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By  Max B. Frederick, AnOldScientist

“But without faith [it is] impossible to please [him]: for he that cometh to God must believe that he is, and [that] he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him.”

Hebrews 11:6 (KJV)

Caution:  This article is not authoritative.  It is simply an exercise in exploratory thinking.  Do not assume anything in this article is anything more than for the purpose of getting you to thinking outside the box—an exercise in intellectual honesty. 

Could it be that our religious concept of the very nature of God is somewhat flawed?

What must we believe to please God?

(Isn’t that what religion is all about, pleasing, or appeasing God or the gods?)

The above verse lays it out quite clearly.

1.  That God exists.

2.  That God is a rewarder of them that diligently seek Him.

What we must believe to please God is that He exists, and that He is a rewarder of them that diligently seek Him.  

To be a member of some religion or some denomination, we might be required to believe their particular creed or religious interpretation about what one must believe to be saved.  Maybe they are just other ways of saying the same thing, but I find most explanations of what you must believe are simply confusing religious words.   You know, you gotta believe you are a sinner and need saving…whatever they mean by “believe,” “sinner,” or “saved.”  I’ve heard of a lot of other things that one must believe to be saved, or to be a member of their church; basic doctrines—frivolous doctrines, Pre-Trib—Post Trib, Young Earth—Old Earth, … there is no end to humans adding frivolous stuff to what God actually requires.  All are beyond the basic minimum requirement.

All that aside, the basic required belief is this:  God exists, and He is a rewarder of them that diligently seek Him.  

But, how are we to know enough to believe this?

Why doesn’t God just make it plain so everyone will believe and have eternal life?

Wouldn’t that please God?  You would think it would if his nature is as some imagine it to be.

Wait, isn’t there a third requirement mentioned in that verse?  Doesn’t it say that without our believing it by “faith” it is impossible to please God?

How then, are we to know enough to actually believe what we must believe?

If God really exists, why doesn’t He simply prove it so no one can deny it?

If God is the all powerful, perfect God according to our view of His nature, how could it be within His nature to not make it obvious to everyone?

Could it be that our religious concept of the very nature of God is somewhat flawed?

We are plagued with ever present logical attempts to define the very nature of God.  Surely a perfect God wouldn’t allow… (fill in the blank.)  If the bible really is “The word of God,” then… (fill in the blank.).  If God is a “Perfect Being,” then God is incapable of making mistakes (according to our definition of mistakes.)  It is well known that “To err is human;” however, to always be right is to be divine.  

So, if our definitions of the very nature of God are valid, what is this “faith” requirement?  Why doesn’t He simply remove all uncertainty?

Faith, no matter how you define it—and it has been the object of endless attempts to be defined—faith requires an element of uncertainty.  For it to be faith, there must be plenty of evidence, but still the evidence must be insufficient to prove the case.  Otherwise it is not faith, but certainty.  For faith to be faith requires uncertainty.

And as the above verse says, without whatever this “faith” thing is, without whatever it is that dictates uncertainty, it is impossible to please God.  

For the proof to be overwhelming would displease God.  

To eliminate the choice for the believer to not believe, would displease God.

And that goes against what many people believe is the very nature of God.

Many would argue that if God were real, If there were any such thing as an all powerful, omnipresent, etc., etc…, God. He would prove that He exists without question.

But that flies in the face of that requirement for faith.  

What we must believe is that God exists…  

But, the qualifier to please God is that it must be by faith, not by proof.  

Don’t forget the second thing the verse says we must believe—not only that God exists, but also that He is a rewarder of them that diligently seek Him.

Without this belief—both parts of it—and that belief being the result of just almost enough evidence so that there is still room for uncertainty, one cannot please God.

It appears, from examples scattered throughout the bible, that to ask for greater proof, to test (tempt KVJ) God, to ask for a “sign,” is displeasing to God.
Mat 16:4, Mar 8:11, Luk 11:16, Luk 11:29, Deu 6:16, Mat 4:7, Mat 22:18, etc…

When we diligently study the parts of the bible that have to do with verifiable reality, we find the bible is consistent with this aspect of the nature of God.

We can be sure, the bible as we know it excels in making “faith” required to either believe it, or even to disbelieve it.  It requires us to go beyond certainty to either believe, or to reject it.

To be consistent—a requirement of intellectual honesty—we must recognize that a sufficient amount of evidence, and no more, appears to be the amount laid out in the ancient scriptures where it touches on the science related topic of the beginnings of existence.  

In the 34 major biblical accounts of creation, there is sufficient evidence to indicate their credibility concerning the details of fact and chronological order of events that become obvious when all accounts are combined.  This evidence of credibility includes the recording of facts and chronology that could not have been observed with certainty by humans and which were beyond human acceptance as reality.  The actually recorded details were so beyond human acceptance that they had to be explained away by erroneous interpretations to be in accord with what was politically correct before the advent of modern science.  Yet, within the past few years, modern science has verified what is actually recorded in those ancient accounts, and invalidated the erroneous politically correct interpretations.

Without being overwhelming in its proof, there appears to be sufficient evidence in the biblical creation accounts to indicate their credibility.

However, through the centuries (possibly to prevent the evidence from becoming overwhelming,) that evidence has been allowed to be obscured by the traditional interpretations by religion.

And that flies in the face of the popular religious concept of the nature of God.

As the argument goes, Why would God (as we perceive God) stoop to such a thing as letting humans obscure his glory?

That is a good question.

Perhaps it is because what it takes to please God is for humans to have to make the decision to “believe that he is, and [that] he is a rewarder of them that diligently seek him” with insufficient evidence for the decision to be dictated without the possibly to decide not to “believe…”

Is it a question of the true nature of God?

We might think we have defined God.  But could that thinking just possibly be tainted with religious thinking rather than reality?  

Do we really know what the bible really says about the true nature of God?

The point is, Could it be that it is within the nature of God to have religion mess up in that area outside their area of expertise?  Could it be for the purpose of proving to our generation of intellectually honest doubters that humans could not have produced a book that records what the bible actually does record?
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