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Preface

This book is written from a specific vantage point: that of a reluctant skeptic who prioritizes honest

epistemology above all theological comforts.

I am not here to mock the Christian faith. I am here to challenge it as one who once found

his home within it. The proposition that a transcendent God entered history to redeem humanity

is profound and, if true, utterly consequential. But precisely because the stakes are so high, the

standards of evidence must be equally high.

In engaging with modern apologetics, the outside observer often encounters a troubling dy-

namic: the standards of evidence seem to be elastic. They stretch to accommodate the Christian

claim and contract to exclude rival ones. This book is a product of my own struggle with that

elasticity. It is an invitation to undergo a rigorous epistemological audit—a "pre-mortem" for your

worldview.

In the following pages, I present a methodology called the "Credencing Scenario." It is designed

to bypass automatic defenses by asking what you would believe if you didn’t know who was behind

the miracle. By presenting ambiguous, high-fidelity supernatural events and only later revealing

their theological source, we can isolate the exact moment where evidentiary reasoning gives way to

theological preference.

This process will likely cause discomfort. It is meant to. Intellectual integrity is a discipline,

and disciplines are rarely comfortable. But if you believe your faith is grounded in objective reality,

you must be willing to apply the same standards of evidence to yourself that you demand of the

skeptic.
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Chapter 1

The Epistemic Challenge

In contemporary Christian apologetics, the "miracle" is often wielded as a decisive weapon. Apol-

ogists point to the historical data surrounding the life of Jesus, fulfilled prophecies, or perhaps

contemporary accounts of healing, and argue that the best explanation—the one that a truly open-

minded skeptic ought to accept—is divine intervention. They often quote C.S. Lewis’s adage that a

naturalist is a person who has decided in advance that nothing super-nature exists (Lewis, 1947).

It is valid to challenge a priori naturalism. However, it is equally necessary to challenge a

priori exclusivism. While philosopher David Hume famously argued against miracles based on the

uniform experience of natural law (Hume, 1748), the modern apologist often employs a different

tactic: accepting miracles in principle, but rejecting any specific miracle that does not support their

preferred theology.

1.1 The Danger of Weighted Scales

If an apologist demands that a skeptic accept the testimony of a few hundred ancient witnesses

regarding the Resurrection, on pain of being "closed-minded," but simultaneously rejects modern,

documented, multi-attested reports of supernatural events in Hindu or Islamic contexts, they are

using weighted scales.

This book argues that much of popular apologetics operates on a hidden "sliding scale of

scrutiny." The standard of proof required to affirm a miracle contracts when it supports the in-group

and expands infinitely when it supports an out-group.

When this inconsistency is exposed, it damages the credibility of the witness. It suggests to the

thoughtful observer that the conclusion is driving the methodology, rather than the methodology

driving the conclusion. If arguments for the historical veracity of the Gospels are to be taken seri-

ously outside the Christian fold, apologists must demonstrate that their epistemology is not rigged

in their own favor.
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Chapter 2

The Outsider Test and the Problem of
Consistency

We all intuitively understand how to be skeptics. When we hear reports of weeping statues in

Catholic shrines, gurus levitating in India, or faith healers channeling spirits in the Amazon, our

critical faculties engage immediately. We look for the wires, the hidden speakers, the psychosomatic

explanations, or the financial motives.

This instinct is healthy. Human testimony is notoriously unreliable. Crowds suffer from emo-

tional contagion. Our brains are pattern-seeking engines that often find agency where none exists.

The problem arises when we turn off this healthy skepticism the moment we step inside our own

theological house. This failure to apply consistent standards is what John Loftus terms a failure of

the "Outsider Test for Faith" (Loftus, 2013). The test is simple: Would you accept the evidence for

your own faith if it were presented in support of a different faith that you were raised to reject?

2.1 Visualizing the Asymmetry

For many apologists, the honest answer is no. We operate with a structural asymmetry in how we

process data. Table 2.1 visualizes the stark contrast between the standards we often accept for our

own historical claims and the standards we would reject even for superior contemporary evidence if

it contradicted our theology.
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Table 2.1: The Asymmetry of Evidential Standards in Apologetics

Feature The In-Group Claim
(e.g., The Resurrection)

The Out-Group Scenario
(e.g., A Rival Miracle)

Evidence Type Ancient historical testimony,

textual variance, decades

post-hoc

Hypothetical real-time video,

independent lab verification,

direct observation

Sample Size N < 500 (reported by parti-

sans)

N > 1, 000 (controlled, skep-

tical observers)

P(Chance) Unknown/High (historical

uncertainty)

Extremely Low (< 10−50)

Apologist’s Default Assumption Divine Intervention is the

"Best Explanation"

Fraud, Psychosis, Demon, or

Aliens

Required Credence 100% (Certainty required for

salvation)

0% (Must be rejected to main-

tain orthodoxy)

If we are honest, we must admit that Table 2.1 represents a profound epistemic double standard.

We accept weaker evidence for our own position while rejecting stronger evidence for others.



Chapter 3

The Methodology of Honest Credence

How do we overcome our innate bias? We need a protocol that blinds us to the outcome until we

have committed to the data. We need a "veil of ignorance" for supernatural claims.

The "Credencing Scenario" protocol is designed to do just that. It is a thought experiment

requiring intellectual honesty. You must imagine yourself as an objective observer confronting data

that cannot be explained away by standard skeptical arguments.

Figure 3.1: The Control Group Scenario: The Weeping Icon of St. Jude
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3.1 The Three Stages of the Protocol

3.1.1 Stage 1: The Presentation (Ambiguity)

You will be presented with a scenario. It will be described with rigorous controls—independent ver-

ification, strict chain of custody, elimination of fraud, etc. Crucially, at this stage, the phenomenon

contains no religious iconography or language that would identify its source. It is a "naked" miracle.

3.1.2 Stage 2: The Commitment (Lock-In)

Before reading further, you must pause and assess the evidence phenomenologically. Given the

controls described, what credence (a probability from 0–100%) must a rational observer assign to

the proposition: This event is best explained by a non-human, supernatural, or paranormal intelli-

gence?

If you are intellectually honest, and the scenario rules out naturalism, your credence should be

very high (> 90%).

3.1.3 Stage 3: The Reveal (The Trap)

Only after you have committed to the reality of the supernatural event is the theological content un-

veiled. The "Reveal" will explicitly associate the undeniable miracle with a rival deity or theological

system (e.g., Hinduism, Islam, or a non-theistic spirituality).

3.2 Establishing Temporal Markers

To prevent the common retreat into vague skepticism ("well, we can never really know"), the scenar-

ios utilize three temporal markers of escalating evidence. You must ask yourself how your credence

would rise at each stage.

• Marker 1 (Initial Signal): The anomaly is first detected. It is interesting, but perhaps a fluke.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): The anomaly survives adversarial scrutiny. Skeptics test it and

cannot debunk it. Fraud and error are ruled out.

• Marker 3 (Predictive Control): The anomaly demonstrates stability over time. It makes

accurate predictions, ruling out chance coincidence.

By Marker 3, a rational person should have near-certainty that something paranonormal is occur-

ring. The question then becomes: What do you do when that certainty collides with your theology?



Chapter 4

Rules of Engagement: A Pre-Mortem

Before you turn the page to the scenarios, we must establish the rules of engagement. It is easy to

dismiss hypotheticals after the fact. It is much harder to do so if you have committed to a standard

of evidence beforehand.

In these scenarios, you will see the phrase "scientifically verified." You must understand that

this is not a rhetorical flourish. It means:

1. Fraud is impossible: The controls (Faraday cages, cryptographic hashing, etc.) eliminate

human trickery.

2. Naturalism is insufficient: The event violates known laws of physics (conservation of mass,

entropy, etc.).

3. Intelligence is present: The event is communicative, not random.

The Agreement

Please read the following statement and mentally assent to it before proceeding. If you cannot agree

to this, you are effectively stating that no amount of evidence could ever change your mind, in which

case, this book—and apologetics itself—is useless to you.

The Credencing Commitment: "I agree that if an event is empirically verified, vio-

lates the laws of physics, and demonstrates high-fidelity intelligence, it constitutes valid

evidence for a supernatural or paranormal cause. I agree that if God wished to reveal

Himself, He is capable of performing such acts. Therefore, if I accept such an event as

proof when it supports my faith, I must logically accept it as proof even if it challenges

my faith."

6
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Do not proceed until you have accepted this standard.



Chapter 5

The Crucible: A Catalog of Scenarios

In this chapter, we enter the crucible. The following scenarios are designed to be epistemologically

irresistible.

5.1 Scenario 1: The Pre-Registered Prediction Stream

Figure 5.1: The Pre-Registered Prediction Stream

The Phenomenon: A publicly accessible, decentralized data stream begins broadcasting binary

predictions about chaotic, high-entropy natural events. The predictions are cryptographically hashed

and time-stamped on an immutable ledger 24 hours before the events occur.

8
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• Marker 1 (Signal): The stream predicts the exact epicenter (within 100 meters) and moment

(within 60 seconds) of three disparate 7.0+ magnitude earthquakes in a single week.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Over six months, the stream accurately predicts solar flare in-

tensities, tornado touch-downs, and volcanic eruptions. Skeptics analyze the source code and

confirm it is an automated "dead drop" with no sensors.

• Marker 3 (Control): The stream runs for 24 months, accumulating 104 consecutive hits on

events physically modeled as stochastic. Statistical analysis places the probability of chance

at P < 10−50.

Pause for Commitment: Given Marker 3, what is your credence that a super-intelligence is behind

this stream?

The Reveal: On week 105, the source reveals its algorithm. The predictions are generated

by a human operator who enters a trance state. The trance—and the resulting accuracy—is only

achievable when the operator recites the Shahada (the Islamic confession of faith) in Arabic. When

the operator attempts the same protocol using the Lord’s Prayer, accuracy drops to random chance.

Common Epistemological Dances: The Demonic Counterfeit

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): The biblical worldview accounts for this. Deuteronomy

13 and Matthew 24 warn of "false prophets" and "lying signs and wonders" that can deceive even

the elect. Therefore, supernatural power does not equal divine truth. This could be a demonic

deception designed to lead people into Islam.

The Epistemic Collapse: If you accept this defense, you have deployed a "universal acid" that

dissolves your own faith. If demons can simulate 100% accurate, high-fidelity prophecy over two

years to validate a "false" religion, then you can no longer use fulfilled prophecy as valid evidence

for Christianity. If the counterfeit is indistinguishable from the real thing, the currency of prophecy

is devalued to zero. You cannot claim "My prophecies prove God" and "Their (identical) prophecies

prove demons" without engaging in special pleading.
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5.2 Scenario 2: The Blank-Paper Message Event

Figure 5.2: The Blank-Paper Message Event

The Phenomenon: Simultaneously, in thousands of homes and secure facilities worldwide, coher-

ent text appears on blank printer paper stored in sealed, secure drawers.

• Marker 1 (Signal): Reports flood in from 50 countries at the exact same minute. The text is

visually identical across all locations.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Forensic analysis reveals the "ink" is not applied from the sur-

face. Cross-sections show the pigment permeates the cellulose fibers from the inside out,

manifesting spontaneously within the molecular structure.

• Marker 3 (Control): Skeptics place their own marked, chemically analyzed paper in high-

security vaults with thermal cameras. At the announced time, the message appears on the

secured paper while cameras record no thermal signature.

Pause for Commitment: Given the global simultaneity and physical impossibility of the inking

process, what is your credence in a supernatural cause?

The Reveal: The text is a calligraphy rendering of Surah 4:171 from the Quran: "Say not

’Three’ (Trinity). Desist, it will be better for you: for Allah is one Allah." The message is a direct,

supernatural refutation of Christian Trinitarianism.
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Common Epistemological Dances: The Retreat to Presuppositionalism

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): We have the internal witness of the Holy Spirit and the

revelation of Scripture that the Trinity is true. Galatians 1:8 says that even if an angel from heaven

preaches a different gospel, let him be accursed. Therefore, no matter how physical the miracle is,

if it contradicts the Gospel, it must be rejected (Plantinga, 2000).

The Epistemic Collapse: This response admits that your faith is unfalsifiable. By citing Galatians

1:8, you are effectively saying, "My doctrine trumps objective reality." If a global, scientifically

verified miracle cannot make you question your interpretation of an ancient text, then you have left

the realm of evidence entirely. You are no longer an apologist; you are a presuppositionalist who

has immunized their belief against all possible data.

5.3 Scenario 3: The Sealed-Lab Artifact

Figure 5.3: The Sealed-Lab Artifact

The Phenomenon: In high-security physics laboratories (CERN, Fermilab), sterile iridium plates

kept in vacuum chambers develop deep, precise engravings of complex text under continuous ob-

servation.

• Marker 1 (Signal): The engravings appear instantly (within a single frame of high-speed

video).
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• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Mass spectrometry confirms that the displaced metal has van-

ished from the sealed chamber entirely, violating the conservation of mass.

• Marker 3 (Control): The phenomenon responds to prompts. When scientists request a spe-

cific geometric shape or prime number, it appears. Intelligence is confirmed.

Pause for Commitment: Science confirms a violation of conservation of mass by an intelligent

agent. What is your credence?

The Reveal: When asked for its identity, the phenomenon engraves a perfect Sanskrit verse

from the Bhagavad Gita (10:20): "I am the Self, O Gudakesha, seated in the hearts of all creatures."

The entity identifies itself as Krishna.

Common Epistemological Dances: The Metaphysical Mismatch

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): God is the author of the laws of physics, not a distinct

object within them. The true God does not act like a "cosmic tinkerer" or a parlor magician per-

forming tricks in a lab. This behavior—altering matter on demand—is unworthy of the Transcendent

Ground of Being and suggests a lower spiritual entity or trickster.

The Epistemic Collapse: This is a shifting of the goalposts from existence to preference. The

question is not whether the apologist likes how the supernatural agent behaves, but whether the

evidence proves the agent exists. If Krishna is willing to prove his existence via undeniable lab

results, but Yahweh is not, you cannot claim Yahweh is the "better explanation" simply because He

hides better. You are effectively saying, "A real miracle must look like the miracles I prefer."
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5.4 Scenario 4: The Directional-Ritual Constraint

Figure 5.4: The Directional-Ritual Constraint

The Phenomenon: A replicable anomaly is discovered in quantum tunneling experiments. Electron

tunneling rates increase by 500% under specific conditions.

• Marker 1 (Signal): The effect is robust (5σ) but initially intermittent.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Researchers discover the hidden variable: the effect only occurs

when the experimental apparatus is physically oriented within 0.5◦ of a specific terrestrial

vector.

• Marker 3 (Control): The experiment is replicated in labs in Argentina, Norway, and Japan.

In every location, the apparatus must be rotated to face a specific global coordinate to function.

Pause for Commitment: Given the global replication and dependence on precise orientation, what

is your credence in a supernatural cause?

The Reveal: The vector points precisely to the Kaaba in Mecca. If the machine is rotated toward

Jerusalem or Rome, the effect vanishes.
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Common Epistemological Dances: Theological Gerrymandering

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): Perhaps God is honoring the spirit of monotheism.

Mecca is a place of prayer for billions. God might be using the Kaaba as a focal point for hu-

manity’s prayer intent, without necessarily validating the theology of Islam. It is a response to faith,

not doctrine.

The Epistemic Collapse: This is ad hoc reasoning at its finest. It invents a complex, unstated

theological rule (YHWH honors Islamic directions but not Christian ones) to avoid the straightfor-

ward conclusion. If the situation were reversed—if quantum tunneling only worked when facing

Jerusalem—every Christian apologist would cite it as definitive proof of the God of Israel. The

refusal to do so here is a clear instance of the double standard.

5.5 Scenario 5: The Reincarnation-Verification Cluster

Figure 5.5: The Reincarnation-Verification Cluster

The Phenomenon: Over a decade, 500 children (ages 2–4) independently report detailed, verifiable

facts about deceased individuals they could not have known.

• Marker 1 (Signal): A child claims to be a deceased mechanic, knowing the mechanic’s PIN

and hidden secrets.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Investigators record the claims before locating the family. In

100% of cases, the specific, non-public details are confirmed.
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• Marker 3 (Control): The children possess skills they have never learned (xenoglossy), such

as speaking fluent 1940s French dialect.

Pause for Commitment: Given verification of private facts and xenoglossy, what is your credence?

The Reveal: The phenomenon is exclusive to Theravada Buddhism. The subjects report an

"inter-life" state matching the Bardo, contradicting "one life, then judgment."

Common Epistemological Dances: Demonizing the Innocents

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): The Bible is clear: "It is appointed for man to die once,

and after that comes judgment" (Heb 9:27). Reincarnation is impossible. Therefore, these children

must be accessing information via a familiar spirit or demonic possession.

The Epistemic Collapse: This defense highlights the moral cost of theological exclusivism. To

save your doctrine, you are forced to categorize innocent children as vessels of Satan. Furthermore,

if demons can provide accurate, verifiable historical data to children to create a false worldview,

why trust any spiritual revelation? This argument saves the dogma at the cost of parsimony and

moral intuition.

5.6 Scenario 6: The Public Voice with Private Facts

Figure 5.6: The Public Voice with Private Facts
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The Phenomenon: An audible, booming voice is captured by independent microphones and heard

by thousands in Times Square.

• Marker 1 (Signal): The voice addresses specific individuals by name.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): The voice reveals highly specific, private secrets ("John, your

diagnosis is Glioblastoma"). These facts are verified on the spot.

• Marker 3 (Control): The phenomenon invites skeptics to write a secret on a card and seal it

in a lead envelope. The voice reads the cards aloud instantly with 100% accuracy.

Pause for Commitment: Given the public nature and impossible knowledge, what is your cre-

dence?

The Reveal: The voice commands: "Abandon the idol of the Cross. Return to the strict

monotheism of Abraham."

Common Epistemological Dances: The Internal vs. External Witness

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): Jesus said his sheep know his voice. A stranger they

will not follow. My personal relationship with Jesus and the witness of the Holy Spirit in my heart

assure me of the truth of Christianity. No external voice, however powerful, can override that

internal assurance.

The Epistemic Collapse: At this moment, apologetics dies. You have admitted that no amount of

external evidence—even omniscience displayed publicly—can penetrate your internal conviction.

You have immunized your belief from reality. While this may be personally comforting, it renders

any attempt to persuade others using evidence hypocritical.
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5.7 Scenario 7: The Scripture-Only Predictive Key

Figure 5.7: The Scripture-Only Predictive Key

The Phenomenon: A global network of hardware Random Number Generators (RNGs) shows a

statistically impossible deviation from randomness.

• Marker 1 (Signal): The deviation encodes binary ASCII text.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): The deviation is triggered only by the recitation of a specific

text.

• Marker 3 (Control): Double-blind tests confirm: Shakespeare and the New Testament fail

to trigger the effect. Only one text works.

Pause for Commitment: Given that only one specific text triggers this global physical anomaly,

what is your credence?

The Reveal: The only text that triggers the anomaly is the Shema Yisrael. The universe responds

only to the central confession of Judaism.

Common Epistemological Dances: Supersessionist Gymnastics

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): Christianity is the fulfillment of Judaism, not a rejection

of it. This miracle confirms the Old Testament, which we also believe. The fact that it emphasizes
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the "One God" is consistent with Christian monotheism.

The Epistemic Collapse: This ignores the control group. If the New Covenant were in effect, why

do the words of Jesus fail to trigger the anomaly while the words of Moses succeed? You must

invent a theological reason why God would validate the "shadow" but ignore the "fulfillment."

5.8 Scenario 8: The Pilgrimage-Tied Astronomical Marker

Figure 5.8: The Pilgrimage-Tied Astronomical Marker

The Phenomenon: A new celestial object appears, stationary relative to Earth, pulsing with light.

• Marker 1 (Signal): It emits light in prime number pulses.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): It aligns with a specific lunar calendar, appearing at zenith only

on feast days.

• Marker 3 (Control): Astronomers successfully predict its behavior based solely on this

religious calendar.

Pause for Commitment: Given the signal and alignment, what is your credence?

The Reveal: The calendar is Jain. The object ignores all Christian holy days.
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Common Epistemological Dances: The "God of the Gaps" in Reverse

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): The heavens declare the glory of God, but we cannot

presume to know why God creates specific stars or signals. This could be a natural phenomenon we

don’t understand yet, coincidently aligning with a lunar calendar.

The Epistemic Collapse: The dance here is the "God of the Gaps" in reverse. When a gap is filled

by something supporting Christianity (e.g., fine-tuning), it is proof. When it supports a rival, it is a

"coincidence." You are dismissing a signal you would accept if it fell on Easter.

5.9 Scenario 9: The Healing Pattern with Ritual Signature

Figure 5.9: The Healing Pattern with Ritual Signature

The Phenomenon: A specific, lethal condition (Stage 4 Pancreatic Cancer) goes into instant remis-

sion under a single protocol.

• Marker 1 (Signal): Tumors vanish on real-time MRI.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Placebo groups die; treatment groups survive at 100%.

• Marker 3 (Control): The protocol requires the chanting of a specific mantra.

Pause for Commitment: Given medically impossible remissions, what is your credence?
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The Reveal: The mantra is Om Mani Padme Hum. The effect is nullified if the patient is wearing

a crucifix.

Common Epistemological Dances: Demonizing Wellness

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): Satan can appear as an angel of light. He may grant

temporary physical healing to ensnare souls in a false religion. God, in His sovereignty, may allow

physical suffering to bring us closer to Him.

The Epistemic Collapse: This is a profound example of motivated reasoning. You are backed into

a corner where you must argue that sickness with Jesus is preferable to miraculous health without

him. This collapses evidential reasoning entirely.

5.10 Scenario 10: The No-Interpretation Prophecy Test

Figure 5.10: The No-Interpretation Prophecy Test

The Phenomenon: A being of light provides a list of 50 specific events that will occur over the

next year.

• Marker 1 (Signal): Predictions are highly improbable and literal.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Events occur exactly on schedule.

• Marker 3 (Control): 49 of the 50 events happen. The probability of chance is zero.
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Pause for Commitment: Given 49 fulfilled prophecies, what is your credence in the source?

The Reveal: The 50th event is the definitive discovery of the bones of Jesus of Nazareth,

proving the Resurrection did not occur.

Common Epistemological Dances: Cherry-Picking the Miracle

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): If the 50th prediction contradicts the Resurrection, the

being is a liar. The Resurrection is an established historical fact. Therefore, the first 49 events were

a setup for the final deception.

The Epistemic Collapse: This reveals that you do not actually trust fulfilled prophecy as a valida-

tion mechanism. You only trust it when it validates what you already believe. If a perfect prophetic

track record can be dismissed, the argument from prophecy has no objective weight.

5.11 Scenario 11: The Mass-Dream Convergence

Figure 5.11: The Mass-Dream Convergence

The Phenomenon: On a single night, 100 million people confirm receiving the exact same dream.

• Marker 1 (Signal): The dream is a tutorial for a "Zero-Point Energy" device.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Engineers build working prototypes based on the dream.
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• Marker 3 (Control): The dream includes a spoken phrase in an unknown language.

Pause for Commitment: Given millions received working blueprints, what is your credence?

The Reveal: The phrase is an invocation to Ahura Mazda (Zoroastrianism). The tech is a gift

to fight evil.

Common Epistemological Dances: The Fear of Rival Benevolence

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): Technology is not morality. Just because a being gives

us energy does not mean it is the True God. It could be a "Trojan Horse" to distract us from our

need for salvation.

The Epistemic Collapse: This reflects a deep theological anxiety: the inability to accept that gen-

uine good could come from a source other than your own God. It forces you to be suspicious of

human flourishing solely because of its theological branding.

5.12 Scenario 12: The Comparative-Religion Discriminator

Figure 5.12: The Mass-Dream Convergence

The Phenomenon: A global scientific test measures the effect of prayer on radioactive decay.

• Marker 1 (Signal): Decay rate is influenced by intent.
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• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Representatives from five religions are tested in Faraday cages.

• Marker 3 (Control): The test is run 1,000 times.

Pause for Commitment: Given a controlled test where prayer alters physics, what is your cre-

dence?

The Reveal: Christian, Muslim, and Jewish prayers fail. The Shinto priest consistently alters

the decay rate by 15%.

Common Epistemological Dances: The Hypocrisy of Testing God

The Apologetic Defense (Steelmanning): Jesus said, "Do not put the Lord your God to the test."

God is a person, not a force. He refuses to perform on demand for scientists. The Shinto success

suggests they are contacting impersonal forces or spirits, not the Sovereign God.

The Epistemic Collapse: This is the ultimate hypocrisy. Testing God is framed as heroic when

Elijah wins (1 Kings 18), but as immoral presumption when the Christian loses. Your commitment

to evidential testing is entirely contingent on the outcome.
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5.13 Scenario 13: The Control Group (The Weeping Icon)

Figure 5.13: The Control Group Scenario: The Weeping Icon of St. Jude

The Phenomenon: In a crowded, historic cathedral, a 17th-century polychrome wooden statue of

St. Jude begins to "weep" a dark, reddish fluid from its eyes. The phenomenon occurs irregularly

but frequently, often during major masses, causing a sensation among believers.

• Marker 1 (Signal): The event goes viral on social media. Pilgrims flock to the site, with

many reporting subjective feelings of peace and claims of minor physical healings after touch-

ing the fluid. The fluid is visibly red and viscous.

• Marker 2 (Corroboration): Initial, non-invasive tests by a local Catholic lab confirm the

fluid contains human hemoglobin and red blood cells. The faithful view this as definitive

proof of a miracle. The church reluctantly allows a more thorough investigation by outside

experts.

• Marker 3 (Control): An independent, secular forensic team is brought in. They arrange

for high-resolution thermal imaging and an endoscopic examination of the statue and its sur-

roundings during a "weeping" event to determine the source.

Pause for Commitment: Given the initial lab report confirming blood and the reports of healing,
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what is your credence in a supernatural cause?

The Reveal: The forensic investigation reveals a micro-fracture in the ceiling directly above

the statue. Thermal imaging detects a slow leak from a corroded iron pipe used in the building’s

original heating system. The "blood" is definitively identified as a slurry of rust, condensed wa-

ter, and a specific red bacterium (Serratia marcescens) growing in the damp wood of the ceiling.

This bacterium historically has been mistaken for blood on religious items like communion wafers

(Gaughran, 1969). Investigator Joe Nickell has documented numerous similar cases where capillary

action, condensation, or fraud explained weeping statues (Nickell, 1993). The reported "healings"

are attributed to the placebo effect and confirmation bias. There is no supernatural cause.

Common Epistemological Dances: The Necessity of the Null Hypothesis

This scenario is not a throwaway; it is the epistemological anchor of the entire book. It demonstrates

a crucial point: a valid methodology for detecting miracles must also be able to falsify them.

I am not asking you to be gullible. I am asking you to be consistent. A rational person accepts

the natural explanation when the evidence demands it, just as they must accept the supernatural

explanation when the evidence demands that (as in Scenarios 1–12).

If your worldview compels you to accept the initial report of "blood" as a miracle (Marker 2)

but would tempt you to reject the definitive forensic explanation (The Reveal) because it is "too

naturalistic," then you do not have a method for finding truth; you have a filter for confirming bias.

The problem with modern apologetics is not that it rejects false miracles like this one; it is that

it uses a double standard to reject true miracles that don’t fit its theological brand. You must be

willing to accept the "null hypothesis" (it’s not a miracle) to have any credibility when you claim

the "alternative hypothesis" (it is a miracle) is true.



Chapter 6

The Anatomy of Belief Maintenance

If you are like most committed Christians who engage with these scenarios, you likely experienced

a distinct, visceral reaction during the "Reveal."

In the "Ambiguity" phase of each scenario, your rational mind—the same mind that analyzes

taxes, medical diagnoses, and engineering problems—correctly identified a supernatural cause. The

evidence was overwhelming. Yet, the precise micro-second that the cause was identified as "not

Christ," your mind likely slammed on the brakes. The high credence you just assigned evaporated,

replaced instantly by skepticism, alternative theories, or theological dismissals.

This flinch is not an accident. It is a defense mechanism. It is the sound of a "prior" being pro-

tected at the cost of the data. In this chapter, we will dissect this mechanism using the tools of logic

and probability, proving that what is often called "strong faith" is mathematically indistinguishable

from closed-mindedness.

6.1 The Consistency Dilemma (Logical Formalization)

Let us formalize the contradiction exposed by the scenarios.

Let E be the high standard of evidence established by the Credencing Scenario (e.g., "A repeat-

able, rigorously documented violation of natural law like the Sealed-Lab Artifact"). Let GChristian

be the existence of the Christian God. Let GRival be the existence of a rival deity (e.g., Krishna).

The Christian apologist’s standard argument for their own faith is evidential:

(E =⇒ GChristian) ∧ EResurrection ∴ GChristian (6.1)

*Translation: "Miracles prove God. We have a miracle (the Resurrection); therefore, our God

exists."*

However, the Credencing Scenario introduces E′, an event phenomenologically superior to the

historical evidence for the Resurrection, but causally linked to GRival.

26
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The dilemma arises because the apologist has committed to the principle that E implies the

supernatural.

P1. Any event with characteristics E is supernatural. (6.2)

P2. Scenario 3 has characteristics E. (6.3)

P3. The source of Scenario 3 is Krishna (GRival). (6.4)

C1. ∴ Krishnaexistsandispowerful. (6.5)

Since the Christian exclusivist cannot accept C1, they must retroactively reject P1—the very

premise they rely upon when arguing for their own faith. This is the definition of Special Pleading:

applying one standard to your own claims (EChristian =⇒ True) and a different standard to iden-

tical claims from others (ERival ⇏ True) (Bouchard, 2016). You are effectively saying, "Evidence

counts when it helps me, and is irrelevant when it hurts me."

6.2 The "Faith" Variable (Bayesian Formalization)

We can use Bayesian probability to understand exactly how "faith" operates in this dynamic (How-

son & Urbach, 2006). It is often not a bridge to truth, but a barrier against falsification.

According to Bayes’ Theorem, our updated belief in a hypothesis (H) given new evidence (E)

depends on the likelihood of that evidence occurring if the hypothesis is true versus if it is false.

P (H|E) =
P (E|H)P (H)

P (E)
(6.6)

Consider Scenario 3 (The Sanskrit Artifact). Let H be the hypothesis "Christianity is exclusively

true."

6.2.1 The Likelihood Problem

If Christianity is exclusively true, what is the likelihood that God would allow a miracle that explic-

itly validates the Bhagavad Gita? It is extremely low.

P (ESanskrit|HChristian) ≈ 0 (6.7)

Conversely, if Hinduism is true, the likelihood of this evidence is very high.

P (ESanskrit|HHindu) ≈ 1 (6.8)

A rational Bayesian updater, seeing this data, would see their confidence in exclusive Christianity

plummet.
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Figure 6.1: The Bayesian Shift: Rational vs. Dogmatic Updating. The graph visualizes how a

rational observer’s confidence shifts with evidence, while a dogmatic observer’s confidence remains

flat due to a prior probability of 1.

6.2.2 The Artificial Prior

So, how does the apologist maintain their belief? They do so by manipulating the Prior Probability
(P (H)).

In this context, "faith" functions as a rigid setting of the prior probability to 1 (absolute cer-

tainty). If P (H) = 1, then no amount of contrary evidence (E) can ever reduce the probability of

H .

P (HChristian) → 1 (6.9)

If your prior probability for your own worldview is set to "certainty," you are mathematically inca-

pable of learning from new information. "Faith," in this sense, is not a virtue; it is the mathematical

definition of a closed mind.

6.3 The Universal Acid of the Demonic Hypothesis

When forced to acknowledge the reality of the undeniable evidence in the scenarios, the most com-

mon Christian response is the introduction of an Auxiliary Hypothesis (Haux): "It is a supernatural

event, but it is demonic deception." This is cognitive dissonance in action (Festinger, 1957), driving

what psychologists call motivated reasoning (Kunda, 1990).

This defense appears robust, but it is actually a "suicide vest" for Christian apologetics.
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If you admit that demonic forces can simulate high-fidelity, scientifically verifiable evidence

(like creating matter in a sealed lab, or healing cancer) to validate a "false" religion, you have

introduced a Symmetry Defeater that dissolves your own claims.

1. If demons can fake Ehigh (Scientific Miracles), they can certainly fake Elow (Ancient Testi-

mony).

2. If the Resurrection appearances could have been a demonic simulation designed to start a

false religion, then the historical case for Christianity collapses.

3. You cannot argue "The Resurrection is too well-attested to be fake" while simultaneously

arguing "The Sanskrit Artifact (which is better attested) is fake."

By invoking the demon hypothesis to save your creed from the Credencing Scenario, you inad-

vertently destroy the evidential warrant for your creed itself. You are left with a worldview where

miracles prove nothing, because any miracle—including your own—could be a trick.
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The Deafening Silence of the Missing
Miracles

Having traversed the emotional and intellectual gauntlet of these twelve scenarios, we must now

confront the most uncomfortable question of all. It is the question that lingers in the quiet moments

after the apologetic debates have ended.

We have seen how compelling, how undeniable, and how world-changing these high-fidelity,

verifiable miracles would be. We have felt the immense pressure they would place on a skeptic to

convert. We have seen that they are logically possible and scientifically detectable.

The question is simply this: Why have none of these scenarios happened for us?

7.1 The Chasm Between Capability and Reality

As Christian theists, we believe in a God who possesses maximal attributes. He is Omnipotent

(all-powerful), Omniscient (all-knowing), and Omnibenevolent (perfectly good and desiring that all

should come to the knowledge of the truth).

• If God is omnipotent, none of these scenarios are difficult for Him. Engraving Sanskrit on

metal in a vacuum chamber is trivial for the Creator of the cosmos.

• If God is omniscient, He knows exactly the kind of evidence that would convince a skeptical

21st-century mind addicted to empirical verification. He knows that an ancient text is less

convincing than a real-time lab result.

• If God is omnibenevolent, He desires our salvation. He knows that confusion leads to unbe-

lief, and unbelief (in traditional theology) leads to damnation.

30
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The existence of these hypothetical scenarios throws the "problem of divine hiddenness" into

stark relief (Schellenberg, 2015). We are forced to grapple with a God who could make His exis-

tence as clear as a laboratory readout, but chooses instead to remain hidden behind ancient, contested

texts, forcing His followers to rely on apologetic arguments that never quite seal the deal.

7.2 The Thomas Asymmetry

When faced with this silence, apologists often retreat to the "God Wants Faith, Not Knowledge"

defense. They argue that God values trust, and that undeniable evidence would destroy the nobility

of faith.

This defense crashes against the person of Thomas the Apostle.

In the Gospel of John, Thomas states clearly: "Unless I see the nail marks in his hands and put

my finger where the nails were, and put my hand into his side, I will not believe." Thomas demanded

empirical, tactile, undeniable proof. He demanded a Credencing Scenario.

Did Jesus rebuke him? Did Jesus say, "You wicked man, you want knowledge instead of faith?"

No. Jesus appeared and said, "Put your finger here; see my hands." Jesus met the evidentiary

standard of the skeptic.

If ocular, tactile proof was permitted for Thomas, why is it denied to us? Why is the 21st-century

skeptic, who lives 2,000 years later and has access to zero eyewitnesses, considered "immoral" for

requesting the same level of evidence that was freely given to an Apostle? The "faith is superior

to knowledge" argument is a post-hoc rationalization for the fact that we simply do not have the

evidence that Thomas had.

7.3 The Argument from Relationship

Apologists often claim that God wants a "personal relationship" with us, not just intellectual assent.

But consider how relationships work.

If a father hides from his children, never speaks audibly, never appears visibly, and communi-

cates only through ambiguous letters written thousands of years ago which are interpreted differ-

ently by everyone, we would not call that a relationship. We would call it abandonment.

A God who truly desired a relationship would communicate in the medium that His creation

understands. We are sensory creatures. We rely on sight, sound, and verified data. To withhold this

data is to withhold the very means of connection. If the Scenarios show us anything, it is that a God

who wanted to be known could be known instantly. The silence, therefore, is a choice.
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7.4 The Sting of the Scenarios

The true pain of reading these scenarios lies in the realization that they are better than what we have.

We spend our lives defending the historical reliability of the Gospels, arguing over textual variants,

and trying to prove that 500 people really did see the risen Christ two millennia ago.

But in our heart of hearts, we know that if God performed just one of these modern scenarios

in His own name—if He wrote "I AM YHWH" on the moon or healed every amputee in a single

night—it would do more for the Great Commission in twenty-four hours than twenty centuries of

apologetics.

If a rival deity—or a demon—is capable of producing the kind of evidence we crave, why is

Yahweh satisfied with ambiguity? If we are honest, the silence is deafening. And it forces us to ask:

Is He silent because He is testing us, or is He silent because He is not there?



Chapter 8

Facing the Implications

We have walked through the scenarios together. You have likely felt the internal resistance when

strong evidence points the “wrong” way—towards a rival faith. We have analyzed the mathematical

maneuvers often used to maintain belief in the face of such dissonance.

Now you must face the implications.

If your apologetic methodology allows you to dismiss a rigorous, repeatable, scientifically veri-

fied miracle solely because it validates a rival faith, then you have forfeited the right to use miracles

as objective proof for your own faith. You cannot have it both ways. You cannot claim that the

historical evidence for the Resurrection demands assent from the skeptic, while simultaneously

claiming that vastly superior evidence for Krishna or Allah can be safely ignored.

To do so is to retreat from the realm of public evidence into private preference. It is to admit

that your “arguments” are not designed to seek truth, but merely to fortify the tribe.

8.1 A Call to Epistemic Repentance

If you profess belief in a God of Truth, you must believe that the truth can withstand honest scrutiny.

The Almighty should not need weighted scales to be defended.

The challenge presented by the Credencing Scenarios is a call for you to prioritize truth over

comfort. It is a call to “epistemic repentance”—to turning away from methods rooted in motivated

reasoning and special pleading. You must face the stark reality that an honest application of these

standards is not merely a call to abandon bad arguments for faith; it may well be a requirement to

abandon faith itself if the evidence demands it.

If Christianity is true, it does not need to fear the Outsider Test. But if it is false, you must have

the integrity to admit it. The ultimate question this book poses to the apologist is this: Are you brave

enough to take the test, with the full knowledge that an honest evaluation might lead you out of the

fold you currently defend?
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