (by works), but only God can take away someone’s salvation since He gave it and He protects it.

Second, I believe in eternal security because Jesus also protects it.  After his resurrection, Jesus ascended to heaven to be with the Father until his future return.  What is Jesus doing up there right now?  Hebrews 7:24 tells us that Jesus is acting as our High Priest, interceding on our behalf before the Father.  Whatever sins we continue to commit, Jesus intercedes and the Father forgives.  Therefore, we could only do something to forfeit our salvation if Jesus fell asleep on the job, which he won’t do.

Finally, I believe a Christian’s salvation is secure because of the Holy Spirit.  In several places, the Bible teaches that the Holy Spirit is given to Christians as a “pledge” or “guarantee” of their eternal salvation, “sealing” them until they go to heaven.  The seal is God’s and, therefore, only He has the authority to break that seal, which—as we’ve already said—He won’t do.  What kind of “guarantee” or “pledge” would it be from God if we could break it?

And so you can see that all three persons of the Godhead are working to preserve a believer’s eternal salvation.  So, for these three reasons a believer can feel eternally secure, primarily because God is the one ensuring all this and not us.

