All science, even the divine science, is a sublime detective story. Only it is
not set to detect why a man is dead; but the darker secret of why he is alive.
G. K. Chesterton
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Opening Statement

HAS SOMEONE ELSE BEEN IN THIS ROOM?
“Please, please find out what happened to him!”
Cindy Matthews was shaking uncontrollably, tugging at her hands and
shifting her weight anxiously from one foot to the other. She had just
discovered her father, Richard, was dead, the apparent victim of a gunshot
wound.
Our team was called to the location after the patrol officers responded to
Cindy’s 911 call. The responding officers found her on the front porch of
her father’s house, frantic and frustrated. She was unable to enter the locked
residence but could see her father through the large living room window. He
was unquestionably dead.
The top of Richard’s head was open and exposed; he appeared to have a
gunshot entry wound under his chin. He was lying with both arms
outstretched, the remaining portion of his head tilted back against his worn
recliner. His legs were straight; he was swollen and discolored. A handgun
lay on the floor as the television blared in the background.
I had been on our homicide team for only a short time. Standing to the
side, my call-out bag slung over my shoulder, I was the new guy, and to
make matters worse, I was fifteen years junior to everyone else on the team.
I was here to learn, conduct a few interviews, and fetch coffee for the guys
who would ultimately handle this case.
My senior partner, Alan Jeffries, was the last to arrive on scene; the rest
of us dared not enter without him. He walked up to the porch of the
residence and barked orders at several patrol officers, making sure they
secured the crime scene and warning them to prevent looky-loos from

contaminating the evidence. He was characteristically terse and short
tempered.
“Newbie! Get on up here!” he snapped.
“On the way,” I replied, turning briefly to finish my interview with Cindy.
Cindy couldn’t stop the tears. “I tried to reach Dad on the phone on
Monday,” she told me. “He never answered. By Tuesday night I was
starting to get concerned, but I couldn’t come over until today because I had
to take care of my son last night. He’s been sick all week. I know he’s dead,
but I need to know if he killed himself.”
“Why would you think such a thing?” I asked. “Did your father give you
any reason to believe he was suicidal?”
“Well, he was recently diagnosed with liver cancer. I know he was a
strong man, but I also know he was discouraged about the diagnosis.”
Cindy stopped crying and took a deep breath. “I hate to think my father
would kill himself. Please, please find out what happened to him!”
Every homicide case begins as a simple death investigation. When a dead
body is discovered, detectives must investigate the evidence to determine
the most reasonable explanation. Did the deceased die naturally? Did he
suffer some kind of accident? Did he commit suicide? Was he murdered?
These are the four possible explanations at any death scene. Homicide
detectives are concerned only with the last one.
I considered these four possibilities for a moment as I walked toward
Richard’s front door. Locked in his house, Richard lay motionless in a
sealed room. Of the four explanations, the first three did not require the
involvement of anyone other than Richard. If his death was an accident, the
result of some natural cause, or the result of a suicide, all the evidence we
might find related to Richard’s passing would ultimately come from the
very room where he died. Without evidence of an intruder, this death was
likely to be the result of natural causes, an accident, or a suicide.
If Richard’s death was a homicide, however, our team would likely find
evidence someone other than Richard had been in his home. One simple
strategy in cases like this, therefore, is to ask a foundational question: “Can
I account for all the evidence in this room by staying in the room?”
We waited for the CSI investigators to photograph the porch and front
door of the residence. Alan then assisted the officers as they carefully
forced open the door. Our homicide team gathered for entry and

immediately recognized the overwhelming smell of death; Richard had
been in this condition for several days.
I scanned the scene with my inexperienced eyes and tried to categorize
this death in my own mind. It was clearly not a natural death. Nor did it
appear to be an accident. The location of the gunshot entry wound (under
Richard’s chin) seemed to be consistent with suicide, and Cindy had told us
Richard had been “discouraged” about his recent cancer diagnosis.
In addition, a six-shot .38-caliber handgun was lying on the floor.
Handguns used in suicides are often discovered on the floor near the
victim’s body. Most importantly, I saw no evidence anyone other than
Richard had been in the room. As a new detective, I suspected he had
committed suicide.
“Be very careful here, newbie. This is a homicide.” Alan stuck out an arm
to slow my entry. As usual, he made a quick assessment and proclamation,
and as usual, the team responded as though Alan knew what he was talking
about.
I held my tongue on my observations, but Bill Shaw, one of my partners,
was less cautious. “What makes you so sure?” he said. His tone suggested
he was challenging Alan’s bravado more than his conclusion.
Alan was unflustered. “Take a look at the gunshot wound. Left side of the
neck under the chin, right? But his coffee cup is on the table to his right. So
are his reading glasses. This guy’s right-handed, but the wound is on his left
side.”
Shaw left the room to ask Cindy if her father was right-handed. Alan
continued in professorial mode. “Now, look at the gun; it’s on the floor to
his left. How does that happen if it kicks out of his gun hand, his right hand,
during the commission of a suicide?
“Where’s the suicide note, anyway? Then there’s the television. Look at
the screen. It’s recording a show on the DVR. Who sets up a DVR
recording when he knows he’s going to kill himself?”
I wasn’t quite sold, but Alan wasn’t quite through: “Look at the dirt,” he
said, pointing to a small, octagonal bit of mud lying on the hardwood floor
next to Richard’s body. About the size of a grain of rice, the unusually
shaped speck of mud looked out of place. Alan pointed to a second and
similar speck closer to the door. “Did one of you knuckleheads drag this dirt
into the room?”

We quickly checked our shoes. No mud, and certainly no sole pattern
matching the dirt remnant on the floor. I looked at the soles of Richard’s
shoes. No match. Alan led us to the front yard. Shaw reappeared and told us
Richard was indeed right-handed. “She doesn’t think her dad has ever
owned a handgun,” he added.
Alan crouched in the front yard and held his flashlight at a shallow angle
over the dirt, grass, and mud in front of the porch. We picked it up quickly:
two shoeprints, pointing toward the front door and bearing the distinctive
octagonal pattern near the body.
Alan traced the footprints in reverse, looking for their point of origin. We
found two more shoeprints closer to the sidewalk and adjacent to an empty
spot along the curb. Alan continued to scan the area with his flashlight and
caught the glimmering reflection of something in the street, about ten feet
from the curb. He walked closer and identified the object as an unfired .38caliber bullet.
“I’m guessing our killer parked and loaded here,” Alan said with a tight
smile—he had proved his point.
Every death scene involves evidence of one kind or another, but intruders
turn death scenes into crime scenes. As a detective, I’m curious about why
someone might kill himself or die from accidental or natural causes, but
once I’ve got good reason to believe an intruder has been in the room, my
inquisitive interest turns into an intensive investigation. The clock is
ticking, and I know the first several hours are the most important. Intruders
turn curiosity into urgency.
Our team rallied. We worked through the next thirty hours without
sleeping. There was good reason to believe someone outside Richard’s
house was responsible for his death. We confirmed the handgun didn’t
belong to Richard, the mud in his living room matched the front-yard
shoeprints, and the .38-caliber bullet in the street matched the ammunition
in the handgun we found in the living room. There were obviously many
pieces of evidence indicating someone other than Richard had been in the
room. An external person was responsible for his murder.
In addition to this, there were several conditions in the room inconsistent
with suicide: the victim had left no suicide note, the television’s DVR was
still recording television shows, and the handgun was lying on the wrong
side of his body.

While the evidence for an outside source was compelling, the evidence
supporting an inside cause (such as suicide) fell short.

HAS SOMEONE ELSE BEEN IN THIS ROOM?
During most of my early investigative career, I was a committed atheist and
resolute naturalist. I rejected supernaturalism thoroughly, denying both the
existence of a supernatural God and the possibility of the miraculous. I truly
believed everything I observed in the universe could be explained and
attributed to natural, physical causes and processes.
Thinking of the universe as a “room,” I didn’t believe there was any
evidence pointing to anyone outside. I certainly didn’t believe anything
“extra-natural” or “supra-natural” entered this natural realm.
But I hadn’t yet looked at the evidence carefully; I wasn’t an experienced
investigator like Alan Jeffries. Over the years, I learned how to evaluate and
assemble evidential cases, and along the way—at the age of thirty-five—I
was introduced to the New Testament.
I became interested in God’s existence only after investigating the
gospels as eyewitness accounts. (I describe this investigation in detail in my
book Cold-Case Christianity.) The New Testament accounts passed the
same four-part test I apply to all my witnesses, yet I still rejected them on
the basis of their miraculous stories. As a naturalist, I believed the accounts
of miracles in the biblical narratives disqualified them as reliable history.
But what if I was wrong in my anti-supernatural presuppositions?
It was time for me to look carefully at the evidence for God’s existence. If
a supernatural being did exist, the miracles in the Gospels would be
possible and maybe even reasonable. The case for God’s existence was an
integral part of the case for the reliability of the Gospels.
Like our investigation of Richard’s living room, my investigation of the
natural universe required me to look at the characteristics of the “room” and
determine if they could be explained fully by what already existed within
the “four walls.” Was there any evidence inside the universe pointing to the
existence or intervention of a supernatural being outside the universe?
Once again, my most important question was, Can I account for all the
evidence in this “room” by staying in the “room”?
The investigation of Richard’s death required us to discover and list the
important pieces of evidence related to his death. We then asked ourselves

if these items of evidence came from inside or outside the room:

As I considered the natural “room” of the universe, I identified and listed
four categories of evidence for consideration:
1. Cosmological Evidence
a. Our universe had a beginning.
b. Our universe appears to be fine-tuned for human life.
2. Biological Evidence
a. Life in our universe emerged from non-life.
b. Biological organisms appear to be designed.
3. Mental Evidence
a. Nonmaterial consciousness emerged from unconscious matter.
b. As humans, we are “free agents” in our otherwise “cause and
effect” universe.
4. Moral Evidence
a. Transcendent, objective moral truths exist in our universe.

b. Evil and injustice continue to persist, in spite of our best
efforts.
These features of the universe must be explained, and they can be
attributed either to something inside the natural realm or to something
outside the natural realm. In many ways, our investigation of God’s
existence is very similar to our death investigation:

In both cases, several evidences in the “room” require explanation. Their
origin must be identified before we can decide the correct nature of the
scene. As a result of this simple investigative approach, we determined
Richard’s death was a homicide. The evidence inside gave us good reason
to believe there was someone we needed to look for outside. In a similar
way, we can examine the evidence inside the natural, physical realm of the
universe to determine if there is someone we need to look for outside the
natural, physical realm.
This book is my attempt to help you look at the nature of the universe—
my effort to share a personal investigation of God’s existence. I hope to

pass along a detective’s perspective related to evidence evaluation and case
construction. I want to make you a better investigator and give you a few
tools for your call-out bag.
Along the way, I am going to share many “cop stories” with you. And I
need to tell you up front: Some of the cases I am going to describe are
disturbing. As a homicide detective, my casework is graphic and
challenging. I’ve done my best, however, to limit the details of these cases
to illustrate the issues without including all the unnecessarily disquieting
details. I’ve also cloaked my true-life experiences by changing identities
and exchanging details from one case to another. I want to protect
detectives, suspects, and victims from further public exposure. I also want
to protect unsolved cases yet to go to trial.
For this reason I’ve altered the facts of some of these cases significantly.
Cases already adjudicated and televised on Dateline, Fox, or Court TV are
described more accurately. My goal is to provide insight into the way cases
are investigated as well as tools to help you investigate these important
pieces of evidence in our universe.
There are some important case files at the end of the book. For those of
you who want to investigate the case more thoroughly (particularly the
claims of those who want to stay “inside the room” to explain the evidence
we’ll be describing), I’ve included the case files for the Secondary
Investigation. While these files are optional reading, they’re particularly
helpful if you are interested in a deeper and more academic examination or
if you are simply trying to respond to objections.
I’ve also included case files describing many of the expert witnesses I’ve
referenced in the book. This is a balanced list, including those who offer
explanations from “inside” and “outside” the room.
Finally, I’ve included the case files containing my investigative notes. If
you’re wondering about the sources and witnesses I’ve consulted, these
files will point you in the right direction.
Get ready to think hard about evidence. When I was a young patrol
officer, I had a field training officer (FTO) who loved pursuit. He was an
Indy driver at heart, and every time we began a chase, he’d look over and
say, “Saddle up, partner!” I always knew we were in for a wild ride. This
book may also be a bit of a wild ride through a myriad of scientific,
sociological, philosophical, and theological arguments and evidences.

Hundreds of books have been written about each individual piece of
evidence. I’ll do my best to distill the vast, historic discourse into short
chapters designed to help you understand the issues at hand.
But I need you to saddle up. This pursuit of truth is crucial, and you’re in
the driver’s seat.

Chapter One

IN THE BEGINNING
Was the Universe an Inside Job?
The murder scene was a fastfood restaurant. As I examined
the photographs, my eyes
returned to the small, curved
piece of foam lying on the
kitchen floor. Only inches from
the victim’s body, it rested beside
the contents of her purse.
Thirty years ago, the original
homicide
detectives
had
recognized the importance of this
foam. But they couldn’t decipher
its meaning. Clearly not part of
the purse, it seemed to stand out
in the crime scene. Did the
suspect leave it behind? If so,
what could it tell us about the
identity of the killer?
This was the first case for our
newly formed cold-case team. I
was fascinated with this single
piece of evidence. It had to be
the key to the mystery.

Cold-Case Approach:
CAN CAUSATION QUESTIONS IDENTIFY
A SUSPECT?
Detectives investigate causes. Who caused this
murder? What motivated this suspect to commit
this crime? Criminal investigations are largely
causal investigations. Detectives learn to ask good
questions about causation to determine the identity
of a suspect. Judges then instruct jurors about
causation to help them make a decision. Here’s an
example from the State of California Jury
Instructions:
“An act causes [an injury] if the [injury] is the
direct, natural, and probable consequence of the
act and the [injury] would not have happened
without the act. A natural and probable
consequence is one that a reasonable person would
know is likely to happen if nothing unusual
intervenes. In deciding whether a consequence is
natural and probable, consider all the
circumstances established by the evidence.”
In this chapter, we’ll examine three questions
detectives ask about causation and apply these
questions to the origin of the universe. Did the
cause of the universe come from inside or outside
the “room”?

Whenever I begin to examine a
particular piece of evidence at a crime scene, I consider three important
questions:
How long has this item been at the scene? This first question considers
the issue of origination. Detectives must determine which items in the
crime scene have been disturbed or deposited by an intruder. If the item was
in the scene prior to the crime, it is an artifact (rather than evidence of an
intruder). If this is the case, it’s of little interest to investigators. The first
question we have to ask, therefore, is, when did this item first appear in the
scene?
Who caused this evidence to appear in the scene? This second
question ponders the issue of causation. If the item under consideration
entered the scene (or was altered at the scene) as a result of the crime, it’s
reasonable for us to ask who (or what) caused its initial appearance (or
alteration). There are only two kinds of causation at crime scenes, the same
two kinds recognized by philosophers and scientists: event causation and
agent causation. The second question we must ask, therefore, is, who or
what caused this evidence to appear, or this condition to change, in the
scene?
Why did the evidence appear at the scene, and what does this tell us
about the suspect? This final question seeks an explanation: why the
evidence is there. It’s related directly to the particular suspect. In the end,
one suspect’s motivations will make the most sense of the evidence. The
final question we must ask, then, is, why did the evidence appear, or the
condition change, at the scene? And what does this tell us about the
suspect?

Over the next twelve months, the answers to these three questions led me
to a suspect. The foam was not part of the scene prior to the crime.
Following the murder, the intruder had unwittingly dropped it as he stooped
to empty the victim’s purse. The foam came from his right work boot,
popping out as he crouched. His heel rubbed against the torn seam of the
boot’s cuff, causing the foam to rise and spring from the lining.
Many years after the murder, I interviewed the suspect and observed a
similar wear pattern. In fact, my search warrant revealed this condition in
all his shoes. He admitted a habit of kicking his shoes off without untying
the laces. His shoe cuffs wore out prematurely, exposing the foam and
making it susceptible to displacement.
I now had answers to all three questions. I knew the foam originated at
the scene as a result of an intruder. With this information in mind, I next
determined that the crouching movement of the suspect caused the
displacement. Finally, my investigation revealed the suspect’s habit was the
reason his shoe cuff was so worn in the first place. Asking the right
questions led me to a reasonable explanation.

The Evidence “In the Room”:
ASKING ABOUT ORIGINATION—DID THE UNIVERSE
HAVE A BEGINNING?
Detectives must account for every item of evidence in the crime scene,
including the location itself. Why did the murder occur here rather than

somewhere else? Did this location necessitate the murder in some way?
What, if anything, does the location tell us about the suspect in the case?
Before we examine the evidence in the room, it’s sometimes important to
consider the room itself. Even before I had scientific evidence confirming
the source of the foam from chemical comparisons between the foam and
the intruder’s shoe, I had good philosophical reasons to conclude it had
come from outside the scene. The middle of a busy fast-food kitchen was an
unlikely place for it. There was also its proximity to the victim’s purse.
Together, the cumulative weight of the philosophical and scientific evidence
indicated the foam began to exist in the scene as a result of the commission
of the crime.
What does the evidence in our universe tell us about its origin? Did all
space, time, and matter1 begin to exist? If so, what does this tell us about
the existence of an intruder? While universe evidence is far more complex
than shoe-foam evidence, the answers to these questions are within our
reach. In order to determine if the universe began to exist, we’ll need to
examine several categories of evidence:

PHILOSOPHICAL EVIDENCE FROM THE IMPOSSIBILITY
OF INFINITE REGRESS
We recognized either the shoe foam existed on
the scene prior to the entry of the killer or it was
there as a result of the killer’s presence. We
A Tool for the Callknew, however, it hadn’t been in the scene for an
Out Bag:
infinite number of days, hours, or minutes.
CAN WE REASON
THROUGH THE LENS OF
While infinites are useful mathematical
OUR EXPERIENCE TO
concepts, they are elusive in our real life
EVALUATE SOMETHING
experience. Conceptual or potential infinites are
OUTSIDE OUR
EXPERIENCE?
one thing, but actual infinites are another, as
Jurors are allowed to consider
they typically result in absurdities. Let’s
their own experience, even in
consider an example. As a police officer, I carry
the case of something for
which they have no personal
a serialized service weapon: a Glock Model 21
experience. Courts instruct
pistol. Every officer in my department carries a
jurors to draw “reasonable
weapon like mine, and each pistol has a number
inferences”:
conclusions

regarded as logical by
reasonable people in the light
of their experience in life.
The jurors on my cases
typically have no personal
experience related to murder,
but we still encourage them to
reason from their other
experiences
to
evaluate
critical (if sometimes limited)
aspects of the case. In a
similar way, none of us has
personal experience with
infinites, but we can still
reason from experience to
evaluate these notions and
consider the absurdities we’ve
described.

stamped on the side of its slide. Imagine my
police department has an infinite supply of these
handguns in our property room, numbered from
#1 upward. Now let’s say we were to remove
every fourth odd-numbered handgun from the
property room—12.5 percent of our total gun
collection.
After removing these pistols, how many
would we have taken out of the total collection?
The answer: an infinite number of handguns,
because any fraction of an infinite is still an
infinite. How many would be left in the property
room? You guessed it: an infinite number.

So, while we’ve removed a fraction from the total, each is still an infinite
quantity. This is clearly nonsensical, but it’s a common absurdity if actual
infinites really exist.2 And if real infinites are impossible in our property
room, they’re also impossible when considering an infinite sequence of past
years, hours, or minutes. As a result, an infinitely old universe is not truly
possible. We conclude that the universe had a beginning.
This becomes even more obvious when we consider another simple
illustration. Imagine a linear racetrack with a start line and a finish line.
Now imagine you’re a new police recruit and I’ve asked you to put on your
track shoes and step into the starting blocks for a physical training test. The

finish line is one hundred yards away. As you place your feet in the blocks
and prepare to run, I raise the starting pistol. Just before I fire it, however, I
stop and tell you to move the start line and blocks back six inches. You
reluctantly do that. Again I raise the pistol to the sky—only to command
you, once again, to move the line back another six inches. You comply
grudgingly. Imagine this continues. Question: Will you ever reach the finish
line? No. Unless there is a beginning, you’ll never get to the finish. In a
similar way, time also requires a beginning in order for any of us to reach a
finish; unless time has a beginning, we cannot arrive at the finish line we
call “today.” Since you’re reading this book right now, time must have had
a beginning.

Even if we had no other evidence on which to base an inference, there are
good philosophical reasons to believe our finite universe had a beginning.3
THEORETICAL EVIDENCE FROM MATHEMATICS AND
PHYSICS
In the early twentieth century, mathematicians and physicists began to
affirm the finite nature of the universe. Prior to this time, scientific thinkers
(embracing the dynamics of Newtonian physics) believed the universe was
infinitely old, uniform, and unchanging. But when Albert Einstein tried to

apply his general theory of relativity to the cosmos in 1916, he found these
assumptions inaccurate. His own calculations indicated the universe was
dynamic (either expanding or contracting). The notion of a static universe
was so common at the time, however, that Einstein applied a mathematical
“constant” to his calculations to maintain the unchanging, uniform nature of
the universe he hoped for (he later referred to this effort as “the biggest
blunder he ever made in his life”4). Einstein’s calculations suggested the
universe was not eternally old and unchanging.
Aleksandr Friedmann, a Russian mathematician working with Einstein’s
theories in the 1920s, developed a mathematical model predicting an
expanding universe. This conclusion was shocking and unpopular at the
time because it implied the universe must have had a beginning from which
it was expanding.

OBSERVATIONAL EVIDENCE FROM ASTRONOMICAL DATA
As mathematicians explored the theoretical evidence, astronomers began to
make observations confirming the expansion of the universe. Vesto Slipher,
an American astronomer working at the Lowell Observatory in Flagstaff,
Arizona, spent nearly ten years perfecting his understanding of
spectrograph readings. His observations revealed something remarkable. If
a distant object was moving toward Earth, its observable spectrograph
colors shifted toward the blue end of the spectrum. If a distant object was
moving away from Earth, its colors shifted toward the red end of the
spectrum.

Slipher identified several nebulae and observed a redshift in their
spectrographic colors. If these nebulae were moving away from our galaxy
(and one another), as Slipher observed, they must have once been tightly
clustered together. In 1914, he offered these findings at a meeting of the
American Astronomical Society, proposing them as evidence the universe
was expanding.
A graduate student named Edwin Hubble was in attendance and realized
the implications of Slipher’s work. Hubble later began working at the
Mount Wilson Observatory in Los Angeles. Using the Hooker telescope, he
eventually proved Slipher’s nebulae were actually galaxies beyond the
Milky Way composed of billions of stars. By 1929, Hubble published
findings of his own, verifying Slipher’s observations and demonstrating the
speed at which a star or galaxy moves away from us increases with its
distance from Earth. This once again confirmed the expansion of the
universe.
Hubble wasn’t alone in his discovery. Two years earlier, in 1927,
Monseigneur Georges Lemaître—a Belgian priest, astronomer, and
professor of astrophysics—also proposed an expanding universe as an
explanation for Slipher’s redshift. If the universe was expanding, what was

it expanding from? Lemaître concluded the universe had a beginning from
which it expanded to its current condition.

THERMAL EVIDENCE FROM THE SECOND LAW OF
THERMODYNAMICS
These astronomical observations were consistent with the second law of
thermodynamics. This well-established scientific law said the quantity of
energy within a closed, isolated system (like the universe) remains the
same, though the amount of usable energy deteriorates gradually over time.
This would mean the energy in our universe, unless fed from a source
outside of it, will ultimately “even out” until the entire universe is uniform
in energy, temperature, and disorder. A simple illustration will help us
understand why this is relevant to our investigation.
Imagine walking into a room and observing a
windup toy police car. The longer you watch it
roll, the slower it moves. You realize the car is
winding down—that is, the amount of usable
Expert Witness
energy is decreasing. It’s reasonable to infer the
Profile:
car was recently wound up prior to your entry
ALEXANDER VILENKIN
into the room. The fact the toy car is not yet
Alexander Vilenkin is a
completely unwound indicates it was wound up
theoretical
physicist,
professor of physics, and
recently. If the car had been wound much earlier,
director of the Institute of
we would expect it to be motionless by the time
Cosmology
at
Tufts
we entered the room.
University. He’s the author of
Many Worlds in One: The
In a similar way, the fact our universe still
Search for Other Universes,
exhibits useful energy—even though the second
and he believes the beginning
law of thermodynamics dictates we are on our
of the universe can be
explained from “inside the
way to a cosmic “heat death”—indicates a
room.” He maintains the
beginning. Otherwise, and if the universe were
universe came into existence
infinitely old, our cosmos should have run out of
from a quantum vacuum, but
his work challenges many
usable energy by now. We can reasonably infer
current naturalistic theories of
it was once tightly wound and full of energy.5
cosmology.
Vilenkin’s work related to
the deficiency of alternative

cosmological
models
referenced on page 271.

is

QUANTITATIVE EVIDENCE FROM
THE ABUNDANCE OF HELIUM
Astronomer Sir Fred Hoyle studied how stars are formed. He initially
insisted on a stationary, infinitely old, and unchanging universe. As he
studied the way elements are created within stars, he was able to calculate
the amount of helium created if the universe came into being from nothing.
Helium is the second most abundant element in the universe (hydrogen is
the first), but in order to form helium by nuclear fusion, temperatures must
be incredibly high and conditions must be exceedingly dense. These would
have been the conditions if the universe came into being from nothing.
Hoyle’s calculations related to the formation of helium happen to coincide
with our measurements of helium in the universe today. This, of course, is
consistent with the universe having a moment of beginning.

RESIDUAL EVIDENCE FROM THE COSMIC BACKGROUND
RADIATION
In 1964, two American physicists and radio astronomers, Arno Penzias and
Robert Wilson, made an important discovery. They were unable to
eliminate the radio signal “noise” from their large antenna at the Bell
Telephone Laboratories in New Jersey, regardless of where in the universe
they tried to point their instrument. They consulted with colleagues to
determine the cause of this noise. Another physicist suggested the noise
might not be coming from the antenna at all. Instead they might be
detecting the residual background radiation caused when the universe first
came into being. Penzias and Wilson proved this to be correct, winning a
Nobel Prize for their discovery in 1978.
Numerous additional experiments and observations have since
established the existence of cosmic background radiation, including data
from the Cosmic Background Explorer satellite launched in 1989 and the
Planck space observatory launched in 2009. For many scientists, this
discovery solidified their belief the universe had a beginning.

Another illustration may be helpful. I served for three years on our SWAT
unit, and during that time, we were repeatedly asked to flush out barricaded
suspects. We employed a “flashbang” grenade in nearly all these SWAT
entries. The grenades are designed, of course, to “flash” and “bang”; they
make a lot of noise, light, and heat. We typically threw a grenade in the
room where the suspect was barricaded (usually through a window). When
the grenade hit the ground, it exploded violently, lighting the room,
deafening the suspect, and filling the space with debris and heat. In that
instant, as the suspect was distracted, our team came in from the opposite
corner. Flashbangs are excellent distraction devices because they leave a
lingering impact in the space where they are deployed.

In a similar way, if the universe leaped into existence, expanding from a
state of tremendous heat, density, and expansion, we should expect to find
evidence of lingering impact. The cosmic background radiation is the
residual evidence of this cosmic flashbang. The pervasive radiation testifies
to the extreme environment at the earliest moments of the universe.

ASSEMBLING THE EVIDENCE

My first goal at the crime scene was to determine the origin of the foam.
Was it there prior to the murder, or did it appear as a result of the crime?
Our question is whether the universe had a beginning or is infinitely old.
Any conclusion must take into consideration the various lines of evidence
we’ve just explored: the philosophical evidence from the impossibility of
infinite regress, the theoretical evidence from mathematics and physics, the
observational evidence from astronomical data, the thermal evidence from
the second law of thermodynamics, the quantitative evidence from the
abundance of helium, and the residual evidence from the cosmic
background radiation.
Given the quantity and diversity of this evidence, it is reasonable to infer
the universe had a beginning; it is not infinitely old. The varied forms of
evidence strengthen our case. As a detective, I recognize a simple evidential
principle I call the diversity-certainty ratio. When multiple divergent lines
of evidence all point to the same conclusion, you can trust you’re making a
proper inference. The evidence for the beginning of the universe is
decidedly diverse.
As astrophysics researcher Paolo Saraceno
wrote, “The discovery of the background
radiation, together with the observed abundance
A Tool for the Callof helium, was a mortal blow to the theory of a
Out Bag:
stationary universe; only an initial fireball could
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have produced it. This meant the universe had
BETWEEN DIVERSITY
an origin.”6
AND CERTAINTY?
At this moment of origin, commonly referred
Reasonable certainty is
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to as a cosmic singularity, all space, time, and
evidential diversity. When
matter came into existence from nothing. The
divergent lines of evidence
Standard Cosmological Model accepted by
point to the same conclusion,
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our inference is valid and
premise that our universe came into being from
reliable.
something beyond the space, time, matter, and
If, for example, direct
energy of our universe. While thoughtful
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circumstantial evidence, these
divergent forms of evidence

provide us with greater
confidence our conclusion is
reasonable.

considered a “striking success”; it describes all
the scientific (and philosophical) data, and “a
clear majority of the cosmological community”
has accepted it.7

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
ALTERNATIVE POSSIBILITIES VERSUS REASONABLE
EXPLANATIONS
I’ve learned something important in the many homicide trials I’ve worked
over the years: There’s always more than one way to explain evidence.
Jurors are asked to evaluate two different interpretations of the evidence
they’ve been presented, and they’re usually asked to assess two completely
different theories related to the crime. While the Standard Cosmological
Model (describing a universe with a beginning) is still the dominant theory
among cosmologists and physicists, a number of competing ideas have been
offered to describe the origin of the universe. Some of these explanations
would allow us to stay “inside the room” of the universe to explain its

existence; others would not. Do any of these alternatives disprove the
reasonable inference that the universe had a beginning, however? No.
Sitting in criminal trials over the years, I’ve come to recognize three critical
liabilities common to faulty arguments: (1) they are unsupported by the
evidence, (2) they have erroneously redefined critical aspects of the data, or
(3) they suffer from logical contradictions. In an effort to explain the
evidence we’ve described in the universe, scientists looking for an
alternative to the Standard Cosmological Argument have considered a
number of possibilities over the years. They’ve asked some important
questions, but their answers and explanations suffer from the liabilities I’ve
observed in my criminal trials:

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW CAN WE SPOT BAD
EXPLANATIONS?
Alternative explanations are
offered in every criminal trial,
but we can identify three
characteristics of bad
explanations to disqualify
them quickly:
1. The explanation is not
supported by the evidence.
2. The explanation attempts to
errantly redefine the facts of
the case.
3. The explanation is logically
contradictory.

COULD THE UNIVERSE BE
EXPANDING ETERNALLY?
Some scientists have explored the question of
the universe expanding eternally in an effort to
explain the expansion without acknowledging or
explaining its beginning. Historic models such
as the Steady State Theory claimed the universe
had been stretching and filling in eternally
without an origin. But theories of this nature
lacked evidential support, particularly once the
cosmic
background
radiation
and
overabundance of helium were discovered.

COULD THE UNIVERSE BE CYCLING
ETERNALLY BETWEEN EXPANSION AND
CONTRACTION?
Oscillating or cyclical theories claim the
universe has been expanding and contracting
eternally. But early versions of these theories are
also unsupported by the evidence. There isn’t, for example, sufficient mass
in the universe for gravity to slow its expansion to cause a repeating cycle.
When one of these three
liabilities is identified in an
argument, the explanation
offered is either inferior or
fallacious.

More current cyclical models (such as the Cyclic Ekpyrotic Scenario) are
even more speculative, relying on highly controversial string theory physics
and leaving many questions completely unaddressed. As a result, these
theories have not replaced the Standard Cosmological Model.

COULD THE UNIVERSE BE PART OF A LARGER, ETERNAL
ENVIRONMENT?
A variety of quantum theories acknowledge the beginning of our universe
but seek to place it in the context of a larger eternal setting. These theories
claim the universe emerged from subatomic “virtual particles” in a
preexisting, eternal quantum vacuum. Models of this type still have to
explain the origin of the vacuum, however. In addition, these proposals
redefine the meaning of “nothing” when describing the preexisting (1)
primordial vacuum, (2) virtual particles, and (3) time from which our
universe emerged. The evidence demonstrates all space, time, and matter
began with the origin of our universe. Whatever preceded this universe
cannot, therefore, have been spatial, temporal, or material, at least by the
definitions we have been using all along. Emergent models redefine the
meaning of “nothing” to include “something” (the primordial vacuum,
virtual particles, and time). While this solves the problem semantically, it
doesn’t solve the problem evidentially.
Attempts to stay “inside the room” of the
universe to explain its beginning are inadequate
because they either lack evidential support or
must redefine critical aspects of the evidence to
Conduct a
make their case. (Two of the three recurring
SECONDARY
INVESTIGATION
flaws we described in this chapter will be seen
If you’re interested in digging
in chapters to come.) For more on the liabilities
deeper, turn to the Secondary
related to these alternative explanations, refer to
Investigation on page 197 to
the Secondary Investigation section at the end of
examine
additional
explanations
for
the
the book. Return here after reviewing the
cosmological evidence.
additional data.

AN EXPERT WITNESS SAYS THE UNIVERSE HAD A
BEGINNING
When we finally brought the suspect to trial in our shoe-foam case, we
relied on the testimony of an important expert witness. In an effort to
compare the foam at the crime scene with the foam in our suspect’s shoe
(recovered and stored a few days after the crime), we used a process known
as forensic spectroscopy. Criminalists at the FBI crime lab identified the
chemical composition of the foam samples with this technology to see if
they matched. They didn’t. The foam recovered from the suspect’s shoes
exhibited the presence of phthalates, while the foam from the crime scene
did not (phthalates are a substance used in the manufacturing of plastics).
While our two foam samples were chemically identical in every other way,
the FBI criminalists did not believe they were from the same source. Our
case appeared to have an insurmountable obstacle.
We knew something the criminalists didn’t, however. The suspect’s shoes
were originally booked into evidence, and they’d been stored for thirty
years in a plastic tub in our property room. The foam sample from the crime
scene had been stored for the same period in a separate paper bag and
envelope. We called an expert witness from the regional crime lab to testify
about the nature of phthalates and their ability to migrate from plastics to
other adjacent materials—which was precisely what had occurred with the
foam in the shoes. The phthalates from the plastic tub had migrated into the
tub’s contents and contaminated the shoe foam over the course of thirty
years. Our forensic expert was able to account for this contamination,
explain it to the jury, and demonstrate how closely the two foam samples
matched once this phthalate contamination was removed from the
spectroscopic data. Sometimes an expert witness can help make sense of
confusing scientific information.
If you’re a bit confused by all the alternatives
offered by those who deny the universe had a
beginning, perhaps it’s time to call an expert
A Tool for the Callwitness. In this case, there’s no one better than
Out Bag:
Alexander Vilenkin, theoretical physicist,
HOW SHOULD WE
ASSESS EXPERT
cosmologist, professor of physics, and director
WITNESSES?
of the Institute of Cosmology at Tufts

Juries in California are
instructed to “consider the
expert’s knowledge, skill,
experience, training, and
education, the reasons the
expert gave for any opinion,
and the facts or information
on which the expert relied in
reaching that opinion.” Jurors
“must
decide
whether
information on which the
expert relied was true and
accurate,” and they “may
disregard any opinion that
[they] find unbelievable,
unreasonable, or unsupported
by the evidence” (Section
332, Judicial Council of
California Criminal Jury
Instructions, 2006).

University. Partnering with mathematician
Arvind Borde, cosmologist Alan Guth, and
graduate researcher Audrey Mithani, Vilenkin
has written several papers demonstrating any
model of the universe in which expansion is
occurring, regardless of the early conditions of
the cosmos, must have a beginning.8 Vilenkin’s
work addresses all the models we’ve already
described, plus any future proposals in which the
expansion of the universe is acknowledged.9
Vilenkin is a critical expert witness because he
simplifies and makes sense of the diverse,
sometimes-confusing scientific data.1

Searching “Outside the Room” for an
Explanation:
ASKING ABOUT CAUSATION—WHAT COULD CAUSE
THE UNIVERSE?
Once I determined the shoe foam in my crime scene first appeared at the
time of the murder, I knew it had strong evidential value. In fact, once I
knew it wasn’t part of the original scene and didn’t belong to the victim, it
was clear I had evidence of an external suspect. But at this early stage of
the investigation, I still wasn’t sure about the suspect’s identity or nature.
In a similar way, once we’ve determined the “room” (the space, time, and
matter of the universe) had a beginning, it’s reasonable to attribute the
appearance of this “room” to a nonspatial, atemporal, and nonmaterial
cause—that is, a cause from outside time and space and having no physical
substance.
The universe could not have caused itself, since something would have to
exist to cause its own existence. But what exactly was this external causal
“suspect”? What could account for the beginning of all space, time, and
matter? Could the cause of the universe also have a cause? No. If the cause
of the universe is also caused, we again face the dilemma of infinite regress
and all its unavoidable absurdities. That’s why scientists are searching so
diligently for an uncaused cause.1

Just as in crime scenes, the causal forces of the universe can be divided
into two categories: personal and impersonal (we call them agent causes
and event causes). Now let’s think carefully about the cause of the universe,
which we’ve established could not itself have had a cause.
If it is an impersonal cause, it produced the universe out of necessity.
Impersonal causes such as gravity cannot make decisions; they simply act
and cause reactions inevitably. If, on the other hand, the first cause of the
universe is a personal causal force, the universe may be here as the result of
a choice. Personal agents can choose; impersonal causes must simply
respond to prior events.
Is the uncaused cause of the universe personal or impersonal? As we
examine other evidences “inside the room” of the universe, we’ll be better
able to determine the nature of this force.

Asking for an Explanation:
WHY DOES THE UNIVERSE EXIST?

Expert Witness
Profile:
WILLIAM LANE CRAIG

The jurors in my shoe-foam case agreed the
foam first appeared in the crime scene at the
time of the murder. They also concluded this
foam came from outside the scene and was
evidence of an external suspect. But many of
them were uncertain where the foam really came
from. Why did it pop out of the suspect’s shoe

William Lane Craig is an
analytical philosopher and
theologian. He has done
extensive research related to
the many naturalistic
explanations for the beginning
of the universe and has
debated many of the world’s
leading naturalistic
cosmologists. Craig has
written extensively on this
topic, including the book
Creation Out of Nothing. He
believes the uncaused cause
of the universe is a personal,
all-powerful Being.
Craig’s work related to the
impossibility of an infinite
has been foundational to the
descriptions of this problem.
See page 271.

when he bent down to sift through the victim’s
purse? I explained how our suspect kicked off
his shoes, and the jury finally understood the
reason for his worn boot cuffs. This explained
why the foam was dislodged and entered our
crime scene.
When it comes to the existence of the
universe, the seventeenth- and eighteenthcentury German mathematician and philosopher
Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz asked an important
question about the universe’s existence. Leibniz
observed, “Nothing takes place without
sufficient reason.… Assuming this principle, the
first question we have the right to ask will be,
‘Why is there something rather than nothing?’”1
The answer to this question depends on whether
the first cause of the universe is personal or

impersonal.
If the first cause is an impersonal causal force, the universe is simply a
consequence of physics. It happens to exist, and nothing more can really be
said about it. In fact, the question is rather senseless. Physicists reject why
questions of this nature in favor of how questions. We can ask how a
preexisting impersonal cause might generate our universe, but it’s pointless
to ask why it did so. If the first cause is a personal agent, however, the why
question becomes more reasonable.
When jurors evaluate a case, answers such as “That’s just the way it is”
and “That’s a silly question” are unsatisfying. We want to know what
happened, how it happened, and why it happened. Any possible solution
denying our ability to ask the why question seems unreasonable. Yet this is
where we find ourselves if the first cause of the universe is an impersonal
force of physics. This doesn’t mean we should reject such an explanation;
but if we ultimately come to this conclusion, we must accept that we’ll
never get an answer to the why question beyond “That’s just the way it
is.”13

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
EXPLANATIONS FOR THE CUFF FOAM AND THE
CAUSED UNIVERSE
The foam in my crime scene clearly pointed to the existence of an external
suspect, an intruder who accounted for its initial appearance (origination),
triggered its dislodgment when he bent down to empty the victim’s purse
(causation), and whose past habit of kicking off his shoes explained why his
boot cuffs were unable to retain the foam in the first place (explanation).
The shoe foam could not be explained from inside the room. It was an
important piece of evidence pointing to the existence of a particular sort of
external intruder. Our suspect, a recently fired employee of the restaurant,
entered the business after closing and killed the victim as part of a botched
robbery attempt. They’d worked together, and she could have identified
him. He was convicted more than twenty years after the murder and is
currently serving a life sentence in California.
Like the shoe foam, the beginning of the universe cannot be explained
from “inside the room.” The evidence points to a cause outside of space,
time, and matter. Cosmologist Paul Davies, recognizing the dilemma
presented by the evidence, wrote, “One might consider some supernatural
force, some agency beyond space and time as being responsible … or one
might prefer to regard the [beginning of the universe] as an event without a
cause. It seems to me that we don’t have too much choice. Either …
something outside of the physical world … or … an event without a
cause.”14 This inference of a cause “outside the room” is reasonable, given
the strength of diverse evidence for a caused universe and the inadequacy
of efforts to stay “inside the room” of the universe for an explanation.

In summary, we used a simple investigative principle. We asked three
causation questions in an effort to determine the identity of the first cause of
the universe. Along the way we employed our life experiences to make a
few reasonable inferences, identified common characteristics of faulty
explanations, used the diversity-certainty ratio to evaluate our cumulative
case, and consulted an expert witness to verify our conclusions. These
investigative techniques strengthen the case for a universe with a beginning.
The origin of the universe is an important
piece of evidence pointing to the existence of an
external cause, a particular sort of “suspect.” As
Our Emerging
we examine the evidence related to this cause,
“Suspect” Profile:
we can begin to assemble a “suspect” profile.
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
Like most of my criminal investigations, each

Given what we know so far,
the cause of the universe is:
1. external to the universe
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
nonmaterial
3. uncaused
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
universe

this answer will become.

piece of evidence from the crime scene (“inside
the room”) will tell us something about the
potential existence and nature of a causal
suspect (“outside the room”).
We can start our profile with what little we
know so far, but there’s not enough evidence yet
to fully describe or identify this suspect. Is our
suspect an impersonal or personal force? The
more we examine our “crime” scene, the clearer

Chapter Two

TAMPERING WITH THE EVIDENCE
Who Is Responsible?
Helen knew something was wrong when her daughter Carrie failed to
answer the door. It was a bright summer afternoon. Carrie said she’d be
home, and her car was indeed parked in the driveway. Helen tried to peek in
through the living room window, but the curtains were unusually drawn.
Carrie never locked the back door, but when Helen walked into the
backyard of the old home, she found the door locked and all the windows
closed. This wasn’t like Carrie; she usually left one badly worn rear
window slightly ajar.
Helen began to panic. She knew Todd and Carrie had a tumultuous
marriage, one that included physical violence. Todd had moved out, but
Helen still feared for her daughter’s safety. The couple had a child named
Lexi, but the violence had only intensified since her birth. A week ago,
Todd had threatened to kill Carrie—and just last night, Carrie confided
there had been yet another fight.
When Helen couldn’t get Carrie to answer the door on this afternoon, she
decided to call the police. Our officers responded and met Helen on Carrie’s
front porch. After getting approval from their sergeant, they forced entry
into the home. Approaching the rear of the house, the officers began to
smell gas. It was strongest at the base of the stairwell leading to the secondfloor bedrooms.
The officers decided to back out of the house and call the Fire
Department Hazmat Team. Fire personnel spent nearly two hours closing
the gas line, airing the house, and rendering it safe for entry. Then, inside

the house, the officers discovered the bodies. Carrie and her infant daughter
were lying in Carrie’s bed in the upstairs master bedroom. Autopsies would
later reveal they asphyxiated as the gas level in the home rose above the
oxygen level. When the officers discovered the death scene, they called our
homicide team. What did we have? Accidental death or murder?
I noticed the unusual nature of the stairwell. The stair entry began in the
family room rather than the living room or entry hall, and there was a
pocket door at the bottom of the stairwell. This door was closed when
officers first arrived at the home, and it was difficult to open. The old door
had come off its rail, and responding fire personnel struggled to get it to
slide. The second-floor hallway was littered with dirty clothing, and the
laundry basket at the top of the stairwell was empty. The responding
officers had found the door to the master bedroom closed, and a pile of
laundry lay against the bottom of the door.
Inside the bedroom, I discovered the source of the gas. Many years prior,
the old house had been retrofitted with a gas heater that was mounted to the
wall separating the bedroom from the upstairs hallway. The pilot light was
out, but the gas valve was in the open position. The vents on the bedroom
side of the heater were also open, while the hallway vents were closed. The
bottom panel on the faulty heater was sitting askew in the hallway. There
were smudge marks on the panel resembling the shape of a hand, but no
visible fingerprints.
As I walked through the scene with Helen many hours later, she shared
several important observations. She was a frequent visitor to her daughter’s
house, and in all her years, she’d never seen the pocket door closed at the
bottom of the stairwell. Helen also told me she was surprised to find clothes
on the floor in the hall. Carrie was tidy and organized; she typically kept the
laundry in the basket until she was ready to wash. Finally, Helen was
certain Carrie never used the old heater on the second floor. In fact, Carrie
often complained about how hot the upstairs bedrooms were in the summer.
As part of the follow-up investigation, we discovered the gas company
had turned off the gas service for lack of payment. Two days prior to the
time of death, Todd had paid to restart the service. We decided to
investigate this as a homicide.

WHAT MADE IT INEVITABLE?

Both Carrie and Lexi were in perfect health on
the night they died. Was their death inevitable?
Could it have been avoided? Were the
Cold-Case
circumstances such that nothing could have been
Approach:
done to change the outcome? Clearly, if
HOW DO LAYERED
EVIDENCES HELP US
circumstances had been just slightly different,
EVALUATE ALLEGED
neither would have died that night. If the pilot
COINCIDENCES?
had been lit, or the gas turned off, or there
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hadn’t been clothing blocking the airway at the
conditions uniformly point to
bottom of the bedroom door, or the pocket door
the activity of a particular
had been open, or the windows had been ajar,
suspect, this suspect must be
considered
the
most
the outcome might have been different. In a
reasonable inference from the
sense, the regional circumstances related to the
evidence.
conditions of the house and the locational
The larger the number of
circumstances related to the bedroom and the
pointed conditions in each
layer of evidence, the less
heater seemed contrived, especially given the
likely the conditions are
foundational circumstances surrounding Carrie’s
coincidental (and the more
relationship with Todd. There were simply too
reasonable the inferences
drawn from the layered
many coincidences. The more we examined the
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layers of foundational, regional, and locational
In this chapter, we’ll
evidence, the more it appeared to be a crime
examine layered evidences to
scene. The only occupants of the house, Carrie
determine the existence and
nature
of
an
external
and Lexi, did not appear to be responsible for
“suspect.”
the conditions we found inside. The weathered
windows were shut, the derailed pocket door
was closed, the laundry was blocking the door from the hallway, and the
heater valve was open. According to Helen, Carrie would never have
allowed—not to mention caused—these conditions. There was good reason
to believe someone outside the house rigged the conditions inside the house
to cause the outcome.
When I examine the circumstantial evidence surrounding a crime scene, I
begin broadly by uncovering layers. I start with the foundational issues, and
then narrow my examination from the regional to locational evidence:
Layer 1: Foundational Conditions and Evidence. Every crime has a
backstory: some set of foundational conditions guiding, directing, and
influencing how we examine every other piece of evidence at the scene. It

was important for us to consider Carrie and Todd’s relationship history and
his effort to restart the gas service. These foundational conditions had the
potential to explain much of what we found in the house.
Layer 2: Regional Conditions and Evidence. Helen’s suspicion was
warranted even before she entered Carrie’s house. The car in the driveway,
the drawn curtains, the locked door, and the closed windows were unusual,
inconsistent, and unexpected. Given what Helen knew about the
foundational nature of Carrie and Todd’s relationship, the conditions she
observed in the region surrounding the house became all the more
suspicious.
Layer 3: Locational Conditions and Evidence. Once investigators
entered the house, another set of specific, local evidences became
important. The closed pocket door, the clothing piled against the bedroom
door, the unlit heater pilot, and the appearance of recent activity on the
heater panel all served to amplify our suspicion.

It was certainly possible Carrie and Lexi had died accidentally as the
result of a series of events she had caused (either intentionally or
unintentionally) while inside the house. But when the layers of

circumstantial evidence (from foundational, regional, and locational
perspectives) indicated external tampering, we were obligated to follow the
evidence back to Todd. While any one piece of evidence in a particular
category might not have been all that condemning, the totality and
interconnected nature of the unique backstory, rare circumstances, and
unlikely conditions was powerful.

The Evidence “In the Room”:
THE FOUNDATIONAL, REGIONAL, AND LOCATIONAL
CONDITIONS OF THE UNIVERSE
We were compelled to examine the evidence of tampering because of one
important fact: there were dead bodies in our crime scene. In a similar way,
when we look at the nature of our universe, the existence of living bodies
ought to provoke an investigation.11
Like our murder scene, there are foundational, regional, and locational
conditions demanding explanation. The foundational laws of physics, the
regional properties of our solar system, and the locational conditions of our
planet resulted in our existence. But did this have to be the case? If
circumstances had been just slightly different in Carrie’s house, no one
would have died that night. The conditions had to be just so for the outcome
to be death. In a similar way, if circumstances had been just slightly
different in our universe, no one would be alive today. The conditions had
to be just so for the outcome to be life.
The just-so appearance of “fine-tuning” in our universe is rather
uncontroversial among scientists and cosmologists. Even Paul Davies (who
is agnostic when it comes to the notion of a Divine Designer) readily
stipulated, “Everyone agrees that the universe looks as if it was designed for
life.”2
The foundational, regional, and locational
conditions of our universe, solar system, and
planet are delicately balanced and finely
A Tool for the Callcalibrated. The slightest modification of these
Out Bag:
conditions would be disastrous for life. The
WHAT IS A
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delicate requirements for the existence of
When two opposing attorneys
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agree on a particular fact, they
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California advise jurors, “This
means that they both accept
those facts as true. Because
there is no dispute about those
facts, you must also accept
them as true.”

supporting “intelligent observers” are incredibly
fragile.
While scientists may stipulate to the
appearance of fine-tuning “in the room,” this
does not mean they agree on the existence of an
external “Fine-Tuner.” The features of our
Stipulations allow us to
murder scene, by comparison, might simply
move from what is obviously
have been the result of a series of accidents,
accepted to what is hotly
coincidences, or inevitabilities. Before we could
contested. We can agree on a
particular
fact
without
determine if someone external to our murder
agreeing on the explanation
scene had “fine-tuned” the conditions to cause
for that fact. This allows us to
the deaths of Carrie and her baby, we had to
focus on our differences so
we can isolate the issues
collect the evidence so we could assess the data
under consideration.
and eliminate the unreasonable alternatives. The
evidential conditions of the universe can be
similarly collected and evaluated:3
LAYER 1: FOUNDATIONAL CONDITIONS AND EVIDENCE
Just as every crime has a backstory, the universe also possesses a set of
foundational conditions guiding, directing, and influencing the formation of
life. The laws of nature are amazingly fine-tuned; there is very little room
for alteration. The smallest modifications of these laws would completely
destroy the possibility of life in the universe.4 The universe appears finetuned in three specific ways:

FORCES GOVERNING THE ATOM ARE FAVORABLE TO
LIFE
The constants and proportions of the strong nuclear force, weak nuclear
force, electromagnetic force, and the force of gravity must exist within very
narrow ranges in order for life to exist in the universe. The ratio of electrons
to protons (both in their numbers and mass) must be precariously balanced.5
If the value of this ratio deviated more than 1 in 1037, the universe, as we
know it, would not exist today. If the ratio between the electromagnetic
force and gravity was altered more than 1 in 1040, the universe would suffer

a similar fate. The nature of the universe (at the atomic level) could have
been different, but even remarkably small differences would have been
catastrophic to our existence.
FORCES GOVERNING THE MATTER OF THE UNIVERSE
ARE FAVORABLE TO LIFE
On the macro-level, the size of the universe, its rate of growth, and the
nature and existence of galaxies, stars, and planets depend largely on the
force of gravity. While we sometimes take gravity for granted, the precisely
calibrated gravity in the universe is puzzling; it has been described as an
“unexplained miracle.”6 If the expansion rate of the universe deviated by
more than 1 in 1037, or the mass density of the universe varied more than 1
in 1059, there wouldn’t be a single habitable galaxy or planet in the
universe.7

FORCES GOVERNING THE CREATION OF CHEMICALS ARE
FAVORABLE TO LIFE
The earliest elements in the universe, hydrogen and helium, are insufficient
for the existence of carbon-based life-forms unless joined by carbon,
oxygen, and the other necessary elements. These secondary elements were
formed in stars, but the process by which these stars converted hydrogen
and helium to carbon was an incredibly fine-tuned process. Even small
alterations in the laws of physics would have prevented the formation of
elements critical to the existence of life.8

Before we move on, I want to take a minute to help you understand the
absurd degree to which the foundational conditions of the universe are finetuned. When we use exponential numbers such as 1 in 1037, it’s easy to
underestimate the precision they represent. Let me give you a few
illustrations to help you grasp the exactitude of these universal constants:
• Imagine covering the entire North American continent in
dimes and stacking them until they reached the moon. Now
imagine stacking just as many dimes again on another billion
continents the same size as North America. If you marked
one of those dimes and hid it in the billions of piles you’d
assembled, the odds of a blindfolded friend picking out the
correct dime is approximately 1 in 1037—the same level of
precision required in the strong nuclear force and the
expansion rate of the universe.9

• Imagine stretching a measuring tape across the entire known
universe. Now imagine one particular mark on the tape
represents the correct degree of gravitational force required
to create the universe we have. If this mark were moved
more than an inch from its location (on a measuring tape
spanning the entire universe), the altered gravitational force
would prevent our universe from coming into existence.10
• Imagine trying to fire a bullet at a one-inch target on the
other side of the observable universe. The accuracy required
to accomplish such a feat has been calculated at 1 in 1060.11
Compare this to the precision required in calibrating the
mass density of the universe (fine-tuned to within 1 unit in
1059).
• Imagine comparing the universe to an aircraft carrier like the
USS John C. Stennis (measuring 1,092 feet long with a
displacement of 100,000 tons). If this carrier were as finetuned as the mass density of our universe, subtracting a
billionth of a trillionth of the mass of an electron from the
total mass of the aircraft carrier would sink the ship.12
Starting to appreciate the level of fine-tuning in the foundational particles
and forces in the universe? A small change in the value of any one particle
or force would have a major impact on the larger systems and outcomes.
These fine-tuned relationships (sometimes jokingly referred to as “happy
cosmic accidents”) are critically important to life in the cosmos. If just one
of these parameters were altered, critical difficulties would result at every
level of the universe. According to theoretical physicist Michio Kaku, “It’s
shocking to find how many of the familiar constants of the universe lie
within a very narrow band that makes life possible. If a single one of these
accidents were altered, stars would never form, the universe would fly
apart, DNA would not exist, life as we know it would be impossible, Earth
would flip over or freeze, and so on.”13
LAYER 2: REGIONAL CONDITIONS AND EVIDENCE
The “life scene” of the universe only gets more statistically unlikely as we
examine the next layer of evidence. Beyond the foundational properties of
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physics related to atoms, matter in the universe,
and chemical creation—all of which apply to the
universe as a whole—the conditions in our
regional galaxy are also highly unlikely and
incredibly unique in their capability of
sustaining life. Galaxies and star systems require
specific, improbable conditions for life to be
possible, and our Milky Way happens to possess
the necessary requirements.

THE SHAPE OF THE MILKY WAY IS
FAVORABLE TO LIFE
The Milky Way galaxy is an elegant spiral,
while the vast majority of galaxies
(approximately 95 percent of them) are elliptical
or irregular. This spiral shape makes a
Ross’s work is referenced on
page 273.
difference. If our galaxy were larger and
irregular (rather than spiral), its nucleus would
release destructive radiation (and matter) harmful to the existence of life.
On the other hand, dwarf elliptical galaxies are metal-poor (metals are
heavy elements), so they are unlikely candidates for life. As it is, the spiral
shape encourages the early formation of stars before this formation can be
threatened by the presence of heavy elements in the interstellar
environment.14

THE POSITION OF THE MILKY WAY IS FAVORABLE TO LIFE
In addition, the Milky Way is separated by just enough distance from other
large galaxies and dense galactic clusters to guard against gravitational
interference.

THE SIZE OF THE MILKY WAY IS FAVORABLE TO LIFE
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The Milky Way is also within the proper size
range to permit life; it is large and sparse enough
to prevent gravitational disruption from (and
collisions with) other star systems, yet small and
dense enough to allow star formation from gas
infusion.
Each of these categories has an extremely
narrow range of life-permitting characteristics,
just as is true for the foundational forces in the
universe. The Milky Way galaxy happens to fall
within these improbable ranges. But there’s still
another
layer
of
rare
life-permitting
characteristics in our solar system.

THE POSITION OF OUR SUN IS
FAVORABLE TO LIFE
Our position within the Milky Way is of critical
importance. Our proximity to the spiral arm of
the galaxy protects us from the core radiation at
the center of the Milky Way. In fact, our
distance from this center is critical for a number
of reasons. If we were farther from the core,
Susskind’s
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there wouldn’t be enough heavy elements to
make terrestrial planets; if we were closer, the
radiation would be too severe and the gravitational influence of the
numerous stars would be too strong.

THE COMPOSITION OF OUR SUN IS FAVORABLE TO LIFE
Our star produces triatomic hydrogen at just the right quantity to create the
essential molecules necessary to form planets. It also has a sufficiently high
metallic composition to provide the heavy metals necessary for our planet
without over-radiating or poisoning our planet. In addition, the color of our
sun (not too red and not too blue) allows for photosynthesis. The sun is also

bright and warm enough to allow carbon-based life-forms to exist. Unlike
most other systems, our solar system has a single star. Multiple star
arrangements cause a number of problems related to gravitational forces,
tide cycles, and overheating.

THE AGE AND MASS OF OUR SUN ARE FAVORABLE TO LIFE
The age of our sun is perfectly suited for the existence of life on Earth. If
the sun were older or younger, its luminosity would be far too unstable to
support life. Our sun is in the middle of its life cycle. It burns without
extreme fluctuations and contains just the right amount of heavy elements.
Its mass and gravitational attraction are also within narrow, life-permitting
ranges. If our sun were any more massive, it would burn too rapidly and too
erratically; any less massive, and a number of gravitational problems would
result. Earth would have to be much closer to remain in orbit, and the
impact on our climate, tides, and rotation would be devastating.

THE RELATIONSHIP OF PLANETS TO OUR SUN IS
FAVORABLE TO LIFE
Our multi-planet solar system makes life possible here on Earth. The large
gas giants orbiting the sun protect the Earth from hazardous cosmic
materials. Jupiter, for example, helps “clean out” the solar system. Its
incredible gravitational field redirects asteroids and cosmic debris, making
the entire system more habitable.15

LAYER 3: LOCATIONAL CONDITIONS AND EVIDENCE
Our tiny planet also exhibits locational properties of fine-tuning necessary
for life. Earth’s local conditions exhibit an array of equally unlikely
characteristics that give us reason to be “suspicious.”

THE EARTH’S RELATIONSHIP TO THE SUN IS FAVORABLE TO
LIFE
Earth orbits the sun within a tight habitable zone where, statistically
speaking, it is highly unlikely for a planet to happen to exist. If Earth were
very slightly more distant from—or slightly closer to—the sun, a stable
water cycle would be impossible. Also, small changes in the orbital tilt of
our planet, or minor variations in the tilt of Earth’s axis, would disallow our
climate. The length of rotation matters too. If Earth rotated slower, our days

would be too hot and our nights too cool to support life; shorter, and the
wind speeds would be too extreme.
THE EARTH’S ATMOSPHERIC CONDITIONS ARE FAVORABLE
TO LIFE
The surface gravity of Earth is critical to its
ability to retain an atmosphere friendly to life. If
Earth’s gravity were stronger, our atmosphere
A Tool for the Callwould contain too much methane and ammonia.
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Detectives often spend
hundreds
of
hours
investigating
clues
and
collecting
seemingly
meaningless
pieces
of
evidence before they are able
to see the big picture. In the
early hours and days of an
investigation, it’s important to
be patient and thorough. As
we assembled the layered
evidence surrounding Carrie’s
and Lexi’s deaths, the
reasonable
inference
of
tampering became clear. In a
similar way, we must
patiently collect the evidence
in the universe before we can
make a reasonable inference
about the fine-tuning of the
universe.

THE EARTH’S TERRESTRIAL
NATURE IS FAVORABLE TO LIFE
Earth’s crust thickness must lie within a
particular range in order to support life. A
thicker crust would negatively impact the
quantity of oxygen in our atmosphere; a thinner
crust would result in excessive volcanic activity
and unstable tectonic plates. In fact, Earth’s
crust allows limited seismic activity, resulting in
nutrient recycling and carbon dioxide release
without destroying all life on the planet. The
nutrient and mineral concentrations of Earth’s
crust also fall within life-permitting ranges.

THE EARTH’S RELATIONSHIP TO THE MOON IS FAVORABLE
TO LIFE
While other planets have an orbiting moon, ours is critical to our existence.
Our large moon is just the right size to stabilize Earth’s orbit and rotation,
limiting the variations in our climate and temperature. Without a large
moon, the axis of our planet would likely have wobbled dramatically—
perhaps by as much as 90 degrees.16 The role of the moon cannot be
underestimated. Paleontologist Peter Ward and astronomer Donald
Brownlee wrote, “Without the Moon there would be no moonbeams, no
month, no lunacy, no Apollo program, less poetry, and a world where every
night was dark and gloomy. Without the Moon it is also likely that no birds,
redwoods, whales, trilobites, or other advanced life would ever have graced
the earth.”17

Like Carrie’s death scene, the layers of foundational, regional, and
locational evidence in the universe show signs of tampering. The forces
governing atomic structure, the matter of the universe, and the creation of
chemicals are conveniently aligned to allow life’s existence. Even tiny

changes in these forces have disastrous consequences for life. Similarly
narrow ranges exist related to our galaxy and planet. While the appearance
of fine-tuning in any one of these cosmic parameters might not be all that
compelling, the cumulative nature of these conditions obligates us to seek
an explanation. As in Carrie’s death scene, the totality and interconnected
nature of our galaxy’s unique backstory, along with its rare circumstances
and unlikely conditions, overwhelmingly indicate tampering.

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
WHAT CAUSED THIS APPEARANCE OF FINE-TUNING?
Once our team of detectives finished collecting the evidence, we had to
account for signs of fine-tuning at the death scene. Physicists and
cosmologists, after reviewing the evidence in the universe, have to account
for signs of fine-tuning at our life scene.
Carrie’s death was not inevitable; a rare set of circumstances had to occur
in an improbable manner for this death to take place. Paul Davies observed
something similar in our universe: “You might be tempted to suppose that

any old rag-bag of laws would produce a complex universe of some sort,
with attendant inhabitants convinced of their own specialness. Not so. It
turns out that randomly selected laws lead almost inevitably either to
unrelieved chaos or boring and uneventful simplicity. Our own universe is
poised exquisitely between these unpalatable alternatives, offering a potent
mix of freedom and discipline, a sort of restrained creativity.”18
Once we noted the evidence related to Carrie’s death, we sought the most
reasonable inference and eventually concluded someone external to the
crime scene (Todd) had tampered with the environment. Is tampering also
the most reasonable inference when examining the appearance of finetuning in the universe? Are there other more reasonable explanations?
As in the last chapter, we must be wary of explanations that are
unsupported by the evidence and errantly redefine critical aspects of the
data or suffer from logical contradictions. In an effort to explain the
evidence we’ve described from “inside the room” of the natural, material
universe, physicists and cosmologists have imagined a number of possible
explanations:

IS FINE-TUNING UNREQUIRED?
In order to convince others of the irrelevance of
the universal constants, some physicists have
simply denied the importance of fine-tuning by
A Tool for the Callclaiming life could have emerged from broader,
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IS FINE-TUNING THE RESULT OF
CHANCE?
Some have argued the apparent fine-tuning of
the universe is simply a fortuitous accident. But
this explanation is logically inconsistent with the purpose of any scientific
investigation (to push beyond the appearance of “coincidence” to find an
explanation) and completely ignores the evidence we’ve described related
to the high improbabilities of fine-tuning.

IS FINE-TUNING THE RESULT OF PHYSICAL NECESSITY?
Some cosmologists believe the universe is the way it is because the laws of
physics do not allow any alternative. According to this view, if the laws of
nature are fixed and inflexible, and no other versions of these laws are
possible, our universe is the only kind of universe that could ever emerge. If
this is true, our life-permitting universe is a physical necessity. But this
explanation also fails to be supported by evidence. There is no reason to
believe the laws of nature (and/or their values) could not have been
different, and even if the foundational laws of the universe were fixed, this
would fail to explain the regional and locational evidence we’ve described.
Certainly these secondary conditions were not inevitable according to the
laws of physics or chemistry.

IS FINE-TUNING AN OBSERVATIONAL PHENOMENON?
Some scientists believe we observe fine-tuning because, if not for such finetuning, we wouldn’t be here to observe the universe in the first place.
According to this explanation, any humanly observable universe would
display the conditions necessary for human life, so we shouldn’t be
surprised to observe such conditions. But while an observer in our universe
will most certainly find it highly probable to observe fine-tuned conditions,
this does not mean it was highly probable such a universe would exist in the
first place. This explanation makes yet another logical error (confusing an

observation with an explanation) while ignoring the inferences of such finetuning.

Searching “Outside the Room” for an Explanation:
WHAT EXTERNAL CAUSES COULD ACCOUNT FOR
FINE-TUNING?
By denying the importance of fine-tuning—appealing instead to chance,
necessity, or observational phenomena—cosmologists have attempted to
explain the appearance of precision calibration in our universe without
acknowledging an external cause. But as these explanations repeatedly
display fatal shortcomings, many scientists have started looking for an
explanation “outside the room” of our universe:

IS FINE-TUNING A CONSEQUENCE OF THE MULTIVERSE?
For many theorists, the multiverse has the best chance of explaining the
appearance of fine-tuning in our universe. Multiverse explanations point to
an external causal agent: a mechanism capable of creating an incredibly
large number of universes, each with its own set of physical laws.

According to this theory, most of these universes in the larger multiverse
collection are incapable of permitting life. Our universe, however, through
“a series of cosmic accidents,” does happen to support our existence.19
Multiverse theories overcome the incredible odds against life, and explain
the appearance of fine-tuning, by increasing the chances of such a lifepermitting universe.20
But once again, this explanation lacks evidential support. Scientists can’t
access other universes in the multiverse to corroborate their claims. Worse
yet, such explanations fail to logically eliminate the need for fine-tuning. If
there were a multiverse-generating mechanism, it would certainly have to
be calibrated in such a way to make the generation of a life-permitting
universe possible (indeed, inevitable, if this mechanism generated an
infinite number of universes). Those who propose a multiverse scenario are
still saddled with the problem of explaining fine-tuning—they’re just one
level removed from where the problem is now.

IS FINE-TUNING A CONSEQUENCE OF DESIGN?
If the fine-tuning we observe in the universe is not the result of chance,
necessity, observational phenomena, or multiverse theories, what is left to
consider? In many ways, the remaining explanation is the most intuitive and
reasonable: perhaps fine-tuning is the result of a purposeful Fine-Tuner.
This seems even more reasonable when we remember what the universe
appears to be fine-tuned for: life, carbon-based life, capable of observing
and interacting with the universe around us. The inference toward purpose
is palpable. Could any impersonal set of physical laws be said to operate
with such a goal? Or is the more likely alternative of an intentional, creative
Designer the better inference?
Arno Penzias recognized the implications of purpose revealed in
cosmological fine-tuning: “Astronomy leads us to a unique event, a
universe which was created out of nothing, one with the very delicate
balance needed to provide exactly the conditions required to permit life, and
one which has an underlying (one might say ‘supernatural’) plan.”21

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the
Room”? EXTERNAL TAMPERING
AND COSMIC FINE-TUNING
The best inference from the evidence at Carrie’s
SECONDARY
house pointed to an external cause as the source
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conditions we observed inside the house. Once
explanations for cosmological
we recognized the highly unlikely nature of the
“fine-tuning.”
circumstances surrounding her death, we moved
quickly to identify and investigate the activity of
our external suspect: Todd. Our suspicions were ultimately confirmed when
Todd reluctantly confessed to rigging the house to cause Carrie’s and Lexi’s
deaths. He was later convicted of premeditated murder.
We’ve now investigated the universe in a manner similar to the
investigation of Carrie’s and Lexi’s deaths. We accepted a stipulation to the
Conduct a

appearance of fine-tuning, patiently and thoroughly collected the layered
evidence, and then examined these evidences in an effort to separate
reasonable explanations from imaginative speculations. Scientists, trying to
account for the appearance of fine-tuning in the universe, have offered
theories from “inside the room,” citing varying forms of chance or
necessity, and “outside the room,” citing multiverse theories. But as we
have seen, these theories are either unsupported by the evidence, errantly
redefine critical aspects of the data, or suffer from logical contradictions.

Our Emerging
“Suspect” Profile:
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?

If the fine-tuning we observe in the universe is
not the product of chance, necessity, or
observational phenomena, we must remain open
to the reasonable inference of design. What kind
of “suspect” could create the universe from
nothing yet act purposefully enough to design a

Given what we know so far,
the cause of the universe is:
1. external to the universe
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
nonmaterial
3. uncaused
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
universe
5. specifically purposeful
enough to produce a universe
fine-tuned for life

universe fine-tuned for life? Our “suspect”
profile is starting to take shape, but there is still
much more to consider. The fine-tuning of the
universe implies intentionality and purpose, but
we won’t know if this implication is truly
reasonable until we examine a new category of
evidences in the next two chapters. As we move
from cosmology to biology, our profile will
become even clearer in our search for the most
reasonable suspect in our cosmic crime scene.

Chapter Three

THE ORIGIN OF LIFE
Does the Text Require an Author?
Ethan Carmichael was brutally stabbed to death in the workshop of his large
electronics store on the evening of December 30. Our team stood around
Ethan’s body, careful not to step in his blood or displace any evidence,
including the cell phone lying near his right leg. Mitchell, the newest
member of our unit, voiced his displeasure about the call-out.
“I was kinda hoping this would be a quick one,” he said, looking at his
watch and thinking about how close we were to New Year’s Eve.
Given the situation, it didn’t appear any of us were going to be
participating in holiday celebrations over the next few days. I looked
outside and saw a woman standing next to a patrol officer. I asked, “Has
anyone talked to her yet?”
I was the last person to arrive at the scene, and the first responding
officers said this woman had discovered Ethan’s body. Her name was
Rachel and she was Ethan’s live-in girlfriend of several years. She smoked
a cigarette as she waited for detectives to interview her.
Mitchell was assigned the case as the primary investigator, so he left the
workshop to interview Rachel and coordinate the arrival of the coroner. The
rest of us waited for CSI technicians to finish processing the scene before
we could begin a preliminary examination of the evidence. Nothing in the
workshop appeared to be disturbed, with the exception of an open closet
door in the upstairs office.
I was particularly interested in Ethan’s cell phone. When CSI finished
their work, I searched through its data for relevant information. I discovered

an interesting text, sent earlier in the evening. The short message was
simply:
Bti30
The text appeared to come from a local phone number, but Ethan hadn’t
assigned a name to the number in his phone. Unsure of the origin of the
text, I began to ponder what, if anything, this short series of letters and
numbers could mean. I assembled questions along classic lines of inquiry,
employing the five Ws (what, where, why, when, and who).
What did the text mean? Was this information
of some sort or just chance gibberish? Where did
it come from? Did someone intentionally text
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this string of characters? Why was the text sent
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warehouse), or did it belong to someone external
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committed a crime, we often
impossible to answer these questions, but within
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twenty-four hours I knew precisely what the
questions formulated by the
message meant, where it came from, and who
ancient
Greek
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Hermagoras and popularized
by Rudyard Kipling in Just So
We wrote a search warrant for Ethan’s
Stories.
computer, phone, and business records, and I
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spent the better part of the next day combing
information gathering may
through the results. First, I discovered the phone
not always provide us with
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number was Rachel’s newly activated cell
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phone. As I sifted through Ethan’s cell phone
eliminate
unreasonable
texts and computer emails, I discovered
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additional “Bti30” texts. Rachel and Ethan
In this chapter, we’ll ask
these classic questions to
regularly used this terminology when referring
identify
important
to their arrival times with each other. “Bti30”
characteristics
of
our
was simply shorthand for “Be there in 30
“suspect.”
minutes.”

Once we were equipped with this information, Mitchell’s interview with
Rachel exposed many curious facts and important details related to their
relationship. As it turned out, Rachel and Ethan had been fighting for
several months. Rachel had been seeing another man, Billy, during this time
and had promised Billy she’d break up with Ethan prior to the year’s end.
On the night Ethan was murdered, he was preparing to go home when he
received a text from Rachel indicating she would meet him at the business
in thirty minutes. He stayed and was killed within the hour. Rachel then
arrived nearly ninety minutes after the text and reportedly discovered
Ethan’s body.
As our investigation continued over the next few days, Ethan’s business
partner told us a small safe was missing from the closet in the upstairs
office. Ethan kept over $50,000 in this safe, and although his business
partner said Rachel knew about the safe, she denied any knowledge of its
existence. Our investigation began to focus on Rachel and Billy. We
ultimately determined Rachel sent the text message for a distinct purpose.
She wanted to delay Ethan’s departure from the office just long enough for
Billy to arrive at the location, commit the murder, and steal the safe. We
now understood what happened relative to the sequence of events, why it
occurred, and how Rachel used a short burst of information to accomplish
her murderous goal. Information within the crime scene pointed to an
external suspect.

The Evidence “In the Room”:
ASKING THE CLASSIC QUESTION: WHAT IS LIFE?
Cops are good at identifying death scenes. When patrol officers arrive, they
may have to assess the victim for breathing and pulse, but there are often
more obvious signs of death. One of three conditions related to the “mortis
triad” may be present: the loss of body temperature (algor mortis), the
formation of rigidity (rigor mortis), or the presence of discoloration due to
lividity (livor mortis). These conditions make it much easier to identify
dead people. But as we examine life (rather than death) in the universe, it
may not be as easy to identify what is “alive” in the first place. What are the
minimum conditions required in order for something to be alive?
Living beings typically have the ability to metabolize energy (consume
and process food) and the ability to reproduce. These minimum

requirements are met by even the simplest single-cell organisms. When you
see these two attributes (metabolism and reproduction), you know you are
in a life scene. Whenever I enter a death scene, it’s my job to determine
how the death occurred. As we examine the life scene of the universe, we
have a similar objective. How did life emerge in our universe and on our
planet? How did nonliving matter turn into living organisms?
If you read high school or undergraduate biology books, you might think
these are easy questions to answer. But the truth is, in spite of decades of
concerted research, scientists are no closer to knowing how life emerged
today than they were generations ago, although they have exhausted a large
number of possible leads.11 British chemist Leslie Orgel put it this way:
“The problem of the origin of life on the earth has much in common with a
well-constructed detective story.… There are far too many clues and far too
many suspects. It would be hard to find two investigators who agree on
even the broad outline of events.”2
Researchers have been consistently unable to identify a viable location,
pathway, or mechanism explaining the origin of life. With each passing
year, the level of complexity and interaction at the cellular level becomes
more apparent and more difficult to explain.

THE COMPLEXITY OF LIFE AT THE CELLULAR LEVEL
The complexity required for cells to metabolize
and reproduce is mind boggling. Cells are
packed with miniature biological machines
A Tool for the Callresembling (and often exceeding) the best work
Out Bag:
of human engineers. Microscopic cellular
HOW DO TIMELINES
HELP US IDENTIFY
apparatuses, transportation vehicles, and tools
SUSPECTS?
interact with factory-like cooperation and
When considering a particular
precision.3 In order to understand what
suspect in a crime, it’s often
helpful to reconstruct the
constitutes biological life, we’ll need to examine
sequence of events leading to
the sequence of events leading to the formation
the offense. If the suspect
of these components inside the cellular factory.
under consideration is unable
to fit within the sequence
As a criminal investigator, I’ve taken a similar
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Rachel’s involvement as the source of the text
on Ethan’s phone, for example, we attempted to
locate it within the sequence of individual events
leading to Ethan’s murder. The specific series of
actions and reactions became part of the
narrative we would later present at trial. As
scientists have attempted to explain the origin of
life, they’ve done their best to establish the sequence of events leading to
the formation of primitive cells:
THE FORMATION OF CARBON ATOMS
Carbon has the unique ability to bond with other carbon atoms and with
elements such as hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, phosphorus, and sulfur.
Without the existence of carbon, life as we know it could never exist. (The
creation of carbon was described in the last chapter as part of the finetuning of the universe.)
THE FORMATION OF AMINO ACIDS AND NUCLEOTIDE BASES
Two carbon compounds are critically important for life to originate: amino
acids and nucleotide bases. These molecules are formed when ten to thirty
hydrogen, nitrogen, oxygen, and carbon atoms are united by a chemical
bond. Homochirality (single-handedness) is a critical characteristic of the
chemistry of life. Just as you and I have two hands (one right and one left),
amino acids, nucleotide bases, sugars, and other molecules demonstrate
similar “handedness.” Proteins cannot assemble unless their “chiral” amino
acids are entirely right- or left-handed. Similarly, DNA and RNA molecules
cannot assemble unless their pentose sugars are entirely right- or lefthanded.

THE FORMATION OF PROTEINS
Amino acids (of a singular “handedness”) combine to form a variety of
proteins. These proteins are necessary to build the molecular machinery of
life. Animals and plants use proteins created from the same set of twenty
amino acids. Specific amino acids form long chains. The chains are coiled
and fashioned into distinctly useful protein shapes, then later assembled for
a variety of purposes. These resulting proteins fall into three categories.
Structural proteins are used to build the structure of the cell. Functional
proteins (called “active proteins”) are assembled to carry out important
tasks in the cell (such as transporting critical materials). Regulatory proteins
(called “enzymes”) promote and regulate the chemical reactions in the cell.

THE FORMATION OF NUCLEOTIDES
In order for life to originate, nucleotides must form from the combination of
nucleotide bases, phosphates, and sugars. Cytosine, thymine, adenine, and
guanine are found in DNA; uracil resides only in RNA. These nucleotides
are formed when five nitrogen-based biological compounds are combined
with phosphates and sugars.

THE FORMATION OF NUCLEIC ACIDS, INCLUDING DNA AND RNA
Nucleotides, in turn, join together in extremely long chains called nucleic
acids. The most critical forms of nucleic acid in the cell are
deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) and ribonucleic acid (RNA). DNA is the
largest molecule known. In humans, DNA contains as many as ten billion
atoms. The adenine, guanine, cytosine, and thymine bases in DNA are
linked in a particular order to form the genetic code containing the master
plan for the organism. The information in DNA guides and instructs the
formation of proteins; without it, protein formation would be a haphazard,
hit-or-miss proposal.

THE FORMATION OF PRIMITIVE CELLS
In order to protect the molecules and molecular machines required for life,
primitive cells must also have membrane and cell walls capable of
protecting the cellular molecules from harm while filtering necessary
ingredients into the interior of the cell.

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
SEARCHING FOR ANSWERS TO THE REMAINING
CLASSIC QUESTIONS

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW DOES THE TIMING
OF AN EVENT POINT US
TO THE CAUSE OF THE
EVENT?
In the many conspiracies I’ve
worked over the years, I’ve

Scientists want to know how these components
emerged and also the chronology of events that
led to their appearance. They have been careful
to limit their explanations to the forces of
physics and chemistry “inside the room” of the
universe.4 The resulting internal search for a
plausible chemical pathway has been more
difficult than anyone imagined. Biologist and
professor Gerald Rau wrote, “Thus the problem

learned the importance of
alibis. An alibi is formed
when the defendant contends
he or she did not commit a
crime and was somewhere
else when the crime was
committed. In order for a
suspect or group of them to be
guilty of a crime, they must
be available within the
timeline in which the crime
occurred. If these suspects are
unavailable, they cannot be
the
most
reasonable
explanation for the cause of
the crime.
If life originated “inside the
room” of the universe,
proteins, nucleotides, DNA,
and cell membranes must all
be available within the
immediate timeline in which
life first appeared. All these
“suspects” were required
simultaneously.
If
any
members of this biological
“conspiracy”
were
unavailable, this account from
“inside the room” cannot be
the
most
reasonable
explanation as the origin of
life.

of getting all of the compounds together in a
living cell is much like the problem of making a
cream puff. The filling needs to be made in a
pan on a stove, then put in a refrigerator, while
the shell is combined in a bowl, baked in an
oven, then cooled, before the two parts are put
together. All of the steps need to happen to the
right amounts of the right components in the
right sequence using the right tools in order to
form a successful final product.”5 To make
matters worse, the “icing” on each “cream puff”
must also be inscribed with a message (DNA)
billions of letters in length.

ALIBIS AND CONUNDRUMS

If Rachel and Billy had provided us with
verifiable alibis, we would have been unable to
place them in the sequence of events leading to
the murder, and as a result, we would never have
considered them as suspects. People can’t be in
two different places at the same time. Alibis
create conundrums: conditions difficult to
explain based on the impossibility of
simultaneous appearances. The relationships
between DNA, proteins, enzymes, and the cell’s
membrane present a biological conundrum. In
order to understand the depth of the dilemma, we must take a quick look at
the process of protein formation within the cell.
Specially formed functional proteins “unzip” a specific portion of the
DNA by separating the helix at the middle of its rungs. Additional
specialized proteins then act as molecular machines, helping to assemble
nucleotide bases along one of the unzipped DNA segments.

This new assemblage of nucleotides is called a messenger RNA (mRNA).
Once formed, the shorter mRNA molecule detaches from the DNA and is
transported into the cell by additional protein “helpers.” The mRNA is
carrying instructions needed to build a protein. It is helped by another RNA
molecule known as transfer RNA (tRNA). The mRNA and tRNA meet in a
molecular machine called a ribosome. This important mini-factory is
constructed from proteins and RNA complexes. Here, the tRNA transfers
the message carried in the mRNA so amino acids can form each protein:

Once the sequence of amino acids has been established, something
amazing happens. Rather than remain in a long chain, the amino acids begin
to roll up and fold onto one another, forming the specific finished shape of
the protein required to accomplish its job. This may take a few seconds, and
scientists are still mystified as to how amino acids accomplish this task.6
None of this can happen without the aid of
enzymes and the protection of the cell
membrane. Enzymes are large molecules
constructed primarily with proteins. These
Expert Witness
important molecules activate and accelerate the
Profile:
reactions related to everything from food
PAUL DAVIES
digestion to DNA formation. Nearly every
Paul Davies is a physicist,
chemical response in the cell requires an enzyme
author, and professor at
Arizona State University. His
to help it happen fast enough for life to result.
broad
interests
include
Finally, all this activity must be protected. That’s
cosmology, quantum field
where the cell membrane becomes critical. The
theory, and astrobiology, and
he is the author of The Fifth
membrane separates the interior of the cell from
Miracle. Davies believes the
hostile exterior forces. It is constructed with
origin of life can be explained
fatty molecules (lipids) and proteins (along with
naturally from “inside the
room” of the universe, and he
carbohydrates). Some cells also have an

describes many of the
naturalistic proposals in his
book.

additional cell wall surrounding the membrane.
Cell walls are tough but flexible, and they offer
an additional layer of filtering and protection.
Davies’s work is referenced
on page 272.
Now that we’ve reviewed the inner activities
of the cell, you’ve probably already recognized
the “chicken and egg” problem. Enzymes are necessary for the timely
formation of proteins, but these enzymes are built, in part, with proteins.7
Worse yet, this “chicken and egg” problem is also present in the larger
relationships between the DNA, RNA, proteins, ribosomes, and cell
membrane.
Paul Davies described the conundrum: “Take DNA … It has a grand
agenda, but to implement this, DNA must enlist the help of proteins …
proteins are made by complicated machines called ribosomes, according to
coded instruction received from DNA via mRNA. The problem is, how
could proteins get made without the DNA code for them, the mRNA to
transcribe the instructions, and the ribosomes to assemble them? But if the
proteins are not already there, how can DNA, ribosomes and all the rest of
the paraphernalia get made in the first place? It’s Catch-22.”8

All these important machines, transportation vehicles, and tools must
arrive at the cellular factory simultaneously and function in unison if life is
to be possible. The cell membrane and enzymes cannot be constructed
without proteins, but the protein formation must be accelerated by enzymes
and protected by the membrane. Proteins can’t be formed without DNA
information and RNA activity, but machines formed from proteins (such as
ribosomes) are a critically necessary part of this process.

ASKING THE CLASSIC QUESTION: WHERE COULD IT
HAVE HAPPENED?
As I investigated the origin of the text message on Ethan’s phone, I first
examined his phone account to make sure the message didn’t originate from
a mobile phone within the large business. I eventually determined the text
came from a phone line external to the murder scene. The trail leading to
the external source of this text pointed to our suspects as the best
explanation for this crime.

In a similar way, when we examine the life scene of the universe, we
must investigate the origin of life to see if it can be explained from “inside
the room” of the universe. We can do this by asking a number of classic
where, what, why, when, and how questions. We’ve already asked the what
question as we defined life. Now it’s time to ask, where did this series of
events begin?
Even if we assume the existence of carbon (as described in the last
chapter), the origin of life requires the emergence of pre-biotic molecules
(amino acids and nucleotide bases). Where could this have happened?
Could life have originated from “inside the room,” and if so, where?
As we begin to examine these explanations for life’s origin, keep an eye
out for the three common liabilities of explanations we’ve seen so far: Are
the explanations supported by the evidence? Do they attempt to redefine
critical aspects of the data? Do they suffer from logical contradictions?

COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN THE ATMOSPHERE?
You may remember the famous 1953 Miller-Urey experiment from your
high school or undergraduate biology class. Stanley Miller and Harold Urey
mixed ammonia, methane, water vapor, and hydrogen and passed an electric
charge through the circulating gases. Within a week, they found several
types of amino acids had been created. This experiment later became the
icon for a naturalistic explanation of the basic building blocks of life. Many
believed it proved amino acids could be formed naturally in the atmosphere
of the early Earth.
But with the evidence we now have about the
conditions of the early atmosphere, we know the
gases used by Miller and Urey were not present
A Tool for the Callin the quantity or proportion they used. While
Out Bag:
this experiment may have some historical
DOES THE LOCATION
OF A CRIME SCENE
significance, it does not prove life could
TELL US SOMETHING
originate in the atmosphere. In fact, scientists
ABOUT THE SUSPECT?
now believe the early atmosphere simply could
Sometimes the selection of a
crime scene can tell you a lot
not produce amino acids at any significant or
about the suspect you are
necessary level.
looking for. Did the murder

occur in a public place or in a
private location known to
only a few people? Is there
something special about the
location connecting it to a
specific suspect? Is a suspect
ruled out by the location
where the murder occurred?
As we examine possible
“crime scenes” related to the
origin of life, we must ask
similar questions. Given what
we know about the early
conditions of Earth, does this
scene tell us something about
the nature of the “suspect” or
process? Given what we
know about the requirements
for life, do these “crime
scenes” eliminate specific
“suspects” or processes?

COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN
WATER?
Like the Miller-Urey experiment, the concept of
an ancient primordial soup is an iconic fixture in
most entry-level biology textbooks. Soviet
biologist Aleksandr Oparin first proposed the
idea in 1924, arguing chemical evolution took
place in Earth’s early waters, resulting in the
formation of amino acids, then primitive
proteins. But aside from the fact we have no
physical evidence to support the existence of a
primordial soup, we now know the “chicken and
egg” relationship between proteins and polymer
chains (DNA) makes their simultaneous
appearance in water extremely unlikely (to put it

mildly).
In addition, the absence of significant sources of phosphate for the early
formation of DNA, RNA, or ATP (adenosine triphosphate) is prohibitive in
this environment. Worse yet, there would be no way to limit the proportion
of left- and right-handed amino acids, nucleotides, and sugars in the
primordial soup, making the formation of DNA and RNA molecules
exceedingly difficult.

COULD IT HAVE STARTED ON LAND?
Some researchers have proposed a scenario in which local terrestrial
conditions, such as those occurring in clay, might capture water on
occasion, allowing the necessary molecules to form and interact. But when
trying to re-create these conditions in the laboratory, scientists have come to
realize the impossibility of stabilizing the environment to allow for the
formation of the necessary cellular components.

COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN THE EARTH?
Some scientists have proposed an underground location for the origin of life
where molecular formation would be protected from water and atmospheric
interference. But the underground locations available in early Earth would
have been incredibly hostile to the formation of biochemical precursors,
proteins, and RNA. Just as problematic would be imagining a scenario in
which these primitive forms of life could then transition from their
underground origin to their eventual homes above ground.

COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN SPACE?
Some scientists, frustrated with the lack of
progress locating a reasonable earthly source for
pre-biotic molecules, have turned their attention
to outer space. But even if the basic building
Conduct a
blocks for life, amino acids, were delivered to
SECONDARY
INVESTIGATION
Earth in a meteorite, this would still fail to
If you’re interested in digging
explain how the simple molecules formed into
deeper, turn to the Secondary
the more complex proteins and nucleic acids
Investigation on page 212 to
necessary for life, given the “chicken and egg”
examine
additional
explanations for the origin of
problem. And if these more complex organic
life in the universe.
elements came to Earth from space, how did
they originate there and how could they survive
the entry into the planet’s atmosphere?
There’s a reason why scientists are so divided over the location of life’s
origin: none of the proposed environments offer a viable, reasonable
explanation.9

ASKING THE CLASSIC QUESTION: WHEN DID IT
OCCUR?
The timing of Rachel’s text was critical to our understanding of what
happened to Ethan. Her text held Ethan in place at the workshop long
enough for Billy to arrive and commit the murder. As we investigated
Billy’s activities on the day of the crime, we found he had ample time to get
to the workshop, kill Ethan, steal the safe, and return home. Nothing in the
timeline precluded Billy from being our suspect.
As we examine the first appearance of life in the universe, we must also
consider the available timeframe in order to identify the correct “suspect.”
Scientists searching for an explanation for life’s origin concede that early
Earth was anything but hospitable to life’s formation. In fact, researchers
believe the planet underwent a number of sterilization events as it was
bombarded by asteroids and meteorites. In spite of this, scientists have
discovered life emerged quickly with surprising complexity.10 As
researchers examine the first appearance of complex micro-organisms and
their proximity to Earth’s heavy-bombardment period, they are unable to

explain how this complexity could emerge in the short timeframe
available.11

ASKING THE CLASSIC QUESTION: WHY DID IT
HAPPEN?
Once we understood what might have been driving Rachel to conspire in
Ethan’s murder, our case came together in a logical manner. Given what we
learned about Ethan, we recognized there were few people who would want
to kill him, and few who knew the location of the safe, aside from Rachel.
Once we understood why Ethan was killed, we were able to search for a
suspect external to Ethan’s death scene. In a similar way, understanding
why life might emerge in our universe may be helpful in determining the
cause and its reasonable location in or out of our life scene.

DID IT START BY CHANCE?

Researchers recognize the unlikely probability life’s minimum complexity
could assemble by chance. Even those who champion the role natural
selection might play in causing adaptations over time admit this process
simply cannot account for life’s minimal complexity. Before Darwinian
evolution could ever do its work, some degree of complexity would be
required.12
The more we learn about life’s minimal complexity and the relationship
between DNA, RNA, and the proteins and enzymes necessary for life, the
less researchers believe chance or unguided processes could account for
their orchestrated and cooperative existence. Even the simplest of building
blocks, proteins, are incredibly unlikely to exist by chance.13 When
considering the complex relationships between specific proteins and other
important laborers in the cellular factory, the odds for their appearing by
chance has been likened to 1040,000 to 1.14 I’d like to offer an analogy to
make this monstrously large number understandable, but a number of this
size is so enormous, my analogy would probably also require an analogy.

DID IT START AS THE RESULT OF PHYSICAL NECESSITY?
If raw chance is an insufficient cause, is it
possible the minimal molecules and structures
required for life might have “self-organized” in
some way? Do life’s pre-biotic molecules
Expert Witness
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“inside the room” and cites
the existence of information
in DNA as an insurmountable
problem unless intelligence is
involved.
Meyer’s work is referenced
on page 273.

and organization driven by information.16 The
miniature machines, transportation vehicles, and
tools within the cellular factory cooperate and
interact because they have been instructed to do
so. How were these instructions written?

Searching “Outside the Room” for an Explanation: ASKING
THE CLASSIC QUESTION: HOW DID IT OCCUR?
In the end, Rachel’s text was her downfall. Once we realized “Bti30” was
specified information sent by Rachel to accomplish a purpose, we knew we
had an important intelligent suspect external to the death scene. In a similar
way, our investigation of life in the universe will eventually come down to
the presence of information in our life scene. Proteins, ribosomes, enzymes,
and other cellular building blocks are formed at the direction of specific
nucleotide sequencing in DNA. This nucleic sequence is informational.

WHAT IS INFORMATION?
Most of us have an intuitive understanding of the nature of information,
given our everyday use of symbols, words, phrases, and sentences. I
typically use my pet corgi, Bailey, to illustrate the distinctions between

levels of information. If I placed Bailey at my keyboard and encouraged her
to press the keys, she might produce the following sequence:
skfhO,dhf OidfnN iahdH nkhinhg khtT

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
CAN DEGREES OF
INFORMATION TELL US
SOMETHING ABOUT
THE IDENTITY OF A
SUSPECT?
Dr. Werner Gitt provided the
following helpful distinctions
related to our investigation of
the nature of information (and
its relationship to intelligent
suspects):
LEVEL 1—Statistics: a
quantity and sequence of
symbols devoid of obvious
origin or meaning
LEVEL
2—Cosyntics:
symbol combinations (words)
derived from an agreed-upon
set of rules yet still devoid of
assembled meaning
LEVEL
3—Semantics:
symbols, words, phrases, and
sentences possessing meaning
understood by both the sender
and receiver
LEVEL
4—Pragmatics:
symbols, words, phrases, and
sentences directing a specific
action (requested by the
sender and expected of the
receiver)
LEVEL 5—Apobetics: the
intended goal or purpose of
the sender as he or she is

While this sequence has some statistical value
—and might even qualify technically as
information—it fails to impress us as
informative. Bailey doesn’t appear to be telling
us anything. Imagine, however, if Bailey
managed to type this:
grand the, eats letting
Most of us would be impressed with Bailey’s
ability to type words we can recognize (based on
agreed-upon conventions of English), but this
sequence is still less than informative. Bailey
still doesn’t appear to be telling us anything.
Imagine if her next effort resulted in this:
Grandpa is eating
If Bailey could type this short sentence, she’d
be demonstrating an even higher level of
intelligence. This brief sentence possesses
meaning. Bailey appears to have an idea about
what she wants to communicate, and her words
are
effectively
transferring
meaningful
information. Let’s go another step. Imagine
Bailey typed this:
Let’s eat, Grandpa!
Her sentence now includes directions for a
specific action. She’s trying to get Grandpa to
feed her. We’ve progressed from statistics, to
cosyntics, to semantics, to pragmatics and

using
symbols,
words,
phrases, and sentences to
accomplish
a
specific
outcome

apobetics, according to Dr. Werner Gitt, head of
the department of information technology at the
German Federal Institute of Physics and
Technology (see the sidebar).17
Bailey’s final sentence is instructive and demonstrates her desires and
motivations; if Bailey could actually write such a line, she would provide us
with the highest level of information. One way to test the informational
value of Bailey’s sentence is to simply evaluate the impact of modification.
If I remove the punctuation from Bailey’s first effort, the meaning (or lack
of meaning) remains unchanged:
skfhOdhf OidfnN iahdH nkhinhg khtT
If, on the other hand, I remove the punctuation from Bailey’s last effort,
the entire meaning of the sentence is changed:

Yes, commas really do save lives! Bailey’s last sentence is clearly
information because it possesses meaning, direction, and purpose. If even
minor alterations are made, the meaning and outcome change dramatically.

ARE DNA NUCLEOTIDE SEQUENCES INFORMATION?
Now let’s turn our attention to the nucleotide sequencing in DNA. Is this
information? Scientists and researchers seem to think so, and most
recognize the dilemma this creates. Paul Davies expressed it well: “Once
this essential point is grasped, the real problem of biogenesis is clear. Since
the heady successes of molecular biology, most investigators have sought
the secret of life in the physics and chemistry of molecules. But they will
look in vain for conventional physics and chemistry to explain life, for that
is a classic case of confusing the medium with the message. The secret of
life lies, not in its chemical basis, but in the logical and informational rules
it exploits.”18
Information in RNA and DNA presents a problem for researchers,
especially those who propose RNA as the first molecule to appear through
some combination of chance and chemical necessity (known as the “RNA
World Hypothesis”). Even if RNA were a precursor to DNA, the first RNA
molecules would had to have been rich in information to replicate.
Information must exist first, before any other transformational process can
take place.19 Without the prior genetic information in DNA and RNA,
nothing of significance happens within cells.
Nucleotide sequences are more than statistical gibberish. They are
semantically, pragmatically, and apobetically significant sources of
information. The genetic sequence has meaning and directs action for a
specific purpose. One way to test whether DNA contains high-level,
specified information is to apply our modification test. If we were to isolate
those portions of the genetic code instructing Bailey’s leg length or ear
shape, a small modification in the sequence would result in a different
physical outcome. We can change the meaning and purpose of the code by
altering the sequence, a sure sign DNA sequences are the highest level of
information.

FROM WHERE DOES INFORMATION COME?
If Bailey had typed “Let’s eat, Grandpa,” we would have good reason to
consider her to be a very intelligent dog. That’s because our personal
experience tells us information comes only from intelligent sources. This
presents a problem for those who attempt to stay “in the room” of the
universe to account for genetic information. If we limit ourselves to the
materials available to us in the universe, information must be explained
from matter, chance, the laws of chemistry or physics, and nothing more.20
Efforts to account for information in this way have failed repeatedly. In fact,
the information in DNA proves to be the decisive stumbling block for every
naturalistic theory offered for the origin of life.
Every geographic location proposed—whether in the atmosphere, in the
water, on the ground, under the Earth’s crust, or from outer space—requires
an explanation for the existence of information in the genetic code.
Every timeframe offered for life’s origin, be it earlier or later in the
history of our planet, requires an explanation for this information.
Every description of why life emerges—whether by chance or some form
of physical necessity—requires an explanation for information.
And finally, every mechanism proposed for the origin of life—be it
through “protein first” models, “RNA first” models, or any other model—

requires an explanation for the existence of genetic information.21
The chance arrangement of information in DNA is prohibitively
improbable, and there are no chemical or physical laws at work to dictate its
existence.22 We are left, then, with a paradox: the laws and forces of nature
cannot produce information, but information is required for life to begin.23
Given the utter inability of chance or natural law, and our observations
related to the origin of information, intelligence is the best explanation. But
this requires us to look for an intelligent source transcending the limits of
the physical universe. Scientists trying to account for information by
staying “inside the room” seem to be rejecting the obvious. In order to
create information, the author of this information must have the ability to
select between possible alternatives. This ability to choose selectively
requires intelligence, will, and purpose. Unguided physical processes
simply cannot accomplish the task. The selection process required in the
creation of information requires an intelligent, volitional free agent.24

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
EXTERNAL INTELLIGENCE, INTERNAL
INFORMATION, AND INADEQUATE ALTERNATIVES
We’ve asked classic investigative questions in an effort to identify what life
is and where, when, why, and how it originated. After examining the
sequences and timelines needed for life to emerge from nonliving
chemicals, we exhausted the available life scenes in an effort to identify the
process or “suspect” responsible. Every attempt to stay “inside the room” of
the natural universe for an explanation failed to account for life’s origin. As
professor of biochemistry and molecular biology at Colorado State
University Franklin Harold said, “The origin of life appears to me as
incomprehensible as ever, a matter for wonder but not for explication.”25

Explanations from “inside the room” became even more unreasonable
when we examined degrees of information to determine the identity of our
“suspect.” As we considered the information residing in DNA and RNA,
the laws of physics and chemistry became increasingly inadequate as
explanations. If a model attempts to explain the origin of life yet fails to
explain the origin of information foundational to life, it falls dreadfully
short of its goal. The first five classic questions point most reasonably to the
one remaining question most scientists refuse to ask: Who?
When I discovered the information in Ethan’s murder scene and
determined it had come from outside the room, I didn’t hesitate to look for
the intelligent agent responsible for the text. If our questions related to
information in the universe point to an intelligent source transcending the
matter and natural laws of the universe (with the ability to select the
information we find in DNA), it’s reasonable to move from the inadequate
alternatives to the most reasonable inference. Our inference isn’t simply

based on the lack of naturalistic explanations “inside the room,” but is
instead an inference from the affirmative evidence we possess related to
information and intelligence. (More on this positive approach to inferences
in the next chapter.)
We now have a clearer picture of the external
cause of the universe based on the information
within it. Our suspect is more than simply
Our Emerging
powerful; this external cause appears to be
“Suspect” Profile:
purposeful, intelligent, and selective in its use of
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
information. The process of selection—or
Given what we know so far,
creating
information—requires
purpose,
the cause of the universe is:
intentionality, and the freedom to choose
1. external to the universe
between options. That’s the difference between
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
personal agents and impersonal forces. The
nonmaterial
force of gravity, for example, does not have the
3. uncaused
ability to choose when it will act.
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
Now we have a more complete and specific
universe
“suspect” profile. In the next chapter, we’ll
5. specifically purposeful
discover our suspect possesses yet another
enough to produce a universe
attribute we commonly identify with persons:
fine-tuned for life
6.
intelligent
and
creativity.
communicative

Chapter Four

SIGNS OF DESIGN
Is There Evidence of an Artist?
Ed Timmons pulled his brand-new 1972 Dodge Polara police unit to the
curb and lifted the radio microphone from its cradle. “Five-oh-nine is tenninety-seven,” he said as he pulled his flashlight from the floorboard
adjacent to his seat.
“Ten-four,” responded the dispatcher.
It was a warm August night on the west side of town. Ed was working a
one-man car, and he was the first unit on scene. He was anxious but
cautious. A resident called the police to report a possible murder, and Ed
was still several minutes ahead of his beat partner. As he waited for the
second unit to arrive, the original reporting caller, Angela Harvey, ran from
the front door of the residence, waving her arms in the air.
“Hurry! Something’s happened to Linda!” Angela pointed to the rear unit
of her duplex. “I heard screaming and there’s blood everywhere!”
Ed had recently transferred to our city from a small suburb, and this was
the first time he’d ever been dispatched to a possible murder scene. When
Senior Officer Randy Campbell arrived, they followed Angela to Linda’s
residence. Ed noticed a trail of blood as he approached the courtyard
separating the front house from the rear rental unit. Linda’s front door was
ajar, and Randy observed blood smears on the doorknob. He used his baton
to push open the door.
Linda’s apartment was small and dark. A chair in the entryway was
overturned, and bloody footsteps led back to the rear bedroom. Ed
approached with his gun drawn, not sure what to expect. He followed the

trail down a short hall, where a small potted ficus tree was lying on its side.
Randy stopped when something shiny reflected the beam of his flashlight.
On the ground, next to the potted tree, lay a twisted wire. Randy knew what
it was the moment he saw it, even though it was covered in blood.
Ed was now at the bedroom door, shining his flashlight into the interior.
“Oh no,” he said. Randy peered into the bedroom as Ed searched for the
light switch. When the lights came on, both men witnessed what they would
later describe as the worst murder scene they’d ever observed.
Linda Seymour was lying on her bed, undressed. She had clearly been in
a struggle. Her throat was deeply severed; her lifeless body was covered in
blood. Ed fumbled to remove the portable radio from his belt, tried to
steady his trembling hands, then asked the dispatcher for a supervisor.
Detectives were later called and arrived on the scene within forty minutes.
Randy guided the investigators to the wire murder weapon lying next to
the ficus. Detective Paul Rigdon was new to the investigative team at the
time, and like most homicide detectives, he’d never seen a garrote in
person. He recognized it, however, because he had recently watched the
newly released film The Godfather. Four characters in Coppola’s film were
killed with a garrote, and Rigdon immediately recognized the design
features of the simple weapon.
A thin wire (approximately eighteen inches long) was lying next to the
potted tree. It might easily have been mistaken for the wire used to tie the
ficus to its support stick, but this particular wire was attached at each end to
two five-inch-long wooden dowels. Each dowel had a small hole drilled at
its center, with the wire threaded through and tied carefully with a knot.

Linda’s throat injuries were consistent with the garrote; the killer had
used the weapon to strangle her. The wooden handles allowed the killer to
wrap the wire around Linda’s neck and pull with sufficient force to choke
her to death. He then apparently dropped the murder weapon in his rush to
flee the scene.
The garrote was collected from the interior of the crime scene on the
night of the murder, but it took our agency forty years to connect it to its
external source. It was a pivotal piece of evidence in the trial; we
demonstrated how the weapon had been designed for a purpose and
reflected the character and expertise of its designer.
When we say something is “designed,” we mean it was created
intentionally and planned for a purpose. Designed objects are fashioned by
intelligent agents who have a goal in mind, and their creations reflect the
purpose for which they were created.
The moment Randy Campbell and Paul Rigdon observed the garrote, they
knew it wasn’t simply a piece of wire and wood dislodged from the ficus
pot. Years later, I also recognized the object as a crafted weapon. Why?

Because it possessed characteristics reasonably associated with DESIGNED
objects:

DUBIOUS PROBABILITY (GIVEN CHANCE)
Although this specific configuration of wire and wood could have come
together accidentally when the raw materials in the pot were tipped over,
the odds of this occurring by chance seemed highly improbable.

ECHOES OF FAMILIARITY
Randy recognized the garrote because he was familiar with similar weapons
he had seen in movies. The weapon in Linda’s apartment echoed the shape
of the garrote Peter Clemenza used to kill Carlo Rizzi in The Godfather.
Clemenza’s garrote was clearly a designed weapon, and this device at the
crime scene was extremely similar.

SOPHISTICATION AND INTRICACY
Randy and Paul recognized the garrote, although relatively simple in its
construction, was unexpectedly sophisticated and intricate compared to the
materials in the ficus pot. The handles were of a matching, precise length,
and each possessed an identical drilled hole at its midpoint to allow for the
insertion of the wire. In addition, the wire was threaded and tied on both
ends with a specific kind of knot known as a “buntline hitch.”
INFORMATIONAL DEPENDENCY
As we reopened and investigated the case many years later, we identified a
suspect and eventually executed a search warrant at his home. We were
surprised to find a file containing instructions for several types of
homemade weapons, including a garrote and crossbow. Our suspect had
used some of these instructions to craft his weapon. When something is
directed and created by way of instructional information (as we examined in

the last chapter), it’s reasonable to conclude an intelligent agent has
designed it.
GOAL DIRECTION (AND INTENTIONALITY)
From the garrote’s configuration, Randy and Paul also inferred its purpose
and the intentions of its designer; the construction of the garrote appeared to
have been directed with a goal in mind. In many ways, the device was
similar to other cutting utensils; comparable tools are used to draw and slice
clay (or cheese), for example. But the unusually long length of the garrote
wire made it impractical to use in a kitchen or potter’s studio. It was
perfectly long enough, however, to wrap around someone’s neck.

NATURAL INEXPLICABILITY (GIVEN LAWS OF PHYSICS OR
CHEMISTRY)
The laws of physics and chemistry also seemed to be unlikely candidates to
explain the garrote’s assembly. Even if the raw materials (the wire and
wood) were available in the pot prior to the commission of the crime,
nothing in the laws of chemistry or physics would have necessitated the
formation of the garrote. In fact, even some combination of chance and
natural law seemed incapable of forming the simple weapon.

EFFICIENCY/IRREDUCIBLE COMPLEXITY
The garrote was efficiently constructed from only three pieces (the wire and
two handles), and anything less would not have sufficed. The garrote wire
was thin and sharp. If used as a ligature without its handles, the perpetrator
would certainly have cut his or her own hands trying to pull with enough
pressure to kill Linda. Thicker ligatures can be used without handles, but
this device, designed to strangle and sever the victim’s neck, required
handles to be effective. In other words, all three pieces were simultaneously
required; the wire and wood had to be assembled together in order for the
garrote to work. The weapon was irreducibly complex to three pieces, and
this kind of irreducible complexity is best explained by intelligent design.

DECISION/CHOICE REFLECTION
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verifying the design and purpose of the weapon.
In this chapter, we’ll
Unfortunately, our suspect refused to speak to
examine eight forms of
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spite of the lack of direct evidence. The
cumulative, indirect (circumstantial) case was
powerful because it was built on eight separate lines of evidence considered
together. This is the nature of cumulative, circumstantial cases. They are

built as collections; the larger the set of evidences pointing to the same
conclusion, the more reasonable the inference. (I’ve written much more
about this in my book Cold-Case Christianity.)

The presence of the DESIGNED garrote inside the crime scene
eventually pointed to a suspect outside the room. Our killer was Linda’s exboyfriend, and he was very familiar with her apartment and its proximity to
the front house. He chose to build a garrote after considering one or two
other devices he thought he could use without making a sound. The killer
was concerned about noise and wanted to use a weapon capable of silencing
Linda immediately.
While garrotes might appear easy to use in movies, and effective in
settings where silence is important, they are not nearly as simple to use in
real life. Linda was attacked while she was sleeping, and she awoke before
the killer was able to wrap the garrote around her neck. She screamed and
struggled violently with the killer before he finally subdued her. As a result
of Linda’s struggle, her killer panicked and left the weapon at the scene.

THE CUMULATIVE CASE FOR AN INTELLIGENT
DESIGNER
While we often infer design intuitively, we typically do so by identifying
several of the eight design features I’ve described—whether we’re
conscious of the process or not. Every spring, for example, mockingbirds
build nests in the tall bougainvillea tree in my front yard. When my wife
and I discover a new nest, we immediately distinguish it from the tree, even
though the nests are often constructed from bougainvillea branches and
leaves. Mockingbird nests display many of the design features we’ve
identified. The nests are sophisticated and intricate compared to the
branches in which they are perched. The odds the nests could have formed
due to chance or natural forces (such as wind, gravity, or some property of
physical attraction) seem remote and insufficient.
As we examine the nest more closely, we observe the outer lining is
constructed from larger twigs and branches, while the inner lining is much
finer, including small scraps of dry leaves and torn cloth. The nest appears
to have been created with a goal in mind to hold something fragile. As soon
as we see nests, we recognize their shape echoes the shape of bowls
designed by other intelligent creatures, and when we examine the position
of a nest in a tree, it appears the location is the conscious choice of its
designer. It is placed to avoid predators yet allow easy access to the parent
birds.
Note that only six of the eight design features seem to be present as we
examine the nest, but when these six features are considered cumulatively,
they still result in a powerful inference: nests are the product of intelligent
design.

This is the nature of cumulative, circumstantial cases: the more evidence
you have pointing to the same conclusion, the more reasonable the
conclusion.

The Evidence “In the Room”:
THE APPEARANCE OF DESIGN IN BIOLOGICAL
ORGANISMS
As unlikely and unexpected as it may be, life exists in our universe, and just
as researchers stipulate to the appearance of fine-tuning in the cosmos,
scientists also stipulate to the appearance of design in biological organisms.
Richard Dawkins would be the first to agree: “Biology is the study of
complicated things that give the appearance of having been designed for a
purpose.”1
Many other scientists affirm this observation and extend it to include the
larger ecosystems in which many symbiotic organisms are dependent on
one another for their survival. Smith College professor of biological
sciences Robert Dorit said, “The apparent fit between organisms seems to
suggest some higher intelligence at work, some supervisory gardener

bringing harmony and color to the garden.”2 For scientists looking for an
explanation within the “garden” to avoid the inference of an external
“supervisory gardener,” this appearance of design is difficult to explain.
Dawkins believes, however, the power of natural evolutionary processes
can explain “the illusion of design and planning.”3 If the appearance of
design and planning is purely illusory, it is an impressive illusion indeed.
The examples of apparent design are plentiful and varied. Lehigh
University biochemist Michael Behe describes in detail a number of
inexplicable biological systems and micro-machines in his groundbreaking
book Darwin’s Black Box. Behe challenges the scientific community to
explain the appearance of design in cellular cilia (microscopic oar-like
filaments), the interconnected molecular processes involved in blood
clotting, the specified complexity of cellular protein delivery systems, and
more. He also identifies a number of design features similar to those we
observed in the garrote.
Behe and other scientists, such as biochemist Fazale Rana, believe the
interaction of an intelligent agent “outside the room” of the natural universe
is the best explanation for the appearance of design in these microscopic
structures and processes “inside the room.” In fact, Rana believes the design
inference is reasonable in even the simplest life-forms: “The incredible
complex nature of minimal life, likewise, makes it difficult to envision how
natural evolutionary processes could have produced even the simplest lifeforms.… It is superastronomically improbable for the essential gene set to
emerge simultaneously through natural means alone.”4
In even the smallest cellular organisms, dubious probability, echoes of
familiarity, sophistication and intricacy, informational dependency, goal
direction, natural inexplicability, efficiency/irreducible complexity, and
decision/choice reflection are prohibitively difficult to explain on the basis
of chance mutations and the laws of physics or chemistry alone. Life at its
simplest and most foundational level demonstrates a staggering level of
complexity.5
Michael Behe’s numerous biological examples provide an
insurmountable challenge to naturalistic theories appealing to causes from
“inside the room.” The cumulative design features present in these
organisms simply cannot be explained by naturalistic processes. The sheer

number of parts required to work together simultaneously for each of these
systems to function incline us toward an external explanation: “As the
number of required parts increases, the difficulty of gradually putting the
system together [through mutations and natural selection] skyrockets, and
the likelihood of indirect scenarios plummets.… As the number of systems
that are resistant to gradualist explanation mounts, the need for a new kind
of explanation grows more apparent.”6
THE ICONIC BACTERIAL FLAGELLUM
One cellular micro-machine remains the iconic “poster child” for an
external intelligent cause related to the design we observe in molecular
organisms. Some bacteria swim by rotating a long filament in a whiplike
fashion. This spinning motor assembly is called a flagellum.

Bacterial flagella are incredibly difficult to explain for scientists who
recognize them as a marvel of machinelike precision. Harvard biophysicist
Howard Berg has publicly described the bacterial flagellum as “the most
efficient machine in the universe.”7

The iconic status of the bacterial flagellum results primarily from the ease
with which even casual observers can identify the eight characteristics of
design we’ve been describing:

DUBIOUS PROBABILITY (GIVEN CHANCE)
As we examine the complex structure of the flagellum, chance alone seems
an unlikely explanation, particularly when over forty separate pieces are
required to create this motor. Richard Dawkins acknowledges the
improbability of explanations for complex biological structures: “A
complicated thing is one whose existence we do not feel inclined to take for
granted, because it is too ‘improbable.’ It could not have come into
existence in a single act of chance.”8
In recognizing the insufficiency of chance in the appearance of complex
biological structures such as the flagellum, Dawkins seeks to account for
their existence through a series of smaller—and therefore more likely—
random events guided by natural selection alone. But in order for this
explanation to be reasonable, the number of unguided steps necessary to
arrive at the flagellum is staggeringly unlikely. Undirected material

processes, even when assisted by natural selection, cannot achieve the task.9
We’ll see why this is the case when we examine the irreducible complexity
of bacterial flagella.

ECHOES OF FAMILIARITY
When my sons were young, they each had a police officer costume. As part
of the costume, each had a plastic toy pistol shaped to resemble the old
revolvers my dad’s generation of police officers used to carry. They weren’t
precisely fashioned, but their shapes certainly echoed the design of real
pistols, and my boys used them to effectively re-create a number of
imaginary “cop and robber” games. These toy pistols were obviously the
product of intelligent design, and even my young sons recognized the
pattern similarity when compared to the pistols with which they were
familiar (the ones used by their father and grandfather).
In a similar way, the bacterial flagellum we’ve been describing bears a
striking resemblance to the rotary motors created by intelligent designers.10

Humans were building rotary engines for generations before we ever
discovered the rotary design of flagella. We recognize the form of this

rotary engine when we see it in bacteria; the shapes of flagella echo the
designed engines we use in tools and vehicles. If our rotary engines are the
products of intelligent design, it’s reasonable to infer a designer is
responsible for other similarly shaped and constructed machines, even the
micro-machines we find in cellular organisms.11

SOPHISTICATION AND INTRICACY
The intricacy and interactive complexity of a flagellum is mind boggling.
Over forty different specifically shaped proteins are precisely employed to
create the structure of the rotary motor.
The manner in which these proteins are assembled is surprisingly
sophisticated. In fact, the discovery of flagella of this nature in the early
1970s was, according to Behe, “a startling, unexpected discovery,”
especially given the unusual way the flagellum is powered: “Unlike other
systems that generate mechanical motion (muscles for example) the
bacterial motor does not directly use energy that is stored in a ‘carrier’
molecule such as ATP. Rather, to move the flagellum it uses the energy
generated by a flow of acid through the bacterial membrane. The
requirements for a motor based on such a principle are quite complex and
are the focus of active research. A number of models for the motor have
been suggested; none of them are simple.”12 The flagellum is intricate,
sophisticated, and unexpected.

INFORMATIONAL DEPENDENCY
Part of the difficulty involved in describing the intricate, ordered nature of a
flagellum, and the intricate, specified, complex cellular organisms in which
they are employed, lies in the role information plays in the creation and
assembly process. The bacteria’s DNA houses the information used to
create and assemble all the pieces necessary to build a flagellum. The
instructions for these proteins often reside next to one another in the DNA
molecule, like consecutive letters and words in written text. They are
grouped in small clusters called operons.

The instructions for bacterial flagella are found in over fourteen distinct
operons (categorized as class 1, class 2, and class 3 operons). When a
bacterium begins construction of a flagellum, it activates the class 1 operon
and the information from this group of genes starts the process of protein
formation described earlier. Each successive set of proteins is then created
at the direction of the next class of operons. Information is delivered in
sequence, instructing the proper, orderly construction of the flagellum.13
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GOAL DIRECTION
The design of my Glock 21 reflects more than
creativity; it reflects purpose. It doesn’t take
much effort to discern the intention and goals of
the designer, and even the assembly pathway
reflects purpose and goal direction. The
individual parts are assembled carefully and
sequentially for a specific reason to achieve a
specific objective.

When I disassemble the Glock for cleaning, I must do it in a particular
order: squeezing the trigger, pulling back the slide slightly, pushing down
the take-down levers, removing the slide barrel assembly, pushing and
releasing the recoil spring, and finally removing the barrel assembly. After
cleaning, the gun must be reassembled in reverse order. The gun’s designer
clearly created an assembly pathway allowing for the initial construction of
the gun (and I can discover this pathway by trying to successfully
deconstruct the pistol). This pathway is intentional and purposeful; it
achieves its goal.

In a similar way, the flagellum is also crafted in an intentional, purposeful
sequence. The bacterium begins the process by creating the proteins
required to form the innermost structures of the flagellum (i.e., the rotor and
stator). These are created in the proper sequence, timing, and spacing. The
bacterium next produces the proteins required for the drive shaft and

bushings. Once all of these specific protein pieces are assembled (forming
the basal body), the universal joint and flagellum whip are created and
assembled.14 Just as there is a purposeful, goal-directed assembly pathway
for the Glock 21, inferring the existence of an intelligent, goal-directed
pathway creator, there is also an assembly pathway for the flagellum,
inferring a similar explanation.

Several scientists have observed this careful, creative sequencing. Behe
described it this way: “Design is positively apprehended in the purposeful
arrangement of parts. Looked at this way, irreducible complex systems such
as flagella serve both as negative arguments against gradualistic
explanations like Darwin’s and as positive arguments for design. The
negative argument is that such interactive systems resist explanation by the
tiny steps that a Darwinian path would be expected to take. The positive
argument is that their parts appear arranged to serve a purpose, which is
exactly how we detect design.”15

NATURAL INEXPLICABILITY (GIVEN LAWS OF PHYSICS OR
CHEMISTRY)
As improbable as chance is in explaining the origin of the flagellum, natural
laws don’t improve the odds of organizing and assembling the many
necessary building blocks of the molecular motor. The limited laws of
physics and chemistry might explain simpler relationships between
molecules, but they fail to account for the complexity and purposeful
relationships we see in molecular machines like the flagellum.16
Biochemist and molecular biologist Franklin Harold acknowledged the
futility in explanations from natural law: “Here we reach an edge, and are
left contemplating the disquieting notion of an orchestra without a
conductor.”17 Biological systems and organisms “inside the room” appear
to dance to the music of a conductor “outside the room.”

EFFICIENCY/IRREDUCIBLE COMPLEXITY
The natural mechanisms of strict evolutionary processes can’t explain the
flagellum for an important reason: these processes can’t account for
efficient, irreducibly complex micro-machines. Darwinian evolution
requires a gradual and incremental pathway to any finished micro-machine.
Like complex structures built from Lego building blocks, sophisticated
micro-machines, if assembled through an additive process of natural
selection, must come into existence incrementally—“block by block.”
Committed as he is to the creative power of
natural selection, Dawkins understands the
necessity of gradualism and “incrementalism” in
explaining the existence of micro-machines
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design features with just three interdependent
pieces. The flagellum has dozens of necessary,
interactive, inter-reliant pieces. With just one fewer part, the flagellum fails
to operate as the efficient motor needed to provide motility to the
bacterium.
The irreducible complexity of this large assemblage of pieces means the
finished design of the flagellum must be constructed in one sweeping step;
it cannot be assembled over several generations, unless the prior
intermediate micro-machines also offer some advantage to the bacterium. If
they don’t offer an advantage, and are instead a misshapen liability, or
simply an unnecessary addition, natural selection will not favor the
presence of the structure within the organism. In other words, natural
selection will not “select” the “intermediates” to allow for further additions.
Efficient, irreducibly complex structures point most reasonably to an
intelligent designer.20
When we were first issued our Glock Model 21 handguns, we knew they
were preferred for a number of reasons, including the fact they’re
constructed from a smaller number of moving parts than our previous
firearms. As a result, they’re much easier to disassemble and clean and far
less likely to break down.
Even at a minimum level of complexity (relative to other handguns), the
design inferences are obvious. My Glock 21 is irreducibly complex; the

removal of just one piece in the overall assembly will not only render the
weapon inoperative but may, in fact, make it deadly to operate. The
irreducible complexity of the handgun betrays the intelligent design of its
creator. No process of chance or natural law (or even natural selection) can
account for the Glock 21.
In a similar way, intelligent causation most reasonably accounts for the
irreducibly complex nature of the bacterial flagellum, and alternative
explanations relying on some evolutionary combination of chance, natural
law, or natural selection cannot.21
DECISION/CHOICE REFLECTION
Interestingly, not all cellular organisms are propelled by flagella, and not all
flagella are the same. Bacterial flagella are different from archaeal flagella,
and eukaryotic flagella are even more dissimilar than the other two groups.
In each case, the molecular motors used are specifically tailored and fitted.
Each motor appears to be perfectly suited for use in its particular organism,
although several other options were clearly possible. The specific use of
one kind of motor in a cellular organism, rather than another, is best
explained by intelligent selection.22 The specificity of bacterial flagella (and
the role of these micro-machines within highly ordered cellular organisms)
is prohibitively difficult to explain if it is not the product of an intelligent
choice.23
When these eight cumulative design features of the bacterial flagellum
are considered in unison, intelligent design is the most reasonable inference:

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
CAN WE ACCOUNT FOR THE APPEARANCE OF DESIGN
WITHOUT AN EXTERNAL DESIGNER?
How might we explain the appearance of design in biological organisms
from “inside the room” of the natural, material universe? The design
inference we’ve described in bacterial flagella is strikingly persuasive.
Could such molecular motors evolve over time through natural selection,
given the laws of physics and chemistry in the universe? Some would say
so. But is their explanation supported by the evidence?

COULD MOLECULAR “BORROWING” ACCOUNT FOR THE
APPEARANCE OF DESIGN?
Philosopher Philip Kitcher believes the complex flagellum was formed
through an evolutionary process by borrowing a less complex type III
secretion system (T3SS) within the cell and building from there.24 These

small micro-machines are comparable in some ways to bacterial flagella;
they share some common proteins and have a similar appearance.

But T3SS share another similarity with bacterial flagella: they are also
irreducibly complex. The T3SS requires approximately thirty parts to
appear simultaneously before the secretion system will function. In order to
borrow the T3SS, we first have to explain how this irreducibly complex
system came into existence.
Scientists have no evidence to support the existence of the thirty
precursor, intermediate molecular machines necessary to demonstrate how
the T3SS evolved (in an additive, Darwinian manner) from nothing to

something amazing in its own right. In fact, given the complexity of the
T3SS and the difficulty in imagining an evolutionary origin, many scientists
now believe the T3SS actually devolved from a bacterial flagellum.

COULD EVOLUTION ACCOUNT FOR THE APPEARANCE OF
DESIGN WITHOUT “BORROWING”?
Some researchers, in an attempt to show the power evolution has to cause
the appearance of design and the existence of irreducible complexity, have
created sophisticated digital computer simulations designed to mimic
evolutionary processes. They often claim success in reproducing some of
the design features we’ve described.
But these computer simulation efforts fail for
several important reasons. Some programs
sidestep the complexity of the problem by
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described through molecular borrowing and
computer simulations have failed to account for
the reasonable appearance of design.

Searching “Outside the Room” for an
Explanation:
WHAT KIND OF CAUSE COULD
ADEQUATELY ACCOUNT FOR THE APPEARANCE OF
DESIGN?
If the search for evolutionary explanations from “inside the room” fails to
overcome the strong inference of design in biological structures, are we
warranted in looking “outside the room” for an explanation? Some skeptics
have offered the following arguments against an external intelligent
designer:

WHAT ABOUT DESIGN “IMPERFECTION”?
If there were an all-powerful intelligent
designer, this designer would be working from
scratch and should be capable of creating
optimally designed micro-machines and
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is

But examples of alleged biological
imperfections fail to negate the reasonable
existence of a designer. Recent research now
reveals “junk DNA” isn’t actually junk at all.
Some sequences in “junk DNA” have now been
identified as genetic “switches,” determining
where and when genes get expressed. The more
we study DNA, the more we realize the value of
these pseudogenes. Many claims of design
imperfection are simply the result of our current

scientific ignorance.
Even if we did find a “less than perfect” feature in an organism, why
would this negate the existence of a designer? What we see today, when
examining the design of biological organisms, shouldn’t be mistaken for the
original designs. Organisms, like everything else in our universe, decay
over time and adapt to the harsh impact of environmental forces. The
appearance of imperfection may simply be the result of entropy, or change
over time.
Finally, how would we know what’s “less than perfect” in the first place?
The process of design is a continuous act of compromise. Designers must
repeatedly concede some “micro” aspect of their creation to achieve a
“macro” goal. Unless we have access to the mind of the designer and
understand his or her overarching purposes completely, we’re likely to
misinterpret why certain forms or strategies were employed along the way.
The appearance of design imperfection is often simply a matter of limited
perspective on our part.

WHAT ABOUT “VESTIGIAL” STRUCTURES AND ORGANS?
Some features of biological organisms seem useless and unnecessary. One
such example (offered by skeptics of an external intelligent designer) is the
human appendix. This seemingly needless organ is often described as an
evolutionary remnant in human biology: a “vestigial” (or “holdover”)
organ.

Are vestigial organs and structures definitive
evidence against the existence of an intelligent
designer? No. As with “junk DNA,” researchers
who once thought the appendix was a “junk
Conduct a
organ” have come to think otherwise. The role
SECONDARY
INVESTIGATION
the appendix plays in the human immune and
If you’re interested in digging
regulatory systems is better understood with
deeper, turn to the Secondary
every passing year. Like claims related to design
Investigation on page 219 to
imperfection, claims related to vestigial organs
examine
additional
explanations
for
the
may actually be the result of our current
appearance of design in
scientific ignorance. Even if someone were to
biological organisms.
correctly identify an organ or structure as
vestigial, this would not eliminate the
reasonable existence of a designer.
Years after the murder of Linda Seymour, I retrieved all the evidence
from our property room and found that many pieces of evidence had
changed, including the garrote. It now possessed a kink (or bend) midway
down the length of the wire. At first I wondered if this bend was part of the
original design. But I eventually realized it was not part of the original
design but was instead the result of the way the original officers had
packaged the garrote in a small envelope. The appearance of the “vestigial”
bend did not, however, negate the design inference. Like design
imperfections, vestigial structures may simply be the result of entropy.

IS OUR INTELLIGENT DESIGNER JUST A “GOD OF THE
GAPS”?
Many skeptics believe intelligent-design inferences are premature and
impulsive, driven primarily by those who are impatient with the explanatory
power of science. As our scientific understanding has increased in the past
two centuries, much of what was once a mystery is now a matter of
scientific knowledge.27 Are we simply inserting an external intelligent
designer because we presently have a gap in our scientific understanding?
Are we defaulting irrationally to a “God of the gaps”?

THE DESIGN INFERENCE IS BASED ON WHAT WE DO KNOW,
RATHER THAN WHAT WE DON’T KNOW
When detectives enter a crime scene, they collect evidence and begin to
search for reasonable explanations. When Ed Timmons and Randy
Campbell first observed the garrote, they intuitively recognized evidence of
the eight design characteristics we’ve described in this chapter. Given the
evidence of these features, an external intelligent designer was the best and
most reasonable inference. They didn’t jump to this conclusion on the basis
of what they didn’t know; they concluded this on the basis of what they did
know about the nature of designed objects. In a similar way, intelligent
design in biological systems is inferred positively from the evidence of
design we’ve defined.28

A Tool for the
Call-Out Bag:
WHO HAS THE BURDEN
OF PROOF?
In
criminal
trials,
the
defendant is afforded the fair
default position of innocence:
he or she is considered
innocent
until
enough
evidence has been provided to
shift the conclusion away
from the default position.
When
considering
the
presence of design in
biological systems, eight lines
of design evidence point most
reasonably to the interaction
of an intelligent designer
“outside the room.” Those
proposing an explanation
from “inside the room” must
provide sufficient evidence to
shift the conclusion away
from
this
reasonable
inference.

BASED ON WHAT WE DO KNOW, SCIENCE
HAS THE GREATER BURDEN OF PROOF
If a detective arrived at the scene of Linda’s
murder and told Ed and Randy to ignore the
garrote’s obvious design features, the officers
would have collected the weapon in spite of the
detective’s decree. Both would have considered
the detective to be badly mistaken unless he
could tell them why this object was not the
designed weapon they believed it to be.
When we observe an object possessing the
design features we’ve described, the reasonable
default position ought to be a design inference
(we don’t even need all eight features to be
present to infer design). Any other explanation
attempting to account for these features without
the involvement of a designer ought to require a
robust evidential argument to dissuade us from
our reasonable inference. If a detective wanted
Ed and Randy to ignore the design inference, the
burden of proof would have been the detective’s
to shoulder.

In a similar way, the burden of proof for those who deny the reasonable
design inferences in biology lies with those trying to stay “inside the room.”
Scientists and researchers who deny innate, obvious characteristics of
design must provide reasonable and compelling alternative explanations.
For many who reject the existence of an external intelligent designer, the
broad, naturalistic theory of evolution has become the catchall assumption
and explanation for all inexplicable phenomena.29
Those determined to deny the existence of an external intelligent designer
often default to evolutionary explanations even when they are inadequate.
As philosopher of science John Lennox observed, “It is therefore clear how
an evolution of the gaps could be just as metaphysically motivated for an
incautious atheist as a God of the Gaps could be for an incautious theist.”30

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
WHEN IT COMES TO BIOLOGICAL ORGANISMS, THE
DESIGN IS IN THE DETAILS
We’ve examined the cumulative, circumstantial case for design in
biological systems. We restricted our inferences to the most reasonable
explanations from the evidence as we carefully gathered the facts. We also
recognized the burden of proof lies with anyone who would deny the
reasonable inference of design, given the cumulative case we’ve assembled.
While the presence of any one of the design characteristics we observed
in biological systems may not be entirely persuasive, the cumulative
appearance of many features results in a strong and reasonable inference of
an external intelligent designer. Efforts to account for the “appearance” of
design from natural forces “inside the room” are insufficient. The presence
of design in biological systems once again points us to an intelligent,
purposeful cause “outside the room.”

When detectives concluded the garrote was best explained by an external
designer, they began to look for the suspect who matched the characteristics
they observed in the weapon. As it turned out, it would be more than three
decades before the suspect was eventually arrested. He had extensive
experience as a sailor and was very familiar with the knots used by those
who sail. His knowledge was reflected in his use of the buntline-hitch
sailing knots we observed on the garrote.
Designs often tell us something about their designers, and this murder
weapon was no exception. Our cold-case team arrested Linda Seymour’s
killer: the garrote’s intelligent designer. We convicted him nearly thirty-five
years after the murder. The case drew the attention of national media, and
our suspect was sentenced to twenty-five years to life.
When we observe the cumulative, circumstantial case for design in
biological systems, it’s reasonable to infer an intelligent designer, and this

Our Emerging
“Suspect” Profile:
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
Given what we know so far,
the cause of the universe is:
1. external to the universe
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
nonmaterial
3. uncaused
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
universe
5. specifically purposeful
enough to produce a universe
fine-tuned for life
6.
intelligent
communicative

and

7. creative and resourceful

designer has demonstrated a degree of ingenuity
and creativity unparalleled by human
standards.31
The evidence of design in biology provides
even more information about the external cause
of the universe. Our suspect is powerful,
intelligent, and creative. What kind of external
suspect could fit our growing list of
characteristics? As we are about to see, the best
explanation for the creative cause of the
universe is a mind.

Chapter Five

OUR EXPERIENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS
Are We More Than Matter?
I was the first detective to arrive at the murder scene. The responding patrol
officers carefully guided me through the Gelder residence, pointing out the
location of bullet casings and important items of evidence. Approximately
ninety minutes prior to my arrival, neighbors heard gunshots and called the
police.
When the first officers made it to the residence, the front door was ajar
and Ryan Gelder’s lifeless body could be seen in the entry hall of the
modest house. Ryan was six years old and today was his birthday. His
father, Ted Gelder, shot Ryan in the forehead after murdering Ryan’s
grandmother and shooting Ryan’s mother, Teresa, in the arm. Ted then shot
himself in the head. The murder-suicide resulted in four victims, with only
one surviving.
Ted was estranged from Teresa and upset he wasn’t allowed to see Ryan
on his birthday. Based on their custodial arrangement, Teresa was not
obligated to share Ryan with Ted on this special day, and Ted grew more
and more upset with Teresa as the afternoon progressed. He called several
times, interrupting Teresa’s efforts to bake Ryan’s birthday cake. Every year
she baked a cake from scratch, and she had just finished frosting this year’s
version when Ted burst into the house in a rage.
Ted killed his son and his mother-in-law, then shot Teresa in the arm. Ted
blamed Teresa for the state of their marriage and the miserable nature of his
own life following their separation. He then killed himself in front of her.

As the other detectives and investigative personnel began to arrive at the
murder scene, I prepared myself for their reaction. I knew the case would be
difficult for some of them. It’s not every day you see a victim this young
murdered in such a brutal way—and by his own father. I observed three
separate reactions from the investigators who stood over Ryan’s body.
One of them, Cynthia Moulton, was a relatively new officer, recently
assigned to the crime scene investigation detail. It was her responsibility to
photograph the scene and carefully collect the pertinent pieces of physical
evidence. She had a five-year-old boy of her own and reacted emotionally
the moment she saw Ryan. She did her best to perform her duties, but
eventually she retreated from the house and told her sergeant to call for a
replacement. She couldn’t bear the sight of Ryan’s body nor understand
how a parent could do such a thing. She grieved the fact Ryan had died so
young.
As Cynthia walked back to her CSI vehicle, several of the seasoned
detectives began to joke about her reaction. In fact, many of these older
detectives started to jest about Ted’s accuracy (given the small target Ryan
presented) and made a number of inappropriate jokes while standing beside
the murder victims.
I’d seen this kind of reaction at other murder scenes; for many people,
dark humor of this nature is a survival mechanism. Those who take these
scenes too seriously will ultimately drive themselves crazy; those who learn
to brush them aside with some form of humor—even inappropriately dark
humor—typically do better. I wasn’t comfortable with either approach.
As a theist, I embraced a third response, grounded in my conclusions as a
Christian. I rejected the idea Ryan’s life had been terminated completely by
his father. If, as humans, we are nothing more than physical bodies and
brains, Ryan’s murder necessitated the kinds of coping responses I
observed: some who grieve, some who joke. If, on the other hand, we are
more than purely physical creatures—a combination of brain and mind,
body and soul—we might find a way to respond to Ryan’s physical death
differently.
This particular crime scene was difficult to navigate, particularly as I
tried to interview Teresa, the one surviving victim who had lost her mother
and child in a moment of terror. I did my best to make sure my composure
toward Teresa was not compromised by the horrific nature of this crime

scene. I recognized the difference between the material and nonmaterial
Ryan, and I was confident Ryan, as a nonmaterial soul, was still alive.
The nonphysical identity of Ryan, if it truly exists, is impossible to
explain from within the physical limits of the material universe. If we stay
“in the room” of the universe to create Ryan from scratch, the only
ingredients available to us are matter, space, and time. The only instruments
available are the laws of physics and chemistry and the steady influence of
environmental conditions.
As a result, we would expect Ryan to be nothing more than a physical,
material being. Just like Ryan’s birthday cake, made from scratch with the
ingredients available to Teresa in her kitchen, Ryan is simply the product of
the ingredients and processes available in the universe: matter, chemistry,
and physics.
Ryan, along with the rest of us, seem to be more than this, however.
Humans have material brains, but we also appear to have nonmaterial
minds. We are conscious beings, and our minds (and potentially our
nonmaterial identities) are difficult to explain from the purely physical
processes available “inside the room.”
For those committed to staying “inside the room” of the natural universe,
“there is, in short, no such thing as non-material substance, or soul, or spirit,
nor any aspect of human nature which, in principal, elude explanation in
purely physical terms. The mind is, paradoxical as it may sound, entirely
material.”1

THE POWER OF REASONABLE INFERENCES

Cold-Case
Approach:
WHAT IS ABDUCTIVE
REASONING?
Detectives use abductive
reasoning to arrive at the most
reasonable explanation (or
suspect) in a case. This form
of
reasoning
requires
investigators to consider

When detectives are searching for a suspect in a
crime, we often employ a process called
abductive reasoning, also known as “inferring to
the most reasonable explanation.” We begin this
process by establishing two E lists: a list of the
evidences in the room and a list of possible
explanations for these evidences.
We then examine the explanatory strength of
each explanation to see which one best accounts
for the evidence we are trying to explain. One
explanation will emerge as the most reasonable,

cumulative collections of
evidence as they compare
competing explanations to
determine which, if any, of
these
explanations
is
reasonable. Explanations are
evaluated on the basis of their
feasibility, their ability to
account for all the evidence
offered, their straightforward
simplicity, and their logical
consistency.
In this chapter, we’ll employ
abductive
reasoning
to
determine which inference is
most reasonable in explaining
the existence and nature of the
mind.

given its feasibility, simplicity, depth, logical
consistency, and explanatory superiority. (I’ve
written more about this in Cold-Case
Christianity.)
Some suspects or explanations are simply
unreasonable compared to others, and as we
investigate the strengths and weaknesses of each
suspect or explanation, we eventually arrive at
the most reasonable conclusion. This same
process of reasoning can be employed as we
examine the evidence of human consciousness
and the best explanation for its existence. We’ll
need to begin by filling out our first E list: the
list of evidences related to the existence and
nature of the mind.

The Evidence “In the Room”:
OUR COMMON-SENSE EXPERIENCE OF “MIND”

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW DO WE MATCH
IDENTITIES
FORENSICALLY?
Most criminal trials come
down to an issue of identity.
Is the defendant being tried
identically to the person who
committed
the
crime?
Sometimes the identity of a
suspect is made certain by an
eyewitness. Sometimes the
identity of a suspect is
revealed
by
matching
fingerprint or DNA evidence
from the crime scene.
When attempting to match a
suspect
forensically,

As you read this book, you’re probably aware of
your own thoughts related to its contents—your
feelings, sensations, ideas, and desires resulting
from what you’ve read so far. You are having a
conscious experience.
Consciousness poses one of the most difficult
conundrums for philosophers and scientists. As
philosopher
David
Chalmers
lamented,
“Conscious experience is at once the most
familiar thing in the world and the most
mysterious. There is nothing we know about
more directly than consciousness, but it is far
from clear how to reconcile it with everything
else we know. Why does it exist? What does it
do? How could it possibly arise from lumpy
gray matter?”2

differences are just as
important as similarities.
When examining fingerprint
and DNA evidence, the larger
the number of matching data
points, the greater the
certainty of the identification.
If a suspect left his or her
fingerprints or DNA at a
crime scene, this forensic
evidence should match the
suspect precisely. If there are
significant
differences
between the fingerprints or
DNA at the scene and the
evidence collected from the
suspect, however, he or she
will likely be eliminated as a
suspect before trial.

While we are certainly aware of our mental
lives as humans, scientists and philosophers
have been unable to reconcile the precise
relationship between our nonmaterial minds and
our physical brains. Are they one and the same?
What is the causal relationship between the two?
If we acknowledge the distinct existence of
nonmaterial minds, how do we account for this
dual nonphysical reality? How can we get a
nonmaterial mind from physical matter?
A simple law of logic, known as the law of
identity, can help us answer the most important
question in this series of questions: “Are our
minds identical to our brains?” The law of
identity is rather simple: if two things share
every attribute, they are the same thing, as
described in this simple equation:
A=A
In this type of equation, the object on one side of the equal sign is
identical to the object on the other side of the equation if they have the
exact same qualities or properties. If this is true, we can say they have an
identity relationship.
Sometimes this is obvious. Let’s consider, for example, Ted Gelder, the
suspect in Ryan’s murder. Begin with this simple identity equation:

This equation seems rather self-evident. But Ted has been accused of
killing Ryan. A new equation is now under consideration as we examine the
identity of Ryan’s killer:

An important question will be asked at the criminal trial: Is Ted Gelder
guilty of Ryan Gelder’s murder (is the object on one side of the equation
identical to the object on the other side of the equation)?
If Ted is Ryan’s killer, this equation will demonstrate an identity
relationship. All the qualities and properties of Ted Gelder (his physical
appearance, relationship to the victim, behaviors prior to and throughout the
commission of the crime, etc.) will be identical to the qualities and
properties of Ryan Gelder’s killer.
When considering whether we have nonmaterial minds (as well as
physical brains), a similar equation must be examined. Many who give an
explanation for consciousness from “inside the room” deny the existence of
the nonmaterial and conclude our minds are identical to our physical brains:

If this is true, all the properties and qualities on one side of the equation
should be identical to all the properties on the other side of the equation.
And if this is the case, our nonmaterial perception of mind is illusory; we
are, in fact, nothing more than physical beings. If the mind is identical to
the brain, what we commonly perceive as nonmaterial consciousness is
simply the activity of our physical brains.
In order to see if this is the case (if the physical ingredients “in the room”
of the universe could produce our nonmaterial minds), we’ll have to
investigate the evidence related to the properties and characteristics of our
minds and our brains.3 While we may not be trained scientists or
philosophers, our common sense and common experience will be more than
sufficient as we begin to examine the nature of our thoughts:4
EVIDENCE #1: PUBLIC VERSUS PRIVATE
If I asked you to close your eyes and think of an imaginary car and
encouraged you to envision anything you could imagine related to that car,
the resulting vehicle would exist solely in your mind. If you are sufficiently
creative, your imaginary vehicle would be like no other car on the planet,
and only you would know precisely how it looks. Without referencing a
physical car external to your body, you imagined the shape, color, and
textures of the vehicle; it exists only in your conscious thoughts.

This particular car is not the result of optical input from your eyes. Your
brain isn’t referencing optical data from an object in the room.
Neurophysiologists cannot open your physical brain and locate the car, its
shape, or its properties. These characteristics cannot be accessed by
surgeons sifting through the gray matter of your brain, and even though
neurologists may be able to pinpoint a location within the brain where
neurological activity correlates with a thought or sensation, this only
confirms a causal relationship between two separate things and fails to
identify one as the other.
While physical states can be publicly known, mental states are only
privately known. This characteristic of the mind is not shared with the
brain; the properties of the brain and the mind are not identical.

EVIDENCE #2: “IS-NESS” VERSUS “ABOUT-NESS”
One aspect of mental states stands above others in distinguishing them from
physical states. Philosophers refer to this as intentionality. Most mental
states are directed; they are about something other than themselves. We
often experience thoughts or concerns about the world around us. We worry
about our jobs or our families.
When we possess a mental state (a worry, concern, fear, or hope), we are
typically thinking about something. These mental states are not selfexistent. They depend on the existence of something else. Let’s say, for
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is

example, I hear a noise outside my home and I
am worried there might be a burglar. My
thoughts are about the burglar and whether my
door is locked. My mental state is dependent on
the physical state of the burglar and the door.
This directedness and dependency is not true
of physical entities. A door is not about
anything else; it simply is (a door). Yet our
nonmaterial concerns about the door (the
“about-ness” of our mental states) rely on the
door’s material self-existence (its “is-ness”).
Physical objects (such as brains) can be in
relationship with other physical objects (your
brain can be in your skull or next to the person
sitting on your right), but they are never about
another physical object. Physical entities are
undirected and self-existent. This property of
your mind (the dependent “about-ness” of your
thoughts) is different from the self-existent “isness” of your brain.5

EVIDENCE #3: INCORRECT VERSUS INDISPUTABLE

There are times when we are mistaken about something we are considering.
I may be mistaken, for example, about the existence of a burglar in the next
room. There may be no burglar at all (I may simply be incorrect). In spite of
this, however, I cannot be mistaken about my belief in the burglar. This
belief (whether true or not) is indisputable. The first type of claim is about a
physical object: the burglar. The second type of claim is about a mental
state within my mind: the thought about the existence of the burglar. While
the existence of the burglar can be challenged (“Hey, there’s no burglar in
the next room!”), the existence of my beliefs cannot (it would be ludicrous
to say, “Hey, there’s no thought of a burglar in your mind!”).
We’ve uncovered yet another difference between physical entities (such
as burglars and brains) and mental entities (such as thoughts). You can be
incorrect about physical entities, but you have immediate access to your
thoughts, and as a result, what you believe about your beliefs is
indisputable.

EVIDENCE #4: IMPERSONAL VERSUS PERSONAL
The subjective nature of our conscious experiences is difficult to explain
from a purely physical perspective. Philosophers have tried to articulate this
difficulty with knowledge argument illustrations.6
Imagine, for example, you are a trained police officer undergoing an
extensive education in the mechanics and consequences of discharging a

handgun in a life-threatening altercation with an armed suspect. You’ve
been educated thoroughly about the physics of the firearm, the physical
characteristics of the ammunition, etc.
In addition, you’ve also been trained
exhaustively in the biology of the human body
and the resulting physical impact a round from
A Tool for the Callyour pistol will have on an attacker. You’ve
Out Bag:
been extensively trained in what to anticipate
HOW DOES OUR
COMMON SENSE HELP
throughout the shooting event—what you can
US EVALUATE
expect to experience, see, and hear. Imagine, for
EVIDENCE?
sake of illustration, you are now entirely
Common sense is typically
described
as
the
knowledgeable of every physical (impersonal)
straightforward ability to
aspect of the event, from start to finish. Do you
perceive, understand, and
really know everything there is to know? No,
make judgments, as employed
and
shared
by
nearly
something is still missing: the experience of
everyone (“commonly”). This
being in a real shooting. As much as you may
common ability is valuable in
try to prepare, and even if you could know every
considering evidential cases.
physical, material truth or fact about such an
Judges instruct juries to use
their common sense when
event, you would still add new knowledge at the
evaluating witnesses and
point of the shooting. Your subjective, personal
when
considering
the
experience and feelings would be real; but all
evidence related to criminal
cases such as those involving
the sounds, colors, thoughts, pains, traumas,
domestic violence and sexual
desires, etc., could only be described
assaults
and
in
cases
subjectively. Our common sense repeatedly
involving the use of force.
There are times when
confirms this truth: physical entities and states
common sense, based on our
can be described objectively and impersonally,
collective
experience,
is
but the exclusively personal, subjective nature
valuable because it draws
upon what can be reasonably
of mental states distinguishes them from
expected of nearly everyone
anything physical.7
without any need for debate.

EVIDENCE #5: MEASURABLE VERSUS MEASURELESS
If humans are simply the product of ingredients and processes from “inside
the room” of the universe, we are nothing more than physical beings, and as
such, every part of our existence ought to be subject to physical laws and
processes, including processes used to measure and predict the behavior of
our physical components.
Our brains, as physical entities, can be weighed, measured for length or
width, and calculated for mass. Our brains and central nervous systems, as
physical entities, can be described thoroughly using terms from chemistry
or physics. This is not possible for mental entities such as desires,
sensations, emotions, or wills, however. These entities cannot be measured
or analyzed using the processes appropriate for physical objects.
While your thoughts have propositional content, they obviously don’t
have physical weight. Physical entities can be measured using physical
measurement instruments and evaluated with the laws and terms of
chemistry and physics. Our mental entities, however—our thoughts, wills,
desires, and sensations—cannot be measured or evaluated in this way.

Now that we’ve examined some of the characteristics of brains and
minds, let’s take another look at our identity equation:

Can Be Publicly Accessed
Is
Disputable
Impersonal/Objective
Measurable
(Described with Physics)

Can Only Be Privately Accessed
Is About
Indisputable
Personal/Subjective
Measureless
(Indescribable with Physics)

We’ve now assembled our first E list: the evidential properties of physical
and mental states. The evidence “in the room” begs for explanation, so it’s
time to assemble our second E list: the possible explanations for these
evidences.

At first blush, there seem to be a number of distinct differences between
properties of the mind and properties of the brain. These differences, unless
they can be reconciled, prevent us from concluding our brains are identical
to our minds. Minds are difficult to explain, however, if we are committed
to staying “inside the room” of the physical universe. Materialist physicists
typically maintain the universe (and our brains within it) is “causally
closed.” If this is the case, nothing outside the physical realm (such as our
nonphysical minds) should be capable of causing anything to happen inside
the physical realm.
Our nonmaterial minds, therefore, should have no ability to influence our
material bodies. Our common personal experiences tell us this is clearly not
true, however. So how do those looking for explanations within the material
universe resolve the apparent dilemma? They usually describe the mind as
illusory or purely physical (material).8

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
CAN MATERIALISM EXPLAIN THE EXISTENCE (OR AT
LEAST THE APPEARANCE) OF MIND?

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW ARE WE TO
CONSIDER THE
STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES OF
EVIDENCE?
In all my years investigating
and presenting criminal cases,
I’ve learned an important
truth: Every case (and every
explanation) possesses both
explanatory liabilities and
explanatory virtues. Even the
best explanations—those that
happen to be true—typically
possess
evidential
deficiencies of one kind or
another.

Every criminal trial involves explanations, and
most of the time, these explanations are
contradictory. The prosecution sees it one way;
the defense another. When evaluating
explanations, we appraise their strengths and
weaknesses. In the end, one explanation will
emerge as the most reasonable (possessing the
greatest strengths and the fewest liabilities).
As we assemble our list of explanations for
the existence of mind, we’ll begin with several
efforts to stay “in the room” for an entirely
physical (material) description. Remember, each
explanation must account for the five evidences
we’ve listed in the first E list without redefining
critical aspects of the data or suffering from
logical contradictions. While philosophers and
scientists have proposed a number of

But even though true
explanations aren’t always
evidentially perfect, they
usually possess far fewer
liabilities than the alternative
explanations.
When
examining
any
set
of
accounts, we must always
recognize the ratio of
liabilities to virtues. When an
explanation suffers from more
deficiencies than assets, it’s
reasonable to favor the
explanation
with
fewer
liabilities.

materialistic explanations, all of them possess
explanatory liabilities in one of those three
areas.

ARE MENTAL STATES MERELY
BRAIN STATES?
Some scientists and philosophers believe the
brain and the mind are one and the same.
According to this approach, mental states such
as anger or pain are identical to brain states; they
are nothing more than physical, neurological

activities in the brain.
If this is true, we can account for mind from the materials and processes
available in the physical universe. But this ignores the many evidential
differences we’ve already described between the mind and the brain, and it
generalizes mental states (such as anger or pain) as if these states could be
physically observed in precisely the same way in each of us. But this is not,
in fact, possible.
Worse yet, if our thoughts are nothing more than physical, material states,
none of us would have the freedom to think rationally (more on this in the
next chapter). Physical brains are subject to the laws of physics; mental
states are subject to the laws of logic. Those who think mental states are
entirely physical hold a logically contradictory position. In order to think
rationally about their thoughts, they must have the freedom to do so, but
this freedom is unavailable if the laws of physics and chemistry are
controlling their thoughts. The fact skeptics are free to believe their
thoughts are entirely physical is evidence their thoughts are not entirely
physical.

ARE MENTAL STATES NOTHING MORE THAN BEHAVIOR?
Another way to account for mind from a purely physical perspective is to
simply reduce mental states to expressions of behavior.9 This is called
behaviorism. According to this view, when we say someone is angry, we’re

talking about the behaviors they are exhibiting rather than the thoughts they
are thinking.
This approach once again allows us to stay “inside the room” to explain
consciousness, but it does so by redefining our thoughts as merely physical
behaviors. Behaviorism ignores the evidence of our own personal
experience of consciousness. Most of us recognize our thoughts as the
cause of our behavior rather than the behavior itself. More importantly, not
all beliefs, feelings, or emotions result in a behavior at all (most of us have
learned, for example, how to control our tempers). Behaviorism either fails
to account for the evidence of our experience or it seeks to eliminate the
problem of consciousness by simply erasing the term from our dictionaries.

ARE MENTAL STATES ONLY FUNCTIONAL STATES?
Some philosophers prefer to see the mind as a complex machine of sorts.
This is called machine-state functionalism. According to this view, our
brains are physical machines programmed with instructions and capable of
receiving sensory input like physical computers.
In fact, philosophers who accept this view
think computers might someday possess
conscious minds if they can be designed with a
high degree of complex, functional ability. But
Expert Witness
this explanation for consciousness mistakes an
Profile:
appearance with a reality: Computers
PAUL CHURCHLAND
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Churchland
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appearance of understanding, but they do so
philosopher,
author,
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professor at the University of
without true comprehension. Also, two people
California, San Diego. He has
can respond (or function) in the same way even
written
extensively
on
though their mental experiences are completely
neurophilosophy and the
philosophy of mind, and he is
different. This is not the case with physical
the author of Matter and
machines such as computers. Every WindowsConsciousness.
or Apple-based operating system processes
Churchland doesn’t think we
input and provides output in the same way,
need to go “outside the room”
of the universe for an
based on the common operating systems. But
explanation of “mental states”
while humans have a common physical
because he thinks these states

don’t actually exist. Like
other
“eliminative
materialists,”
Churchland
views the perception of such
states as an outdated, faulty
idea riddled with antiquated
language
from
“folk
psychology.”
Churchland’s
work
referenced on page 275.

“operating system”—the brain—we don’t share
common thoughts, feelings, or responses to
stimuli.
Once again, the evidence of our own
experience fails to support this theory of
consciousness.

is

ARE MENTAL STATES
NONEXISTENT?
Some philosophers view mental states as nothing more than a linguistic
invention. According to eliminative materialism, when we try to describe
the activity in the physical brain, we use the words “mental states.”
Eliminative materialists believe this language is simply outdated. By
eliminating our antiquated descriptions of mental states, these philosophers
hope to stay “inside the room” of the physical universe for an explanation
of consciousness.
But once again, that works only if we ignore
what our experience tells us and are determined
to
redefine
our
terminology
about
A Tool for the Callconsciousness. Worse still, the logic contradicts
Out Bag:
itself. It presupposes the very thing it is trying to
HOW CAN WE GUARD
AGAINST BIAS AND
eliminate. Eliminativists believe something is
PRESUPPOSITION?
true about mental states: their nonexistence. Do
Jurors
must
evaluate
you see the contradiction? One attribute of
evidential cases while doing
their best to resist any
mental states (not shared by physical objects) is
presuppositions they may
the “about-ness” known as “intentionality.” How
have. Judges instruct jurors,
can eliminativists have a belief about something
“Keep
an
open
mind
throughout the trial. Do not
unless their mental states are something other
make up your mind about the
than physical? The “about-ness” of their theory
verdict or any issue until after
gives their theory away.
you have discussed the case
with the other jurors during
deliberations … Do not let
bias, sympathy, prejudice, or
public opinion influence your
decision.”

Searching “Outside the Room” for an
Explanation:
EXPLORING THE DUALISTIC

We cannot fairly judge any
case if we begin with a
conclusion. We must suspend
our biases long enough to
evaluate the evidence fairly.
This is also true when
examining the evidence for
nonmaterial minds. We cannot
allow a preexisting bias
toward
philosophical
materialism to exclude the
most reasonable inference
from evidence.

NATURE OF HUMANS AS
REVEALED IN MENTAL STATES

You may have noticed a pattern developing
when examining explanations from “inside the
room” of the natural, material universe. Internal
explanations for the origin and fine-tuning of the
universe, the origin of life, and the appearance
of design in biological organisms are diverse
and contradictory. In a similar way, the
explanations for consciousness are also diverse
and conflicting. On the other hand, one
repeating explanation from “outside the room” continues to unify the
evidence we’ve examined so far. The external explanation for mental states
seeks to explain mind from something other than matter and physics:

ARE MENTAL STATES SOMETHING OTHER THAN PHYSICAL
STATES?
Dualism describes mind and matter as two distinct categories of being.
There are mental states, such as conscious thoughts, and there are physical
objects, such as brains. They are different and they coexist in the universe.
Unsurprisingly, many philosophical naturalists committed to a material
explanation from “inside the room” of the universe are opposed to a
nonmaterial explanation from “outside the room.” They typically complain
such dualistic explanations (1) fail to explain how nonmaterial thoughts can
interact with material brains, (2) seem to be contrary to what we see in
patients with brain damage, and (3) offer a nonmaterial explanation rather
than waiting until science has offered a successful material account.
But even if we don’t know precisely how the
nonmaterial mind causes a response in the
material brain, this doesn’t negate the evidence
of our common conscious experience. And the
Conduct a
SECONDARY
apparent loss of mental function resulting from
INVESTIGATION
brain damage or dementia doesn’t prove the
If you’re interested in digging
nonmaterial mind is an illusion. Dualist
deeper, turn to the Secondary

Investigation on page 231 to
examine
additional
explanations
for
consciousness.

neurosurgeons accept the existence of both the
mind and the brain. They believe there is a
causal connection between the two. Loss of
memory may simply be related to the damaged
brain’s inability to access the undamaged mind. As it turns out, the more we
know about the nature of mind and the limits of philosophical and scientific
explanations for consciousness, the more acute the problem of explaining
consciousness from a purely physical perspective.

ABDUCTIVE REASONING AND THE MOST
REASONABLE INFERENCE
We’ve now assembled our two E lists: evidences and explanations. It’s time
to use abductive reasoning as we compare these two lists. Which
explanation is most reasonable in light of the evidences we’ve collected?
Evidences
Public versus Private
“Is-ness” versus “Aboutness”
Incorrect versus Indisputable
Impersonal versus Personal
Measurable versus
Measureless

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
WHY ARE SOME
EXPLANATIONS MORE
REASONABLE THAN
OTHERS?
When considering two or
more
closely
competing
explanations for a particular
event (or suspects in a
murder), detectives assess the
following factors:
The truth must be feasible

Explanations
Mental States Are Simply Brain States
Mental States Are Simply External Behaviors
Mental States Are Simply Functional States of
Organisms
Mental States Are Simply Nonexistent
Mental States Are Something Other Than Physical
States

When considering any list of possible
explanations, we must consider their strengths
and weaknesses. We’ve examined four “inside
the room” explanations of the physical universe
and one from “outside the room.” The four
competing materialistic theories are diverse and
contradictory, and their conflicting explanations
expose their weaknesses. Experts in one camp
typically argue against the explanations offered
by experts in another. The first four
explanations, while they provide answers from
“inside the room,” fail to adequately address the
five evidences we’ve listed.

The
explanation
explanatory viability

has

Thomas Nagel, a naturalist philosopher eager
to find an explanation “inside the room,”
The truth will usually be
reluctantly acknowledged the deficiency of
straightforward
physicalist explanations: “So long as the mental
The
explanation
demonstrates
explanatory
is irreducible to the physical, the appearance of
simplicity
conscious physical organisms is left unexplained
The
truth
should
be
by a naturalistic account of the familiar type. On
exhaustive
a purely materialist understanding of biology,
The explanation displays
consciousness would have to be regarded as a
explanatory depth
tremendous and inexplicable extra brute fact
The truth must be logical
The explanation possesses
about the world.”10
explanatory consistency
The “problem of mind” is as much a problem
The truth will be superior
today as it was for ancient thinkers, in spite of
The explanation achieves
tremendous scientific advances over the past
explanatory superiority
century. The more these materialistic theories
fail to account for the properties of the mind, the
more likely those staying “inside the room” are to offer yet another
explanation (even if these explanations continue to contradict one another
and possess significant liabilities).
Philosopher John Searle observed the same trend: “Earlier materialists
argued that there aren’t any such things as separate mental phenomena,
because mental phenomena are identical with brain states. More recent
materialists argue that there aren’t any such things as separate mental
phenomena because they are not identical with brain states. I find the
pattern very revealing, and what it reveals is an urge to get rid of mental
phenomena at any cost.”11
Only dualism begins to adequately account for the differences between
mind and brain, and its liabilities are far less significant than the liabilities
possessed by the other four explanations. Any reluctance to embrace a
dualist explanation for mind seems grounded not in the evidence but in a
desire to resist answers found “outside the room.”

If we can resist the bias against answers found “outside the room,”
dualism accounts for the nature of mind in a much more straightforward
manner, providing a more exhaustive, consistent, and reasonable
explanation.

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
THE MIND “IN HERE” POINTS TO A MIND “OUT
THERE”
As the coroner zipped closed the body bag over Ryan’s motionless figure, I
had good reason to believe Ryan was more than a collection of physical
particles. The existence of Ryan’s nonmaterial mind pointed to something

more. If Ryan is a mind (rather than simply a brain), there may be good
reason to believe Ryan is a soul (rather than simply a body). While his
material brain and body were subject to physical death as a result of the
gunshot wound, there was no reason to believe Ryan, as a nonphysical mind
and soul, suffered the same fate.
If we are more than simply physical creatures, we might reasonably
survive the deaths of our physical bodies. This view of the world and
humanity would now guide my response to these horrific crimes and my
efforts to incarcerate those who have committed murder. If our universe is a
purely physical environment, humans are nothing more than a collection of
their material parts governed by natural laws and defined by physical
properties.
But if that’s the case, how could I arrest someone for committing a crime
when the person’s physical properties were different than they are today?
Our bodies change over time. We age and decay. If all we are is a collection
of physical parts, we’re not the same people we were years ago. As J. P.
Moreland observed, unless there is an essential nonmaterial person
surviving the process of physical change over time, “the person who
committed a crime, the person brought to trial for the crime and the person
serving a jail term for that same crime are all different persons.”12
A dualistic, nonmaterial view of our human nature makes sense of the
evidence we’ve examined in this chapter and provides us with a lens
through which we can cope with tragedy and seek justice, even when many
years have passed and suspects have changed physically. There are good
reasons to conclude Ryan was more than simply a physical being, and this
conclusion helped me to respond calmly with hope.
We examined the case for dualism by employing abductive reasoning,
matching identities forensically, applying our common-sense experience of
consciousness, and guarding against bias and presupposition. The case for
the mind is strong; it is the most reasonable explanation for the phenomena
we commonly experience as conscious creatures. But the mind cannot be
explained from “inside the room.” It forces us to look for a nonphysical,
nonmaterial explanation “outside the room,” beyond the material limits of
the physical universe.

The existence of the nonmaterial mind is yet another piece of evidence
pointing to a nonmaterial, external cause of the universe. Unlike the
cosmological and biological evidences we’ve examined so far, this piece of
evidence is wholly nonmaterial. It is part of a new category of evidences
and adds an additional layer of complexity to our “suspect” profile. If we
are nonmaterial minds, it is reasonable to infer we may be the result of a
nonmaterial Mind, particularly if we bear any similarity to this creative
force.
We can now add an additional characteristic
and description to our profile. Our “force” is
looking more like a “suspect” with each passing
Our Emerging
chapter, but what we are about to learn in the
“Suspect” Profile:
next chapter will change the way we’ve been
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
thinking even more dramatically. If there was

Given what we know so far,
the cause of the universe is:
1. external to the universe
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
nonmaterial
3. uncaused
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
universe
5. specifically purposeful
enough to produce a universe
fine-tuned for life
6.
intelligent
communicative

and

7. creative and resourceful
8. a conscious Mind

any doubt about the personal nature of the
uncaused cause of the universe, this doubt is
about to vanish.

Chapter Six

FREE WILL OR FULL WIRING
Are Real Choices Even Possible?
Paul Tonnegin and Sandy Holt looked weary and disheveled. Sandy parked
her weathered Chevy Camaro in the nearly empty parking lot of a corner
liquor store. Paul exited and started walking into the adjoining
neighborhood.
Nearly nine hours earlier we had watched Paul and Sandy slam what was
left of their last balloon of heroin. For a week prior, they had been getting
high in Sandy’s car, shooting heroin into their arms while parked outside
Paul’s uncle’s house in Silver Lake, California. Our surveillance team had
been watching them for nearly two weeks after an informant told us Paul
was responsible for a series of residential burglaries in our city. Now, eleven
days into our surveillance, Paul and Sandy appeared to be out of money and
out of dope.
Researching Paul’s personal history, I discovered Paul came from a
family of heroin users. His father and brother had also been arrested for
heroin possession, and his father was a convicted residential burglar. Paul
began using drugs at an early age, and now, at the age of twenty-seven, he
was an addict who supported his drug habit by committing crimes of one
nature or another.
Today, many hours after shooting what little heroin he had left, Paul was
coming down off his high, and like Sandy, he was starting to get sick.
Several of our team’s suspects had been addicts looking for ways to steal
money or property to support their heroin habits. Paul and Sandy needed
money or they’d feel increasingly ill as the high wore off. Sandy drove into

a nice neighborhood on the west side of our city, and Paul started looking
for an opportunity.
Watching from unmarked vehicles, we saw
Paul walk through the neighborhood carrying a
backpack and knocking on several doors. If a
Cold-Case
resident answered, Paul said something to
Approach:
convince them he was there legitimately, then
HOW DO WE
DETERMINE PERSONAL
excused himself and continued down the street.
RESPONSIBILITY AND
At the fourth house he found his first
CRIMINAL INTENT?
unoccupied residence. When no one answered
Detectives are interested in
identifying the person who is
the door, he walked to the side yard, reached
ultimately responsible for a
over the gate, and entered the backyard.
criminal act. Sometimes it’s
Members of our team, dressed in street clothes
not always clear who is to
blame,
especially
in
and carrying portable radios, scrambled to get
conspiracies.
Jurors
are
into position. I contacted the residents to the rear
instructed to assign blame to
of Paul’s target house, identified myself as a
everyone who conspires to
commit a felony, even though
police officer, and asked for permission to enter
they may not have personally
their backyard. From over their fence I watched
committed the final crime:
Paul as he peered into the windows of the
“A member of a conspiracy
victim’s house. He tried the back door and found
is criminally responsible for
the crimes that he or she
it locked.
conspires to commit, no
Standing next to the door, Paul paused for a
matter which member of the
moment. He looked in both directions as if to
conspiracy
commits
the
crime. A member of a
check for witnesses. He hesitated again. I
conspiracy is also criminally
expected Paul would force his way into the
responsible for any act of any
home, but he sat on the porch instead. He pulled
member of the conspiracy if
that act is done to further the
out a cigarette and began to smoke.
conspiracy and that act is a
I radioed my teammates and told them about
natural
and
probable
Paul’s actions. We wondered why he was
consequence of the common
plan or design of the
hesitating. Minutes later, however, after
conspiracy.… Under this rule,
finishing his cigarette, Paul stood up and kicked
a defendant who is a member
in the door. Our team tightened their position
of the conspiracy does not
need to be present at the time
around the house. Paul exited the front door
of the act” (Section 417,
with a full backpack and began to walk to
Judicial Council of California
Sandy’s car.
Criminal Jury Instructions,
2006).

Personal responsibility is
assigned to every person who
chooses to commit a crime
when he or she could have
chosen otherwise.

I jumped the fence and entered the victim’s
house. Paul had quickly ransacked the residence.
I radioed this to the team and confirmed the
burglary. Paul was arrested without incident
In this chapter, we’ll
about ten feet from Sandy’s car.
consider the most reasonable
Paul later told me he was tired of his life as an
inference from our innate
understanding of personal
addict. He said he almost changed his mind
responsibility as we try to
about committing the burglary and thought
account for our appropriate
about returning to Sandy’s car just before
inclination to blame or praise
the actions of others.
completing the crime. He smoked a cigarette,
however, and gathered the courage to do the job.
Given Paul’s struggle as a drug addict, his upbringing in a family of
criminals, and his hesitancy to complete the burglary, should he have been
absolved of any responsibility in this crime? Did Paul choose to commit
this crime freely, or was his behavior dictated by prior events outside of his
control? Did his upbringing shape his nature and limit his choices? Did his
detoxification cause a series of uncontrollable chemical reactions in his
brain? Did Paul truly have the ability to choose or act differently than he
finally acted?1
Just as important, should Sandy be held responsible for Paul’s actions?
After all, she was in the car at the time of Paul’s crime, and even though she
later admitted she was fully aware of what Paul was about to do, she didn’t
actually enter the victim’s home.
At Paul’s criminal trial, Paul’s upbringing, his drug addiction, and
Sandy’s limited involvement were cited by their attorneys in the pre-trial
motions (and during trial testimony) as potential explanations (or excuses)
for their behavior. The jury deemed none of these factors excusatory,
however, and Paul and Sandy were ultimately convicted and sentenced to
state prison.
The jury considered Paul’s motivations (his desire to acquire money he
hadn’t earned in order to satisfy his free choice to continue abusing drugs)
and came to the conclusion Paul had made several free, uncoerced choices
as he forcibly entered the victim’s home to commit the burglary.
The jury considered Sandy to be equally responsible because she had
entered into the conspiracy with Paul and freely chosen to help him as his

getaway driver.
Are prosecutions of this kind fair, given the nature of our materialistic
cosmos? If we live in a purely physical universe governed by the laws of
physics and chemistry, do any of us truly have the freedom to make choices
like the ones Paul and Sandy made?

The Evidence “In the Room”:
WE HOLD PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE AS IF THEY ARE
TRULY RESPONSIBLE
I’ve been involved in many jury trials over the years in an effort to bring
criminals to justice. Our legal system is designed to accomplish this goal,
but are judgments or justice possible—or even necessary—in a universe
consisting only of space, time, matter, and natural laws?
Nonmaterial minds don’t exist in a purely material universe. All events
(including Paul’s and Sandy’s decisions to commit the burglary) are simply
physical events governed by natural laws; these events have prior physical
causes that made their occurrence inevitable.2
Paul’s and Sandy’s decisions, if we live in a purely material universe,
were determined by prior causal events outside their control. Their apparent
“choices” were nothing more than dominoes falling in a long line of
dominoes—single events in a series of prior physical events, brain synapses
firing in response to prior brain events. These physical events can be traced
back in time to the very beginning of the universe.3 This view of the
material, natural universe is called determinism, and it is the predictable (if
not controversial) inference we might make if we limit our explanation for
Paul’s and Sandy’s behaviors to the elements and causal factors “inside the
room” of the natural universe.

People who have held to this view, such as Harvard psychologist Daniel
Wegner and atheist neuroscientist Sam Harris, believe free will (as you and
I seem to typically experience it) is an illusion. Paul and Sandy might
believe they acted freely, but in reality their actions were simply dictated by
prior physical events in their brains.4
Some researchers have tried to scientifically demonstrate the illusory
nature of our free will. Physiology researcher Benjamin Libet’s brain
experiments in the 1980s are perhaps the best-known studies making a
naturalistic argument against free will. They’ve been emulated for decades
by other scientists conducting similar tests. Libet fitted his subjects with
electroencephalogram (EEG) electrodes and provided them with scenarios
in which they had to make choices to respond by moving their wrists. He
discovered activity in the brainwaves of his subjects prior to their own
conscious reports of their decisions.

While Libet’s subjects thought they were choosing freely, their brain
activity seemed to give them away. A series of brain events began prior to
the report of each decision. Libet concluded “positive” free will was an
illusion.5 If the subject’s “decisions” occurred and physical responses began
(as reported by the EEG), even prior to their realizing this was the case,
they could hardly be said to have made free choices prior to the
deterministic physical sequence.
In the years since Libet’s famous studies,
many other scientists have conducted similar
experiments. John-Dylan Haynes, professor at
the Berlin School of Mind and Brain, conducted
Expert Witness
experiments using an MRI instead of an EEG.
Profile:
His discoveries seem even more astonishing. He
SAM HARRIS
gave his subjects two buttons (one for each
Sam Harris is an author,
hand) and told them to push one of the two
philosopher,
and
neuroscientist. He is the
buttons the instant they made a decision to do
author of several books
so. Haynes discovered unconscious brain
critiquing
theism
and
activity preceding and predicting their
advancing the case for
atheism. In his book Free
movements. This activity (recorded by the MRI)
Will, he argues for a
began seven to ten seconds prior to the
deterministic view of the
conscious decision and action. Once again,
universe,
denying
the
existence
of
free
will
scientific research seemed to confirm the
altogether. Harris, therefore,
deterministic, physical nature of the universe.
makes no effort to account for
According to experiments such as these, our
free agency from “inside the
room” of the natural universe
choices are not really our own but are instead
and instead considers free will
the result of a deterministic series of purely
to be an illusion.
physical events in our brains.6
Harris’s work is referenced
If determinism is true, however, it seems
on page 276.
unfair to punish Paul or Sandy for their
misfortune. Their behaviors were caused not by free choices (for which
they were accountable) but by unlucky circumstances. Their actions just
happened to be the consequence of their unfortunate physical history. Their
“dominoes” fell in a particular, specific order, resulting in the commission
of a burglary; my “dominoes” fell in a particular, specific order, resulting in

my making their arrest. They were no more blameworthy for their
“domino” sequence than I was praiseworthy for mine.
Paul, Sandy, and I cannot be held responsible for the deterministic,
physical sequence of events in our pasts (including the physical-brain
events preceding our activity on the day of the burglary), and we cannot be
held responsible for the laws of nature governing these events.7 In a world
like this, how could two of us be condemned while the other is
commended?
In fact, if all our actions are dictated by prior physical events (i.e., brain
events), we could hardly describe them as morally “good” or “bad” at all.
Paul’s and Sandy’s actions (like my own) were outside of their control. Our
actions were simply what they were: no more morally right nor wrong,
good nor bad, correct nor incorrect than any other unintentional, inevitable
event in nature.
Worse yet, if physical determinism is true, our futures are also fixed and
predetermined. Both the events of the past and the events of the future are
part of the same inflexible physical sequence of cause and effect governed
by material laws. Human beings, if they are nothing more than purely
physical entities, are subject to the same unyielding laws of nature
governing every other physical object in this inflexible sequence. Paul’s and
Sandy’s unintentional, inevitable, uncontrollable actions were dictated by
prior events, and their future actions (as they served their jail sentence)
were just as fixed and determined.8
If determinism is true, our efforts to rightly praise or blame the actions of
ourselves or others seems a nonsensical endeavor; our efforts at justice
seem equally pointless. Perhaps this is why the Supreme Court has rejected
determinism and cited free will as the foundation of our legal system. In
1978, the Court, deciding against a defendant in an appeal related to the
defendant’s sentencing, expressed the important relationship between free
will and any effort to seek justice. The Court said “a deterministic view of
human conduct” was “inconsistent with the underlying precepts of our
criminal justice system.” In fact, the Court described “belief in freedom of
the human will and a consequent ability and duty of the normal individual
to choose between good and evil” as the “‘universal and persistent’

foundation stone in our system of law, and particularly in our approach to
punishment, sentencing, and incarceration.”9
If determinism is true, our physical pasts and the laws of nature are the
only true reasons why we do what we do. We might commit a crime, but we
are not personally the real cause of our criminal actions. We might be
responsible, but we are not morally responsible.10 Our legal system might
decide to lock us up to prevent the commission of additional crimes, but we
could not rightfully say this decision to incarcerate is a judgment against
our moral decisions. After all, if determinism is true, we are not the
ultimate source of these actions in the first place. If free will is an illusion,
we need to admit our legal system is misguided.11
Here, then, is our dilemma: We live in a physical universe in which
natural laws act on matter over time, yet we have the persistent, practical
experience of making what appear to be free choices as we love, reason,
and make moral judgments. We also condemn or praise one another as
though our choices and decisions are our own. How are we to reconcile the
material, deterministic nature of the universe with our own experience of
free will and responsibility?

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
CAN NATURALISM EXPLAIN OUR EXPERIENCE OF
FREE WILL AND OUR INCLINATION TO PRAISE OR
BLAME?
In an effort to explain free will while staying “inside the room” of a purely
physical, material universe, naturalistic philosophers typically take one of
two approaches. Some try to reconcile free will with determinism to retain
the human inclination to praise or condemn specific actions and hold people
responsible.12
Others attempt to deny free will to minimize
the importance of this freedom entirely. But in
order for these explanations to be adequate, they
A Tool for the Callmust be supported by the evidence, maintain the
Out Bag:
correct definitions related to the data, and avoid
HOW DOES A
DEFINITION INFLUENCE
logical
contradictions.
Unfortunately,
THE WAY A CASE IS
explanations from “inside the room” fail in one
DEFENDED?
(or more) of those three areas.
Defense attorneys in criminal
cases defend their clients
based on the definition of the
crimes for which they are
accused.
Murders,
for
example, are differentiated
and defined in the following
way:
First-Degree
Murders:
premeditated,
intentional
killings
committed
with
malice aforethought.
Second-Degree
Murders:
unplanned,
intentional
killings
committed
with
malice aforethought; or a
death caused by a reckless
disregard for human life.
Defense attorneys defend
clients accused of murder
based on these definitions
provided in states’ penal
codes. If attorneys could
change the definitions of

IS OUR DEFINITION OF FREE
WILL INCORRECT?
As we’ve seen in other efforts to change
important definitions to stay “inside the room”
for an explanation, some philosophers simply
redefine the concept of free will. Philosopher
Harry Frankfurt, for example, accepts that our
basic (“first-order”) desires (such as the desire to
eat a hamburger or read this book) may be
dictated by physical, material processes in our
brains. If we agree with these desires (our
approval is described as a “second-order”
desire), this agreement could, according to
Frankfurt’s view, be described as “free will.”
But Frankfurt’s “hierarchal” description of
decision making doesn’t seem to accurately

murder, it would make their
job a lot easier. In a similar
way,
philosophers
and
scientists defend the existence
of free will based on accepted
definitions. If they could
change the definition of free
will, it would make their job a
lot easier.

describe our real decision-making experiences.
Few of us are aware of our self-evaluation of
every “first-order” desire. More importantly,
how can we freely agree with our physical
impulses in the first place? This appears
logically inconsistent if we’re going to stay
“inside the room” of a purely materialistic
universe. If physical processes determine our
foundational wants and desires, and we are only physical beings, why
would we think our responses to those desires would not also be determined
by physical processes?

DID FREE WILL SIMPLY “EMERGE”?
When a property appears surprisingly and spontaneously in a system
(unpredicted by the laws governing the individual parts of the system), it is
said to have “emerged.” Some philosophers and scientists think free will
simply “emerges” from the deterministic universe in which we live.
The problem, of course, is in understanding how this could be so,
evidentially. There is simply no evidence to support this mysterious
concept. For this reason, emergence has been largely dismissed by
neuroscientists. Emergence (as an explanation for free will) concedes the

dualistic nature of the mind and the brain (one emerges from the other) but
tries to explain it as a consequence of the laws of physics and chemistry
within the material universe. This is also logically inconsistent, however,
since nonmaterial explanations are not available unless we are willing to
step “outside” the parameters of a material universe.

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW ARE WE TO
DISTINGUISH BETWEEN
WHAT IS TRUE AND
WHAT WE THINK IS
TRUE?
In
every
criminal
investigation, detectives have
to ask the question, Is my
conclusion about the crime
true, based on the evidence I
have; or is my conclusion just
what I believe is true, based
on my limited understanding

CAN WE ATTRIBUTE FREE WILL TO
QUANTUM PHYSICS?
At atomic and subatomic scales (quantum
levels), particles do not behave predictably (as
do larger material objects). In some ways,
quantum particles appear to be altogether
indeterministic.
If these quantum particles are the tiniest, most
foundational building blocks of the universe, is
it possible their indeterministic nature might
explain why we experience free will? No.
Quantum theories are varied and plentiful, and
given the evidence we have so far, scientists still

(or
lack
evidence)?

of

additional

If my observations related to
the crime scene seem
surprising, for example, I may
have
to
consider
the
possibility I lack the evidence
needed to explain my
observations.
In a similar way, physicists
making observations at the
quantum level have to ask
themselves, Is my conclusion
about the nature of the
subatomic world true, based
on the evidence I have; or is
my conclusion just what I
believe is true, based on my
limited understanding (or lack
of additional evidence)?

aren’t certain there isn’t a layer of determinism
underlying quantum mechanics. But even if
physics at the quantum level is truly
indeterministic, this still wouldn’t explain our
experience as free agents. If the events in our
brains are indeterminate and random at their
most foundational level, how could we ever trust
our thoughts as our own? How would we know
if we were the source of our thoughts or if they
simply popped into our heads as indeterminate
quantum events?13

SHOULD WE REJECT THE EXISTENCE, NECESSITY, AND
IMPORTANCE OF FREE WILL?

Some strict determinists, such as Sam Harris, reject free will altogether and
describe it as an illusion. While this approach is certainly logically
consistent with a deterministic worldview, it doesn’t adequately account for
the evidence of our own experience. If determinists such as Harris hope to
convince us that free will is an illusion, they are going to need some
evidence to do so rather than simply relying on their philosophically natural
presuppositions (we’ll examine their evidence from neuroscience in the
next section).
Denying the existence of free will has a consequence. In my profession,
law enforcement, much has been written about the rehabilitative role of our
correctional facilities. If those who commit crimes don’t actually have the
freedom to change, rehabilitation is impossible. Free will is so foundational
to our daily lives, we often take its importance (and its very existence) for
granted. But before we jettison the notion of free agency, we might want to
look for a better explanation.
Efforts to stay “inside the room” of the natural universe for an
explanation (by redefining what we mean by “free will,” embracing it as the
product of emergence, attributing it to quantum physics, or simply denying
its existence) fail to provide us with an adequate explanation for the
freedom we all experience as conscious, thinking humans. If the
explanation for free will isn’t found “inside the room,” maybe it’s time to
look outside.

Searching “Outside the Room” for an Explanation:
IS THERE ANOTHER CAUSAL EXPLANATION IN OUR
UNIVERSE?

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW MUCH EVIDENCE
DOES IT TAKE TO
REFUTE EYEWITNESS
TESTIMONY?
When an eyewitness makes
an observation and reports it
to an investigator, evidence is
typically required if we hope
to refute his or her testimony.
When several witnesses report
the same observation, the
level of needed evidence rises
dramatically.
All of us, as humans,
witness our own free wills as
we make decisions and freely

Some
philosophers
reject
deterministic
explanations for free will and offer an
alternative. They believe the strict, physical,
causal theory of action and the determinist view
of control are not completely accurate. Instead,
they believe a different kind of control (and
liberty) is needed to account for our experience
of free will.
For determinists, the only kind of causation
occurring in the universe is “event-event”
causation. Only events cause things to happen
(e.g., the synapses firing in your brain cause you
to act in a specific way). But many philosophers,
although they accept the existence of eventevent causation when it comes to physical
objects in the natural world, believe persons are
different. There is a third explanation beyond

choose actions. If our
collective
eyewitness
observations are to be refuted,
the evidence to the contrary
will have to be overwhelming.
If it isn’t, we can reasonably
trust our observations.

determinism or indeterminism: it’s called selfdeterminism.14 Persons are agents who are
capable of acting as first causes. We are not
bound by the causal laws of physics when it
comes to our thoughts and wills, and we are not
at the mercy of random, indeterminate forces.
Paul and Sandy, for example, as unmoved
movers, had the power to act freely as the “ultimate originators of [their]
actions.”15
There are many reasons to accept this view of free agency. Most
importantly, it matches our daily experience. We live as though our
decisions are our own, and we see the causal connection between our
independent thoughts, our actions, and the resulting consequences. This
view of agent causation accurately describes our experience as humans.
In addition, our ability to deliberate about our decisions and ponder the
options before acting presupposes we have the freedom to think
independently from deterministic physical processes. If you are deliberating
about this chapter, you’ve already demonstrated the strength of this view of
free agency.
Finally, we are inclined to praise and blame
people for their actions, and this innate
inclination is dependent upon our freedom to
make choices without physical restriction. For
Expert Witness
this reason, agent causation also makes sense of
Profile:
our intuitive (and appropriate) desire to assign
RODERICK CHISHOLM
personal responsibility.
Roderick Chisholm was a
Free agency cannot be explained, however, if
philosopher,
author,
and
professor
at
Brown
we are limited to processes and systems “inside
University. He defended the
the room” of the deterministic, material
existence of free will and
universe. Like consciousness, free will points to
rejected the possibility free
will could exist in a
a source “outside the room.” But such an
deterministic universe. He
explanation does not come without objections
argued an action is the result
from those who point to the brain experiments
of free will only if an agent
acts because of a choice and
we described earlier. Do Benjamin Libet’s and
this choice cannot have been
John-Dylan Haynes’s brain experiments

caused by
preceding it.

other

events

disprove the existence of free will (and,
therefore, eliminate the need for an external
Chisholm’s
work
is
explanation)?
referenced on page 276.
No. There are
several ways to
interpret
these
experiments,
and
Conduct a
given the location in
SECONDARY
INVESTIGATION
the brain where this
If you’re interested in digging
activity is located, it
deeper, turn to the Secondary
now appears these
Investigation on page 242 to
experiments
are
examine
additional
explanations for free will.
recording the initial
planning portion of
the subject’s thought process (prior to making a choice) rather than the
choice itself. After all, Haynes recorded a seven- to ten-second gap between
the activity in these regions and the actual decision. This relatively long
period of time is far more consistent with conscious (or unconscious)
planning than conscious choosing, given that we typically plan long before
we act. Scientific experiments have yet to provide the evidence necessary
for us to abandon our own eyewitness experience as free agents.

THE “BOTH-AND” NATURE OF CRIMINAL
RESPONSIBILITY
Criminal courts in America recognize the dual nature of human beings.
Courts consider a defendant’s ability as a “practical reasoner”—his or her
ability, given a normal functioning brain, to make decisions and cause
actions.
Courts, therefore, recognize the role of the physical, material brain in this
decision-making process. In fact, if the defendant’s brain has been damaged
by a lesion, injury, stroke, or neurotransmitter disorder, he or she may be
considered less culpable based on diminished capacity.
But courts also recognize the role of the nonmaterial mind and the free
will of defendants. To suggest a defendant is able to “practically reason”
through a series of decisions implies he or she is able to choose between
competing options and to reason toward a wise and moral choice.

In addition, criminal courts are interested in establishing a defendant’s
mens rea (evil intent), before assigning guilt or responsibility. This also
implies freedom on the part of the defendant to decipher right from wrong.
The self-deterministic nature of humans is recognized by our criminal
justice system, even as it acknowledges the role of the physical brain.

We needn’t reject the role of the material brain entirely to infer
reasonably the nonmaterial existence of free will and mind. It’s the
relationship between these two entities we must continue to investigate. Do
our material brains cause the illusion of nonmaterial mind and free agency,
or do our nonmaterial minds act freely and utilize material brains to signal
and affect our decisions and actions?
The difference between these two possibilities is critically important to
me as a detective. Am I in the business of holding people responsible or
simply in the business of caging people who have the “wrong” kind of
brain? Am I part of a larger correctional or rehabilitative process, or am I
simply a utilitarian captor? Can I offer hope to those I arrest (as if they
could freely change the direction of their lives), or should I simply confine
wrongdoers without the expectation of true, unrestricted transformation?
I believe I have been acting appropriately over the years, serving as part
of a larger legal system, holding people responsible, encouraging their
rehabilitation, and offering the hope of transformation. But all of this is only
possible if I account for personal freedom and responsibility by looking for
a source “outside the room” of the natural, deterministic universe.

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
MORAL RESPONSIBILITY, TRANSFORMATION, AND
THE BEST INFERENCE
In the short time I had with Paul, I empathized with his struggle and his
unfortunate upbringing. Within a month of his incarceration, I received a
letter from his sister. He wanted to stay in touch and reached out to me
through his sibling.
I spent the next four years corresponding with Paul occasionally as he
was imprisoned in a state penitentiary. Upon his release, he asked to see me,
and I’m now happy to report Paul has been able to change the direction of
his life; he’s overcome his family history and his drug addiction. He’s now
married and working with prisoners to prepare them to reenter society when
they are released.
But he’s not married to Sandy. She overdosed within a month of her
parole. Paul made good choices after his incarceration, even on days when

he was tempted by his addictive nature and the continuing struggles he has
with his family. Sandy did not make choices as wisely. Paul and Sandy are
examples of self-determinism. We are not imprisoned by our upbringing,
our genetics, or our struggles. We are free to change, chart a new course,
and hope for something better.
Like good detectives, we investigated the existence of free will by
examining personal responsibility and criminal intent, by distinguishing
between what is true and what we think is true, and by raising the evidential
bar to refute eyewitness testimony. Our common experience of free will and
our innate inclination toward praise and blame are important pieces of
evidence “inside the room” of the natural universe.
Free will is difficult to deny (unless, of course, we have the freedom to
deny it). Attempts to account for free will from “inside the room” require us
to redefine what we mean by “free will,” embrace it as the mysterious
product of emergence, or attribute it to quantum physics. None of these
explanations are adequate. If, however, free will can be attributed to an
external source capable of creating humans with consciousness and the
freedom to make personal decisions, we could adequately explain our
collective experience of free agency.
Our “suspect” profile is clearer than before.
The external cause of the universe appears to be
even more personal, given the evidence of free
Our Emerging
will. The same external cause responsible for the
“Suspect” Profile:
creation of our finely tuned universe, and the
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
origin of biological creatures displaying
Given what we know so far,
evidence of design, is also responsible for
the cause of the universe is:
conscious humans who possess free will.
1. external to the universe
If we are personal, conscious agents with the
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
ability to act freely, it’s reasonable to infer the
nonmaterial
creative cause of our existence is similar in
3. uncaused
nature and capable of causing such a reality. Our
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
suspect description is nearly complete. But as
universe
with other suspects I’ve investigated over the
5. specifically purposeful
years, I want to know more than what the
enough to produce a universe
suspect “looks” like; I want to know what the
fine-tuned for life
suspect is thinking. What is important to the

6.
intelligent
communicative

and

7. creative and resourceful
8. a conscious Mind
9. free to choose (and create)
personally

suspect? What are the suspect’s values and
motivations?
The next piece of evidence will help us
answer these important questions.

Chapter Seven

LAW AND ORDER
Is Morality More Than an Opinion?
Jesse Valdez was sweating profusely and breathing hard. I was sitting on his
back, ratcheting the second handcuff to his left wrist after a short struggle.
There wasn’t much fight left in the young man, and being fifteen years his
senior, I was relieved he was out of gas. I rolled him over and helped him to
his feet.
Jesse was known as “Smiley” to his fellow gang members, but today he
wasn’t smiling. As a member of one of the largest street gangs in Los
Angeles County—with membership exceeding ten thousand—he was used
to being chased by the police. Today, however, would likely be the last time
he would run from the authorities. We were arresting Jesse for the murder
of a rival gang member who’d made a sexually suggestive remark to Jesse’s
sister a week earlier.
I’d been working the gang detail for over a year, and I’d spent two days
searching for Jesse in this neighborhood. He was my second suspect in this
case. (Our early investigation had eliminated a prior candidate.) While Jesse
was not a resident of our community, his victim was.
According to an informant, Jesse drove into our town, found the rival
gangster who had made the suggestive remark to his sister, and beat him
brutally and methodically until he died from his injuries. Along the way,
Jesse gleefully tortured his victim. Jesse’s sister had been offended by the
victim’s words, and she was happy when Jesse told her about his
retribution. They enjoyed the crime; it was more than payback. It was an act
of entertainment.

I was a committed atheist at the time of Jesse’s arrest, but the episode
caused me to consider the moral status of Jesse’s crimes. Was Jesse morally
justified in torturing the man who had offended his sister? Jesse’s fellow
gang members certainly thought so, and Jesse later confessed he had
enjoyed committing the assault. This form of “street justice” was common
between these two sets of rivals. They obeyed a moral code all their own.
Jesse’s gang recognized the immorality of their rival’s comments but
denied the immorality of the gruesome, sadistic murder. Why? Were their
judgments simply the result of their cultural perspective? Are all moral
truths (even those we accept as law-abiding citizens) simply the product of
cultural perspective or subjective preference?
If so, which segment of the culture—and
which set of individuals—gets to decide what’s
morally acceptable?
Cold-Case
Jesse’s gang was one of a number of gangs in
Approach:
the city of Los Angeles. There is a large
HOW DO LEGAL
HIERARCHIES HELP US
criminal subculture in this part of the county,
DETERMINE THE
and Jesse’s specific culture has a set of moral
SOURCE OF ULTIMATE
decrees. But they live in a city with its own
AUTHORITY?
Police officers and detectives
municipal codes and laws. If one member of the
must learn the hierarchy of
gang is parked illegally (in violation of a city
laws in a variety of
ordinance), he’s going to get a ticket even if his
jurisdictions based on the
region in which they work:
gang thinks it was okay to park there. The
Local, Municipal Codes:
municipal code trumps the gang decree.
laws and codes created by
In addition, Los Angeles is part of the state of
local city governments. They
California, which has its own state penal code.
typically
govern
local
concerns and interests.
The criminal laws of the state, should they
Regional, State Penal Codes:
conflict with the city municipal codes, would
laws created and enforced
trump those of the city of Los Angeles.
within the borders of a state.
California is obviously part of the United States
They typically address more
serious crimes common to
of America, however, and there are many
local jurisdictions.
overarching federal laws governing criminal
National, Federal Laws:
behavior within our country. These federal laws,
statutes created by the federal
should they conflict with the state penal code,
government. They typically
address issues of interstate
would trump the laws of California.
commerce or the protection of

civil rights, or issues related
to the fair collection of taxes.
In this chapter, we’ll
examine a similar hierarchy
of moral authority in an effort
to determine if moral laws are
simply “local,” “regional,” or
“national.” If moral truths
transcend all these levels of
authority, from where might
they come?

Organizations such as the United Nations
appeal to international law when adjudicating
the behavior of nations such as the United
States. They believe these laws represent
overarching principles affecting all citizens on
the planet and, as a result, should have
precedence over the laws of individual
countries.
Where does all this end? How high does the
moral hierarchy extend?

While examining this pyramid of moral claims and judicial law, you may
have noticed three important truths:
1. The higher the authority in the hierarchy, the more overarching
and applicable the law.
2. The higher the authority in the hierarchy, the more universal the
nature of the legal obligation.
3. All of these laws, regardless of their location in the hierarchy,
represent obligations between persons. Those at the highest level
of authority advocate for laws they believe apply to all of us, no
matter who we are, where we are on the planet, or when we’ve

lived in history. We are responsible to one another as persons
possessing inherent dignity.
But do such objective moral truths and obligations really exist? Most of us
think they do.

The Evidence “In the Room”:
TRANSCENDENT, OBJECTIVE MORAL TRUTHS;
OBLIGATIONS; AND HUMAN DIGNITY
Even the most skeptical among us believe moral truth is more than simply a
matter of cultural or personal opinion. In a recent poll of professional
philosophers and philosophy students, most denied the existence of God—
yet acknowledged (or were inclined to accept) the existence of objective
moral truth.1
For many of us, the transcendent, objective nature of moral truth seems
rather self-evident.2 To “supersize” the point, all of us would agree it’s
never morally acceptable to torture babies for the fun of it. For that matter,
it’s never morally acceptable to torture anyone for the fun of it (including
the man who offended Jesse’s sister). This is a transcendent, objective
moral truth claim; it applies to all of us, regardless of who we are, where we
are on the planet, or when we’ve lived in history.
There are many similar transcendent,
objective moral truths, even though groups often
try to justify their seemingly immoral behaviors.
In California, for example, there are several
Expert Witness
legal justifications for homicide. Police officers
Profile:
can use whatever force necessary—including
MARK D. LINVILLE
deadly force—to overcome lethal resistance or
Mark D. Linville is a
to apprehend certain kinds of felons. Citizens
philosopher, professor, and
author. He wrote “The Moral
can use whatever force is necessary—including
Argument” in the Blackwell
deadly force—to stop a life-threatening attack or
Companion
to
Natural
to protect the life of an innocent person. These
Theology and is also a
contributor to Four Views of
are considered justified homicides (as opposed
God and Morality. Linville
to unjustified homicides known as murders).3
believes objective moral
truths exist and are best
explained as being rooted in

the nature of a transcendent
moral lawgiver (God).

But it’s never been legal (nor morally
acceptable) to kill someone for the fun of it. In
For more, see the Blackwell
fact, if you simply add the clarifying condition
Companion
to
Natural
Theology (2012).
“for the fun of it” to any questionable moral
behavior, you’ll discover yet another
transcendent, objective moral principle: it’s never morally acceptable to lie
for the fun of it, to cheat for the fun of it, or to steal for the fun of it. While
you might offer some appropriate defense for engaging in these behaviors,
their justification will require more than your personal enjoyment. Humans
throughout history have recognized the universal, transcendent, objective
nature of a variety of moral codes, even though some behaviors can be
defended under certain circumstances.4

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
DOES THE SPECIES OF
THE VICTIM IMPACT
THE SEVERITY OF THE
PUNISHMENT?
In California, if someone
murders a dog or cat, the
crime is considered a
misdemeanor punishable by
imprisonment in the county
jail for less than one year

In a similar way, there are a number of
transcendent, objective moral virtues accepted
by humans throughout history, even though
these are also sometimes nuanced by
circumstances.5 As Oxford scholar C. S. Lewis
said, “Men have differed as regards what people
you ought to be unselfish to—whether it was
only your own family, or your fellow
countrymen, or every one. But they have always
agreed that you ought not to put yourself first.
Selfishness has never been admired.”6
In fact, the transcendent, objective virtue of
selflessness and virtuous reciprocity finds

(California
Penal
Code
Sections 597u and 597v).

representation in nearly every historic
theological or philosophical system, usually
If someone murders a
expressed in some form of the Golden Rule.7
human, however, the crime is
considered
a
felony
Moral truths, guidelines, and obligations assume
punishable by imprisonment
the inherent dignity of human beings. We expect
in the state penitentiary for
more from one another than we do from other
fifteen years to life with a
possibility of a death sentence
species, and we recognize our obligation to treat
(187–90).
other humans with dignity and respect.
The difference in severity
We don’t hold our pets morally responsible,
between these two forms of
but we do hold one another morally responsible.
punishment is clearly based
on the difference between the
Crimes against animals are one kind of moral
two species represented by
violation, but crimes against people are far more
the victims. The penal codes
serious.
of our nation clearly treat
humans differently than other
As I completed the booking paperwork for
species of animals.
Jesse, I began to talk to him about his life and
his perspective as an active gang member. We
differed dramatically in a number of areas, especially when it came to
making moral decisions. Were either of us truly right or wrong in our
beliefs related to the dignity of humans and the immorality of torture? Was
it appropriate for me to take Jesse to jail for what I thought was immoral,
even if he disagreed? If transcendent moral truths such as “It’s never
morally permissible to torture people for the fun of it” actually do exist
“inside the room” of the natural universe, what is their source?8 How are
such moral truths grounded?
Either we can account for transcendent, objective moral truths from what
we find in the universe—space, time, matter, and the laws of physics and
chemistry—or we can’t. If objective moral truths cannot emerge from the
elements and forces “inside the room,” an external cause should be
considered.

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
CAN NATURALISM EXPLAIN THE EXISTENCE OF
OBJECTIVE MORAL TRUTHS AND OBLIGATIONS?
Is it possible to account for obligatory moral truths from “inside the room”
of the physical universe? Some philosophical naturalists think so. Their

strategies are similar to those used to explain the existence of free will,
however. Are these explanations supported by the evidence? Do they
erroneously redefine key concepts? Do they suffer from logical
contradictions? Let’s find out.

ARE MORAL TRUTHS AN ILLUSION?
Nihilists (derived from the Latin word nihil, meaning “nothing”) reject the
idea any moral claim could be either true or false. Some nihilists believe
moral statements don’t actually describe what the universe is like but
instead describe how humans feel about things in the universe. According to
“logical positivists,” if a statement can’t be verified or falsified on the basis
of observation or perception, it can’t be claimed true or false. This approach
eliminates the need to account for moral truth by simply eliminating our
ability to talk about it.
But this redefinition of truth presumes the only kinds of facts we can
examine are facts related to physical objects or events. We clearly have
access to our own thoughts, however, and these thoughts are every bit as
real as the book on which these words are printed. Surely we can’t limit the
kinds of truth we accept to claims about physical objects.

ARE MORAL TRUTHS SIMPLY BRUTE FACTS ABOUT THE
UNIVERSE?
Some philosophers recognize the existence of objective, transcendent moral
truths but simply account for them by describing them as “fixed features” of
the universe (like math facts or the laws of logic). But this approach fails to
explain the personal nature of moral obligations.
Moral truths are unique in this regard; they don’t simply describe “how
things work” between abstract objects or ideas (like math facts or the laws
of logic) but instead describe “how things ought to work” between persons.
As a police officer, I am morally obligated to my partner, my department,
and the community I serve, but I am not morally obligated to my police car
or my departmentally issued flashlight. If transcendent moral truths exist in
our universe, who is the transcendent person (or transcendent persons) to
whom we are obligated?

ARE MORAL TRUTHS A PRODUCT OF INDIVIDUAL BELIEF?

Some philosophers believe all moral truth is subjective rather than
objective. In other words, subjects (people) are the ultimate source of what
is right or wrong. According to this view (termed “moral subjectivism”),
morality varies from person to person. Moral truths are simply personal
opinions or feelings, and if there are no transcendent moral truths, there is
no need for a transcendent moral truth source.
But why should we trust our own opinions or feelings in the first place?
We’ve all known people like Jesse whose feelings about moral issues seem
unreasonable and even dangerous. Worse yet, if moral subjectivism were
true, people who disagree about the moral status of an act—as Jesse and I
disagreed about the moral status of torture—would be logically unable to
argue for the “rightness” of their positions.
On what grounds can I say Jesse is wrong, if Jesse’s personal opinion is
the basis for his moral compass? If moral truth is subjective, nothing
distinguishes what one person considers morally virtuous from what
another considers morally vile. Mother Teresa was entitled to her opinion;
Hitler to his. Neither could be said to hold a superior position if there is no
transcendent standard by which we could measure either of them.

ARE MORAL TRUTHS A PRODUCT OF CULTURE?

A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
HOW DO WE SEPARATE
CRIMINAL EVIDENCE
FROM NONCRIMINAL
PROPERTY?
In every crime scene there
exist pieces of evidence left
by the suspect and property
belonging to the victim.
Detectives have to learn how
to distinguish between the
two so they won’t mistake as
evidence
something
belonging to the victim.
If a woman is killed while
living alone, for example, and
detectives find a man’s shoe
print at the scene of the
murder, they would have good
reason to suspect the print is
evidence rather than an
artifact from the victim. The
very nature of an item may
distinguish it from the
environment in which it is
found and require us to
explain how it got there.
In a similar way, the nature
of moral truth distinguishes it
from the material, causal
nature of the universe. Why
would a material universe
contain objective moral truths
and obligations? Moral truth
is
distinct
from
the
environment in which it
exists. It requires us to
explain how it got there.

If moral subjectivism fails to adequately explain
moral truths from “inside the room” of the
natural universe, perhaps these truths can be
attributed to societies and cultures. Philosophers
who accept this view are called “moral
relativists.” They believe people groups create
their own moral codes rather than discover
them.
But if moral truth is determined by societies
and cultures, how can any one group logically
argue for the “rightness” of a moral position
over another? How do we decide which culture
is correct? Is it a matter of size? A matter of
strength? Does Jesse’s gang subculture qualify
as a legitimate source of moral truth?
More importantly, if moral truth is determined
by people groups, how many people in the
group have to agree? Must everyone agree? Is a
simple majority enough? Once the majority
decides on a moral truth claim, wouldn’t the
opposing group be considered immoral by
definition? Moral relativism denies the
“immoral” minority the chance to argue
logically against a “moral” majority, if there is
no standard transcending the majority to whom
the minority could appeal.

ARE MORAL TRUTHS HUMANSPECIFIC BIOLOGICAL FACTS?
Some philosophers, such as Sam Harris, believe
Expert Witness
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“questions about values—about meaning,
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morality, and life’s larger purpose—are really
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questions about the well-being of conscious
and author who has written
creatures.”9 Well-being (also described as
extensively on essences,
identity, and philosophy of
human “flourishing”) is, according to Harris, the
religion. His books include
purpose of our existence as human beings. Since
Causation and Universals, A
human biology transcends human culture, moral
Defense of the Given, and
Divine Intervention. Fales
truths (if they are rooted in human biology)
advocates a position known as
would also transcend culture. If people like
“naturalist moral realism.” He
Harris are correct and the well-being of the
believes objective moral
truths exist and can be
human species is the goal of human existence,
explained from “inside the
“good and bad” behaviors could be determined
room” of the universe. Fales
by their ability to achieve this well-being.10
argues our common human
nature provides the basis for
But what is Harris’s definition of well-being
objective morality.
in the first place? Is it merely survival, or is it a
See also God and Morality
particular kind of survival? Even philosophers
(2012).
who hold this view readily admit some
behaviors (such as subjugating slaves and
stealing the resources of opposing groups) can actually aid in the survival of
a people group. But these same thinkers simultaneously believe these kinds
of behaviors are detrimental to the group’s well-being. This implies,

however, there’s a right way to survive and a wrong way. Did you spot the
logical inconsistency here? Those who believe the pursuit of human wellbeing is the origin of moral truth begin with a definition of well-being
already infused with moral truth. Who gets to determine the right or wrong
way to survive or flourish? This approach to moral truth argues for
something more than mere biological survival of the fittest. It argues for a
kind of moral survival (described as “well-being”) before it has adequately
explained the source for moral truth.

If we stay “inside the room” of the natural universe to explain the
existence of objective moral truths, we’re going to have to deny their
existence; argue they’re a brute fact of the universe; or attribute them to
human individuals, culture, or biology.
These attempts to explain objective moral
truth from “inside the room” fail for a variety of
reasons. Moral obligations exist between
persons, but why do we think human persons are
Conduct a
innately worthy of such obligation? Any attempt
SECONDARY
INVESTIGATION

If you’re interested in digging
deeper, turn to the Secondary
Investigation on page 252 to
examine
additional
explanations for moral truth.

to explain objective moral truth from “inside the
room” of the natural universe will also have to
explain why humans are worthy of obligation.

Staying “Inside the Room” for an
Explanation:
CAN NATURALISM ACCOUNT FOR HUMAN DIGNITY
AND VALUE?
Why did Jesse feel a moral obligation to avenge his sister? Why would any
human feel obligated toward another human when we don’t recognize
moral obligations toward other forms of life on the planet? We seldom
hesitate to exterminate the rodents and insects in our homes, and we feel no
moral obligation toward the weeds growing in our garden. What, from a
naturalistic perspective, gives us the right to consider humans differently?
Can we stay “inside the room” of the universe to explain why humans
ought to be honored with dignity and value when we don’t afford these
considerations to other species or forms of life?
If humans are simply the product of blind physical and chemical laws,
there is no reason to believe we are anything more than the accidental
consequence of an evolutionary process. If this is the case, there’s nothing
special about us when compared to other species or forms of life in our
environment.11
To make matters worse, humans often behave
badly (as Jesse and his rivals did).12 Yet we treat
humans as though we are somehow different
A Tool for the CallOut Bag:
from other species and worthy of moral
WHAT IS THE VALUE OF
obligation. We hold humans to a higher standard
NONPHYSICAL
than we hold other species, and we view the
EVIDENCE?
actions of other animals without moral
People mistakenly think the
condemnation.
Ethicist
Richard
Taylor
only kind of evidence
admitted in criminal trials is
observed, “A hawk that seizes a fish from the
some form of physical
sea kills it, but does not murder it; and another
evidence, but this is simply
hawk that seizes that fish from the talons of the
not true. As a cold-case
detective, I’ve come to learn
first takes it, but does not steal it—for none of
everything is evidence. My
these things is forbidden.”13 If humans are just
cases typically don’t have

such physical evidence as
DNA or fingerprints to
confirm the involvement of a
particular suspect. In fact,
I’ve worked cases having no
physical evidence at all.
Behaviors are a good
example
of
nonphysical
evidence typically used in
criminal trials. Suspects may
say
or
do
something
incriminating. In addition,
jurors are allowed to consider
arguments about nonphysical,
logical inferences connecting
these
behaviors.
When
considering the “crime scene”
of the universe, nonphysical
evidences, such as the
existence of moral truth
claims and moral obligations,
are worthy of our attention.

of life on this planet?

like other animals (the unintended result of blind
physical processes), why do we consider our
actions differently than the actions of the hawks
in Taylor’s example? As William Lane Craig
noted, “To think that human beings are special is
to be guilty of speciesism, an unjustified bias
toward one’s own species.”14
Growing up, I was a fan of Star Trek. Imagine
an episode in which a superior race of aliens
from another planet invades Earth with the goal
of enslaving humans for their own selfish
purposes—not an unusual Star Trek story line.
In a scenario such as this, would we (as humans)
have a right to complain? After all, we have a
history of using horses, hunting dogs, oxen, and
a variety of other species in a similar way. How
could we argue against such treatment by a
species as superior to us as we are to other forms

Those who stay “inside the room” of the universe to account for intrinsic
human dignity and inherent human value simply cannot justify their
prejudice toward humans.

Searching “Outside the Room” for an Explanation:
ARE TRANSCENDENT MORAL TRUTHS ROOTED IN A
TRANSCENDENT MORAL TRUTH GIVER?
As David Baggett and Jerry Walls observed, “Persons with intrinsic value
and dignity seem much less likely to emerge from valueless impersonal
stuff than from the intentional hand of a personal Creator.”15
If humans were created in the image of this
Creator, our position “inside the room” would
indeed be worthy of moral obligation, and a
A Tool for the CallCreator such as this could also provide a proper
Out Bag:
explanation for moral truth. Moral obligations
HOW DO MULTIPLE
LINES OF EVIDENCE
exist between persons; if moral laws are
transcendent, it seems reasonable for us to look

POINT US TO THE
TRUTH?

for the transcendent person to whom we are
ultimately obligated.
A simple and rather obvious
Transcendent moral laws require a
principle of investigation can
be
used
to
eliminate
transcendent moral law source, and an allevidential
inferences,
powerful, nonmaterial, nonspatial, atemporal,
including inferences related to
purposeful, personal Creator would certainly
suspects.
qualify. If such a Being exists, moral truths
When two or more lines of
evidence lead to the same
would not simply be His creation or opinion;
inference, either verifying or
they would instead be a reflection of His nature
falsifying
a
particular
as an all-powerful, perfect Being (more on this
conclusion, the inference
ought to be taken seriously.
in the Secondary Investigation section).
Single lines of evidence can
Jesse wasn’t the first suspect in the murder
sometimes lead to the wrong
case for which he was ultimately arrested. In
conclusion.
A
single
informant, for example, may
fact, I worked another suspect for several days
be mistaken about his or her
prior to learning about Jesse from an informant.
information.
My first suspect, a man seen in the area by
The more lines of evidence
witnesses, was eventually eliminated based on
one has pointing to the same
conclusion,
the
more
two disqualifying realities: I could find no
confident one can be that the
reasonable motive for the killing, and there was
conclusion is sound.
no evidence at the scene connecting him to the
murder. When two separate areas of
investigation lead to the same conclusion, it’s reasonable to infer the
conclusion is true.
Naturalism fails to explain two attributes of the universe related to
objective moral truth. It cannot adequately explain the existence of
objective moral truths, and it cannot explain objective, transcendent
personal obligations. Naturalism, like my first suspect in the murder of
Jesse’s rival, can be reasonably eliminated because it fails on two counts.

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
WHAT’S THE HIGHEST AUTHORITY IN THE MORAL
HIERARCHY?
After Jesse was convicted of murder, his attorney filed an appeal to the
Second District Court of Appeal. His attorney understood the California
Superior Court in Los Angeles wasn’t necessarily the final authority in

deciding Jesse’s fate; an appeal could be made to the appellate court in our
district. Here in the United States, the Supreme Court is the highest court in
the land, with authority even greater than the authority granted our state
appellate courts. But is this the ultimate authority to which we can appeal or
to which we must answer?
There are good reasons to believe the highest authority in the moral
hierarchy isn’t located in the Los Angeles County courtrooms; the Second
District Court of Appeal, also located in Los Angeles; or in Washington,
DC, where the Supreme Court convenes every October. In fact, it’s
reasonable to believe the highest authority in the moral hierarchy transcends
these locations along with every other location “inside the room” of the
universe.
By examining legal hierarchies to determine the source of ultimate
authority, separating evidence from what belongs at the “crime scene,”
recognizing the value of nonphysical evidence, and using multiple lines of
evidence to point us to the truth, we investigated the existence of
transcendent, objective moral truths. Moral realities of this nature cannot be
summarily dismissed as illusions or brute facts about the universe. They
also can’t be explained from “inside the room” by appealing to some form
of moral subjectivism or moral relativism.
And, as we have demonstrated, objective moral truths are not simply facts
of biology determined by the goal of “well-being” or “human flourishing.”
The objective moral laws of the universe are overarching and universally
applicable. They bind us in obligation to do what is right, good, and loving,
and they are ultimately tied to a personal authority located “outside the
room.”

The benevolent author of these laws is the same first cause of the
universe responsible for its beginning, the appearance of fine-tuning, the
origin of life, the appearance of design in biology, the existence of mind,
and the experience of free will. Our suspect description has grown.
Examine the profile closely. Crime scenes tell us a lot about suspects, and
the “crime scene” of the universe provides us with important details.
Our “suspect” is external to the universe, nonspatial, atemporal,
nonmaterial, and uncaused. The “suspect” is powerful enough to create
everything we see in the universe and purposeful enough to fine-tune the
universe for life. The “suspect” is intelligent, communicative, creative, and
resourceful. As a conscious Mind, our “suspect” is the personal source of
moral truth and obligation. The evidence in the “crime scene” demonstrates
the existence of an intelligent intruder outside of space, time, and matter; a
Divine Intruder responsible for the evidence we cannot explain from
“inside the room.”
While everything we’ve investigated seems to point to a personal, Divine
Creator, there is still one more piece of evidence we must investigate before
we can be sure, and this final piece of evidence may change our minds

Our Emerging
“Suspect” Profile:
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
Given what we know so far,
the cause of the universe is:
1. external to the universe
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
nonmaterial
3. uncaused
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
universe
5. specifically purposeful
enough to produce a universe
fine-tuned for life
6.
intelligent
communicative

and

7. creative and resourceful
8. a conscious Mind
9. free to choose (and create)
personally
10. the personal source of
moral truth and obligation

entirely. Had there been evidence at the murder
scene disqualifying Jesse as the killer (someone
else’s bloody fingerprints or DNA, for example),
I would not have been able to arrest Jesse as the
suspect in my case. Does the last piece of
evidence in the universe similarly disqualify a
Divine Creator from consideration? Before we
can conclude this “crime scene” is, in fact,
God’s “crime scene,” we’ll have to learn about
the power and importance of exculpatory
evidence.

Chapter Eight

THE EVIDENCE OF EVIL
Can God and Evil Coexist?
Jackie Corbin was eight years old in 1980 when she was kidnapped on the
street in front of her home. Her parents were cooking Christmas dinner.
They didn’t see what happened to her, and she couldn’t hear their calls as
they desperately searched for her into the evening hours.
Two days later, officers discovered her body lying in a field north of Los
Angeles County. The crime was horrific, and it shocked our community.
Nothing like it had ever happened in our city, and the murder mobilized
everyone in our police department. Over four hundred leads were developed
in the first two weeks, and dozens of detectives worked the investigation
feverishly. A suspect, Francis Denny, was ultimately arrested.
Denny was twenty-two years old at the time—a seemingly distant (and
often quiet) loner, but acquainted with Jackie’s family. He’d been seen in
the area of the crime, and several family members suspected him. The first
detectives on the case were convinced Denny was the killer and began to
assemble a case against him.
Denny was sometimes disconnected and dispassionate in his interviews,
and this led detectives to believe he was hiding something. When they told
him the gruesome details of Jackie’s death, Denny seemed unconcerned.
Over one thousand pages of transcripts were written from those interviews,
and to this day they contain the most disturbing crime scene descriptions
I’ve ever read.
It’s difficult to comprehend how anyone could respond so calmly to these
descriptions, and I can understand why investigators suspected Denny,

given his apparently uncaring responses. But as it turned out, Francis Denny
didn’t commit the crime for which he was accused. Prior to taking him to
trial, and sixteen months after the crime was committed, detectives
eliminated him as a suspect with two forms of exculpatory evidence (see
sidebar).
First, detectives discovered a witness who said Denny told her he was
attending a movie on the day of the murder. That would make him
unavailable for the crime. This testimony didn’t deter the investigators
immediately; after all, Denny could have been lying to his friend about the
movie to provide an alibi, and detectives were unable to verify Denny’s
attendance. This first piece of exculpatory evidence—Denny’s alleged alibi
—could be interpreted in two different ways: as evidence eliminating him
from the case, or simply as behavior consistent with his nature as a young
man needing an alibi.
But a more important piece of exculpatory
evidence emerged as the crime lab slowly
examined the evidence from Jackie’s body.
Cold-Case
Denny failed to match the biological evidence
Approach:
detectives
recovered.
Forensic
DNA
WHAT IS EXCULPATORY
EVIDENCE?
comparisons were still unavailable to us at the
When
assessing
the
time, but Denny was ultimately excluded with
involvement of a particular
the blood evidence we had at our disposal (even
suspect in a crime, there are
three possible forms of
though it was relatively primitive and took
evidence related to the
months to examine). By the time we eliminated
suspect’s guilt:
Denny, over a year had passed and the trail to
Inculpatory
Evidence:
the real killer was cluttered and cold. The
evidence which tends to
confirm
the
suspect’s
murder of Jackie Corbin is still an open,
involvement in the crime.
unsolved case.
Exculpatory
Evidence:
In the many years I’ve investigated murders
evidence which indicates the
such as these, I’ve struggled to remain
defendant did not commit the
crime.
empathetic and compassionate. It’s tempting to
Irrelevant
Evidence:
become calloused to such events as a defense
evidence which is neither
mechanism. I was an atheist and this kind of
exculpatory nor inculpatory
crime was consistent with my worldview.1 Stuff
(and is likely to be excluded
from a trial).
happens, and there’s no point in trying to make

There are many forms of
exculpatory
evidence,
including testimony from
someone
supporting
the
suspect’s alibi and forensic
evidence (such as fingerprints
or DNA) eliminating the
suspect. Exculpatory evidence
may
be
direct
or
circumstantial, in the form of
testimony or in the form of
physical exhibits presented in
court.

any sense of it. Bad things happen to good
people, and bad people often get away with
murder. The universe isn’t paying attention to
the suffering and actions of insignificant beings
such as ourselves.
But my perspective toward evil began to
change when I first became seriously interested
in the evidence “inside the room” of the
universe and how it pointed to the possible
existence of a Divine Intruder. As the evidence
In this chapter, we’ll
began to point to a benevolent Creator, I initially
examine a potential piece of
suspected the stubborn presence of evil and
exculpatory evidence to see if
it eliminates the “suspect”
injustice would ultimately eliminate such a
we’ve developed so far.
Being as a reasonable suspect. It wouldn’t be the
first time exculpatory evidence eliminated
someone I thought was a good candidate: Denny was eliminated on the
basis of such evidence. I needed to know if evil was like Denny’s story
about the movie (something I could reconcile with the nature of my
suspect) or like the biological evidence at Jackie’s death scene (something
eliminating my suspect altogether).

The Evidence “In the Room”:
THE EXISTENCE OF EVIL AND INJUSTICE
Perhaps the most obvious and pervasive reality of the universe is the
existence of evil and injustice.2 Most of us, even as casual investigators,
have had personal contact with this form of evidence. If we are prepared to
look “outside the room” of the universe for a suspect to explain the seven
pieces of evidence we’ve examined so far, we must also account for the
presence of evil and injustice with this same suspect.
Exculpatory evidence often eliminates a particular candidate based on the
nature of the candidate in view. If, for example, there had been forensic
evidence at the crime scene indicating Jackie’s killer was an Asian female,
Denny would have been eliminated on the basis of his nature as a
Caucasian male. Is the evidence of evil inconsistent enough with the nature
of a Divine Creator to eliminate such a suspect from consideration?

If the Creator of the universe is powerful enough to create everything
from nothing, this Creator is most certainly powerful enough to eliminate
all imperfection, including moral imperfection.3 Such a perfectly “good”
Creator, therefore, would be a reasonable source for the moral virtues we
recognize in our universe.
But does the degree of evil we see “inside the room” contradict the nature
of a Divine Creator?4 The challenge posed by the presence of evil has been
pondered for thousands of years. An ancient form of the problem is
sometimes attributed to Epicurus:
“Is God willing to prevent evil, but not able? Then he is not
omnipotent.
Is he able, but not willing? Then he is malevolent.
Is he both able and willing? Then whence cometh evil?
Is he neither able nor willing? Then why call him God?”5
If the morally benevolent, all-powerful Divine Creator of the universe
we’ve described from the evidence in prior chapters does indeed exist, how
are we to explain the existence of evil “inside the room” of the universe?
As Epicurus first observed, such an all-powerful, morally benevolent
Being should be capable of creating a universe in which all evil is
eliminated. If evil still exists in our “crime scene,” are we mistaken about
the nature of the suspect we’ve described so far?6 Does this Divine Creator
lack the power we expect, or does the Creator lack the benevolence we’ve
described? If either case is true, the suspect we’ve profiled so far would be
eliminated from consideration.
Charles Darwin asked similar questions and was deeply motivated by
these concerns. He expressed his distress in a nineteenth-century letter,
when he wrote, “I cannot persuade myself that a beneficent and omnipotent
god would have designed parasitic wasps with the express intention of
feeding within the living bodies of caterpillars.”7
Unless we can explain how the presence of
evil is somehow consistent with the external
suspect we’ve profiled, we will have to
A Tool for the Callreconsider our conclusions about this suspect’s
Out Bag:
identity.

WHAT IS THE
RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN EVIDENCES
IN CUMULATIVE CASES?

As we begin to evaluate this exculpatory
evidence, we can look to criminal cases as an
example of the task at hand. Criminal cases are
Cumulative cases are more
incredibly complicated. My experience as a
than simply a collection of
cold-case detective has given me some insight
unrelated evidences. The
into the complexity of evidential cases,
evidences
are
typically
interconnected in complex
reasonable explanations, and causal connections
ways. Causal relationships are
in criminal investigations. I’ve found every
dependent on one another and
criminal act is the result of complex,
serve to explain one another’s
existence. When examining
interconnected circumstances contributing to the
cumulative sets of evidence,
suspect’s motive and explaining the suspect’s
look for causal connections to
actions.
understand why a crime
occurred as it did.
Jackie’s killer, if he’s like other homicidal
pedophiles I’ve investigated, experienced a
number of complex, interrelated events in his own life leading to his choice
to assault Jackie. He was likely the victim of a disturbing childhood and
upbringing of his own, and the causal factors underlying his desires and
behaviors were most certainly multifaceted. In addition, his decision to
commit this particular crime was also the result of complex causal factors.
If it hadn’t been Christmas Day, Jackie’s parents may not have asked her
to play outside while they prepared the elaborate meal, and they would most
likely have been more attentive to her actions.
The crime was also dependent on the kind of girl Jackie happened to be.
She was gregarious, agreeable, and trusting—the perfect victim for such a
crime. She may have entered the suspect’s vehicle willingly.

The successful completion of the crime required yet another complex
array of circumstances. If it had been earlier in the day, the killer would
have committed his crime in broad daylight, making it more difficult. The
killer must have possessed the perfect vehicle to commit the crime—
unremarkable and private enough to hide his activity. He may have picked a
location with which he was familiar to dispose of Jackie’s body without
being caught. The complex, interconnected circumstances, motives, causes,
and actions came together to create the ideal scenario for this crime. As a
result, it occurred without detection and remains unsolved.
When trying to explain the manner in which a crime occurs (or when
trying to make a case for the involvement of a particular suspect), we must
always be prepared to explain and illustrate the cumulative, complex,
interconnected causal factors involved. There are no easy answers. The
truth is always more complicated than we would like.
In a similar way, whatever explanation there may be for the presence of
evil and injustice in the world, it will certainly involve a cumulative,

complex set of explanations and causal factors. There will be no easy
answer. Instead, we should expect a tangled web of complexity.

Searching “Outside the Room” for an Explanation:
CAN THE PRESENCE OF EVIL BE RECONCILED WITH
THE EXISTENCE OF AN ALL-POWERFUL, ALL-LOVING
CREATOR?
When I’m investigating evidence related to a particular suspect, I consider
the relationship between inculpating evidence and exculpating evidence.
The detectives investigating Jackie’s murder weighted Denny’s interview
reactions as an overwhelming piece of inculpating evidence. In fact, they
rejected his statements to a friend about the movie because they believed
this one potential alibi could be explained, given what they had observed
with Denny.
When they finally got the results from the crime lab, however, they had to
admit there was simply no way to reconcile these results with Denny as a
reasonable suspect. In a similar way, we must consider the cumulative case
inculpating a Divine Creator (based on the origin and fine-tuning of the
universe, the origin of life and appearance of design in biology, the
existence of consciousness and free will, and the presence of objective
moral truths) and weigh these inculpating evidences against the one
potentially exculpating piece of evidence: the presence of evil and injustice.

In a case such as this, when we have multiple lines of evidence pointing
to a particular suspect, it’s reasonable to tentatively conclude we have the
right suspect, then test this suspect against the arrival of any potentially
exculpating piece of evidence.
Given the nature of Denny’s responses during the interviews, his
proximity to the crime, and his relationship to the victim’s family, the
detectives investigating Denny had good reason to believe he was the man
who killed Jackie. From this conclusion they began to test Denny in light of
additional evidence.
In a similar way, given the abundance of
evidence pointing to a Divine Creator, it’s
reasonable to conclude this is the most sensible
A Tool for the Callexplanation for the uncaused first cause of the
Out Bag:

HOW ARE WE TO TEST
A KNOWN SUSPECT?
In
every
criminal
investigation,
detectives
eventually identify the most
reasonable suspect given the
inculpatory evidence we’ve
uncovered.
When
this
happens, it’s often wise to test
the suspect against any and
every imaginable exculpatory
possibility. Defense attorneys
will eventually test the
strength of our case; it’s far
better to discover a liability
early in the investigation (if
possible) rather than in front
of a jury during the criminal
trial. For this reason, we
examine
all
exculpatory
evidence to make sure this
evidence doesn’t eliminate the
suspect we are investigating.

universe. From this conclusion we can test our
suspect in light of additional evidence. While
evil is only a single piece of exculpating
evidence relative to the many other inculpating
evidences we’ve discovered, it is not an
insignificant piece of data. Whatever
explanation we consider, it must account for the
existence of moral evil (like the evil caused by
humans), natural evil (like the hardship we see
resulting from earthquakes and tsunamis), and
pain and suffering (like the anguish experienced
by disease).8
Can these evils be reconciled to the existence
of a Divine Creator, and if so, what are the
complex, interconnected causal relationships
between the explanations?

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE
HAVE AN ACCURATE VIEW OF ETERNITY
Most of us can think of examples of young people such as Jackie and Ryan
(the young boy who was shot by his father in chapter 5) whose lives were
cut short by tragedies of one nature or another. This form of evil seems
particularly painful and unjust given the young age of the victims involved.
We all hope to live long lives without unnecessary pain or hardship. But
what if this hope for pain-free longevity was a reality for each of us? What
if we knew, in advance, we could live forever and could be guaranteed a
pain-free existence for all eternity? Would we view our current pain and
suffering differently (even if it lasted for ten to twenty years) if we knew we
would eventually experience bliss for all eternity?
If we have been fashioned by a Divine Creator who offers us life beyond
the limits of our short, material existence, this would surely change the way
we look at pain and suffering on this side of the grave, wouldn’t it? If we
are eternal creatures, all forms of perceived evil must be considered in light
of eternity.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE HAVE A PROPER
REVERENCE FOR FREE AGENCY
The vast majority of attributes and activities we
value and revere require free agency. Love
requires freedom; no true expression of love has
ever been coerced. Rationality also requires
Expert Witness
freedom; we cannot evaluate evidence and
Profile:
reason through an argument unless we have the
BART EHRMAN
freedom to choose between explanations.
Bart Ehrman is a New
Even those who deny the existence of a
Testament scholar, a professor
of religion, and an author.
Divine Creator must first have the personal
He’s written a number of
freedom to do so. Freedom is a high value for all
scholarly and popular books
of us, because without it, we would be enslaved
about textual criticism and the
history of Christianity and a
robots unable to love, hate, reason, or rebel. If
book about the problem of
the Divine Creator of the universe respects
evil: God’s Problem: How the
freedom as much as we do, we should expect a
Bible Fails to Answer Our
Most Important Question—
beautiful universe in which love and reason are
Why We Suffer. Ehrman
possible, even though hate and irrationality must
believes theistic explanations
also be tolerated and allowed (at least in this
for the problem of evil are
insufficient. He is agnostic
mortal portion of our existence). Freedom, in all
about the existence of a
its beauty, does not come without associated
Divine Creator.
dangers. Some forms of perceived evil may be
Ehrman’s work is referenced
the necessary consequence of free agency.
on page 277.
EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE
HOLD AN APPROPRIATE DEFINITION OF LOVE
We typically view evil as the antithesis of love. But our definition of love
has been deeply compromised by the way it is portrayed in contemporary
novels and movies. Love is far more than sentimentality, romance, or
affection. Parents know this better than anyone else. There are times when
the deepest, truest expression of love is some form of discipline or
correction. Hardship is a necessary part of life, especially if our Creator

loves us enough to give us the free agency required to love, reason, and
interact with one another. The existence of evil is incompatible with a
loving Divine Creator only if our definition of love is restricted to a simple,
unrealistic caricature.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE UNDERSTAND ITS ROLE IN
CHARACTER DEVELOPMENT
Loving parents are usually more concerned with
their children’s character than their comfort, and
character is developed more through adversity
A Tool for the Callthan advantage. Hard times can bring out the
Out Bag:
best in all of us, providing us with opportunities
WHAT ARE WE TO DO
WITH UNANSWERED
to help those in need, rise to the occasion, and
QUESTIONS?
come to the rescue. Valor is seldom displayed in
Every criminal investigation
times of fortune, good health, or success. Some
results
in
unanswered
questions. In fact, prosecutors
forms of perceived evil may simply be an effort
typically ask potential jurors
on the part of a Divine Creator to develop the
if they will be able to render a
character of His children with eternity in mind.
decision even if they still have
a few such questions. If
you’re the kind of person who
has to know every detail
before you can make a
decision, you’ll never be
placed on a jury. There are no
perfect cases; every case
presents a quandary of one
nature or another. The
important issue is: Do we
have enough evidence to
come to a verdict in spite of a
few unanswered questions?
Unanswered questions need
not
prevent
us
from
determining truth.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE
RECOGNIZE ITS POWER TO DRAW US
In desperate situations, many people consider
life beyond the material universe for the very
first time. Tragedy has a way of redirecting our
thoughts and pointing us to a life beyond the
limits of our present experience “inside the
room.” If there is a loving, Divine Creator who
has designed us for an existence beyond the
grave, it might not be unreasonable for this
Creator to use hardship to refocus those of us
who haven’t been paying attention. When we come to the end of ourselves,
we often start looking for something (and someone) “outside the room.”

Some forms of perceived evil may simply be evidence of a loving effort to
point us in the right direction.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE ACCEPT ITS EXISTENCE
AS A CONSEQUENCE
Sometimes our suffering is simply the result of bad choices on our part, and
it’s not always easy to see how our prior choices eventually cause such
suffering. There are times when choices we made years earlier eventually
catch up with us. In my line of work, poor choices often lead to the
intervention of the criminal justice system. My arrestees ultimately end up
paying for their prior bad decisions.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE ACKNOWLEDGE OUR
LIMITED UNDERSTANDING
But even with these prior explanations in mind,
there are times when suffering seems entirely
inexplicable. I’ve seen this repeatedly in the
cases I’ve worked. Why do bad things happen to
Conduct a
SECONDARY
good people? Why do people sometimes get
INVESTIGATION
away with murder?
If you’re interested in digging
I’ve never investigated a case in which I was
deeper, turn to the Secondary
able to answer every possible question a juror
Investigation on page 263 to
examine
additional
might ask. In fact, the majority of my cases have
explanations for the existence
been successfully prosecuted in spite of a
of evil.
number of unanswered questions. If there is a
vastly superior Divine Creator, we shouldn’t
expect to understand every motive, every thought, or every set of concerns
in the Creator’s mind. One thing is certain, however: the answers will
involve the entire complex web of causal factors and relevant issues we’ve
described so far in this chapter. Consequently, some forms of perceived evil
may have to be patiently endured, given our limited perspective and the
complexity of the issues involved.

CONNECTING THE EXPLANATORY DOTS
There are many reasonable ways to reconcile the presence of evil with the
existence of an all-powerful, all-loving Divine Creator. But remember what
I said about the explanatory complexity of such an effort. For every act of
evil we try to explain, we can begin by visualizing the potential causes as a
cumulative case:

This simple diagram illustrates the dilemma each of us faces when trying
to offer a simple explanation for the problem of evil. No single explanation
will account for every act of evil. There are often several causes involved in
explaining any given episode of suffering.
But it’s even more complicated than that. Every act we investigate must
engage all of these potential explanations in their proper proportions to one
another, with their proper connections to one another, and with their proper

relationships to the lives of every other human with whom we interact. This
is difficult enough when examining the motives of a killer at a fixed point in
history (as the previous explanatory diagram for Jackie’s murder
illustrates), but it’s nearly impossible when examining why a Divine
Creator might allow evil or injustice in the dynamic, ever-changing world
involving millions of free creatures.
Why would a benevolent Divine Creator allow Jackie to be murdered?

The answer involves a complex web of explanations. Human free agency
was obviously a significant factor: if free agency is to be revered and
respected above all else, evil of this nature should be expected. But, if a
Divine Creator exists, such evil must be evaluated in light of eternity.
Whatever Jackie suffered in those moments prior to her mortal death, they
must be considered in the context of her eternal life beyond the grave.
Given the nature of this eternal life, it is difficult to know how this act

ultimately contributed to the character and focus of those who knew Jackie
and eventually worked hard to help other victim families.
We can’t predict the future causal relationships resulting from this change
in their character, or know how many future acts of evil were suppressed by
the impact this event had on our community and the families involved. In
my casework, I’ve repeatedly worked with surviving family members as
we’ve investigated, arrested, and prosecuted the suspects who murdered
their loved ones. I’ve seen their belief in a Divine Creator actually deepen
as they’ve navigated life after the tragedy. Today, their lives continue to
inspire others, and their strength has encouraged many to consider the
existence of a Divine Creator for the first time. As with every case I’ve
worked, the interconnected complexity of causal factors behind each act of
evil is difficult to understand, but the answers are even more difficult to
apprehend if we attempt to factor in the future consequences of this crime
on Jackie’s family and friends (or even on Jackie in eternity). Only a Divine
Being could know what good might eventually outweigh the evil Jackie
experienced.

Staying “Inside the Room” for an Explanation:
CAN NATURALISM ACCOUNT FOR EVIL IN THE FIRST
PLACE?
I’ve had the privilege of working with some of the best prosecutors in the
state of California. The very best, in my opinion, is Los Angeles Deputy
District Attorney John Lewin. We’ve been working cases together for
nearly twenty years, and we’ve faced some of the finest defense attorneys in
the county.
Most recently, we investigated and tried a cold-case homicide in which
Robert Shapiro (of O. J. Simpson fame) defended our murder suspect. The
trial occurred in Los Angeles over the course of several weeks, and the
defense team called a number of witnesses in an effort to demonstrate their
client’s innocence. None of these witnesses were effective. In fact, John
Lewin systematically rebutted each and every one of them during his crossexamination. Some of these witnesses were caught in lies. Others
eventually agreed publicly with our conclusions related to the guilt of the

defendant rather than with the defense’s conclusions related to the
innocence of the defendant.
When this happened in front of our jury, Shapiro’s defense witnesses
unwittingly became our best possible prosecution witnesses. There are
times when what seems like an asset to one side of the argument becomes
an asset for the other.
In a similar way, while the existence of evil might at first appear to be a
strong evidence against the existence of an all-powerful, all-loving Divine
Creator, it may actually be the best possible evidence for the existence of
such a Being. In my effort to describe why evil is, in fact, evidence of the
Creator’s existence, I’ve yet to find a description as clear and evocative as
that of C. S. Lewis:
My argument against God was that the
universe seemed so cruel and unjust. But
how had I got this idea of just and unjust? A
man does not call a line crooked unless he
Expert Witness
has some idea of a straight line. What was I
Profile:
comparing this universe with when I called
C. S. LEWIS
it unjust? If the whole show was bad and
C. S. Lewis was a novelist,
senseless from A to Z, so to speak, why did
poet, Oxford and Cambridge
academic,
and
Christian
I, who was supposed to be part of the show,
apologist. He wrote several
find myself in such violent reaction against
books as a lay theologian,
it? A man feels wet when he falls into
including The Problem of
Pain. Lewis became a theist
water, because man is not a water animal: A
as a young man and wrote
fish would not feel wet. Of course I could
poignantly about the problem
have given up my idea of justice by saying
of evil as he reconciled its
existence with the nature of
it was nothing but a private idea of my own.
an all-powerful, all-loving
But if I did that, then my argument against
Divine Creator.
God collapsed too—for the argument
Lewis’s work is referenced
depended on saying that the world was
on page 278.
really unjust, not simply that it did not
happen to please my private fancies. Thus
in the very act of trying to prove that God did not exist—in other
words, that the whole of reality was senseless—I found I was

forced to assume that one part of reality—namely my idea of
justice—was full of sense.9
Unless, as Lewis suggested, we are prepared to dismiss evil as nothing
more than whatever fails to please our “private fancies,” we’re going to
need a transcendent “straight line” by which to evaluate the “crookedness”
of evil. Unless there is a transcendent, Divine standard of “straightness,”
evil is simply a matter of opinion. If this is the case, we can eliminate evil
tomorrow. All we have to do is change our opinion of it.

“Inside the Room” or “Outside the Room”?
CAN INTERNAL EVIL EXIST WITHOUT AN EXTERNAL
SOURCE FOR GOOD?
As much as we might like this to be the case, we can’t eliminate evil “inside
the room” of the universe by simply changing our minds. That’s because the
very standard of goodness we contrast with evil doesn’t come from “inside
the room” in the first place.
We’ve assessed exculpatory evidence, identified the connected
complexity of cumulative cases, tested a known “suspect,” and learned the
importance of accepting unanswerable questions. As a result, we’ve come
to recognize a simple reality: True evil requires a source of transcendent
righteousness, a source for goodness transcending the universe and
everything in it. Evil “inside the room” can be reconciled with the existence
of an external suspect and, in fact, requires an external standard of
benevolence for its existence. The very existence of evil is evidence for
God.

Our Emerging
“Suspect” Profile:
WHAT IS THE NATURE
OF OUR “SUSPECT”?
Given what we know so far,
the cause of the universe is:
1. external to the universe
2. nonspatial, atemporal, and
nonmaterial
3. uncaused
4. powerful enough to create
everything we see in the
universe
5. specifically purposeful
enough to produce a universe
fine-tuned for life
6.
intelligent
communicative

and

7. creative and resourceful

We’ve examined eight forms of evidence in
four categories as we’ve slowly developed our
“suspect” profile. We investigated what many
skeptics believe to be the most damaging piece
of exculpatory evidence (the persistent presence
of evil and injustice) and found it to be one of
our best pieces of inculpatory evidence.
As a result, we can now add one last
characteristic to the “suspect” profile. The
external uncaused first cause of the universe is
nonspatial, atemporal, and nonmaterial. It is
powerful enough to create everything we see in
the universe and purposeful enough to produce a
universe fine-tuned for life. This first cause, as a
conscious Mind, is intelligent, communicative,
creative, and resourceful. It is the personal
source of moral truth and obligation and the
standard for good by which we define evil.
Our suspect is in view. Now it’s time to act.

CLOSING ARGUMENT
Make a Decision and Make It Now
“Get in there, knucklehead!”
Alan Jeffries was even grumpier than usual. None of us had slept in over
thirty hours, and our suspect, Timothy Bernard, refused to talk to us about
his relationship with Richard Matthews. We arrested him for Richard’s
murder nonetheless. Alan was frustrated with Bernard’s arrogant defiance;
he slammed the door of the holding cell after booking him for the homicide.
“Can’t wait to see the expression on your face when the jury convicts
you, Mr. Bernard.” Alan gathered the booking forms and headed to the
watch commander’s office to have them signed.
Alan’s observations at the crime scene made the arrest possible. When
there’s evidence someone outside the room is responsible for what
happened inside the room, the reasonable inference of homicide must be
investigated. We interviewed several friends and business partners and
eventually identified Bernard as a professional associate of our victim.
Richard Matthews had cheated Bernard out of approximately $40,000.
Bernard had been sending threatening texts, and the argument escalated
until Bernard’s pride got the better of him.
We wrote a search warrant for Bernard’s home and discovered shoes
matching the prints in Richard’s house (they also matched the impressions
in the mud). In addition, we discovered more of the bullets he used in the
pistol we found in Richard’s house. In the weeks to come, our CSI and
crime lab personnel would also match Bernard to the fingerprints and DNA
at the scene.

The case against Timothy Bernard began when we determined Richard’s
death was not accidental, the result of natural causes, or an act of suicide.
The evidence for an outside intruder was compelling, and the evidence
supporting an inside cause—such as an accidental, natural, or suicidal death
—was insufficient. The evidence “inside the room” pointed to someone
“outside the room.”

In addition to this, we were able to determine something about the nature
of our external suspect from the evidence in the crime scene. The texts on
Richard’s phone, the shoe prints and bullets at the scene, the additional
rounds we discovered in Bernard’s home, and the fingerprints and DNA at
the scene identified Bernard and revealed something about his motive and
nature.
After identifying the evidence “inside the room,” we were able to
determine Richard’s house was a crime scene rather than simply a death
scene. After examining the nature of this evidence, we were able to identify
the most reasonable suspect: this was Timothy Bernard’s crime scene.

If we take a similar approach to the evidence we find in the universe, we
can determine if it is simply the result of “accidental,” unguided, or
“natural” causes, or if it is the result of something more intentional. As it
turns out, the evidence for an outside intruder is compelling and the
evidence supporting an inside cause (involving only matter and the laws of
physics and chemistry) is insufficient. The evidence “inside the room”
points to someone “outside the room.”

Take a close look at the cumulative evidence pointing to the existence
and involvement of an external suspect. Our case is based on far more than
the failure of natural explanations “inside the room.” We’re not inferring
God’s existence simply on the basis of a negative case against naturalism.
Instead, we’re inferring supernaturalism on the strength of a positive case,
given the cumulative evidence. In fact, the universe displays the very
characteristics we would expect to find if it had been created by the Divine
suspect we’ve described in our profile.

Many of the evidential principles we’ve discussed in prior chapters are
useful at this point in our investigation. The diversity-certainty ratio
described in chapter 1 highlights the strength of our inference: the eight
facts we examined are from four unrelated categories of evidence.
The importance of separating what’s reasonable from what’s imaginable,
described in chapter 2, is also of value at this point: the existence of an
external cause is more than simply possible; it is the most reasonable
inference given the evidence “inside the room.”
The strength of the case isn’t dependent on any single item of evidence
but instead is assembled from the cumulative set of facts, as we described in
chapter 4.
Our case is built on more than simply physical evidence; it is also formed
from nonphysical evidences in the universe, as discussed in chapter 7.

Finally, a careful and cautious examination of exculpatory evidence, as
described in chapter 8, also failed to diminish the strength of our case.
Along the way, you may have noticed something about the explanations
offered for the evidence we’ve examined in the universe. The explanations
from “inside the room” are varied and contradictory. Cosmological models
conflict with one another, and scientists argue against one another
vigorously. Explanations for the origin of life are even more diverse and
conflicting, as are the theories related to consciousness, free will, and moral
truth.
The best philosophers and scientists cannot agree on how to explain these
phenomena from “inside the room”; each believes the other’s proposal is
inadequate or incorrect.

I’ve seen something similar in my criminal trials. Defense arguments
sometimes encourage jurors to consider a variety of alternative possibilities.
These alternatives seldom agree with one another, but they do offer jurors
alternatives to the case presented by the prosecution. The varied defense
explanations typically cannot explain the evidence as thoroughly (nor as
completely) as the defendant, however. His involvement accounts for the
evidence in a unified and compelling manner.
In a similar way, the external “suspect” we’ve offered from “outside the
room” of the universe addresses the evidence we see “inside the room” in a
unified, thorough, and compelling manner:

A “THEORY OF EVERYTHING”
Scientists and physicists have been searching for a “Theory of Everything”
for decades. They’d like to unify theories of quantum mechanics
(explaining physical interactions at the quantum level) and the theory of
general relativity (explaining physical interactions at the macro level).
They’re looking for a single theory, a single explanation. It turns out there is
a unified explanation for everything we see (and don’t see) in our universe.
It’s not an impersonal set of physical properties or laws, however. It’s a
personal, all-powerful Divine Being.

Like other scenes I’ve investigated, we can determine something about
the nature of our external suspect from the evidence in the “crime scene.”
The cosmological, biological, mental, and moral evidence “inside the
room” points to a particular kind of external suspect who possesses specific
characteristics.
The evidence we’ve identified in the universe is best explained by an
external suspect, and given the nature of this evidence, our suspect is
clearly nonspatial, atemporal, nonmaterial, and uncaused. Our suspect is
also powerful enough to create everything we see in the universe and
purposeful enough to produce a universe fine-tuned for life.
Our suspect is intelligent and communicative, creative and resourceful.
As a conscious Mind, our suspect is the personal source of moral truth and
obligation and the standard for goodness.

Only one Being can be described in this way; only one suspect can
reasonably explain the evidence in our “crime” scene: this is God’s “crime
scene.”

THE PROBLEM WITH INTRUDERS
For some who read this book, the evidence couldn’t be clearer. For others,
the case for a Divine Intruder is still lacking. That’s the problem with
intruders: few people are comfortable with their existence. If you’ve ever
been the victim of a burglary, you know how hard it is to get comfortable in
your own home once an intruder has violated it.
For many of us who have lived successfully with a sense of autonomy
and freedom, the idea of a Divine Intruder is equally uncomfortable. Who,
after all, wants to be intruded upon? If you feel this way, you might want to
rethink any resistance you still have to the evidence for such an intruder in
our universe. Is your resistance a matter of evidential insufficiency or
simply a matter of intruder discomfort?
One way to overcome your discomfort with the idea of a Divine Intruder
is to rethink the nature of your home and the identity of the Intruder. I bet
you never think of yourself as an intruder when you come home after a day
at work or an afternoon of running errands. At your house, you are the
inhabitant, not the intruder. You can’t be an intruder in your own home.
The Divine Intruder we’ve described as the source for all the
cosmological, biological, mental, and moral evidence in the universe is the
Creator of our home. It’s His house and He’s still the primary owner and
inhabitant. In our limited, self-focused view of reality, we’ve imagined this
to be our universe, when in fact, it is His. We are His guests. We are the
ones living in the universe God created, resisting the existence of our
Creator (and landlord), and viewing Him as the intruder in our lives.
As an atheist, I was very comfortable as the captain of my own ship. My
life was fulfilling and rewarding. I had been a police officer for nearly ten
years and was used to being in charge in difficult situations. I didn’t like
intrusions, and there was no room for God in my life. I am not a theist today
because I was raised by believers—I wasn’t. I am not a believer because I
was hoping for heaven or afraid of hell—I had no sense of value for either. I
am not a theist because I was trying to fill a “void” or satisfy a “need”—I
felt none.

I believe God exists because the evidence leaves me no reasonable
alternative.
The evidence “inside the room” points to a very specific “suspect.” He’s
not a malicious intruder. Although I’ve titled this book God’s Crime Scene
(in an effort to illustrate an evidential approach to the investigation of the
universe), God hasn’t committed any crime here. In addition, God is not an
unconcerned intruder; He isn’t dispassionate about His creation.
In chapter 1 we looked at three causal questions but left the third question
about explanations unanswered: Why is there something rather than
nothing? If the first cause of the universe is an impersonal force, the
universe is simply the consequence of physics; there would be no reason for
its existence beyond these physical processes. But if the first cause of the
universe is personal—as the evidence indicates—then everything changes.
Personal agents decide to create, even when they don’t have to. Given the
nature of personal agents, it’s appropriate to ask the question: Why did God
create the universe in the first place? The evidence we’ve examined
provides us with several clues. Look, for example, at the incredible care
He’s exhibited in the fine-tuning of the universe and the detailed creativity
He’s displayed in the design of biological structures. He’s created a
universe in which love is made possible by an extravagant respect for
personal free agency, and He’s created us as more than simple material
beings subject to the evil and injustice of our brief, temporal lives.
God appears to be driven by His love for His creation. Given all the
Creator has done to fashion a home and a life for beings such as ourselves,
why wouldn’t we expect Him to be interested and involved in our daily
lives?
As it turns out, our Divine suspect is not an intruder at all; He’s the
provider, sustainer, and primary inhabitant of the universe. We are God’s
invited guests, and although it’s His house, He created it with us in mind.

INTRUDERS TURN A SENSE OF CURIOSITY INTO A
SENSE OF URGENCY
When Alan determined we had an intruder, everything changed. Our sense
of curiosity escalated into a sense of urgency. We reacted quickly, and
Timothy Bernard was in custody within two days.

Now it’s your turn. There’s more than enough evidence to determine the
identity of the “suspect” who’s responsible for the evidence in our “crime
scene,” and this case is far more important than any murder case I’ve ever
worked. The suspect in view here is God, the very Being who has given us
life. We’ve identified Him; it’s time to act decisively and with an
appropriate sense of urgency. If you’ve been merely interested in the
existence of God in the past, it’s time to turn your curiosity into action.
Jurors evaluate evidential cases every day across our country, and they
are asked to make a decision even though they don’t have every question
answered or every possible detail explained. When the overwhelming
evidence points to a reasonable conclusion, jurors make a decision, even
though the case may not be perfect.
The standard of proof (SOP) in the most critical of criminal trials is
“beyond a reasonable doubt,” not “beyond a possible doubt.” I’ve never
conducted the perfect investigation, and we’ve never presented the perfect
case before a jury. But in my career as a cold-case detective, I’ve never lost.
Jurors can’t wait for what might be discovered ten years from now. If
there’s enough evidence to make a decision, they’re asked to make a
decision.
When it comes to the case for God’s existence, there’s enough evidence.
Decide now:
If you’ve just now become interested in the existence of God, I hope this
book will begin a passionate, urgent investigation. I am not an expert
witness; I’m only a detective. So I’ve listed some of the expert witnesses
you might want to consider examining as you continue an investigation of
your own. They’re in the Case Files section following this postscript. I
would also encourage you to read the Secondary Investigation and
Investigative Case Notes at the end of this book. I’ve done my best to help
you take another step in your understanding, and I’ve cited my research to
provide you with a variety of facts and details.
If the evidence in this book has been compelling to you and you’ve
decided a Divine Creator is the best explanation for the evidence in the
universe, you’re now among the vast majority of people on our planet who
accept that proposition. But given the variety of theistic worldviews
available, which, if any of them, is true? The case for God’s existence
presented in this book might apply to a number of religious systems

positing a personal God, particularly the monotheistic traditions such as
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. I would encourage you to investigate the
claims of these systems with equal vigor.
If you’re already a believer, let me also encourage you to act with an
appropriate sense of urgency. If you’ve taken the time to share what you
love about your favorite sports team, your favorite television show, or your
favorite restaurant with the people who matter in your life—why in the
world wouldn’t you be excited enough to share what you believe about the
true nature of the universe and the Being who created it? Don’t delay. Share
the truth.
At the age of thirty-five, I began to examine the claims of the New
Testament Gospels as eyewitness accounts, and I’ve chronicled my
investigation in Cold-Case Christianity: A Homicide Detective Investigates
the Claims of the Gospels. I determined the gospel accounts to be a reliable
record of the life of Jesus. But just as importantly, I found the Bible to be an
undeniably true description of the universe in which we live. The Bible
describes the universe’s beginning and the fact it was caused by an eternal
personal Being “outside the room.”1 The Bible also describes the expansion
of our universe,2 the second law of thermodynamics,3 and the beginning of
time.4 The Scriptures describe God as the fine-tuner of the universe5 and
the “author of life.”6 He created us with minds capable of making choices.7
He is the ultimate moral authority8 and the source of righteousness by
which we define evil.9 This biblical description of God is consistent with
my observations of the universe. Another former skeptic named Paul once
said there was no excuse for those who denied the existence of God: “For
since the creation of the world His invisible attributes, His eternal power
and divine nature, have been clearly seen, being understood through what
has been made, so that they are without excuse.”10
Murder investigations go cold when the first detectives fail to act with a
sense of urgency. If they wait too long, potential witnesses are harder to
locate and evidence is destroyed before it can be recovered. Even as a coldcase detective, I have a similar sense of urgency in my secondary
investigation. If I wait too long, my witnesses or suspects may die of old
age before I can contact and interview them. To be successful, I have to
work within the lifetime of the people involved in my case.

I hope you feel a similar sense of urgency about the evidence in God’s
“crime scene.” Our temporal lives are short and often difficult. Let’s act
now, while we are on this side of eternity, to make the most important
decision of our lives. Let’s also help our friends and family to examine the
evidence “inside the room” so they can understand the true nature of the
universe and the hope we have for a life beyond the grave.
Start an investigation. Examine the evidence. Come to a verdict. Make
the case to others.

Case Files

THE SECONDARY INVESTIGATION
My cold cases are secondary investigations. The primary investigations
conducted by the original detectives either failed to produce a suspect or
failed to produce a “file-able” criminal case with the district attorney.
In the secondary investigation, I typically need to study the alternative
explanations to identify their weaknesses as I focus in on a known suspect.
The following case files examine the explanations offered by those who try
to stay “inside the room” of the natural, material universe to account for the
evidence we’ve described in prior chapters. If you’re interested in a deeper
(more academic) investigation, or are simply trying to respond to
objections, these case files are for you. Look carefully to see if the
explanations (1) are supported by the evidence, (2) attempt to errantly
redefine the facts of the case, or (3) contain a logical contradiction.

CHAPTER ONE
IN THE BEGINNING: WAS THE UNIVERSE AN INSIDE JOB?
Sometimes an interpretation of evidence is inaccurate because it begins
with an incorrect foundational idea. Theoretical physicists and cosmologists
Stephen Hawking and James Hartle have suggested this might be the case
in our investigation of the universe’s origin.
If our understanding of time is incorrect, we may be wrong about the
beginning of space, time, and matter. If that’s the case, we may be able to
stay “inside the room” of the natural universe when searching for its
original cause. In an effort to rethink the concept of time, they developed a
theory introducing “imaginary time.” While real time is visualized

directionally from the past to the future, Hawking and Hartle’s imaginary
time is conceptualized as another “direction” of time, moving at “right
angles” to real time. If we think of the history of the universe as having a
point of origin, followed by expansion, we might characterize the process
visually as a conical diagram:

Hawking and Hartle’s theory altered the shape of this cone, however,
replacing the point of origin (the “cosmic singularity”) with a rounded early
history of the universe. Instead of coming into being at a singular point in
the past, the origin of the universe is indeterminate and indefinite:1

But even this imaginary-time scenario fails to provide an infinitely old
universe. Hawking and Hartle’s cone, although it has no definitive point at
its base, would still hold a scoop of ice cream quite nicely. Any model of
time seeking to avoid a beginning results in an “open-ended” cone (a tube)
extending infinitely into the past. While Hawking and Hartle have avoided
a point, they’re stuck with a cone (of sorts). Their model fails to describe an
infinitely old universe:

Worse yet, they are dependent on the viability of imaginary time. While
this description of time offers a solution to singularities, there is little other
reason to think it is true or worthwhile. In many ways, it appears simply to

be an effort to solve the problem of cosmological singularity, even though it
lacks evidential confirmation. When imaginary time calculations are
converted back into real numbers and real time, singularities reoccur.
Hawking admitted as much: “Only if we could picture the universe in terms
of imaginary time would there be no singularities.… When one goes back
to the real time in which we live, however, there will still appear to be
singularities.”2
While imaginary-time models acknowledge the expansion (and inflation)
of the universe, their attempt to eliminate a beginning consistent with our
experience of real time is, as of yet, unsuccessful.
We’ve already examined three categories of explanations offered by those
who want to stay “inside the room” of the universe to explain its origin (see
page 29). Let’s look at these categories in more detail:

COULD THE UNIVERSE BE EXPANDING ETERNALLY?
Some scientists rejected the expansion of the universe as evidence of a
beginning. Instead, they believed the universe was in a state of eternal
expansion.
One historic version of this category of explanations was known as the
Steady State Theory. Developed in the late 1940s, this model proposed an
infinite stretching of the universe. As galaxies moved away from one
another, new matter appeared in the voids created by the expansion. The
universe (according to this theory) was continually expanding, not from a
point of beginning, but as a continuous process of stretching and “infilling.”
But this theory was not supported by any evidence, experimental or
otherwise, and it isn’t consistent with the evidence we’ve already described.
(The discovery of cosmic background radiation and the abundance of
helium are incompatible with this theory.)
Scientists were also unable to offer a reasonable mechanism explaining
the appearance of new galaxies. As a result, the scientific community has
dismissed the Steady State Theory.

COULD THE UNIVERSE BE CYCLING BETWEEN EXPANSION
AND CONTRACTION?
Given the difficulties inherent to the Steady State Theory, scientists
proposed an alternative set of explanations known as oscillating or cyclical
models. Early versions of these theories described the universe as
continually expanding and contracting over the course of eternity.
According to these theories, the expansion of the universe would
eventually slow under the gravitational attraction of its own mass, resulting
in matter flying past itself in close proximity as the universe contracted to a
region of incredible concentration. The universe would then appear to
“bounce back” from this gravitational cycle, beginning yet another period
of expansion.

But early oscillating models suffered from several evidential liabilities.
There simply isn’t enough mass in the universe to halt the expansion we
observe or to reverse it toward contraction.
In fact, redshift measurements of distant supernovas reveal the universe is
expanding faster now than it was when it was much younger. Peter M.
Garnavich, professor of astrophysics and cosmology physics at the

University of Notre Dame, said, “We cannot make much of a conclusion
from the single farthest supernova we’ve seen, but when we average it with
several others, we find, to a 95 percent level of confidence, that the density
of matter is insufficient to halt the expansion of the universe.”3
This is consistent with what we might expect given the second law of
thermodynamics. Remember, usable energy decreases over time. This
means with each successive cycle of expansion and contraction, the useful
energy in the universe would decrease, making the cycles larger and longer
over time. Now “rewind” the timeline. As we go back in time, these cycles
would be smaller and smaller until, once again, we come to a point of
cosmic singularity. For this reason, early oscillating models failed to
eliminate the beginning of the universe.

A more recent cyclical model seeks to avoid the problem posed by the
second law of thermodynamics. Known as the Cyclic Ekpyrotic Scenario,4
this model envisions the universe as a three-dimensional membrane
(sometimes called a “brane”). It exists in a five-dimensional space-time
with another similar brane.

According to this theory, these two branes approach each other in an
eternal, repeating cycle. The recurring collisions between these branes
cause the expansion we observe in our universe. So, even though our
universe is currently expanding, this expansion is not evidence of a
beginning. Instead, the expansion is simply evidence of ongoing brane
interaction.
This model is highly speculative, however, and relies on yet unproven
physical theories.5 In addition, those advocating for this model are still
unable to explain why there are only two branes in this environment and
why these two branes are so perfectly aligned. Critics of the model question
how physical information from one cycle could ever pass through to the
next and note the lack of physics explaining the “bounces” in the first
place.6
Cyclical models of the universe (both new and old) may avoid a universe
with a beginning, but they do so on highly speculative grounds and without
the strong evidential support enjoyed by the Standard Cosmological Model.
Physicist Andrei Linde admitted, for example, the Cyclic Ekpyrotic
Scenario is “very popular among journalists” but is “rather unpopular
among scientists.”7

COULD THE UNIVERSE BE PART OF A LARGER, ETERNAL
ENVIRONMENT?
Discoveries related to subatomic “virtual particles” opened up yet another
alternative explanation for researchers rejecting a cosmic beginning. Some
scientists believe virtual particles arise because of fluctuations in the energy

contained in a vacuum at the quantum level. Cosmologists, working with
this information, have proposed an infinitely old, primordial vacuum
preexisting our universe. According to this theory, energy fluctuations in
this eternal vacuum caused tiny universes to be born the same way virtual
particles pop into existence.
This process is sometimes compared to a pot of boiling water. The pot is
the primordial vacuum, and the emerging bubbles are comparable to the
universes emerging as part of a natural process. Our universe is just one of
an infinite number of universes, all of which came into existence in the
primordial environment.
But if the primordial vacuum is eternal (infinitely old), we would expect
an infinite number of universes to have popped into existence in an infinite
number of locations across the vacuum. Shouldn’t we expect these “bubble
universes” to eventually intersect or collide inside the vacuum? Shouldn’t
we have seen this kind of interaction in our own universe? Not if the
vacuum is also expanding. If the distance between universes is expanding
faster than the universes themselves, we wouldn’t see any interaction at all,
according to those who propose such a model.

But if the primordial vacuum is expanding, we still have to account for a
point of origin from which it expanded. Scientists who propose the sudden
appearance of virtual particles (or universes) from a primordial vacuum still
have to account for the primordial vacuum. Remember, according to the
Standard Cosmological Model, all space, time, and matter began to exist at
a point in the past. Nothing existed prior to this point of origin.
Theoretical physicists proposing “emergent” models have redefined the
notion of nothing by offering a primordial vacuum containing much of what
we commonly consider to be something. According to Stanford University
theoretical physicist Leonard Susskind, “The vacuum represents potential
for all things that can happen in that background. It means a list of all the
elementary particles as well as the constants of nature that would be
revealed by experiments in that vacuum. In short, it means an environment
in which the Laws of Physics take a particular form.”8 According to this
definition, the primordial vacuum is spatial, filled with particles, governed
by natural laws, charged with energy, and able to change over time.
Theoretical physicist Lawrence Krauss exemplified this inclination to
redefine the meaning of nothing. In a television interview with Stephen
Colbert, he said, “Physics has changed what we mean by ‘nothing’ …
Empty space is a boiling, bubbling brew of virtual particles popping in and
out of existence … If you wait long enough, that kind of ‘nothing’ will
always produce particles.”9
According to Krauss, if we start with an energy-rich vacuum and “wait
long enough,” matter will pop into existence. But this fails to account for
the initial existence of the spatial vacuum, the primordial particles, and the
fluctuating energy. It also fails to describe the existence and nature of time
in such an environment, given that time, as we know it, began with our
universe. In essence, Krauss, like other scientists who offer emergent
alternatives, must redefine nothing to include many of the properties we
(and the Standard Cosmological Model) commonly accept as something.
Krauss admitted as much: “It would be disingenuous to suggest that
empty space, endowed with energy, which drives inflation, is really nothing.
In this picture one must assume that space exists and can store energy, and
one uses the laws of physics like general relativity to calculate the
consequences.”10

But can we really avoid a beginning from nothing by simply redefining
nothing? When theoretical physicists behave in this way, they remind me of
my sons when they were teenagers. They would come home from school
and look in the refrigerator for something to eat. My wife always stocked
the refrigerator with healthy food, leading at least one of my sons to
proclaim, “There’s nothing to eat in the refrigerator!”

They had, of course, redefined the meaning of nothing.
While a similar approach to redefining
nothing may help theorists account for the origin
of the universe by avoiding a nonspatial,
atemporal, nonmaterial first cause, this
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CHAPTER TWO

TAMPERING WITH THE EVIDENCE: WHO IS
RESPONSIBLE?
Can we stay “inside the room” of the universe to explain the appearance of
fine-tuning in the cosmos? Physicists and cosmologists have imagined a
number of possible explanations. Let’s see which, if any, are reasonable in
light of the evidence.

IS FINE-TUNING UNREQUIRED?
Some physicists have simply denied the existence of narrow, fine-tuned
universal constants by trying to demonstrate life could emerge from
broader, less specific parameters.1 There are good reasons, however, to
reject this conclusion:
THIS EXPLANATION REQUIRES A BROAD DEFINITION OF “LIFE”
Those who think life could emerge from less specific parameters (such as
the late particle physicist Victor Stenger) must begin by lowering the bar on
the kind of life our universe might have created: “In my view,” wrote
Stenger, “life is a property that any sufficiently complex non-linear,
interacting, dissipative system will develop in a sufficiently long time. So I
will ignore those parameters that constrain life to our biology and our
biology alone.”2
If we are willing to redefine the notion of “life” (as something other than
the ability to ingest food, metabolize energy, adapt to the environment, and
reproduce), we may, in fact, be able to broaden the parameters until the
appearance of fine-tuning vanishes altogether. But we would be cheating
from the onset. When I entered Carrie’s death scene, I wasn’t interested in
the parameters necessary to cause the house to smell like gas or produce
some less lethal condition; I was interested in the conditions resulting in her
death. I couldn’t settle for anything less.
In a similar way, our investigation of the universal life scene isn’t
interested in some imaginary form of life; it’s appropriately focused on the
parameters resulting in the existence of intelligent, sentient beings capable
of pondering the evidence in the first place.

THIS EXPLANATION IGNORES THE EVIDENCE OF NARROW
PARAMETERS
More importantly, any argument against a narrow calibration of the forces
we’ve discussed flies in the face of the evidence. Physicists from a variety
of scientific perspectives agree on the restrictive nature of the universal
constants.3
Sir Fred Hoyle put it this way: “A common sense interpretation of the
facts suggests that a super-intellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as
with chemistry and biology, and that there are no blind forces worth
speaking about in nature. The numbers one calculates from the facts seem
to me so overwhelming as to put this conclusion almost beyond question.”4
The appearance of fine-tuning must be addressed and cannot be denied by
redefining life or ignoring the scientific evidence.

IS FINE-TUNING THE RESULT OF CHANCE?
Some have argued the apparent fine-tuning is simply a fortuitous accident.
From this perspective, there is no further reason to examine the issue at all.
Our universe is simply what it is; happenstance explains our existence. This
assessment of the facts also seems insufficient:
THIS EXPLANATION DISCOURAGES INVESTIGATION
Imagine what would happen if we took the same approach at Carrie’s death
scene. After observing all the “coincidences” in the foundational, regional,
and locational evidences, we walk away from the scene without
investigating further.
Would this have satisfied Helen? I doubt it. In fact, if we had attributed
Carrie’s death to chance, we never would have arrested her killer. Science,
like homicide investigations, compels us to search beyond the possibilities
of chance when the evidence warrants it. The layers of evidence pointing to
fine-tuning, according to Paul Davies, “cry out for explanation.”5
THIS EXPLANATION IGNORES THE HIGH IMPROBABILITIES
Beyond this, an appeal to chance ignores the high improbability of our lifepermitting universe. The odds against the level of fine-tuning related to
dark matter alone has been likened to 10120 to 1. Davies likened these odds

as unlikely as flipping a coin and getting heads no fewer than four hundred
times in a row. Odds this great stretch the imagination and make chance
explanations unreasonable.6

IS FINE-TUNING THE RESULT OF PHYSICAL NECESSITY?
Perhaps our universe is the way it is because the laws of physics are
inflexibly fixed. If this is the case, our life-permitting universe is a physical
necessity. But this explanation fails on several levels:
THIS EXPLANATION LACKS EVIDENTIAL SUPPORT
When we examined the evidence in Carrie’s death scene, we recognized
immediately the conditions in the house could have been different.
Physicists have examined the conditions of the universe and have come to a
similar conclusion. There is no evidence the conditions we see in the
universe are unavoidable. In fact, many physicists postulate alternative
universes with different circumstances are equally logical and possible.7 If
the laws of physics could have been different, a life-permitting universe is
not an inevitability.
THIS EXPLANATION IGNORES THE REGIONAL AND LOCATIONAL
EVIDENCE
Even if the laws of physics are rigidly fixed, this would only address the
rare relationships observed in the foundational evidence. It still fails to
explain the rare improbabilities at the regional and locational levels. A
finite universe possessing our laws of physics doesn’t necessarily result in a
life-permitting galaxy, star system, or terrestrial planet. The fine-tuning
case, like Carrie’s death scene, must be addressed at all these levels and not
simply at the foundational level of physical law.

IS FINE-TUNING AN OBSERVATIONAL PHENOMENON?
Some scientists have cited something known as the “anthropic principle” or
the “observer selection effect” to explain the appearance of fine-tuning.
Anyone who exists and inspects their environment will, of course, discover
a world encompassing whatever it takes for them to exist. If they didn’t

discover a world of this nature, they wouldn’t exist to examine it in the first
place.8 From this perspective, it shouldn’t surprise us to find life-permitting
conditions, since without them, we wouldn’t be alive to make any
observations.
THIS EXPLANATION CONFUSES OBSERVATIONS WITH
EXPLANATIONS
While an observer who exists in our universe will most certainly find it
highly probable to observe fine-tuned conditions, this does not mean it was
highly probable such a universe would exist in the first place. Imagine if, as
detectives, we had arrived at Carrie’s home and said, “We shouldn’t be
surprised to find dead bodies in a house with the windows and doors
suspiciously closed and the vents and gas lines found as they were. If the
conditions weren’t like this, no one would have died and we wouldn’t have
been called to the scene!”
How long do you think we would have kept our badges as detectives? As
investigators, we were dispatched to the scene to find out why the windows,
doors, vents, and gas lines were in their conditions. Either they were
manipulated by an intelligent being or they weren’t. Good detectives can’t
confuse observations with explanations.
THIS EXPLANATION IGNORES OBVIOUS INFERENCES
We made several observations at Carrie’s death scene. But if Carrie and her
child had not died in this scene (if they had not been home, for example),
the circumstances we observed would have been meaningless. In fact, we
wouldn’t have been called to the scene in the first place. But when the dead
bodies were discovered, the obvious inferences from our observations
compelled us to look for a better explanation.
Physicists and cosmologists studying the appearance of fine-tuning are
similarly compelled. Rather than dismiss the evidence as an observer
selection effect, they continue to search for a better explanation. In fact,
their ongoing dismissal of the anthropic principle motivates them to
propose additional scientific theories in an effort to explain the obvious
inferences.

IS FINE-TUNING A CONSEQUENCE OF PARALLEL WORLDS?
String (or “M”) theorists propose another way to explain the appearance of
fine-tuning. They suggest the existence of parallel worlds (universes). In
string theory models, a tremendous number of universes exist in different
dimensions, and all of them are invisible to us. Their properties may be very
different from our own, including their physical laws. String theorists are
searching for a “Theory of Everything” (TOE) capable of describing the
existence and nature of these multidimensional parallel universes.
THIS EXPLANATION LACKS EVIDENTIAL CONFIRMATION
Many physicists and other scientists reject string theory, citing the lack of
observational or experimental confirmation. In fact, these skeptics argue the
theory—in whatever form it finally takes—is incapable of being
scientifically verified.9
THIS EXPLANATION RESULTS IN ABSURDITIES
Like multiverse explanations (discussed in the next section), string theory
models resulting in an infinite number of coexisting universes typically
result in absurdities based on the vast number (from 10500 to infinite) of
parallel worlds they propose. Like other theories requiring an actual
infinite, string theories result in some amusing, if not preposterous, realities
(we’ll discuss these in the next section).

IS FINE-TUNING A CONSEQUENCE OF THE MULTIVERSE?
For many theorists, the multiverse has the best chance of explaining the
appearance of fine-tuning in our universe. Other explanations, such as
appealing to chance or physical necessity, offer solutions from “inside the
room” of our universe. Multiverse explanations, however, point once again
to an external causal agent: a mechanism capable of creating an incredibly
large number of universes, each with its own set of physical laws.
Most of these universes in the multiverse collection are incapable of
permitting life. Our universe, however, through “a series of cosmic
accidents,” just happens to support our existence.10 Multiverse theories

overcome the incredible odds against life (and explain the appearance of
fine-tuning) by increasing the chances of such a life-permitting universe.11
Multiverse theorists have proposed the creation of multiverses through a
number of mechanisms, most commonly by way of “eternal inflation,” or
“quantum tunneling.” Some physicists suggest the existence of an eternal,
primordial vacuum (as we discussed in the last chapter). According to
proponents of eternal inflation models, if an infinitely old vacuum has been
experiencing inflation, and the tiny bubble universes we described have
emerged, each bubble universe might have its own characteristics and
physical laws.
Other physicists (such as Alex Vilenkin) propose “quantum tunneling
from nothing” to explain the existence of an ensemble of universes without
eternal inflation. In these quantum tunneling models, diverse universes pop
into existence, because in “quantum mechanics the behavior of physical
objects is inherently unpredictable and some quantum processes have no
cause at all.”12
In both eternal inflation and quantum tunneling models, the universes
(some older than others) emerging from the vacuum coexist within the
larger multiverse. In each of these proposals (eternal inflation, quantum
tunneling, and even string theory models), the existence of a vast array of
universes makes one like ours an inevitability.
THIS EXPLANATION LACKS EVIDENTIAL CONFIRMATION
Like string theory or M-theory proposals, multiverse models lack
observational or experimental evidence. Scientists can’t access other
universes in the multiverse because they are separated within the vacuum
by too great a distance (and according to these theories, this distance is
growing).13
As a result, many scientists, especially string theorists, are suspicious
about the existence of a multiverse. Some call it a “fantasy”; others call it
“intellectually bankrupt” or a “cheap way out.” Lacking evidential support,
many physicists see the multiverse theory as deficient when compared to
efforts to find unity within the laws of physics.14
But eternal inflation models face an even greater barrier. Our expert
witness Alexander Vilenkin has already testified (along with Arvind Borde,

Alan Guth, and Audrey Mithani) against the possibility of an eternal,
uncaused, expanding vacuum. According to these experts, if inflation
(expansion) has been occurring in this vacuum, it must have had a
beginning and therefore cannot be eternal.
THIS EXPLANATION REQUIRES FINE-TUNING
If there is a multiverse vacuum capable of such creative activity, it would be
reasonable for us to ask how the physics of such an environment could be
so fine-tuned to create a life-permitting universe. As Oxford philosopher
Richard Swinburne observed, any proposed multiverse mechanism “needs
to have a certain form rather than innumerable possible other forms, and
probably constants too that need fine-tuning in the narrow sense … if that
diversity of universes is to result.”15
Eternal inflation, for example, requires a precise relationship between
cosmological constants of gravity and the other forces of quantum physics.
In other words, the vacuums proposed in multiverse models are equally
fine-tuned.16
THIS EXPLANATION RELIES ON SPECULATIVE NOTIONS OF TIME
Theorists who propose a preexisting vacuum must account for the nature of
time in this setting. All descriptions of this vacuum describe it as temporal
(with bubble universes emerging or quantum events occurring over time).
But the Standard Cosmological Model (as we described it in the prior
chapter) indicates time, as we know it, began with our universe.17
Multiverse explanations must provide an account for the temporal nature of
the vacuum lying at the core of their theory.
THIS EXPLANATION RESULTS IN ABSURDITIES COMMON TO
“INFINITES”
Like string theory models, multiverse proposals result in a number of
interesting (and disturbing) absurdities. If there are an infinite number of
universes in the multiverse collection, and there exists a remote chance one
of them could have a set of laws like ours (and a history similar to our
own), we must accept (given the infinite size of the multiverse) an infinite
number of universes resembling ours. In fact, if there’s a small chance any
of these similar universes might have precisely the same history as our own

(with someone exactly like you reading this book at this very moment),
there are an infinite number of universes precisely the same as ours in every
possible way.
The absurdity of this proposal has been noted by a number of physicists
and philosophers. Multiverse models describe an ensemble of universes
both identical and slightly different from our own. As Alan Guth admitted,
“There is a universe where Elvis is still alive.”18
The incredulity of such a proposal seems a high price to pay to
accommodate a theory yet unproven by the evidence. As Paul Davies said,
“The very notion that there could be not just one, but an infinity of identical
copies of you, leading identical lives (and infinitely many others leading
similar but not identical lives) is deeply unsettling.”19
Worse yet, if the multiverse model is true, we may not even be living in a
“real” universe at all. If there is even a small chance our universe is simply
a Matrix-like20 simulation (and this possibility certainly exists), the infinite
number of universes assures there are also an infinite number of such
“computer simulation” universes. While this probably seems absurd (and it
ought to), it is the zany, inevitable consequence of multiverse theories.21
THIS EXPLANATION ACKNOWLEDGES AN EXTERNAL CREATIVE
CAUSE
Those who propose multiverse models acknowledge the difficulty in
explaining the apparent fine-tuning of the universe from “inside the room.”
Multiverse models attribute the conditions of our universe to an external
cause: a primordial vacuum possessing attributes necessary to create a lifepermitting universe.
The laws governing this primordial vacuum,
however, are equally difficult to explain. Even
Lawrence
Krauss
acknowledged
their
foundational nature: “The laws themselves are
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yet unknown but possibly purely physical
process.”22
The existence of these external laws, as well
as the vacuum in which they exist, must be explained, and “this does beg
the possible question, which might of course not be answerable, of what, if
anything, fixed the rules that governed such creation.”23

CHAPTER THREE
THE ORIGIN OF LIFE: DOES THE TEXT REQUIRE AN AUTHOR?
The origin of life requires the emergence of pre-biotic molecules (amino
acids and nucleotide bases). Where could this have happened? Could life
have originated from “inside the room,” and if so, where? Let’s investigate
explanations from “inside the room” in more detail.
COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN THE ATMOSPHERE?
Stanley Miller was working on his PhD thesis under Harold Urey in 1953
when he mixed ammonia, methane, water vapor, and hydrogen (thinking
these gases represented the atmosphere of the early Earth) and circulated
the gases through an electric charge. Within a week, he found several types
of amino acids had been created.

THE COMPOSITION OF THE EARLY ATMOSPHERE IS PROBLEMATIC
While this experiment seemed to suggest pre-biotic molecules such as
amino acids could be created in the early atmosphere of the Earth if charged
with lightning, the results now appear to be less than impressive. Scientists
currently know the methane and ammonia mixture used by Miller and Urey
did not represent the atmosphere of the early Earth.1
With our present understanding of the gases existing in the primitive
atmosphere, it’s unlikely that sufficient quantities of amino acids could be
produced in the way the Miller-Urey experiment suggested. Scientists have
been unable to propose an atmospheric scenario capable of creating the
important amino acids in the quantities necessary to originate life.2

COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN WATER?
If Earth’s atmosphere wasn’t the origin of pre-biotic molecules, is it
possible these molecules could have emerged naturally in bodies of water?
Soviet biologist Aleksandr Oparin first proposed the idea in 1924, arguing
“chemical evolution” took place in the Earth’s early waters, resulting in the

formation of amino acids (and then primitive proteins). Most current
biologists and origin-of-life researchers are now very pessimistic about this
prospect.
AMINO ACID AND NUCLEOTIDE FORMATION IN WATER IS
PROBLEMATIC
Even if we assume the presence of amino acids within a primordial soup,
the emergence of simple cells is an unlikely reality. In order for cells to
form in this environment, proteins would have to assemble from amino
acids at the same time polymer chains (DNA) formed from nucleotides. All
of this would have to occur in water, an environment hostile to both
processes. Unless several highly specific catalysts were lucky enough to be
present—a highly unlikely possibility—the formation of proteins and
nucleotides would never occur.3
THE PRESENCE (OR ABSENCE) OF OXYGEN IS PROBLEMATIC
The chemical structure of the early Earth (including any possible primordial
soup) presents a pair of dilemmas for the creation of pre-biotic materials
and the formation of living cells. The first predicament involves oxygen. If
oxygen was present in the early atmosphere, amino acids would have been
unlikely to form. Oxygen shuts down the “pre-biotic chemistry pathways”
required to form amino acids.4
But without oxygen in the early atmosphere, there would have been no
ozone layer to prevent ultraviolet radiation from the sun. This radiation
breaks down the chemical bonds of pre-biotic molecules. So, in either
situation, with or without the presence of oxygen, pre-biotic molecules
would have been difficult to come by.5
THE ABSENCE OF PHOSPHATE IS PROBLEMATIC
A second prohibitive dilemma involves phosphate, one of the rarest
inorganic chemicals in the universe. Phosphate is critical for replicator
molecules such as DNA and RNA; a phosphate molecule accompanies
every nucleotide. ATP (adenosine triphosphate) is also critical to energy
transfer. Scientists have been consistently unable, however, to find a natural
process capable of harvesting the amount of phosphate necessary for DNA,
RNA, or ATP from Earth’s early environment.

Anthony Keefe and Stanley Miller attempted to address this problem in a
series of experiments. They began with a reasonable range of chemicals
expected to exist on the early Earth and conducted a number of tests and
experiments in an effort to propose a pathway to phosphate. However,
nothing they tried produced enough phosphate to allow for the formation of
replicator molecules.6
THE EQUAL “HANDEDNESS” PROPORTION IS PROBLEMATIC
Even if there existed a body of water rich enough in the right chemical
concentrations (and protected from destructive radiation), this primordial
pond would have been filled with both right- and left-handed molecules in
equal proportions.
As described earlier, bio-molecules are formed from amino acids,
nucleotides, and sugars possessing a single “handedness.” The formation of
proteins, along with DNA and RNA molecules, is thwarted when right- and
left-handed building blocks are present in equal proportions. The presence
of wrong-handed amino acids, for example, will prevent the proper folding
of protein strands. The presence of wrong-handed nucleotides will prevent
the binding of complementary DNA strands.7
Scientists trying to explain the formation of proteins, DNA, and RNA in a
primordial soup must, therefore, explain how there could arise a soup with
only single-handed amino acids and nucleotides.8
THE PHYSICAL EVIDENCE FOR THE “PRIMORDIAL SOUP” IS
PROBLEMATIC
Measurements and samples taken across the globe in an effort to identify
the residue of a primordial soup have failed to provide any supporting
evidence. Carbon-13 and carbon-12 ratios, along with nitrogen-15 and
nitrogen-14 ratios in ancient rocks and fossils, are consistent with the
remains of living organisms rather than the pre-biotic materials proposed by
those who claim life originated in Earth’s early bodies of water.9
COULD IT HAVE STARTED ON LAND?
Given the problems of trying to explain the origin of life in water, many
scientists have abandoned the effort and moved to dry land. Some

researchers have proposed a scenario in which local terrestrial conditions,
like those occurring in clay, might capture water on occasion and provide
pockets of protection called “microspheres,” allowing the necessary
molecules to form and interact.
THE UNSTABLE AND FRAGILE ENVIRONMENT IS PROBLEMATIC
When creating such microspheres in the laboratory, however, scientists have
been unable to find a way to stabilize them enough to allow for the
formation of the necessary cellular components. In fact, even with the
careful design and protection offered in the lab, these microspheres are
incredibly unstable and fragile. When researchers attempt to create a dryland scenario in which life can emerge (on clay or elsewhere), they
typically create environments failing to accurately represent the conditions
of the early Earth.10
When scientists carefully protect the chemical processes, isolate the
handedness of molecules, and select pristine materials and environments to
conduct their experiments, they are not realistically re-creating the
conditions of the early Earth.

COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN THE EARTH?
In light of the hostile and fragile terrestrial conditions of our early planet,
coupled with the problems we’ve examined related to water, some scientists
have proposed an underground origin of life. Here, at least, the process of
molecular formation would be protected from water and atmospheric
interference.
Scientists have discovered a number of microbial organisms known as
“extremophiles” at varying distances under the Earth, living in extreme
conditions similar to what our early planet might have experienced. Some
of these thrive in heat; others in cold, acidic, high-alkaline, or high-pressure
conditions. These extremophiles possess DNA sequences once thought to
place them at the base of an evolutionary tree; they are still considered to be
among the oldest living organisms on the planet. Could their existence be
the key to understanding the origin of life?

THE EMERGENCE OF BIOCHEMICAL PRECURSORS IS
PROBLEMATIC
Even if micro-organisms happen to live in these conditions today, an
explanation for their origin (rather than migration) would have to account
for the emergence of pre-biotic molecules in such environments. While hot
environments can certainly cause the formation of amino acids and other
pre-biotic molecules—near deep-sea hydrothermal vents, for example—
researchers have discovered these molecules and acids are incredibly
fragile.11 Pre-biotic molecules formed in conditions of extreme heat,
acidity, alkalinity, or pressure are likely to be destroyed quickly.
PROTEIN FORMATION IS PROBLEMATIC
Even if amino acids could form in such hostile locations, the odds of them
combining usefully into proteins is remote. As it turns out, thermophiles
protect their proteins with additional amino acids in key locations within
each protein. This means it’s even harder (and therefore more unlikely) to
form simple proteins from scratch in such an environment.
THE FORMATION OF RNA IS PROBLEMATIC
If life started in this environment, RNA (and/or DNA) formation would
have to occur here as well. Researchers have already examined this
possibility, however, and have discovered the three-dimensional structure of
RNA is extremely unstable at high temperatures.12 Even when trying to
remedy the problem with the addition of elements (like magnesium) to
promote RNA stability, the added elements typically only make the problem
worse.13
THE “UNDER/OVER” TRANSITION IS PROBLEMATIC
If extremophiles living in high temperatures under the Earth’s crust (known
as “thermophiles”) were the earliest forms of life, they must have
transitioned at some point to life above the ground. Researchers have
difficulty imagining this transitional process, especially given the early
appearance of “mesophiles,” ancient micro-organisms that live on the
surface of the Earth. Thermophiles extract their energy from inorganic
materials, but mesophiles extract their energy from photosynthesis. The
internal structures of these two life-forms are too dramatically different to

have evolved from one to the other in the short time span separating these
two organisms.
THE HISTORIC PLACEMENT OF THERMOPHILES IS PROBLEMATIC
Considering the problems we’ve described here, scientists began to
examine the DNA structures of thermophiles and mesophiles to see which
of the two preceded the other. Many researchers now believe mesophiles
came before thermophiles.14 If this is true, life did not originate under the
ground.
COULD IT HAVE STARTED IN SPACE?
Some scientists, frustrated with the lack of progress locating a reasonable
earthly source for pre-biotic molecules, have turned their attention to outer
space. Water, hydrogen cyanide, methane, and ammonia exist in space, and
amino acids (as well as two nucleotide bases, adenine and guanine) have
been detected in meteorites. Could life have started somewhere other than
Earth? Does life exist throughout the universe, carried from one place to
another on meteorites (a theory known as “panspermia”)?
THE PRODUCTION OF COMPLEX MOLECULES IS PROBLEMATIC
While meteorites may contain a select few simple amino acids and
nucleotide bases, this does not solve the larger issue related to how these
molecules might eventually come to form the more complex proteins and
nucleic acids necessary for life. While simple molecules may survive the
incredible heat and acceleration required to escape a foreign planet, the long
journey to Earth, and then the torturous heat and acceleration of entering the
Earth’s atmosphere, more complex molecules have yet to be observed.15
THE RESULTING SCARCITY OF PRE-BIOTIC MATERIAL IS
PROBLEMATIC
Given the quantity of pre-biotic material observed in meteorites and
calculating generously, scientists have estimated how many molecules
could have been delivered to Earth during the time in which life first
appeared. Fazale Rana estimated only “.02 ounces of biologically
significant amino acids would have been delivered globally per year.” As a

result, “the concentration of amino acids in the ocean covering the whole
surface of Earth would be less than a hundredth of a quadrillionth of a gram
per cubic centimeter.”16
SHIFTING THE QUESTION ELSEWHERE IS PROBLEMATIC
Perhaps more importantly, efforts to suggest life
began in space seem to be an effort to shift the
problem elsewhere rather than address the real
issues at hand. By pushing the problem into the
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CHAPTER FOUR
SIGNS OF DESIGN: IS THERE EVIDENCE OF AN ARTIST?
Scientists continue to search for explanations from “inside the room” to
account for the design features we’ve described in biological organisms.
Their efforts, according to Franklin Harold and molecular biologist James
Shapiro, have amounted to little more than “wishful speculation,” however.1
The counterproposals offered by those who reject an external intelligent
cause are instructive and serve to reinforce the design inference we’ve
observed so far.

COULD MOLECULAR “BORROWING” ACCOUNT FOR THE
APPEARANCE OF DESIGN?
In an effort to nullify the powerful design inference from the irreducible
complexity of the flagellum, some have offered a “shortcut” of sorts.
Philosopher Robert T. Pennock believes the complex flagellum can be

formed through an evolutionary process whereby a less complex micromachine is borrowed from within the cell and used to build something
new.2
Some scientists have suggested type III secretion systems (T3SS) as a
perfect example of one of these borrowed micro-machines. T3SS are
needlelike sensory probes used by bacteria. They detect the presence of
organisms the bacteria can infect and secrete proteins to aid the infection
process. T3SS share many common proteins and are constructed similarly
to bacterial flagella. Scientists sometimes offer these T3SS in an effort to
explain how evolutionary processes could jump the divide from a single
protein to the complexity of the flagellum. By borrowing the T3SS, flagella
have a significant head start in their construction. This approach is
problematic, however:
THE BORROWED MICRO-MACHINE IS ALSO IRREDUCIBLY
COMPLEX
T3SS are just as remarkably irreducible as flagella. The T3SS is constructed
from approximately thirty different proteins; it’s one of the most complex
secretion systems observed in biology today. Like the flagellum, the T3SS
requires the minimal configuration of these proteins to function. It cannot
be offered as an ultimate explanation for irreducible complexity because its
own irreducible complexity requires an explanation.
By way of analogy, when new recruits apply for the position of police
officer, they are required to take a written examination. One part of this
examination asks applicants to navigate their way from a position on a map
to a location of a crime.

While this may appear to be an easy task at first, once the applicant is
informed of the numerous roadblocks, one-way streets, limited
intersections, and various hazards, the potential pathway becomes nearly
impossible to identify:

If an applicant asked for the solution to this problem, would a single point
along the path be sufficient as an answer? No. In fact, the applicant would
be warranted in asking how he could navigate to this point as well, given
the complexity of the obstacles in his path:

Any solution to this problem must be more than a single location; it must
be a complete set of directions from the starting point to the location of the
crime. In a similar way, any solution to the problem of the bacterial
flagellum must be more than simply a single similar micro-machine lacking
explanation in its own right.
William Dembski described it this way: “What you have here is not a
fully articulated path but an island (the type III secretory system) and a
huge jump to the next island (namely, the flagellum). If evolution is going
to try to explain how you can island-hop from Los Angeles to Tokyo,
basically what the evolutionist has found is the Hawaiian Islands and
nothing else. What the evolutionist has not found is the entire archipelago
[group of scattered islands] that will take you across.”3
THE PATHWAY TO AND FROM THE BORROWED MICRO-MACHINE IS
EVIDENTIALLY UNSUPPORTED

Dembski has correctly identified the problem facing those who deny the
design inference from irreducible complexity. There is no evidence to
explain the gradual evolutionary progression to the irreducibly complex
T3SS (from a single protein), nor any evidence to explain the gradual
evolutionary progression from the T3SS (to the flagellum). While many
naturalists offer the T3SS as a beacon of hope, they are unable to describe
the step-by-step evolution from a protein to the complex T3SS.
University of Rochester biologist H. Allen Orr recognized the
deficiencies in evolutionary explanations dependent on wholesale
borrowing: “We might think that some of the parts of an irreducibly
complex system evolved step by step for some other purpose and were then
recruited wholesale to a new function. But this is also unlikely. You may as
well hope that half your car’s transmission will suddenly help out in the
airbag department. Such things might happen very, very rarely, but they
surely do not offer a general solution to irreducible complexity.”4
The proposals offered by scientists attempting to account for the
flagellum by borrowing from the T3SS are fanciful but unsupported. When
examining these proposals, look carefully at the intermediate constructions
required to get from one micro-machine to another. When these pathways
are carefully examined, they reveal critical dilemmas and obstacles.5
THE BORROWED MICRO-MACHINE MAY NOT BE AVAILABLE FOR
BORROWING
To make matters worse, naturalistic evolutionists are increasingly skeptical
of the alleged evolutionary contribution T3SS might make to the flagellum.
Many experts recognize the structural similarities between the two micromachines but reject any particular evolutionary hierarchy, order, or
pathway.6 Several scientists believe the T3SS is not an evolutionary
precursor to flagella but is more reasonably a product of devolution from
flagella.7
If the T3SS was unavailable prior to the existence of flagella, it cannot be
offered as an explanation for flagella. Researcher Jonathan Witt
summarized the resulting multifaceted problem: “One, the micro-syringe at
best accounts for only ten proteins, leaving thirty or more unaccounted for,
and these other thirty proteins are not found in any other living system.

Second, as a wider body of literature suggests, the system probably
developed after the more complicated flagellum, not the other way around.
Finally, even if nature had on hand all the right protein parts to make a
bacterial flagellum, something would still need to assemble them in precise
temporal order, the way cars are assembled in factories. How is such a task
presently accomplished?”8

COULD EVOLUTION ACCOUNT FOR THE APPEARANCE OF
DESIGN WITHOUT BORROWING?
A number of scientists and researchers have attempted to demonstrate the
power evolution has to create irreducibly complex systems (and the
appearance of design) by designing sophisticated digital simulations driven
by elaborate computer programs. Research of this nature has been ongoing
for many years.
The Avida project claimed to explore the “evolutionary origin of complex
features.”9 The Ev project attempted to provide an evolutionary explanation
for the regions in DNA and RNA (binding sites) where chemical bonds are
formed with other molecules. Theoretical biologist Suzanne Sadedin also
formulated a geometric model for irreducible complexity and then claimed
to have created a simulation to achieve such complexity without the
involvement of an intelligent agent.
The work of Adrian Thompson10 is also cited by skeptics who claim
Thompson’s digital experiment to evolve frequency-discerning circuits is
evidence irreducible complexity can be achieved by evolutionary
processes.11 Do computer simulations demonstrate evolution is capable of
producing irreducibly complex biological structures? While skeptics often
cite these efforts, they fail to account for irreducible complexity without the
involvement of an intelligent agent:12
SOME EVOLUTIONARY COMPUTER SIMULATIONS SMUGGLE IN A
DESIGNER
Many efforts to create a computer simulation mimicking the evolutionary
process are flawed from the onset because they incorporate the involvement
of an intelligent designer from their very inception. The Avida

programmers “‘stacked the deck’ by studying the evolution of a complex
feature that could be built on simpler functions that were also useful.”13
Sadedin’s geometric model was designed in advance to allow for the easy
growth of large geometric shapes. Both Avida and the geometric models do
not create true Darwinian processes because they are explicitly and
intelligently designed to assist the evolution of an irreducibly complex
system.14
SOME EVOLUTIONARY COMPUTER SIMULATIONS FAIL TO CREATE
IRREDUCIBLY COMPLEX STRUCTURES
Even with the help of intelligent programmers and designers, many of these
simulations fail to achieve their goal of creating the kind of complexity we
see in the bacterial flagellum. Irreducibly complex structures, as first
described by Michael Behe, are highly improbable systems in which the
removal of a single structural element renders the system inoperable. In
addition, these efficient systems are “composed of several well-matched,
interacting parts that contribute to the basic function” of the system.15
These individual parts are also complex in their own right. The simplest
building blocks in Behe’s examples are typically single proteins (which, in
and of themselves, are very complex). Many of the computer simulations
we’ve described fail to produce truly irreducible structures, truly complex
building pieces, or integrated systems with well-matched, interacting parts.
The Ev project, for example, produced systems capable of operating
when a binding site was removed. As a result, the system is not truly
irreducible like the biological examples described by Behe. Adrian
Thompson’s digital experiment suffers the same flaw; it also produced
circuits capable of operating when some of their parts were removed and,
therefore, cannot be used as a model for producing irreducible complexity.
Many of the simulations produced only trivially complex structures (on the
level of an amino acid rather than a protein) and were incapable of
producing the component sophistication seen in irreducibly complex
biological systems. The Avida and Ev projects and Sadedin’s geometric
model fall into this category. Finally, most of the computer simulations
were unable to define the roles of each part in the context of the whole. This
is important because “well-matched, interacting parts” can’t be evaluated

unless we first know the role of each part. For this reason, computer
simulations fail to address a key attribute of irreducible complexity.
T3SS micro-machines are the best hope for those arguing for molecular
borrowing as an explanation for the appearance of irreducible complexity,
but they fail in several significant ways. These micro-machines require an
explanation for their own irreducible complexity, are unconnected to any
evolutionary intermediates, and are unavailable to the evolutionary process
for flagella—even if we were to accept evolution as an adequate
explanation. To make matters worse, computer simulations designed to
replicate the evolutionary process have also failed to demonstrate the
necessary creative power of evolution.
Explanations from “inside the room” of the natural, material universe are
lacking. But do explanations from “outside the room” suffer from their own
evidential shortcomings? Let’s examine alleged “deficiencies” in more
detail.

DOES DESIGN “IMPERFECTION” DISQUALIFY EXTERNAL
INTELLIGENCE AS AN EXPLANATION?
Beyond the problem of irreducible complexity in flagella, some have
argued against the involvement of an external designer on the basis of
perceived imperfections within biological structures. If there is an allpowerful, intelligent designer, this designer would be working from scratch
and should be capable of creating optimally designed micro-machines and
biological structures.
Evolution, on the other hand, modifies and builds from existing
structures, and this process won’t necessarily produce design perfection.
Scientists and philosophers who identify imperfections (and liabilities) in
biological organisms point to these deficiencies as evidence against the
involvement of an external intelligent agent.16
Some skeptics have also offered DNA as an example of design
imperfection, given the presence of nonfunctional genes (“junk DNA”)
within a variety of genomes. According to these critics, if a powerful,
intelligent creator designed the DNA with these nonfunctional

“pseudogenes,” the designer was apparently error prone, wasting millions
of DNA bases. Imprecise evolutionary processes resulting from random
gene mutations are offered as a better explanation for the nonfunctional
genes we find in DNA.17
But examples of apparent biological imperfections fail to negate the
reasonable existence of a designer:
THE APPEARANCE OF “IMPERFECTION” OFTEN RESULTS FROM
ENTROPY OR ADAPTATION
Those who advocate for the existence and interaction of an external
intelligent designer aren’t denying the impact of entropy or adaptation over
time. Rather than an either/or explanation resulting from the creative
interaction of an intelligent designer or unguided natural processes, the
explanation for “imperfection” we observe in biological systems is most
reasonably inferred as the result of intelligent design and processes of
modification over time.
One example of design “imperfection,” the sesamoid-bone “thumb”
observed on pandas, is typically offered as an example of poor or
inadequate design.

The panda’s “thumb” seems to be an imperfect appendage. Unlike the
opposing thumbs of primates, the panda’s “thumb” is unable to grasp as

efficiently as would be the case if it were shaped just slightly differently. As
a result, many naturalists have offered the panda’s thumb as an example of
the kind of imperfect shape we might expect from the evolutionary process
and as an evidence against intelligent design.
But this unusual protrusion found in pandas isn’t necessarily the product
of an intentional, original design. Mutation and selection operate on all
biological organisms, whether they are initially designed or not. The
panda’s thumb may simply be an adaptation of an original design.18
Those advocating for an external designer recognize the real and
pervasive power entropy has to pervert design in nature. The second law of
thermodynamics is an inescapable reality, resulting in degradation from
order to disorder. When we see an apparent example of imperfection,
entropy may be the better explanation.19
THE APPEARANCE OF “IMPERFECTION” OFTEN RESULTS FROM
OUR LIMITED UNDERSTANDING
There are times when our limited understanding of biological systems leads
us to perceive some degree of imperfection even when this is not the case.
This appears to be the situation involving what used to be considered “junk
DNA.” The more we learn about apparent “nonfunctioning” genes and
seemingly useless genomic regions, the more we recognize them as
important contributors to an elaborate informational system. In the past
several years, scientists have discovered a large number of non-proteincoding DNA regions under strong “selective constraint.”
Evolutionary scientists recognize these genetic regions have been
maintained in the genome for a very long time, even from an evolutionary
perspective. The retention of these regions of the DNA molecule indicates
their importance to the organism, even if scientists are presently unable to
understand why they are important.
Typically, those regions of the genome demonstrating “selective
constraint” are fundamental to an organism’s ability to survive. These
previously undervalued regions of the genome apparently have an
important, yet unrecognized, role to play.
Scientists have now concluded these “junk sequences” are not junk at all
but “have been under purifying selection and have a significant function
that contributes to host viability.”20 What might at first appear to be an

unnecessary, imperfect, extraneous mutation isn’t necessarily the case. It
may simply be a matter of our limited understanding.
THE APPEARANCE OF “IMPERFECTION” OFTEN RESULTS FROM
OUR NARROW PERSPECTIVE
Prior to serving as a detective, I was classically trained as a designer and
architect. Working in an architectural firm in Santa Monica, California, I
was typically assigned very limited responsibilities within much larger
design projects.
While the lead architect was responsible for the overall design of the
building, I was sometimes given the limited responsibility of designing an
entry portico or the arches in a large courtyard. I would design a prototype
only to have the firm’s principal modify the design later. I often found his
modifications were necessary because I’d overlooked some important
relationship between design elements. He understood the functional
connectivity between these design elements better than I did, and I often
had to compromise some aspect of my effort to achieve the larger goal.
This is nearly always the case when engaged in the design process. Every
design effort has an impact on some other feature of the overall project, and
compromise is essential, even when trying to remove an annoying,
apparently “imperfect” feature in the design. As engineer and historian
Henry Petroski wrote, “When a new design removes one of these
annoyances, it more likely than not fails to address some others or adds a
new one of its own. This is what makes engineering and inventing so
challenging. All design involves conflicting objectives and hence
compromise, and the best designs will always be those that come up with
the best compromise.”21
For this reason, we simply cannot assume a design is somehow
“imperfect” unless we know precisely the goals (or motives) of the designer
and the challenges incumbent in the project.22
As detectives investigating the designs we observe in cellular systems,
our limited perspective and understanding sometimes inhibit our ability to
fairly judge the design features we observe. One example of this is seen in
complaints leveled against the design of the human eye. Although the
vertebrate eye is a marvel of complexity, demonstrating many of the design

features we’ve already identified, critics cite flaws within the structure of
the eye.

The eye’s retina is described as “inside out.” The nerves and blood
vessels are positioned on the surface of the retina instead of behind it (as in
some invertebrates). As a result, mammalian eyes must accommodate a
number of difficult adaptations resulting in a blind spot. Viewed without an
exhaustive understanding of the motives of the designer, one might easily
conclude (as have Richard Dawkins and Kenneth Miller) the design of the
human eye is imperfect. Both Dawkins and Miller have proposed
alternative solutions eliminating the way light is presently blocked by the
location of the eye’s optic nerve.
Their solutions, however, demonstrate the complexity of the design
process as we’ve described it so far. Biologist George Ayoub said proposed
solutions create even larger problems for the overall design of the eye: “In
trying to eliminate the blind spot, we have generated a host of new and
more severe functional problems to solve.”23
As it turns out, the eye’s designer has taken the blind spot into
consideration and compensated for it, creating the least number of
debilitating handicaps. Vertebrate eyes compensate for the blockage of light

due to the position of the optic nerve with special glial cells. These cells sit
over the retina like fiber-optic cables channeling light through the opticnerve wires directly to the photoreceptor cells.
According to science writer Kate McAlpine, these cells prevent light
from being scattered and “act as light filters, keeping images clear.”24 As it
turns out, the design “imperfections” described by Dawkins and Miller are
not true imperfections at all. The overall design of the eye optimizes its
ability to transmit images with great speed, sensitivity, and resolution.25
Our limited perspective and unreasonable presuppositions often result in
unwarranted conclusions. Dembski captured it well when he wrote,
“Whereas optimal design demands a perfectionistic, anal-retentive designer
who has to get everything just right, intelligent design fits our ordinary
experience of design, which is always conditioned by the needs of a
situation and therefore always falls short of some idealized global
optimum.”26

DO “VESTIGIAL” STRUCTURES AND ORGANS DISQUALIFY
EXTERNAL INTELLIGENCE AS AN EXPLANATION?
Some critics have pointed to the existence of seemingly unnecessary
“vestigial” structures as verification of evolution rather than intelligent
design.27 The appendix and tailbone are typically offered as examples of
needless, evolutionary remnants in humans, and Dawkins cites blind cave
salamanders as an example in the reptilian world.28 Examples such as these
do not, however, serve as sufficient evidence against the interaction of an
external intelligent agent:
VESTIGIAL STRUCTURES AREN’T NECESSARILY VESTIGIAL
As someone who had his gallbladder removed a few years ago, I recognize
some parts of my body may be less necessary than others, but you really
don’t know how important something is until you’ve had to live without it.
Sometimes the differences are subtle or nearly unrecognizable; sometimes
they’re more obvious.

The more we learn about the appendix, for example, the more we
recognize its role in the larger context of the human body. Recent research
has revealed the appendix plays an important neonatal role related to
immune functions. Endocrine cells appear in our appendixes while we are
still in the womb, producing a variety of hormones controlling organ
stability. The appendix continues to function in this role, reaching its peak
in our teens and twenties. Science writer Charles Choi noted, “The body’s
appendix has long been thought of as nothing more than a worthless
evolutionary artifact [a “vestigial” organ], good for nothing save a
potentially lethal case of inflammation. Now researchers suggest the
appendix is a lot more than a useless remnant.… In a way, the idea that the
appendix is an organ whose time has passed has itself become a concept
whose time is over.”29
Before we can fairly cite a biological structure as “vestigial,” we need a
complete understanding of its role in the larger scheme of the organism.
This level of understanding is typically elusive.30
VESTIGIAL STRUCTURES ARE EXAMPLES OF DEVOLUTION, NOT
EVOLUTION
Like biological “imperfections,” “vestigial” structures are consistent with
what we might expect as designed organisms degrade or adapt over time.
One intentional aspect of design in biological structures is the purposeful
ability to adapt and conform to environmental pressures. Those who
advocate for an external intelligent designer recognize this design feature
within biological systems.
As organisms adapt and degrade over time, they lose some of the features
of their original design. Dembski noted the impact of such degradation on
Dawkins’s blind salamanders: “Eyeless salamanders are certainly consistent
with natural selection. If the salamanders don’t need eyes, they will not die
if they lose them. But Darwin wasn’t simply trying to tell us that natural
selection occurs: he argued that it has creative power. And the blind cave
salamanders represent the exact opposite of creative power. They didn’t
gain eyes, they lost them. Ironically, they are evidence for devolution, the
exact opposite of Darwinian evolution.… Contrary to what Darwinists have
argued, vestigial structures are quite consistent with intelligent design.”31

Return to
THE PRIMARY
INVESTIGATION
When you’re done here,
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appearance of design in
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Those
who
cite
alleged
design
“imperfections” or the existence of “vestigial”
organs as evidence against an external
intelligent designer must first account for the
initial creation of the organ they now deem
poorly designed or extraneous.32 Poor design is
still design, and the “imperfect” or “vestigial”
appearance of these designs is better explained
as the result of scientific ignorance, entropic
forces, or a lack of proper design perspective.

CHAPTER FIVE
OUR EXPERIENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS: ARE WE MORE THAN
MATTER?
Committed philosophical naturalists, scientists, and philosophers alike have
attempted to explain mental states from “inside the room” of the physical
universe. Let’s take a more detailed look at four of these explanations.

ARE MENTAL STATES MERELY BRAIN STATES? (AKA:
“IDENTITY” THEORIES)
Some scientists and philosophers continue to argue for an “identity
relationship” between the brain and the mind, citing them as identical to
each other. From this perspective, mental states (such as anger or pain) are
identical to brain states in which, for example, a particular set of neurons
may be firing.1
If our mental states are nothing more than brain states (physical,
neurological activities of one kind or another), it would be easy to account
for mind from the materials and processes available in the physical
universe. But while it’s increasingly popular to think of the mind as nothing
more than the activity of the brain, this approach has significant liabilities:
THERE ARE SEVERAL IRRECONCILABLE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
MIND AND BRAIN

First and foremost, we’ve already acknowledged a number of important
differences between mental and physical states and entities. Any attempt to
form an identity relationship between the mind and the brain must
overcome these differences, yet no theory has yet been able to do so. The
power of this dilemma shouldn’t be underestimated. The five distinct
differences between the mind and the brain stand as five good reasons to
reject an identity relationship.
PHYSICAL ACTIVITY IN THE BRAIN CANNOT BE GENERALIZED
If certain types of physical brain activities are identical with particular kinds
of mental states, we ought to be able to match the two neatly, even in a
variety of individuals and settings. But this isn’t possible. It turns out our
mental states are interconnected with our past experiences, subjective
histories, and personal idiosyncrasies. They are specific to individuals;
researchers are unable to identify a “type to type” relationship between
physical processes and mental states generally.
In fact, species other than humans—dogs, for example—also experience
mental states (such as pain) even though they have very different brain
structures. If, on the other hand, brain states cannot be generalized as
“types” and are, instead, specific to individuals, we would be unable to talk
about broad categories of mental states. It would be difficult to refer to
“pain,” for example, if the mental state is identical to a physical brain state,
yet different in every member of the species because it is specific to
individuals.
LOGICAL CONNECTIVITY IS DIFFERENT FROM PHYSICAL
CAUSALITY
Mental states are complex and interconnected. They are specific to the
subjective thoughts and experiences of the person who holds them, and
their connections are logical rather than causal. While physical objects are
subject to laws of physics, mental states are subject to laws of logic.
In other words, while logical relationships between mental states
determine (at least in part) what kind of mental state we might experience,
no such relationship exists between neurons firing in the brain. As
philosopher Edward Feser observed, “There seems to be no way to match
up sets of logically interrelated mental states with sets of merely causally

interrelated brain states, and thus no way to reduce the mental to the
physical.”2
WE COULD IMAGINE THE EXISTENCE OF MIND WITHOUT BRAIN
(AND VICE VERSA)
To make the situation even more difficult, most philosophers and scientists
acknowledge the metaphysical possibility a mind could exist without any
brain at all. One could imagine, for example, extraterrestrial creatures who
might be physiologically different from humans, possessing minds with
completely different physiologies (and without any neuron activity at all).
Philosophers have also proposed examples of brains without minds. All
of us are familiar with the fictional concept of zombies, but from a
philosophical perspective, zombies are an important hypothetical proposal.
Imagine a human being who is identical to you in every physical and
functional way, yet without any mental life whatsoever.
This zombie version of you has a brain and a central nervous system and
is able to respond to stimuli. From outward appearances, the zombie cannot
be distinguished from you in any way. If he slams his finger in a door, his
physiological system would efficiently send signals from the damaged
nerve endings through the central nervous system to his brain, causing the
zombie to respond accordingly. He would pull back his finger, wince
facially, and scream. All of this would occur without any conscious,
subjective mental state of pain, however, because the zombie has no
consciousness.
From a philosophical perspective, zombies seem metaphysically possible,
and if they are, strict materialism is false. We could exist like zombies, yet
we don’t. As humans, we possess more than the simply physical,
behavioral, and functional abilities of zombies; we have a mental life over
and above the purely physical life of zombies. If minds can exist without
brains, and brains can exist without minds, mental states cannot be identical
to brain states.3

ARE MENTAL STATES NOTHING MORE THAN BEHAVIOR?
(AKA: “BEHAVIORISM” THEORIES)

Another way to account for mind from a purely physical perspective is to
simply reduce mental states to expressions of behavior.4 From the
perspective of behaviorism, a sensation of anger (previously identified as a
mental state) is nothing more than a public demonstration of certain
behaviors such as frowning, stomping around the room, slamming doors,
and screaming.
From this perspective, when we say someone is angry, we aren’t actually
referring to a nonmaterial mental state at all. Instead, we are referring to the
outward physical behaviors exhibited by the person under consideration.
From a behaviorist perspective, even mental states such as desires are
reduced to publicly observed actions. For example, to say “I want to take
the suspect to jail” is simply to say I am inclined to talk about the arrest,
write an arrest warrant, or make tactical plans for the arrest. In other words,
all private mental states are reduced to public behaviors resulting from
physical processes of input and output.
In one sense, it’s easy to see why this approach would be favored by
those who want to stay “in the room” of the physical universe to account for
the existence of mind. If behaviorism is true, it would be easy to explain the
mind in purely physical, observable terms. Behaviorism, however, also has
several significant liabilities:
THE CAUSES OF BEHAVIORS ARE DIFFERENT THAN THE
BEHAVIORS THEMSELVES
My arrest warrant may be rejected by a judge, and as a result, I may frown,
stomp around the room, and slam the door. But one could still ask the
question, “What is causing Jim to slam the door?” In this case, my anger is
what causes me to slam the door, but several other different causal factors
could very easily have resulted in the same outcome. The cause (my mental
state) is clearly something different than my behavior.
NOT ALL MENTAL STATES RESULT IN OUTWARD EXPRESSIONS OF
BEHAVIOR
Perhaps more importantly, I may be angry about the search warrant and
display no outward signs whatsoever. I can be angry without behaving
angrily. If this is possible, mental states cannot be identical to behaviors.

YOU CAN BE CERTAIN ABOUT BEHAVIOR BUT MISTAKEN ABOUT
MENTAL STATES
In addition, there are clearly times when we’ve been mistaken about the
thoughts or emotions of a friend or loved one because we’ve misinterpreted
their outward behavior. While we can be certain about how someone is
behaving, we’re not always correct about the mental states leading to this
behavior.
IF MENTAL STATES ARE BEHAVIORS, YOU MIGHT NOT KNOW WHAT
YOU BELIEVE
If mental states are nothing more than behaviors, none of us could actually
know what we believe until we observed our behavior. Yet we are clearly
aware of our beliefs, sensations, and thoughts even before we behave in any
particular way.

ARE MENTAL STATES ONLY FUNCTIONAL STATES? (AKA:
“FUNCTIONALISM” THEORIES)
While there are several versions of functionalism, one form allows for an
entirely physical theory of the mind. “Machine state” functionalism
considers the brain to be a complex machine of sorts, capable of receiving
sensory input in a variety of situations and programmed with instructions to
encourage specific responses to this input, resulting in behaviors. Just as
computers are physical machines powered by electricity to analyze inputs
and provide outputs, brains are also physical machines, powered by neural
activity to analyze inputs and provide outputs.5
From this perspective, if computers (or robots) could eventually be
constructed with this complex, functional ability to analyze all incoming
data to cause a particular outgoing behavior, these purely physical entities
could be said to possess minds. While this approach to mind allows us to
describe it from “inside the room” of the material universe (with an entirely
physical, functional definition), it also suffers from several significant
liabilities:
FUNCTIONALITY DOESN’T NECESSARILY RESULT IN MENTAL
STATES

Philosopher John Searle provided a classic thought experiment
demonstrating the inability of functionalism to produce characteristics of
mind. In his famous “Chinese Room” illustration, Searle described an
English-speaking person in a room filled only with Chinese symbols in
baskets and an English rule book describing how these symbols should be
placed in relationship to one another based purely on their syntax rather
than their semantic meaning.
Chinese-speaking people outside the room pass two or three Chinese
symbols to the English speaker inside the room. Unbeknownst to the
English speaker, the Chinese people have inserted a question written in
Chinese. The English speaker, following the rule book meticulously,
assembles the required symbols based only on the specific rules described
in the book and then passes them back. Because of the thoroughness and
specificity of the rule book, the resulting symbol combination is actually an
intelligible answer to the question first offered.
Searle’s point is simple: “By virtue of offering a formal computer
program (the rule book) from the point of view of an outside observer, [the
English speaker] behaves exactly as if [he] understood Chinese, but all the
same [he didn’t] understand a word of Chinese.”6 If our brains are just
computing machines, we could certainly produce specific behaviors with
the appearance of understanding, but we would do this without truly
comprehending what we were doing. Functional systems, operating strictly
by the functional, causal rules of input and output, simply cannot provide us
with mental states of understanding and meaning.
FUNCTIONALISM CANNOT EXPLAIN INDIVIDUAL MENTAL
EXPERIENCES
Another problem with functionalism has been exposed with something
called “inverted qualia.” Imagine, for example, a particular mental state: the
experience of “blueness.” Now imagine two police officers, Greg and Dave,
wearing dark blue uniforms. When asked about the color of their uniforms,
both look down at their shirts and say, “My uniform is blue.”
According to functionalism, Greg and Dave are both experiencing the
same mental state; they are both aware of the “blueness” of their uniforms.
But now imagine for the sake of this illustration, Dave has an inverted color
awareness related to blue. Every time he sees blue, he is actually seeing

what others (including Greg) describe as orange. Now, when asked to
describe the color of his uniform, Dave looks at his shirt, considers his
experiential database, and selects the word “blue” to describe what he sees
as orange but has learned to call “blue.”
If functionalism is true, Greg and Dave were in the exact same mental
state as they assessed their shirts visually, selected the word “blue” from the
possible colors available to them, and provided this word to describe the
color of their shirts. But clearly Greg and Dave are having two different
internal, mental experiences. One is experiencing “blueness” and the other
“orangeness.” While they may function the same way—especially from the
perspective of an outside observer—their functional states are not the same
as their mental states.
COUNTER EXAMPLES EXPOSE THE ABSURDITY OF
FUNCTIONALISM
Philosopher Ned Block highlighted a problem with functionalism many of
us sense intuitively. In his “Chinese Nation” illustration, he offered a
counter example, illustrating why strict functionalism cannot result in mind.
Imagine we assembled an extremely large group of people (hence the
reference to the nation of China) and organized them to function exactly
like a brain, with each person strictly instructed to act and react like a
neuron (adding nothing to, and taking nothing away, from neuron behavior).
If functionalism is true, as long as each person in this huge group performed
his or her proper functional role (correctly obeying the instructed causal
duties of input and output), this large group of people would be a real mind,
with transcendent mental states, consciousness, and all the other properties
of mind.7
But even if all the members of this group behaved in this way, there is no
reason to believe a mind would result. In fact, this simple illustration
highlights the absurdity of such a notion and exposes the weakness of
functionalism to explain mental states.

ARE MENTAL STATES NONEXISTENT? (AKA: “ELIMINATIVE
MATERIALISM” THEORIES)

Most of us who are even remotely familiar with the history of science
recognize some theories have a shorter shelf life than others. There was a
time, for example, when scientists trying to understand the nature of
combustion proposed a fire-like element called phlogiston. When asked to
describe what happened at the point of combustion, they might have
responded, “When something begins to combust, phlogiston is released.”
As scientists learned more about the nature of combustion and the role of
oxygen, they abandoned the faulty theory of phlogiston, along with its
antiquated terminology. Scientists eventually replaced this archaic
explanation with current oxidation theories. Some philosophers, known as
eliminative materialists, view “mental states” as yet another outdated, faulty
notion riddled with antiquated language from “folk psychology.”
In the past, we might have described mental states—in this case,
happiness—by saying something like “People who are happy tend to
smile.” But from the perspective of the eliminative materialist, this
explanation is just as outdated as “When something begins to combust,
phlogiston is released.” From the perspective of eliminative materialism,
there is no such thing as a mental state any more than there is phlogiston.
Smiles are simply the result of physical activity in the brain.8
If we can eliminate mental states in this way (by eliminating the
terminology we have been using to describe them), we can certainly stay
“inside the room” of the physical universe for explanations of brain activity,
but eliminative materialism has its own liabilities:
THE EVIDENCE FOR ELIMINATIVE MATERIALISM ISN’T AS STRONG
AS THE EVIDENCE FROM INTUITION AND EXPERIENCE
Philosophers and scientists recognize eliminative materialism as an extreme
position because of its inability to explain our conscious experiences
evidentially. Our own firsthand access provides us with evidence of such
experiences, as each of us is aware of our own mental states. Eliminative
materialists provide very little evidence to support their proposal outside of
their complaints related to the limitations of “folk psychology” and its
terminology.
The evidence for mental states (as experienced by each of us intuitively)
seems far greater than any evidence against such states. The weaknesses
we’ve described in the other physicalist theories of mind only exacerbate

the problem. If we are going to be asked to abandon our belief in our own
mental states, the evidence ought to be far more significant than what has
been offered by eliminative materialists.9
ELIMINATIVE MATERIALISM IS SELF-REFUTING
More importantly, eliminative materialism presupposes the very thing it is
trying to eliminate. Eliminativists believe something is true about mental
states: their nonexistence. But when we believe a truth about something
(including mental states), we must first believe in the existence of the
mental state of “intentionality” (the “about-ness” we’ve been describing). In
other words, to declare eliminative materialism as an explanation for mind,
the eliminativist must first believe the theory to be true. But if beliefs about
theories do exist, eliminative materialism is, by definition, false because it
employs a mental state it denies.10
The explanations we’ve examined so far have been from “inside the
room” of the physical universe; identity, behaviorist, functionalist, and
eliminative materialist theories seek to explain the existence of mind from
nothing more than physical components and laws. Another theory seeks to
explain mind from something other than matter and physics, however. Let’s
examine “dualism” in more detail.

ARE MENTAL STATES SOMETHING OTHER THAN PHYSICAL
STATES? (AKA: “DUALISM” THEORIES)
Some philosophers (most of whom are, admittedly, theists) identify the
brain and mind as two distinct entities. Dualism describes mind and matter
as two separate categories of being; neither can be reduced to the other in
any way. From this perspective, the differences we’ve already described
between mind and brain need not be reconciled in any way. If nonmaterial
minds truly do exist, they are free to possess their own distinct
characteristics, unshared by their physical counterparts (brains).11
Materialists (those who reject nonmaterial entities) typically reject such
dualistic explanations. If dualism is true, however, the source for
nonmaterial mind cannot come from “inside the room” of the material
universe, and this, in and of itself, is objectionable to those committed to

physical, material explanations. As a result, the following objections have
been offered against dualism:
DUALISTIC INTERACTION IS DIFFICULT TO UNDERSTAND
The interaction problem is perhaps the largest obstacle for dualist
explanations. Dualists believe the mind is completely distinct from the brain
yet interacts with it in some way. But how precisely does this occur,
especially given the nonmaterial nature of the mind? The laws of physics
explain the causal interactions between physical objects, but how can a
nonmaterial mind interact with a material brain? In response to this
objection, philosophers have historically offered a variety of explanations,
including occasionalism,12 parallelism,13 and epiphenomenalism.14
But even without certainty related to the specific way in which the mind
relates to the brain, this objection alone fails to exclude dualism from
consideration. Our lack of understanding about how the mind interacts isn’t
prohibitive evidence against this interaction. If dualism is true, we must
look to a source external to the physical universe to explain the existence of
the mind. This opens the door to the reasonable existence of God and, as a
result, extra-natural explanations for the interaction between mind and
brain.
However, even without pondering the Divine, there are several examples
of causal interactions here in our universe for which we have less than
complete understanding. Magnetic fields act on objects, as do gravitational
forces. In both cases we have no doubt about the causal interaction between
entities, yet we have less than complete understanding about the precise
nature of these interactions. And in both cases, the nature of the causes and
the character of the effects appear to be substantively different, just as the
nature of the mind and the brain are fundamentally different.
DUALISM FAILS TO EXPLAIN EXAMPLES CITED IN BRAIN DAMAGE
PATIENTS
Some have objected to dualistic explanations by citing the apparent loss of
mental function resulting from brain damage or dementia. Doesn’t this
connection between physical brain damage and impaired mental states
prove the nonmaterial mind is an illusion?

Not necessarily. Two entities (the mind and the brain) can be causally
interconnected without being completely indistinguishable. Dualists agree
there is a relationship between the mind and the brain, even as they reject
the idea they are one and the same. Even though brain damage may inhibit
our access to mental states, this doesn’t mean minds are nonexistent. Faulty
computers are often unable to access the Internet, even as the Internet
continues to exist. Not all neurosurgeons and researchers reject the
existence of the mind; many still search to understand the causal
relationship between the mind and the brain.15
DUALISM RESISTS THE GROWING ACCEPTANCE OF PHYSICALISM
Philosophical naturalists deny the existence and influence of nonmaterial
(or supernatural) entities, and many scientists are as committed to
physicalism and physical evolutionary processes as they are opposed to
dualism. The theory of evolution is a wholly physical enterprise; material
processes engage matter using the laws of physics and chemistry, guided
and shaped by physical, environmental influences. If materialistic,
evolutionary processes produce humans such as ourselves, they must also
produce human minds. If human minds are the result of purely physical
processes of evolution, they must also be physical entities.16
This objection may sound reasonable, but it begs the question. In the end,
the explanation we embrace must account for the five distinct evidences
differentiating minds from brains. We cannot begin this investigation
committed to a presupposition of philosophical naturalism or physicalism
when this is the very thing we are trying to investigate in the first place.
(We are investigating the question: Is there a nonphysical entity called the
mind?)
There appear to be five distinct characteristics of mind distinguishing it
from the brain. Whatever explanation we finally embrace, it cannot be
chosen (in advance) based purely on our prior philosophical commitments.
Like detectives entering a murder scene (or jurors assessing the case in a
courtroom), we cannot begin our investigation with a preconceived idea
about who killed the victim. We must, instead, allow the evidence to guide
our decision.
DUALISM IS SIMPLY THE RESULT OF SCIENTIFIC IMPATIENCE

Some scientists and philosophers object to dualistic explanations because
they claim those explanations are merely a result of our current lack of
scientific understanding. While it’s true we cannot presently account for the
mind from a materialistic perspective, many scientists say this is only a
temporary state of affairs; if we wait long enough, we’ll eventually have an
adequate explanation without having to go “outside the room” for an
answer.
But the challenges presented by the five evidences we’ve listed are
increasingly more acute the more we know from science. As our knowledge
of the physical world (including the brain) increases, the difficulty in
explaining the mind materialistically also increases.17
More importantly, the challenges presented by the distinctions between
mind and brain are as much philosophical as they are scientific. This is
evident in the quality and character of the explanations offered by
behaviorists, identity theorists, functionalists, and eliminative materialists.
These explanations have been presented by
philosophers rather than scientists because they
involve a philosophical interpretation of
scientific evidence. It’s not that science hasn’t
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approach to the problem is simply to examine
the explanations we presently have to see which
makes the most sense of the evidence.

CHAPTER SIX
FREE WILL OR FULL WIRING: ARE REAL CHOICES EVEN POSSIBLE?
Efforts from “inside the room” to explain free will as an illusion or to
reconcile it with determinism are unsupported by the evidence, errantly
redefine the key aspects of the data, or are logically inconsistent. Here is a
more detailed examination of these liabilities.

IS OUR DEFINITION OF “FREE WILL” INCORRECT?
One way to reconcile the deterministic nature of our material universe with
our perception of free will is simply to redefine what we mean by “free
will” in the first place. Some philosophers characterize free will as the
unrestricted ability to make a choice when one “could have done
otherwise.”
But what do they really mean when they say, “We could have done
otherwise”? Many thinkers argue this simply means “I could have made an
alternative choice if I wanted to.” While our choices are limited by our
foundational desires and wants, as long as we are able to do what we want,
we can be said to act freely.1 Under this definition, it really doesn’t matter if
my initial wants or desires have been determined by physical processes; if
my choices are at least aligned with these desires, one could say I am
“doing what I want” freely.
Princeton University philosopher Harry Frankfurt categorized desires and
wants into a two-part hierarchy, distinguishing between “first-order” desires
and “second-order” desires. Suppose, for example, my partner and I, while
working a patrol shift, have a strong desire to eat. Suppose we also wish we
didn’t have this desire so we could handle our calls without distraction.
Our desire to eat is, according to Frankfurt, a first-order desire. Our desire
to be rid of our desire to eat is a second-order desire. According to this
view, first-order desires (or impulses) may simply be the result of material
processes in our brains. If this is the case, we can’t be blamed for having
these kinds of desires.2 But humans have the unique ability to reflect on
their desires and motivations, and this self-reflection is the foundation of
free will, according to philosophers such as Frankfurt.

Even though our first-order desires may be determined by physical
processes, if we evaluate these desires, agree with them, and then act on
them willingly, we are (according to philosophers such as Frankfurt)
exercising “free will.” We can, therefore, be blamed (or praised) for our
actions. But explanations such as these fail to account for free will for the
following reasons:
WE DON’T TYPICALLY EXPERIENCE FIRST-ORDER AND SECONDORDER THOUGHT PROCESSES
Critics of Frankfurt’s explanation challenge the first- and second-order
hierarchy on experiential grounds. Philosopher Gary Watson, for example,
says we don’t typically ask ourselves second-order questions about our
desires when making a decision. Instead, we usually ask first-order
questions about what we should do. Critics such as Watson believe
Frankfurt has inaccurately described the nature of our free-will
deliberations, and this criticism seems to be evidenced in our own personal
experiences.3
SECOND-ORDER DESIRES ARE JUST AS MATERIALISTICALLY
RESTRICTED AS FIRST-ORDER DESIRES
The most obvious objection to hierarchal definitions of desire like the kind
offered by Frankfurt is in understanding why higher, second-order desires
would be any less physically determined than their lower, first-order
counterparts. From a materialistic perspective (“inside the room” of a

purely physical universe), how can we possess the second-order autonomy
to freely evaluate and reflect on first-order desires in the first place?
The physical processes guiding (and limiting) our foundational wants and
first-order desires are the same processes guiding and limiting our ability to
evaluate these impulses at any higher level. How can one set of desires be
determined yet the other not? Unless we are free from the deterministic
limits of matter and brain chemistry, all choices, regardless of position
within the hierarchy of desire, are simply the result of physical processes
beyond our control.

DID FREE WILL SIMPLY “EMERGE”?
Some philosophers and scientists have speculated free will might simply
“emerge” from a deterministic system. Emergence is a concept described in
sciences such as physics, chemistry, and sociology. When a property
appears spontaneously in a system, unpredicted by the laws governing the
individual parts of the system, it is said to have “emerged.”
University of California professor of psychology Michael Gazzaniga
cited the analogy of automobile parts: “If you look at an isolated car part,
such as a cam shaft, you cannot predict that the freeway will be full of
traffic at 5:15 p.m., Monday through Friday. In fact, you could not even
predict the phenomenon of traffic would ever occur if you just looked at a
brake pad.… A new set of laws emerge that aren’t predicted from the parts
alone. The same holds true for brains.… When more than one brain
interacts, new and unpredictable things begin to emerge, establishing a new
set of rules. Two of the properties that are acquired in this new set of rules
that weren’t previously present are responsibility and freedom.”4
While this may seem reasonable by way of analogy, a closer examination
exposes the weakness of this explanation:
THIS EXPLANATION FAILS TO ADDRESS THE PHENOMENON OF
FREE WILL
Physical analogies such as the one offered by Professor Gazzaniga fail to
explain the emergence of consciousness or free will. Automobile parts
(even when assembled in the form of automobiles) are still unable to

consider or experience the phenomena we call traffic. Car parts aren’t even
the cause of traffic in the first place. Instead, humans with minds cause
traffic, given our free choices related to the way we use automobiles.
Traffic isn’t an emergent property of automobile parts; it’s a consequence
of human free agency. Analogies such as these only highlight the role of our
free will and the difference between physical systems and human free
agency. As David Chalmers observed, “No explanation given wholly on
physical terms can ever account for the emergence of conscious
experience.”5
THIS EXPLANATION FAILS TO EXPLAIN HOW BRAINS “INTERACT”
To say free will emerges “when more than one brain interacts” fails to
explain how these material organs can physically interact to accomplish this
goal. The interaction we experience between one another as thinking human
beings requires nonmaterial consciousness and free will before the
interaction can take place. If materialism is true, how do material brains
physically interact to produce nonphysical consciousness and free will?
THIS EXPLANATION ACKNOWLEDGES THE EXISTENCE OF
NONMATERIAL PROPERTIES WITHOUT EXPLAINING THEIR ORIGIN
Even Gazzaniga admitted emergence as an explanation for consciousness or
free will has been largely dismissed by neuroscientists. Materialist
neuroscience continues to reject dualism and has labored diligently over the
past century to demonstrate the sole existence of the brain (while rejecting
the mind as illusory). When scientists attribute free will or consciousness to
“emergence” without explaining precisely the physical process responsible
for the transition, they might as well say, “We have no idea how conscious
free will appears, but somehow it just does.”

This sort of explanation allows for free will but fails to account for it
from the materials available “inside the room.”6 As a result, it
acknowledges the necessity of an extra-natural, external source for
consciousness.

CAN WE ATTRIBUTE FREE WILL TO QUANTUM PHYSICS?
Some philosophers have pointed to the research of physicists to find a way
to explain free will from “inside the room” of the natural universe. What if
the foundational physical laws of the universe are not as deterministic as we
once believed? At atomic and subatomic scales (quantum levels), particles
do not behave in entirely predictable ways (as do larger material objects).
Many physicists (such as Werner Heisenberg and Niels Bohr) have argued
these quantum particles are without set pathways and may not be causally
connected like objects at larger scales.
They also believe laws of quantum mechanics may be foundational to the
universe. If this is true, at least some physical events aren’t
deterministically caused by prior events;7 at the quantum level, the universe
may not be deterministic at all but may instead be indeterministic.
According to this view, there may, therefore, be room for the physical
freedom needed in our brains to break the cause-and-effect determinism
I’ve already described.
But while the possibility of indeterminate, foundational laws of quantum
physics guiding the universe may seem to provide naturalists with an
explanation from “inside the room,” this explanation also has critical
liabilities:
THIS EXPLANATION RELIES ON CERTAINTY ABOUT QUANTUM
INDETERMINACY
While quantum mechanics is still our best theory related to the subatomic
world, we don’t know if there’s actually another layer of reality beneath the
quantum layer.8 Many scientists and philosophers believe there are still
hidden, unknown variables operating at the quantum scale; if we had this
additional information, they believe, the somewhat perplexing nature of the
quantum world might turn out to be causally predictable just like largerscale objects. There are presently a wide variety of quantum physics
models, many of which contradict each other.9 We may eventually find the
laws of physics are every bit as deterministic at the quantum scale as they
are at larger scales.10

THIS EXPLANATION APPLIES QUANTUM MECHANICS AT A LARGER
SCALE
Many philosophers question whether the laws of quantum physics can be
rightfully applied to what’s happening in our brains in the first place.
Although subatomic particles may respond in an indeterminate way at the
micro-level, this does not mean our brains are acting in an indeterminate
way at the macro-level. The neurons in our brains are composed of many
molecules (and even more atoms). Why should we believe the laws of
quantum mechanics would also apply to brain activity?11
THIS EXPLANATION STILL DOESN’T GIVE US ANY CONTROL
Even if our brain activity involved indeterminate quantum level activity,
this still wouldn’t provide us with the free will we experience on a daily
basis. If the events in our brain are indeterminate and random, how could
we ever trust our thoughts as our own? How could we be in control of our
actions if the thoughts guiding these actions are indeterminate?12
Quantum indeterminacy doesn’t help us to understand our thoughts,
choices, or actions. If our thoughts and choices are truly independent of any
cause, “every thought and action would seem to merit the statement, ‘I
don’t know what came over me.’”13 Philosopher Robert Kane was correct,
therefore, when he observed, “If free will is not compatible with
Determinism, it does not seem to be compatible with indeterminism
either.”14

SHOULD WE REJECT THE EXISTENCE, NECESSITY, AND
IMPORTANCE OF FREE WILL?
Strict determinists like Sam Harris don’t even make an effort to explain
how free will could exist “inside the room” of the natural, physical
universe. Instead, they describe free will as completely illusory and
challenge the rest of us to explain why we find it necessary to possess (or
account for) it in the first place. Harris sees no need for free will to
effectively prosecute lawbreakers: “We need not have any illusions that a

causal agent lives within the human mind to recognize that certain people
are dangerous.”15
Criminals still need to be isolated from potential victims, even if their
actions are not the result of free will. In the end, according to determinists
like Harris, we need not acknowledge nor accept the existence of free will
to explain our need for a criminal justice system. In fact, Harris argued our
world would be a far better place if we accepted the nonexistence of free
will: “Once we recognize that even the most terrifying predators are, in a
very real sense, unlucky to be who they are, the logic of hating (as opposed
to fearing) them begins to unravel.”16
Harris believes our inclinations toward hatred would be reduced if we
came to accept free will as an illusion. But is Harris’s optimism justified,
and does this attitude toward free will do anything to explain our own
experiences of free agency?
THIS EXPLANATION IS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE EVIDENCE
Our experience of (and belief in) free will appears to be an innate and
necessary characteristic of human beings, and studies continue to show
what happens when we reject this attribute of our being. Our native
experience of free will seems to cut across cultural boundaries.
In a 1998 International Social Survey Program study, people from thirtysix countries were surveyed. More than 70 percent agreed their lives were
in their own hands.17 More importantly, a number of studies have
demonstrated people behave differently if they can be convinced they have
no free will.
In 2008, researchers from the University of Minnesota and the University
of British Columbia conducted experiments highlighting the relationship
between a belief in determinism and immoral behavior. They found students
who were exposed to deterministic literature prior to taking a test were
more likely to cheat on the test than students who were not exposed to
literature advocating determinism. The researchers concluded those who
deny free will are more inclined to believe their efforts to act morally are
futile and are, therefore, less likely to do so.18
In addition, a study conducted by researchers from Florida State
University and the University of Kentucky found participants who were

exposed to deterministic literature were more likely to act aggressively and
less likely to be helpful toward others.19 Even determinist Michael
Gazzaniga conceded: “It seems that not only do we believe we control our
actions, but it is good for everyone to believe it.”20 The existence of free
will is a common characteristic of our experience, and when we deny we
have this sort of free agency, there are detrimental consequences.
THIS EXPLANATION ELIMINATES THE HOPE OF REHABILITATION
I work closely with corrections officers who operate and supervise
correctional facilities (jails and penitentiaries) in our county and state. If
free will is an illusion, none of us is truly free to make decisions of our own
volition. In a world like this, correctional facilities are unnecessary. If none
of us is able to make the decisions necessary to change or correct our
behavior, jails and penitentiaries are nothing more than detention facilities.
If determinism is true, we can detain those who might hurt us, but there’s
little point in trying to rehabilitate evildoers by encouraging them to change
their behavior. I have seen men and women experience transformation
while in prison and emerge with renewed purpose and character. While it
may be rare, it does occur. But this kind of true transformation requires
people to make different choices, and this assumes people have the ability
and freedom to do so.21
These four explanations from “inside the room” of the natural universe
are inadequate when compared to the powerful evidence of our own
experience of free will. But before we can embrace an explanation from
“outside the room” (a Mind acting freely to create beings possessing similar
characteristics), we’ll need to examine the liabilities of such an explanation
in more detail:
DO NEUROLOGICAL STUDIES DISPROVE FREE AGENCY?
Benjamin Libet and John-Dylan Haynes’s brain experiments discovered
activity in the brainwaves of their subjects prior to the subjects’ own
conscious decisions. Libet and Haynes concluded a physical brain sequence
preceded any nonphysical “free” decision. But does this mean our physical
brains are really in charge and our conscious decisions are only illusory?
Not necessarily. How do we know this brain activity isn’t simply a signal
reporting the beginning of our thoughts prior to a final decision? When

choosing between two options, we often ponder the decision (even while
we are unaware) prior to making a free choice. There are good reasons to
believe this is what Libet and Haynes’s experiments recorded. Haynes’s
experiments, for example, identified activity in the prefrontal cortex and the
BA10 regions of the brain. Independent studies indicate these regions of the
brain are not relevant to free decisions but are instead involved in the
formation and storage of plans and intentions.
This seems consistent with Haynes’s findings of a seven- to ten-second
gap between activity in these regions and the conscious decision to act.
Given this delay of several seconds, it’s far more reasonable to believe
activity in these two areas of the brain is related to the unconscious time it
takes to form a plan prior to making a final decision than the much shorter
period of time we experience when actually making a decision.
Our unrestricted plan formation and our final choices would, therefore,
result in the findings recorded by Libet and others. These experiments fail
to disprove free will because free agency is, after all, required for us to form
plans as well as to make choices.22
DOES DIFFICULTY IN UNDERSTANDING THE “MECHANISM”
DISPROVE FREE AGENCY?
Some philosophers find the idea of “personal” or “agent” causation to be
completely mysterious or even illogical.23 Can nonphysical minds act in
causal relationships with physical bodies? Can nonphysical thoughts cause
a physical response? If so, how does this happen?24 Some think the idea
absurd or, as famous German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche put it, “the
best self-contradiction that has been conceived so far.”25
But many agent-causation philosophers disagree, including Roderick
Chisholm, Timothy O’Connor, Randolph Clarke, William Rowe, and
others. These philosophers argue free actions are caused by personal agents
in a way transcending simple event causation. As a result, they cannot be
examined or explained in terms familiar to scientists and naturalists.
The objections to this view, for many who reject it, appear to be based in
a presuppositional bias against anything other than physical causes. This
bias prevents many from accepting what appears to be the best explanation
for our own intuitions about free will. If we resist the impulse to limit our

answers to only those material processes and systems “inside the room” of
the material universe, nonphysical options are available to us, and these
explanatory options happen to match our experience of free will.
DOES THE EXISTENCE OF GOD DISPROVE FREE AGENCY?
A number of theistic philosophers have posed a different kind of objection
against free will and agent causation. Most Christian theists, for example,
believe God is omniscient (all-knowing) and omnipotent (all-powerful).
Many believe God “foreordains” and “foreknows” every act any of us could
perform. Doesn’t God’s omniscience and omnipotence strip humans of their
free will?
Not necessarily. Some theologians believe an all-powerful God may
choose not to foreordain every human act in an effort to provide the free
will necessary for genuine love and true moral responsibility (more on this
in chapters 7 and 8). God could still be all-powerful yet choose to limit this
power to create something good.26 Related to God’s all-knowing nature and
His foreknowledge of future events, Saint Augustine argued in the fourth
and fifth centuries that merely foreknowing something is going to happen is
not the same thing as causing it to happen.
Other theologians explain the relationship between God’s sovereignty and
human freedom in terms of the relationship between “primary” and
“secondary” causality. Here, God’s foreordination (the “primary” cause)
includes human free actions (a “secondary” cause).27
Other options can also be found throughout history. Theologians have
offered theological and philosophical explanations of human free agency,
including Anicius Manlius Severinus Boëthius, Thomas Aquinas, William
of Ockham, and Luis de Molina.28
The idea God’s foreknowledge of future
events might restrict our free will is, in many
ways, simply a product of theological
formulation. Regardless of one’s doctrinal
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by a transcendent, personal agent—only the
second option allows for any possibility of free
agency. Only a transcendent, personal causal
agent has the ability to decide whether to restrict a freedom; impersonal
forces have no such capacity.
The theological discussion related to how, when, or if humans have true
free agency can only occur in a universe created by a personal agent of this
nature.

CHAPTER SEVEN
LAW AND ORDER: IS MORALITY MORE THAN AN OPINION?
A number of philosophical naturalists have attempted to account for
obligatory moral truths by staying “inside the room” of the physical
universe. Some of the approaches taken by these naturalistic thinkers are
similar to the strategies employed to explain the existence of free will. Let’s
survey naturalistic explanations to see if they can adequately account for the
existence of objective moral truth claims without errantly redefining key
concepts or suffering from logical contradictions.

ARE MORAL TRUTHS AN ILLUSION?
Some philosophers and scientists deny the existence of moral truth
altogether. As Richard Dawkins famously asserted: “The universe we
observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at bottom,
no design, no purpose, no evil, and no good, nothing but blind, pitiless
indifference.”1
Nihilists (derived from the Latin word nihil, meaning “nothing”) reject
the idea any moral claim could be either true or false. Some nihilists believe
moral claims don’t actually describe what the universe is like but instead
describe how humans feel about events occurring in the universe.
For example, the statement “Jesse tortured his victim” is true or false
because it describes an event in the universe. But the statement “It was
morally wrong for Jesse to torture his victim” does not describe an event.
Instead, this second statement merely expresses an attitude about the event.
The second statement cannot, according to this view, be classified as either
true or false.

In addition, “logical positivist” nihilists argue against moral truth claims
because such features of the universe cannot be verified or confirmed by
observation or perception. Since we cannot verify (or falsify) the sentence
“It was morally wrong for Jesse to torture his victim” with our empirical
senses, or through some process of empirical testing, they believe the
sentence is meaningless.2 While this approach certainly eliminates the need
to account for the evidence of moral truth by rejecting this kind of truth
altogether, it suffers from several explanatory liabilities:
THIS APPROACH IS MORE EVASIVE THAN EXPLANATORY
Like efforts to redefine free will or consciousness, this approach to moral
truth simply evades the question altogether. When detectives enter a crime
scene and encounter a piece of evidence, we’re not allowed to avoid the
evidence by redefining or ignoring it. Moral truth cannot be similarly
ignored or redefined. All of us have a strong inclination to make moral
judgments, even those of us who deny morality is a real feature of the
universe. Simply denying the existence of moral truth does not effectively
eradicate it.3
THIS APPROACH INAPPROPRIATELY ELEVATES EMPIRICAL
OBSERVATION
Many truths can’t be verified through empirical processes of examination.
They can’t be accessed through those routes. Truths related to logic and
mathematics, for example, must be embraced prior to any empirical,
scientific examination. In addition, the assertion “The only meaningful
claims are those we can verify with our senses” is itself a claim we cannot
verify with our senses. It is a self-refuting assertion violating its own
foundation. There are many truths we accept even though we cannot verify
them empirically. Moral truths are but one example.4

ARE MORAL TRUTHS SIMPLY BRUTE FACTS ABOUT THE
UNIVERSE?
Some philosophers describe moral truths as “brute facts” of the cosmos.
Like mathematical truths and the laws of logic, moral truths are described

as “fixed features” of the universe.5 Humans don’t create such truths; we
simply become aware of them after careful reflection. Moral laws, under
this view, are every bit as binding on us as the laws of logic or math. This
explanation, while it recognizes and affirms the existence of objective
moral truth, fails to adequately explain its origin:
THIS APPROACH FAILS TO ACCOUNT FOR MORAL “OBLIGATIONS”
It’s one thing to acknowledge a particular fact, but another to be obligated
to submit to such a fact. Describing moral truth as a brute fact of the
universe serves to identify and affirm moral truths without explaining why
there are moral obligations.6 The laws of mathematics and logic describe
“what is,” but moral laws describe “what ought to be,” and as we observed
in the judicial hierarchy governing Jesse’s actions, the moral claims and
legal statutes at every level of the judicial pyramid represent obligations
between persons.
Those who describe the existence of objective moral truth claims as brute
facts of the universe have taken only the first step in explaining their
existence. When I discover a piece of evidence in a crime scene, it’s not
enough for me to simply identify its existence. I’ve got to figure out how
the evidence got in the scene in the first place. Why is it there? If moral
truth is a brute fact of the universe, we should reasonably ask why this is the
case and begin to examine what kind of universe would necessarily possess
moral obligations in the first place.
THIS APPROACH DISCONNECTS MORALITY FROM MIND
As philosopher John Rist observed, moral ideals are “objects of thoughts,
not mere constructs or concepts.”7 This poses a problem for those who
think transcendent moral truths are brute facts of the universe. The notion of
a transcendent, eternal “object of thought” without a transcendent, eternal
“thinker of thoughts” is incomprehensible.8
THIS APPROACH SUPPRESSES FURTHER INVESTIGATION
As we saw with efforts to explain the reason for the universe’s existence in
chapter 2, explanations such as “That’s just the way it is” or “That’s a
pointless question” are largely unsatisfying and serve to suppress further

investigation rather than lead us to the truth. Detectives who take this
approach typically don’t solve many murders. If reasonable explanations
are available, we ought not to ignore them in favor of “That’s just the way it
is.”

ARE MORAL TRUTHS A PRODUCT OF INDIVIDUAL BELIEF?
Some naturalistic philosophers believe all moral truth is subjective rather
than objective. In other words, subjects (people) are the ultimate source of
what is “right” or “wrong.” According to this view, termed “moral
subjectivism,” morality varies from person to person. Moral beliefs are
based primarily on our subjective feelings, and because these attitudes are
specific to each of us individually, they cannot be fairly assumed in others;
they are simply personal opinions.
In addition, people often disagree about the moral status of a particular
action or situation, and these disagreements are often irreconcilable. Moral
subjectivists offer this as yet another reason to reject the existence of
objective moral truth. While this does explain morality from “inside the
room” of the universe (rooted in the individuals who live here), it lacks
explanatory power:
THIS APPROACH OVERESTIMATES THE VALUE OF FEELINGS
The cause of a belief doesn’t always have much to do with whether the
belief is true. When I called Jesse’s mother to notify her of her son’s arrest,
her feelings would not allow her to believe Jesse had done anything wrong.
She loved Jesse deeply; he was her only son and she did her best to protect
him from the pervasive gang culture of his neighborhood. She thought her
son was incapable of doing wrong.
According to his mother, if Jesse chose to hurt someone, the victim must
have deserved it. Jesse and his mother saw nothing wrong with his
behavior, but do their feelings preclude us from making a decision about
whether Jesse committed an immoral act? No. Feelings may follow from
moral realities, but we have to be careful not to allow feelings to dictate
moral realities. Jesse and his mother can’t make his actions morally right
merely by believing they are.

THIS APPROACH ELIMINATES MORAL DEBATE
If moral subjectivism is true, people who disagree about the moral status of
an act (as Jesse and I disagreed about the moral status of torture) would be
unable to argue for the rightness of their position. If Jesse and I are the final
individual determiners of what is right or wrong, neither of us could appeal
to anything higher than our own opinions to settle a moral disagreement.
How could I think my position related to torture was superior to Jesse’s?
Both of us would be grounding our moral decisions in the same level of
authority: our personal authority. If morality is subjective, no one has the
right to say he or she is morally correct or someone else is morally
incorrect.9
THIS APPROACH LEADS TO MORAL SELFISHNESS
If individuals are the source of all moral truth, what stops us from simply
pursuing our own self-interests? In fact, ethical “egoists” believe each of us
has a moral duty to advance what’s in one’s own long-term best interest.10
As a cold-case homicide detective, I can certainly testify to the
selfishness I’ve seen in the humans I’ve arrested over the years. But I’m not
the only one to observe this. Evolutionary biologist George Williams has
chronicled the selfish behavior represented throughout the animal
kingdom.11 If moral truth is rooted in the beliefs and opinions of subjects,
why should anyone care about anyone other than himself or his own family
or tribe?
Moral subjectivism leads to a worldview in which such altruism makes
little or no moral sense. If this kind of subjectivism is true, we live in a “dog
eat dog,” “survival of the fittest” world, reflected perfectly in the behavior
of Jesse and his rival gang members.
In addition, selfless duty makes little or no sense in such a world. Why
should I, as a police officer, risk my life and the future of my family to help
others? As philosopher Louis Pojman once wrote, “Subjectivism treats
individuals like billiard balls on a societal pool table where they meet only
in radical collisions, each aimed at his or her own goal and striving to do in
the others before they themselves are done in.”12

ARE MORAL TRUTHS A PRODUCT OF CULTURE?
Given the difficulty in rooting moral truth in the feelings and opinions of
individuals, many philosophers reject moral subjectivism. They seek a
different way to explain moral truth from “inside the room” of the natural
universe, pointing, instead, to societies and cultures as the source of
morality. According to this view, termed “moral relativism,” morality varies
from culture to culture. There are no objective, transcendent, universal
moral standards “on all men at all times.”13
Some societies, for example, treat women with much less dignity than
others. Some cultures are more violent than others. Each of these people
groups believes their own actions are morally appropriate. As a result, some
would say, “Morality is in the eye of the beholder.” According to moral
relativists, this is evidence of the cultural flexibility of moral truth and
demonstrates all moral truth is simply a product of cultural “utility.”14
Moral relativists believe cultures and people groups create their moral
codes rather than discover them. Moral codes are a social construct
designed by the majority to help the group maintain social harmony and
increase their ability to survive. But if cultural agreement determines moral
truth, several problems emerge:
THIS APPROACH CONFUSES CULTURAL DIVERSITY WITH MORAL
CLARITY
Moral relativism rightly recognizes the cultural and moral diversity of our
world, but this observation fails to falsify the existence of transcendent,
objective moral truths. Cultures can differ on their beliefs about what causes
tuberculosis, for example, but this does not mean there isn’t an objective
truth about the cause and nature of the disease. Diversity of subjective
belief has little to do with the existence of objective truth.15
THIS APPROACH FAILS TO IDENTIFY WHICH CULTURE REIGNS
The Los Angeles gang subculture is historically rooted and easily
identifiable. In most cases, it is also geographically defined. Is this
subculture sufficiently established to qualify as a legitimate source for
moral truth? If moral truths emerge from the consensus of people groups,

why can’t Jesse’s gang culture be considered a legitimate authoritative
source of moral truth? Does size or power dictate which groups are
qualified to be an authority?
Moral relativism denies us the ability to declare one group more
authoritative than the other, unless we are willing to appeal to an authority
transcending all groups. A consistent moral relativist cannot argue against
the moral legitimacy of a subculture such as Jesse’s.16

THIS APPROACH SILENCES CROSS-CULTURAL CRITICISM
If moral truth is a product of cultural consensus, no specific culture is in the
position to criticize or praise the behavior of any other culture. Moral
relativism does not allow us to say, “Torture is objectively wrong.” At best
we can simply proclaim, “We don’t like torture here in our culture.”
But why should anyone care what we think in the first place if moral truth
is relative to each culture? If morals are simply the product of cultural
opinion, proclamations about moral truth are like statements about food
preferences: interesting, but ultimately meaningless.
THIS APPROACH IS TOO DEPENDENT ON AGREEMENT
If people groups decide what is morally right or wrong, how are we to
consider a particular act if there is no definitive cultural agreement? Does
this mean an act has no moral status until a majority of us can agree? And
how large does the majority have to be?

The issue of abortion, for example, is still a fluid and hotly debated topic.
Consensus is sometimes difficult to find, particularly in some regions of the
United States. Does the lack of consensus mean abortion is neither morally
right nor morally wrong? Not according to advocates on either side of the
debate. Each side believes it represents a transcendent, objective moral
truth. But if moral relativism is true, we can’t make a declaration on the
moral status of any act until we’ve reached a cultural consensus.
THIS APPROACH MARGINALIZES MORAL REFORMERS
If moral truth is decided by cultural agreement, based on the beliefs of the
majority, how are we to evaluate those individuals in the minority?
Wouldn’t they be considered immoral by definition? Moral reformers like
Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr., who began their efforts at moral reform
as individuals advocating a minority view, would be powerless to effect
change if moral truth were truly established as moral relativists propose.
Reformers such as these appeal to moral truths transcending the majority
opinion when they argue for change.
If moral truth begins at the level of culture, there is no authority above
one’s society to whom we can appeal.

THIS APPROACH ENCOURAGES AND EMPLOYS IMMORAL
BEHAVIOR
If moral codes are systematically created and embraced by cultures in an
effort to maintain social harmony and increase survivability, how are we to

avoid culturally selfish acts? If a particular activity increases the social
harmony and survivability of our culture—but accomplishes this at the
brutal expense of a neighboring culture—does this make the behavior
morally acceptable? Can we deceive, destroy, or enslave other groups if
these behaviors increase the harmony and survivability of our group?
Slavery can actually increase the survivability of one culture over another
—especially over the cultures enslaved. In fact, one argument for the
continuation of slavery in America revolved around its benefits to the
economy. Goals related to survivability, including economic survivability,
can and have been co-opted to excuse self-serving immoral behaviors.
THIS APPROACH CONFUSES RECOGNITION WITH EXISTENCE
While it’s clear people groups employ moral principles to further their own
well-being and survivability, those who claim societies are the source of
such principles—either through some process of social progress or
psychological evolution—are confusing moral recognition with moral
existence. Even the most robust evolutionary proposals related to the origin
of moral truth simply offer a description of why and how humans have
employed moral principles to increase their survivability.17
As a cold-case detective, I’ve learned to employ a number of techniques
during my interviews with suspects to assess deception and determine truth.
These techniques didn’t originate with me; I simply discovered them after
many years of trial and error. As it turns out, my father—a police officer
himself for twenty-eight years prior to my being hired—discovered and
employed many of these same techniques. And my son, now also a police
officer for several years, will undoubtedly end up using many of the same
methods. We’ve been using these interview principles for three generations,
but we didn’t create them.
In a similar way, cultures may recognize and employ moral principles, but
this doesn’t mean they created these principles. In fact, many scientists and
philosophers are suspicious about any causal relationship between evolution
and moral virtue. Thomas Henry Huxley, a strong supporter of Charles
Darwin, in his essay “Evolution and Ethics,” argued evolution and morality
were at odds with each other. The evolutionary process often results in
disharmony and strife; morality seems to require us to overcome the
“evolved beast” in each of us.18

Naturalistic philosopher Michael Ruse, who
objective moral truth, agreed: “If we are going
evolutionary process those things we think are
things we think are bad, we must be appealing
foundation for morality.”19
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ARE MORAL TRUTHS HUMAN-SPECIFIC BIOLOGICAL FACTS?
Given the problematic nature of moral relativism, and its inability to
establish moral truths transcending cultural biases and preferences, some
have tried to provide an explanation for objective moral truth from biology.
Sam Harris, for example, believes “moral values are really questions about
the well-being of conscious creatures.” As humans, we are innately driven
toward physiological and psychological “well-being.”20 Well-being (also
described as human “flourishing”) is, according to Harris, the purpose of
our existence as biological beings. Since human biology transcends human
culture, moral truths (if they are rooted in human biology) would also
transcend culture, just as some biological diseases (cancer, for example) are
common to all people groups.21
Now, consider an analogy: In every chess match—with the goal of
capturing the king—some moves are “good” and some are “bad.” “Good
and bad,” in this context, can be determined once we know the object of the
game. In a similar way, if the well-being of the human species is the goal of
human existence, “good and bad” behaviors can be determined by their
capacity to achieve this end.22
Scientists and philosophers like Harris believe moral facts are, therefore,
simply a product of neuroscience and psychology. They are rooted in
human well-being (flourishing) and can be understood as we learn more
about biology and the science of the brain.23 This view of moral truth
provides an explanation from “inside the room” of the natural universe but
fails for several important reasons:
THIS VIEW ASSUMES A MORAL DEFINITION OF “WELL-BEING”
What do advocates of this view of morality mean when they talk about
“well-being”? Do they mean “increased survivability”?

We should hope not, because a desire to increase one’s survivability often
leads to immoral behavior. Jesse’s gang surely increased their own
survivability every time they killed one of their rivals. Those who describe
the well-being of humans in this context are describing something more
than survivability. Harris said, “There is little doubt that most of what
matters to the average person—like fairness, justice, compassion, and a
general awareness of terrestrial reality—will be integral to our creating a
thriving global civilization and, therefore, to the greater well-being of
humanity.”24
This definition of “well-being” smuggles in a number of moral values
prior to accounting for their existence. Harris described an innately moral
view of health and well-being, including such characteristics as “kindness,
reciprocity, trust, openness to argument, respect for evidence, intentions of
fairness, impulse control,” and the “mitigation of aggression.”25
But assuming these moral values does not explain how they came to exist
in the first place. Just as importantly, one might ask why human biology
innately dictates the goal of health (well-being) over, say, pleasure. Jesse,
like many of his fellow gangsters, smoked cigarettes. Was his choice to
smoke immoral because he chose pleasure over health? No. We might think
it unwise, but not immoral.
Even Harris admitted, “Science cannot tell us why, scientifically, we
should value health.”26 Our choice to value health or well-being over
pleasure (or anything else) is simply that: a choice driven by foundational
moral values for which Harris cannot account.
THIS VIEW CONFUSES FACTS WITH NORMS
The majority of psychologists and neuroscientists, even those studying
moral reasoning, understand the difference between scientific facts and
moral norms.27 It’s one thing to describe what is (where in the brain, for
example, one might find synapse activity corresponding to a moral choice),
but it’s another thing to explain why a moral choice is either good or bad.28
Facts about how guns work cannot tell us whether you should use one to
murder a rival. In a similar way, facts about how our brains work cannot tell
us about the value or nature of our moral norms.

THIS VIEW FAILS TO DETERMINE WHICH BEHAVIORS ARE
ACTUALLY BENEFICIAL
Even if we believe moral truths are nothing more than biological facts about
human flourishing, it’s not always easy to determine which behaviors are
beneficial to our well-being in the first place. If the value of every action is
to be determined by the consequence the action has on human well-being, it
will be difficult, if not impossible, to make these assessments with certainty.
How can one truly know if an act will have a positive or negative impact on
human flourishing many years down the road?29
THIS VIEW FAILS TO DETERMINE WHOSE WELL-BEING IS MOST
IMPORTANT
Why would any of us consider the well-being of strangers prior to the wellbeing of our own families and communities? If history is any indicator,
humans are far more inclined to care for themselves than for others, even
when the activities of their own group may ultimately harm the
survivability of the entire species. Who gets to define “flourishing” when
cultures and individuals disagree about notions of happiness, compassion,
contentedness, or physical and psychological health?
When competing interests collide, whose definitions, and whose wellbeing, warrants our consideration? As philosopher Patricia Churchland
observed, “No one has the slightest idea how to compare the mild headache
of five million against the broken legs of two, or the needs of one’s own
two children against the needs of a hundred unrelated brain-damaged
children in Serbia.”30
Even if we are only interested in the well-being of an isolated group,
should we be more concerned about total well-being or average well-being
of the group? Those concerned with total well-being prefer a world in
which the most people possible are able to live with at least moderate wellbeing. Those concerned with average well-being prefer a world in which
smaller groups maximize their well-being, even if others suffer, so the
average for the species is elevated.
If we derive moral value from an action’s impact on the well-being of the
entire species, why should I, as a law enforcement officer, care at all about
murdered gang members such as Jesse’s victim? Shouldn’t I be more
focused on the fate of those better educated, wealthier, or more intelligent
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contributors to our society than those who are
actually preying on our society? Aren’t those in
the first group more likely to contribute to the
well-being of our species than those in the
second?
Assessing an action’s moral value on the basis
of its ultimate consequence is nearly impossible
to accomplish and leads to disturbing
discrimination.31

CHAPTER EIGHT

THE EVIDENCE OF EVIL: CAN GOD AND EVIL COEXIST?
Does the existence of evil and injustice eliminate a Divine Creator as a
reasonable explanation for the evidence “inside the room” of the material
universe? As always, sensible explanations must be supported by the
evidence, exist without redefining key terms, and resist logical
inconsistencies. Let’s examine the seven explanations we’ve offered for evil
in more detail.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE HAVE AN ACCURATE VIEW
OF ETERNITY
Evil and suffering are typically experienced and understood within the
context of one’s life. For thirty-five years as an atheist, I thought of my life
as a “line segment” spanning two points: my birth and my death.

I hoped for a life (a “line segment”) of approximately ninety years. In the
context of this span of time, if I had developed cancer in my forties, I would
have been angered by the amount of time stolen from me as I battled the
disease. In fact, if I had been diagnosed with a terminal disease at that age, I

would have been outraged to be deprived of 50 percent of the life I
expected.

If theism is true, however, and we are more than mere material beings,
life is not a line segment. Life is, instead, a ray stretching from the point of
our birth, passing through the point of our physical death, and extending to
an eternal life beyond the grave.

Now consider any experience of evil, pain, or suffering in the context of
an eternal life. You may, for example, remember the painful vaccinations
you received as a child. If you’re reading this book at the age of thirty, the
small period of your life occupied by the pain you experienced during those
vaccinations has been long outdistanced by the years you’ve lived since
then. As time stretched on from the point of that experience, you were able
to place the pain within the larger context of your life. You don’t even
remember it now.
If dualism is true, we are both material and nonmaterial, eternal beings
who will live forever. Our experience and understanding of pain and evil
must be contextualized within eternity, not within our temporality.
Whatever our experience here in our earthly life, no matter how difficult or
painful it may be, we must see it through the lens of forever. As our eternal
experience stretches beyond our struggles in this life, our temporal suffering
will become an ever-shrinking percentage of our consciousness. The
anguish we may have experienced on Earth will be long outdistanced by the
bliss we’ll experience in eternity.

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE HAVE A PROPER
REVERENCE FOR FREE AGENCY
When most of us think of the highest moral virtue, we typically think of
some form of love. In fact, love seems to be at the center of life’s meaning.
Mahatma Gandhi is quoted as saying, “Where there is love there is life.”1 If
there is a Divine, all-loving, all-powerful Creator, it seems reasonable this
Creator would create a world in which love is possible.
But this kind of “love possibility” world is a dangerous place. Love
requires freedom. True love requires humans to have the ability to freely
choose; love cannot be forced if it is to be heartfelt and real. I cannot force
my children, for example, to love me. Instead, I must demonstrate my love
for them, provide them with the knowledge and moral wisdom necessary to
make safe and loving choices, and then allow them the personal freedom to
love one another and do the right thing.
Eventually, as a parent, I have to let go, and this process of letting go is
dangerous. In order for my children to have the freedom to love, they also
need the freedom to hate. Freedom of this nature is often costly. A world in
which people have the freedom to love and perform great acts of kindness is
also a world in which people have the freedom to hate and commit great
acts of evil. You cannot have one without the other.
It’s tempting to think an all-powerful Being could create whatever kind of
world one could imagine, but the connection between love and free will is
inexorably interdependent. “Coerced love” is as oxymoronic as “married
bachelorism.” If an all-powerful Creator has the power to eliminate moral
imperfection, this Creator would also have the power to eliminate logical
imperfection.2 And that’s where the problem lies: a world without freedom
makes love logically impossible.3

If the Creator of the universe considers love the highest moral virtue, the
only option available is to create a universe in which humans and animals
have the freedom to choose love.
Free agency is more valuable than most people might initially believe.
Without the freedom to do bad things, none of us could do good things.4 All
morally virtuous behaviors (including acts of love) hinge on our free
agency. For this reason, freedom must be protected at any and every cost,
even if it means allowing free agents to cause pain, suffering, and injustice
in the temporal lives of themselves or others.
A benevolent Creator could certainly correct or prevent every act of evil
caused by free creatures, but to do so would ultimately rob the universe of
true freedom and, therefore, true goodness.5

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE HOLD AN APPROPRIATE
DEFINITION OF LOVE
What precisely does it mean to be “all-loving,” particularly when we apply
this definition to the Divine Creator of the universe? Popular cultural
definitions of “love” typically refer to “kindness,” “gentleness,”
“adoration,” or “affection.” But if you’re a parent, you know love is much
more than this. There are times when kindness and tenderness are
appropriate expressions of love, and there are times when love demands
stern discipline, correction, and guidance. Good parents learn to embrace a
fuller, richer, more complex definition of love.
If our concept of love, when applied to the Creator of the universe, is
limited to gentleness and tenderness, we will likely have difficulty
reconciling the existence of a Divine Creator with the presence of nearly
any hardship we experience. No one likes to experience “tough love”; we
much prefer to experience love in its more hedonistic, self-serving forms.
As C. S. Lewis so aptly observed, “We want, in fact, not so much a Father
in heaven as a grandfather in heaven—a senile benevolence who, as they
say, ‘liked to see young people enjoying themselves,’ and whose plan for
the universe was simply that it might be truly said at the end of each day, ‘a
good time was had by all.’”6

But there’s a difference between the love of a parent and the love of a
grandparent. Parents must embrace a more balanced approach with their
children if they truly love them. If the loving nature of the Divine Creator is
as broad and all-encompassing as that of a parent, we should expect some
difficult circumstances to be an evidence of the Creator’s love, especially if
a greater good is achieved as a result of temporal suffering. Parents often
discipline their children to accomplish an important goal, but our children
usually fail to see our efforts as loving.
Love, in its truest sense, however, is concerned with more than our
immediate happiness and pleasure. Love aims for something more lasting.
The love of an eternal Creator would seek something beyond our temporal
happiness, even though we may fail to see our circumstances as an
expression of this love.7

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE UNDERSTAND ITS ROLE IN
CHARACTER DEVELOPMENT
What precisely could a Divine Creator hope to accomplish by allowing evil
to exist “inside the room” of the natural universe? One outcome, noted by
many philosophers, is the development of character.
Many of my cases involve families who have suffered the violent loss of
a loved one. In their prolonged grief (as they waited decades for the cases to
be solved) many developed new virtues and characteristics they never
anticipated. They grew in their patience and empathy toward others. They
developed endurance and perseverance. Many have since begun to
volunteer in victims’ rights groups and family support organizations. None
of this would have happened had they not suffered the evil they
experienced.
Similar character development often occurs after natural disasters. Relief
organizations experience their largest influx of volunteers in the days
following a major hurricane or earthquake.8 It’s in the face of trials,
disasters, and other forms of evil that true courage, compassion,
forgiveness, self-sacrifice, and charity are developed.
Without hardship, good character is hard to come by. Wisdom is typically
the product of failure, not success, and without loss, we seldom appreciate

gain. When we experience evil, we learn to value goodness all the more.9
Hardships educate, train, hone, and prepare us to be better people.10 This
character-building purpose for some forms of evil would certainly be
consistent with an all-powerful, all-loving Divine Creator, especially if such
a Creator has eternity in view and is concerned more with our character
than our comfort.
As C. S. Lewis argued, “To ask that God’s love should be content with us
as we are is to ask that God should cease to be God: because he is what he
is, his love must, in the nature of things, be impeded and repelled by certain
stains in our present character, and because he already loves us he must
labor to make us lovable.”11
EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE RECOGNIZE ITS POWER TO
DRAW US
Most of us, whether we believe in an all-powerful, all-loving Creator or not,
have secretly whispered a prayer at times of desperation. I did it on
occasion as a committed atheist, even though I saw it as nothing more than
a reflex. But for many people, an encounter with evil is often the first time
they seriously think about the existence of a Creator.
As a Christian homicide detective, I’ve seen the power evil has to draw
families and victims to the throne of the Divine. When people reach their
own limits, realize their true frailty, and come to understand the transient
nature of their material lives, they often begin to seek transcendent answers.
Many of the families who have suffered the loss of a loved one at the hands
of a brutal murderer have been drawn to an “otherworldly” source of
strength, hope, and deliverance.
If an all-powerful, all-loving Creator truly exists, some evils might be
reconciled based on their ability to refocus our attention, remind us of the
nature of eternal life, and draw us to our Creator.12 As philosophy professor
Eleonore Stump observed, “No amount of moral or natural evil, of course,
can guarantee that a man will seek God’s help. If it could, the willing it
produced would not be free. But evil of this sort is the best hope, I think,
and maybe the only effective means, for bringing men to such a state.”13

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE ACCEPT ITS EXISTENCE
AS A CONSEQUENCE
Even as an atheist, I embraced a rather biblical concept of “reaping and
sowing,” though I didn’t realize the Bible described this concept. Ideas and
actions have consequences, and there are times when we suffer as the result
of poor decisions and improper actions. No one is terribly surprised by this
form of suffering, and few of us actually consider it to be an evil, per se. We
understand we sometimes “get what we deserve.”
Our criminal justice system exists to ensure people “reap what they sow.”
Justice comes in three varieties. Sometimes offenders are punished simply
for things they have done in the past, typically in proportion to the crime
they’ve committed. This is called “retributive justice.”
Sometimes offenders are punished as the result of a forward-looking
concern for the future well-being of society. This is called “utilitarian
justice.”
Sometimes an offender who has committed a crime against a person
(rather than against the state) is held directly accountable to the victim;
offenders such as these are required to do their best to “make things right.”
This is called “restorative justice.”14
If a Divine Creator truly exists, these three forms of justice might explain
the existence of some apparent forms of evil. Such a Creator, possessing
and expressing the perfect balance of justice and mercy, may choose on
occasion to punish in one of these three ways. This would be particularly
appropriate if such a Being was the transcendent source of all objective
moral law and also the personal Creator whom we’ve offended and to
whom we are obligated.15

EVIL CAN BE RECONCILED IF WE ACKNOWLEDGE OUR
LIMITED UNDERSTANDING
I’ve never investigated a case in which I was able to answer every possible
question a juror might ask. In fact, the majority of my cases have been
successfully prosecuted in spite of a number of unanswered questions.

Sometimes suspects confess to every detail and explain everything they
were thinking as they committed their crimes, but those are rare
occurrences.
When a suspect fails to provide an explanation, I usually try my best to
“think like the suspect.” But I’ll be honest: I’m not good at it. I’m far too
rational in my approach, and criminals don’t often use good sense. Nearly
every effort on my part to project my thinking process onto a suspect has
been overly logical.
Our efforts to discern the thoughts of a Divine
Creator aren’t usually much more successful.
The categorical difference between a Being of
this nature and the humans who might like to
Return to
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understand the motives and thoughts of such a
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Being are far more dramatic than the difference
When you’re done here,
between detectives and suspects. As mere
return
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humans, we lack sufficient data about the causes
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we might attribute to free agency or the causal
connection between reasonable explanations for
evil. It’s also impossible for us to know with certainty what future good
might result from a present evil or to know the motives a Divine Being
might have in bringing about a particular action.16
If a Divine Creator of this magnitude exists, we should expect some evils
to be inexplicable and mysterious, given our limited ability to bridge the
gap of understanding.17

Case Files

THE EXPERT WITNESSES
Most criminal cases are built on the knowledgeable testimony of expert
witnesses (trained specialists who testify about specific, detailed attributes
of evidence). This book was written in an attempt to introduce you to some
of these important witnesses. The following experts are available for further
consultation as you continue to examine the evidence in God’s Crime
Scene:

CHAPTER ONE
IN THE BEGINNING: WAS THE UNIVERSE AN INSIDE JOB?
Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
Alex Vilenkin
Many Worlds in One: The Search for Other Universes (Hill and
Wang, 2006)
Stephen William Hawking
The Universe in a Nutshell (Bantam, 2001)
Lawrence M. Krauss
A Universe from Nothing: Why There Is Something Rather Than
Nothing (Atria Books, 2013)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
William Lane Craig, with Quentin Smith and Paul Copan

Theism, Atheism, and Big Bang Cosmology (Oxford University
Press, 1995)
Time and Eternity: Exploring God’s Relationship to Time
(Crossway, 2001)
Creation Out of Nothing: A Biblical, Philosophical, and Scientific
Exploration (Baker Academic, 2004)
John Leslie and Robert Lawrence Kuhn (editors)
The Mystery of Existence: Why Is There Anything at All? (WileyBlackwell, 2013)
Robert John Russell (editor)
Physics, Philosophy, and Theology: A Common Quest for
Understanding (University of Notre Dame Press, 1989)

CHAPTER TWO
TAMPERING WITH THE EVIDENCE: WHO IS RESPONSIBLE?
Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
Leonard Susskind
The Cosmic Landscape: String Theory and the Illusion of
Intelligent Design (Back Bay Books, 2006)
Paul Davies
The Goldilocks Enigma: Why Is the Universe Just Right for Life?
(Mariner Books, 2008)
Victor Stenger
The Fallacy of Fine-Tuning: Why the Universe Is Not Designed for
Us (Prometheus Books, 2011)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
Neil A. Manson (Editor)
God and Design: The Teleological Argument and Modern Science
(Routledge, 2003)
Alister E. McGrath

A Fine-Tuned Universe: The Quest for God in Science and
Theology (Westminster John Knox Press, 2009)
Hugh Ross
The Creator and the Cosmos (NavPress, 2001)

CHAPTER THREE
THE ORIGIN OF LIFE: DOES THE TEXT REQUIRE AN AUTHOR?
Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
Paul Davies
The Fifth Miracle: The Search for the Origin and Meaning of Life
(Simon & Schuster, 1999)
Paul F. Lurquin
The Origins of Life and the Universe (Columbia University Press,
2003)
Pekka Teerikorpi, Mauri Valtonen, Kirsi Lehto, Harry Lehto,
Gene Byrd, and Arthur Chernin
The Evolving Universe and the Origin of Life: The Search for Our
Cosmic Roots (Springer, 2008)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
Stephen C. Meyer
Signature in the Cell: DNA and the Evidence for Intelligent Design
(HarperOne, 2009)
Werner Gitt, Bob Compton, and Jorge Fernandez
Without Excuse (Creation Book Publishers, 2011)
Edgar Andrews
Who Made God? Searching for a Theory of Everything
(Evangelical Press, 2012)

CHAPTER FOUR
SIGNS OF DESIGN: IS THERE EVIDENCE OF AN ARTIST?

Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
Richard Dawkins
The Blind Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of Evolution Reveals a
Universe without Design (W. W. Norton, 1996)
Robert T. Pennock
Intelligent Design Creationism and Its Critics: Philosophical,
Theological, and Scientific Perspectives (MIT Press, 2001)
Michael Shermer
Why Darwin Matters: The Case against Intelligent Design (Holt,
2007)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
Michael J. Behe
Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical Challenge to Evolution
(Free Press, 2006)
William A. Dembski
The Design Inference: Eliminating Chance through Small
Probabilities (Cambridge University Press, 2005)
Fazale Rana
The Cell’s Design: How Chemistry Reveals the Creator’s Artistry
(Baker Books, 2008)

CHAPTER FIVE
OUR EXPERIENCE OF CONSCIOUSNESS: ARE WE MORE THAN
MATTER?
Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
Paul M. Churchland
Matter and Consciousness (MIT Press, 2013)
David J. Chalmers

The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory (Oxford
University Press, 1997)
Thomas Nagel
Mind and Cosmos: Why the Materialist, Neo-Darwinian
Conception of Nature Is Almost Certainly False (Oxford
University Press, 2012)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
Edward Feser
Philosophy of Mind (Oneworld, 2005)
J. P. Moreland
Consciousness and the Existence of God: A Theistic Argument
(Routledge, 2008)
Joel B. Green and Stuart L. Palmer (editors)
In Search of the Soul: Four Views of the Mind-Body Problem
(InterVarsity, 2005)

CHAPTER SIX
FREE WILL OR FULL WIRING: ARE REAL CHOICES EVEN POSSIBLE?
Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
John Martin Fischer, Robert Kane, Derk Pereboom, and
Manuel Vargas
Four Views on Free Will (Blackwell, 2007)
Michael S. Gazzaniga
Who’s in Charge? Free Will and the Science of the Brain
(HarperCollins, 2011)
Sam Harris
Free Will (Free Press, 2012)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
Richard Swinburne

Mind, Brain, and Free Will (Oxford University Press, 2013)
Saint Augustine of Hippo
On Free Choice of the Will (Hackett, 1993)
Roderick Chisholm
Human Freedom and the Self (Lindley Lecture) (University of
Kansas Department of Philosophy, 1964)
“Human Freedom and the Self” in Free Will (ed. Robert Kane;
Blackwell, 2002)

CHAPTER SEVEN
LAW AND ORDER: IS MORALITY MORE THAN AN OPINION?
Experts making the case from “inside the room”:
Christopher Boehm
Moral Origins: The Evolution of Virtue, Altruism, and Shame
(Basic Books, 2012)
Dennis L. Krebs
The Origins of Morality: An Evolutionary Account (Oxford
University Press, 2011)
Sam Harris
The Moral Landscape: How Science Can Determine Human
Values (Free Press, 2010)
Experts making the case from “outside the room”:
David Baggett and Jerry L. Walls
Good God: The Theistic Foundations of Morality (Oxford
University Press, 2011)
John E. Hare
God and Morality: A Philosophical History (Wiley-Blackwell,
2009)
Keith Ward

Morality, Autonomy, and God (Oneworld, 2013)

CHAPTER EIGHT
THE EVIDENCE OF EVIL: CAN GOD AND EVIL COEXIST?
Experts arguing against a suspect “outside the room”:
Bart D. Ehrman
God’s Problem: How the Bible Fails to Answer Our Most
Important Question—Why We Suffer (HarperCollins, 2009)
Theodore M. Drange
Nonbelief and Evil: Two Arguments for the Nonexistence of God
(Prometheus Books, 1998)
Daniel Howard-Snyder (editor)
The Evidential Problem from Evil (Indiana University Press, 1996)
Experts arguing for a suspect “outside the room”:
C. S. Lewis
The Problem of Pain (HarperOne, 2001)
N. T. Wright
Evil and the Justice of God (InterVarsity, 2006)
Peter van Inwagen
The Problem of Evil (Oxford University Press, 2008)

Case Files

THE INVESTIGATIVE NOTES
Most criminal investigations result in hundreds of pages of notes written by
detectives who chronicle their discoveries prior to writing the supplemental
reports and search warrants required to file a case with the district attorney.
Not everything learned in the course of an investigation ends up in these
final documents. That’s why the detective’s case notes eventually become
part of the evidential record. The following notes were created as part of the
investigation leading to the writing of God’s Crime Scene:

CHAPTER 1: IN THE BEGINNING
1. The relationship between matter and energy was established most famously by Albert Einstein in
1905. Einstein described the mass-energy equivalence with the equation E = mc2. For the
purposes of this book, when I use the expression “space, time, and matter,” I am also including
energy as a matter equivalent, just as Einstein described.
2. Mathematicians and philosophers recognize the linguistic problem arising when we compare
infinite quantities in this way. Georg Cantor established “rules” for such comparisons, redefining
terms related to “equal,” “larger,” or “smaller” amounts (for example, “larger” infinite sets are
typically described as “stronger” infinites). But these new definitions and rules don’t eliminate the
absurdities we recognize when evaluating such quantities. Instead, attempts to redefine these
terms reflect our strong intuitions related to notions of addition and subtraction and concepts of
“larger and smaller.” It’s reasonable for us to ask for substantial evidence before jettisoning these
intuitions.
3. For an extensive survey of the problems related to actual infinites, refer to William Lane Craig’s
excellent books, including Reasonable Faith; Theism, Atheism, and Big Bang Cosmology; and
Creation Out of Nothing.
4. George Gamow, My World Line: An Informal Autobiography (New York: Viking, 1970), 44.
5. As Alex Rosenberg wrote, “The universe started in a highly improbable state—an incredibly hot,
highly energetic sphere smaller than a Ping-Pong ball—and then expanded into a ball that was no
bigger than an orange when it was a millionth of a second old and has been spreading out ever

since” (The Atheist’s Guide to Reality: Enjoying Life without Illusions [New York: W. W. Norton,
2011], 34).
6. Paolo Saraceno, Beyond the Stars: Our Origins and the Search for Life in the Universe (Singapore:
World Scientific, 2012), 26.
7. As astrophysicist Andrew Liddle and astronomer Jon Loveday affirmed, “The standard
cosmological model is a striking success, as a phenomenological description of the cosmological
data.… The model’s success in explaining high-precision observations has led a clear majority of
the cosmological community to accept it as a good account of how the Universe works” (Oxford
Companion to Cosmology [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009], 8).
8. In 1993, Vilenkin partnered with Borde to write a paper entitled “Eternal Inflation and the Initial
Singularity.” The purpose of their paper was to show an infinite past “is in fact not possible in
future-eternal inflationary spacetimes as long as they obey some reasonable physical conditions.
Such models must necessarily possess initial singularities; i.e., the inflationary universe must have
had a beginning” (emphasis mine). Vilenkin continued his examination of the origin of the
universe and in 2001 published a scientific paper with Borde and Guth entitled “Inflation Is Not
Past-Eternal.” This paper was particularly important, as it proposed a hypothesis known as the
Borde-Guth-Vilenkin theorem. This theorem uses a “simple kinematical argument, without
assuming any energy condition, that a cosmological model that is inflating—or just expanding
sufficiently fast—must be incomplete in null and timelike past directions” (Borde and Vilenkin,
“Eternal Inflation and the Initial Singularity,” November 23, 1993, Institute of Cosmology,
Department of Physics and Astronomy, Tufts University, http://arXiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9312022v1;
and Borde, Guth, and Vilenkin, “Inflationary Spacetimes Are Incomplete in Past Directions,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 151301 [2003] [gr-qc/0110012]).
9. Vilenkin extended his examination of the alternative explanations and wrote a paper with Mithani
in 2012 entitled “Did the Universe Have a Beginning?” Mithani and Vilenkin examined the
explanations we’ve already discussed: “Three candidate scenarios which seem to allow the
possibility that the universe could have existed forever with no initial singularity: eternal inflation,
cyclic evolution, and the emergent universe.” Here’s what they concluded: Not only does
Vilenkin’s work address (and eliminate) all the eternal inflation, cyclical, and emergent models
we’ve already examined, but it also excludes any future proposals in which the expansion of the
universe is acknowledged. According to Vilenkin and Mithani, “The first two of these scenarios
are geodesically incomplete to the past, and thus cannot describe a universe without a beginning.
The third, although it is stable with respect to classical perturbations, can collapse quantum
mechanically, and therefore cannot have an eternal past” (Institute of Cosmology, Department of
Physics and Astronomy, Tufts University, April 20, 2012, arXiv:1204.4658v1 [hep-th]).
10. To be fair, some physicists disagree with Vilenkin on this issue. In fact, Guth (Vilenkin’s coauthor
in two papers I’ve already cited) holds a contrary position. If nothing else, the lack of consensus
here, even when theories are allegedly supported by mathematical or physical evidences, indicates
the challenge facing those who seek a definitive naturalistic explanation for the origin of the
universe.
11. To be sure, both theists and atheists are looking for an infinite, uncaused cause of the universe.
The only question is whether this infinite, uncaused cause is impersonal (like the primordial
vacuum described by naturalists in this chapter) or personal (as described by the evidence in the
chapters to come). While material naturalism cannot explain actual infinites (without the
absurdities described in this chapter), supernaturalism would not be limited in this regard. In fact,
one could argue the infinite nature of the uncaused cause of the universe is a defining distinction
available only if this cause lies outside the realm of the spatial, temporal, and material universe.

12. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, “Nature and Grace,” in Leibniz: Philosophical Essays (Indianapolis:
Hackett, 2013), Kindle ebook location 5514–5517.
13. Cosmologist Sean Carroll agrees with the pointlessness of asking why questions if the first cause
of the universe is an impersonal force of physics. In his article “A Universe from Nothing?” he
said why questions related to the universe “are interesting questions to ask, and none of them is
addressed by modern physics or cosmology. Or at least, they are interesting questions to ‘raise,’
but my own view is that the best answer is to promptly un-ask them.” He further wrote, “It’s okay
to admit that a chain of explanations might end somewhere, and that somewhere might be with the
universe and the laws it obeys, and the only further explanation might be ‘that’s just the way it is’”
(Preposterous
Universe
[blog],
April
28,
2012,
www.preposterousuniverse.com/blog/2012/04/28/a-universe-from-nothing/).
14. Paul Davies, “The Birth of the Cosmos,” in God, Cosmos, Nature, and Creativity, ed. Jill Gready
(Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1995), 8–9.

CHAPTER 1: SECONDARY INVESTIGATION
1. For a much more complete description of their model of imaginary time, refer to Stephen
Hawking’s A Brief History of Time.
2. Stephen Hawking, A Brief History of Time (New York: Bantam, 1998), 138–39.
3. “Hubble Pinpoints Distant Supernovae,” Hubble Site, January 8, 1998, accessed April 14, 2015,
http://hubblesite.org/newscenter/archive/releases/1998/02/text/.
4. This model was developed by physicists Paul Steinhardt and Neil Turok. For more information,
refer to their Endless Universe.
5. This model is dependent on the Horava-Witten version of string theory, a highly controversial and
speculative theoretical physics framework lacking evidential confirmation. For more on string
theory, see chapter 2’s Secondary Investigation.
6. For an excellent, accessible summary of the problems with the Cyclic Ekpyrotic model, refer to
Paul Copan and William Lane Craig, Creation Out of Nothing: A Biblical, Philosophical, and
Scientific Exploration (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2004), 238–40. For a more academic
examination of the liabilities, see Gary Felder, Andrei Frolov, Lev Kofman, and Andrei Linde,
“Cosmology with Negative Potentials,” Cornell University Library, February 16, 2002,
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0202017.
7. Andrei Linde, “Cyclic Universe Runs into Criticism,” Physics World (June 2002): 8.
8. Leonard Susskind, The Cosmic Landscape: String Theory and the Illusion of Intelligent Design
(New York: Back Bay Books, 2006), 90–91.
9. The Colbert Report, Comedy Central, June 21, 2012.
10. Lawrence M. Krauss, A Universe from Nothing: Why There Is Something Rather Than Nothing
(New York: Atria Books, 2013), Kindle ebook location 2029.

CHAPTER 2: TAMPERING WITH THE EVIDENCE
1. As Arizona State University cosmologist Paul Davies said, “One of the most significant facts—
arguably the most significant fact—about the universe is that we are part of it” (The Goldilocks
Enigma: Why Is the Universe Just Right for Life? [Boston: Mariner Books, 2008], 2).
2. Davies, Goldilocks Enigma, 191. Oxford philosopher John Leslie described it this way: “It looks
as if our universe is spectacularly ‘fine-tuned for Life.’ By this I mean only that it looks as if small
changes in this universe’s basic features would have made life’s evolution impossible” (Universes
[London: Routledge, 1996], 2–3).

3. For a complete list of fine-tuned properties related to the universe, our solar system, and Earth,
refer to John D. Barrow and Frank J. Tipler, The Anthropic Cosmological Principle (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1988); and Hugh Ross, The Creator and the Cosmos (Colorado Springs:
NavPress, 2001). I’ve summarized their work with additional references.
4. Stephen Hawking said the laws of physics “appear fine-tuned in the sense that if they were altered
by only modest amounts, the universe would be qualitatively different, and in many cases
unsuitable for the development of life.… The emergence of the complex structures capable of
supporting intelligent observers seems to be very fragile. The laws of nature form a system that is
extremely fine-tuned, and very little in physical law can be altered without destroying the
possibility of the development of life as we know it. Were it not for a series of startling
coincidences in the precise details of physical law, it seems, humans and similar life-forms would
never have come into being” (Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinow, The Grand Design [New
York: Bantam Books, 2010], 160–61).
5. Stanford University physicist and cosmologist Leonard Susskind said, “The Laws of Physics begin
with a list of elementary particles like electrons, quarks, and photons, each with special properties
such as mass and electric charge. These are the objects that everything else is built out of. No one
knows why the list is what it is or why the properties of these particles are exactly what they are.
An infinite number of other lists are equally possible. But a universe filled with life is by no
means a generic expectation” (The Cosmic Landscape: String Theory and the Illusion of
Intelligent Design [New York: Back Bay Books, 2006], 8–9).
6. Susskind said, “The large-scale properties of the universe—its size; how fast it grows, the
existence of galaxies, stars, and planets—are mainly governed by the force of gravity.… The
properties of gravity, especially its strength, could easily have been different. In fact it is an
unexplained miracle that gravity is as weak as it is” (Cosmic Landscape, 9).
7. Some physicists argue the mass density of the universe is simply the consequence of cosmic
“inflation.” According to inflation theory, the universe experienced a period of rapid expansion
from 10−35 to 10−34 seconds after its origin. This theory explains the mass density as a simple
consequence of this inflationary process. But this explanation, even if it is true, fails to negate the
need for fine-tuning. The inflation mechanism itself would have to be fine-tuned in order to
account for the mass-density parameters I’ve described in this chapter.
8. “In the beginning there were only hydrogen and helium: certainly not sufficient for the foundation
of life. Carbon, oxygen, and all the others came later. They were formed in the nuclear reactors in
the interiors of stars. But the ability of stars to transmute hydrogen and helium into the allimportant carbon nuclei was a very delicate affair. Small changes in the laws of electricity and
nuclear physics could have prevented the formation of carbon” (Susskind, Cosmic Landscape,
10).
9. Ross, Creator and the Cosmos, 115.
10. Refer to Lee Strobel’s interview with Robin Collins in The Case for a Creator: A Journalist
Investigates Scientific Evidence That Points toward God (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2004),
131–32.
11. John Jefferson Davis, “The Design Argument, Cosmic ‘Fine-Tuning,’ and the Anthropic
Principle,” The International Journal of Philosophy of Religion 22 (1987): 140.
12. Hugh Ross, Why the Universe Is the Way It Is (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2008), 35–36.
13. Michio Kaku, Parallel Worlds: A Journey through Creation, Higher Dimensions, and the Future
of the Cosmos (New York: Anchor Books, 2005), 247.
14. Physicist and Caltech astronomer Hugh Ross observed, “In elliptical galaxies star formation
ceases before the interstellar medium becomes enriched enough with heavy elements.… The

problem with large irregular galaxies is they have active nuclei. These nuclei spew out lifedestroying radiation and material. Meanwhile, most small irregular galaxies have insufficient
quantities of the heavy elements essential for life” (Creator and the Cosmos, 177).
15. “The presence of the planet Jupiter in our solar system is a fortuitous one for life on Earth,
because its immense gravity helps to fling asteroids into outer space. If Jupiter were much smaller
and its gravity much weaker, then our solar system would still be full of the debris of asteroids and
comets left over from its creation” (Kaku, Parallel Worlds, 243).
16. “Computer programs show that without a large Moon (about a third the size of the Earth), Earth’s
axis might have shifted by as much as 90 degrees.… (The moons of Mars are not large enough to
stabilize its spin. As a result, Mars is slowly beginning to enter another era of instability. In the
past, astronomers believe, Mars might have wobbled on its axis by as much as 45 degrees)”
(Kaku, Parallel Worlds, 243).
17. Peter D. Ward and Donald Brownlee, Rare Earth: Why Complex Life Is Uncommon in the
Universe (New York: Copernicus Books, 2003), 222.
18. Paul Davies, “The Appearance of Design in Physics and Cosmology,” in God and Design: The
Teleological Argument and Modern Science, ed. Neil A. Manson (London: Routledge, 2003), 152.
19. “In this multiverse of universes, most universes are dead. The proton is not stable. Atoms never
condense. DNA never forms. The universe collapses prematurely or freezes almost immediately.
But in our universe, a series of cosmic accidents has happened, not necessarily because of the
hand of God but because of the law of averages” (Kaku, Parallel Worlds, 249).
20. “In an eternal multiverse with an unlimited number of baby universes, one just like ours is likely
to occur” (Victor J. Stenger, The Fallacy of Fine-Tuning: Why the Universe Is Not Designed for
Us [Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2011], 231).
21. Arno Penzias, “Creation Is Supported by All the Data So Far,” in Cosmos, Bios, and Theos, ed.
Henry Margenau and Roy Abraham Varghese (Peru, IL: Open Court, 1992), 78.

CHAPTER 2: SECONDARY INVESTIGATION
1. Particle physicist Victor Stenger argued, “To defeat the fine-tuning argument, I do not have to give
a reason why each parameter has the value it does, I must only show that life could be plausible
under a wide range of parameters” (The Fallacy of Fine-Tuning: Why the Universe Is Not
Designed for Us [Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2011], 173).
2. Stenger, Fallacy of Fine-Tuning, 72.
3. Alex Vilenkin put it this way: “Our presence in the universe depends on a precarious balance
between different tendencies—a balance that would be destroyed if the constants of nature were to
deviate significantly from their present values” (Many Worlds in One: The Search for Other
Universes [New York: Hill and Wang, 2007], Kindle ebook location 2034).
4. Fred Hoyle, “The Universe: Past and Present Reflections,” in Annual Review of Astronomy and
Astrophysics 20 (September 1982): 16.
5. “A common response [to the appearance of fine-tuning] was to shrug the matter aside with the
comment ‘The value it has is the value it has, and if it had been different, we wouldn’t be here to
worry about it.’ But that attitude seems a bit unsatisfactory. We can certainly imagine a universe in
which the form of the strong force law [holding together the subatomic particles in the nuclei of
atoms] is the same but the actual strength of the force is different, just as we can imagine a world
in which gravity is a little stronger or weaker but otherwise obeys the same laws. The fact that the
value of the strong and electromagnetic forces in atomic nuclei are ‘just right’ for life (like
Goldilocks’ porridge) cries out for explanation” (Paul Davies, The Goldilocks Enigma: Why Is the
Universe Just Right for Life? [Boston: Mariner Books, 2008], 138).

6. “How much chance can we buy in scientific explanation? One measure of what is involved can be
given in terms of coin flipping: odds of 10120 to one is like getting heads no fewer than four
hundred times in a row. If the existence of life in the universe is completely independent of the big
fix mechanism—if it’s just a coincidence—then those are the odds against our being here. That
level of flukiness seems too much to swallow” (Davies, Goldilocks Enigma, 150).
7. Paul Davies said, “There is not a shred of evidence that the Universe is logically necessary. Indeed,
as a theoretical physicist I find it rather easy to imagine alternative universes that are logically
consistent, and therefore equal contenders of reality” (“The Appearance of Design in Physics and
Cosmology,” in God and Design: The Teleological Argument and Modern Science, ed. Neil A.
Manson [London: Routledge, 2003], 148–49).
8. As theoretical physicist and cosmologist Lawrence Krauss said, “Put another way, it is not too
surprising to find that we live in a universe in which we can live!” (A Universe from Nothing: Why
There Is Something Rather Than Nothing [New York: Atria Books, 2013], Kindle ebook location
1690).
9. Leonard Susskind lamented, “String Theory has no lack of enemies who will tell you it is a
monstrous perversion.… Some (certainly not all) high energy experimental physicists … are
annoyed that the new phenomena implied by String Theory are too remote from experiment.…
These physicists are troubled because they can’t see how their experiments can ever address the
questions that string theorists are trying to answer” (The Cosmic Landscape: String Theory and
the Illusion of Intelligent Design [New York: Back Bay Books, 2006], 126).
10. Michio Kaku wrote, “In this multiverse of universes, most universes are dead. The proton is not
stable. Atoms never condense. DNA never forms. The universe collapses prematurely or freezes
almost immediately. But in our universe, a series of cosmic accidents has happened, not
necessarily because of the hand of God but because of the law of averages” (Parallel Worlds: A
Journey through Creation, Higher Dimensions, and the Future of the Cosmos [New York: Anchor
Books, 2005], 249).
11. As Victor Stenger observed, “In an eternal multiverse with an unlimited number of baby
universes, one just like ours is likely to occur” (Fallacy of Fine-Tuning, 231).
12. Vilenkin, Many Worlds in One, Kindle ebook location 2813.
13. Paul Davies acknowledged the validity of this complaint: “This objection has some force. The
claim that our universe is accompanied by countless others looks impossible to check”
(Goldilocks Enigma, 172).
14. Davies again: “Prominent scientists and commentators have used words such as fantasy, virus,
and intellectually bankrupt on their denunciations.… For those theoretical physicists hard at work
trying to formulate a unique final theory, the multiverse comes across as a cheap way out.…
Randomness plus observer selection strikes many physicists as an ugly and impoverished
explanation compared with an overarching mathematical theory that pins down the properties of
the world with quantitative precision and interweaves them into harmonious unity” (Goldilocks
Enigma, 170–71).
15. Richard Swinburne, “The Argument to God from Fine-Tuning Reassessed,” in God and Design:
The Teleological Argument and Modern Science, ed. Neil A. Manson (London: Routledge, 2003),
117–18.
16. Stephen Hawking said, “The problem is, for our theoretical models of inflation to work, the initial
state of the universe had to be set up in a very special and highly improbable way. Thus traditional
inflation theory resolves one set of issues but creates another—the need for a very special initial
state” (Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinow, The Grand Design [New York: Bantam Books,
2010], 130–31).

17. Alex Vilenkin described the dilemma this way: “There is no matter and no space in this very
peculiar state. Also, there is no time.… In the absence of space and matter, time is impossible to
define. And yet, the state of ‘nothing’ cannot be identified with absolute nothingness” (Many
Worlds in One, Kindle ebook location 2804).
18. Alan Guth, quoted in BBC-TV’s Parallel Universes, 2002.
19. Davies, Goldilocks Enigma, 178.
20. Referring to the movie The Matrix.
21. Paul Davies also lamented the absurdity of the multiverse in this regard: “Once we are prepared
to entertain the possibility of a multiverse, there seems to be no good reason to rule out universes
that contain computer simulations of other universes.… These wacky ideas might have remained
restricted to the confines of esoteric philosophy classes if the multiverse theory hadn’t risen to
prominence. By its very nature, the multiverse challenges our understanding of what is real and
what is imaginary” (Goldilocks Enigma, 180, 183).
22. Krauss, Universe from Nothing, Kindle ebook location 1891.
23. Krauss, Universe from Nothing, Kindle ebook location 2319.

CHAPTER 3: THE ORIGIN OF LIFE
1. Paul Davies lamented, “In spite of spectacular progress over the past few decades in molecular
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our own where the notion seems to be vague with unclear boundary lines. One person may belong
to several societies (subcultures) with different value emphases and arrangements of principles”
(“Defense of Ethical Objectivism,” 42).
17. For an excellent and robust account of moral truth from the perspective of an evolutionist, refer to
Krebs, Origins of Morality; and Christopher Boehm, Moral Origins.
18. For more on Huxley’s view on the relationship between evolution and morality, refer to Michael
Ruse, “Naturalist Moral Nonrealism,” in God and Morality: Four Views, ed. R. Keith Loftin
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2012), 64.
19. Ruse, “Naturalist Moral Nonrealism,” 64.
20. Sam Harris wrote, “I will argue, however, that questions about values—about meaning, morality,
and life’s larger purpose—are really questions about the well-being of conscious creatures. Values,
therefore, translate into facts that can be scientifically understood: regarding positive and negative
social emotions, retributive impulses, the effects of specific laws and social institutions on human
relationships, the neurophysiology of happiness and suffering, etc. The most important of these
facts are bound to transcend culture—just as facts about physical and mental health do. Cancer in
the highlands of New Guinea is still cancer; cholera is still cholera; schizophrenia is still
schizophrenia; and so, too, I will argue, compassion is still compassion, and well-being is still
well-being” (The Moral Landscape: How Science Can Determine Human Values [New York: Free
Press, 2011], 1–2).
21. Naturalistic philosopher Evan Fales made a similar claim when rooting moral truth in human
nature: “We also share something important: a common human nature. That nature, so I will
argue, provides the basis for morality. The moral norms in question are perfectly objective—just
as human nature is an objective feature of our existence. These norms are norms for human
behavior. If human nature were different in certain ways, the norms would be different, and they
might differ for intelligent species (if there are any in the universe) whose natures differ
importantly from our own” (“Naturalist Moral Realism,” in God and Morality: Four Views, ed. R.
Keith Loftin [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2012], 13).
22. For a more expansive description of the relationship between objective moral truth and the
“teleology” of the human species, see Fales, “Naturalist Moral Realism,” 16–28.
23. Sam Harris again: “Rather I am arguing that science can, in principle, help us understand what we
should do and should want—and, therefore, what other people should do and should want in order
to live the best lives possible. My claim is that there are right and wrong answers to moral
questions, just as there are right and wrong answers to questions of physics, and such answers may
one day fall within reach of the maturing sciences of mind” (Moral Landscape, 28).
24. Harris, Moral Landscape, 33.
25. Harris, Moral Landscape, 55–56.
26. Harris, Moral Landscape, 37.
27. Philosopher and psychologist Jerry Fodor explained it this way: “Science is about facts, not
norms; it might tell us how we are, but it couldn’t tell us what is wrong with how we are. There
couldn’t be a science of the human condition” (“Why Pigs Don’t Have Wings,” London Review of
Books, October 18, 2007).
28. J. P. Moreland and William Lane Craig: “Moral properties are normative properties. They carry
with them a moral ‘ought.’ If some act has the property of rightness, then one ought to do that act.
But natural properties like the ones listed do not carry normativeness. They just are”
(Philosophical Foundations, 401).
29. Even Sam Harris admitted, “One of the problems with consequentialism in practice is that we
cannot always determine whether the effects of an action will be bad or good. In fact, it can be
surprisingly difficult to decide this even in retrospect” (Moral Landscape, 67).

30. Patricia Churchland, quoted in Harris, Moral Landscape, 68.
31. For a broader discussion of the problems related to moral consequentialism, see Harris, Moral
Landscape, 71–72.

CHAPTER 8: THE EVIDENCE OF EVIL
1. Philosopher Peter van Inwagen described the constancy with evil and the atheistic worldview: “For
an atheist, the question ‘Why do bad things happen?’ is so easy to answer that it does not deserve
to be called a problem. And there is this point: even if atheists were at a loss to explain the
existence of bad things, it’s hard to see why this inability should embarrass them qua atheists, for
the existence of bad things has never been supposed by anyone to be incompatible with atheism”
(The Problem of Evil [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008], 13).
2. C. S. Lewis put it this way: “Earth herself existed without life for millions of years and may exist
for millions more when life has left her. And what is it like while it lasts? It is so arranged that all
the forms of life can live only by preying upon one another. In the lower forms this process entails
only death, but in the higher there appears a new quality called consciousness which enables it to
be attended with pain. The creatures cause pain by being born, and live by inflicting pain, and in
pain they mostly die. In the most complex of all the creatures, Man, yet another quality appears,
which we call reason, whereby he is enabled to foresee his own pain which henceforth is preceded
with acute mental suffering. And to foresee his own death while keenly desiring permanence. It
also enables men by a hundred ingenious contrivances to inflict a great deal more pain than they
otherwise could have done on one another and on the irrational creatures. This power they have
exploited to the full. Their history is largely a record of crime, war, disease, and terror, with just
sufficient happiness interposed to give them, while it lasts, an agonized apprehension of losing it,
and, when it is lost, the poignant misery of remembering” (The Problem of Pain [New York:
HarperOne, 2001], 2).
3. Peter van Inwagen wrote, “In addition to being omnipotent and omniscient, God is said to be
morally perfect (perfectly good). That is to say, God has no moral defect whatever. It follows that
he is in no way a subject of possible moral criticism. If someone says something of the form, ‘God
did X and it was wrong of God to do X,’ that person must be mistaken: either God did not in fact
do X, or it was not wrong of God to do X” (Problem of Evil, 26–27).
4. Naturalist philosopher Stephen Law argued against the existence of such a morally virtuous and
benevolent first cause: “When we begin to consider the enormous quantities of suffering that exist
—including the hundreds of millions of years of animal suffering that occurred before we humans
showed up—doesn’t it quickly become apparent that it cannot all be accounted for by the
suggestion that it serves some greater good? It might seem, then, that the claim that the God of
classical monotheism exists is straightforwardly empirically falsified” (Humanism: A Very Short
Introduction [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011], 52).
5. Some scholars doubt Epicurus was the source of this statement (allegedly attributed to Epicurus by
Lactantius, an ancient Christian author who lived from AD 240–320). For more about this, read:
Mark Larrimore, ed., The Problem of Evil: A Reader (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2001), xix–xxi;
and Reinhold F. Glei, “Et invidus et inbecillus. Das angebliche Epikurfragment bei Laktanz, De
ira dei” 13, 20–21, in Vigiliae Christianae 42 (1988): 47–58. David Hume attributed a similar
quote to Epicurus in his 1776 Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion. Although Epicurus wrote
quite a bit, little of his work survives. Some of Epicurus’s writing is preserved in Diogenes
Laertius’s Lives of the Eminent Philosophers and in Lucretius’s De Rerum Natura.
6. Peter van Inwagen described the problem in the following way: “By the global argument from evil,
I understand the following argument (or any argument sufficiently similar to it that the two

arguments stand or fall together): We find vast amounts of truly horrendous evil in the world; if
there were a God, we should not find vast amounts of horrendous evil in the world; there is,
therefore, no God” (Problem of Evil, 56).
7. Charles Darwin, letter to Asa Gray, May 22, 1860.
8. Professor of metaphysics Robin Le Poidevin described the degree of evil we must explain in the
following way: “It is an indisputable fact that the history of the world contains some of the most
appalling suffering imaginable, suffering that is either the result of natural disaster, such as
earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, disease and famine, or the result of human actions, such as wars,
ecological disasters and religious persecution. Does this present a problem for theism? Certainly
there is a case to answer if we believe in a deity who is all-knowing, all-powerful and perfectly
good. If he is all-knowing, he will be aware of suffering; if he is all-powerful, he will be able to
prevent suffering; and if he is perfectly good, he will desire to prevent suffering. But, clearly, he
does not prevent suffering, so either there is no such deity, or, if there is, he is not all-knowing, allpowerful and perfectly good, though he may be one or two of these” (Arguing for Atheism: An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion [New York: Routledge, 1996], 88).
9. C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: HarperOne, 2001), 38–39.

CHAPTER 8: SECONDARY INVESTIGATION
1. The Words of Gandhi, selected by Richard Attenborough (New York: Newmarket, 2000), 12.
2. Robin Le Poidevin: “At first sight, the notion of an omnipotent God creating beings with free will
seems paradoxical. If God is omnipotent, then there is nothing that he cannot control. Yet, if
humans genuinely have free will—that is, their choices are not antecedently determined by God—
then it seems there are some things, namely human actions, which God cannot control. But the
appearance of paradox is specious. It is not that God cannot control human actions but that, in
giving humans free will, he chooses not to control them. It is within his powers to intervene at any
point and prevent given action, or its consequences, from occurring, but he simply refrains from
exercising those powers. Choosing not to exercise one’s powers does not imply that one never
really had them in the first place, so our free will is no threat to God’s omnipotence” (Arguing for
Atheism: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion [New York: Routledge, 1996], 91).
3. Thirteenth-century philosopher and theologian Thomas Aquinas put it this way: “Therefore,
everything that does not imply a contradiction in terms, is numbered amongst those possible
things, in respect of which God is called omnipotent: whereas whatever implies contradiction does
not come within the scope of divine omnipotence, because it cannot have the aspect of possibility”
(Summa Theologiae 1, question 25, part 3). In addition, C. S. Lewis wrote, “His Omnipotence
means power to do all that is intrinsically possible, not to do the intrinsically impossible. You may
attribute miracles to Him, but not nonsense. This is no limit to His power. If you choose to say
‘God can give a creature free will and at the same time withhold free will from it,’ you have not
succeeded in saying anything about God: meaningless combinations of words do not suddenly
acquire meaning simply because we prefix to them the two other words ‘God can’” (The Problem
of Pain [New York: HarperOne, 2001], 18). For more on the nature of this logical impossibility,
refer to J. P. Moreland and William Lane Craig, Philosophical Foundations for a Christian
Worldview (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2003), 539.
4. Atheist philosopher Stephen Law described the theistic position related to free agency: “God
created us as free agents with the ability to choose how to act. Suffering results from our choosing
to do things that are wrong. However, free will also allows for certain important goods, such as the
ability to do good of our own volition. Puppet creatures that always did as God commands would
not do evil. But such puppet beings lack moral responsibility, and so are unable to act in a

genuinely virtuous manner. By cutting our strings and setting us free, God inevitably allowed
some evil (such as that done by Hitler). But the good free will allowed more than outweighs those
evils” (Humanism: A Very Short Introduction [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011], 52–53).
5. See previous endnote.
6. Lewis, Problem of Pain, 31.
7. C. S. Lewis put it this way: “The problem of reconciling human suffering with the existence of a
God who loves, is only insoluble so long as we attach a trivial meaning to the word ‘love,’ and
look on things as if man were the centre of them. Man is not the centre. God does not exist for the
sake of man. Man does not exist for his own sake” (Problem of Pain, 40).
8. Rutgers professor Marilyn McCord Adams noted the view held by philosopher Alvin Plantinga.
Plantinga believes natural evil can be attributed to spiritual beings who possess the same free
agency as humans but have the power to cause natural disasters: “Plantinga proposes God has
actualized a possible world A containing significantly free creatures (angels, human beings, other
kinds, what have you) with respect to whose actions there is a balance of good over evil (so that A
is on balance a very good world); some of these creatures are responsible for moral and natural
evil; and it was not within God’s power to create significantly free creatures with respect to whose
actions there would be a better balance of good over evil than that displayed in A” (Horrendous
Evils and the Goodness of God [Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999], 20).
9. Even naturalist philosopher Theodore M. Drange admitted: “One merit of this defense, I think, is
that it shows that some suffering is needed in an ideal world. Without any suffering whatever, the
world would be bland and people could not experience the sorts of joys that they presently
possess” (Nonbelief and Evil: Two Arguments for the Nonexistence of God [Amherst, NY:
Prometheus Books, 1998], 145).
10. Richard Swinburne put it like this: “Agents [need] to have the knowledge of how to bring about
evil or prevent its occurrence, knowledge which they must have if they are to have a genuine
choice between bringing about evil and bringing about good” (The Existence of God, rev. ed.
[Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991], 202–3).
11. Lewis, Problem of Pain, 41.
12. C. S. Lewis put it this way: “Let me implore the reader to try to believe, if only for the moment,
that God, who made these deserving people, may really be right when He thinks that their modest
prosperity and the happiness of their children are not enough to make them blessed: that all this
must fall from them in the end, and that if they have not learned to know Him they will be
wretched. And therefore He troubles them, warning them in advance of an insufficiency that one
day they will have to discover. The life to themselves and their families stands between them and
the recognition of their need; He makes that life less sweet to them” (Problem of Pain, 95–96).
13. Eleonore Stump, “The Problem of Evil,” Faith and Philosophy 2 (1985): 392-424.
14. For a fuller discussion of these three forms of justice and their relationship to free agency, see
Michael S. Gazzaniga, Who’s in Charge? Free Will and the Science of the Brain (New York:
HarperCollins, 2011), 206–8.
15. Bart Ehrman, surveying the biblical perspective related to this form of Divine judgment wrote,
“There are, of course, other explanations for why people suffer, and the Bible itself provides some
of them. Somewhat ironically, one of the other answers to the question of why people suffer is
found in the writings of the very prophets who think that suffering (sometimes? often?) comes as a
penalty from God for disobedience. These writers also indicate that suffering comes from
disobedience in another sense. Often ‘sin’ leads to suffering, not because God is punishing the
sinner but because other sinners are causing affliction. Suffering is often portrayed in the Bible
simply as a consequence of sin” (God’s Problem: How the Bible Fails to Answer Our Most
Important Question—Why We Suffer [New York: HarperCollins, 2009], 96).

16. For an extensive description of the cognitive limits to understanding the nature and cause of evil,
see Stephen John Wykstra, “Rowe’s Noseeum Arguments from Evil,” in The Evidential Argument
from Evil, ed. Daniel Howard-Snyder (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1996), 129–30.
17. Alvin Plantinga wrote, “Say that an evil is inscrutable if it is such that we can’t think of any
reason God (if there is such a person) could have for permitting it. Clearly, the crucial problem for
this probabilistic argument from evil is just that nothing much follows from the fact that some
evils are inscrutable; if theism is true we would expect that there would be inscrutable evil.
Indeed, a little reflection shows there is no reason to think we could so much as grasp God’s plans
here, even if he proposed to divulge them to us. But then the fact that there is inscrutable evil does
not make it improbable that God exists” (“Epistemic Probability and Evil,” in The Evidential
Argument from Evil, ed. Daniel Howard-Snyder [Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press,
1996], 75–76).

CLOSING ARGUMENT: MAKE A DECISION AND MAKE
IT NOW
1. See Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.”
2. The Bible repeatedly describes God’s creation of the heavens with the expression “He stretched
out the heavens.” See, for example, Isaiah 45:12, “It is I who made the earth, and created man
upon it. I stretched out the heavens with My hands and I ordained all their host.”
3. The ancient psalmist, even though he had never seen the stars in the nighttime sky change in any
perceivable way, proclaimed, “Of old You founded the earth, and the heavens are the work of
Your hands. Even they will perish, but You endure; and all of them will wear out like a garment”
(Psalm 102:25–26).
4. The New and Old Testaments describe the beginning of time in passages such as John 9:31–32,
“We know that God does not hear sinners; but if anyone is God-fearing and does His will, He
hears him. Since the beginning of time it has never been heard that anyone opened the eyes of a
person born blind.”
5. The Bible consistently describes God as a creative fine-tuner. King David wrote, “The heavens are
telling of the glory of God; and their expanse is declaring the work of His hands. Day to day pours
forth speech, and night to night reveals knowledge” (Psalm 19:1–2). Isaiah also wrote, “He is the
God who formed the earth and made it, He established it and did not create it a waste place, but
formed it to be inhabited” (Isaiah 45:18).
6. See Acts 3:14–15.
7. The people of God are consistently called to make free choices. For example, “If it is disagreeable
in your sight to serve the LORD, choose for yourselves today whom you will serve: whether the
gods which your fathers served which were beyond the River, or the gods of the Amorites in
whose land you are living; but as for me and my house, we will serve the LORD” (Joshua 24:15).
8. See Romans 13:1–7. In addition, Paul said all of us are aware of the moral law because God has
written it on our hearts: “For when Gentiles who do not have the Law do instinctively the things
of the Law, these, not having the Law, are a law to themselves, in that they show the work of the
Law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness and their thoughts alternately
accusing or else defending them” (Romans 2:14–15).
9. See Psalm 5:4.
10. Romans 1:20.
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What people are saying about …

GOD’S CRIME SCENE
“What if a brilliant prosecutor tried to prove the existence of God using real
evidence and crystal clear arguments? Well, that’s precisely what J. Warner
does in this magnificent book—and you get to be the jury. Don’t blink.
Thrilling and amazing.”
Eric Metaxas, New York Times bestselling author of Miracles and
Bonhoeffer
“Around Dateline, we had a phrase to describe J. Warner Wallace: ‘The
Evidence Whisperer.’ He would come up with some unlikely bit of longneglected flotsam, realize it was key evidence, and work it until he’d wrung
out every possible lead. Jim helped bring cases to court and our stories to
life. And when I discovered he enjoys debating religious questions with an
inquisitive guy like me? Well, that was true joy. Mind you, we agree about
almost nothing. But in this book he makes his case as always with verve
and charm … just like my friend Jim.”
Keith Morrison, news correspondent with Dateline NBC
“With the tenacity of a homicide detective and the careful reasoning of a
scholar, Jim Wallace uses the forensic method of scientific investigation to
establish—beyond reasonable doubt—that God exists!”
Dr. Stephen C. Meyer, author of New York Times bestseller
Darwin’s Doubt
“If I am ever in court, I want Jim Wallace on my side. As he did in ColdCase Christianity, Jim demonstrates that years of experience as a detective
is excellent training for clear thinking on any subject matter. He patiently
unfolds the evidence just as he must have done in countless courtrooms,
educating the jury on the facts of the case and on proper reasoning from the
facts. He organizes mounds of data into patterns that are understandable to
non-specialists. Drawing analogies from actual crime scenes in his files, he
lends human drama to logical arguments. A delightful book.”
Nancy Pearcey, author of Total Truth and Finding Truth

“Imagine a crime scene as big as … the entire universe! That’s what coldcase homicide detective J. Warner Wallace does in this compelling and
creative book as he shows how the evidence points powerfully toward a
Creator.”
Lee Strobel, New York Times bestselling author and professor at
Houston Baptist University
“NBC’s Dateline keeps calling J. Warner Wallace because he brilliantly
solves murder cases that are decades old. Now Jim uses his proven
detective skills to solve the greatest case of all: Who or what best explains
all of reality? Detective Wallace whisks you along from investigating realworld homicides with one penetrating question into eight of the most
marvelous aspects of reality that every thinking person must explain. The
result is a relentless pursuit of evidence that ends at the feet of a Divine
Intruder. It’s hard to find a more compelling and concise treatment of these
issues anywhere!”
Dr. Frank Turek, president of CrossExamined.org and author of
Stealing from God
“Sherlock Holmes has nothing on J. Warner Wallace. In God’s Crime Scene,
Wallace uses the tools of a world-class homicide detective to discern
whether or not clues point in the direction of a Divine Intruder. The reader
can almost hear the words ‘Elementary, my dear Watson’ as Wallace
evaluates the evidence for cosmic design. A highly readable resource by
which seekers and skeptics can follow truth toward its origins.”
Hank Hanegraaff, bestselling author and president of the
Christian Research Institute
“I have had the distinct pleasure of working a number of difficult and
multifaceted homicide cases with Jim Wallace. In a complex homicide,
using analytical logic serves to make the story of the crime and crime scene
understandable to the jury. Jim utilizes the same methodology to apply his
carefully constructed and well-thought-out arguments explaining the
existence of God through the creation of the universe. His simple yet superb
analysis and analogies to crime scene investigations is a must-read for those
of faith and more importantly for those with questions and doubts.”

Mark Safarik, FBI Behavioral Analysis Unit criminal profiler
(ret.) and director of Forensic Behavioral Services International
“J. Warner Wallace continues building a fascinating, well-rounded,
evenhanded case for the Christian faith. For those interested in the available
evidence for God, his book points the way.”
Paul Copan, professor and Pledger Family Chair of philosophy
and ethics at Palm Beach Atlantic University and coauthor of Did
God Really Command Genocide?
“One of the great pleasures in life is watching a skilled detective unravel a
mystery. The existence of the universe, and the life within it, is arguably the
greatest mystery of all. Wallace unravels it carefully and meticulously using
an impressive synthesis of current scientific evidence, rock-solid reasoning,
and his own experience as a cold-case detective. All of this is presented in a
whodunit narrative that is both engaging and convincing. If I hadn’t already
been a believer before reading God’s Crime Scene, I almost certainly would
be now.”
Sarah Salviander, PhD, astrophysicist, research fellow at the
University of Texas at Austin, and Christian apologist at
SixDayScience.com
“J. Warner Wallace has done something rare in God’s Crime Scene. He has
managed to wrestle complex issues in science and philosophy into a
coherent, accessible, and wickedly fun defense of the theistic view of the
world that readers will thoroughly enjoy. Others have tried and, in my view,
have fallen far short. Wallace succeeds and with tremendous flair. I
encourage every church and small group on the planet to gather together
and study this book. Christendom will be much better off for doing so.”
Craig J. Hazen, PhD, founder and director of the Graduate
Program in Christian Apologetics at Biola University and author of
Five Sacred Crossings
“Serving as a pastor in a local church with youth and college-age Christians
for over twenty years, one of the main questions I get is about our origins
and creation. I’ve always had a dilemma in sending someone to a resource
to answer these questions. Not that there aren’t great books out there, but I

find they are (1) far too technical or philosophical, (2) too simplistic in their
answers, or (3) unintentionally demeaning to nonbelievers who are still
searching. In God’s Crime Scene, J. Warner Wallace addresses the
frequently asked questions about origins in a way that communicates to
thinking college students, Christians, and non-Christians alike. I am very
thankful for this book as it is unlike most others. I am thrilled to think of the
impact it will have on all those reading it.”
Dan Kimball, pastor of Vintage Faith Church and author of
Adventures in Churchland
“In God’s Crime Scene, retired homicide investigator and Christian speaker,
apologist, and author Jim Wallace examines the question: Did God create
the universe (and intelligent life), or did everything evolve without divine
intervention? Employing the same logic that enabled him to solve difficult
cold cases during his career, Wallace methodically refutes the arguments of
evolution-oriented philosophers and scientists. Citing compelling and
cumulative cosmological, biological, mental, and moral evidence, as well as
interesting details from some of his homicide cases, Wallace builds a solid
case that our universe was purposefully created and fine-tuned by a
benevolent, loving Creator God who is interested and intimately involved in
our daily lives. This indispensable volume will enlighten skeptics and
believers. I highly recommend it.”
Sharon S. Smith, PhD, FBI agent (ret.), forensic psychologist,
and president of Forensic Psycholinguistics
“J. Warner Wallace presents the intelligent design argument for the
machinery of the cell in crystal-clear, straightforward prose. Why do
sophisticated, information-rich systems in life point insistently to the
conscious intentions of a designer? Let a former homicide detective who
spent a career sifting clues for signs of intention explain it to you.”
Michael Behe, PhD, biochemist, professor at Lehigh University,
and author of Darwin’s Black Box
“Can we stay within the universe to explain our existence, or does the
evidence point to something ‘outside the room’? J. Warner Wallace applies
his well-known detective skills to survey fields ranging from cosmology to

biology to consciousness to ethics and faithfully follows where the evidence
leads. While one could object to parts of his analysis, the breadth of
material Wallace brings to the table argues convincingly that a supernatural
being (God) provides the best explanation of all the data.”
Dr. Jeffrey Zweerink, astrophysicist with Reasons to Believe and
author of Who’s Afraid of the Multiverse?
“With all the expertise and finesse of a life devoted to methodical
investigation, Wallace leads the cautious examiner through the evidence in
our world, concluding that the universe is not a closed system: Someone has
been in the room. God’s Crime Scene is an excellent overview of the
arguments and evidence for God’s existence from a fresh perspective. I
highly recommend it for all who seek a better grasp or are grappling with
the truth about God.”
Nabeel Qureshi, MD, speaker with Ravi Zacharias International
Ministries and author of Seeking Allah, Finding Jesus
“There’s a lot of reasons J. Warner Wallace has become one of the most
popular apologists in America. One of those reasons is that he’s one of the
most fascinating and fun to read—for believers and skeptics alike. And
God’s Crime Scene is Jim at his best. Solid, thoughtful, unique!”
John Stonestreet, cohost of BreakPoint and coauthor of Restoring
All Things
“The apologetics movement needs more translators. We need to
communicate the defense of the faith in ways that are accessible and
compelling—but not dumbed down—to everyday people. Right now there
is no one better at this than J. Warner Wallace. In this latest offering,
Wallace lays out eight powerful yet understandable arguments that God is
real and that it is rational to affirm His existence. Indeed, after reading this
book, you can’t help but agree ‘the heavens declare the glory of God.’”
Brett Kunkle, student impact director at Stand to Reason
“J. Warner Wallace’s willingness to investigate possible theories regarding
God’s existence in multiple fields of study is refreshing. We live in a time
when so many new atheists herald ‘evidence and reason’ yet quickly
dismiss evidence and theories contrary to the validity of their own

worldview. As a veteran homicide detective, Wallace surveys the ‘crime
scene’—in this case, our known universe—and subjects the evidence he
finds to rigorous questioning, mirroring his work on murder cases. The
result is a cumulative case for God’s existence weaved through detective
stories that keep the reader engaged from beginning to end.”
Mary Jo Sharp, assistant professor of apologetics at Houston
Baptist University, director of Confident Christianity apologetics
ministry, and author of Why Do You Believe That?
“As a police detective and ministry leader, I understand that evidence is key
in both solving crimes and understanding the truth of God’s inerrant Word
(the Bible). With that foundation in mind, Detective J. Warner Wallace’s
latest work, God’s Crime Scene, brilliantly reveals the overwhelming and
irrefutable evidence for a God-created universe from a cold-case detective’s
perspective. This thorough and imminently understandable work should be
mandatory reading for anyone seeking evidentiary proof of God’s
orchestration of creation or for those seeking a powerful tool with which to
defend their faith based on actual evidence versus emotional rhetoric. An
enjoyable read to boot—outstanding!”
Lt. M. C. Williams, investigator, chaplain, and director of the
Centurion Law Enforcement Ministry
“Jim Wallace is one of the most unique defenders of the Christian faith you
will ever hear. His approach to searching for evidence for God as you
would for clues at the scene of a crime is as brilliant as it is understandable.
You will be challenged to answer the question: Is life an accident, or is an
outside ‘Agent’ to blame?”
Rice Broocks, cofounder of Every Nation ministries, senior pastor
of Bethel World Outreach Church, and author of God’s Not Dead
“God’s Crime Scene is one of the most insightful, interesting, and enjoyable
apologetics books I have read in a long time. Whether you are a skeptic or a
believer, you will walk away challenged by this book.”
Sean McDowell, PhD, professor at Biola University, speaker, and
coauthor of Is God Just a Human Invention?

“J. Warner Wallace knows evidence—how to gather it, how to evaluate it,
and how to come to reasonable conclusions. These are the invaluable tools
he passes on to us in God’s Crime Scene as he weaves together a clear,
systematic, cumulative case for the existence of God with stories from his
career as a detective. The result is a fascinating read that will train you in
the art of uncovering truth.”
Amy K. Hall, apologist with Stand to Reason
“With my background as a trial lawyer, I deeply appreciate Jim Wallace’s
ability to gather all of the complex evidence and present it in an easy-tounderstand, yet fair case. Jim has done that in God’s Crime Scene. His
integrity and determination in investigating human crime scenes bleeds
through the pages of this book. As you read it, you’ll not only feel what it’s
like to be a detective doggedly hunting for the truth, but you’ll also know
how credible the case for Christianity really is. Wallace has done all of us a
tremendous service with God’s Crime Scene.”
Abdu Murray, lawyer, speaker, and author of Grand Central
Question
“J. Warner Wallace has done it again. Turning his keen analytical skills and
extensive detective experience to the question of God, Jim Wallace’s God’s
Crime Scene shows the utter bankruptcy of the contemporary materialist
view of reality to which many atheists appeal in their attempts to challenge
Christian theism. God’s Crime Scene has the best of an exciting crime novel
and a thoroughly researched and informative apologetic work. Appealing to
facts about our world that no sane person could deny, Wallace shows how
the atheistic scientific worldview repeatedly fails to account for these facts
and that a robust Christian theism can provide a better accounting for why
the universe is the way it is.”
Richard Howe, PhD, professor emeritus of philosophy and
apologetics at Southern Evangelical Seminary

