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ترصة عن الكتاب:  نبذة ُمخ

 ،وفلسفة العلم ،وامليتافيزيقا ،اإلبستيمولوجي تملواضيع كثرية جدًا فلسفية يف جماال جامع   ،ضخم   هذا كتاب  

عد املنطق األساسيةوفلسفة الد   ،واألخالق  .ين، باإلضافة ملُناقشة قوا

هري  ، «. مورالندپ. چ»ومعه الفيلسوف األمريكي  «ويليام كريج»الكتاب من حترير الفيلسوف األمريكي الشَّ

ُخولوالكتاب هيدف إىل وضع األسس والقواعد الفلسفية التي ينبغي أن تكون عند املُحاور ق يف أّي نقاش  بل الدُّ

 .عقائدي، والكتاب ُيناقش القضايا بُعمق

، بمعنى أنه جيب عليك أن تكون عىل دراية ولو بسيطة بطبيعة املواضيع التي يتم ُمناقشتها ليس للُمبتدئنيالكتاب 

فاع»: األبسط، مثل «كريج»، لذا ُينصح باالطالع عىل ُكُتب يف الكتاب اإليامن » ( وOn Guard) «ُمستعّد للد 

نتي: التَّاع   )ُمتوف ر هلام (Reasonable Faith) «املنطقي  .ب(عصري عىل ُمدوَّ

ص رائع لكّل فصٍل يف هنايته، مع قائمة بأهّم املُصطلحات  الكتاب تعليمي وتأسييس، حيث أنَّه ُُيتوي عىل ُملخَّ

ية يف كافة املواضيع التي ُيناقشها الكتاب! ُملحق ضخم ُيشري إىل قراءات إثرائباإلضافة إىل التي تم رشحها يف الفصل، 

 ولكنَّ الكتاب يف الن هاية عميق، وأحيانًا صعب!، )يشء أشبه بالكنز، وُيتاج وحده إىل دراسة واطالع وبحث!(

ع»الكتاب  ة بكّل  «َمْرج  بمعنى الكلمة! هيُدف إىل إملام الطَّالب بكل وجهات النَّظر العاملية املُعارصة اخلاصَّ

راته مع املُخالفني، لذا قد ال ُيدرك القارئ أمهية املجا ض هلا املُدافع عن اإليامن أثناء حوا الت الفلسفية التي يتعرَّ

ر أنَّ هذا الرأي الفلسفي  أي؛ فيتذكَّ املوضوع املطروح يف فصٍل من ُفُصول الكتاب إالَّ عند ُمواجهة ُُمالف يتبنَّى هذا الرَّ

ر املراجع  كتاب!مذكور يف الفصل الُفالين يف ال ر أنَّ املوضوع الذي قد ال هُيّمك اليوم، قد هُيّمك غدًا، فتذكَّ لذلك تذكَّ

 التي تتكلَّم عن هذه املواضيع حتى تستطيع الرجوع إليها عند احلاجة!

الكتاب ُيتاج إىل ُمذاكرة، وحجم عصري الكتاب دليل ُمبارش عىل أمهية الكتاب وكثرة األفكار املُستفادة منها، لذا 

وا هذا  ني بدعوة الغرب بشكل عام، وامللف اإلحلادي بشكل خاّص، أن ُيولُّ ين املُهتم  ارسني اجلاد  أنصح الدَّ

ة، وأن يتّم دراسة هذا الكتاب كام ُقلُت  –بشكل عميق، بالورقة والقلم مع التَّلخيص، ألنَّه  الكتاب أمهية خاصَّ
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ة التي يدور  –ُمنذ قليل  إن مل ُتدرك أمهية املوضوع اآلن، فستحتاج إليه غدًا، ألنَّ الكتاب يتناول كل العناوين اهلامَّ

ية   اإلحلادية.حوهلا اخلالفات الفكرية الفلسفية بني أصحاب املذهب األلوهي وأصحاب املذاهب املاد 

An Invitation to Christian Philosophy 

 Philosophical Foundations is obviously a large book, covering a wide range 

of issues in epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of science, ethics and 

philosophy of religion, as well as basic rules of reasoning. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p7.] 

Part I Introduction 

1 What is Philosophy? 

 First one could focus on the etymology of the word philosophy. The word 

comes from two Greek words philein, “to love,” and sophia, “wisdom.” Thus 

a philosopher is a lover of wisdom. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p13.] 

 Accordingly, philosophy may be defined as the attempt to think rationally and 

critically about life’s most important questions in order to obtain knowledge 

and wisdom about them. Philosophy can help someone form a rationally 

justified, true worldview, that is, an ordered set of propositions that one 

believes, especially propositions about life’s most important questions. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p13.] 

 Second, our understanding of philosophy will be enhanced if we observe that 

philosophy often functions as a second-order discipline. For example, 

biology is a first-order discipline that studies living organisms, but 

philosophy is a second-order discipline that studies biology. In general, it is 

possible have a philosophy of x, where x can be any discipline whatever; for 

example, law, mathematics, education, science, government, medicine, 

history or literature. When philosophers examine another discipline to 

formulate a philosophy of that field, they ask normative questions about that 

discipline (e.g., questions about what one ought and ought not believe in that 



[4] 

discipline and why), analyze and criticize the assumptions underlying it, 

clarify the concepts within it and integrate that discipline with other fields. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p13.] 

 Philosophy is critical because it examines assumptions, asks questions of 

justification, seeks to clarify and analyze concepts, and so on. Philosophy is 

constructive because it attempts to provide synoptic vision; that is, it seeks 

to organize all relevant facts into a rational system and speculate about the 

formation and justification of general worldviews. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p14.] 

 Second, philosophy aids the church in its task of polemics. Whereas 

apologetics involves the defense of Christian theism, polemics is the task of 

criticizing and refuting alternative views of the world. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p15.] 

 C. S. Lewis once remarked that “to be ignorant and simple now—not to be 

able to meet the enemies on their own ground—would be to throw down our 

weapons, and to betray our uneducated brethren who have, under God, no 

defence but us against the intellectual attacks of the heathen. Good 

philosophy must exist, if for no other reason, because bad philosophy needs 

to be answered.” [C. S. Lewis, The Weight of Glory (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 

Eerdmans, 1949), p. 50.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p17.] 

 The biblical notion of faith includes three components: notitia (understanding 

the content of the Christian faith), fiducia (trust) and assensus (the assent of 

the intellect to the truth of some proposition). Trust is based on 

understanding, knowledge and the intellect’s assent to truth. Belief in rests 

on belief that. One is called to trust in what he or she has reason to give 

intellectual assent (assensus) to. In Scripture, faith involves placing trust in 

what you have reason to believe is true. Faith is not a blind, irrational leap 

into the dark. So faith and reason cooperate on a biblical view of faith. They 

are not intrinsically hostile. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p18.] 
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 Consider the following six propositions that describe conditions under which 

science places a limit on theology or vice versa: S1. Theological beliefs are 

reasonable only if science renders them so. S2. Theological beliefs are 

unreasonable if science renders them so. S3. Theological beliefs are 

reasonable only if arrived at by something closely akin to scientific 

methodology. T1. Scientific beliefs are reasonable only if theology renders 

them so. T2. Scientific beliefs are unreasonable if theology renders them so. 

T3. Scientific beliefs are reasonable only if arrived at by theologically 

appropriate methods. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p22.] 

 Contrary to initial appearances, these propositions are not examples of science 

or theology directly placing limits on the other, for none is a statement of 

science or theology. Rather, all are philosophical statements about science 

and theology. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p22.] 

 Again, science assumes there is an external world that is orderly and 

knowable, that inductive inferences are legitimate, that the senses and mind 

are reliable, that truth exists and can be known, and so on. Orthodox theology 

assumes that religious language is cognitive, that knowledge is possible, that 

an intelligible sense can be given to the claim that something exists that is 

not located in space and time, that the correspondence theory of truth is the 

essential part of an overall theory of truth and that linguistic meaning is 

objective and knowable. These presuppositions, and a host of others besides, 

have all been challenged. The task of clarifying, defending or criticizing them 

is essentially a philosophical task. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p23.] 

 Another example concerns some conceptions of the mechanisms involved in 

evolutionary theory. Some scientists have held that evolution promotes the 

survival of the fittest. But when asked what the “fittest” were, the answer is 

that the “fittest” were those that survived. This was a problem of circularity 

within evolutionary theory, and attempts have been made to redefine the 

notion of fitness and the goal of evolution (e.g., the selection of those 

organisms that are reproductively favorable) to avoid circularity. [J. P. 



[6] 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p24.] 

2 Argumentation and Logic 

 Philosophy, Alvin Plantinga has remarked, is just thinking hard about 

something. If that is the case, then doing good philosophy will be a matter of 

learning to think well. That serves to differentiate philosophy from mere 

emotional expressions of what we feel to be true or hopeful expressions of 

what we wish to be true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p28.] 

 Every one of us already employs the rules of argumentation whether we 

realize it or not. For these rules apply to all reasoning everywhere, no matter 

what the subject. We use these rules unconsciously every day in normal life. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p28.] 

 For example: Suppose a friend says to you, “I’ve got to go to the library today 

to check out a book.” And you reply, “You can’t do that today.” “Why not?” 

he asks. “Because today is Sunday,” you explain, “and the library isn’t open 

on Sunday.” In effect, you have just presented an argument to your friend. 

You have reasoned: 1. If today is Sunday, the library is closed. 2. Today is 

Sunday. 3. Therefore, the library is closed. Sentences (1) and (2) are the 

premises of the argument, and sentence (3) is the conclusion. You are saying 

that if premises (1) and (2) are true, then the conclusion (3) is also true. It is 

not just your opinion that the library is closed; you have given an argument 

for that conclusion. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p28.] 

 In a good deductive argument the premises guarantee the truth of their 

conclusions. In a good inductive argument the premises render the 

conclusion more probable than its competitors. What makes for a good 

argument depends on whether that argument is deductive or inductive. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p28.] 

 A good deductive argument will be one which is formally and informally 

valid, which has true premises, and whose premises are more plausible than 

their contradictories. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 
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Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p28, 29.] 

 First, a good argument must be formally valid. That is to say, the conclusion 

must follow from the premises in accord with the rules of logic. Logic is the 

study of the rules of reasoning. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p29.] 

 An argument that is both logically valid and has true premises is called a sound 

argument. An unsound argument is either invalid or else has a false premise. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p29.] 

 But so long as a statement is more plausible than its contradictory (that is, its 

negation), then one should believe it rather than its negation, and so it may 

serve as a premise in a good argument. Thus a good argument for God’s 

existence need not make it certain that God exists. Certainty is what most 

people are thinking of when they say, “You can’t prove that God exists!” If 

we equate “proof” with 100% certainty, then we may agree with them and 

yet insist that there are still good arguments to think that God exists. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p30.] 

 Someone may object to premise (1) of our argument by saying, “But it’s 

possible that moral values exist as abstract objects without God.” We may 

happily agree. That is epistemically possible, that is to say, the premise is not 

known to be true with certainty. But possibilities come cheap. The question 

is not whether the contradictory of a particular premise in an argument is 

epistemically possible (or even plausible); the question is whether the 

contradictory is as plausible or more plausible than the premise. If it is not, 

then one should believe the premise rather than its contradictory. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p30.] 

 Sentential or propositional logic is the most basic level of logic, dealing with 

inferences based on sentential connectives like “if . . . , then,” “or” and “and.” 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p30.] 

 Rule #1: modus ponens: 1. P  Q. 2. P. 3. Q. In symbolic logic one uses 
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letters and symbols to stand for sentences and the words that connect them. 

In (1) the P and the Q stand for any two different sentences, and the arrow 

stands for the connecting words, “if … , then … .” To read premise (1) we 

say, “If P, then Q.” Another way of reading P  Q is to say: “P implies Q.” 

To read premise (2) we just say, “P.” The reason letters and symbols are used 

is because sentences that are very different grammatically may still have the 

same logical form. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p30.] 

 Rule #2: modus tollens: 1. P  Q. 2. ¬Q. 3. ¬P. Once again the P and the Q 

stand for any two sentences, and the arrow stands for “if . . . , then . . .” The 

sign ¬ stands for “not.” It is the sign of negation. So premise (1) reads, “If P, 

then Q.” Premise (2) reads, “Not-Q.” The rule modus tollens tells us that 

from these two premises, we may validly conclude, “Not-P.” [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p31, 32.] 

 Modus ponens and modus tollens help to bring out an important feature of 

conditional sentences: The antecedent “if” clause states a sufficient condition 

of the consequent “then” clause. The consequent “then” clause states a 

necessary condition of the antecedent “if” clause. For if P is true, then Q is 

also true. The truth of P is sufficient for the truth of Q. At the same time P is 

never true without Q: if Q is not true, then P is not true either. So in any 

sentence of the form P  Q, P is a sufficient condition of Q, and Q is a 

necessary condition of P. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p32.] 

 Rule #3: Hypothetical Syllogism: 1. P  Q. 2. Q  R. 3. P  R. The third 

rule, hypothetical syllogism, states that if P implies Q, and Q implies R, then 

P implies R. Since we do not know in this case if P is true, we cannot 

conclude that R is true. But at least we can know on the basis of premises (1) 

and (2) that if P is true, then R is true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p34.] 

 Rule #4: Conjunction: 1. P. 2. Q. 3. P & Q. Here we introduce the symbol 

&, which is the symbol for conjunction. It is read as “and.” This rule is 

perspicuous: If P is true, and Q is true, then the conjunction “P and Q” is also 
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true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p35.] 

 The symbol & symbolizes many more words than just and. It symbolizes any 

conjunction. Thus the logical form of sentences having the connective words 

but, while, although, whereas and many other words is the same. We 

symbolize them all using &. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p35.] 

 Rule #5: Simplification: 1. P & Q. 2. P. 1. P & Q. 2. Q. Again, one does not 

need to be a rocket scientist to understand this rule! In order for a conjunction 

like P & Q to be true, both P and Q must be true. So simplification allows 

you to conclude from P & Q that P is true and that Q is true. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p35, 36.] 

 Rule #6: Absorption: 1. P  Q. 2. P  (P & Q). This is a rule which one 

hardly ever uses but which nonetheless states a valid way of reasoning. The 

basic idea is that since P implies itself, it implies itself along with anything 

else it implies. (…) The main use for absorption will be in cases where you 

need to have P & Q in order to take a further step in the argument. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p36.] 

 Rule #7: Addition: 1. P. 2. P ∨ Q. For this rule we introduce a new symbol: 

∨, which is read “or.” We can use it to symbolize sentences connected by the 

word or. A sentence which is composed of two sentences connected by or is 

called a disjunction. Addition seems at first to be a strange rule of inference: 

It states that if P is true, then “P or Q” is also true. What needs to be kept in 

mind is this: in order for a disjunction to be true only one part of the 

disjunction has to be true. So if one knows that P is already true, it follows 

that “P or Q” is also true, no matter what Q is! [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p37.] 

 Rule #8: Disjunctive Syllogism: 1. P ∨ Q. 2. ¬P. 3. Q. 1. P ∨ Q. 2. ¬Q. 3. P. 

This rule tells us that if a disjunction of two sentences is true, and one of the 

sentences is false, then the other sentence is true. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 
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Press 2003, p37.] 

 Rule #9: Constructive Dilemma: 1. (P  Q) & (R  S). 2. P ∨ R. 3. Q ∨ S. 

According to constructive dilemma, if P implies Q and R implies S, then if P 

or R is true, it follows that either Q or S is true. (…) This rule is useful for 

deducing the consequences of either-or situations, when we know the 

implications of each of the alternatives. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p39.] 

 A special kind of conditional proof is called reductio ad absurdum (reduction 

to absurdity). Here we show that if some premise is supposed to be true, then 

it implies a contradiction, which is absurd. Therefore we can conclude that 

the premise is not true after all. This is an especially powerful way of arguing 

against a view, for if we can show that a view implies a contradiction, then 

it cannot be true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p43.] 

 Statements about all or none of a group are called universally quantified 

statements, since the statement covers every member in a group. When we 

analyze the logical form of such statements, we discover that they turn out to 

be disguised “if . . . , then . . .” statements. For example, when we say, “All 

bears are mammals,” logically we are saying, “If anything is a bear, then it 

is a mammal.” Or if we say, “No goose is hairy,” logically we are saying, “If 

anything is a goose, then it is not hairy.” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p44.] 

 So we can symbolize universally quantified statements as “if . . . , then . . .” 

statements. In order to do so, we introduce the letter x as a variable that can 

be replaced by any individual thing. We symbolize the antecedent clause 

using some capital letter (usually the first letter of the main word in the 

antecedent to make it easy to remember). For example, we can symbolize 

“Anything is a bear” by Bx. We do the same thing with the consequent. For 

example, “it is a mammal” can be symbolized Mx. The whole sentence is 

then symbolized as follows: (x) (Bx  Mx). You can read this as “For any 

x, if x is a bear, then x is a mammal.” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 
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2003, p45.] 

 Statements which are about only some members of a group are called 

existentially quantified statements. They tell us that there really exists at least 

one thing that has the property in question. For example, the statement “Some 

bears are white” tells us that there is at least one thing in the world that is 

both a bear and white. The statement “Some bears are not white” says that 

there is at least one thing that is a bear and is not white. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p46.] 

 We symbolize existentially quantified statements by using the symbol ∃. It 

may be read as “There is at least one ___ such that . . . .” We fill in the blank 

with the variable x, which can be replaced by any individual thing. So if we 

let Bx = “x is a bear” and Wx = “x is white,” we can symbolize “Some bears 

are white” as: (∃x) (Bx & Wx). This is read as “There is at least one x such 

that x is a bear and x is white.” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p46, 47.] 

 One of the subdisciplines of advanced logic is modal logic, which deals with 

notions of necessary and possible truth—the modes of truth, as it were. It is 

evident that there are such modes of truth, since some statements just happen 

to be true but obviously could have been false—for example, “Garrett 

DeWeese teaches at Talbot School of Theology.” But other statements do not 

just happen to be true; they must be true and could not have been false—for 

example, “If P implies Q, and P is true, then Q is true.” Still other statements 

are false and could not have been true—for example, “God both exists and 

does not exist.” Statements which could not have had a different truth value 

than the one they have are said to be either necessarily true or necessarily 

false. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p48.] 

 We can use the symbol ■ to stand for the mode of necessity: ■P is to be read 

as “Necessarily, P” and indicates that P is necessarily true. ■¬P is to be read 

as “Necessarily, not-P” and indicates that P is necessarily false. Now if P is 

necessarily false, then it could not possibly be true. Letting ◆ stand for the 

mode of possibility, we can see that ■¬P is logically equivalent to ¬◆P, 
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which may be read as “Not-possibly, P.” This is to say that it is impossible 

for P to be true. The contradictory of ¬◆P is ◆P, or “Possibly, P.” Now if 

P is necessarily true, it is obviously also possibly true; otherwise its truth 

would be impossible. So ■P implies ◆P; but it precludes the truth of ◆¬P. 

Indeed, ■P is equivalent to ¬◆¬P. That is to say, if P is necessarily true, then 

it is impossible that P be false. If, on the other hand, it is possible for P to be 

true and possible for P to be false, then P is a contingent statement, being 

either contingently true or contingently false. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p48, 49.] 

 

 A possible world is a way the world might be. One can think of a possible 

world as a maximal description of reality; nothing is left out. It may be 

thought of as a maximal state of affairs, which includes every other state of 

affairs or its complement, or as an enormous conjunction composed every of 

statement or its contradictory. These states of affairs or statements must be 

compossible, that is, able to obtain together or to be true together, otherwise 

they would not constitute a possible world. Moreover, such a maximal state 

of affairs must be actualizable or capable of being actual. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p50.] 
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 A good deductive argument, it will be recalled, must be not only formally 

valid but also informally valid. In practice, the primary informal fallacy to 

be on the alert for is the fallacy called petitio principii (begging the question). 

Sometimes this fallacy is also called circular reasoning. If one reasons in a 

circle, the conclusion of one’s argument is taken as one of the premises 

somewhere in the argument. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p57.] 

 Genetic Fallacy. This is the fallacy of arguing that a belief is mistaken or false 

because of the way that belief originated. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p57.] 

 Argument from Ignorance. This is the fallacy of arguing that a claim is false 

because there is not sufficient evidence that the claim is true. Our ignorance 

of evidence for a claim’s truth does not imply the falsity of the claim. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p57.] 

 Equivocation. This is the fallacy of using a word in such a way as to have two 

meanings. This fallacy is committed in the following argument: “Socrates is 

a Greek; Greek is a language; therefore, Socrates is a language.” [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p57.] 

 Amphiboly. This is the fallacy of formulating our premises in such a way that 

their meaning is ambiguous. For example, the statement “If God wills x, then 

necessarily x will happen” is amphibolous. Do we mean “■(God wills x  

x will happen)” or “God wills x  ■(x will happen)”? [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p58.] 

 Composition. This is the fallacy of inferring that a whole has a certain 

property because all its parts have that property. Of course, sometimes 

wholes do have the properties of their parts, but it is fallacious to infer that a 

whole has a property just because its every part does. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p58.] 

 Certainty is an unrealistic and unattainable ideal. Were we to require certainty 
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of the truth of an argument’s premises, the result for us would be skepticism. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p58.] 

 Obviously, the most persuasive arguments will be those that are based on 

premises which enjoy the support of widely accepted evidence or seem 

intuitively to be true. But in cases of disagreement we simply have to dig 

deeper and ask what reasons we each have for thinking a premise to be true 

or false. When we do so, we may discover that it is we who have made the 

mistake. After all, one can present bad arguments for a true conclusion! But 

we might find instead that our interlocutor has no good reason for rejecting 

our premise or that his rejection is based on misinformation, or ignorance of 

the evidence, or a fallacious objection. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p59.] 

 In a sound deductive argument the conclusion follows necessarily from the 

premises: if the premises are true and the inference form valid, then it is 

impossible that the conclusion be false. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p59.] 

 An inductive argument is one for which it is possible that the premises be true 

and no invalid inferences be made, and yet the conclusion still be false. A 

good inductive argument must, like a good deductive argument, have true 

premises which are more plausible than their contradictories and be 

informally valid. But because the truth of their premises does not guarantee 

the truth of their conclusions, one cannot properly speak of their being 

formally either valid or invalid. In such reasoning the evidence and rules of 

inference are said to “underdetermine” the conclusion; that is to say, they 

render the conclusion plausible or likely, but do not guarantee its truth. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p59.] 

 A different approach to inductive reasoning that is apt to be more useful in 

philosophical discussions is provided by inference to the best explanation. In 

inference to the best explanation, we are confronted with certain data to be 

explained. We then assemble a pool of live options consisting of various 
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explanations for the data in question. From the pool of live options we then 

select the explanation that, if true, best explains the data. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p61, 62.] 

 1. Explanatory scope. The best hypothesis will explain a wider range of data 

than will rival hypotheses. 2. Explanatory power. The best hypothesis will 

make the observable data more epistemically probable than rival hypotheses. 

3. Plausibility. The best hypothesis will be implied by a greater variety of 

accepted truths and its negation implied by fewer accepted truths than rival 

hypotheses. 4. Less ad hoc. The best hypothesis will involve fewer new 

suppositions not already implied by existing knowledge than rival 

hypotheses. 5. Accord with accepted beliefs. The best hypothesis, when 

conjoined with accepted truths, will imply fewer falsehoods than rival 

hypotheses. 6. Comparative superiority: The best hypothesis will so exceed 

its rivals in meeting conditions (1) through (5) that there is little chance of a 

rival hypothesis’s exceeding it in fulfilling those conditions. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p62.] 

 The neo-Darwinian theory of biological evolution is a good example of 

inference to the best explanation. Darwinists recognize that the theory 

represents a huge extrapolation from the data, which support micro-

evolutionary change but do not provide evidence of macro-evolutionary 

development. They further freely admit that none of the evidence, taken in 

isolation, whether it be from microbiology, paleogeography, paleontology 

and so forth provides proof of the theory. But their point is that the theory is 

nonetheless the best explanation, in virtue of its explanatory power, scope 

and so on. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p62.] 

 By contrast, the charge leveled by critics of the neo-Darwinian synthesis like 

Phillip Johnson that the theory presupposes naturalism is best understood as 

the claim that the explanatory superiority of the neo-Darwinian theory is a 

function of the pool of live options’ being restricted by an unjustified 

methodological constraint, namely, the philosophical presupposition of 

naturalism. Johnson is quite happy to agree that the neo-Darwinian synthesis 
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is the best naturalistic explanation available (in contrast to Lamarckianism, 

self-organization theories and so on). But he insists that the interesting and 

important question is not whether the neo-Darwinian theory is the best 

naturalistic explanation, but whether it is the best explanation, that is to say, 

whether it is correct. Johnson argues that once hypotheses positing Intelligent 

Design are allowed into the pool of live options, then the explanatory 

superiority of the neo-Darwinian theory is no longer apparent. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p62.] 

 On the contrary, its deficiencies, particularly in the explanatory power of its 

mechanisms of random mutation and natural selection, stand in stark relief. 

What is intriguing is that several of Johnson’s detractors have openly 

admitted that Darwinism’s explanatory superiority depends on limiting the 

pool of live options to naturalistic hypotheses, but they claim that such a 

constraint is a necessary condition of doing science—a claim which is not, 

as such, scientific, but is a philosophical claim about the nature of science. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p62, 63.] 

Part II Epistemology 

3 Knowledge and Rationality 

 All men by nature desire to know. [Aristotle Metaphysics 1.1] [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p71.] 

 Epistemology is the branch of philosophy that tries to make sense out of 

knowledge, rationality and justified or unjustified beliefs. The term 

epistemology comes from the Greek word episte4me4, which means 

knowledge. Accordingly, epistemology is the study of knowledge and 

justified or warranted belief. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p71.] 

 Actually, there are four major areas of focus within the field of epistemology. 

First, there is the conceptual analysis of key concepts in epistemology: What 

is knowledge? What is rationality, justification or warrant? This first area of 

epistemology works hand in hand with the philosophy of language in that the 
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focus of study is the clarification of important epistemological notions in 

order to be clear about what these concepts really are. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p71.] 

 Second, there is the problem of skepticism. Do people really have knowledge 

or justified belief? If people do have knowledge or justified beliefs in one 

area, say in mathematics, do they have it in other areas; for example, is there 

moral or religious knowledge? Can one know something if he is not one 

hundred percent certain that he is not wrong about it? [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p71.] 

 Third, there is the question of the sources and scope of knowledge and 

justified belief. If people do in fact have knowledge and justified beliefs, how 

is it that they have these things? What are the different kinds of knowledge? 

Surely one’s five senses in some way are a source of perceptual knowledge 

about the external world. But are there other kinds of knowledge and sources 

for them beyond sensory perception? Is there also knowledge and justified 

beliefs about the past (memory), about one’s own inner mental states 

(introspection), about the thoughts, feelings and minds of other persons, 

about logic, mathematics, metaphysics, morality, God? What are the sources 

of these different types of knowledge? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p71, 72.] 

 Sentence (1) expresses what is known as knowledge by acquaintance. Here 

one knows something in that the object of knowledge is directly present to 

one’s consciousness. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p72.] 

 the answer seems to be that people can simply “see” that 2 + 2 = 4 or that (C) 

must follow if (A) and (B) are accepted. What kind of seeing is this? Many 

believe that it involves an intuitional form of awareness or perception of 

abstract, immaterial objects and the relationships among them—numbers and 

mathematical relations or propositions and the laws of logic. Arguably, all of 

these examples of knowledge are cases of knowledge by acquaintance. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 
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Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p73.] 

 Know-how is the ability or skill to behave in a certain way and perform some 

task or set of behaviors. One can know how to speak Greek, play golf, ride a 

bicycle or perform a number of other skills. Know-how does not always 

involve conscious awareness of what one is doing. Someone can learn how 

to do something by repeated practice without being consciously aware that 

one is doing the activity in question or without having any idea of the theory 

behind the practice. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p73.] 

 Sentence (3) expresses what Bertrand Russell called knowledge by 

description or what is more typically called by philosophers propositional 

knowledge. Here someone knows that P where P is a proposition. For present 

purposes, a proposition may be defined as the content of a sentence or 

statement. Epistemology involves all three kinds of knowledge. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p73.] 

 But for now, it may simply be noted that justification (or warrant) for a belief 

amounts to something like this: one has sufficient evidence for the belief, one 

formed and maintained the belief in a reliable way (e.g., on the basis of his 

senses or expert testimony and not by palm reading), or one’s intellectual and 

sensory faculties were functioning properly in a good intellectual 

environment when he formed the belief in question. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p74.] 

 the main idea is that there is a big difference between a mere true belief and a 

true belief that has warrant or justification. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p74.] 

 If we say a belief is justified, we usually mean that we either have a right to 

believe it, that we ought to believe it, or that accepting the belief is an 

intrinsically good, rational thing to do. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p76.] 

 Justification is often closely related to a second issue: the internalist-
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externalist debate. Roughly, an internalist is one who holds that the sole 

factors that justify a belief are “internal” or “cognitively accessible” to the 

believing agent or subject. These factors are various mental states 

(experiences, sensations, thoughts, beliefs) to which the agent himself has 

direct access by simply reflecting on or being aware of his own states of 

consciousness. Justification is grounded in what is internal to the mind of and 

directly accessible to the believing subject. They are factors the subject can 

be aware of by simply reflecting upon himself. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p76.] 

 An externalist is one who denies internalism, that is, who affirms that among 

the factors that justify a belief are those to which the believing subject does 

not have or does not need to have cognitive access. For example, an 

externalist could hold that among the things that justify a belief is the causal 

process that caused the belief to be formed—light waves reflecting off of 

objects and interacting with the eyes and optic nerve in the right way—even 

though this causal process is entirely outside of the subject’s awareness. [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p76.] 

 Several objections have been raised against this view. First, how does one 

determine which processes are, in fact, reliable and just how reliable they 

have to be to give knowledge? Consider vision. How does one know the 

visual processes that contribute to the formation of perceptual beliefs are, in 

fact, reliable and know just how reliable they are? Their reliability varies 

greatly as circumstances inside and outside the knower change. If one is sick 

or drunk or if the lighting is poor or the object far away, the processes 

forming one’s visual beliefs are less reliable. Some argue that the only 

noncircular way to answer this is to fall back on an internalist view of 

justification. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p82.] 

 First, there is what can be called Aristotelian rationality. In this sense, 

Aristotle called man a rational animal. Here, rational refers to a being with 

ratio—a Latin word referring to the ultimate capacity or power to form 

concepts, think, deliberate, reflect, have intentionality (mental states like 
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thoughts, beliefs, sensations that are of or about things). Humans are rational 

animals in that, by nature, they have this power of reason. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p85.] 

 Roughly, a priori refers to the idea that justification for them does not appeal 

to sensory experiences, as would justification for an a posteriori claim (e.g., 

there is a tree in the yard). According to rationalism, some a priori truths are 

self-evident: upon simply understanding the proposition in question, one can 

see or feel a strong inclination to accept that the proposition is a necessary 

truth—it does not just happen to be true, but rather it could not possibly be 

false. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p85.] 

 It is only if people think that rationality or epistemic justification constitutes 

a means to truth that they have any reason for thinking that rationality is 

cognitively important. Of course, one could still value rationality and not 

believe in truth in that one could hold rational behavior to be a means to 

cultural power, happiness or something else. But if rationality is to be 

valuable precisely as something related to cognitive and intellectual 

excellence, then the existence of truth is a necessary condition for such value. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p86.] 

 Doxastic voluntarism is a controversial thesis, but it is important to keep in 

mind that it does not mean one has direct, immediate control over one’s 

beliefs. If someone offered you a million dollars to believe right now that a 

pink elephant was in your room, you could not do it if you wanted to. 

People’s beliefs usually just come to them. Upon looking at a red object, one 

simply finds himself believing it is red. Nevertheless, one could still have 

indirect control over a belief. Perhaps people cannot directly change their 

beliefs, but they may be free to do certain things (e.g., study certain evidence 

and avoid other evidence) to move themselves to a position to change their 

beliefs. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p87.] 

 For any belief P, say the belief that God exists, there are three important 

cognitive postures we can take regarding P: we can believe P (as theists do), 
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we can believe not-P (as atheists do), or we can withhold P (as agnostics do) 

and neither believe P nor believe not-P. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p87, 88.] 

 Epistemologically speaking, a person should withhold a belief about P if P is 

counterbalanced for that person: P and not-P are equally justified for the 

person; neither position is more justified than the other. If one moves from 

withholding to believing P or believing not-P, his degree of justification can 

grow and change over time. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p88.] 

 One factor that affects whether and to what degree a belief is justified is the 

presence of defeaters for that belief. (…) A defeater removes or weakens 

justification for a belief. There are at least two kinds of defeaters. First, there 

are rebutting defeaters, which directly attack the conclusion or thing being 

believed. In the case above, a rebutting defeater would be a reason to believe 

not-Q, i.e., a reason to believe that the statue is not blue. (…) Second, there 

are undercutting defeaters. These defeaters do not directly attack the thing 

believed (by trying to show that it is false), but rather they attack the notion 

that R is a good reason for Q. Undercutting defeaters do not attack Q directly; 

they attack R and in some way undercut R as a good reason for Q. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p88.] 

4 The Problem of Skepticism 

 Common sense assures us that we all know and have justified beliefs about  

many things: the external world, God, morality, the past, mathematics, our 

own mental life and the existence of other minds. And while Scripture places 

an important emphasis on faith, it places an equally important emphasis on 

things we can, should and do know. Thus Scripture unites with common 

sense to affirm that there are many examples of knowledge and justified 

belief for human beings. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p91.] 

 During the Hellenistic period of ancient Greek philosophy, two schools of 

skepticism arose. The first, known as Academic skepticism, flourished in the 

third and second centuries B.C. It was founded by Arcesilaus (315-240 B.C.), 
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a philosopher in Plato’s Academy, and was propagated by Carneades in the 

second century B.C. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p91, 92.] 

 There is some controversy over what the Academic skeptics actually affirmed, 

but the traditional view is that they asserted two things: (1) The skeptical 

thesis: All things are inapprehensible, no one has any knowledge. (2) 

Regarding the skeptical thesis itself, we can dogmatically affirm that we 

know that no one has any knowledge. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p92.] 

 It should be clear that, as stated above, Academic skepticism was a difficult 

position to maintain. For one thing, statement two is self-refuting because it 

asserts that people know that there is nothing they can know. However, it 

may be that in asserting the skeptical thesis itself (statement one), the 

Academic skeptics did not really say that there is no knowledge at all, but 

rather that there is only one thing that people know: namely, that they cannot 

know anything else. But this affirmation, while not self-refuting, is still hard 

to maintain. Is it really possible to know only one thing? Would not a person 

claiming to know this statement also be implicitly claiming to know that he 

himself existed, that he knew what the statement meant, that he knew that the 

statement was true, and thus that there was such a thing as truth? Further, if 

someone can simply assert that there is one exception to the skeptical thesis 

(namely, the thesis itself), what would keep others from simply asserting 

other exceptions to the thesis, say, that they know red is a color? For these 

and other reasons, a second school of ancient skepticism was more 

prominent. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p92.] 

 The second school was called Pyrrhonian skepticism after its founder Pyrrho 

of Ellis (360-270 B.C.). It flourished in Alexandria, Egypt, and reached its 

zenith in the last great Pyrrhonian, Sextus Empiricus, who lived during the 

last half of the second and the first quarter of the third century A.D. This 

form of skepticism is rooted in the view that philosophy seeks wisdom and 

wisdom includes knowledge of truths relevant for living a good, skilled life. 

The main human problem is unhappiness and this comes, primarily, from a 
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disparity between one’s desires and what he believes to be true in the world. 

So the key to dealing with unhappiness is to give up on the search for 

wisdom, suspend judgment about all of one’s beliefs and be free. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p92.] 

 The Pyrrhonian skeptics rejected dogmatism and proceeded in three stages: 

(1) antithesis (both sides of an issue are placed in opposition to each other 

and skeptical arguments called “tropes” or “modes” are used for each side); 

(2) epoche (the suspension of judgment); (3) ataraxia (the ultimate, desired 

state of tranquility). In contrast to the Academic skeptics, the Pyrrhonians 

suspended judgment about all things, including the skeptical thesis itself. [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p92.] 

 With the spread of Christianity and writings critical of skepticism such as 

Augustine’s Against the Skeptics, skepticism did not flourish until the time 

of René Descartes (A.D. 1596-1650) when it began to flower again. 

Descartes set out to refute skepticism and set knowledge on a sure 

foundation. Especially important in this regard is Descartes’s Meditations on 

First Philosophy first published in 1641. Descartes began his quest for 

knowledge by adopting methodological doubt. This amounted to the idea that 

knowledge requires absolute certainty (sometimes called Cartesian certainty) 

and that if it were logically possible to be mistaken about something, then 

one could not know the thing in question. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p92.] 

 Finally, Descartes opined that a malevolent demon could be tricking people 

with sensory experiences of an external world when no such world is really 

“out there.” The logical possibility of such a malevolent demon meant for 

Descartes that people cannot know the laws of logic or mathematics, since 

the demon may be tricking people into accepting these laws even though they 

are false. But there is one thing about which the demon could not trick 

someone—one’s own existence, for before one can doubt one’s existence he 

must exist. This insight was expressed in Descartes’s famous maxim (which 

had been stated in a different form by Augustine) Cogito ergo sum (“I think, 
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therefore, I am”). This was one secure item of knowledge that could not 

possibly be doubted. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p93.] 

 Iterative skepticism occurs when the skeptic refuses to offer an argument for 

his view but, instead, simply responds to every assertion with the question, 

how do you know? When this question is answered, the iterative skeptic 

merely repeats the question, and so on, indefinitely. This form of skepticism 

is not a genuine philosophical position, since its advocates are not willing to 

advance arguments against knowledge or accept arguments for knowledge. 

Iterative skepticism is merely a verbal game and should be treated as such. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p93.] 

 A third form of skepticism is heuristic or methodological skepticism. Here, 

knowledge and justified belief are acknowledged, and skepticism—

especially the question “How does one know that X?” and the use of doubt—

is taken as a guiding principle to aid people in their search for a better 

understanding of epistemological issues. In this sense, skepticism is not a 

position to be refuted or rebutted, but a guiding method to help people 

understand knowledge. This form of skepticism is, indeed, very helpful, 

since doubting and questioning knowledge claims can lead one to deeper 

understanding. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p94.] 

 Knowledge skepticism is a thesis to the effect that the conditions for 

knowledge do not obtain and people do not have knowledge. Justificational 

skepticism is the same thesis directed, not at knowledge, but at justification 

and justified beliefs. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p94.] 

 Going from stronger to weaker forms of unmitigated skepticism, these grades 

are as follows: (1) No proposition is knowable, that is, it is not possible for 

any proposition to be known. (2) While it may be possible for a proposition 

to be known, as a matter of fact, no proposition is known. (3) While there 

may be some propositions that are known in some weak sense of that word, 

nevertheless, no propositions are known with complete certainty. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 
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Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p95.] 

 Global skepticism is the view that there is no knowledge (or justified belief) 

in any area of human thought. By contrast, local skepticism allows for 

knowledge in some areas (e.g., in science or in our sensory knowledge of the 

external world), but local skeptics deny knowledge in this or that specific 

area (e.g., in theology, ethics, mathematics). [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p95.] 

 First-order skepticism is the more typical version and it involves skepticism 

directed at people’s everyday beliefs, that is, beliefs about the external world 

(there is a tree in the yard) or about an ethical proposition (Mercy as such is 

a virtue). Second-order skepticism is directed at people’s beliefs about these 

other beliefs. Here the skeptic does not directly question whether people have 

knowledge of this or that particular item. Rather, he challenges the idea that 

people know that they have this knowledge. It is normally the case that a 

firstorder skeptic will also be a second-order skeptic because if people do not 

have knowledge of this or that, then they cannot have knowledge that they 

do have knowledge of this or that. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p96.] 

 The skeptic cites this problem, labeled the argument from error, and 

generalizes it in this way. In each case of past error we confused appearance 

with reality and mistakenly thought we had knowledge. How do we know 

that this is not happening right now? How do we know that this is not 

universally the case in our sensory awareness of the world? Since we have 

been mistaken in the past, for all we know we could always be mistaken in 

our beliefs. If this is so, how can we claim to have knowledge? How do I 

know I am not mistaken right now? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p97.] 

 Perhaps skeptics do not need to argue from the fact that we have been 

mistaken on occasions. Instead, skeptics may offer various brain-in-the-vat 

arguments; they simply need to point out that it is merely possible, logically 

speaking, that we are mistaken in our knowledge claims. And from the mere 
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logical possibility of error (the fact that a skeptical thesis about any putative 

knowledge claim is not a logical contradiction), it follows that we cannot 

have knowledge. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p97.] 

 We can distinguish two different questions in epistemology. First, we can ask, 

what is it that we know? This is a question about the specific items of 

knowledge we possess and about the extent of our knowledge. Second, we 

can ask, how do we decide in any given case whether or not we have 

knowledge in that case? What are the criteria for knowledge? This is a 

question about our criteria for knowledge. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p98.] 

 Methodism is the name of the second solution and it has been advocated by 

philosophers such as John Locke, René Descartes, logical positivists and 

others. According to methodism, one starts the enterprise of knowing with a 

criterion for what does and does not count as knowledge, in other words, one 

starts with an answer to question two and not question one. Methodists claim 

that before one can know some specific proposition P (e.g., There is a tree in 

the yard), one must first know some general criterion Q and, further, one 

must know that P is a good example of or measures up to Q. For example, Q 

might be “If you can test some item of belief with the five senses, then it can 

be an item of knowledge,” or perhaps, “If something appears to your senses 

in a certain way, then in the absence of defeaters, you know that the thing is 

as it appears to you.” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p99.] 

 The argument from error. From the fact that one has been mistaken in the past, 

it does not follow that there are good reasons for thinking that one’s senses 

are currently deceiving him right now. Until such reasons are given as 

defeaters, one has a right to be sure that one’s current sensory beliefs are 

examples of knowledge. One’s current sensory beliefs are prima facie 

justified, that is, innocent until “proven” guilty. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p102.] 

 Evil demons and the mere possibility of error. Just because it is logically 
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possible that one’s current beliefs are mistaken, it does not follow that it is 

epistemically possible that one is mistaken, i.e., that one has any grounds for 

doubting one’s current beliefs. Someone does not need to refute the skeptic 

before he can know things, and the burden of proof is on the skeptic. The 

mere suggestion that it is logically possible that one might be mistaken does 

not meet that burden of proof. Knowledge does not require total certainty. [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p102.] 

 Several thinkers, C. S. Lewis, Richard Taylor and Alvin Plantinga among 

them, have argued in one way or another that naturalism in general, and 

evolutionary naturalism in particular, lead to skepticism. [C. S. Lewis, 

Miracles (New York: Macmillan, 1947), chaps. 1-4, 13; Richard Taylor, 

Metaphysics (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963), pp. 112-19; 

Alvin Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1993), chaps. 11-12.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p103.] 

 This idea is not new. In fact, the same problem troubled Darwin himself: 

“With me the horrid doubt always arises whether the convictions of man’s 

mind, which has been developed from the mind of lower animals, are of any 

value or at all trustworthy. Would any one trust in the convictions of a 

monkey’s mind, if there are any convictions in such a mind?” [This is from 

Darwin’s letter to William Graham Down, dated July 3, 1881, in The Life 

and Letters of Charles Darwin Including an Autobiographical Chapter, ed. 

Francis Darwin, 2 vols. (London: John Murray, Albermarle Street, 1887), 

1:315-16.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p103.] 

 Plantinga’s case is more detailed than we can present here. But if his argument 

is correct, then metaphysical naturalism, including evolutionary naturalism, 

is false. The issue is this: if knowledge exists and if properly functioning 

faculties are necessary conditions for knowledge, then if the notion of proper 

function requires the existence of a designer of those faculties and cannot be 

adequately understood in strictly naturalistic terms, we can conclude that 

metaphysical naturalism is false. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 
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Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p104.] 

5 The Structure of Justification 

 The term noetic structure stands for the entire set of propositions that some 

person, S, believes, together with the various epistemological relations that 

obtain among those beliefs themselves (e.g., some beliefs—that apples are 

red—entail other beliefs—that apples are colored), plus the relations among 

S himself and those beliefs (e.g., S accepts some beliefs on the basis of other 

beliefs). Foundationalism and coherentism are normative theories about how 

a noetic structure ought to be structured such that the beliefs in that structure 

are justified for the person possessing that structure. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p110, 111.] 

 Foundationalist theories are distinguished by the notion that all knowledge 

rests on foundations. More specifically, the foundationalist notes a 

fundamental division between those beliefs we justifiably accept on the 

evidential basis of other beliefs (e.g., the belief that the wind is blowing is 

evidentially based on the belief that the leaves are rustling) versus those we 

justifiably accept in a basic way, that is, not entirely on the basis of the 

support that they receive from other beliefs. For the foundationalist, all 

beliefs are either basic or nonbasic. Basic beliefs are, somehow, immediately 

justified. All nonbasic beliefs are mediately justified in some way by the 

relationship they sustain to the basic beliefs. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p112.] 

 To begin with, according to foundationalism, there are beliefs that are called 

properly basic beliefs. Such beliefs are basic in the sense that they are not 

justified by or based on other beliefs. If we use the term evidence to mean 

“propositional evidence,” then evidence refers to cases in which a person S 

believes a proposition and this serves as the basis for believing another 

proposition. A properly basic belief is basic in the sense that it is not believed 

on the basis of evidence, that is, it is not based on belief in another 

proposition. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p112.] 
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 According to classical foundationalism, only sensory beliefs or beliefs about 

the truths of reason should be allowed in the foundations. Other 

foundationalists claim that additional beliefs should be in the foundations as 

well; for example, certain moral beliefs (e.g., Mercy is a virtue) and 

theological beliefs (e.g., God exists). Roughly, a truth of reason is one that 

can be known independent of sense experience, that is, without requiring a 

sense experience or sensory belief for its justification. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p112, 113.] 

 Strong foundationalism is the view that foundational beliefs are infallible, 

certain, indubitable or incorrigible. These terms are all attempts to get at the 

same thing, but they differ somewhat in their meaning. A belief is infallible 

if it is impossible in some sense for a person to hold to the belief and be 

mistaken about it. Sometimes the term incorrigible is used in the same way. 

On other occasions, a belief is incorrigible just in case the person holding the 

belief could never be in a position to correct it. The notion of certainty has 

two different senses. Sometimes it refers to a certain depth of psychological 

conviction with which a belief is held. On the other hand, a belief is 

sometimes called certain in the sense that at least this must be true of it: 

accepting that belief is at least as justified as accepting any other belief 

whatever. Finally, indubitability refers to a feature a belief has when no one 

could have grounds for doubting the belief in question. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p113.] 

 Weak foundationalists deny that foundational beliefs  must have such a strong 

epistemic status. For them, foundational beliefs must be merely prima facie 

justified. Very roughly, a belief is prima facie justified for some person just 

in case that person holds the belief in question and has no good reason to 

think that he is not justified in doing so, in other words, he has no reason to 

think that there are defeaters of the belief sufficient on balance to remove his 

justification for the belief. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p113, 

114.] 

 Foundationalists also argue that certain types of a priori knowledge, 
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specifically, our knowledge of self-evident truths of reason, fit well into 

foundationalism and not coherentism. Examples include our knowledge that 

necessarily 2 + 2 = 4 or that necessarily if A is taller than B and B is taller 

than C, then A is taller than C. In cases like these, people are justified in 

believing them without that justification coming from some other things they 

believe. These truths are “self-evident” and the justification for them is 

immediate. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p117.] 

 the essence of coherentism lies in the fact that there are no asymmetries 

between basic and nonbasic beliefs. All beliefs are on a par with each other 

and the main, or more likely, sole source of the justification of a belief is the 

fact that the belief appropriately “coheres” with the other beliefs in one’s 

noetic structure. Important coherentists have been F. H. Bradley, Brand 

Blanshard and, more recently, Keith Lehrer and Nicholas Rescher. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p121.] 

 First, there are coherence theories of belief or meaning. These are theories that 

claim, in one way or another, that the content of a belief, the thing that makes 

a belief what it is, is the role the belief plays in an entire system of beliefs. 

This position is sometimes called the holist theory of meaning. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p121.] 

 Second, there are coherence theories of truth, roughly, the notion that a 

proposition is true if and only if it is part of a coherent set of propositions. 

This theory of truth contrasts with the correspondence theory of truth, 

roughly, the notion that the truth of a proposition is a function of its 

correspondence with the “external” world. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p121, 122.] 

 Sensory experiences (e.g., being appeared to redly) themselves serve no role 

in grounding beliefs, even perceptual beliefs, and, in general, a belief 

acquires no justification whatever from its relationship to experience. Nor do 

externalist factors like the proper functioning of one’s sensory faculties play 

a role in justification. Only a belief or set of beliefs can confer justification 
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on another belief. This means, among other things, that all versions of 

coherentism are internalist theories, whereas foundationalist theories can be 

either internalist or externalist in orientation. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p122.] 

 For the coherentist, there is no basic, privileged class of beliefs (e.g., those 

expressing perceptual beliefs such as I am being appeared to redly now) that 

serve as a foundation for justifying other beliefs but which need no 

justification from other beliefs. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p122.] 

6 Theories of Truth and Postmodernism 

 As C. S. Lewis put it, “We are now getting to the point at which different 

beliefs about the universe lead to different behavior. Religion involves a 

series of statements about facts, which must be either true or false. If they are 

true, one set of conclusions will follow about the right sailing of the human 

fleet; if they are false, quite a different set.” [C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity 

(New York: Macmillan, 1960), p. 58.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p130.] 

 The notion of truth employed in Lewis’s statement is called the 

correspondence theory of truth, roughly, the idea that truth is a matter of a 

proposition (belief, thought, statement, representation) corresponding to 

reality; truth obtains when reality is the way a proposition represents it to be. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p130.] 

 Is there a biblical view of truth? The answer seems to be no and yes, depending 

on what one means. No, there is no peculiarly Christian theory of truth, one 

that is used only in the Bible and not elsewhere. If there were a peculiarly 

Christian view of truth, two disastrous implications would follow: claims that 

certain Christian doctrines are true would be equivocal compared to ordinary, 

everyday assertions of truth, and Christianity’s claim to be true would be 

circular or system-dependent and, therefore, trivial. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 
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InterVarsity Press 2003, p131.] 

 The Old and New Testament terms for truth are, respectively, )emet and 

ale4theia. The meaning of these terms and, more generally, a biblical 

conception of truth are broad and multifaceted: fidelity, moral rectitude, 

being real, being genuine, faithfulness, having veracity, being complete. Two 

aspects of the biblical conception of truth appear to be primary: faithfulness 

and conformity to fact. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p131.] 

 Thus God says, “I the LORD speak the truth, I declare what is right” (Is 

45:19). Proverbs 8:7 says, “For my mouth will utter truth,” and Proverbs 

14:25 proclaims, “A truthful witness saves lives, but one who utters lies is a 

betrayer.” According to Jeremiah 9:5, “They all deceive their neighbors, and 

no one speaks the truth.” In John 8:44-45, Jesus says that the devil is a liar 

and deceiver who cannot stand the truth but that he, Jesus, speaks the truth. 

In John 17:17, Jesus affirms that the word of God is truth, and in John 10:35 

he assures us that it cannot be broken (i.e., assert a falsehood). [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p131, 132.] 

 According to relativism, a claim is true relative to the beliefs or valuations of 

an individual or group that accepts it. According to relativism, a claim is 

made true for those who accept it by that very act. A moral analogy may help 

to make this clear. There is no absolute moral obligation to drive on the right 

side of the road. That obligation is genuine relative to America but not to 

England. Similarly, The earth is flat was true for the ancients but is false for 

moderns. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p132.] 

 Those who claim that truth does not vary from person to person, group to 

group, accept absolute truth, also called objective truth. On this view, people 

discover truth, they do not create it, and a claim is made true or false in some 

way or another by reality itself, totally independent of whether the claim is 

accepted by anyone. Moreover, an absolute truth conforms to the three 

fundamental laws of logic, which are themselves absolute truths. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p132.] 
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 Consider some declarative proposition, P, say, Two is an even number. The 

law of identity says that P is identical to itself and different from other things, 

say, Q, Grass is green. The law of noncontradiction says that P cannot be 

both true and false in the same sense at the same time. The law of excluded 

middle says that P is either true or false or, put somewhat differently, either 

P is true or its negation, not-P, is true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p132.] 

 Who is correct, the absolutists or relativists? For at least two reasons, the 

absolutists are right about the nature of truth. (...) First, relativism itself is 

either true or false in the absolutist sense. If the former, relativism is self-

refuting, since it amounts to the objective truth that there are no objective 

truths. If the latter, it amounts to a mere expression of preference or custom 

by a group or individual without objective, universal validity. Thus it cannot 

be recommended to others as something they should believe because it is the 

objective truth of the matter and this is a serious difficulty for those who 

“advocate” relativism. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p133.] 

 When most people claim that P is true (or false) to them and false (or true) to 

others, they are speaking epistemologically, not ontologically, and relativists 

are wrong if they think otherwise. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p133.] 

 The second confusion among those who argue for relativism is the confusion 

of truth conditions and criteria for truth. A truth condition is a description of 

what constitutes the truth of a claim. So understood, a truth condition is 

ontological and it is associated with what the truth itself is. (...) Criteria for 

truth consist in epistemological tests for deciding or justifying which claims 

are true and false. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p133.] 

 In its simplest form, the correspondence theory of truth says that a proposition 

(sentence, belief) is true just in case it corresponds to reality, when what it 

asserts to be the case is the case. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 
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2003, p135.] 

 First, what is the truth-bearer? Three main types of candidates have been 

offered. To begin with, two linguistic candidates are sentences and 

statements. Second, two mental states, thoughts and beliefs, have been 

proffered. Finally, propositions have been named as the basic truth-bearer. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p135.] 

 A sentence is a linguistic type or token consisting in a sense-perceptible string 

of markings formed according to a culturally arbitrary set of syntactical rules. 

A statement is a sequence of sounds or body movements employed by a 

speaker to assert a sentence on a specific occasion. So understood, neither 

sentences nor statements are good candidates for the basic truth-bearer. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p135.] 

 What are propositions? Philosophers who accept their existence are not in 

agreement on the answer to this question. However, here are some things 

relevant to answering it: A proposition (1) is not located in space or time; (2) 

is not identical to the linguistic entities that may be used to express it; (3) is 

not sense-perceptible; (4) is such that the same proposition may be in more 

then one mind at once; (5) need not be grasped by any (at least finite) person 

to exist and be what it is; (6) may itself be an object of thought when, for 

example, one is thinking about the content of one’s own thought processes; 

(7) is in no sense a physical entity. Though assessing the debate about the 

precise nature of propositions is beyond the scope of the present study, we 

shall return to propositions shortly. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p136.] 

 Edmund Husserl (1859-1938) stated the phenomenological argument most 

powerfully. The phenomenological argument focuses on a careful 

description and presentation of specific cases to see what can be learned from 

them about truth. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p139.] 

 In one form or another, the pragmatic theory of truth has been advanced by 

William James (1842-1910), John Dewey (1859-1952) and contemporary 
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philosophers Hilary Putnam and Richard Rorty. In general terms, the 

pragmatic theory implies that a belief P is true if and only if P works or is 

useful to have. P is true just in case P exhibits certain values for those who 

accept it. Pragmatism is widely taken to be an expression of antirealism 

regarding external reality. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p144.] 

 Further, part of the nature of postmodernism is a rejection of certain things—

for example, truth, objective rationality, authorial meaning in texts along 

with the existence of stable verbal meanings and universally valid linguistic 

definitions—that make accurate definitions possible. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p145.] 

 Postmodernism is both a historical, chronological notion and a philosophical 

ideology. Understood historically, postmodernism refers to a period of 

thought that follows, and is a reaction to the period called modernity. 

Modernity is the period of European thought that developed out of the 

Renaissance (14th-17th centuries) and flourished in the Enlightenment (17th-

19th centuries) in the ideas of people like Descartes, Locke, Berkeley, Hume, 

Leibniz and Kant. In the chronological sense, postmodernism is sometimes 

called “post modernism.” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p145.] 

 As a philosophical standpoint, postmodernism is primarily a reinterpretation 

of what knowledge is and what counts as knowledge. More broadly, it 

represents a form of cultural relativism about such things as reality, truth, 

reason, value, linguistic meaning, the self and other notions. Important 

postmodern thinkers are Friedrich Nietzsche, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Jacques 

Derrida, Thomas Kuhn, Michel Foucault, Martin Heidegger and Jean-

François Lyotard. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p145.] 

 Philosophically, metaphysical realism includes a commitment to (1) the 

existence of a theory-independent or language-independent reality, (2) the 

notion that there is one way the world really is and (3) the notion that the 

basic laws of logic (identity, noncontradiction, excluded middle) apply to 

reality. Postmodernism involves an antirealist rejection of these realist 
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commitments. According to postmodernism, “reality” is a social 

construction. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p145.] 

 Postmodernists reject the idea that there are universal, transcultural standards, 

such as the laws of logic or principles of inductive inference, for determining 

whether a belief is true or false, rational or irrational, good or bad. There is 

no predefined rationality. Postmodernists also reject the notion that 

rationality is objective on the grounds that no one approaches life in a totally 

objective way without bias. Thus objectivity is impossible, and observations, 

beliefs and entire narratives are theory laden. There is no neutral standpoint 

from which to approach the world, and thus observations, beliefs and so forth 

are perspectival constructions that reflect the viewpoint implicit in one’s own 

web of beliefs. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p146.] 

 Postmodernists deny the existence of universals (see chap. 10). A universal is 

an entity that can be in more than one place at the same time or in the same 

place at different, interrupted time intervals. Redness, justice, being even, 

humanness are examples of universals. If redness is a universal, then if one 

sees (the same shade of) redness on Monday and again on Tuesday, the 

redness seen on Tuesday is identical to, is the very same thing as the redness 

seen on Monday. Postmodernists deny such identities and claim that nothing 

is repeatable, nothing is literally the same from one moment to the next, 

nothing can be present at one time or place and literally be present at another 

time or place. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p147.] 

 According to postmodernism, an item of language, such as a literary text, does 

not have an authorial meaning, at least one that is accessible to interpreters. 

Thus the author is in no privileged position to interpret his own work. In fact, 

the meaning of a text is created by and resides in the community of readers 

who share an interpretation of the text. Thus there is not such thing as a book 

of Romans. Rather, there is a Lutheran, Catholic and Marxist book of 

Romans. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p147.] 

 The first has to do with the postmodern rejection of objective rationality on 
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the grounds that no one achieves it because everyone is biased in some way 

or another. As a first step towards a response to this claim, we need to draw 

a distinction between psychological and rational objectivity. Psychological 

objectivity is the absence of bias, a lack of commitment either way on a topic. 

Do people ever have psychological objectivity? Yes, they do, typically, in 

areas in which they have no interest or about which they have not thought 

deeply. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p150.] 

 Put simply, postmodernism is self-refuting. Postmodernists appear to claim 

that their own assertions about the modern era, about how language and 

consciousness work and so forth are true and rational, they write literary texts 

and protest when people misinterpret the authorial intent in their own 

writings, they purport to give us the real essence of what language is and how 

it works, and they employ the dichotomy between modernism and 

postmodernism while claiming superiority for the latter. In these and other 

ways postmodernism seems to be self-refuting. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p150, 151.] 

7 Religious Epistemology 

 Positivists championed a verification principle of meaning, according to 

which an informative sentence, in order to be meaningful, must be capable 

in principle of being empirically verified. Since religious statements like 

“God exists” or “God loves the world” were, in their opinion, incapable of 

being empirically verified, positivistic philosophers held them to be literally 

meaningless. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p154.] 

 Under criticism, the verification principle underwent a number of changes, 

including its permutation into the falsification principle, which held that a 

meaningful sentence must be capable in principle of being empirically 

falsified. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p154.] 

 In general, verificationist analyses of meaning ran into two insuperable 

problems: (1) The verification/falsification principle was too restrictive. It 

was quickly realized that on such theories of meaning vast tracts of obviously 
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meaningful discourse would have to be declared meaningless, including even 

scientific statements, which the principle had aimed to preserve. (2) The 

principle was self-refuting. The statement “In order to be meaningful, an 

informative sentence must be capable in principle of being empirically 

verified/falsified” is itself incapable of being verified or falsified. Therefore, 

it is by its own lights a meaningless statement—or, at best, an arbitrary 

definition, which we are free to reject. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p155.] 

 The assertion “God does not exist” is just as much a claim to knowledge as 

the assertion “God exists,” and therefore the former requires justification just 

as the latter does. It is the agnostic who makes no knowledge claim at all with 

respect to God’s existence, confessing that he does not know whether God 

exists or does not exist, and so who requires no justification. (We speak here 

only of a “soft” agnosticism, which is really just a confession of ignorance, 

rather than of a “hard” agnosticism, which claims that it cannot be known 

whether or not God exists; such a positive assertion would, indeed, require 

justification.) If anything, then, one should speak at most of a presumption 

of agnosticism. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p156.] 

 As Flew confesses, the word “atheist” has in the present context to be 

construed in an unusual way. Nowadays it is normally taken to mean 

someone who explicitly denies the existence . . . of God. . . . But here it has 

to be understood not positively but negatively, with the originally Greek 

prefix “a-” being read in this same way in “atheist” as it customarily is in . . 

. words as “amoral.”. . . In this interpretation an atheist becomes not someone 

who positively asserts the non-existence of God, but someone who is simply 

not a theist. [Antony Flew, “The Presumption of Atheism,” in Companion to 

Philosophy of Religion, ed. Philip Quinn and Charles Taliaferro (Oxford: 

Blackwell, 1997).] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p156.] 

 Other advocates of the presumption of atheism continued to use the word in 

the standard way and so recognized their need of justification for their claim 

that atheism is true, but they insisted that it was precisely the absence of 
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evidence for theism that justified their claim that God does not exist. Thus, 

in the absence of evidence for God, one is justified in the presumption of 

atheism. The problem with such a position is captured neatly by the aphorism 

“Absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.” [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p156.] 

 To give an illustration, it has become commonplace in astrophysical 

cosmology to postulate an early inflationary era in the expansion of the 

universe in order to explain such features of the universe as its flat space-

time curvature and large scale isotropy. Unfortunately, by the very nature of 

the case, any evidence of such an era will have been pushed by the 

inflationary expansion out beyond our event horizon, so that it is 

unobservable. But woe be to the cosmologist who asserts that this absence of 

evidence is proof that inflation did not take place! At the most we are left 

with agnosticism. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p156.] 

 The most celebrated and oft-discussed, truth-dependent, pragmatic argument 

is Pascal’s wager, the brainchild of the French mathematical genius Blaise 

Pascal. Pascal argued, in effect, that belief in God is pragmatically justified 

because we have nothing to lose and everything to gain from holding that 

belief. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p159.] 

 Pascal reasons that if I believe God exists and it turns out that he does, then I 

have gained heaven at the small sacrifice of foregoing the pleasures of sin 

for a season. If I believe and it turns out that God does not exist, then I gain 

nothing and have suffered the finite loss of the pleasures of sin I have 

foregone. On the other hand, if I do not believe and it turns out that God does, 

in fact, exist, then I have gained the pleasures of sin for a season at the 

expense of losing eternal life. If I do not believe and it turns out that there is 

no God, then I have the finite gain of the pleasures afforded by my libertine 

lifestyle. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p159.] 

 However, the truly serious objection to Pascal’s wager is the so-called many 

gods objection. A Muslim could set up a similar payoff matrix for belief in 
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Allah. A Mormon could do the same thing for his god. In other words, state 

(II) God does not exist is actually an indefinitely complex disjunction of 

various deities who might exist if the Christian God does not. Thus the choice 

is not so simple, for if I believe that the Christian God exists and it turns out 

that Allah exists instead, then I shall suffer infinite loss in hell for my sin of 

associating something (Christ) with God. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p160.] 

Part III Metaphysics 

8 What is Metaphysics? 

 Metaphysics has a long, distinguished history boasting of some of the greatest 

thinkers of all time: Plato, Aristotle, Augustine, Boethius, Aquinas, 

Descartes, Leibniz, Locke and many others. Along with logic and 

epistemology, metaphysics is the most basic part of philosophy. And 

metaphysics has been the longstanding friend of theology. The early creeds 

of Christendom are filled with metaphysical terms—person, essence, 

substance, subsistence—and they give testimony to the help that metaphysics 

can give to the development of systematic theology. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p173.] 

 The term metaphysics was first used as a title for a group of works by Aristotle 

(384-322 B.C.). One set of his writings was about “the things of nature” and 

came to be called the Physics. Another set of works (which Aristotle himself 

never named) was called “the books after the Physics” (ta meta ta physica) 

by some ancient editors that collected and edited his writings in the first 

century B.C. Thus metaphysics originally meant “after the Physics” and, 

while metaphysical reflection existed before Aristotle, the title was first used 

in the way just mentioned, and it has continued to refer to a certain branch of 

philosophy ever since. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p173.] 

 It is difficult, if not impossible to come up with an adequate definition of 

metaphysics. Usually, it is characterized as the philosophical study of the 

nature of being or reality and the ultimate categories or kinds of things that 
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are real. This definition is adequate to capture much of what is done in 

metaphysics. Typical metaphysical questions are these: What is the 

difference between existing and not-existing? Is reality one or many? Are 

there abstract objects that exist but are not spatial and temporal? Are there 

substances and, if so, what are they? Are we free or determined? Is matter 

real and, if so, what is it? Do humans have minds as well as bodies? Is the 

property of being red real and, if so, what is it? Where is it? [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p173, 174.] 

 Metaphysical study should begin with and take into account the things we 

already know or have reason to believe are true before we begin doing 

metaphysics. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p179.] 

 Use thought experiments as sources for counterexamples to metaphysical 

arguments. In metaphysics, we are primarily interested in what something 

must be, not in what it merely happens to be by accident. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p181.] 

 The naturalist has three tasks before he or she can defend naturalism as a broad 

metaphysical view: 1. The naturalist must show that mental entities are not 

real (a) by denying their existence outright (e.g., since beliefs, if they exist, 

must be mental, then we should treat beliefs like a flat earth and deny that 

there are such things) or (b) by reducing them to physical entities in space 

and time (e.g., beliefs exist, but they are really nothing but states of the brain) 

or (c) by trying to show that in some way or another they depend on the 

physical world for their existence. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p184.] 

 The naturalist must deny that properties and relations are abstract entities by 

either (a) denying that they exist (extreme nominalism) or (b) accepting the 

existence of properties and relations but treating them as material realities 

that are wholly inside of space and time (nominalism and impure realism). 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p184.] 
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 The naturalist must show that abstract entities are not real by either (a) 

denying their existence outright (e.g., propositions, like witches, do not exist 

at all) or (b) reducing them to physical entities in space and time (e.g., 

propositions exist but they are really nothing but physical scratchings called 

sentences). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p185.] 

11 The Mind-Body Problem: Dualism 

 It is virtually self-evident to most people that they are different from their 

bodies. Almost all societies throughout history (unless they are taught to 

think otherwise) have believed in some form of life after death, and this belief 

arises naturally when a human being reflects on his or her own constitution. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p228.] 

 In some contexts, it is possible and important to make a distinction among the 

mind, the soul, the spirit, the ego or the self. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p229.] 

 Our main concern here is to focus on the mind-body problem, which, in turn, 

involves two main issues. First, is a human made of only one component, say 

matter, or is a human made of two components, matter and mind? Second, if 

the answer is two components, do mind and matter interact, and if so, how 

does that interaction take place? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p229.] 

 The two main views are physicalism and dualism. Physicalism claims that a 

human being is completely physical, and dualism claims that a human being 

is both physical and mental. Dualism, in turn, comes is two major varieties: 

substance dualism and property-event dualism. Physicalism comes in 

different varieties as well. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p299.] 

 Today, physicalism often means something more restrictive than materialism 

so defined: Physicalism can be understood as the view that all entities 

whatsoever are merely physical entities. There are no abstract objects, and 

all substances, properties and events are merely physical entities. Some 



[43] 

physicalists hold that while there are only physical substances, there are 

genuinely mental properties that emerge from and are dependent on their 

physical bases. This view seems to be a version of property dualism, and we 

will treat it as such. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p230.] 

 What is meant by a physical entity? Three different things can be meant here. 

First, physical can mean whatever can be described using the language of 

physics and chemistry. Second, physical can include the sense just given and 

be extended to include whatever can be described in any physical science, 

especially including biology. Third, physical can be extended beyond the 

first two senses to include any commonsense notion of physical. This is 

often, though not always, taken to include the primary qualities (shape, mass, 

size, motion) and to exclude the secondary qualities (those experienced 

through only one sense organ such as color, smell, texture, sound, taste). The 

restricted sense of physicalism, therefore, implies that all entities whatever 

are merely physical in one of these three senses. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p230.] 

 This sense of physical is widely used by physicalists in stating and defending 

their views, and it captures what is, for many, the driving force behind 

physicalism: the unity of science. The unity of science means, among other 

things, that a completely developed physics and chemistry could give a 

complete, unified description and explanation of all phenomena because the 

world is one physical system. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p230.] 

 According to physicalism, a human being is merely a physical entity. The only 

things that exist are physical substances, properties and events. When it 

comes to humans, the physical substance is the body or brain and central 

nervous system. The physical substance called the brain has physical 

properties, such as a certain weight, volume, size, electrical activity, 

chemical composition and so forth. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p230.] 
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 According to physicalism, when someone has an occasion of pain or an 

occurrence of a thought, these are merely physical events, namely, events 

where such and such C-fibers are firing or certain electrical and chemical 

events are happening in the brain and central nervous system. Thus 

physicalists believe that we are merely a physical substance (a brain and 

central nervous system plus a body) that has physical properties and in which 

occur physical events. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p230.] 

 What is matter? There is no clear definition of matter, and the fact of the 

matter is that we know precious little about what matter actually is. But 

examples of matter are not hard to come by. Material objects are things like 

computers, carbon atoms and billiard balls. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p230.] 

 There is one very crucial observation to make about material substances, 

properties and events. No material thing presupposes or requires reference to 

consciousness for it to exist or be characterized. You will search in vain 

through a physics or chemistry textbook to find consciousness included in 

any description of matter. A completely physical description of the world 

would not include any terms that make reference to or characterize 

consciousness. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p231.] 

 Dualists disagree with physicalists. According to them, mental entities are real 

and the mind and its contents are radically nonphysical. As with matter, it is 

hard to give a definition of mental entities. Some have defined a mental entity 

as something such that it would not exist if there were no sentient creatures. 

Others define a mental entity as something about which the subject is in a 

better position to know than is anyone else, or something to which a subject 

has private, firstperson access. Mental entities belong to the private world of 

inner experience. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p231.] 

 According to property dualism (also called property-event dualism), there are 

some physical substances that have only physical properties. A billiard ball 

is hard and round. Further, there are no mental substances. But there is one 
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material substance that has both physical and mental properties—the brain. 

When one experiences a pain, there is a certain physical property possessed 

by the brain (a C-fiber stimulation with chemical and electrical properties) 

and there is a certain mental property possessed by the brain (the pain itself 

with its felt quality). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p232.] 

 The brain is the possessor of all mental properties. A human is not a mental 

self that has thoughts and experiences. Rather, a human is a brain and a series 

or bundle of successive experiences themselves. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p232.] 

 Substance dualism, on the other hand, holds that the brain is a physical object 

that has physical properties and the mind or soul is a mental substance that 

has mental properties. When one is in pain, the brain has certain physical 

(e.g., electrical, chemical) properties, and the soul or self has certain mental 

properties (the conscious awareness of the pain). The soul is the possessor of 

its experiences. It stands behind, over and above them and remains the same 

throughout one’s life. The soul and the brain can interact with each other, but 

they are different things with different properties. Since the soul is not to be 

identified with any part of the brain or with any particular mental experience, 

then the soul may be able to survive the destruction of the body. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p232.] 

 Physicalists are committed to the claim that alleged mental entities either do 

not exist at all or if they do, they are really identical to physical entities, e.g., 

brain states, properties of the brain, overt bodily behavior or dispositions to 

behave (e.g., pain is just the tendency to shout “ouch!” when stuck by a pin 

instead of pain being a certain mental feel). If physicalism is true and if 

mental entities exist but are really nothing but physical entities, then 

everything true of the brain (and its properties, states and dispositions) is true 

of the mind (and its properties, states and dispositions) and vice versa. If we 

can find one thing true, or even possibly true of the mind (or its states) and 

not the brain (or its states), or vice versa, then some form of dualism is 

established. The mind is not the brain. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 
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Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p232, 233.] 

 To establish physicalism, it is not enough that mental states and brain states 

are causally related or constantly conjoined with each other in an embodied 

person. Physicalism needs identity to make its case, and if something is true, 

or possibly true of a mental substance, property or event that is not true, or 

possibly true of a physical substance, property or event, physicalism is false. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p233.] 

 If a doctor touches part of one’s brain with an electrode, it may cause a certain 

mental experience, say a memory, to occur. But all that proves is that the 

mind is causally connected to the brain, not that they are identical. A sound 

is not stored in the groves of a record, but rather is causally connected with 

those groves (one can cause a sound by doing something to the grooves). 

Likewise, memories are neither parts of nor stored in the brain, but are stored 

in the mind, yet causally connected with the brain (one can cause a memory 

by doing something to the brain). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p233, 234.] 

 A simple thought experiment may further illustrate the point. Try to picture a 

pink elephant in your mind, or if you do not have a vivid imagination, look 

at a colored object, close your eyes, and you will continue to have an 

awareness of that object called an after-image. Now, if you imagine a pink 

elephant or have, say, a blue after-image, there will be an awareness of pink 

or blue (a sense datum or a sensory way of experiencing) in your mind of 

which you are aware. There will be no pink elephant outside of you, but there 

will be a pink mental image or an awareness of pink in your mind. Now at 

that time there will be no pink or blue entity in your brain nor any awareness 

of pink or blue; no neurophysiologist could open your brain and see a pink 

or blue entity or an awareness of such an entity while you are having the 

sensory experience. But, then, the sensory event has a property—being pink 

or blue or being an awareness of pink or blue—that no brain event has. 

Therefore, they cannot be identical. The sense image is a mental entity. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 
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Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p234.] 

 Consider the following argument: 1. No physical properties are self-

presenting. 2. At least some mental properties are self-presenting. 3. 

Therefore, at least some mental properties are not physical properties. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p234.] 

 Mental properties, like feeling sad, experiencing red, having a thought that 

three is an odd number, are self-presenting properties, that is, they present 

themselves directly to the subject, they are psychological attributes, they are 

directly present to a subject because that subject simply has them 

immediately in his field of consciousness. There are two pieces of evidence 

for the claim that mental properties are self-presenting, while physical 

properties are not: One can have private access to one’s mental properties 

and not one’s physical properties, and one can know at least some of one’s 

mental properties incorrigibly, but this is not true of one’s knowledge of his 

physical properties. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p234.] 

 First, let us look at the issue of private access. A person has private access to 

his own mental life. A woman is in a privileged position to know about what 

she is thinking and sensing compared to anyone else. Whatever ways one has 

for finding out if someone else is presently sensing a red after-image (by 

analyzing the other’s brain states or by looking at her behavior, say, her 

shouting “red” after looking at the flag), those ways are available to the other 

person in her attempt to know about her own sensation. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p234.] 

 Physical objects, including one’s brain, are public objects, and no one is in a 

privileged position regarding them. A neurophysiologist can know more 

about one’s brain than the person himself does, but the scientist cannot know 

more about one’s mental life than the person himself. In fact, a scientist’s 

knowledge of one’s mental states will, ultimately, depend on the first-person 

reports of the persons having them, but a scientist’s knowledge of any 

physical state whatsoever will not depend on a first-person report. People 

have private, privileged access to their mental life because it contains self-
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presenting properties. Physical properties are not self-presenting. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p235.] 

 Some physicalists respond to this by claiming that we may reach the time 

when a scientist will know more about a patient’s current mental states than 

the patient does, and such scientific knowledge will not depend essentially 

on first-person reports. However, it is hard to see how such progress in 

scientific knowledge would be possible without the subject having to report 

verbally or by behavior his own mental states to the outside observer because 

he alone has private access to them. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p235.] 

 Not only do people have private access to their own mental states, but also, 

people can know them incorrigibly. If something is incorrigible to a knowing 

subject, then that subject is incapable of being mistaken about that thing. (...) 

Again, one can be wrong if one thinks that a chair is in the next room. But 

one cannot be wrong about the fact that one at least thinks that the chair is 

there, i.e., that a certain, specific thought is occurring to one. The former 

claim is about a physical object (the chair); the latter is about a mental state 

within a person—a thought that one is currently having. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p235.] 

 Physicalists deny that people know their own mental states incorrigibly. For 

example, one may be experiencing an itch and mistakenly classify or report 

it to others as a pain. Dualists respond that in cases like these, people are still 

incorrigibly aware of the felt texture of the experience itself, even though 

they may not have the correct word to report it to others or even if they don’t 

remember past experiences of different kinds of itches well enough to know 

how to classify the present itch in light of their past, poorly remembered 

experiences. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p236.] 

 As Howard Robinson puts it: The notion of having something as an object of 

experience is not, prima facie, a physical notion; it does not figure in any 

physical science. Having something as an object of experience is the same as 
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the subjective feel or the what it is like of experience. [Howard Robinson, 

Matter and Sense (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), p. 7.] [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p236.] 

 Subjective states of experience are real—people experience sounds, tastes, 

colors, thoughts, pains—and they are essentially characterized by their 

subjective nature. But this does not appear to be true of anything physical. [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p236.] 

 Secondary qualities are qualities such as colors, tastes, sounds, smells and 

textures. Primary qualities are qualities thought to be among the properties 

that characterize matter—weight, shape, size, solidity, motion. According to 

some, physicalism seems to imply that secondary qualities do not exist in the 

external world. For example, some claim that color is really nothing but a 

wavelength of light. So in general, physicalism reduces the properties of 

matter to being nothing but primary qualities. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p236.] 

 Frank Jackson has put the point this way: It is a commonplace that there is an 

apparent clash between the picture Science gives of the world around us and 

the picture our senses give us. We sense the world as made up of coloured, 

materially continuous, macroscopic, stable objects; Science and, in 

particular, Physics, tells us that the material world is constituted of clouds of 

minute, colourless, highly-mobile particles. . . . Science forces us to 

acknowledge that physical or material things are not coloured. . . . This will 

enable us to conclude that sense-data are all mental, for they are coloured. 

[Frank Jackson, Perception (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 

p. 121.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p236, 237.] 

 Now there is a clear tendency in physics to claim that color is just a 

wavelength of light, and thus, when we say that an apple is red, this just 

means that the apple has certain physical dispositions to absorb certain 

wavelengths of light and reflect others and so forth. We do not need to 

postulate that the apple actually has a shade of red on its surface to explain 
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all the scientific cause-and-effect relationships that occur between the apple, 

light waves and the bodies of observers. Now this same strategy is what many 

physicalists want to use in reducing mental states to physical states. For those 

physicalists who do not apply this strategy to secondary qualities, it would 

seem to be more consistent for them not to apply that strategy to mental 

states. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p237.] 

 When we pay attention to our own consciousness, we can become aware of a 

very basic fact presented to us: We are aware of our own self as being distinct 

from our bodies and from any particular mental experience we have. We 

simply have a basic, direct awareness of the fact that we are not identical to 

our bodies or our mental events; rather, we are the selves that have a body 

and a conscious mental life. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p238.] 

 This point can be expanded by noting that through introspection a person is 

directly aware of the fact that (1) he is an immaterial center of consciousness 

and volition that uses his body as an instrument to interact with the material 

world; (2) he is the owner of his experiences and he is not identical to a 

bundle of mental experiences; and (3) he is an enduring self who exists as 

the same possessor of all his experiences through time. This direct awareness 

shows that a person is not identical to his or her body in whole or in part or 

to one’s experiences, but rather is the thing that has them. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p238.] 

 The first-person perspective is the vantage point that one uses to describe the 

world from one’s own point of view. Expressions of a first-person point of 

view utilize what are called indexicals—words like I, here, now, there and 

then. Here and now are where and when I am; there and then are where and 

when I am not. Indexicals refer to one’s own self. I (and, most likely, now) 

is the most basic indexical, and it refers to one’s self, which one knows by 

acquaintance with one’s own ego in acts of self-awareness. That is, one is 

immediately aware of one’s own self, and one knows who I refers to when 

one uses it—it refers to that very person as the owner of his or her body and 

mental states. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 
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for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p239.] 

 According to physicalism, there are no irreducible, privileged, first-person 

perspectives. Everything can be exhaustively described in an object language 

from a third-person perspective. A physicalist description of Tom would say 

that there exists a body at a certain location that is five feet, eight inches tall, 

weighs 160 pounds, etc. (...) But no amount of third-person descriptions 

capture Tom’s own subjective, first-person acquaintance of his own self in 

acts of self-awareness. In fact, for any third-person description of Tom, it 

would always be an open question as to whether the person described in 

third-person terms was the same person as Tom is. The reason Tom knows 

his self is not because he knows some thirdperson description of a set of 

mental and physical properties and also knows that a certain person satisfies 

that description. Rather, Tom knows himself as a self immediately through 

being acquainted with his own self in an act of selfawareness. He can express 

that self-awareness by using the term I. Arguably, I refers to one’s own 

substantial soul. It does not refer to any mental property or bundle of mental 

properties one is having, nor does it refer to any body described from a third-

person perspective. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p239.] 

 It would seem that a person can maintain absolute sameness through change, 

that is, personal identity. More specifically, even though one’s body 

constantly gains new parts and loses old ones, and even though one’s mental 

states come and go in rapid succession, nevertheless, the person himself 

remains the same because he is a mental self that is other than his body parts 

and mental states. If one were merely a body or a body with mental 

properties, then when one’s body parts or mental life changed, one would not 

literally be the same. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p239.] 

 For our purposes, when we use the term “free will” we mean what is called 

libertarian freedom: Given choices A and B, one can literally choose to do 

either one, no circumstances exist that are sufficient to determine one’s 

choice; a person’s choice is up to him, and if he does one of them, he could 

have done otherwise, or at least he could have refrained from acting at all. 

One acts as an agent who is the ultimate originator of one’s own actions and, 



[52] 

in this sense, is in control of one’s action. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p240.] 

 If physicalism is true, then, arguably, determinism is true as well, at least for 

normal-sized objects like brains or bodies. If one is just a physical system, 

there is nothing in him that has the capacity to choose freely to do something. 

Material systems, at least large-scale ones, change over time in deterministic 

fashion according to the initial conditions of the system and the laws of 

chemistry and physics. A pot of water will reach a certain temperature at a 

given time in a way fixed by the amount of water, the input of heat and the 

laws of heat transfer. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p240.] 

 Now, when it comes to morality, if determinism is true, some argue that it is 

hard to make sense of moral obligation and responsibility. They seem to 

presuppose libertarian freedom of the will. If one “ought” to do something, 

it seems to be necessary to suppose that one can do it in the libertarian sense. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p240.] 

 If physicalism is true, one does not have any genuine ability to choose one’s 

actions. It is safe to say that physicalism requires a radical revision of many 

people’s commonsense notions of freedom, moral obligation, responsibility 

and punishment. On the other hand, if these commonsense notions are true, 

physicalism is false. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p240.] 

 According to epiphenomenalism, when matter reaches a certain 

organizational complexity and structure, as is the case with the human brain, 

then matter “produces” mental states like fire produces smoke, or the 

structure of hydrogen and oxygen in water “produces” wetness. The mind is 

to the body as smoke is to fire. Smoke is different from fire (to keep the 

analogy going, some physicalists would identify the smoke with the fire or 

the functioning of the fire), but fire causes smoke, not vice versa. Mental 

states are byproducts of the brain, but they are causally impotent. Mental 

states merely “ride” on top of the events in the brain. It should be obvious 

that epiphenomenalism denies free will, since it denies that mental states 
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cause anything. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p240.] 

 In agent causation, substances are the cause; in event-event causation, a state 

within a substance is the cause. According to event-event causation, when 

one raises one’s arm, there is some state within one that causally necessitates 

or determines that the arm goes up; for example, a state of desiring that one’s 

arm go up or a state of willing that one’s arm go up. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p241.] 

 H. P. Owen states that: determinism is self-stultifying. If my mental processes 

are totally determined, I am totally determined either to accept or to reject 

determinism. But if the sole reason for my believing or not believing X is 

that I am causally determined to believe it I have no ground for holding that 

my judgment is true or false. [H. P. Owen, Christian Theism (Edinburgh: T 

& T Clark, 1984), p. 118.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p241.] 

 Why are physicalism and property dualism thought by many philosophers to 

be self-refuting? The simple answer is that they undercut the necessary 

reconditions for rationality itself to be possible. In other words, they make 

rationality itself impossible. If someone claims to know that physicalism or 

property dualism are true, or to embrace them for good reasons, if one claims 

that they choose to believe in them because of good reasons, then these 

claims are selfrefuting. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p242.] 

 First, humans must have certain mental features true of them. They must have 

genuine intentionality, they must be capable of having thoughts and  

propositions in their minds, they must be capable of having awarenesses of 

the things they claim to know as well as of the contents of their own minds. 

But intentionality, thoughts and propositions, and awarenesses are mental 

notions, not physical ones. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p242.] 

 Second, in order to rationally think through a chain of reasoning such that one 

sees the inferential connections in the chain, one would have to be the same 

self present at the beginning of the thought process as the one present at the 
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end. As Immanuel Kant argued long ago, the process of thought requires a 

genuine enduring “I.” If there is one self who reflects on premise (1), namely, 

“If P, then Q,” a second self who reflects on premise (2), namely, P, and a 

third self who reflects on the concluding statement (3), namely, Q, then there 

is literally no enduring self who thinks through the argument and draws the 

conclusion. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p242.] 

 As H. D. Lewis noted, “one things seems certain, namely that there must be 

someone or something at the centre of such experience to hold the terms and 

relations together in one stream of consciousness.” [H. D. Lewis, The Self 

and Immortality (New York: Seabury, 1973), p. 34.] [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p242.] 

 Finally, rationality seems to presuppose an agent view of the self and genuine 

libertarian freedom of the will. There are rational “oughts.” That is, given 

certain evidence, one “ought” to believe certain things. One is intellectually 

responsible for drawing certain conclusions, given certain pieces of evidence. 

If one does not draw that conclusion, one is irrational. But ought implies can. 

If one ought to believe something, then one must have the ability to choose 

to believe it or not to believe it. If one is to be rational, one must be free to 

choose his beliefs for the sake of certain reasons. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p242.] 

 How could a soul, totally lacking in any physical properties, cause things to 

happen to the body or vice versa? How can the soul move the arm? How can 

a pin-stick in the finger cause pain in the soul? Response: This objection 

assumes that if we do not know how A causes B, then it is not reasonable to 

believe that A causes B, especially if A and B are different. But this 

assumption is not a good one. We often know that one thing causes another 

without having any idea of how causation takes place, even when the two 

items are different. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p243.] 

 A magnetic field can move a tack, gravity can act on a planet millions of miles 

away, protons exert a repulsive force on each other and so forth. In these 
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examples, we know that one thing can causally interact with another thing, 

even though we may have no idea how such interaction takes place. Further, 

in each case the cause would seem to have a different nature from the effect—

forces and fields versus solid, spatially located, particle-like entities. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p243.] 

 Evolutionist Paul Churchland makes this claim: The important point about the 

standard evolutionary story is that the human species and all of its features 

are the wholly physical outcome of a purely physical process. . . . If this is 

the correct account of our origins, then there seems neither need, nor room, 

to fit any nonphysical substances or properties into our theoretical account 

of ourselves. We are creatures of matter. And we should learn to live with 

that fact. [Paul Churchland, Matter and Consciousness (Cambridge, Mass.: 

MIT Press, 1984), p. 21.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p244.] 

 Since humans are merely the result of an entirely physical process (the 

processes of evolutionary theory) working on wholly physical materials, then 

humans are wholly physical beings. Response: Dualists could point out that 

this objection is clearly question begging. To see this, note that the objection 

can be put into the logical form known as modus ponens: If humans are 

merely the result of naturalistic, evolutionary processes, then physicalism is 

true. Humans are merely the result of naturalistic, evolutionary processes. 

Therefore, physicalism is true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p244.] 

12 The Mind-Body Problem: Alternatives to Dualism 

 John Searle, one of the leading philosophers of mind in the twentieth century,  

 has made the following observation: Acceptance of the current [physicalist] 

views is motivated not so much by an independent conviction of their truth 

as by a terror of what are apparently the only alternatives. That is, the choice 

we are tacitly presented with is between a “scientific” approach, as 

represented by one or another of the current versions of “materialism,” and 

an “unscientific” approach, as represented by Cartesianism or some other 

traditional religious conception of the mind. [John Searle, Rediscovering the 
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Mind (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1992), pp. 3-4.] [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p249.] 

 In other words, the main intellectual drive that underlies physicalism is not 

primarily philosophical arguments against dualism and in favor of 

physicalism, but what are taken to be the implications of a scientific, 

naturalistic worldview. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p249.] 

 The problem of many minds is this: If dualism is true and the mind and body 

are different, then why would we expect that there would be just one mind 

attached to one body? When we meet a person, how could we ever know that 

the body before us had only one mind in it instead of seventeen minds? Since 

dualism cannot rule out the possibility of many minds, dualism leads to 

skepticism about our knowledge of how many minds others have, and thus it 

is to be rejected. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p260.] 

 As Howard Gruber explains: The idea of either a Planful or an Intervening 

Providence taking part in the day-to-day operations of the universe was in 

effect a competing theory [to Darwin’s version of evolution]. If one believed 

that there was a God who had originally designed the world exactly as it has 

come to be, the theory of evolution through natural  selection could be seen 

as superfluous. Likewise, if one believed in a God who intervened from time 

to time to create some of the organisms, organs, or functions found in the 

living world, Darwin’s theory could be seen as superfluous. Any introduction 

of intelligent planning or decision-making reduces natural selection from the 

position of a necessary and universal principle to a mere possibility. [Howard 

E. Gruber, Darwin on Man: A Psychological Study of Scientific Creativity 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974), p. 211.] [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p263.] 

 Daniel Dennett notes that “Darwin saw from the outset that his theory had to 

include an entirely naturalistic account of the origins of ‘mind,’. . . for if Man 

were to be the golden exception to Darwin’s rule, the whole theory would be 

dismissible.” [Daniel Dennett, review of Darwin and the Emergence of 
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Evolutionary Theories of Mind and Behavior by Robert J. Richards, 

Philosophy of Science 56 (1989): 541.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p263.] 

 Paul Churchland makes this claim: The important point about the standard 

evolutionary story is that the human species and all of its features are the 

wholly physical outcome of a purely physical process. . . . If this is the correct 

account of our origins, then there seems neither need, nor room, to fit any 

nonphysical substances or properties into our theoretical account of 

ourselves. We are creatures of matter. And we should learn to live with that 

fact. [Paul Churchland, Matter and Consciousness (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT 

Press, 1984), p. 21.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p264.] 

 D. M. Armstrong asserts the following: It is not a particularly difficult notion 

that, when the nervous system reaches a certain level of complexity, it should 

develop new properties. Nor would there be anything particularly difficult in 

the notion that when the nervous system reaches a certain level of complexity 

it should affect something that was already in existence in a new way. But it 

is a quite different matter to hold that the nervous system should have the 

power to create something else, of a quite different nature from itself, and 

create it out of no materials. [D. M. Armstrong, A Materialist Theory of Mind 

(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1968), p. 30.] [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p264.] 

 Arthur Peacocke agrees: I find it very hard to see why that functional property 

[consciousness] coded in a certain complex physical structure requires a new 

entity to be invoked, of an entirely different kind, to appear on the scene to 

ensure its emergence. How could something substantial, some substance or 

some other entity different in kind from that which has been evolved so far, 

suddenly come in to the evolutionary, temporal sequence? [Arthur Peacocke 

and Grant Gillett, eds., Persons & Personality (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 

1987), p. 55.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p264.] 

 Howard Robinson: [William] James called materialism a tough-minded 



[58] 

theory. We began this essay by wondering why, if this is so, materialists are 

so often on the defensive in philosophy. The explanation seems to be that 

though the materialist makes a show of being tough-minded he is in fact a 

dogmatist, obedient not to the authority of reason, but to a certain picture of 

the world. That picture is hypnotising but terrifying: the world as a machine 

of which we are all insignificant parts. Many people share Nagel’s fear of 

this world view, but, like Nagel, are cowed into believing that it must be true. 

. . . But reason joins with every other constructive human instinct in telling 

us that it is false and that only a parochial and servile attitude towards 

physical science can mislead anyone into believing it. To opt for materialism 

is to choose to believe something obnoxious, against the guidance of reason. 

This is not tough-mindedness, but a willful preference for a certain form of 

soulless, false and destructive modernism. [Howard Robinson, Matter and 

Sense (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), p. 125.] [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p265.] 

13 Free Will and Determinism 

 First, there is the freedom of permission—the social/political notion of 

freedom involved in discussions of rights, the authority of the state, and law. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p268.] 

 Second, there is freedom of personal integrity—the ability of fully developed, 

ideally functioning persons to act as unified selves in a responsible, mature 

way. This sense of freedom contrasts with the slavery and bondage that 

comes from being an immature, divided, undeveloped self. So understood, 

the freedom of personal integrity is in large measure a developmental concept 

largely employed in studies of psychological and spiritual formation, though 

it does have philosophical aspects to it. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p268.] 

 Finally, there is freedom of moral and rational responsibility—that freedom, 

whatever it turns out to be, that is part of human action and agency, in which 

the human being acts as an agent who is in some sense the originator of one’s 

own actions and, in this sense, is in control of one’s action. This type of 
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freedom serves as a necessary condition for moral and, some would say, 

intellectual responsibility. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p268.] 

 We can define determinism as the view that for every event that happens, there 

are conditions such that, given them, nothing else could have happened. For 

every event that happens, its happening was caused or necessitated by prior 

factors such that given these prior factors, the event in question had to occur. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p268.] 

 Hard determinism denies the existence of free will (as understood by 

libertarians) and libertarianism accepts free will and denies determinism with 

respect to human freedom. Soft determinism, also called compatibilism, 

holds that freedom and determinism are compatible with each other, and thus 

the truth of determinism does not eliminate freedom. As we will see, 

compatibilists have a different understanding of free will from the one 

embraced by libertarians and hard determinists. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p268.] 

 Compatibilism. The central idea behind compatibilism is this: If determinism 

is true, then every human action (e.g., raising one’s hand to vote) is causally 

necessitated by events that obtained prior to the action, including events that 

existed before the person acting was born. That is, human actions are mere 

happenings—they are parts of causal chains of events that lead up to them in 

a deterministic fashion. Moreover, determinism is true. But freedom properly 

understood is compatible with determinism; both determinism and freedom 

are true. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p269.] 

 Major compatibilists in the history of philosophy have been Locke, Hume and 

Thomas Hobbes. Contemporary advocates are Daniel Dennett and Gary 

Watson. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p270.] 

 Libertarianism claims that the freedom necessary for responsible action is not 

compatible with determinism. Real freedom requires a type of control over 

one’s action—and, more importantly, over one’s will—such that, given a 
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choice to do A (raise one’s hand and vote) or B (leave the room), nothing 

determines that either choice is made. Rather, the agent himself must simply 

exercise his own causal powers and will to do one alternative, say A (or have 

the power to refrain from willing to do something). When this happens, the 

agent either could have refrained from willing to do A or he could have willed 

to do B without anything else being different inside or outside of his being. 

He is the absolute originator of his own actions. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p270.] 

 Historically, well-known libertarians have been Thomas Aquinas and Thomas 

Reid. Currently, Timothy O’Connor, Peter van Inwagen and William Rowe 

are among the advocates of libertarian freedom. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p271.] 

 Most philosophers agree about the ability condition: that in order to have the 

freedom necessary for responsible agency, one must have the ability to 

choose or act differently from the way the agent actually does. A free choice, 

then, is one where a person can act, or at least will to do otherwise. Most 

compatibilists and libertarians agree about this. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p271.] 

 In Summa contra Gentiles 1.8, Thomas Aquinas states a principle about causal 

chains that is relevant to this example and, more generally, the type of control 

necessary for freedom according to libertarians: In an ordered series of 

movers and things moved [to move is to change in some way], it is 

necessarily the fact that, when the first mover is removed or ceases to move, 

no other mover will move [another] or be [itself] moved. For the first mover 

is the cause of motion for all the others. But, if there are movers and things 

moved following an order to infinity, there will be no first mover, but all 

would be as intermediate movers. . . . [Now] that which moves [another] as 

an instrumental cause cannot [so] move unless there be a principal moving 

cause [a first cause, an unmoved mover]. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p275.] 
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14 Personal Identity and Life After Death 

 Traditional Christian theology, common sense and various philosophical 

arguments unite to affirm that persons sustain absolute, real sameness 

through various kinds of change. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p286.] 

 Such questions have been part of philosophy since its inception, and they have 

often focused on the ship of Theseus, an ancient Greek sailor and warrior 

who was a king of Athens. Here is Plutarch’s reference to the ship of 

Theseus: The ship wherein Theseus and the youth of Athens returned had 

thirty oars, and was preserved by the Athenians down even to the time of 

Demetrius Phalereus, for they took away the old planks as they decayed, 

putting in new and stronger timber in their place, insomuch that this ship 

became a standing example among the philosophers, for the logical question 

of things that grow; one side holding that the ship remained the same, and 

the other contending that it was not the same. [Plutarch, “The Life of 

Theseus,” in The Lives of the Noble Grecians and Romans, trans. John 

Dryden, rev. Arthur H. Clough (New York: Random House, n.d.), p. 14.] [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p288.] 

Part IV Philosophy of Science 

15 Scientific Methodology 

 If Christians are going to speak to the modern world and interact with it 

responsibly, they must interact with science. And if believers are going to 

explore God’s world by means of science and integrate their theological 

beliefs with the results of that exploration, they need a deeper understanding 

of science itself. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p307.] 

 There are two very different and competing approaches to the philosophy of 

science. The first is called an external philosophy of science (EPS). In this 

view, science itself is the object of study, and one applies a general 

philosophical understanding of reality (metaphysics), knowing 

(epistemology) and logical structure to episodes of science, evaluating the 
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episodes as good or bad science. Philosophy is seen as a normative discipline 

that justifies the presuppositions of science and evaluates certain scientific 

claims in light of what we already have reason to believe from metaphysics 

and epistemology. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p308.] 

 By contrast, a recent view in the philosophy of science, developed by thinkers 

like W. V. O. Quine and Wilfred Sellars, is called an internal philosophy of 

science (IPS). In this view, philosophy is a branch of science. There is no 

difference in kind between philosophical and scientific questions but only 

one of degree— usually, philosophical questions (e.g., What is reality in 

general?) are broader than scientific ones (e.g., What is matter?). [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p309.] 

 The inadequacies of IPS have kept most philosophers from accepting it. IPS 

assumes that we can already recognize the difference between good and bad 

science in our attempt to describe science, but such a recognition will involve 

distinctively philosophical assessment. Moreover, IPS begs the question 

against skeptics that ask why are we justified in accepting the cognitive 

authority of science in the first place. IPS merely asserts the epistemological 

authority of science and this is question begging. Finally, IPS breaks down 

the distinction between normative and descriptive issues. Descriptive 

scientific questions about how we do, in fact, form our beliefs are very 

different from and presuppose answers to normative philosophical questions 

about how we are justified in trusting beliefs in general. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p309.] 

 First, there is the epistemology of science, which investigates the process of 

discovering scientific laws and theories, how we use those laws and theories 

to explain things, and how laws and theories receive confirmation from 

various sources like successful predictions. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p309.] 

 Second, there is the ontology of science, which focuses on the realism-

antirealism debate. Should good scientific theories be interpreted as true or 
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approximately true descriptions of the theory-independent world and/or 

should we believe in the existence of the theoretical entities postulated in 

those theories? Or should we interpret the success of good scientific theories 

in ways that do not require commitment to the existence of the theoretical 

entities in those theories? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p309.] 

 Finally, there is the philosophy of nature: Given that we accept scientific 

realism, how should our scientific beliefs about what is real factor into our 

broad worldview about reality in general? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p309.] 

 For example, the following statement, taken from a widely used high school 

biology text, is typical: “Scientists use the scientific method in attempting to 

explain nature. The scientific method is a means of gathering information 

and testing ideas. . . . The scientific method separates science from other 

fields of study.” [Peter Alexander et al., Biology: Teacher’s Edition 

(Morristown, N.J.: Silver Burdett, 1986), p. 4.] [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p310.] 

 In this section, our exploration of scientific methodology will lead us to two 

discoveries: First, there is no such thing as the scientific method, but rather 

there is a cluster of practices and issues that are used in a variety of contexts 

and can be loosely called scientific methodologies. Second, various aspects 

of scientific methodologies are used in disciplines outside science. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p310.] 

 Inductivism is a view of the scientific method made popular in the nineteenth 

century and usually associated with the ideas of Francis Bacon (1561-1591), 

J. F. W. Herschel (1792-1866) and John Stuart Mill (1806-1873), though the 

actual description of scientific methodology by these three figures is much 

more complicated than the sort of inductivism to be described in this section. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p310.] 

 Inductivism is an entire view about scientific methodology and should not be 
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confused with induction itself, which is a form of inference wherein the truth 

of the premises does not guarantee but only supports the truth of the 

conclusion to one degree or another. As it came to be understood by the 

middle of the twentieth century, inductivism is a view of scientific method 

wherein scientists are seen as starting with unbiased observations of facts, 

progressively piling up more and more facts by means of those observations, 

generalizing them by enumerative induction into laws, combining these 

generalizations into broader and broader generalizations by piling up more 

facts and, finally, arriving at various levels of scientific laws whose contents 

are nothing but the facts in general form. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p310.] 

 The epistemology of justification refers to the normative, logical structure by 

which a scientist or community of scientists justifies scientific laws and 

theories. Inductivism implies that a scientific law or theory is justified only 

if the evidence in favor of that law or theory fits the inductive scheme already 

mentioned. Scientists form and test laws and theories by (1) starting with 

observations without any bias or prior guesswork as to what is important or 

unimportant to be observed, (2) observing and analyzing the facts gathered 

in step 1 so as to classify them in different ways, (3) inductively deriving 

generalizations from this classification of facts, (4) testing these 

generalizations by further observations and experiments and forming higher-

order generalizations. Scientific knowledge is a conjunction of well-attested 

facts that grows by the addition of new facts that usually leaves previous facts 

unaltered. One’s belief in the plausibility of a law grows in proportion to the 

number of observed positive instances of the phenomenon described in it. [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p311.] 

 First, one cannot merely start with observations without some guiding 

hypothesis or background assumptions, however tentatively they are held, to 

guide in deciding what is and is not relevant to observe. Pure, 

presuppositionless observations are a fable in science, and scientists almost 

never start with observations. Usually, they start with a problem to be solved 

and a set of assumptions and hypotheses about what is and is not relevant to 

observe. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 
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a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p312.] 

 In fact, sometimes a shift in theory can turn seeming facts into falsehoods, as 

Rom Harré has pointed out: For instance, consider the history of the 

determination of the atomic weights. What were the facts? Under the 

influence of Prout’s hypothesis some chemists considered that the 

discrepancies between integral values for the atomic weights of the elements 

[e.g., chlorine is approximately 35.5] were errors, since Prout had maintained 

that all elemental atoms were combinations of whole numbers of complete 

hydrogen atoms, and hence their atomic weights had to be integral numbers 

by comparison with hydrogen. Those who did not accept or had abandoned 

Prout’s hypothesis were inclined rather to suppose that the non-integral 

weights were the facts, that is a genuine measure of a natural phenomenon. 

What the facts were depended in part on whether one held or did not hold to 

a particular theory. [Rom Harré, The Philosophies of Science (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 1972), p. 43.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p312.] 

 Several other problems have been raised against inductivism: the problem of 

induction (what justifies the inference from “All observed A’s are B” to “All 

A’s whatsoever are B”); the difficulty of deciding between accidental 

generalizations about a phenomenon that merely happen to be true (e.g., 

plants grow from the sun’s warmth) and lawlike generalizations that express 

real necessities in nature based on a background theory of the true nature of 

the phenomenon in question (e.g., plants grow from the sun’s light by 

photosynthesis); and the fact that scientists do not try merely to describe 

phenomena by generalizations, but also to explain them with theories about 

underlying mechanisms, often unobserved or even unobservable, that 

account for observational generalizations. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p313.] 

 A better way of picturing scientific reasoning is called the hypothetico-

deductive method, advocated by Carl Hempel, among others. Roughly, this 

view sees scientists as, in one way or another, forming and putting forth a 

hypothesis, deriving test implications from it (along with what are called 
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boundary conditions), then seeing if observations corroborate with the 

hypothesis. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p313.] 

 There are seven aspects of the proposed eclectic model to explore: (1) the 

formation of scientific ideas, (2) the nature of scientific questions and 

problems, (3) the use of scientific ideas and scientific explanation, (4) the 

nature of scientific experiments, (5) the testing of scientific ideas (scientific 

confirmation), (6) the nature of scientific ideas (laws and theories) and (7) 

the aims and goals of scientific ideas. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p313.] 

 While some views we will look at are not as plausible as others, nevertheless, 

each is logically consistent with the practice of science, and this supports an 

eclectic model of scientific methodology; it shows that scientific 

methodology is a cluster of different methodologies and not one single 

method worthy of the title “the scientific method.” [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p314.] 

 The formation of scientific ideas. Area one is sometimes called the 

psychology of discovery and refers to the process by which individual 

scientists or communities of scientists discover and form their ideas. It is 

generally agreed that there is no formalized method, no step-by-step 

procedure that characterizes the process of scientific discovery. Sometimes 

scientists discover things by accident. On other occasions they generate their 

ideas in more bizarre ways. It is well known, for example, that F. A. Kekule 

(1829-1896) came up with the hexagon formula for the benzene ring by 

having a trancelike vision of a snake attempting to chase its own tail and thus 

curving into such a ring! [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p314.] 

 First, scientists generate ideas by a creative process of educated guesswork 

known as adduction or abduction. Adduction refers to the process of 

inventing a theory to explain observed facts. Science is a craft, and after a 

scientist has worked in an area for a while, this personal involvement allows 

the scientist to develop savvy about that area, a sense of tacit know-how. Part 
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of this knowhow is the ability to see things in a certain way, to intuit patterns 

of phenomena and, by the use of creative imagination, to adduce a conceptual 

web to explain those patterns. Often a scientist cannot say how it was that he 

or she came up with a theory. This same sort of tacit knowledge is used by 

auto mechanics, judges, biblical exegetes and others who use their 

knowledge of a field to weigh things and adduce a solution to a problem. [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p314.] 

 The nature of scientific questions and problems. Often, scientists try to solve 

problems by answering at least three types of questions. First there are 

“what” questions: What does the fossil record look like? What is the half-life 

of uranium? Here scientists try to establish facts even if they cannot, even in 

principle, explain those facts. For example, scientists could try to establish 

what the rest mass is of some alleged ultimate particle, even if they do not 

believe there is a further explanation for why the rest mass is some specific 

value because the particle is taken as ultimate. Second, scientists answer 

“why” questions: Why do metals expand when heated? Here the focus is on 

stating the cause for some phenomenon (e.g., the efficient or final cause). 

Third, scientists answer “how” questions: How does light dislodge an 

electron from the surface of a metal? “How” questions are requests for a 

description of how it is that some cause accomplishes an effect. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p315, 316.] 

 Two things should be noted about these questions. First, disciplines outside 

of science ask and answer very similar types of questions. Second, scientific 

methodology is not exhausted by a search for answers to “how” questions. 

They also answer “what” and “why” questions. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p316.] 

 It is worth noting that the epistemological impact of anomalies for scientific 

theories is parallel to the impact of anomalies in areas outside science. For 

example, just exactly when is it no longer reasonable to believe in biblical 

inerrancy in light of anomalous data outside Scripture or problem passages? 

Answering this question is no easier in theology than in science. [J. P. 
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Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p316.] 

 First, there are internal conceptual problems. These arise when the concepts 

within a theory appear to be vague, ambiguous, circularly defined or 

contradictory. For example, some have argued that the wave-particle nature 

of electromagnetic radiation is contradictory, that the evolutionary pathway 

from reptile scales to bird feathers through a series of slightly changed 

intermediaries is unclear and vague, that the use of imaginary time by 

cosmologists such as Stephen Hawking is unintelligible and that “survival of 

the fittest” is circularly defined. The point is not that these objections have 

been decisive, but rather that they are examples of internal conceptual 

problems. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p316.] 

 First, there is the covering-law or inferential model of explanation made 

popular by Carl G. Hempel and Ernest Nagel. According to this view, two 

factors make an explanation a scientific one: the logical form of the 

explanation and the nature of the explanation’s premises. The terms 

explanans and explanandum mean, respectively, “that which does the 

explaining” and “that which is to be explained.” [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p317.] 

 There are compositional or structural explanations: the properties of an object 

are explained in terms of the properties or structural relations of its parts. 

There are historical explanations, which explain the properties and existence 

of an object in terms of the temporal development and history of the object 

and its ancestors. With functional explanations the capacities of an object are 

explained in terms of the function they play in some system— the function 

of x (the heart) is to do y (pump blood). Transitional explanations explain a 

change of state in some object in terms of some disturbance in the object and 

the state of the object at the time of the disturbance. Finally, there are 

intentional explanations, which explain the behavior of an organ ism or the 

existence of some state of affairs in terms of the beliefs, desires, fears and 

intentions of that organism. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p319, 
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320.] 

 There is no reason that can be derived from the nature of scientific explanation 

for why the same type of argument could not be used to explain some sort of 

phenomenon in biology or a related field, say in explaining the origin of life. 

Whether or not the explanation would be a good one would, of course, largely 

be a scientific question. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p320.] 

 In sum, falsificationism is the view that positive test results only show that the 

theory has so far not been falsified and that it is possibly true. Justification 

ism is the view that in one way or another, positive test results increase the 

probability that the theory is true and give it positive support. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p321, 322.] 

 For one thing, there are three basic ways to distinguish a law from a theory. 

One way is to hold that a theory is roughly a hypothesis and, if it becomes 

well confirmed, can graduate to the status of a law. On this view, the only 

difference between the two is that a theory should be held tentatively and a 

law should be held firmly; that is, the differences lie in their relative degree 

of epistemological strength. While this way of speaking is fairly popular, it 

is the least helpful for understanding the nature of scientific methodology 

and thus is not widely used among philosophers of science. A second way to 

distinguish a law from a theory focuses on their relative degrees of 

generality—a theory is broader in scope than is a law. (…) A third way to 

distinguish theories from laws is embraced especially by those 

 who hold to some form of scientific realism (see chap. 16) and who hold to 

the realist, causal model of scientific explanation discussed earlier in this 

chapter. On this view, laws merely describe the lawlike regularities that are 

observed in nature, and theories explain those regularities by offering a 

model for the theoretical entities, structures and processes thought to be 

causally responsible for those regularities. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p323.] 

 Two different types exist: extrinsic and intrinsic goals of science. Extrinsic 

goals are the motives or reasons that scientists do science—for example, to 
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glorify God, to exert power over nature, to protect the environment, etc. More 

important for assessing the truthfulness or epistemic strength of a scientific 

theory are intrinsic goals. These goals are the epistemic virtues that scientists 

seek: simple theories, empirically accurate theories and so forth. Further, part 

of understanding intrinsic scientific goals is how we should interpret a 

scientific law or theory that embodies various epistemic virtues and is, 

therefore, a “good” theory. Do scientists seek virtuous theories because they 

seek true theories that accurately describe the real world or do they seek 

virtuous theories because such theories work and are useful fictions? 

Scientific realists adopt the former view of intrinsic scientific goals, and 

scientific antirealists adopt the latter. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p324.] 

16 The Realism-Antirealism Debate 

 If scientific realism is accepted as the correct view of a scientific theory—for 

example, the idea that by employing the notion of imaginary time as 

something real, one can avoid postulating that the universe had a 

beginning—then if that theory seems to run counter to some theological 

affirmation, say, that the universe had a beginning, then Christians will either 

have to refute that scientific theory, adjust their understanding of the 

theological affirmation or adopt a different strategy. Thus much depends on 

what it means for a theory to be well established or successful. This, in turn, 

is related to the debate about realism and antirealism. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p327.] 

 However, if antirealism is adopted for and limited to scientific theories, then 

one would not take a well-established scientific theory to be true or 

approximately true—perhaps the theory is just a useful fiction—and there 

will be no pressure to adjust the truth of the theological affirmation. For 

example, if a theologian believes that all physical events have causes, and if 

quantum physics seems to deny this, then if quantum theory is taken in an 

antirealist way, there would be no need to adjust one’s view of causation. On 

the other hand, there may be dangers in adopting antirealism for scientific 

theories because, once this move is made, it may be difficult to limit 
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antirealism to scientific theories alone. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p328.] 

 Scientific realism was a minority view in the first half of the twentieth century, 

at least among the more vocal philosophers, but is now the majority position 

among current philosophers of science. Prominent scientific realists are 

Ernan McMullin, Richard Boyd, W. H. Newton-Smith, Karl Popper and Rom 

Harré. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p329.] 

 According to this argument, scientific realism is the best explanation for the 

fact that (1) our theories actually work (i.e., embody various epistemic 

virtues); (2) science makes progress in solving its problems; (3) often, a 

scientific theory will have a host of independent, empirical confirmations for 

it that converge together to support the theory, even if some of those 

empirical confirmations were not originally conceived as part of the domain 

for which the theory was thought to be responsible. Scientific realists claim 

that the best explanation for these three facts is that our theories succeed in 

laying hold of reality and giving at least approximately true descriptions of 

what really exists. For the scientific realist, it is because our theories capture 

the way the world is that those theories embody epistemic virtues, allow us 

to solve problems, obtain empirical confirmation and can be extended into 

new, previously unthought-of domains of investigation. If we abandon 

scientific realism, say its advocates, these facts about science can only be 

regarded as fortuitous miracles. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p332.] 

 Among other things, phenomenalism is an epistemological doctrine that 

includes a view about the nature of perception. It was discussed in chapter 

eight, and thus it will only be briefly treated here with special focus on the 

way phenomenalism relates to the nature of science. Phenomenalism is a 

view that was more popular earlier in this century. Major proponents of one 

form or another of phenomenalism have been Benjamin Brodie, Ernst Mach 

and A. S. Eddington. Essentially, phenomenalism is a radical empiricist 

theory of epistemology to the effect that all our knowledge is derived from 
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and is about immediate sensory experiences. Applied to science, the view 

implies that scientific knowledge is about what can be directly observed. Any 

thing or process that cannot be perceived cannot be supposed to exist for 

science. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p336.] 

 Operationalism, occasionally called operationism, is an approach to science 

very similar to phenomenalism. Its major proponent has been P. W. 

Bridgman (1882-1962). Whereas phenomenalism links scientific terms, laws 

and theories to actual or possible sensory experiences, operationalism links 

them to actual or possible laboratory operations. For the phenomenalist, 

scientific laws and theoretical terms really refer not to mind-independent 

entities and events but to mind-dependent sensations. For the operationalist, 

scientific laws and theoretical terms really refer to experimental activities 

and operations. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p337.] 

17 Philosophy and The Integration of Science and Theology 

 The theorist who maintains that science is the be-all and end-all—that what is 

not in science textbooks is not worth knowing—is an ideologist with a 

peculiar and distorted doctrine of his own. For him, science is no longer a 

sector of the cognitive enterprise but an all-inclusive world-view. This is the 

doctrine not of science but of scientism. To take this stance is not to celebrate 

science but to distort it. [NICHOLAS RESCHER, THE LIMITS OF 

SCIENCE] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p346.] 

 Scientism, expressed in the quotation by Rescher at the beginning of the 

chapter, is the view that science is the very paradigm of truth and rationality. 

If something does not square with currently well-established scientific 

beliefs, if it is not within the domain of entities appropriate for scientific 

investigation, or if it is not amenable to scientific methodology, then it is not 

true or rational. Everything outside of science is a matter of mere belief and 

subjective opinion, of which rational assessment is impossible. Science, 

exclusively and ideally, is our model of intellectual excellence. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p346, 347.] 
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 Strong scientism is the view that some proposition or theory is true and/or 

rational to believe if and only if it is a scientific proposition or theory; that 

is, if and only if it is a well-established scientific proposition or theory that, 

in turn, depends on its having been successfully formed, tested and used 

according to appropriate scientific methodology. There are no truths apart 

from scientific truths, and even if there were, there would be no reason 

whatever to believe them. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p347.] 

 Advocates of weak scientism allow for the existence of truths apart from 

science and are even willing to grant that they can have some minimal, 

positive rationality status without the support of science. But advocates of 

weak scientism still hold that science is the most valuable, most serious and 

most authoritative sector of human learning. Every other intellectual activity 

is inferior to science. Further, there are virtually no limits to science. There 

is no field into which scientific research cannot shed light. To the degree that 

some issue or belief outside science can be given scientific support or can be 

reduced to science, to that degree the issue or belief becomes rationally 

acceptable. Thus we have an intellectual and perhaps even a moral obligation 

to try to use science to solve problems in other fields that, heretofore, have 

been untouched by scientific methodology. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p347.] 

 Advocates of weak scientism are claiming that fields outside science gain if 

they are given scientific support and not vice versa. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p347.] 

 If either strong or weak scientism is true, this would have drastic implications 

for the integration of science and theology. If strong scientism is true, then 

theology is not a cognitive enterprise at all and there is no such thing as 

theological knowledge. If weak scientism is true, then the conversation 

between theology and science will be a monologue with theology listening 

to science and waiting for science to give it support. For thinking Christians, 

either of these alternatives is unacceptable. What, then, should we say about 

scientism? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 
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a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p347.] 

 Note first that strong scientism is self-refuting (see chap. 2 for a treatment of 

self-refutation). Strong scientism is not itself a proposition of science, but a 

second-order proposition of philosophy about science to the effect that only 

scientific propositions are true and/or rational to believe. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p347.] 

 First, scientism (in both forms) does not adequately allow for the task of 

stating and defending the necessary presuppositions for science itself to be 

practiced (assuming scientific realism). Thus scientism shows itself to be a 

foe and not a friend of science. Science cannot be practiced in thin air. In 

fact, science itself presupposes a number of substantive philosophical theses 

which must be assumed if science is even going to get off the runway. Now 

each of these assumptions has been challenged, and the task of stating and 

defending these assumptions is one of the tasks of philosophy. The 

conclusions of science cannot be more certain than the presuppositions it 

rests on and uses to reach those conclusions. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p348.] 

 Strong scientism rules out these presuppositions altogether because neither 

the presuppositions themselves nor their defense are scientific matters. Weak 

scientism misconstrues their strength in its view that scientific propositions 

have greater epistemic authority than those of other fields like philosophy. 

This would mean that the conclusions of science are more certain than the 

philosophical presuppositions used to justify and reach those conclusions, 

and that is absurd. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p348.] 

 John Kekes strikes at the heart of weak scientism: A successful argument for 

science being the paradigm of rationality must be based on the demonstration 

that the presuppositions of science are preferable to other presuppositions. 

That demonstration requires showing that science, relying on these 

presuppositions, is better at solving some problems and achieving some 

ideals than its competitors. But showing that cannot be the task of science. It 

is, in fact, one task of philosophy. Thus the enterprise of justifying the 
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presuppositions of science by showing that with their help science is the best 

way of solving certain problems and achieving some ideals is a necessary 

precondition of the justification of science. Hence philosophy, and not 

science, is a stronger candidate for being the very paradigm of rationality. 

[John Kekes, The Nature of Philosophy (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman & 

Littlefield, 1980), p. 158.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p348.] 

 Here is a list of some of the philosophical presuppositions of science: (1) the 

existence of a theory-independent, external world; (2) the orderly nature of 

the external world; (3) the knowability of the external world; (4) the 

existence of truth; (5) the laws of logic; (6) the reliability of our cognitive 

and sensory faculties to serve as truth gatherers and as a source of justified 

beliefs in our intellectual environment; (7) the adequacy of language to 

describe the world; (8) the existence of values used in science (e.g., “test 

theories fairly and report test results honestly”); (9) the uniformity of nature 

and induction; (10) the existence of numbers. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p348.] 

 The problem of induction is the problem of justifying such inferences. It is 

usually associated with David Hume. Here is his statement of it: It is 

impossible, therefore, that any arguments from experience can prove this 

resemblance of the past to the future, since all these arguments are founded 

on the supposition of that resemblance. Let the course of things be allowed 

hitherto ever so regular, that alone, without some new argument or inference, 

proves not that for the future it will continue so. In vain do you pretend to 

have learned the nature of bodies from your past experience. Their secret 

nature, and consequently, all their effects and influence, may change without 

any change in their sensible qualities. This happens sometimes, and with 

regard to some objects. Why may it not happen always, and with regard to 

all objects? What logic, what process of argument secures you against this 

supposition? My practice, you say, refutes my doubts. But you mistake the 

purport of my question. As an agent, I am quite satisfied in the point; but as 

a philosopher who has some share of curiosity, I will not say skepticism, I 

want to learn the foundation of this inference. [2David Hume, An Inquiry 

Concerning Human Understanding (1748; Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 
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1965), pp. 51-52 (section 4.2 in the original).] [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p349.] 

 Now the debate about the existence and nature of numbers is a philosophical 

one, and thus stating the debate and defending the existence of numbers is 

another philosophical task presuppositional to science. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p349.] 

 In sum, scientism in both forms is inadequate. There are domains of 

knowledge outside and independent of science, and while we have not shown 

this here, theology is one of those domains. How, then, should the domains 

of science and theology be integrated? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p350.] 

 According to these models: A. Science and theology focus on two distinct, 

nonoverlapping areas of investigation, viz. the natural and the supernatural. 

B. Science and theology involve two different, complementary approaches 

to and descriptions of the same reality from different perspectives. Each 

involves a different level of description, tells us different kinds of things, and 

uses a different vocabulary. Each level of description is complete at its own 

level without having gaps in its perspective. Nevertheless, each is only a 

partial description of the whole reality described. Science and theology do 

not directly interact with each other in epistemically positive or negative 

ways, but are complementary views of the total reality described. Science 

and theology only conflict if one field illicitly encroaches into the territory 

of the other field. C. Science can fill out details in theology or help to apply 

theological principles and vice versa. D. Theology provides the metaphysical 

and epistemological foundation for science by justifying or, at least, helping 

to justify the necessary presuppositions of science. E. Science provides the 

boundaries within which theology must work. Theology can do its work only 

after consulting science. Thus science can inform theology but not vice versa. 

F. Science and theology involve descriptions that can directly interact with 

each other in mutually reinforcing or competing ways. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 
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InterVarsity Press 2003, p350, 351.] 

 This leaves us with position (F), labeled theistic science. This view, more than 

any of the others, allows for the possibility that science and theology may 

directly interact with each other in epistemically positive or negative ways. 

That is, (F) implies that some propositions of theology may support or gain 

support from science or they may conflict with and count against a scientific 

belief or vice versa. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p352.] 

 The term evolution has several meanings. It may simply mean “change over 

time.” This sense of evolution is uncontroversial if taken to mean that 

microevolution has occurred, that is, that organisms can and have changed in 

various ways within certain limits. The second meaning of the term is the 

thesis of common descent: all organisms are related by common ancestry. 

This is sometimes called macroevolution, especially when coupled with the 

third meaning of evolution: the blind watchmaker thesis. This is a thesis 

about the mechanism of evolution, an explanation of how evolution in the 

first two senses has occurred. This thesis states that the processes of evolution 

are nonintelligent, purposeless and completely naturalistic (e.g., through 

mutation, natural selection, genetic drift). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p353.] 

 There are three main camps (with different subgroups within each camp) 

among Christians regarding the creation-evolution controversy. First, there 

is young earth creationism. Advocates of this view, like Duane Gish, Henry 

Morris and John Morris, hold that God’s work of creation took place in six 

literal, consecutive days of twenty-four hours and that the original creation 

of the universe took place recently, say ten to twenty thousand years ago. 

Moreover, most young earth creationists hold that the flood of Noah, 

understood as a universal deluge, is a major key for understanding the earth’s 

geological column. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p353.] 

 Second, there is progressive creationism (sometimes called “old earth 

creationists”), held by people such as Bernard Ramm, Walter Bradley and 

Hugh Ross, who hold that theistic evolution is scientifically and biblically 
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inadequate. More positively, they hold that there is strong scientific and 

biblical evidence for the claim that God has acted through primary causation 

to create at various times. Progressive creationists differ over just how often 

God has done this, but many progressive creationists say that God directly 

created each “kind” of organism (which is in need of more clarification), and 

most of them agree that God directly created “the heavens and earth,” first 

life (especially animal life) and Adam and Eve. Progressive creationists do 

not take the days of Genesis to be consecutive, literal twenty-four-hour 

periods, preferring instead to take them as long, unspecified periods of time 

or as six twenty-four-hour periods separated from each other by long periods 

of time. Either way, they view the age of the universe and earth in terms of 

billions of years, though most progressive creationists hold that Adam and 

Eve are recent creations. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p353.] 

 Finally, theistic evolutionism, represented by Howard J. Van Till and Richard 

Bube, generally holds that theology is complementary to science, that 

Scripture is not a science textbook, and that methodological naturalism 

(according to which answers to questions are sought only within nature, 

within the contingent created order) is the correct posture to take while doing 

science. Thus theistic evolution is the proper view to take regarding origins. 

Accordingly, the general theory of evolution is to be taken as approximately 

true. Most theistic evolutionists accept all three senses of evolution listed 

above, except they would modify sense three. They would hold that 

naturalistic processes were, indeed, operative in the creation of all life and 

these are complementary to God’s creative and providential activity. Some 

theistic evolutionists hold that when God created the world in the beginning, 

he caused it to have functional integrity— the created world had no gaps, no 

functional deficiencies that would require God to act through primary 

causation. Rather, God implanted potentialities in his original creation such 

that all the various kinds of creatures would arise through normal processes 

as these potentialities unfold. Others hold that God simply guides and 

sustains the widely accepted processes of evolution and creates through 

secondary causation solely by means of those processes. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p353, 354.] 
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 The main debate between young earth and progressive creationists is over the 

use of the Hebrew word yom (day) in Genesis, and thus over the age of the 

universe and earth and over the usefulness of the flood for doing geology. 

They are agreed, however, that the general theory of evolution is false and 

that some sort of theistic science is appropriate. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p354.] 

 Theistic evolutionists, on the other hand, usually hold that science 

presupposes methodological naturalism, that science and theology are 

complementary to each other, and that evolution is only a problem for 

Christians when it is coupled with philosophical naturalism as a broad 

worldview, that is, the doctrine that the natural world is all there is. Thus the 

dialogue among these groups is not merely one about scientific fact. It never 

has been, because beginning with Darwin himself, the creation-evolution 

controversy has significantly been a debate about philosophy of science: 

Should theology directly interact and enter into the very fabric of science or 

should science adopt methodological naturalism? [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p354.] 

 Thus theistic science can be understood as a research program that, among 

other things, utilizes the insights of theology, where appropriate, for doing 

science. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p354.] 

 Theology can provide propositions “from above” for guiding research and, in 

keeping with the hypothetico-deductive method, which can generate positive 

and negative test implications (e.g., that evidence of human origins should 

be found in the Mideast, that models of the universe entailing an infinite past 

like certain big bang models will be falsified). [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p355.] 

 Theology can provide and help solve external and internal conceptual 

problems (e.g., problems of overcoming the improbabilities of life 

originating by chance without a guiding intelligence). [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 
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InterVarsity Press 2003, p355.] 

 Theology can provide explanations for certain scientific problems and data. 

Some of these explanations involve the use of a primary causal act of God, 

and thus the use of personal agency (e.g., in solving the problem of gaps in 

the fossil record by noting that they are to be expected due to God’s primary 

causal activity in creating discrete “kinds” of organisms). Other explanations 

involve theological propositions that do not directly include personal agency 

(e.g., the notion of original sin to help explain different types of 

psychological defense mechanisms). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p355.] 

 Theology can shed light on various issues in the confirmation of scientific 

hypotheses in at least four ways: (a) by providing rationally justified 

background beliefs against which rational assessment of a specific scientific 

theory can be made (e.g., given the belief that man was created by a primary 

causal act of God, then various evidences for prehuman ancestral forms will 

carry less weight than they would without this background belief); (b) by 

yielding positive and negative results that can be tested (see [1] above); (c) 

by recommending certain methodological rules over others (e.g., prefer 

explanations of living organisms on a substance model over those that treat 

them as machines and property-things when the two come into conflict—see 

chap. 10); (d) by specifying a certain ranking of epistemic virtues in certain 

cases (e.g., in origin of life research, prefer theories that solve external and 

internal conceptual problems theologically to theories that claim to offer 

avenues fruitful in guiding research for naturalistic mechanisms as to how 

life arose). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p355.] 

 Theology can provide extrinsic goals for science (e.g., to glorify God, to show 

that our Scriptures are not in conflict with what it is reasonable to believe 

from sources outside them) and can help justify certain intrinsic goals for 

science (e.g., as we saw in chap. 16 with those Christian theists who use their 

theism to justify scientific realism and thus the goal of truth for scientific 

theories). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p355.] 
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 In recent years, a new movement has arisen called the intelligent design (ID) 

movement. Major participants in the ID movement are Phillip E. Johnson, 

Michael Behe, William Dembski, Jonathan Wells, Paul Nelson and Stephen 

Meyer. The ID movement rejects methodological naturalism and is 

committed to the in-principle legitimacy of theistic science. The ID 

movement is an entire approach to science, and as such it goes far beyond 

the topic of evolution. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p356.] 

 Regarding evolution, ID proponents are committed to two central claims: (1) 

The central issue is between an intelligent design hypothesis and the blind 

watchmaker thesis. According to the blind watchmaker thesis, there is no 

scientific evidence or intellectual justification for appealing to an intelligent 

designer in order to explain the history of life and the existence and nature of 

living things and their parts. Rather, nonintelligent, purposeless naturalistic 

processes are fully adequate to explain all the relevant scientific facts. 

Advocates of ID demur and believe an intelligent design model is superior 

to the blind watchmaker thesis. (2) The facts that justify an inference to an 

intelligent designer and the inference itself are properly construed as being 

within the domain of science. ID proponents reject methodological 

naturalism and accept theistic science. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p356.] 

 If theistic evolution is construed such that it includes a commitment to (1) the 

thesis of common descent (all life is related by a common ancestry), (2) the 

functional integrity of creation (subsequent to the initial creation of the 

universe, there are not gaps and God does not act in natural history by way 

of primary causal miracle) and (3) methodological naturalism, then theistic 

evolution is not compatible with ID theory. However, if theistic evolution is 

taken to include the first two commitments and not the third, then theistic 

evolution and ID theory are compatible. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p356.] 

 Dembski analyzes cases in which insurance employees, police and forensic 

scientists must determine whether a death was an accident (no intelligent 
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cause) or brought about intentionally (done on purpose by an intelligent 

agent). According to Dembski, whenever three factors are present, scientific 

investigators are rationally obligated to draw the conclusion that the event 

was brought about intentionally: (1) The event was contingent, that is, even 

though it took place, it did not have to happen. (2) The event had a small 

probability of happening. (3) The event is capable of independent 

specifiability. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p357.] 

 Dembski and other ID theorists argue that the fine-tuning of the universe, the 

biological information in living organisms, and other phenomena justify the 

scientific inference of an intelligent designer. Thus ID theorists accept 

theistic science and reject methodological naturalism. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p358.] 

 Many Christian theists believe that in the natural sciences (defined ostensibly 

as the sciences of chemistry, physics, biology, geology and other branches of 

science usually taken to be the “hard” or “natural” sciences) one ought to 

adopt methodological naturalism. In one form or another, this position has 

been advanced by Howard J. Van Till, Charles Hummel, and Paul de Vries. 

[See Howard J. Van Till, Robert E. Snow, John H. Stek and Davis A. Young, 

Portraits of Creation (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990); Charles E. 

Hummel, The Galileo Connection (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 

1986); Paul de Vries, “Naturalism in the Natural Sciences: A Christian 

Perspective,” Christian Scholar’s Review 15 (1986): 388-96.] [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p358.] 

 The goal of natural science: The goal of natural science is to explain 

contingent natural phenomena strictly in terms of other contingent natural 

phenomena. Explanations should refer only to natural objects and events and 

not to the personal choices and actions of human and divine agents. Natural 

science seeks knowledge of the physical properties, behavior and formative 

history of the physical world. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p358.] 
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 Methodological versus philosophical naturalism. Within science, we should 

adopt methodological naturalism, according to which answers to questions 

are sought within nature, within the contingent created order. For example, 

in describing how two charged electrodes separate hydrogen and oxygen gas 

when placed in water, the “God hypothesis” is both unnecessary and out of 

place. The physical universe—the world of atoms, subatomic particles and 

things made of atoms—is the proper object of scientific study, and 

methodological naturalism is the proper method for pursuing that study. 

Philosophical naturalism, on the other hand, is the philosophical doctrine that 

the natural world is all there is and that God, angels and the like do not exist. 

Science presupposes methodological naturalism but not philosophical 

naturalism, and the two should not be confused. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p358.] 

 Philip Kitcher, no friend of creationism, admits this: Moreover, variants of 

Creationism were supported by a number of eminent nineteenth-century 

scientists. . . . These Creationists trusted that their theories would accord with 

the Bible, interpreted in what they saw as a correct way. However, that fact 

does not affect the scientific status of those theories. Even postulating an 

unobserved Creator need be no more unscientific than postulating 

unobservable particles. What matters is the character of the proposals and the 

ways in which they are articulated and defended. The great scientific 

Creationists of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries offered problem-

solving strategies for many of the questions addressed by evolutionary 

theory. [Philip Kitcher, Abusing Science: The Case Against Creationism 

(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1982), p. 125.] [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p360.] 

 Now some branches of science—for example, SETI (the search for 

extraterrestrial intelligence), archeology, forensic science, psychology and 

sociology— use personal agency and various internal states of agents 

(desires, willings, intentions, beliefs) as part of their description of the causal 

entities cited in their explanations of the things they try to explain. This is 

especially true in the historical sciences as opposed to the empirical sciences. 
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Thus there is nothing nonscientific about appealing to divine agency in 

creationist explanations of certain phenomena such as the origin of the 

universe, first life and human beings. At the very least, such an appeal cannot 

be faulted as nonscientific on the grounds that it involves an agent causal 

explanation and not an explanation in terms of subsumption under natural 

law. Moreover, such an appeal to divine agency may be especially (but not 

solely) appropriate where there are theological reasons to believe God acted 

through primary and not secondary causes. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p361.] 

 For example, one often finds Darwin and other evolutionists making claims 

to the effect that if God were an optimal, efficient designer who was also free 

to use variety in his designing activities, then certain biological structures 

(e.g., homologous structures like the forelimbs of birds, porpoises and 

humans that have a similar structure but serve different purposes) would not 

be present because they are not very efficient nor do they show much 

creativity. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p361.] 

 Finally, as we noted above, advocates of ID theory practice theistic science 

without being committed one way or another to gaps in the history of the 

cosmos. According to ID advocates, one can use science to discover the 

products of intelligent design without having any idea how those products 

came about. Critics who raise a “god-of-the-gaps” objection against theistic 

science fail take into account ID theory. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p364.] 

 As Richard Dickerson put it, “The most insidious evil of supernatural 

creationism is that it stifles curiosity and therefore blunts the intellect.” 

[Richard E. Dickerson, “The Game of Science: Reflections After Arguing 

with Some Rather Overwrought People,” Perspectives on Science and 

Christian Faith 44 (June 1992): 137.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p364.] 

 Nicholas Rescher has pointed out: One way in which a body of knowledge S 
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can deal with a question is, of course, by answering it. Yet another, 

importantly different, way in which S can deal with a question is by 

disallowing it. S disallows [Q] when there is some presupposition of Q that 

S does not countenance: given S, we are simply not in a position to raise Q. 

[Nicholas Rescher, The Limits of Science (Berkeley: University of 

California Press, 1984), p. 22.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p365.] 

18 Philosophy of Time and Space 

 In fact, Newton makes quite clear in the General Scholium to the Principia, 

which he added in 1713, that absolute time and space are constituted by the 

divine attributes of eternity and omnipresence. He writes: He [God] is eternal 

and infinite; . . . that is, his duration reaches from eternity to eternity; his 

presence from infinity to infinity. . . . He is not eternity and infinity, but 

eternal and infinite; he is not duration or space, but he endures and is present. 

He endures forever, and is everywhere present; and, by existing always and 

everywhere, he constitutes duration and space. Since every particle of space 

is always, and every indivisible moment of duration is everywhere, certainly 

the Maker and Lord of all things cannot be never and nowhere. [Newton, 

Mathematical Principles, 2:545.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p375.] 

Part V Ethics 

19 Ethics, Morality and Metaethics 

 Ethics can be understood as the philosophical study of morality, which is 

concerned with our beliefs and judgments regarding right and wrong 

motives, attitudes, character and conduct. When an ethicist studies morality, 

certain value concepts are the center of focus: “right,” “wrong,” “good,” 

“bad,” “ought,” “duty,” “virtuous,” “blameworthy” and so on. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p393.] 

 The following have been offered by a number of philosophers as a set of 

necessary (and/or sufficient) conditions for defining morality: 1. A judgment 



[86] 

is moral only if it is accepted as a supremely authoritative, overriding guide 

to conduct, attitudes and motives. (...) 2. A judgment is moral only if it is a 

prescriptive imperative that recommends actions, attitudes and motives and 

not merely a factual description about actions, attitudes and motives. (...) 3. 

A judgment is moral only if it is universalizable, that is, if it applies equally 

to all relevantly similar situations. (...) 4. A judgment is moral only if it makes 

reference to proper human flourishing, human dignity, the welfare of others, 

the prevention of harm and the provision of benefit. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p394, 395.] 

 Metaethics involves two main areas of investigation. First, metaethics focuses 

on the meaning and reference of crucial ethical terms, such as right and 

wrong, good and bad, ought and ought not, duty, and so on. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p396.] 

 Noncognitivism denies that moral statements (e.g., “X is right”) are indicative 

statements that can be either true or false. Consider the statement “The apple 

is red.” This is an indicative statement. It asserts an alleged fact which has 

ontological implications. It asserts that there is an apple that exists and has 

an existent property, redness, in it. So indicative statements have ontological 

implications. Further, they can be either true or false. In this case, if the apple 

really is red, the statement is true. If the apple were green, it would be false. 

So indicative statements are cognitive in the sense that they can be either true 

or false, and they have ontological implications because they assert that some 

state of affairs obtains in the world. Noncognitivist theories or moral 

statements, however, deny that moral statements are either true or false and 

that moral statements have ontological implications. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p398.] 

 Imperativalism/prescriptivism agrees with emotivists that moral statements 

are not indicative statements of fact. But they do not think that moral 

statements are expressions of feeling. Rather, they hold that moral statements 

are merely moral commands whose sole function is to guide action. “X is 

right” is merely the command “Do x!” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 
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Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p398.] 

 Cognitivism holds that moral statements make truth claims because they are 

indicative statements that convey descriptive factual information: the 

statement “x is right” can be either true or false. Nevertheless, cognitivist 

theories of the meaning of moral statements differ in what they identify as 

the object that ethical statements describe. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p400.] 

 Subjectivism holds that moral statements convey information about the 

speaker of the moral statement. According to private subjectivism, “x is 

right” states the psychological fact that “I like x.” This differs from 

emotivism. Emotivism holds that moral statements merely express feelings. 

Private subjectivism, however, holds that moral statements do not express 

feelings but describe the psychological state of the speaker. An expression of 

feeling cannot be false. But if person A says “I dislike x,” then this can be 

false if A really likes x but does not want to admit it. Cultural relativism is 

the view that statements like “x is right” state the sociological fact that “We 

in our culture like x.” [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p400.] 

 Ethical naturalism is a reductionist view that holds that ethical terms 

(goodness, worth and right) can be defined by or reduced to natural, scientific 

properties that are biological, psychological, sociological or physical in 

nature. For example, according to ethical naturalism the term right in “X is 

right” means one of the following: “What is approved by most people”; 

“What most people desire”; “What is approved by an impartial, ideal 

observer”; “What maximizes desire or interest”; “What furthers human 

survival.” The important point here is that these moral terms and moral 

properties are not irreducibly moral in nature. Moral properties (e.g., worth, 

goodness or rightness) turn out to be properties that are biological or 

psychological. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p401.] 

 Ethical nonnaturalism is the only view we have considered that holds that 

irreducible moral facts and properties really exist as part of the furniture of 
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the universe. In addition to natural properties (redness and so forth), there are 

moral properties (rightness, goodness, worth), which persons and acts have 

and which moral statements ascribe to persons and acts. “X is right” ascribes 

an unanalyzable, irreducible moral property to X, just as “The apple is red” 

ascribes the natural property redness to the apple. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p401.] 

 Mackie argues: If there were objective values, then they would be entities or 

qualities or relations of a very strange sort, utterly different from anything 

else in the universe. Correspondingly, if we were aware of them, it would 

have to be by some special faculty of moral perception or intuition, utterly 

different from our ordinary ways of knowing everything else. [J. L. Mackie, 

Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong (New York: Penguin, 1977), p. 38.] [J. 

P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p402.] 

 Mackie’s objection is a mere assertion of bias in favor of naturalism. It seems 

reasonable to say that if a physicalist version of philosophical naturalism is 

true, then objective moral values do not exist. But it is often the case in 

philosophy that one person’s modus ponens is another’s modus tollens. 

Mackie would affirm the antecedent and deny the objectivity of moral values. 

However, an opponent would deny the consequence and thus deny that a 

physicalist version of philosophical naturalism is true. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p402.] 

20 Ethical Relativism and Absolutism 

 Louis Pojman observes: Eskimos allow their elderly to die by starvation, 

whereas we believe that this practice is morally wrong. The Spartans of 

ancient Greece believed, and Dobu of New Guinea believe today, that 

stealing is morally right, but we believe that it is wrong. The Nuer of East 

Africa throw deformed infants to the hippopotamus, but we abhor 

infanticide. Ruth Benedict describes a tribe in Melanesia that views 

cooperation and kindness as vices, and Colin Turnbull had documented that 

the Ik in Northern Uganda have no sense of duty toward their children or 

parents. Some societies make it a duty for children to kill (sometimes 
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strangle) their aging parents. Eskimos sometimes abandon their elderly as 

they move on to new locations. Sexual practices vary over time and clime. 

Some cultures permit homosexual behavior, whereas others condemn it. 

Some cultures practice cannibalism, whereas we detest it. Cultural relativism 

is well documented, and custom seems “king o’er all.” [Louis P. Pojman, 

Ethics: Discovering Right and Wrong (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth, 1990), 

p. 19.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p406, 407.] 

 In general, a fact or factual belief involves a description about the way the 

world is: empirically, metaphysically, religiously. Some descriptions have 

nothing to do with morality, such as, “The lamp is on the desk.” If a 

descriptive statement does involve morality, then it is a statement about 

morality; for example, “Most people in America think racism is wrong.” In 

contrast, a value or value belief involves the adherence to some moral 

proposition that prescribes what morally ought to be. An “ought” statement 

makes a prescription. Moral, prescriptive statements are statements of 

morality, e.g., “Racism is wrong” or “Racism is morally permissible.” [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p407.] 

 Differences in factual beliefs can play a decisive role in ethical disagreements. 

For example, when a Jehovah’s Witness refuses a blood transfusion and dies, 

does this imply that he or she accepts the moral appropriateness of suicide? 

Not at all. Jehovah’s Witnesses may agree with others that suicide is morally 

forbidden. But because they believe that God disapproves of eating blood 

and transfusions are examples of eating blood, these religious factual beliefs 

lead them to the following position: An act of refusing a blood transfusion is 

not an act of suicide but rather an act of sacrificing one’s life for God. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p408.] 

 First, a moral dispute can be about a factual difference. For example, debates 

about abortion sometimes involve debates about whether the fetus is a person 

or a human being. Such a debate is a factual debate, not primarily a moral 

one, though of course it has serious moral implications. Both sides in the 

debate can agree that murder or manslaughter is wrong, but they differ about 
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whether abortion is murder or manslaughter because they have different 

factual beliefs about the status of the fetus. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p408.] 

 To begin with, a value difference can occur when one side affirms and the 

other side denies a moral proposition, such as the proposition that it is wrong 

to intentionally kill an innocent human being. On the other hand, a value 

difference can occur when both sides accept two or more moral principles, 

but weigh their relative strengths differently. For example, the right to life 

and the right to choice could both be embraced by each side of the abortion 

debate, but the two sides weigh them differently. Pro-life advocates could 

hold that the right to life takes precedence over the right to choose, and pro-

choice advocates could reverse this order. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p408, 409.] 

 Someone could respond that sometimes the fact that people cannot agree 

about something shows that there is no real fact of the matter at stake, that is, 

that no one is right and no one is wrong. On the other hand, from the simple 

existence of unresolved disagreements about something it still does not 

follow that no one is right. This further conclusion needs to be argued for, 

not merely asserted. Moreover, if a case can be made for true moral values 

(see below), then the presence of disagreements in moral views shows 

something other than the relative truth value of moral statements—for 

example, that people often form their moral views for self-serving, sinful 

reasons. Finally, ethical differences may not be as widespread as many 

people think. This leads to a second observation. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p409.] 

 A second ethical thesis is called normative relativism or ethical relativism. 

This substantive moral thesis holds that everyone ought to act in accordance 

with the agent’s own society’s code. What is right for one society is not 

necessarily right for another society. (…) Put differently, normative 

relativism implies that moral propositions are not simply true or false. Rather, 

the truth values of moral principles themselves are relative to the beliefs of a 
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given culture. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p410.] 

 The majority of moral philosophers and theologians do not embrace 

normative relativism because of the seriousness of the criticisms raised 

against it. First, it is difficult to define what a society is or to specify in a 

given case what the relevant society is. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p410.] 

 Second, a related objection is the fact that we are often simultaneously a 

member of several different societies that may hold different moral values: 

our nuclear or extended family; our neighborhood, school, church or social 

clubs; our place of employment; our town, state, country and the international 

community. Which society is the relevant one? What if I am simultaneously 

members of two societies and one allows but the other forbids a certain moral 

action? What do I do in this case? [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p410.] 

 Third, normative relativism suffers from a problem known as the reformer’s 

dilemma. If normative relativism is true, then it is logically impossible for a 

society to have a virtuous, moral reformer like Jesus Christ, Gandhi or Martin 

Luther King Jr. Why? Moral reformers are members of a society who stand 

outside that society’s code and pronounce a need for reform and change in 

that code. However, if an act is right if and only if it is in keeping with a 

given society’s code, then the moral reformer is by definition an immoral 

person, for his views are at odds with those of his society. Moral reformers 

must always be wrong because they go against the code of their society. But 

any view that implies moral reformers are impossible is defective. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p411.] 

 A fourth thesis often associated with ethical relativism is ethical skepticism. 

This is the view that no one’s ethical beliefs are true, or even if they are, no 

one is ever in a position to know that they are true. There are two main 

versions of ethical skepticism: an epistemological version and an ontological 

one. The epistemological version does not state that there are no objective 
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moral values that are true; it merely holds that even if such values exist, we 

can never know what they are. The ontological version of ethical skepticism 

claims that there is no moral knowledge because there are simply no 

objective moral truths to be known. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p413.] 

 First, one could adopt the standpoint of particularism and claim that it is self-

evidently true that some things are simply right or wrong—mercy as such is 

a virtue; rape as such is wrong. The skeptic could respond that this claim is 

question-begging. He could ask us how we know these things are wrong. The 

particularist could reply that one does not need a criterion that tells us how 

we know the above claims before we are rationally entitled to make them. 

Further, we have more grounds for believing that mercy as such is a virtue 

than we have for believing that ethical skepticism is true. Thus the burden of 

proof seems to be on the skeptic in this case. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p413.] 

 A statement is self-refuting if it falsifies itself and thus cannot be true. The 

statements “I do not exist,” “There are no truths whatever,” “I cannot utter a 

sentence in English” (uttered in English) are all selfrefuting. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p414.] 

 Finally, if ethical skepticism is true, one cannot recommend any moral 

behavior whatever, including toleration of different moral opinions or even 

the alleged moral obligation to be skeptical. One cannot deny the existence 

or knowability of moral “oughts” in one breath and affirm a moral “ought” 

in the next breath; at least one cannot do this and remain consistent. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p414.] 

 To understand this position, we need to make a distinction between a formal 

and a material moral principle. A formal principle states necessary conditions 

for the thing in question and gives the structure of that thing. It can be likened 

to the mold used to form a statue. It provides the necessary structure for what 

that statue will be like, but by itself it is not a statue. A material principle 
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states a sufficient condition for the thing in question and gives its content. 

The material principle is like the content you pour into the mold to get the 

statue. The whole statue is a combination of its formal and material principle. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p414.] 

 Combinatorial relativism is view that combines a formal principle, taken as a 

moral absolute, with a material principle that is taken to be relative. For 

example, some versions of combinatorial relativism state that we ought to 

respect creatures with biographical lives, or that we have a duty to pursue the 

good life and to allow others to do the same, or we have a duty not to harm 

others. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p414.] 

 According to the classical sense of the principle of tolerance, a person holds 

that his own moral views are true and those of his opponent are false. But he 

still respects his opponent as a person and his right to make a case for his 

views. Thus someone has a duty to tolerate a different moral view, not in the 

sense of thinking it is morally correct, but quite the opposite, in the sense that 

a person will continue to value and respect one’s opponent, to treat him with 

dignity, to recognize his right to argue for and propagate his ideas and so 

forth. Strictly speaking, on the classic view, one tolerates persons, not their 

ideas. In this sense, even though someone disapproves of another’s moral 

beliefs and practices, he or she will not inappropriately interfere with them. 

However, it is consistent with this view that a person judges his opponent’s 

views to be wrong and dedicates himself to doing everything morally 

appropriate to counteract those views, such as using argument and 

persuasion. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p415, 416.] 

 The modern version of tolerance, popular in the general culture, goes beyond 

the classical version in claiming that one should not even judge that other 

people’s viewpoints are wrong. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p416.] 

 What does it mean to claim that some moral principle P is an absolute? There 

are at least three answers to this question. First, one can mean that P is 
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objectively and unchangingly true irrespective of the beliefs of individuals 

or cultures. Someone who holds this form of absolutism would embrace one 

or more of the following: (1) Moral statements have truth values which make 

no reference to the beliefs of individuals or cultures. (2) There are objectively 

good/bad arguments for the truth of moral positions people take. (3) 

Nonmoral facts (e.g., persons exist) and moral facts (irreducibly moral 

properties like goodness) are relevant to the assessment of the truth value of 

moral statements. (4) When two moral statements conflict, only one can be 

true. (5) There is a single true morality. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p416.] 

 A second understanding of an absolute is as follows. A moral absolute is true 

and completely exceptionless. This is sometimes put by saying that a moral 

absolute is universalizable: it is equally binding on all people at all times in 

relevantly similar circumstances. An exception to a moral principle is a case 

in which that principle normally applies, but for some reason it does not 

apply in this particular instance. On this understanding of a moral absolute, 

moral principles have no exceptions. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p417.] 

 First, since one must either be a relativist or an absolutist, then arguments 

against relativism count as arguments for absolutism. An absolutist can try 

to show that the various forms of relativism are inadequate and use this as 

evidence for absolutism. For example, one can point out that if absolutes are 

denied, then morally unacceptable and irrational consequences follow. For 

example, if there are no absolutes, one could argue, then what Hitler and the 

Nazis did to the Jews was not plain and simply wrong, but only wrong in 

some lesser, relative sense. If this conclusion is unacceptable, then the 

premise that led to it (there are no absolutes) must be false. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p421.] 

 Second, one can try to show that absolutes are to be expected, given that a 

certain worldview is judged reasonable. For example, theists or Platonists 

(those who hold that objective properties and propositions, including moral 
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ones, exist whether or not they come from some divine being) could cite the 

fact that their worldview has this result: Absolute morality is at home in their 

conceptions of the world and is to be expected. On the other hand, 

physicalistic or naturalistic worldviews labor to justify moral absolutes in a 

way not necessary for theism or Platonism, because objective moral 

properties and propositions that refer to human beings are odd and surprising 

within their worldview. This type of argument moves the debate to the level 

of general worldview and the relationship between a worldview and 

objective morality. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p421.] 

 Finally, one can seek to justify belief in the existence of moral absolutes by 

appealing to fundamental, basic, moral intuitions. We have already had 

occasion to see examples of this strategy. The moral relativist can respond 

that such appeals are question-begging. The issue boils down to different 

views of the burden of proof regarding moral relativism (cf. chap. 4). The 

absolutist believes that there are more grounds for believing these basic 

intuitions than there are for believing that relativism is true. The mere fact 

that it is logically possible that he or she is wrong is not sufficient to grant 

victory to the relativist. The relativist holds the opposite view and claims that 

the possibility of error is sufficient to justify abandonment of the claim to 

know that certain moral propositions are objectively true. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p421.] 

 Princeton philosopher Saul Kripke once remarked that it was difficult to see 

what could be said more strongly for a view than that it squared with one’s 

basic, reflective intuitions. Kripke’s remark reminds us that in philosophy, 

ethical theory included, intuitions play an important role. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p422.] 

 What is an intuition? The philosophical use of intuition does not mean a mere 

hunch or a prereflective expression of, say, a moral attitude. Nor is it a way 

of playing it safe, as when one says, “My intuition tells me that P is true but 

I really don’t know, and if you chose to accept P, you do so at your own risk.” 

While philosophers differ over a precise definition of intuitions, a common 
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usage defines an intuition as an immediate, direct awareness or acquaintance 

with something. An intuition is a mode of awareness—sensory, intellectual 

or otherwise— in which something seems or appears to be directly present 

to one’s consciousness. For example, one can have a sensory intuition of a 

table or an intellectual intuition of a conceptual truth, for instance, that 2 + 2 

= 4. Intuitions are not infallible, but they are prima facie justified. That is, if 

one carefully reflects on something, and a certain viewpoint intuitively seems 

to be true, then one is justified in believing that viewpoint in the absence of 

overriding counterarguments (which will ultimately rely on alternative 

intuitions). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p422.] 

21 Normative Ethical Theories: Egoism and Utilitarianism 

 Roughly, deontological ethics focuses on right and wrong moral actions and 

moral laws and holds that some moral acts and rules are intrinsically right or 

wrong irrespective of the consequences produced by doing those acts or 

following those rules. According to deontological ethics, morality is its own 

point, at least in part, and moral duty should be done for its own sake. By 

contrast, virtue ethics focuses on the nature and formation of a good person, 

and the sort of dispositions and character traits that constitute the good 

person. According to virtue ethics, the good person is the one who is 

functioning properly, that is, as a human ought to function and thus is one 

who is skilled at life. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p446.] 

 The term deontology comes from the Greek word deon, which means 

“binding duty.” Accordingly, the essence of deontological approaches to 

ethics lies in the notion that duty should be done for duty’s sake. Moral 

rightness or duty is, in part, independent of the nonmoral good realized in the 

consequences of moral acts. On this view, a moral act is right when it 

conforms to the relevant, correct principle of moral duty. A correct principle 

of moral duty is one that is intrinsically right or derived from a principle that 

is intrinsically right. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p447.] 

 Something has intrinsic value just in case it is valuable as an end in itself—

for example, friendship. Something has instrumental value just in case it is 
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valuable as a means to an end—for example, money. Some things can 

exemplify both kinds of value. Thus friendship is intrinsically good and also 

a means to pleasure. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p447.] 

 Moral value, sometimes called rightness, is the value possessed by moral acts 

and rules. Nonmoral value, sometimes called goodness, is the value 

possessed by things besides moral acts and rules—for example, pleasure, 

beauty, health, friendship. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p447.] 

 Now according to utilitarianism, rightness is merely an instrumental value, 

that is, rightness is simply a means for obtaining goodness, namely, the 

maximization of utility, which, as we saw in chapter twenty-one, has been 

defined differently by various advocates of utilitarianism. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p447.] 

 On a deontological theory, persons have intrinsic value simply as such and 

ought not be treated solely as a means to an end. According to utilitarianism, 

persons do not have intrinsic value; rather, they have value as units that 

contain utility. On this view, persons do not have intrinsic value simply as 

persons. Rather, they are in some sense “bundles of nonmoral good,” and as 

such they have value insofar as they exemplify pleasure, health and so forth. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p448.] 

 Regarding social relationships, utilitarianism implies that there is one 

fundamental moral relationship between people, namely, the relationship of 

benefactor to beneficiary. On this view, people relate to each other morally 

as recipients or creators of utility. On a deontological view, there is a wide 

range of special social relationships that create their own special, intrinsic 

moral duties: parent-child, promisor-promisee, employer-employee and so 

forth. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p448.] 

 In these moral actions, we may distinguish four things: a motive, an intent, a 

means, and a consequence. A motive is why one acts. Jack’s motive was a 

feeling of love; Jill’s was greed. An intent is what act one actually performs. 
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The intent answers the question “What sort of act was it?” Jack’s intent was 

to show kindness toward his grandmother and he performed an act of 

kindness. Jill’s intent was to secure a place in the will, and her act was one 

of attempting to secure that place. The means is the way an agent purposely 

carries out his or her intention. Jack and Jill each perform the same means, 

namely, each spends the afternoon visiting with the grandmother. Finally, the 

consequence is the state of affairs produced by the act. In each case, the 

grandmother was cheered up. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p448.] 

 For the utilitarian, the consequences of the act are the sole intrinsic factor that 

determines its moral worth. Means are evaluated according to their 

effectiveness in securing the maximization of utility. Intentions and motives 

are assessed morally in the same way. Intentions and motives receive moral 

praise and blame not because some are intrinsically right or wrong, but on 

the basis of whether or not those acts of moral praise or blame will 

themselves maximize utility. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p449.] 

 Virtue theory, also called aretaic ethics (from the Greek word arete3, 

“virtue”), has a long and distinguished pedigree, going back to Aristotle and 

Plato, running through Thomas Aquinas, and including many contemporary 

advocates. Virtue ethicists sometimes claim that deontological ethics fails 

because it abstracts from the moral agent himself, it focuses entirely on doing 

the right things instead of on being a good person, and it provides little 

guidance for understanding how to develop ethical character and moral 

motivation. By contrast, central to virtue ethics is the question of what a good 

person is and how a good person is developed. Further, the claim is made 

that deontological ethics places too much emphasis on moral autonomy, 

whereas virtue theory includes an emphasis on community and relationships. 

[J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p454.] 
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Part VI Philosophy of Religion and Philosophical Theology 

23 The Existence of God I 

 Within the discipline of philosophy of religion certain standard topics have 

emerged, such as the nature of religious language (Do sentences having 

religious content make factual assertions which are either true or false?); 

religious epistemology (How can one can be justified or warranted in 

believing religious truth claims?); the existence of God (Is there such a being 

as God?); the coherence of theism (Does the concept of God make sense?); 

the problem of evil (Does the suffering in the world preclude God’s 

existence?); comparative religions (How are the religious truth claims of 

other religious faiths to be evaluated?); the problem of miracles (How should 

divine action in the natural world be understood?); the soul and immortality 

(What is the nature of man and life after death?); religious experience (Can 

we experience God and how?); and revealed religious doctrines (How are we 

to understand doctrines such as the Trinity, the Incarnation, heaven and hell, 

providence, predestination, biblical inspiration and a host of other 

doctrines?). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p464.] 

 The cosmological argument is a family of arguments that seek to demonstrate 

the existence of a Sufficient Reason or First Cause of the existence of the 

cosmos. The roll of the defenders of this argument reads like a Who’s Who 

of western philosophy: Plato, Aristotle, ibn Sina, al-Ghazali, Maimonides, 

Anselm, Aquinas, Scotus, Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz and Locke, to name 

but some. The arguments can be grouped into three basic types: the kalam 

cosmological argument for a First Cause of the beginning of the universe, the 

Thomist cosmological argument for a sustaining Ground of Being of the 

world, and the Leibnizian cosmological argument for a Sufficient Reason 

why something exists rather than nothing. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p465.] 

 A simple statement of a Leibnizian cosmological argument runs as follows: 

1. Every existing thing has an explanation of its existence, either in the 

necessity of its own nature or in an external cause. 2. If the universe has an 

explanation of its existence, that explanation is God. 3. The universe is an 
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existing thing. 4. Therefore the explanation of the existence of the universe 

is God. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p] 

 The kalam cosmological argument may be formulated as follows: 1. Whatever 

begins to exist has a cause. 2. The universe began to exist. 3. Therefore, the 

universe has a cause. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p468.] 

 This objection, however, is based on misunderstandings. In the first place, not 

all scientists agree that subatomic events are uncaused. A great many 

physicists today are quite dissatisfied with the Copenhagen interpretation of 

subatomic physics and are exploring deterministic theories like that of David 

Bohm. Thus subatomic physics is not a proven exception to premise (1). 

Second, even on the traditional, indeterministic interpretation, particles do 

not come into being out of nothing. They arise as spontaneous fluctuations 

of the energy contained in the subatomic vacuum, which constitutes an 

indeterministic cause of their origination. Third, the same point can be made 

about theories of the origin of the universe out of a primordial vacuum. 

Popular magazine articles touting such theories as getting “something from 

nothing” simply do not understand that the vacuum is not nothing but rather 

a sea of fluctuating energy endowed with a rich structure and subject to 

physical laws. Thus there is no basis for the claim that quantum physics 

proves that things can begin to exist without a cause, much less that universe 

could have sprung into being uncaused from literally nothing. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p469.] 

 Other critics have said that premise (1) is true only for things in the universe, 

but it is not true of the universe itself. But the argument’s defender may reply 

that this objection misconstrues the nature of the premise. Premise (1) does 

not state merely a physical law like the law of gravity or the laws of 

thermodynamics, which are valid for things within the universe. Premise (1) 

is not a physical principle. Rather, premise (1) is a metaphysical principle: 

being cannot come from nonbeing; something cannot come into existence 

uncaused from nothing. The principle therefore applies to all of reality, and 

it is thus metaphysically absurd that the universe should pop into being 
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uncaused out of nothing. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p469.] 

 Premise (2), The universe began to exist, has been supported by both 

deductive philosophical arguments and inductive scientific arguments. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p470.] 

 The first of four arguments for this premise that we will consider is the 

argument based on the impossibility of the existence of an actual infinite. It 

may be formulated as follows: 1. An actual infinite cannot exist. 2. An 

infinite temporal regress of physical events is an actual infinite. 3. Therefore 

an infinite temporal regress of physical events cannot exist. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p470.] 

 In order to assess this argument, it will be helpful to define some terms. By an 

actual infinite, the argument’s defender means any collection having at a time 

t a number of definite and discrete members that is greater than any natural 

number {0, 1, 2, 3, . . .}. This notion is to be contrasted with a potential 

infinite, which is any collection having at any time t a number of definite and 

discrete members that is equal to some natural number but which over time 

increases endlessly toward infinity as a limit. By exist proponents of the 

argument mean “have extra-mental existence,” or “be instantiated in the real 

world.” By a “physical event,” they mean any change occurring within the 

space-time universe. Since any change takes time, there are no instantaneous 

events. Neither could there be an infinitely slow event, since such an “event” 

would in reality be a changeless state. Therefore, any event will have a finite, 

nonzero duration. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p470.] 

 Take, for example, Hilbert’s Hotel, a product of the mind of the great German 

mathematician David Hilbert. As a warm-up, let us first imagine a hotel with 

a finite number of rooms. Suppose, furthermore, that all the rooms are full. 

When a new guest arrives asking for a room, the proprietor apologizes, 

“Sorry, all the rooms are full,” and that is the end of the story. But now let us 

imagine a hotel with an infinite number of rooms and suppose once more that 

all the rooms are full. There is not a single vacant room throughout the entire 
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infinite hotel. Now suppose a new guest shows up, asking for a room. “But 

of course!” says the proprietor, and he immediately shifts the person in room 

#1 into room #2, the person in room #2 into room #3, the person in room #3 

into room #4 and so on, out to infinity. As a result of these room changes, 

room #1 now becomes vacant, and the new guest gratefully checks in. But 

remember, before he arrived, all the rooms were full! Equally curious, 

according to the mathematicians, there are now no more persons in the hotel 

than there were before: the number is just infinite. But how can this be? The 

proprietor just added the new guest’s name to the register and gave him his 

keys—how can there not be one more person in the hotel than before? [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p471.] 

 For instance, is not every finite distance capable of being divided into 1/2, 1/4, 

1/8, . . . , on to infinity? Does that not prove that there are in any finite 

distance an actually infinite number of parts? The defender of the argument 

may reply that this objection confuses a potential infinite with an actual 

infinite. He will point out that while you can continue to divide any distance 

for as long as you want, such a series is merely potentially infinite, in that 

infinity serves as a limit that you endlessly approach but never reach. If you 

assume that any distance is already composed out of an actually infinite 

number of parts, then you are begging the question. You are assuming what 

the objector is supposed to prove, namely that there is a clear counterexample 

to the claim that an actually infinite number of things cannot exist. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p472.] 

 The second argument against the possibility of an infinite past that we will 

consider is the argument based on the impossibility of forming an actual 

infinite by successive addition. It may be formulated as follows: 1. The 

temporal series of physical events is a collection formed by successive 

addition. 2. A collection formed by successive addition cannot be an actual 

infinite. 3. Therefore, the temporal series of physical events cannot be an 

actual infinite. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p473.] 

 Here one does not assume that an actual infinite cannot exist. Even if an actual 
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infinite can exist, it is argued that the temporal series of events cannot be 

such, since an actual infinite cannot be formed by successive addition, as the 

temporal series of events is. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p473.] 

 But such an objection fails to reckon with two crucial disanalogies of an 

infinite past to Zeno’s paradoxes: whereas in Zeno’s thought experiments the 

intervals traversed are potential and unequal, in the case of an infinite past 

the intervals are actual and equal. The claim that Achilles must pass through 

an infinite number of halfway points in order to cross the stadium is 

questionbegging, for it already assumes that the whole interval is a 

composition of an infinite number of points, whereas Zeno’s opponents, like 

Aristotle, take the line as a whole to be conceptually prior to any divisions 

which we might make in it. Moreover, Zeno’s intervals, being unequal, sum 

to a merely finite distance, whereas the intervals in an infinite past sum to an 

infinite distance. Thus his thought experiments are crucially disanalogous to 

the task of traversing an infinite number of equal, actual intervals to arrive at 

our present location. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p475.] 

 In 1917, Albert Einstein made a cosmological application of his newly 

discovered gravitational theory, the general theory of relativity (GTR). In so 

doing he assumed that the universe exists in a steady state, with a constant 

mean mass density and a constant curvature of space. To his chagrin, 

however, he found that GTR would not permit such a model of the universe 

unless he introduced into his gravitational field equations a certain “fudge 

factor” in order to counterbalance the gravitational effect of matter and so 

ensure a static universe. Unfortunately, Einstein’s static universe was 

balanced on a razor’s edge, and the least perturbation would cause the 

universe either to implode or to expand. By taking this feature of Einstein’s 

model seriously, the Russian mathematician Alexander Friedman and the 

Belgian astronomer Georges Lemaître were able to formulate independently 

in the 1920s solutions to the field equations which predicted an expanding 

universe. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p476.] 

 In 1929 the astronomer Edwin Hubble showed that the red-shift in the optical 
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spectra of light from distant galaxies was a common feature of all measured 

galaxies and was proportional to their distance from us. This red-shift was 

taken to be a Doppler effect indicative of the recessional motion of the light 

source in the line of sight. Incredibly, what Hubble had discovered was the 

isotropic expansion of the universe predicted by Friedman and Lemaître on 

the basis of Einstein’s GTR. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p476.] 

 According to the Friedman-Lemaître model, as time proceeds, the distances 

separating galactic masses become greater. It is important to understand that 

as a GTR-based theory, the model does not describe the expansion of the 

material content of the universe into a preexisting, empty space, but rather 

the expansion of space itself. The ideal particles of the cosmological fluid 

constituted by the galactic masses are conceived to be at rest with respect to 

space but to recede progressively from one another as space itself expands or 

stretches, just as buttons glued to the surface of a balloon would recede from 

one another as the balloon inflates. As the universe expands, it becomes less 

and less dense. This has the astonishing implication that as one reverses the 

expansion and extrapolates back in time, the universe becomes progressively 

denser until one arrives at a state of “infinite density” (This should not be 

taken to mean that the density of the universe takes on a value of )0 but rather 

that the density of the universe is expressed by a ratio of mass to volume in 

which the volume is zero; since division by zero is impermissible, the density 

is said to be infinite in this sense.) at some point in the finite past. This state 

represents a singularity at which space-time curvature, along with 

temperature, pressure and density, becomes infinite. It therefore constitutes 

an edge or boundary to space-time itself. The term “big bang” is thus 

potentially misleading, since the expansion cannot be visualized from the 

outside (there being no “outside,” just as there is no “before” with respect to 

the big bang). [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p476, 477.] 

 The standard big bang model, as the Friedman-Lemaître model came to be 

called, thus describes a universe that is not eternal in the past but that came 

into being a finite time ago. Moreover—and this deserves underscoring—the 

origin it posits is an absolute origin ex nihilo. For not only all matter and 

energy, but space and time themselves come into being at the initial 
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cosmological singularity. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p477.] 

 There can be no natural, physical cause of the big bang event, since, in 

Quentin Smith’s words, “it belongs analytically to the concept of the 

cosmological singularity that it is not the effect of prior physical events. The 

definition of a singularity ... entails that it is impossible to extend the 

spacetime manifold beyond the singularity. ... This rules out the idea that the 

singularity is an effect of some prior natural process.” [Quentin Smith, “The 

Uncaused Beginning of the Universe,” in Theism, Atheism and Big Bang 

Cosmology, by William Lane Craig and Quentin Smith (Oxford: Clarendon, 

1993), p. 120.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p477.] 

 Sir Arthur Eddington, contemplating the beginning of the universe, opined 

that the expansion of the universe was so preposterous and incredible that “I 

feel almost an indignation that anyone should believe in it—except myself.” 

He finally felt forced to conclude, “The beginning seems to present 

insuperable difficulties unless we agree to look on it as frankly supernatural.” 

[Arthur Eddington, The Expanding Universe (New York: Macmillan, 1933), 

p. 124.] [Ibid., p. 178.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p477.] 

 The devil is in the details, and once you get down to specifics you find that 

there is no mathematically consistent model that has been so successful in its 

predictions or as corroborated by the evidence as the traditional big bang 

theory. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p477.] 

 In sum, according to Hawking, “Almost everyone now believes that the 

universe, and time itself, had a beginning at the Big Bang.” [Stephen 

Hawking and Roger Penrose, The Nature of Space and Time, The Isaac 

Newton Institute Series of Lectures (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 

Press, 1996), p. 20.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p478.] 

 The fourth argument for the finitude of the past is also an inductive argument, 

this time on the basis of the thermodynamic properties of the universe. 

According to the second law of thermodynamics, processes taking place in a 
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closed system always tend toward a state of equilibrium. Now our interest in 

the law concerns what happens when it is applied to the universe as a whole. 

The universe is, on a naturalistic view, a gigantic closed system, since it is 

everything there is and there is nothing outside it. This seems to imply that, 

given enough time, the universe and all its processes will run down, and the 

entire universe will come to equilibrium. This is known as the heat death of 

the universe. Once the universe reaches this state, no further change is 

possible. The universe is dead. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p478.] 

 There are two possible types of heat death for the universe. If the universe will 

eventually recontract, it will die a “hot” death. As it contracts, the stars gain 

energy, causing them to burn more rapidly so that they finally explode or 

evaporate. As everything in the universe grows closer together, the black 

holes begin to gobble up everything around them, and eventually begin 

themselves to coalesce. In time, all the black holes finally coalesce into one 

large black hole that is coextensive with the universe, from which the 

universe will never reemerge. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p478.] 

 On the other hand if, as is more likely, the universe will expand forever, then 

its death will be cold, as the galaxies turn their gas into stars, and the stars 

burn out. At 1030 years the universe will consist of 90% dead stars, 9% 

supermassive black holes formed by the collapse of galaxies, and 1% atomic 

matter, mainly hydrogen. Elementary particle physics suggests that thereafter 

protons will decay into electrons and positrons so that space will be filled 

with a rarefied gas so thin that the distance between an electron and a positron 

will be about the size of the present galaxy. Eventually all black holes will 

completely evaporate and all the matter in the ever-expanding universe will 

be reduced to a thin gas of elementary particles and radiation. Equilibrium 

will prevail throughout, and the entire universe will be in its final state, from 

which no change will occur. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p478.] 

 Now the question that needs to be asked is this: if given enough time the 
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universe will reach heat death, then why is it not in a state of heat death now, 

if it has existed forever, from eternity? If the universe did not begin to exist, 

then it should now be in a state of equilibrium. Like a ticking clock, it should 

by now have run down. Since it has not yet run down, this implies, in the 

words of one baffled scientist, “In some way the universe must have been 

wound up.” [Richard Schlegel, “Time and Thermodynamics,” in The Voices 

of Time, ed. J. T. Fraser (London: Penguin, 1948), p. 511.] [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p478, 479.] 

24 The Existence of God II 

 There are five ways in which one can prove that there is a God. [THOMAS 

AQUINAS SUMMA THEOLOGIAE 1A.2.3] [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p482.] 

 I believe also that nearly all the means which have been employed to prove 

the existence of God are good and might be of service, if we perfect them. 

[G. W. LEIBNIZ, NEW ESSAYS ON HUMAN UNDERSTANDING] [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p482.] 

 What is meant by fine-tuning? The physical laws of nature, when given 

mathematical expression, contain various constants or quantities, such as the 

gravitational constant or the density of the universe, whose values are not 

mandated by the laws themselves; a universe governed by such laws might 

be characterized by any of a wide range of values for such variables. By 

“fine-tuning” one typically means that the actual values assumed by the 

constants and quantities in question are such that small deviations from those 

values would render the universe life-prohibiting. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p482, 483.] 

 Various examples of cosmic fine-tuning can be cited. The world is 

conditioned principally by the values of the fundamental constants—α (the 

fine structure constant, or electromagnetic interaction), αG (gravitation), αw 
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(the weak force), αs (the strong force) and mp/me (proton to electron mass 

ratio). When one assigns different values to these constants or forces, one 

discovers that the number of observable universes, that is to say, universes 

capable of supporting intelligent life, is very small. Just a slight variation in 

some of these values would render life impossible. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p483.] 

 In investigating the initial conditions of the big bang, one also confronts two 

arbitrary parameters governing the expansion of the universe: Ω0, related to 

the density of the universe, and H0, related to the speed of the expansion. 

Observations indicate that at 10-43 seconds after the big bang the universe 

was expanding at a fantastically special rate of speed with a total density 

close to the critical value on the borderline between recollapse and 

everlasting expansion. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p483.] 

 Classical cosmology serves to highlight another parameter, S, the entropy per 

baryon in the universe. The structure of the big bang must have been severely 

constrained in order that thermodynamics as we know it should have arisen. 

Not only so, but S is itself a consequence of the baryon asymmetry in the 

universe, which arises from the inexplicable, built-in asymmetry of quarks 

over anti-quarks prior to 10-6 seconds after the big bang. Oxford physicist 

Roger Penrose calculates that the odds of the special low-entropy condition 

having arisen sheerly by chance in the absence any constraining principles is 

at least as small as about one part in 1010(123) in order for our universe to exist. 

Penrose comments, “I cannot even recall seeing anything else in physics 

whose accuracy is known to approach, even remotely, a figure like one part 

in 1010(123).” [Roger Penrose, “Time-Asymmetry and Quantum Gravity,” in 

Quantum Gravity 2, ed. C. J. Isham, R. Penrose and D. W. Sciama (Oxford: 

Clarendon, 1981), p. 249.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p483.] 

 Regardless of whether one adopts Dembski’s analysis of design inferences, 

the key to detecting design is to eliminate the two competing alternatives of 

physical necessity and chance. Accordingly, a teleological argument 
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appealing to cosmic fine-tuning might be formulated as follows: 1. The fine-

tuning of the universe is due to either physical necessity, chance or design. 

2. It is not due to physical necessity or chance. 3. Therefore, it is due to 

design. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p] 

 A T.O.E. actually has the limited goal of providing a unified theory of the four 

fundamental forces of nature, to reduce gravity, electromagnetism, the strong 

force and the weak force to one fundamental force carried by one 

fundamental particle. Such a theory will, we hope, explain why these four 

forces take the values they do, but it will not even attempt to explain literally 

everything. For example, in the most promising candidates for a T.O.E. to 

date, super-string theory or M-theory, the physical universe must be 11-

dimensional, but why the universe should possess just that number of 

dimensions is not addressed by the theory. Hence, one must not be misled by 

talk of a T.O.E. into thinking that the universe possesses all its fundamental 

constants and quantities by physical necessity. [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p485.] 

 As Davies states: Even if the laws of physics were unique, it doesn’t follow 

that the physical universe itself is unique. . . . The laws of physics must be 

augmented by cosmic initial conditions. . . . There is nothing in present ideas 

about “laws of initial conditions” remotely to suggest that their consistency 

with the laws of physics would imply uniqueness. Far from it. ... It seems, 

then, that the physical universe does not have to be the way it is: it could have 

been otherwise. [Paul Davies, The Mind of God (New York: Simon & 

Schuster, 1992), p. 169.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p485.] 

 As the physicist-theologian John Polkinghorne says, “People try to trick out a 

‘many universe’ account in sort of pseudo-scientific terms, but that is 

pseudo-science. It is a metaphysical guess that there might be many universes 

with different laws and circumstances.” [John C. Polkinghorne, Serious Talk: 

Science and Religion in Dialogue (London: SCM Press, 1996), p. 6.] [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p487.] 
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 Lee Smolin made the ingenious suggestion that if we suppose that black holes 

spawn other universes beyond our own, then universes that produce large 

numbers of black holes would have a selective advantage in producing 

offspring, so that a sort of cosmic evolution would take place. If each new 

universe is not an exact reproduction of its parent universe but varies in its 

fundamental constants and quantities, then universes that are proficient in 

producing black holes would have a selective advantage over those less 

proficient. Thus in the course of cosmic evolution universes whose 

fundamental parameters are finetuned to the production of black holes would 

proliferate. Since black holes arethe residue of collapsed stars, cosmic 

evolution has the unintended effect of producing more and more stars and 

hence, more and more planets where life might form. Eventually observers 

would appear who marvel at the fine-tuning of the universe for their 

existence. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for 

a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p487, 488.] 

 The fatal flaw in Smolin’s scenario, wholly apart from its ad hoc and even 

disconfirmed conjectures, was his assumption that universes fine-tuned for 

black hole production would also be fine-tuned for the production of stable 

stars. In fact, the opposite is true: the most proficient producers of black holes 

would be universes that generate them prior to star formation, so that life-

permitting universes would actually be weeded out by Smolin’s cosmic 

evolutionary scenario. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p488.] 

 Given the complexity of the human organism, it is overwhelmingly more 

probable that human beings will evolve late in the lifetime of the sun rather 

than early. In fact Barrow and Tipler list ten steps in the evolution of Homo 

sapiens, each of which is so improbable that before it would occur the sun 

would have ceased to be a main sequence star and incinerated the earth! [John 

Barrow and Frank Tipler, The Anthropic Cosmological Principle (Oxford: 

Clarendon, 1986), pp. 561-65.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p489.] 

 Many philosophers have argued that if God exists, then the objectivity of 

moral values, moral duties and moral accountability is secured, but that in 



[111] 

the absence of God, that is, if God does not exist, then morality is just a 

human convention, that is to say, morality is wholly subjective and 

nonbinding. We might act in precisely the same ways that we do in fact act, 

but in the absence of God, such actions would no longer count as good (or 

evil), since if God does not exist, objective moral values do not exist. Thus 

we cannot truly be good without God. On the other hand, if we do believe 

that moral values and duties are objective, that provides moral grounds for 

believing in God. We should thus have an axiological argument for the 

existence of God. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p490, 

491.] 

 Philosopher of science Michael Ruse writes, The position of the modern 

evolutionist . . . is that humans have an awareness of morality . . . because 

such an awareness is of biological worth. Morality is a biological adaptation 

no less than are hands and feet and teeth. . . . Considered as a rationally 

justifiable set of claims about an objective something, ethics is illusory. I 

appreciate that when somebody says “Love thy neighbour as thyself,” they 

think they are referring above and beyond themselves. . . . Nevertheless, . . . 

such reference is truly without foundation. Morality is just an aid to survival 

and reproduction, . . . and any deeper meaning is illusory. [Michael Ruse, 

“Evolutionary Theory and Christian Ethics,” in The Darwinian Paradigm 

(London: Routledge, 1989), pp. 262, 268-69.] [J. P. Moreland & William 

Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity 

Press 2003, p491.] 

 Now it is important that we remain clear in understanding the issue before us. 

The question is not: Must we believe in God in order to live moral lives? 

There is no reason to think that atheists and theists alike may not live what 

we normally characterize as good and decent lives. Similarly, the question is 

not: Can we formulate a system of ethics without reference to God? If the 

nontheist grants that human beings do have objective value, then there is no 

reason to think that he cannot work out a system of ethics with which the 

theist would also largely agree. Or again, the question is not: Can we 

recognize the existence of objective moral values without reference to God? 

The theist will typically maintain that a person need not believe in God in 

order to recognize, say, that we should love our children. Rather, as humanist 
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philosopher Paul Kurtz puts it, “The central question about moral and ethical 

principles concerns their ontological foundation. If they are neither derived 

from God nor anchored in some transcendent ground, are they purely 

ephemeral?” [Paul Kurtz, Forbidden Fruit (Buffalo, N.Y.: Prometheus, 

1988), p. 65.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations 

for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p492.] 

 Atheistic moral realists affirm that objective moral values and duties do exist 

and are not dependent on evolution or human opinion, but they also insist 

that they are not grounded in God. Indeed, moral values have no further 

foundation. They just exist. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p492.] 

 As the ethicist Richard Taylor points out, “A duty is something that is owed. 

. . . But something can be owed only to some person or persons. There can 

be no such thing as duty in isolation.” [Richard Taylor, Ethics, Faith and 

Reason (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1985), p. 83.] [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p493.] 

 Taylor writes, “Our moral obligations can . . . be understood as those that are 

imposed by God. . . . But what if this higher-than-human lawgiver is no 

longer taken into account? Does the concept of a moral obligation . . . still 

make sense? . . . the concept of moral obligation [is] unintelligible apart from 

the idea of God. The words remain but their meaning is gone.” [Richard 

Taylor, Ethics, Faith and Reason (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 

1985), pp. 83-84.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p493.] 

 This presents a pretty grim picture for an atheistic ethicist like Kai Nielsen. 

He writes: We have not been able to show that reason requires the moral 

point of view, or that all really rational persons should not be individual 

egoists or classical amoralists. Reason doesn’t decide here. The picture I have 

painted for you is not a pleasant one. Reflection on it depresses me. . . . Pure 

practical reason, even with a good knowledge of the facts, will not take you 

to morality. [Kai Nielsen, “Why Should I Be Moral?” American 

Philosophical Quarterly 21 (1984): 90.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 



[113] 

2003, p494.] 

 As Ruse himself confesses, “The man who says that it is morally acceptable 

to rape little children is just as mistaken as the man who says, 2 + 2 = 5.” 

[Michael Ruse, Darwinism Defended (London: Addison-Wesley, 1982), p. 

275.] [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p495.] 

 Furthermore, consider the nature of moral obligation. The international 

community recognizes the existence of universal human rights, and many 

persons are willing to speak of animal rights as well. But the best way to 

make sense of such rights is in terms of agreement or disagreement of certain 

acts with the will or commands of a holy, loving God. [J. P. Moreland & 

William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p495.] 

 Proponents of the argument [ontological argument] claim that once we 

understand what God is—the greatest conceivable being or the most perfect 

being or the most real being—then we shall see that such a being must in fact 

exist. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p496.] 

25 The Coherence of Theism I 

 The difficulty with theism, it was said, was not merely that there are no good 

arguments for the existence of God, but, more fundamentally, that the notion 

of God is incoherent. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p501.] 

 Ever since Aristotle, God has been conceived in Western philosophical 

theology as a necessarily existent being (ens necessarium). Christian 

theologians interpreted the revelation of the divine name “I am that I am” 

(Ex 3:14 KJV) to express the same idea of God’s necessity. [J. P. Moreland 

& William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, 

InterVarsity Press 2003, p502.] 

 Aseity (from the Latin a se, “by itself”) refers to God’s self-existence or 

independence. God does not merely exist in every possible world (as great 

as that is) but, even more greatly, he exists in every world wholly 

independent of anything else. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 
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2003, p504.] 

 “God is spirit” (Jn 4:24), that is to say, a living, immaterial substance. God’s 

immateriality entails the divine attribute of incorporeality, that God is neither 

a body nor embodied. As a personal being, God is therefore of the order of 

unembodied Mind. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical 

Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p507.] 

 As an incorporeal being, God is clearly not to be thought of as localized in 

space, having a certain circumscribed size and shape. The Scriptures present 

God as having the attribute of omnipresence; he is everywhere present in his 

creation in virtue of his incorporeality. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p509.] 

 That God is eternal is the clear teaching of the Judeo-Christian Scriptures (Ps 

90:2), and God’s eternality also follows from divine necessity. For if God 

exists necessarily, it is impossible that he not exist; therefore he can never go 

out of or come into being. God just exists, without beginning or end, which 

is a minimalist definition of what it means to say that God is eternal. [J. P. 

Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a Christian 

Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p511.] 

26 The Coherence of Theism II 

 Divine simplicity is a doctrine inspired by the neo-Platonic vision of the 

ultimate metaphysical reality as the absolute One. It holds that God, as the 

metaphysical ultimate, is an undifferentiated unity, that there is no 

complexity in his nature or being. As such, this is a radical doctrine that 

enjoys no biblical support and even is at odds with the biblical conception of 

God in various ways. According to the doctrine of divine simplicity God has 

no distinct attributes, he stands in no real relations, his essence is not distinct 

from his existence, he just is the pure act of being subsisting. All such 

distinctions exist only in our minds, since we can form no conception of the 

absolutely simple divine being. While we can say what God is not like, we 

cannot say what he is like, except in an analogical sense. But these 

predications must in the end fail, since there is no univocal element in the 

predicates we assign to God, leaving us in a state of genuine agnosticism 

about the nature of God. Indeed, on this view God really has no nature; he is 
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simply the inconceivable act of being. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p524.] 

 For Aristotle, God was the Unmoved Mover, the unchanging source of all 

change. God’s immutability is also attested in Scripture (Mal 3:6; Jas 1:17). 

But the biblical authors did not have in mind the radical changelessness 

contemplated by Aristotle nor the immutability required by the doctrines of 

essential divine timelessness or simplicity. They were speaking primarily of 

God’s unchanging character and fidelity. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: 

Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 

2003, p526.] 

 Although one of the biblical names of God is El-Shaddai (God Almighty), the 

concept of omnipotence has remained poorly understood due to its 

recalcitrance to analysis. Few thinkers, aside from Descartes, have been 

willing to affirm that the doctrine means that God can do just anything—for 

example, make a square triangle. Such a view has been construed as 

affirming universal possibilism, the doctrine that there are no necessary 

truths. [J. P. Moreland & William Craig: Philosophical Foundations for a 

Christian Worldview, InterVarsity Press 2003, p527.] 

اتا احل   حلمد هلل الذي بنعمته تتّم الصَّ
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Introduction 
Glenn R. Martin (1935-2004) was raised in a devout Christian home where Christianity 

was an experiential faith and not an intellectual faith. He was converted in high school and 
became extremely jealous, carrying his Bible to high school to be able to share the Word of God. 
 After college, he went on to graduate school with no understanding that there was 
anything to Christianity beyond experiential faith. He was a serious, high standard student and 
very active in the life of his school. Graduate school was a faith shattering experience as he was 
daily bombarded with non-Biblical presuppositions from his teachers. Resultantly, a new world 
opened where there was no intellectual basis for his faith. His thinking began to shift reaching a 
point where, intellectually, he needed to renounce Christianity. 
 Instead, he decided to rethink his whole attitude to life. For five painful years, he carefully 
researched the foundations of his presuppositions, coming to a resounding conclusion that 
indeed Christianity was relevant. Its presuppositions stood the tests while all others floundered. 
He thus concentrates his teaching on presuppositions, building a foundation upon which the 
faith of many others can be built. 
 Dr. Glenn R. Martin was Professor of History and Political Science at Indiana Wesleyan 
University for nearly 40 years. After a long battle with cancer, he died at age 68 on 29 May 29 
2004 at 8:22 PM at Marion General Hospital, Marion, Indiana.  

Dr. Martin often depicted “to die as gain” as spectacular in terms of meeting both his 
Savior and the saints who have gone to rest before him. To have been mentored in the Faith by 
Dr. Martin was truly a privilege and an honor. To one day meet Dr. Martin again on the other side will be 
truly spectacular! 
 
Key C19-C20 pioneers in the development and application of a systematic approach to the Biblical Christian 
Worldview: 
 Guillaume Goen van Prinster (1801-1876)

Abraham Kuyper (1837-1920)

Herman Dooyeweerd (1894-1977) Cornelius Van Til (1897-1987)

Francis Schaeffer (1912-1984) Rousas J. Rushdoony (1916-2001)

Glenn R. Martin (1935-2004) Greg L. Bahnsen (1948-1995)
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Biblical Christians should not only know 
what we believe, but why we believe 
it (simultaneously, we should know 
what we do not believe and why). If 
we do not know the “what and why,” 
we shall be led or victimized by those 
who do know the “what and why.” 

Why Take a Course in the Biblical Christian Worldview?1 
 Every Christian needs to encounter a fresh reaffirmation, restatement, and reapplication of 

the Christian faith to all of life. In so doing, the Christian’s worship and love of God in Christ 
is greatly enhanced. 

 Every Christian needs to know the difference between the dynamic of thinking in absolute 
terms (the Biblical Christian way of thinking) and the futility of thinking in relative terms (the 
way the modern world thinks). 

 Every Christian needs to refresh their lens on life in terms of the grid revealed in Scripture: 
(1) God is the creator of all things (the physical world, the interconnectedness of the uni-
verse, and the “mannishness” of man), (2) man has messed things up by disobedience, and 
(3) in spite of man’s sin, God has taken the initiative to redeem and restore man to fellowship 
with Him through the finished work of Christ thereby enabling the redeemed to be a reform-
ing influence, indeed salt and light, in this world. 

 Every Christian needs to be exposed to an in-depth study of the Biblical Christian Worldview 
as it speaks truth to all realms of life: the family, education, science, the church, aesthetics, 
economics, law, and government. 

 The milieu of our modern culture’s 
institutions, especially its educational 
forms (with its so-called pluralism and 
academic “freedom”), teaches and 
models the secular humanist 
Worldview. Understanding the faulty 
presuppositions that subsume these 
institutions is vital for the health of the 
Christian family. 

 Since there are only a handful of Worldviews vying for the hearts and minds of mankind, 
then we should know something about the various “isms” in the marketplace of ideas (i.e., 
Socialism, Rationalism, Romanticism, Relativism, Existentialism, Marxism, Darwinism, 
Freudianism, Pragmatism, Liberalism, Feminism, Pluralism, Positivism, Occultism), including 
the place of these ideas in the flow of history. 

 Since we live in the Western world, we ought to know something about the influence of the 
person and life of Jesus Christ on that civilization through those who have sought to follow 
Him (albeit imperfectly) including theology, art, music, literature, science, society, govern-
ment, education, inventions, and ethics. 

 Every Christian needs to better learn how to effectively live out and defend the Christian 
faith in a pagan society. 

 Every Christian needs to understand God’s calling on his or her life in terms of an overarch-
ing “game plan” that is God-honoring and Christ-centered along with the God-ordained 
means to implement His standards and His way in every facet of human endeavor and for 
every facet of life’s seasons. 

                                                 
1 Some of these reasons come from David A. Noebel, founder of Summit Ministries (taken from The Journal, April 
2005). 
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General Outline of Course 
I. Essential Foundations for Reinterpretation. 

A. Overview. 
B. Presuppositions and Leadership. 
C. The components of a Worldview. 
D. The basic presuppositions of the Biblical Christian Worldview. 

II. A Biblical Christian reinterpretation of history. 
A. Structuring and restructuring history. 
B. The conflicting intellectual traditions of Western Civilization. 
C. We can divide history of Western Civilization into four sections. 

1. The pre-Christian West and World (ca. 2000 BC–476 AD). 
2. The Christian West and World (476 AD–1700). 
3. The Christian/Rationalist West and World (1700–ca. 1860). 
4. The post-Christian West and World (ca. 1870s–present). 

III. The pre-Christian West and World (ca. 2000 BC–476 AD). 
A. The Judaic Worldview. 
B. The Hellenic Worldview. 
C. The Romanic Worldview. 

IV. The Christian West and World (476 AD–1700). 
A. The Augustinian Worldview. 
B. Consequences of Biblical Christianity. 
C. Scholasticism: the Synthesis. 
D. The Renaissance: Humanism–the Centrality of Man (1350-1500). 
E. The Reformation: The Biblical Christian Worldview restated (1517-1689). 
F. Consequences of the Reformation. 

V. The Christian/Rationalist West and World (1700–ca. 1860). 
A. The Enlightenment: Rationalism and the Rationalist Worldview (1600-1800). 
B. The Rationalist Worldview: Right Reason/Natural Law - Democracy (1650–

present). 
C. Major Expressions of the Enlightenment in the West. 

1. The French Revolution. 
2. The Darwinian hypothesis. 
3. The Marxist analysis of history. 
4. The Consequences of the Enlightenment in America–the Chris-

tian/Rationalist conglomerate (1720s-1780s). 
D. Intellectual flow (1800-1860). 

1. Romanticism (Europe)/Transcendentalism (America). 
2. Neo-Evangelicalism of the South and the southern antecedents (1830s to 

1860s). 
VI. The post-Christian West and World (ca. 1870s–present). 

A. Process philosophy. 
B. Intellectual flow of process philosophy. 

1. Darwinism. 
2. Pragmatism. 
3. Marxism. 
4. Freudianism. 
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C. Existentialism: A Transition of Eras (1920s–1970s). 
D. Occultism/Satanism: “New Age” Mentality (1960s–present). 

VII. Where do we go from here? 
A. Review of the Biblical Christian Worldview. 
B. Spiritual warfare. 
C. 21st century and beyond. 
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Essential Foundations for Reinterpretation. 
I. Overview. 

A. Romans 1:16-25. We use this Scripture because it is a basic summary and a basic 
statement of the concepts that we want to deal with in this series, in particular, 
verse 25, which shows us that as man would exchange the truth of God for a lie, 
then he will ultimately end in futility and emptiness. 

B. We go back to the Hebrews, the ancient Jews, who had a God-centered empha-
sis on education. 
1. Their institutions and daily living was with a sense of the Divine presence 

(i.e., the Shekinah glory). 
2. The fear of God was deemed to be the beginning (sub-structure) of 

knowledge (Proverbs 1:7) and wisdom (Psalm 111:10). 
3. Everything was related to God who was considered a totality of reality and 

therefore spiritual development was the most important. 
C. By contrast, the Classical world educated the individual within the social order of the 

state (i.e., Classical utilitarianism). 
1. After the disintegration of the Homeric faith, the sophistic system took its 

place bringing with it the concept that there is no absolute truth. 
a) Education then became the means of bringing man to a better ex-

istence on the basis of the social structure of the city state. 
b) The main focus became rhetoric and the leaders of the sophistic 

movement were the rhetoricians. 
2. The sophists were succeeded by the rationalists (led by Socrates, Plato, 

and Aristotle). 
a) The rationalistic faith: knowledge is attainable by human intellect and is 

an end in itself. 
(1) To the rationalist, knowledge is a virtue and this concept is 

still with us today. 
(2) In contrast, to the Biblical Christian, virtue is doing the will of 

God. 
b) Plato believed in the inherent value of knowledge which would re-

sult in the good order of the state. 
D. The Early Church focused on God and His revelation (their understanding was 

within this revelational framework). 
1. Scripture revealed that the universe was a product of an infinite, personal 

God who made man in His image and likeness. 
2. There are nearly one hundred occurrences of the verb “to teach” in the 

New Testament (underlying the place of education in the early church). 
3. The earliest educational structure we find is that of apprenticeship (i.e., dis-

cipleship–e.g., Paul to Timothy, II Timothy 2:12). 
4. The first Christian schools probably provide practical instruction in duty 

in the Christian community. 
E. From these developed the more formal Catechetical schools (the best were at 

Alexandria, Caesarea, and Antioch). 
1. These schools were devoted to Christian higher education, to defeat here-

sy, and to also articulate the Biblical Worldview. 
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2. They also prepared leadership for the church and the Bible was primary. 
3. Classical learning was reinterpreted on the basis of Scripture. 

F. The Catechetical schools were followed by the Cathedral schools. 
1. Cathedral schools were under the leadership of the Bishop. 
2. Such was the case with Augustine of Hippo. 

a) His goal was to know and apply Scripture to the whole of life. 
b) God is truth and He alone could give knowledge. 
c) This Biblical approach to knowledge took precedence in Rome af-

ter its fall and Augustine’s position became dominant from his 
time and into the Middle Ages. 

G. The Cathedral schools were followed by the Monistic schools and then the Pal-
ace schools of Charlemagne. 
1. In these schools, the liberal arts were taught in order to understand Scrip-

ture better. 
2. The “dark ages” were in fact a return to theocentrism and the Biblical 

Worldview through Augustine. 
H. The Medieval curriculum was based on the Bible and in Biblical theology. 

1. Theology was known as the queen of the sciences. 
2. The Classical curriculum (Seven Liberal Arts) was still pursued. 

a) Trivium (three roads). 
(1) Grammar (the study of the structure of language). 
(2) Logic (the study of the structure of thought). 
(3) Rhetoric (the study of the structure of expression or 

speech). 
b) Quadrivium (four roads). 

(1) Arithmetic (the study of the structure of number). 
(2) Music (the study of applied number in terms of sound). 
(3) Geometry (the study the structure of space, form, and de-

sign). 
(4) Astronomy (the study of applied space in terms of cos-

mology). 
3. Later in their education, students studied: 

a) Philosophy (the study of the nature of life and living). 
b) Physics (the study of the nature of motion and energy). 
c) Ethics (the study of the nature of relationships and behavior). 
d) Theology (the study of the nature of God). 

4. This was a period of much and intense study. 
I. The shift away from this period of studentship begins with Scholasticism 

through Thomas Aquinas (C13)–Summa Theologica. 
1. By this time, the Augustinian view was largely spent after a predominance 

of nearly 1000 years. 
2. Scholasticism began as a well meaning intent to rescue waning Christiani-

ty. 
3. It could choose two paths. 

a) First, to reaffirm, restate, and reapply the faith. 
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b) Second, to reconcile the faith with the prevailing thinking of the 
world. 

4. The Scholastics (schoolmen) brought: 
a) Classical culture to the rescue of the Judaic/Christian culture. 
b) Reason to the rescue of revelation. 
c) The natural to the rescue of the supernatural. 
d) Aristotle to the rescue of Augustine. 
e) The Classical writings to the rescue of the Bible. 

5. They produced a synthetic construct which was superficial and would 
eventually disintegrate. 

6. Aquinas constructed a dichotomy between reason and revelation, natural 
and supernatural, Classical learning and Scripture. 
a) He taught that there were two paths to truth. 
b) He taught that man was fallen except for his intellect and there-

fore he was still capable of ascertaining truth. 
c) Thus, there were two sources of truth. 

(1) The Bible. 
(2) The intellect. 

7. The consequences of Scholasticism. 
a) It served to hasten the demise of Christianity. 

(1) The dichotomy created by Aquinas meant a choice. 
(2) Revelation lost and reason won. 

b) It hastened the advent of the humanistic Renaissance. 
c) It produced a natural theology, not starting with Scripture but 

with nature thus making nature equal with Scripture. 
J. The Renaissance (the rebirth of learning). 

1. Beginning between 1350 and 1500, it brought about a shift from a preoc-
cupation with God to a preoccupation with man. 

2. The Renaissance focused on the rebirth of the Classical world (its writ-
ings, its arts, and its philosophy). 

3. The man-centeredness of the Renaissance led to the Enlightenment. 
K. The Reformation (1517-1650), a profound influence. 

1. The Reformation was a conservative counter-revolution. 
a) It sought to reaffirm the Biblical and Augustinian Worldview. 
b) Martin Luther was reading the Augustinian commentary on Ro-

mans when he came to understand that the “just shall live by 
faith.” 

2. Two false concepts that the Reformers were attacking (cf. Deuteronomy 
4:2). 
a) Heresy (addition to truth). 

(1) This was directed against the Roman Catholic Church in 
their teaching that man could approach God through the 
church–this was ecclesiastical absolutism. 

(2) The Reformers reasserted the priesthood of believers 
through the finished work of the Cross. 

b) Apostasy (subtraction from truth). 
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(1) This was directed against the Renaissance and its human-
istic thrust. 

(2) John Calvin applied the Bible to the whole of life empha-
sizing the sovereignty of God and the depravity (fallen na-
ture) of man. 

3. The consequences of the Reformation. 
a) The Reformation destroyed the humanistic thrust in northern Eu-

rope (Germany, Scandinavia, the Netherlands, and the British 
isles) and temporality derailed the humanistic thrust in southern 
Europe. 

b) The Reformation became the dominant force globally; it occurred 
at the time of the discovery of the Western hemisphere (including 
the United States of America, a nation that became dominant 
globally). 

c) The Reformation was a reapplication of the Biblical Christian 
Worldview. 
(1) The most consistent application of the Biblical Christian 

Worldview comes from the Puritans. 
(2) There were few obstacles to the Puritans applying the Bi-

ble in the United States of America thus shifts away from 
God came later there than in Europe. 

L. The effect the Renaissance and the Reformation on education. 
1. The university largely emerged from Scholasticism. 
2. Under the influence of the Renaissance, its center shifted from God to 

the liberal arts (from theology to philosophy)–eventually, philosophy 
proved to be a hopeless study because there were neither truths nor abso-
lutes. 
a) Therefore there was no framework in which things could be 

brought together. 
b) This led to the emergence of the “social sciences.” 
c) Now we no longer think theologically or philosophically but soci-

ologically. 
d) Most evangelical Christian colleges do not require a course in the-

ology but all require courses in sociology. 
3. The Reformers inherited the university from the Scholastics. 

a) They placed great emphasis on education and began many univer-
sities and schools (may of which they took over and made Chris-
tian in the Biblical sense). 

b) The Reformed universities did not throw out Classical learning 
but studied the liberal arts on the basis of the Bible. 

4. Johannes Gutenberg (1400-1468), a Biblical Christian, was responsible for 
the development of type-set printing, a machine that greatly assisted the 
educational program of the Reformers. 

M. Romanticism/Transcendentalism. 
1. Romanticism was the deifying of man and the humanizing of God. 
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a) Man is now god; man is absolute. 
b) It was led by Emerson, Parker, Whitman, and Thoreau–all of 

which were pantheists (all is one and the same). 
2. Basic premises. 

a) Man knows because he is. 
b) Man is completely and absolutely free and equal; he has no supe-

riors, no restrictions, and no standards. Emerson, “Let man stand 
erect–go alone and possess the universe.” 

3. Catch words by century. 
a) The catch word of C18 was happiness–the government secures 

happiness. 
b) The catch word of C19 was freedom (liberty)–the government se-

cures freedom but this freedom is seen as liberty from God and 
His standards. 

c) The catch word of C20 was/is equality–the government secures 
equality. 

d) The catch word of C21 is security–the government secures security 
(cradle to grave social security and “homeland” security). 

4. Romanticism engendered the revolutionary, reforming activity that took 
place in America between 1830 and 1860 ultimately culminating in the 
Civil War. 

N. The effects of Romanticism on Education. 
1. Since man is God, the task of education is to make man aware of his 

“Godness.” 
a) Man’s problem is in his failure to know who he is (he is God). 
b) Education was therefore absolutized to bring about complete and 

absolute freedom and equality. 
2. Since man does not understand his “Godness”, it would necessary to 

compel freedom and equality in three stages. 
a) Through education in understanding freedom and equality … if 

this fails, 
b) Freedom and equality compelled by force of law (political) … if 

this fails, 
c) Freedom and equality compelled by force of arms (military). 

3. Thus, ultimately freedom is found only within the state. 
a) “In the state, we live and move and have our being.” 
b) Man does not exist apart from the state and thus by force of arms 

we have freedom and equality. 
4. This “force of arms” in the United States of America was the Civil War. 

a) Southern culture, not by any means ideal or perfect, in opposition 
to the Northern Yankee Romanticism/Transcendentalism. 

b) Libertarianism/Egalitarianism generated the abolitionist move-
ment and eventually moved into pantheism. 

c) The Civil War was a battle over the nature of society–slavery was 
the occasioning mechanism, not the ultimate cause. 
(1) The Northern Yankee establishment had been transcen-

dentalized. 
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(2) The Southern establishment was neo-evangelical. 
(a) But, at the time of the Civil War was returning to 

the Biblical view, albeit imperfect, of the centrality 
of God and the depravity of man. 

(b) Along with this return was a renewed understand-
ing of the limitation of all human institutions and 
governments (the states are part of a confedera-
tion, not an indissoluble union). 

O. The state of evangelicalism in America at the turn of C20. 
1. Evangelical Christianity emerging from the Great Awakening in C18 was 

devoid of intellectual content (the Biblical Christian Worldview) and was 
thus susceptible to any new view that was presented to it (in particular, the 
C19 theology of Charles G. Finney). 

2. Thus theology became twisted on the basis of new presuppositions. 
a) Man is a free moral agent. 

(1) Morality flows from the Enlightenment; i.e., man-made 
truth. 

(2) Spirit of libertarianism and perversion. 
b) If man is a free moral agent, then man is his own god. 

3. In contrast, the Biblical Christian view is that man is a creature of responsibil-
ity; i.e., with the ability to respond and does not exist apart from the God 
who made and sustains him. 

P. From Romanticism, we move into Process philosophy (follow the train of revo-
lutions). 
1. From theocentric view to anthrocentric view: man is the center (the herit-

age of the Renaissance). 
2. From antithetical thinking to synthetic thinking. 

a) Antithetical or Biblical Christian thinking: thought patterns are 
based upon opposites. 

b) With the dialectic of Hegel (C18-C19), a complex individual who 
worked in the area of philosophy and history, there was a change 
in the way of thinking in the modern intellectual. 

c) Hegel was aware that man was not getting anywhere because, he 
believed, the mode of thinking was wrong. 

d) Man has been thinking antithetically, lineally, absolutely (i.e., in an 
“either/or” mode or in terms of thesis/antithesis). 

e) Hegel taught that man needs to think synthetically, triangularly, or 
relativistically. 

f) Hegel’s contribution has been the most influential of the past 
three centuries and it took about one hundred years to take effect. 

g) The modern intellectual now thinks in “shades of grey” or in 
terms of ongoing relativity. 

h) Between WWI and WWII in Europe and in the 1960s in America, 
this relativity came to take effect and be knows as the “generation 
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gap”–there was no communication between generations because 
of the revolution in thought form. 

3. From absolutes to process philosophy. 
a) Prior to the advent of the theory of evolution, most intellectuals 

thought in terms of absolutes or a fixed system behind everything. 
b) In process philosophy, reality becomes a “chain of events” or an 

“endless stream” or a process. 
(1) Only change is fixed; everything is changing (from being to 

becoming). 
(2) This is in contrast to the absolutist who believes that 

whatever appears to be changing is undergirded by a fixed 
concept or standard. 

II. Presuppositions and Leadership. 
A. Romans 12:1-2. 

1. We learn that we are to be transformers. 
a) Of ourselves. 
b) Of the world in which we 

live. 
2. The Biblical Christian Worldview 

needs not only to be known, but to 
be practiced. 
a) Other Worldviews can be 

known, but not practiced 
(because their presupposi-
tions do not comport2). 

b) The Bible not only asks the 
questions, but answers them practically. 

B. There are essentially two conflicting intellectual traditions in Western Civilization. 
1. The Biblical (Judaic/Christian)–God is the starting point. 

a) Hebrew. 
b) Christian. 
c) Augustinian. 
d) Reformed. 
e) Evangelical/Charismatic. 

2. The Hellenic–man is the starting point. 
a) Humanism 
b) Rationalism. 
c) Existentialism. 
d) Occultism. 

                                                 
2 Comport: to be in agreement, harmony, or conformity. 

“We cannot have a 
renewed mind if there is 
any naturalistic clutter 
between God and 
ourselves.” 

Dr. Glenn R. Martin 
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Nothing can be 
known in a 
vacuum. 

C. As Biblical Christians, we presuppose that ideas have consequences: thoughts 
produce actions (Proverbs 23:7). 

D. Leadership. 
1. Biblical Christians should not only know 

what we believe, but why we believe it (simul-
taneously, we should know what we do not 
believe and why). 

2. If we do not know what and why, we shall be 
led or victimized by those who do know what 
and why (Colossians 2:8). 
a) We will either be leaders or led, influential or influenced. 
b) Biblical Christians, under God, can, should, and must be leaders. 

3. A relatively small number of people who know what they believe and why 
they believe it (as over against what they do not believe and why)–if this 
small number of people are Biblical Christians–can, by the grace of God, 
change the world right side up (cf. Acts 17:6). 

4. What is meant by leadership? 
a) Leaders are not those people who occupy “so called” positions of 

power and influence. 
(1) These people are “symbolic” leaders for symbolic leaders 

are those that are directed by others who know what they 
believe and why they believe it. 

(2) Those in positions of power and influence are simply put-
ting into practice what they, themselves, have been taught. 

b) Not only must Biblical Christians know what they believe and why 
they believe it, they must also be committed to live in obedience 
to Scripture by the power of the Holy Spirit moment by moment. 

c) Christians must not only know the answers, but the questions that 
people of this post-modern age are asking. 

5. The contrast between the intellectual and the experiential. 

“All thinking is from presuppositions. There can 
be no thinking without presuppositions, and 
therefore, all respectable thinking is from 
sound presuppositions. Any ‘neutrality’ in 
science, philosophy or religion is fictional. The 
only respectable procedure is to admit that 
one thinks from presuppositions and to 
choose those presuppositions in a responsible 
manner.” 

Bernard Ramm, The Christian College in the 
20th Century, p. 93. 
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a) Intellectual content without experiential commitment  immobi-
lizing scholasticism. 

b) Experiential commitment (faith) without intellectual content  
impotent mysticism. 

c) Intellectual content plus experiential commitment (in a dynamic 
life changing and nation changing relationship)  cultural refor-
mation. 

6. The Word of God and the Spirit of God. 
a) The Word without the Spirit  you dry up. 
b) The Spirit without the Word  you blow up. 
c) The Word and the Spirit  you grow up and impact culture as 

salt and light. 
III. The components of a Worldview. 

A. Primary questions: God, man, and the cosmos. 
1. Question 1: What is the origin, nature, and destiny of the cosmos (all that 

exists; i.e., everything–the cosmological/cosmogonical question)? 
2. Question 2: What is the origin, nature, and destiny of man (the anthropologi-

cal question)? 
3. The basic subsidiary questions relating to Question 2 are: 

a) Is man basically good or is man basically evil? 
b) Is man free or is man determined? 
c) Is man rational, intuitive, or neither? 

4. To address the primary questions of God, man, and the cosmos, we must 
first raise and answer four very basic and subsidiary philosophical ques-
tions. 
a) Who has not asked questions like: 

(1) Who am I? 
(2) Where did I come from? 
(3) Where am I going? 

b) These four questions will be analyzed using philosophical language 
because: 
(1) Questions are often raised in philosophical terminology. 
(2) Leaders need to be acquainted with these concepts. 
(3) Either you will raise and answer these questions, or some-

one else will raise and answer them for you. 
c) The basic philosophical questions understood in terms of philos-

ophy. 
(1) The question of being (ontology). 
(2) The question of knowing (epistemology). 
(3) The question of worth (axiology). 
(4) The question of destiny (teleology). 

B. Subsidiary questions. 
1. Ontology (a branch of metaphysics): the question of existence or being. 

a) This is the most basic of all the questions. 
(1) What is the starting point? 
(2) We finish where we start. 
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“Reason (or rationality), then, is 
not negated by revelation but, 
on the contrary, is indispensable 
to it.” 

Dr. Glenn R. Martin 

(3) Our starting point will ultimately determine our ending 
point. 

b) Subsidiary questions. 
(1) What is the nature of existence? 
(2) What is the nature of life?  
(3) What is the nature of energy? 
(4) What is the foundation (source) of existence? 
(5) What is the nature and source or reality? 

c) Answers: many possibilities, but relatively few categories. 
(1) Supernatural force (transcendental; grace) or “yet to be 

discovered” non-supernatural force (natural). 
(2) The ground (starting point) of grace versus the ground 

(starting point) of nature. 
d) Dilemma: in the last several hundred years, ideational leaders have 

abandoned the idea of the Supernatural God of Scripture. 
(1) As a result, today’s post-modern man is facing a dilemma. 
(2) Post-modern man has come to the conclusion that there is 

no answer to this question on the basis of the non-
supernatural (e.g., nature). 

(3) Because there is no answer, the question of existence is 
nonsensical. 

(4) You cannot even ask the question because there are no 
answers to it. 

(5) Hence, the question of existence does not really matter 
because it is absurd. 

(6) Isn’t something going “tilt” here? 
e) Consequences: 

(1) The post-
modern in-
tellectual is 
left in des-
pair that 
leads to cyn-
icism, des-
pair, and 
skepticism (a sandy foundation upon which to build a civi-
lization). 

(2) It does not really matter because all is absurdity (let’s eat, 
drink, and be merry!). 

(3) Who cares about this question (we shall ignore it), we are 
here (i.e., we exist) so we only need to know how to get 
“on with the job.” 
(a) How do we know where to go or what to do? 
(b) From what source (starting point) do we draw our 

bearings? 
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(4) We cannot escape the question of ontology; it must and 
will be answered either by design or by default. 

2. Epistemology: how do we know or how do we get knowledge? 
a) Subsidiary questions. 

(1) What are the limits, if any, to knowledge? 
(2) Are there any standards for knowing? 
(3) How do we know that we know? 

b) Many possible answers, but relatively few categories –three basic 
choices. 
(1) On the basis of revelation (something outside of, beyond, 

and larger than man that has disclosed to man what he 
needs to know). 
(a) “Stop and receive.” 
(b) Revelation presupposes communication and there-

fore a rational (thinking) man. 
(c) The Bible is God in verbal propositional form (the 

source of revelation; the starting point for all 
knowledge; i.e., the truth of what is).3 

(2) On the basis of autonomous rational reasoning (with no 
standard or source outside of man).  
(a) Man knows simply and solely by taking thought. 
(b) “Stop and think.” 
(c) NB. The Bible teaches that man is rational but not 

rationalistic (rationalism is the absolutizing of the 
human intellect as the sole source of knowledge 
and truth). 

(d) Usually, it is assumed that knowledge obtained by 
man thinking thought, if acted upon, will generate 
gradual perfection. 

(3) On the basis of intuition (divine knowledge resides ontolog-
ically within man). 
(a) Man knows simply because he is or exists–this 

presupposes man to be God because man needs 
no outside source for his knowledge and thus 
flows from this basis into pantheism. 

(b) “Stop and know.” 
(c) If the “divine” resides within man, then, theoreti-

cally, he does not need revelation to know, nor 
does he even necessarily need to think to know. 

c) The dilemma for the modern intellectual. 
(1) In the last several hundred years, ideational leaders have 

rejected revelation as the basis of knowledge and source to 
establish knowledge on the basis of either reason or intui-
tion alone. 

                                                 
3 The Christian perspective on all human life and endeavor must ultimately rest upon what can only be described as 
the Divine point of view … revelation. 
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(2) This search has led to a void. 
(3) Post-modern man is reaching the conclusion that it is im-

possible, beginning with the human mind, to know any-
thing absolutely. 

(4) The only thing to know for certain is that there is nothing 
to know for certain. 

(5) Isn’t something going “tilt” here? 
d) Consequences: intellectual bankruptcy (evidenced by the student 

revolt of the 1960s). 
(1) Since there are no epistemological answers, then there is 

nothing to know. 
(2) Proverbs 26:5, “Answer a fool according to his folly lest 

he be wise in his own eyes.” 
(3)  “How do you know that you cannot know anything for 

certain?” 
(4) Hence, we have a tautology: post-modern man is chasing 

his intellectual tail with a dizzying result of absurdity, des-
pair and skepticism. 

(5) We cannot escape the question of epistemology; it must 
and will be answered either by design or by default. 

3. Axiology (value): what is ultimate value? A branch of ethics. 
a) Subsidiary question: Is man or anything, for that matter, worth 

anything? 
b) Many possible answers, but relatively few categories–three basic 

choices. 
(1) God is ultimate value–Biblical or theistic axiology (thrust of 

Biblical Christianity; restated firmly in the Reformation). 
(2) Man is ultimate value–humanistic axiology (thrust of the 

Enlightenment). 
(3) Matter is ultimate value–materialistic axiology (thrust of 

20th century scientific materialism). 
c) Dilemma: in the last several hundred years, ideational leaders have 

rejected God as ultimate value and have come to the conclusion 
that ultimacy resides in man. 
(1) When man rejects God as the Infinite, Personal, Triune, 

and Sovereign Creator, then the only alternative is that all 
things are the product of the impersonal + time + chance. 

(2) Because of this equation, these leaders have also come to 
the conclusion that there is no way to differentiate man 
from matter. 

(3) Since matter has no intrinsic value, then man has no value. 
(a) Hence, the only value is that there is no value! 
(b) “Valuelessness” is the ultimate value. 

(4) Isn’t something going “tilt” here? 
d) Consequences. 
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Three major components 
of a Worldview: 
1. Metaphysics. 

a. Cosmogony. 
b. Cosmology. 
c. Ontology. 

2. Epistemology. 
3. Ethics. 

a. Anthropology. 
b. Axiology. 
c. Teleology. 

(1) Man is ultimate. 
(a) Man is matter. 
(b) Matter has no value. 
(c) Hence, man has no value. 

(2) If man is ultimate, then he will end up destroying man be-
cause man cannot find ultimate value in himself. 
(a) In C20, we have seen more destruction of man 

than in any other period of history. 
(b) In Russia, between 30 and 60 million people killed; 

in China, approximately 100 million people killed. 
(3) We cannot escape the question of axiology; it must and 

will be answered either by design or by default. 
4. Teleology (destiny): where are we go-

ing? A branch of ethics. 
a) Subsidiary questions:  

(1) What is the purpose 
of history? 

(2) Is mankind moving 
toward some objec-
tive? 

b) Many possible answers, but 
relatively few categories: 
mankind is moving toward 
some objective. 
(1) The kingdom of 

God (Augustine’s 
The City of God). 
(a) Goal: the glory of God. 
(b) God is presupposed to be in absolute and ultimate 

control and determinative of direction in time and 
history. 

(c) It is this presupposition that gives history purpose 
and meaning. 

(d) History is heading for a goal, a consummation of 
all things in Christ. 

(2) The kingdom of earth or kingdom of man (Augustine, The 
City of Man). 
(a) Goal: utopia (no place). 
(b) Man (in the modern form–the state) is presup-

posed to be in absolute and ultimate control and 
determinative of direction in time and history. 

c) Dilemma. 
(1) In the last several hundred years, ideational leaders have 

rejected the possibility of the God revealed in Scripture. 
(2) In rejecting God, they have sought to enthrone man (in 

the form of the state) as the ultimate predestinator of all 
things with a goal of creating utopia. 
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(3) But, utopia means “no place!” 
(4) C20 has confirmed that the “State as God” experiment has 

failed. 
d) Consequences. 

(1) Since there is no possibility of God (a presupposition), 
then nothing can explain history and time and history 
must be devoid of meaning and absurd. 

(2) Thus, post-modern man has concluded that he is not go-
ing anywhere in particular (just living life and making the 
“best of it”). 

(3) Answer a fool: If we are not going anywhere, then we are, 
by default, stating that we are going somewhere, i.e., the 
absurd nowhere. 

(4) Isn’t something going “tilt” here? 
(5) We cannot escape the question of teleology; it must and 

will be answered either by design or by default. 
C. Institutional structure and procedure. 

1. Our answers to these four philosophical questions (ontology, epistemolo-
gy, axiology, and teleology) enable us to answer the two primary questions 
(cosmology and anthropology: God, man, and the cosmos). 
a) Our answers to these two primary questions will determine how 

we propose to structure and proceed to live our lives in every area; 
i.e., institutionally. 
(1) Either we will answer these questions intelligently and Bib-

lically or someone else will answer them for us. 
(2) We will either be leaders or be led; influential or influ-

enced. 
b) How shall we then live? 

2. Seven institutional structures. 
a) Civil/social: corporate (governmental and family affairs). 
b) Ecclesiastical: the affairs of the church. 
c) Educational: means of acquiring knowledge and training: schools 

and the media (newspapers, magazines, Internet). 
d) Legal: law order (cement of a culture).4 
e) Economical: relationships among men in the marketplace. 
f) Aesthetical: issues of ultimate beauty (the arts from literature to 

audiovisual). 
g) International politics: the relationships between or among civiliza-

tions and nations. 
IV. A Worldview must provide enduring answers to the larger questions which are applicable to 

the whole of life. 
A. The Bible is not just a source book for man’s soul, or how man is to achieve 

heaven, but it is concerned with man’s life. 

                                                 
4 When a civilization is disintegrating, as the modern West and world most certainly is, we tend to think of law in 
terms of criminal law, not the law order (the cement holding everything together). 
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B. The Bible is concerned with all of man’s life, his culture as well as his person, so-
ciety as well as the individual. 

C. To disregard or deny this fact is to treat God’s creation order with disdain. 
V. The basic presuppositions of the Biblical Christian Worldview (God is the center and 

man orients himself to His revelation, purposes, and person). 
A. The Biblical Christian prescribes to three presuppositions. 

1. The Biblical Christian presupposes the kingdom of God derives its au-
thority and power, not from the earth, but from the Almighty and Sover-
eign God of that kingdom. 

2. The Biblical Christian presupposes that God has made man in Christ as a 
prophet, priest, and king under Him. 

3. The Biblical Christian presupposes that there is no institutional interposi-
tion between God and man. 

B. Presupposition #1: God is Almighty and Sovereign. 
1. God is the Alpha (starting point) and Omega (ending point). 

a) Starting point: “In the beginning, God …” (Genesis 1:1; cf. John 
1:1-3). 

b) If God is Alpha and Omega, then He is everything in between as 
well. 

2. The kingdom of God, i.e., God’s rule, is primarily spiritual in nature (in 
terms of its source of authority and power); cf. John 18:36. 

3. Although spiritual in nature, the kingdom of God does impact the materi-
al and physical (the invisible impacts the visible)–the kingdom of God is 
the total governance of man’s life by God’s word in all areas of life and 
endeavor. 

4. The kingdom of God concerns all of life, the totality of what is. 
a) It cannot be circumscribed or defined in terms of time and space. 
b) Unfortunately, today, we do not have a theological anthropology; 

we have an anthropological theology. 
c) It cannot be equated with a single institution; e.g., the church. 
d) It includes the whole of existence. 
e) In the Incarnation, God has given the Lord Jesus Christ mediato-

rial rule and authority over all things. 
(1) Heaven. 
(2) Earth. 

f) In Christ, the kingdom of God has come, is coming, and will 
come in a final consummation. 

g) The kingdom of God is perfect, eternal, and triumphant (in time 
and in eternity). 

h) Thus, every area of life is an area of kingdom activity. 
C. Presupposition #2: God has made man in Christ as a priest, king, and prophet 

under sovereign God. 
1. Three roles of man in the image (creation) and re-image (redemption) of 

God. 
a) Priest. 

(1) Man has direct and immediate access to God through 
Christ. 
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(2) All men are priests in this fashion and the priesthood of all 
believers was re-emphasized, restated, and reapplied in the 
Reformation (contra to ecclesiastical absolutism or Roman 
Catholicism). 

(3) In the Garden of Eden, man’s priestly function was to 
“keep and guard.” 

b) King. 
(1) Man is king and has dominion over God’s creation under 

God. 
(2) Set by God as a kingly steward of creation resources, man 

can engage in exploration, activity, and knowledge. 
(3) Scientific endeavors (with mathematics as an essential and 

key tool) make use of the creation for the fulfilling of the 
dominion mandate and for the enjoyment thereof. 

c) Prophet. 
(1) All men under God can know because God teaches man 

knowledge on the basis of His verbal propositions (i.e., the 
Bible). 

(2) Being a finite creation, man cannot know exhaustively, but 
he can know truly. 

(3) All men have a basis for knowing what has happened, why 
it happened, and what is not happening and why, and what 
is going to happen and why (truly, but not exhaustively). 

(4) In humanistic education, most subjects are disconnected 
from each other thus there is no meaning to them. 

(5) The triune God of Scripture is the source of unity and di-
versity in knowledge. 

2. To inherit these roles (i.e., to be a Biblical Christian), man must bow be-
fore and celebrate (worship in the totality of our being) God in four ways. 
a) As Creator (ontologically). 
b) As Acknowledger or Revealer (epistemologically). 
c) As Redeemer (axiologically). 
d) As Triumphant Guide and as the King who is coming to con-

summate all things (teleologically). 
3. History is not popular with students today because it does not mean any-

thing. 
a) History does not mean anything to the modern intellectual be-

cause it is written and taught by naturalist historians (what now is, 
abnormality, is normal). 

b) To understand history (what happens in time), one must under-
stand pre-history (what happens before time … In the beginning, 
God–it was God plus zero). 

c) The living God of Scripture–who was, who is, and who is to 
come–has created time and is superintending the events of history 
(including the abnormality of the fall) from the beginning (Genesis 
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1:1) toward a predestined goal (His glory revealed in and through 
His redeemed people)–what now is has not always been so it will 
not always be. 

d) God has communicated His purpose and plans in Holy Scripture–
hence, the Bible is the basis to adjudicate everything including the 
events of history. 

D. Presupposition #3: No institution is to be in interposition between God and man 
(only Christ is the mediator). 
1. If any institution interposes itself between God and man, then it is taking 

the position of God. 
a) There can be no institutional sovereignty (e.g., the state or the 

church). 
b) God is absolute over all including all institutions. 
c) To absolutize any aspect of God’s creation (including institutions) 

is idolatry–inviting the judgment of God. 
d) Never absolutize the relative (the creation) or relativize the abso-

lute (the creator). 
2. God propositions man with a Holy Commonwealth that governs all of life 

in a covenantal law order (not to be confused with covenantalism or cov-
enant theology). 
a) God, through Scripture, pursues fallen man with loving proposi-

tions. 
b) Do not devotionalize the Bible! 
c) Read the Bible Biblically. 

(1) Unity. 
(a) Starting with Genesis. 
(b) Ending with Revelation. 

(2) There is a basic message that 90% will agree on (we exer-
cise charity with the 10% that is in disagreement). 

(3) Listen to His verbal propositions that define His covenan-
tal order and arrangement. 

d) A covenant is not a contract. 
(1) A contract is a horizontal relationship between and or 

among men (anthropological). 
(2) A covenant is a qualified and gracious vertical relationship 

in which God requires the totality of man’s allegiance–the 
righteous shall live by faith (theological). 

e) In covenant, it is God who initiates and man who responds. 
(1) God initiates His covenant in Christ–the Bible is God in 

verbal propositional form; inspired and inerrant words 
that reveal the Word of God in Christ. 

(2) Man’s responsibility to the covenant is to receive God’s 
grace gifts in Christ through the instrument of faith and to 
continue to live in the power of the Holy Spirit of God 
through that same faith (Ephesians 2:8-9; Colossians 2:1-
6).  

3. The difference between religion and the Faith. 
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The Biblical Christian is not 
primarily concerned with 
knowing the will of God (a 
man-centered, anthropo-
logical, non-theistic 
approach); the Biblical 
Christian is primarily 
concerned with knowing 
God for it is in knowing God 
that we will know His way 
and His will (a God-
centered, theological 
approach). 

a) A religion is something man has constructed (the subjective and the 
relative); it is man reaching out to God–it begins and ends with 
man. 

b) Biblical Christianity is a construct of God (the objective and the ab-
solute), not man; it is God reaching out to man and man respond-
ing in faith–therefore, it is correctly denoted as “the Faith” (be-
ginning and ending with God). 

4. Covenantal areas. 
a) Personal–individual salvation through the grace of Christ empowers 

and instructs man to do the full will of God in his life. 
b) Ecclesiastical–the grace of Christ empowers and instructs a local 

church to do the full will of God. 
c) Civil/social–the grace of 

Christ empowers and 
instructs man to do the 
will of God in relation-
ships. 
(1) Marriage. 
(2) Family. 
(3) Vocation and 

calling. 
(4) Civil govern-

ment. 
d) It is in man’s covenantal 

nature and responsibil-
ity to seek to build up 
culture, to explore the 
world he lives in, to ex-
plain it, to improve it; in short, to exercise dominion over it for 
the glory of God and his benefit thereby. 

5. The Faith holds two “tensions” in balance (Sovereignty of God and the 
depravity of man). 
a) It is pessimistic (negative or bad news)–the Bible teaches the depravi-

ty and sin of man. 
(1) Depravity does not mean that man is insignificant, incon-

sequential, irresponsible, programmed, or pre-determined. 
(2) Depravity means that man, being dead in sin, cannot by 

thought or action deliver himself from the dilemma in 
which he was born; hence, man is dependent upon God in 
Christ for his deliverance. 

(3) The Biblical Christian view is therefore pessimistic toward 
the destiny of depraved man (in Satan and rebellion) and 
his fallen institutions (death). 
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b) It is optimistic (for time and eternity; now and the future)–the Bi-
ble teaches the sovereignty and unmerited grace of God (positive or 
good news). 
(1) God is the absolute and final authority; the Alpha and 

Omega in all things. 
(2) God, in grace, makes man alive in Him. 
(3) God is Ultimate and His plans and activity are directing 

history toward a goal–His glory. 
(4) God in Christ has conquered Satan, sin, and death in the 

Cross and the Resurrection. 
(5) The Biblical Christian proclaims an accomplished victory 

and triumph. 
(6) Therefore, even though evil men proceed from evil to evil, 

they will not prosper (II Timothy 3). 
(7) The Biblical Christian view is therefore optimistic toward 

the destiny of redeemed man (in Christ and obedience) 
and his reconstructed institutions (reforming powers and 
influence in this age, even salt and light)–where sin 
abounds, grace abounds much more (life). 

E. Concerning the four philosophical questions, the Biblical Christian presupposes: 
1. A Biblical supernatural ontology: in God we live and move and have our 

being (Acts 17:31) and all things were created in Him and for Him (Reve-
lation 4:11). 

2. A Biblical revelational epistemology: in Christ are all the treasures of wis-
dom and knowledge (Colossians 2:3) as communicated to man in verbal, 
proposition form. 

3. A Biblical redemptive axiology: God is ultimate value and full redemption, 
restoration, and value are founded in the work of Christ on the Cross. 

4. A Biblical triumphant teleology: the kingdom of God will triumph in time, 
history, and eternity (Psalm 2, 110; I Corinthians 15). 

F. The impact of the Faith on institutional structure and procedure. 
1. Educational. 

a) A Biblical Christian believes strongly in education because it is es-
sential for man to read, write, and count. 
(1) If we presuppose that we know on the basis of the Bible, 

then we must know the rudiments of reading, writing, and 
ciphering. 

(2) Thus, Biblical Christians have always been on the fore-
front of literacy and education. 

b) The Biblical Christian has three objectives. 
(1) To know the God as revealed in the Bible as a living 

Worldview; as a dynamical system that speaks to the whole 
of life (the thesis). 

(2) To know all other Worldviews and systems fully and fairly; 
we need to know what we do not believe (the antithesis). 

(3) To reinterpret all things on the basis of Biblical Christian 
presuppositions. 
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c) Therefore, Biblical Christian education and scholarship is “second 
to none” providing superior scholarship. 
(1) Perry Miller, the late agnostic Harvard historian, wrote, 

“most historians do not understand the Puritans because 
they [the historians–J.N.] cannot stand the pace.” 

(2) The Puritans attempted successfully to apply the Bible to 
the whole of life. 

(3) Because of this, their Biblical view is too rigorous and too 
enterprising for the non-Christian. 

2. Ecclesiastical (diversity and unity within itself and in union with all other 
legitimate bodies). 
a) The agency of redemptive grace–points man to God in Christ as 

Sovereign King, Prophet, and Priest. 
b) Prophetic voice to the nations: God is over all of life whether He 

is acknowledged or not. 
c) Binds the redeemed together in Christ (as a body of believers). 

3. Legal. 
a) Law is neither abstract nor impersonal. 
b) Law governs all of life and relationships. 
c) God is law, truth, and justice (cf. Isaiah 33:22): all law is to be 

based on the Bible and/or principles derived thereby. 
4. Civil/Social: Civil government (corporate). 

a) The Biblical Christian recognizes that civil government is a gift of 
God for the orderly procedure of man in a fallen society. 

b) Civil government is of God, by God, and for fallen man. 
c) There is little comprehension of the Holy Commonwealth con-

cept; i.e., God is Lord of life (personal, ecclesiastical, and corpo-
rate). 
(1) Most Christians today have been influenced by various 

false Worldviews that have driven a wedged between the 
sacred and the secular. 

(2) The Biblical Christian does not embrace a dichotomy be-
tween the sacred and the secular because in God’s sover-
eignty everything is sacred (under His authority)–this is dou-
ble mindedness. 

(3) The concept that some realms are secular is a reflection of 
the denial of the Lordship of God in Christ and it will re-
sult ultimately in anarchy. 

(4) We must eliminate the word “secular” from our vocabu-
lary (except, of course, for non-theological usages of that 
term). 

d) In God, the Biblical Christian is called to be reverent (not relevant–
the message of the modern university) in all dealings and relation-
ships (personal, familial, ecclesiastical, civical, and social). 
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e) In Scripture, there is a separation of church and state in terms of 
function or sphere. 
(1) The church (ministry) is the agency of God’s redemptive 

grace. 
(2) The state (magistrate) is the agency of God’s sword of jus-

tice (Romans 13). 
f) Both church and state, although separate in function, are under 

God’s authority (they act in concert under God). 
g) If we reject God’s authority over the state and embrace a sa-

cred/secular dichotomy (if we embrace this dichotomy, we have 
lost the war before we even engage a battle), then the state, instead 
of being under God, becomes a creation of man for the effecting 
of his own happiness and security (civil government is of, by, and 
for man). We then invite: 
(1) Authoritarianism (absolutizing the state). 

(a) When God is removed, the state moves into an au-
thority vacuum (authority is inescapable) and be-
comes the redemptive agency (usurps the authority 
of the church): in the State, we live, we move, and 
we have our being. 

(b) Power politics rules the day since man is in control 
and unredeemed man craves position, power, and 
coercive control. 

(2) Anarchy (despising the state). 
(a) Man chooses to live without authority and without 

any system of power (calling civil government evil 
which is blasphemy). 

(b) Since you cannot have an authority vacuum, anar-
chy always breaks down and is replaced by a call 
for the enforcement of power to control the situa-
tion–resulting in Totalitarianism. 

h) The Biblical Christian reverences civil government as a gift from 
God for the orderly procedure of fallen man and he should seek 
to influence civil government in terms of its responsibilities before 
God. 

5. Aesthetical. 
a) Art has to do with beauty and God is ultimate Beauty. 
b) Thus, the Biblical Christian has much to write, to sing, and to 

paint about–he rejoices in God’s creation and the possibilities of 
creative endeavor are unlimited. 

c) In contrast, the unbeliever tends to absolutize art form in his re-
jection of God. 
(1) When a part of God’s creation is absolutized, it becomes 

distorted (out of focus). 
(2) The result is fragmentation and ugliness. 

d) Thus, the Biblical Christian should vigorously enter the arts as he 
has so much to contribute. 
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6. Economical. 
a) The Biblical Christian believes in free enterprise (a just system of 

prices and wages set in good conscience and quietness, without 
coercion, before God by both the buyer and seller). 

b) The Biblical Christian believes in private property. 
(1) Not in the sense of individualism (i.e., “it’s mine!”) but in 

the sense of private possession as a steward under God. 
NB. Never absolutize what is relative (an “ism” is the ab-
solutizing of a particular area). 

(2) Justification: “Thou shalt not steal”–one cannot steal what 
is not possessable. 

c) Possessions include real estate, time, talents, energy, and all forms 
of wealth. 

d) For the Biblical Christian, work and/or study are a form of wor-
ship. 
(1) Work as worship is a part of giving of the totality of my 

being to God my Creator, Redeemer, Acknowledger, 
Guide, and Preserver. 

(2) One’s theology will always drive one’s economics. 
(3) There is no such thing as full-time Christian service (if 

there is, then what is part-time Christian service?)–the Bib-
lical Christian recognizes that each person has a full-time 
calling before God. 

(4) Work is not a means to an end (workaholicism). 
(5) The Puritans considered it a crime (in fact, a form of blas-

phemy) for those who could but would not work (cf. II 
Thessalonians 3:6-15). 

(6) The work of the Biblical Christian will therefore be of su-
perior quality and workmanship. 

e) Those unable to work are the responsibility, not of the state, but 
of the Christian community (family and local church). 
(1) God has ordained His people as the agent of charity–

Biblical charity (the love of God flowing through man) al-
ways points man to God as provider. 

(2) In the welfare state, charity has lost its meaning. 
f) The function of tithes and offerings. 

(1) Evangelicals have not lived by faith in this area. 
(2) The tithes and offerings support kingdom work and evan-

gelism, nurture, charity, education, and hospitality5 is king-
dom work (James 1:27). 

(3) The health, education, and welfare budget of the state = 
tithe of the church (if the church tithes). 

                                                 
5 The practice of hospitality by the early church resulted in the founding of hospitals. 
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(4) The state has stepped into a vacuum created by the diso-
bedience of the church and its welfare “ministrations” are 
diabolical. 
(a) Massive confiscatory tax burden (if the state asks 

for more than the tithe, then the state acts as 
God). 

(b) Wasteful use of resources (bureaucracy). 
(c) Exacerbate the problem instead of resolving the 

problem. 
(d) Recipients look to the state and not to God for 

their well-being. 



 

Page 29 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

“Christ bespeaks not simply the 
person of Jesus, but his kingdom and 
lordship of the whole earth as well … 
Not only is Christ the meaning of 
history, but nothing and no one else 
possibly can be. And if of history, then 
he is the meaning of man’s cultural 
mission as well.” 

Michael W. Kelley, The Impulse of Power, p 4. 

A Biblical Christian Reinterpretation of History 

I. Structuring and restructuring history. 
A. What history is not: “her” story or “their” story? 
B. History is the “story of God writ large.” 

1. History is memory! 
2. Not interested in history? Do you think? 
3. History is the flow of sequential events through the space-time continu-

um. 
4. Hendrikus Berkhof (1914-1995), Dutch Reformed theologian, in Christ the 

Meaning of History (p. 17) said, “History is the study of man’s actions and 
decisions. It is the terrain on which man’s cultural mission is realized ….” 

5. Robert Rendall, theologian (20th century), “History has as its mainstream 
the Messianic purpose of Jesus Christ; the Messianic purpose is the main 
tide of history; all others are tributary. The Messianic purpose holds to-
gether the entire fabric of history integrating all things in Christ.”  

6. History, to be interpret-
ed rightly, must be un-
derstood and evaluated 
in terms of the Christ 
who is the Lord of his-
tory. 

C. Our understanding of history 
and recorded history is struc-
tured according to our particu-
lar Worldview. 

D. Naturalist historians operate 
from the view that nature 
brought everything into exist-
ence. 
1. Presuppositions. 

a) Nature is “all that is.” 
b) Man knows on the basis of rationalism. 
c) Man is of ultimate value. 
d) The kingdom of earth (the City of Man) is destined to rule. 

A small number of people who know what they 
believe and why they believe it and who know 
what they do not believe and why they do not 
believe it can bring about a reformation in our day. 
We need a full-orbed Biblical Christian education as 
a prerequisite for reformation. 
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2. These historians6 have written history and structured it as follows: 
a) Ancient or Classical (positive). 
b) Medieval (negative). 
c) Modern (positive). 

3. Detail interpretations. 
a) Ancient man (Greek man) jettisoned God and fashioned his world 

on the basis of human ingenuity and effort. 
b) With the collapse of this ancient or Classical culture the world en-

tered the Christian era. 
(1) The medieval period has been denoted as the “Dark Ages” 

and is presented by these historians as 1000 years of non-
learning. 

(2) In contrast, the Biblical Christian restructures this to see 
Ancient Greece and Imperial Rome as the Dark ages. 

c) The modern period is marked by: 
(1) The Renaissance (the rebirth of learning). 
(2) The Enlightenment (the age of light). 
(3) Rationalism (man by taking thought and application to 

achieve gradual perfection). 
(4) By C20, modern man saw that perfection was before 

them, but the events of C20 have destroyed the rational-
istic faith. 
(a) Postmodernism: reaction to rationalism by reject-

ing reason and naturalism as standards. 
(b) Biblical Christianity: reform in terms of the abso-

lutes of God’s full-orbed law-word. 
4. Dating: a significant change. 

a) The Incarnation generated a new calendar. 
(1) BC–Before Christ. 
(2) AD (anno domini)–in the Year of our Lord (taken from 

Isaiah 61). 
b) In late C20, this dating changed (due to humanistic and natural-

istic influences). 
(1) BCE–before the Common Era. 
(2) CE–the Common Era. 

c) These date signifiers now appear in “scholarly” works (histories, 
etc.). 
(1) The term common era is preferred by some as an alterna-

tive to the more overtly religious AD and BC, since 
Common Era does not explicitly make use of religious ti-
tles for Jesus, such as Christ and Lord, which are used in 
the AD/BC notation. 

                                                 
6 The German historian Christoph Cellarius (1638-1707) may have been the first to make this division in his work 
entitled Universal History, Divided into Ancient, Medieval, and Modern Time Periods. See Geoffrey Barraclough, History in a 
Changing World (Oxford: Blackwell, 1955), p. 54. 
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“Today Western culture stands 
perilously close to the brink of col-
lapse. If we should wish to know the 
reasons, we shall have to reckon with 
the ethical-religious dichotomy that 
lies at the center of Western man’s 
endeavor. Moreover, it has long been 
present at the core of Western culture. 
The terms which best describe these 
antithetical viewpoints have been 
and remain Christianity and Human-
ism. No others adequately explain the 
clash of viewpoints that lie at the root 
of Western civilization and can 
account for the strong polarity 
between what men today have 
come to value or detest in Western 
civilization.” 
Michael W. Kelley, The Impulse of Power, p 13. 
 

(2) Some criticize Common Era notation as a euphemism that 
does not alter the pivotal year one still centering on the life 
of Jesus. 

(3) Many others criticize the notation as an unnecessary at-
tempt at political correctness. 

E. The Biblical Christian sees the flow of history in terms of man-centered views 
(starting with man) vs. God-centered views (starting with God). 
1. There is pre-Christian civilization and history (BC): the darkness of paganism. 
2. There is Christian civilization and history (AD). 

a) Light penetrates darkness. 
b) Light is compromised with darkness. 

3. There is post-Christian 
civilization and history: 
neo-paganism (rejection 
of light). 

F. The Biblical Christian would 
structure history under the fol-
lowing theological headings. 
1. Pantheism/Polytheism 

(Greek: pre-Christian). 
2. Monotheism (Hebrew). 
3. Biblical theism (Trini-

tarian): Not only is 
Christ, who is Lord 
over all, the meaning of 
history, but nothing and no 
one else possibly can be. 

4. Natural theism (to 
know God through 
human effort–flows out 
of Scholasticism). 

5. Deism (God exists but 
no longer has a personal 
interest in the affairs of 
the world; God is the 
Alpha but not the Omega). 

6. Neo-pantheism (God is everything and all is God–flows out of Romanti-
cism). 

7. Atheism (non-theism). 
8. Antitheism (Communism) because atheism is too passive. 
9. Post-theism (dispense with questions about God). 
10. Occultism (Satanism)–a return to the spirit world but not the Spirit of 

God (Eastern religions, spiritism, mysticism, New Age, Demonism). 
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II. The conflicting intellectual traditions of Western-American Civilization. 

Conflicting Intellectual Traditions 
of Western-American Civilization
Hellenic
Hellenistic
Romanic

Judaic
Christian
Augustinian

Scholasticism
(Scholastic Synthesis)

Humanism (Renaissance)
Rationalism (Enlightenment)
Romanticism/Transcendentalism
Process Philosophy
  Marxism
  Darwinism
  Pragmatism
  Freudianism
Existentialism
Occultism/Satanism

Reformed Christian
  (Reformation)
Evangelical

Polytheism
Monotheism
Biblical Theism
Natural Theism
Deism
Pantheism
Atheism
Antitheism
Post-theism
Occultism/Satanism
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III. We can divide history of Western Civilization into four sections. 
A. The pre-Christian West and World (ca. 2000 BC–476 AD). 
B. The Christian West and World (476 AD–1700). 
C. The Christian/Rationalist West and World (1700–ca. 1860). 
D. The post-Christian West and World (ca. 1870s–present). 

We cannot combat the errors of our time if we 
cannot recognize kindred errors in the past …. In 
every era, the modernisms of the day have re-
shaped men’s views of the Bible when in fact the 
Bible requires us to reshape our world, our times, 
and ourselves in terms of the word of God. 

Rousas J. Rushdoony, cited in Michael W. Kelley, The Impulse 
to Power, p. 1. 

Pre-Christian West and World Medieval Modern and Post-Modern World
BC/AD ca. 1450

Development of Western Culture
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Jesus
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Hume
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Marx
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Protestant L
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“Death of God”

World View Thrust

Kuyper, V
an Til

Ground motives

Type of Philosophy

Pre-Synthesis
(purely pagan)

Synthesis
1. Medieval
2. Roman Catholic and 
Protestant - dualism to
Present day

Anti-Synthesis
1. Reformation - Return to the Bible
2. Renaissance to Enlightenment 
(back to pagan Greece and Rome, 
before the “dark ages” of Christianity)

Cultural Religion of FORM
Nature Religion of MATTER

GRACE
Greek idea of NATURE

Cult of Free Human Personality

Cult of Unlimited Science (Scientism)
(Romanticism to Existentialism)
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God

Man

 

The pre-Christian West and World (ca. 2000 BC–476 AD) 
I. The Judaic Worldview: Exaltation of God (2000 BC–70 AD)–covenant obedience. 

A. Basic presuppositions: God is Creator and man is the creature (Genesis 1:1 ex-
plains the “whatisness” of “what is.”). 
1. Supernatural ontology–all existence comes from the creative hand of 

God. 
2. Revelatory epistemology–man knows on the basis of God making Him-

self known. 
3. Theistic axiology–God is ultimate value, totally sovereign, and the final 

authority. 
4. Victorious teleology–The kingdom of God derives its power and authori-

ty from God; it is primarily spiritual and “all the ends of the earth shall 
worship before Him.” 

B. God and man. 
1. Monotheistic (there is one God) and this God is sovereign. 
2. The depravity of man. 

a) Man cannot do anything of his own effort for salva-
tion; he is dependent upon Divine Grace. 

b) Man is reoriented toward God as the center of all. 
C. Nature of time: linear  progressive. 

1. Has a beginning (started by God–Genesis 1:1). 
a) Since God started time, He is above and beyond it. 
b) God can act into time (e.g., the Incarnation). 

2. Governed providentially by God. 
a) Time is in the economy of God. 
b) God is not held captive by time. 
c) History moves to a determined end–there is growth in God’s 

economy (obedience vs. disobedience). 
d) There will be a consummation to time and history. 

D. God chose Israel to exalt God and by that exaltation point all nations to God 
(election is a means to the end–the exaltation of God). 
1. Israel failed in this assignment by imitating other nations; e.g., they wanted 

a human king. 
a) They saw themselves as “the end.” 
b) They eventually embraced a “Messianic complex” (a basic reason 

for being opposed and ostracized in world history). 
2. All civilizations pass through a cycle from theocentrism (in a generic 

sense–committed to a faith and a vision outside of oneself or a “reason to 
live and a reason to die”) to anthropocentrism to an internal collapse or 
disintegration (in which external forces fill the vacuum and cultures 
“fall”). 
a) They all begin with something larger than man ultimately to turn 

to man and disintegrate within. 
b) Israel moved increasingly from theocentrism to anthropocentrism. 
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3. In this shift, Israel began to see the kingdom of God as primarily physical, 
not spiritual. 
a) Instead of seeing themselves as servants of God, they understood 

God to exist to serve their nation. 
b) As result, Israel absolutized their nation and looked for a Messiah 

to rule a material kingdom making them rulers of the nations. 
c) By the time of Christ, the Jews had reinterpreted the kingdom of 

God thus preventing them from recognizing the Messiah and His 
claims. 
(1) They rejected the Christ because they could not recognize 

Him. 
(2) The Church in its history has tended to drift into the same 

exegetical error. 
E. God brought a covenantal end to the nation in the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 

AD (as predicted by Christ in Matthew 23-24; cf. Romans 11). 
1. Romans 11 promises that they will return (from seeing themselves as the 

“end” to simply a “means to an end”–the exaltation of God) to the Olive 
tree of God; i.e., faith in God through Christ. 

2. The Church now has the task to exalt God in Christ as Savior and Lord 
among all nations. 

II. The Hellenic Worldview (1400-338 BC): Man is the measure (Jerusalem vs. Athens, the 
“tale of two cities”)–covenantal rebellion. 
A. History. 

1. The ancient Greeks were Indo-Europeans who moved into the Balkan 
Peninsula (Greece). 

2. Three other main peninsulas in Europe. 
a) Iberian (Spain/Portugal). 
b) Roman (Italy). 
c) Anatolian (Turkey). 

3. Called Hellenes or Greeks (based upon language spoken). 

B. Religion. 
1. Polytheistic and non-transcendental. 
2. Anthropomorphic: the “gods” had human-like characteristics, somewhat 

“irrational” passions, and foibles (ontological failure). 
3. The “gods” of Olympia (envisioned by man) viewed man as an object of 

utter indifference or condescending arbitrariness. 
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4. Behind the “gods” was the notion of fate7 (Stoics–every event is deter-
mined by fate). 

C. Homer (ca. 9th century BC). 
1. Homer, the poet, codified the Greek religion and faith in Iliad and Odyssey 

(the Greek “bible”–the “living word” that every true Greek meditated up-
on). 
a) Greek tragedy. 
b) “Hero” paradigm: the hero is one who struggles against and beats 

the “odds that are opposed to him” with “god-like” courage and 
power. 

c) Man is merely a “pawn” in the larger cosmic framework (at the 
“whims” and “capriciousness” of the gods). 

d) Homer, the primary “theologian” of the Greeks, attempted to ex-
plain man truly in terms of reason alone (the source of the subse-
quent “anthropocentric” tendency of all Greek thought) thereby 
elevating man to a “god-like” status (cf. Genesis 3). 

2. This “theocentric” faith held dominance until the Persian War of 490-480 
BC. 
a) 500,000 Persians (Iran) under Xerxes marched toward Greece (a 

very long march–this gave the Greeks some time to consider what 
may result). 

b) At Delphi (Delphic Oracle), Greek priests consulted the oracle of 
Apollo (Greek god of wisdom–epistemology) and the message of 
Apollo was interpreted as “flee for disaster awaits you–there is no 
hope” (failure of nerve). 

c) The victory gained by the Spartans (the most devout Homerians) 
at Thermopylae. 
(1) Held the Persians at bay until the fleet was established. 
(2) Once established, the Greek Navy triumphed over the 

Persians causing them to flee in retreat. 
(3) This victory shattered the Greek faith in the “gods”–they 

were not big enough to endure the crisis of the war. 
(4) The Homeric faith disintegrated (ontologically and epis-

temologically). 
3. According to Michael W. Kelley, “The gods will recede farther into the 

background, if not disappear altogether, and man will emerge to think and 
act in accordance with abstract and impersonal ideas. Reason in man will 
assume the role of the divine in man and become the power needed to 
order his life and world. Thus begins the emergence of ‘the Greek legacy’ 
and with it the humanistic aspect of Western civilization.”8 

                                                 
7 Fate literally means “to speak.” 
8 Michael W. Kelley, The Impulse to Power: Formative Ideals of Western Civilization (Minneapolis: Contra Mundum Books, 
1998), p. 39. 
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a) Thales (636-546 BC): earthquakes were not caused by Poseidon 
(sea god), but by the turbulence of water upon which the land 
floated. 

b) Anaximenes (585-525 BC): rainbows were not the manifestation 
of Iris (goddess of the rainbows), but by the rays of the sun falling 
on dense air. 

D. Into this vacuum came: 
1. Sophism (450–420 BC). 

a) Centered in Athens (import from a Greek colony in Anatolia). 
b) There is no truth or absolutes (relativism). 
c) We get the word “sophisticated” from sophism. 

(1) A “sophisticated” person has an “open” mind about eve-
rything. 

(2) An open mind is like a garbage can: it is a receptacle by 
which and in which anything and everything can be 
thrown indiscriminately. 

d) Men should exploit one another (politics of power–the ultimate 
reality). 

e) Emphasized rhetoric (flow of information) and the leaders be-
cause lawyers and politicians (new elite ruling class) who were experts 
in relativism. 

2. Epicureanism/Hedonism (ca. 300 BC). 
a) The only reality is the sensate, phenomenal realm (what is seen or 

felt). 
b) “Refined” or “intellectual” hedonism (the “golden mean” of mod-

eration): let us eat fine cheese, drink fine wine, and engage good 
conversation, for tomorrow we all die. 

c) Life was devoid of any eternal purpose (the man without an eter-
nal purpose has no present purpose). 

d) Naturally leads to a full-fledged hedonism: enjoy life and all of its 
pleasures now (cf. Solomon’s warning in Ecclesiastes). 

3. Sophism and Epicureanism could not fill the void–enter Greek Rational-
ism. 
a) Socrates (470-399 BC). 

(1) There is truth but how is it to be known? 
(2) Believed in “salvation through order.” 
(3) He established the absolute (or order) of “know thyself”–

know on the basis of human effort or man can find truth 
on his own effort (rationalism). 

(4) Socratic Method: sort out truth from perpetual rhetoric 
(from the Sophists) based upon logic. 

(5) Viewed by the Sophistic establishment in Athens as myste-
rious and a corruptor of youth (homosexual rumors did 
float around) by saying two contradictory things: 
(a) Man did not know. 
(b) There was something for man to know. 
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Death of Socrates (Public Domain) 

(6) Another danger posed by Socrates. 
(a) If man can know truth, any establishment (i.e., the 

Sophist elite) could come under the judgment of 
that truth. 

(b) The Athenians could not tolerate the thought that there were 
absolutes (from the concurrent sophistic thrust). 

(7) The city-state (polis: the intersection of divinity and hu-
manity as a transcendental arrangement) decided Socrates 
had to go–either to leave the city (man without a country 
or life  cast into a state of “living death” by being ostra-
cized from both divinity and humanity) or commit suicide 
(drink the hemlock):  Socrates chose the latter. 

b) Plato (427-347 BC): the replacement of Homer’s “hero” with the 
“philosopher.” 
(1) Student of Socrates. 
(2) Man can know truth by taking thought in a deductive 

(general to specific or universal to particular) fashion in 
contrast to inductive thinking (particular to universal or 
the specific to the general)–man can find the source of truth 
within himself. 
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(3) The world of particulars (time and space; the phenomenal9 
or “seen” world) was not the real or ideal or noumenal10 
world (which was the “unseen” world; i.e., Plato’s Forms).11 
(a) By thinking (or recollecting the past life cycles), 

man could penetrate the ideal world. 
(b) The ideal world, the source of unchanging order, 

was the realm of the universal or the absolutes 
(Truth). 

(4) Man, through thought (“stop and think”), could reach the 
absolute and impersonal One (Demiurge12). 
(a) The belief that man can know on the basis of rea-

son alone (rationalism) gave rise to humanism 
(man can control his own destiny). 

(b) Rationalism  man can establish the “kingdom of 
man” (the polis or state ruled by the rationalistic 
elite13 or “philosopher kings” as per The Republic)–
cf. the Judaic Worldview; truth can only be known 
truly in terms of submission to the God who is 
truth (in the objective sense). 

(c) Plato’s understand of God is a subjective abstrac-
tion (generated in his own mind), not objective 
(similar to Eastern mysticism). 

(d) God, for Plato, is an invisible world of permanent 
things which are accessible only to the mind (the 
mind of the educated “elite”). 

(5) Views on “justice.” 
(a) A matter of organization and social arrangement. 
(b) Not a matter of law or principle but social arrange-

ment. 
(c) Justice, to Plato, can be found when the best and 

wisest (the rationalistic elite) are put in charge of 
everyone else. 

(d) Question: Who is in charge of the rationalistic 
elite? 

c) Aristotle (384-322 BC). 

                                                 
9 Known by the senses. 
10 A thing being perceived by the intellect alone. 
11 The “forms” of Plato are the good, permanent, and eternal things, the ideal. The bad or adverse things are in the 
realm of transitory (and subject to constant change) matter. It is the Forms that that bring matter under control 
subjecting matter to order and purpose. To Plato, the emotions and feelings are part of the Homeric poetic legacy 
and are thereby to be despised in favor of pure rationalistic thought. Both the material world and the body were evil 
impediments to knowledge of the forms. Note also that early Christianity fought and sometimes surrendered to these 
Platonic forms (created a Platonic Christianity, a skewed faith that saw matter as evil and salvation as purely and only 
salvation from material existence–the basis for monasticism). 
12 Skillful worker or artificer. 
13 Pythagoras (ca. 582-ca. 500 BC), the mathematician, was the first to speak of intellectual elites being put in charge 
of shaping society in accordance with a rational plan that they had devised for themselves. 
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(1) Student of Plato. 
(2) Unfolded rationalism in a systematic (logical) form as a 

“toolkit” (e.g., Euclid’s Elements of Geometry exemplifies this 
approach). 

(3) He emphasized study of the particulars of the seen world 
(empiricism, positivism, induction–“look and see”) learn-
ing from it in order to build on it until perfection is at-
tained–a knowledge of the “first or final cause” or the 
“Unmoved Mover” (that which is behind all that exists). 

(4) Reason discovers truth by observing the unchanging ideas 
in the world of matter. 

4. Presuppositions of the Greek or Hellenic Worldview. 
a) Naturalistic ontology. 
b) Rationalistic epistemology. 
c) Humanistic axiology. 
d) Kingdom of man teleology. 

5. Implications: Aristotle, along with all Greek thinkers, sought to structure 
society on a purely horizontal basis (society as absolute)–this is an “eastern” 
or mystical thrust. 

6. The Greek view of time. 
a) Cyclical and spiral–retrogressive (also Eastern in thrust). 
b) Fatalistic: chaos, no meaning to history since it repeats itself. 
c) The cyclical view of time resulted in the still-

birth of science in all ancient cultures (Greek 
included) while the Judaic view of time en-
gendered the birth of modern science in the 
medieval era.14 

7. Ancient or Classical Greece began to disintegrate due 
to its radical anthropomorphism. 
a) One cannot fill a vacuum with Sophism, Hedonism, or Rational-

ism. 

                                                 
14 See Stanley L. Jaki, Science and Creation (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1974). 
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b) Disintegration in terms of internal/civil wars: Peloponnesian War 
between Athens and Sparta from 431-404 BC. 

c) Philip of Macedonia, to the north, was drawn into this vacuum of 
erstwhile, Hellenic civilization.  

E. The Hellenistic thrust to the world (336-30 BC). 
1. Alexander the Great (356-323 BC). 

a) Son of Philip of Macedonia (382–336 BC). 
b) Student of Aristotle’s rationalistic faith (Hellenic Worldview). 

2. Conquests of Alexander the Great (336-323 BC). 
a) Overran the disintegrating Mediterranean world, moved east to 

India, all the while indoctrinating these lands with the Hellenistic 
faith (by the time of the New Testament, the Apostle Paul could 
differentiate between two worlds–two Worldviews–Jew and Greek; 
i.e., the rest of the world). 

b) His empire collapsed with his death at 33. 
c) Most military conquerors are not opportunists (conquer merely 

and only for themselves) because there is too much risk–most are 
fired by an ideology (as was the case with Alexander the Great, Attila 
the Hun, Genghis Khan, Napoleon Bonaparte, Hitler, and Stalin). 

III. The Romanic Worldview: The City of Man (1000 BC–476 AD). 
A. Roman “integration into the Worldview void” followed the Greeks. 

1. Theocentric. 
2. Polytheistic. 
3. Anthropomorphic. 

B. Roman civilization borrowed largely from the nations they conquered, including 
picking up their forms of religion. 
1. Incorporated a wide variety of distinctives (gods and goddesses) into their 

system. 
2. Total confusion (theological indigestion) reigned as a resulted (a “crowded 

pantheon”). 
C. Although the Romans conquered the Greeks militarily, it was the Greeks who 

conquered Rome intellectually (the triumph of the Greek mind; i.e., Worldview). 
1. Romans bought Greek slaves (intellectuals) as status symbols. 
2. Romans employed these slaves as tutors of their children (cf. Galatians 

3:24). 
3. These slaves taught the Romans the Greek faith that resulted in Roman 

skepticism (variant of sophism), stoicism (variant of rationalism), etc. 
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D. Roman civilization lasted approximately 1500 years. 
1. Monarchial Rome (1000 BC–500 BC). 
2. Republican Rome (500 BC–0 BC). 
3. Empire of Rome or Imperial Rome (0–476 AD). 

a) Time of the waning (disintegration) of Roman civilization. 
b) Emperor worship (Caesar is Lord or “salvation in the State”) and 

the disintegration of Roman culture went “hand in hand”–the 
people accepted authoritarian power; i.e., Statism (The Emperor 
was seen as the “cement” of the Empire) in return for peace (ex-
ternal invaders) and prosperity (economic security). 
(1) Caesar Augustus (12 BC)–authoritarian rule after the pat-

tern of the dictatorship of Julius Caesar (46-44 BC). 
(2) Diocletian (285 AD). 

c) Two forces attempt to “fill” the vacuum. 
(1) External: Barbarians. 
(2) Internal: Biblical Christianity. 

d) At the same time, the Christian faith grew and stepped into the 
void of a deconstructing culture of cruelty, decadence, “bread and 
circuses,” and general apathy. 
(1) Christians were persecuted for the faith–Jesus is Lord. 
(2) The Christian elevation of the Sovereignty of God in 

Christ over all earthly authorities eventually removed the 
last vestiges of divinity (princeps legibus solutus est–the “ruler is 
above the law”) associated with Caesar. 

(3) Christianity was a public and comprehensive, not a private and 
narrow faith. 

(4) Christians worshipped an absolute greater than the Em-
peror or the Empire and this absolute stood as judge of all 
men and nations. 

(5) Persecution of Christians (subtraction) resulted in more 
Christians (multiplication)! 
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(6) This persecution waxed and waned starting with the beast-
ly Caesar Nero15 (64 AD) and finally ended with the Em-
peror Constantine (313 AD)–a purely pragmatic move. 

e) Soon after the persecution of Christianity was officially stopped 
(Emperor Theodosius in 381 AD), Germanic (Gothic) tribes be-
gan to move in from the North and the East and in 410 AD, the 
Goths (led by Alaric) sacked Rome. 
(1) The “eternal city” of Rome (the “city state” of city states), 

which would show the world the way to perpetual order, 
harmony, and peace, was overrun by a few thousand Bar-
barians (Rome is the world’s best and last hope–sound 
familiar today?). 
(a) Economic decline. 
(b) More expensive state. 
(c) Tighter centralization. 

(2) Rome lost its will to survive (internal rot) and instead of 
blaming themselves, they put the blame on the Christians 
(this claim was answered by a Bishop from Hippo in 
Northern Africa). 

(3) Civilizations exist as a means to the end of the exaltation 
of God–they will be blessed if they exalt God or eventual-
ly judged (flunked out of history) if they do not. 

(4) Rome “fell” in 476 AD when Odovacar (ca. 433-493) be-
came the first barbarian king of Italy. 

 

                                                 
15 In the words of Charles Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, “It was, in a word, the tragedy of men who, 
being required to play gods, descended to that of beasts” (p. 129). In the face of dethronement of the divinity of the 
Caesars, the Roman culture turned to mystery religions and orientalism (what Christianity also contended with). 
Orientalism led to Gnosticism, an anthropological and cosmical dualism whereby a retreat from the total realm of 
the material in all its associations and a complete absorption in the domain of spirit took hold as the only means to 
escape from what was regarded as confinement in a world of evil and misery. 



 

Page 45 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

 
Augustine (Public 
Domain) 

The Christian West and World (476 AD–1700) 
I. The Augustinian (Biblical Christian) Worldview: The City of God (426 AD–present). 

A. Augustine (354-430), the Bishop of Hippo (northern Africa), answered the chal-
lenge that Rome fell because of the Christians and put 13 years (413-426) of re-
search into writing The City of God. 

1. Naturalistic historians do not see the importance of Augustine in the de-
velopment of Western civilization. 

2. He was steeped in the Classical mind but under Bishop Ambrose (339-
397) he became a Biblical Christian. 
a) Trained as a rhetorician; a brilliant man with the best Classical ed-

ucation available. 
b) Yet, he was restless for the truth. 
c) From this training, he explored Hedonism, Eastern thought, Man-

ichaeism, Platonism, and the neo-Platonism of Plotinus (205-270). 
d) Neo-Platonism. 

(1) There is a sharp division between the good, spiritual world 
and an evil, material world. 

(2) Humans consist of an inferior material body and a superi-
or rational soul. 

(3) The bodily functions are inferior to spiritual functions. 
(4) The focus of life is otherworldly or spiritual. 

e) After his conversion under neo-Platonic Bishop Ambrose (and 
through his mother’s prayers), he devoted the rest of his life to the 
study of the Bible and the Biblical Worldview. 

f) Because of his non-Christian training, he was able to think anti-
thetically (but, to a degree, some unfortunate synthesis took 
place).16 
(1) He affirmed the goodness of creation, not that matter is 

evil. 

                                                 
16 Augustine did not rid himself totally of neo-Platonic influences. For example, he checked some of the ascetic 
excesses of monasticism; he did not attack its essential idea (thus, Monasticism continued to plague the Church 
throughout the Middle Ages until the Reformers subsumed the Biblical call/vocation in terms of “the priesthood of 
all believers”). To Augustine, the better calling was “church-related” work. The “weaker” brethren worked “in the 
world.” Also, marriage was for the “weaker” brethren. 



The Christian West and World (476 AD–1700) 

Page 46 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

(2) He understood sin as transgressing the law of God, not be-
cause of its connection to the “evil” matter of the body. 

(3) He understood, to some degree, that redemption must in-
volve the restoration of human life, not an escape to the 
spiritual world (his followers, unfortunately, did not). 
(a) The deepest purpose and direction of human life. 

(i) To escape from this world to the next. 
(ii) To turn from self to God, from flesh to 

spirit. 
(b) The transcendent spiritual realm is the only realm 

that really matters.  
g) He is best known for his autobiography Confessions (written to 

God). 
3. Bernard Ramm, “… whenever men wish to study the few great geniuses 

the human race has produced, they will study Augustine.”17 
B. The City of God–Augustine’s magnum opus. 

1. An interpretation of history on the basis of the Bible as absolutely authorita-
tive. 

2. Book 1: He answered the Roman charge against Christians. 
a) There are two cities that flow through history and time. 

(1) The City (kingdom) of God. 
(2) The City (kingdom) of Man. 

b) The Romans, being committed to the City of Man and having ab-
solutized autonomous man and time, had misread the Christian 
faith and the City of God that understood man and time in the 
context of eternity. 

c) If Rome does not absolutize the City of God, then Rome will be 
“flunked out of history.” 
(1) Augustine died in 430. 
(2) Rome fell in 476. 
(3) As a Biblical Christian, the outworking of God in history 

did not take Augustine by surprise. 
3. Book 2: The Biblical Worldview articulated by Augustine. 

a) Augustine articulated the rudiments of a Biblical Christian 
Worldview. 
(1) A Biblical supernatural ontology. 
(2) A Biblical revelational epistemology. 
(3) A Biblical theistic (redemptive) axiology. 
(4) A Biblical triumphant (Kingdom of God) teleology. 

b) God is sovereign. 
(1) There is no foundation strong enough for society or the individual life 

within the realm of finiteness and beginning from man alone as au-
tonomous. 

(2) All men should worship God and God alone. 

                                                 
17 Bernard Ramm, The Christian College in the Twentieth Century (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963), p. 20. 
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c) Man, as a totally responsible creature, is depraved and needs God 
to save him in Christ. 

d) All institutions should be structured vertically (cf. Greeks) in order 
to orientate man to God. 
(1) No institution should interpose itself between God and 

man. 
(2) The state (Imperial Rome) and church18 are limited under 

God’s authority. 
4. Consequences of the work of God through Augustine. 

a) He formulated the Biblical Worldview that predominated thinking 
for over 500 years and was effective for 1000 years. 

b) The “triumph” of Biblical Christianity. 
c) The Christianization of Western Europe. 
d) The advent of a civil/social order known as feudalism. 

II. Augustine’s view of Christian education. 
A. Theory of learning. 

1. Psychologically–all learning is through symbols (this was translated by the 
Roman church as the primary means to secure Biblical literacy of the 
common man in the Middle Ages–the method of teaching by “stone and 
story”). 

2. Philosophically, all learning is through illumination. 
3. Theologically, all learning is through God in Christ by His Spirit (the inner 

teacher). 
B. His teachings on the teacher and Christian doctrine set the pattern for the estab-

lishment of schools that trained leaders in Middle Ages. 

                                                 
18 Or else you encounter ecclesiastical absolutism. 

Augustine’s City of God molded more than any 
other book by a Christian author the spirit of the 
Middle Ages. Its pages were as many wellsprings of 
information and inspiration for the emerging new 
world of Europe about the meaning of mankind’s 
journey through time. He declared that the physical 
universe and human history both had their origin in 
the sovereign creative act of God, which also 
established a most specific course and destiny for 
both…. This book became the intellectual vehicle 
for a confidence which centuries later made 
possible the emergence for the first time of a culture 
with a built-in force of self-sustaining progress. 

Stanley L. Jaki, Science and Creation: From Eternal Cycles to 
an Oscillating Universe, pp. 177-178. 
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If you avoid reading things with 
which you disagree, you will be 
naïve about what most of the 
world thinks. On the other hand, if 
you read everything–but without a 
critical mind–you will end up 
accepting by default all that the 
world (and especially your own 
moment of history) thinks. 

1. Christian schools, in order to be able to interpret and apply the Bible cor-
rectly, are to include every area of life under study. 
a) The fear of God is to seek the knowledge of His will. 
b) Piety: to have our hearts submitted to the instruction of God since 

knowledge of God is knowledge attained in the heart. 
c) Knowledge: schools should aim to teach students to know the Bi-

ble–to know and to love God for who He is and to love your 
neighbor in terms of God’s requirements. 

d) We should not be overwhelmed by despair but should hunger and 
thirst after righteousness (knowing and doing God’s will). 

e) We should present the Word in the love of God (counsel with 
compassion) for the goal of cleansing the soul. 

f) It is by the purification of the eye that we can see God (the City of 
God) and die to this world (the City of Man). 

g) The fear of God is the substructure (the beginning, the source) of 
wisdom. 

2. The Biblical Christian must be familiar with every area and teach every ar-
ea in terms of the Biblical Christian Worldview–“All truth belongs to 
God; where truth is, God is.” 
a) Instruct in truth. 
b) Delight in truth (methodology). 
c) Move to action on 

the basis of truth. 
3. “If one only knows the 

Bible, he does not know 
the Bible”–i.e., the Bible 
is not to be read or stud-
ied in a vacuum. 

C. The Biblical Christian School 
must reinterpret the whole of 
learning on the basis of Scripture. 
1. The Platonic ideal of 

“pure” truth is beyond 
man. 
a) The Bible is not exhaustive of truth. 
b) Man is fallen and sinful and in rebellion against God. 

2. All learning, therefore, must be reinterpreted in terms of the grace given 
by God’s Word and God’s Spirit. 

3. Reinterpretation requires a critical mind. 
a) The unbeliever is not critical of his own learning and has difficulty 

thinking in terms of presuppositions. 
b) Augustine was highly critical of Classical culture (which greatly in-

fluenced Christianity in his day) endeavoring to bring Christianity 
back to the Bible. 
(1) He dealt with the root (basic presuppositions) of the Clas-

sical faith. 
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(2) He first diagnosed the weakness of Classical culture and 
from this was able to announce its eventual collapse. 

(3) Christianity was for Augustine not a patching Classical cul-
ture with a band aid; it was the creation of a Christian cul-
ture based upon the presuppositions of Scripture. 

D. A Biblical Christian school must magnify the greatness of Biblical revelation. 
1. If men interpret the Bible in a small way, then great minds will lose inter-

est in it. 
a) Biblical Christians need to have a large (full-orbed) interpretation 

of the Bible for it to be considered relevant by the intellectual. 
b) Bernard Ramm, “Of all Christian scholars who ever lived none 

have every excelled Augustine in seeing the greatness and majesty 
of Biblical revelation.”19 

c) Augustine, “Wonderful is the depth of Thy oracles whose surface 
is before us inviting the little ones and yet wonderful is its depth. 
Oh God, wonderful is Thy depth, it is awe to look into it. It is an 
awe of honor and a tremble of love.”20 

2. Augustine saw the greatest of Biblical revelation in three dimensions. 
a) In personal experience. 

(1) No Greek or Roman could have written an autobiography 
such as “The Confessions of St. Augustine.” 

(2) According to Charles Nelson Cochrane, this work set “a 
wholly new standard in autobiography.”21 

(3) He was consumed with passion in his quest for truth. 
(4) Compare Socrates with Augustine regarding the quest for 

truth. 
(a) With Socrates it was a relentless chase of a shrewd 

intellect that subjected every claim to truth to a 
powerful dialectical scrutiny; he found truth in a 
consistent system of logical assertions. 

(b) With Augustine it was a terrible thirst of a soul 
racked in torment until it found truth; he found 
truth in Jesus Christ and Christian revelation. 

(5) The fear of God is a precondition for knowledge–of God, of 
self, of all things. 
(a) Faith is the beginning of understanding; a person 

cannot truly know something until he has first 
loved it. 

                                                 
19 Ramm, p. 25. 
20 Augustine, Confessions, XII, 14, 17. 
21 Charles Nelson Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture (New York: Oxford, 1944), p. 386. 
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“… if we do not love God we shall forever be at the 
edge of truth. We may amass ten thousand pages of 
accurate technical data in experimental psychology 
but never come to know the true man made in the 
image of God. We may completely unravel the 
mystery of the atom but never know its great Creator. 
We may become experts in philosophy and know all 
the technicalities of knowledge but never know the 
supreme Subject of knowledge, the triune God. And 
to crown our stupidity we shall view the edge of truth 
as the center!” 
Bernard Ramm, The Christian College in the Twentieth 

Century, p. 27. 

(b) Contra Greek rationalism. 
(i) First, we know. 
(ii) Second, we understand. 
(iii) Third, we love. 

b) In its dimension. 
(1) In the Biblical Christian School, some teachers have a 

large view of their specialty and a small view of the Bible, 
thus adopting an attitude of condescension toward the Bi-
ble. 

(2) Augustine demanded that every teacher study the Bible 
with the same thoroughness as his specialty. 

(3) Bernard Ramm, “If the truth of the liberal arts looks big 
and the truth of the Christian revelation looks small, it will 
not be long before the Christian revelation loses its hold 
on faculty and student body.”22 

c) In its constitution of truth. 
(1) Augustine saw the greatness of Biblical revelation in the 

constitution of truth, “Thou movest us to delight in prais-
ing Thee for Thou hast formed us for Thyself and our 
hearts are restless until they find their rest in Thee.” 

(2) Our knowledge of God determines the setting of all 
knowledge (“In Thy light, we see light”–Psalm 36:9). 
(a) The fear of God is the key to coming into truth. 
(b) We can only rightly interpret a discipline in the 

light of Biblical Christian presuppositions. 
(c) Biblical revelation is polychromatic (many-

colored). 

                                                 
22 Ramm, p. 30. 
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Abraham Kuyper 
(Public Domain) 

(i) The fountain of truth is found in the reve-
lation of the Triune God. 

(ii) The sum of divine wisdom for every aspect 
of human life is found in Scripture. 

(iii) The reality of divine revelation is found in 
the Incarnation of God in Christ. 

(iv) The participation of man in truth and re-
demption is found by illumination given by 
the Holy Spirit of God. 

(v) The philosophy of history is found in Di-
vine action (Providence). 

(vi) The depth of human sin is revealed in 
Scripture. 

E. Biblical Christian education is not easy; there are no short cuts–it demands loving 
God with the totality of our being. 

III. Abraham Kuyper (1837-1920), a C19 example of the Augustinian approach to Biblical 
Christian education. 

A. Background. 
1. His conversion. 

a) Secularized via his university training. 
b) Won to Biblical Christianity by the strong and consistent witness 

of Christians in his congregation. 
2. His life was a “full-orbed” thrust. 

a) Preacher/pastor (1863-1874). 
b) Orator. 
c) Newspaper editor (De Standaard–1872). 
d) Administrator. 
e) Theologian. 
f) Professor. 
g) Statesman. 
h) Prime Minister of Holland for 4 years (beginning in 1901). 

3. Founded the Free University in Amsterdam in 1880 in reaction to the 
three existed state-controlled universities (all of which were liberal). 
a) His goal was to return Holland to Biblical Christianity. 

(1) Only Biblical education from a Biblical university can be 
the basis for a Christian culture. 
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(2) Look to the foundation–God; you can only build on a true 
foundation (cf. Psalm 127:1). 

b) He envisioned universities where God was posited as sovereign–a 
“free” university–such a vision was impossible as the pattern of 
Europe was that universities became state controlled and financed 
and thus the only ones that could grant degrees (state universities 
can only serve the state, not God). 

c) NB. Early American universities were Biblical in origin and subse-
quently fell prey to humanism (it takes a Biblical Christian position 
to initiate a university). 

d) Freedom (from controlling factors) is essential to a free society 
(freedom of the university and of the press). 
(1) Freedom of the press has been curtailed in America (only 

three major networks). 
(2) With the Internet (and cable), the control of the press has 

been significantly lessoned. 
(a) The Internet also enhances educational opportuni-

ties (distance learning). 
(b) Like any technical medium, it can be used for good 

or for evil. 
B. Philosophy of education: “There is not one square inch in the universe in which Christ does 

not say, ‘Mine!’”23 
1. The Christian university is mandated by the Biblical doctrine of creation, 

the fall, and redemption (all Christ-centered). 
a) Creation. 

(1) We see God as Creator. 
(2) We see creation as separate from the Creator. 
(3) We see God’s original purpose for man. 

(a) Made in the image of God as a worshipper of 
God. 

(b) Purpose: 
(i) To be sovereign (lord under one Lord) 

over creation. 
(ii) To worship and serve his Creator from a 

God-oriented society (family, church, and 
state). 

b) Fall. 
(1) Creation is fallen (Romans 8) but it still declares God’s 

character (Psalm 19, Romans 1:20-21). 
(2) Fall is fallen (in all aspects of his being) yet still bears the 

image of God and God’s purpose for him is still the same 
(cf. Hebrews 2:5-12). 

c) Redemption. 

                                                 
23 Abraham Kuyper, Souvereiniteit in eigen kring: Rede ter inwijding van de Vrije Universiteit den 20sten October 1880 gehouden in 
het Koor der Nieuwe Kerk te Amsterdam (Amersterdam: Kruyt, 1880), p. 32. 
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(1) All men everywhere are beneficiaries of general (creation-
al) revelation. 

(2) Redeemed in Christ, the Christian has access to special 
revelation (the glasses by which general revelation is 
viewed truly and rightly). 

(3) God’s redemption in Christ, the gift of the Holy Spirit, 
and the gift of the Holy Scriptures: 
(a) Enables man to take godly dominion over all of 

life (also a gift from God) under God. 
(b) The Christian life is not one of isolation from the 

world, but one of active participation in the world 
(not of the anti-God world “system”). 

(c) The Christian community is the light and salt of 
the world. 

2. Only the Biblical Christian can justify the existence of a university. 
a) It must be free–free from the state and church and under the sov-

ereignty of God–the nexus of the Biblical Christian Worldview is 
the sovereignty of the triune God over the whole of the universe 
in all of its spheres and kingdoms. 

b) The university is a place where the Christian man can study, rein-
terpret, and restate the whole of life in a coherent, consistent 
manner under the sovereign God. 

c) Therefore, the Biblical Christian University must be permeated 
with a consistent world and life system. 
(1) There is no such thing as the “integration of faith and 

learning”–this is a false dichotomy. 
(2) Biblical Christian education is the submission of all learn-

ing (and all of life) to the total and absolute Lordship of 
Christ. 

(3) This submission requires reinterpretation in the light of 
Psalm 36:9; Colossians 2:3, and Proverbs 1:7. 

(4) Reinterpretation on the basis of faith in God’s objective 
revelation (theocentric–the word of God) is to affirm, articu-
late, and apply the Biblical Christian Worldview. 

(5) It is engaged in a battle with all non-Biblical Worldviews 
(anthropomorphic–the word of man) by knowing and analyz-
ing them fairly. 

(6) Biblical Christians are involved in a battle which is at its 
greatest intensity at the university level–for it is here that 
idea confronts idea, presupposition confronts presupposi-
tion. Quotes from Kuyper: 
(a) “All thinking is from presuppositions; all scholars 

openly acknowledge presuppositions. 
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(b) “Biblical Christian education presupposes Biblical 
conclusions as the only guidance for life and educa-
tion.” 

(c) Kuyper was the philosophical father of Cornelius 
Van Til and, through Van Til, the grandfather of 
Francis Schaeffer. 

3. Sir Walter Moberly, Crisis in the Universities (1949), “In the twentieth centu-
ry the university has shifted from general to technical education. It has 
become secularized and has fallen away from the Christian philosophy of 
education.” To resolve this crisis will take time, energy, and money. 
a) The Biblical Christina School or university must thoroughly ac-

quaint itself with the historical, intellectual, and educational bases 
of modern higher education; it must be thoroughly aware of the 
historical evolution of the contemporary educational scene. 

b) The Biblical Christian School must have an active Biblical Christian fac-
ulty. 
(1) If the faculty is not actively and thoroughly Biblical Chris-

tian (includes testimony, character and the “Christian 
mind”), then there is no hope for maintaining a Biblical 
Christian school. 

(2) Faculty requirements. 
(a) Lay theologian. 

(i) Read the Bible intelligently. 
(ii) Understand the doctrine of the Bible intel-

ligently. 
(iii) Know and be able to reinterpret the world 

situation on the basis of Biblical Christian 
revelation. 

(iv) Know and be able to reinterpret their sub-
ject on the basis of Biblical Christian reve-
lation. 

(b) The teacher must be a vital dedicated Christian as 
only the Biblical Christian Worldview can under-
stand knowledge in its connected parts. 

(c) The teacher must be a witness in his academic life 
(having the “Christian mind”) and not just a Chris-
tian who is an “evangelist” in the classroom. 

(d) The teacher must recognize the limits of his situa-
tion and take care not to absolutize his teaching 
(i.e., this subject is the key to life). 

(e) The teacher must know the views that are hostile 
to Christianity. 

(f) The teacher must respect the opinions of others. 
(3) The Biblical Christian School must have an expert faculty 

of theology. 
(a) As a reinterpretive catalyst among the faculties. 
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(b) To articulate presuppositions and the Biblical 
Christian Worldview. 

(c) To be responsible to the student body to maintain 
theocentricity (God-centeredness) in all its teach-
ing (from Biblical theology to doctrine). 

c) Comments from Bernard Ramm, A Christian College in the Twentieth 
Century. 
(1) The Biblical Christian School is Biblical Christian only as it 

is Christian throughout. 
(a) Its disciplines must be based on the Biblical Chris-

tian Worldview. 
(b) Its faculty must be composed of vital Christians. 
(c) Its trustees must also be Biblical Christians be-

cause these are the personnel that set the policies 
for the institution. 

(d) Its administrators must be Biblical Christians. 
(e) Its faculty must be Christian in their daily walk. 

(2) The Biblical Christian School has the “liberal arts” at the 
center of its curriculum in order to understand every as-
pect of culture from presuppositional starting points. 

(3) The Biblical Christian school shares in the transmission of 
culture; i.e., the purposes of God in creation and redemp-
tion. 

(4) The Biblical Christian School should relate vitally to the 
Christian church as it is coordinated under God with the 
church (but they are not subservient one to the other). 

IV. Further amplification of the consequences of Biblical Christianity. 
A. The state of the post-Roman world. 

1. Social, political, and intellectual uncertainty–an ideal time for pioneering and 
reconstruction. 

2. General decline in learning (invasions by barbarians, then Muslims, and 
then the Vikings), but the monasteries held the deposit of literacy and ed-
ucation (of the Classical world and of the Church). 

B. Leaven of the Gospel. 
1. The faith (Biblical Worldview) became dominant in European culture for 

1000 years. 
2. The “triumph” of the Christianity (NB. never was population of Chris-

tians in the Roman Empire more than 10%). 
a) Roman civilization was doomed because it became anthropocen-

tric. 
b) Because of the theocentric (and therefore viable) position the 

Christians had placed themselves in through Augustinianism, they 
moved into the vacuum in Rome and eventually turned the bar-
barian tribes of Europe to God. 
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c) Christianity became the foundation and the consensus of the post-
Classical West. 

3. The Christianization of Europe. 
a) Missionary endeavor (as a result of Augustine’s passionate teach-

ing). 
(1) Led by the zealous and committed service of the 

monks/monasteries. 
(2) The church in Rome became the focus of Christendom 

(Christ’s kingdom) because the church in Rome was 
committed to evangelization. 
(a) Ireland. 
(b) Scandinavia. 
(c) The Balkans. 

(3) Europe “bowed the knee” before Christ and the Biblical 
Worldview articulated by Augustine. 

(4) As time passed, the church in Rome began to look to itself 
as an end (like Israel in the Old Testament), rather than 
the means  ecclesiastical absolutism (the church is sov-
ereign). 

b) Islamic attack upon Christianity. 
(1) Christians were not unchallenged in their evangelistic 

thrust. 
(2) Islam (submission), founded by Mohammed (570-632), al-

so attempted to move into the vacuum created by the Fall 
of Rome. 

(3) At the Battle of Tours (732), in the Iberian Peninsula, this 
Muslim advance in Europe was halted24–Europe would 
remain, in consensus, Christian. 

4. The Feudal system (an evidence of a substantial difference the “triumph” 
of Christianity engendered in the so-called “Dark” ages). 
a) The first outworking of church government although naturalistic 

historians have generally viewed feudalism as oppressive. 
b) Three basic ingredients in “the mix.” 

(1) The remnant of Rome (its cultural heritage with its em-
phasis on law and law order). 

(2) Germanic traditions (emphasis on tribalism and localism). 
(3) Christianity (emphasis on the sovereignty of God, the de-

pravity of man, the Saviorhood and Lordship of Jesus 
Christ, and the applicability of God to all of life). 

c) Feudalism was a system of divided authority and diffused power. 
(1) Man could live under the sovereignty of God, a higher au-

thority of man and any of man’s institutions. 

                                                 
24 Led by Charles Martel (ca. 688-741). 
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La Seu Cathedral, 
Palma, Spain 

(2) Although not a perfect system or a purely Christian sys-
tem, it was based in the right principles and it was a logical 
expression of Biblical Christianity. 

d) It was a contractual (and voluntary) system in which the peasant 
(vassal) and the lord both had obligations that were enforceable by 
law (it appeared in different times and at different places in Eu-
rope). 
(1) Relative harmony, order, and justice. 
(2) Foundation for economic activity. 
(3) Benefits of the contractual relationship were inheritable. 

e) In the medieval feudal society, the common man did not look to a 
central agency (e.g., the state) but to God. 
(1) The medieval man generally lived for and enjoyed God on 

earth in order to prepare significantly for the eternal state. 
(2) Eventually, though, the system became corrupt and, like 

the Roman Catholic Church, became an end in itself. 
C. Horizontal/Vertical analysis. 

1. Vertical (as revealed by the Medieval Cathedral). 

a) Many (especially the working Monks) understood the vertical ori-
entation as an encouragement to respond to God in worship and 
as a reminder that cultural life is God-ordained and ought always 
to be directed toward God’s glory. 

b) But, it could and did come to mean that life in this world is not a 
worthy focus; it has no significance in and of itself, and that one 
must look upward to find meaning and value. 

c) The vertical was eventually absolutized (there were exceptions in 
some of the medieval reform movements; e.g., the Cistercians). 

2. Horizontal. 
a) Life in this world tended to be depreciated. 



The Christian West and World (476 AD–1700) 

Page 58 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

b) Hence, the Roman Catholic Church mediated grace in order to 
consecrate cultural endeavors. 

c) The ecclesiastical institution therefore became the unifying and in-
tegrating force in medieval culture. 

D. Medieval thrust. 
1. Positive. 

a) Light of Scripture brought to bear on public life. 
b) A cultural matrix, founded in the Gospel, developed. 

2. Negative. 
a) Ecclesiastical absolutism was unbiblical and encouraged a depreci-

ated view of life in this world. 
b) Vertical orientation was a synthesis of paganism (neo-Platonism) 

and Christianity. 
c) This synthesis undermined the nature of authentic Christianity. 

V. Scholasticism25: the Synthesis (1200-1400). 
A. By this C13, the Augustinian view was largely spent after a predominance of near-

ly 1000 years. 
1. The works of Aristotle, with its emphasis on the particulars (horizontal 

and world affirming), arrived in Europe (via the Crusades and the newly 
developed institution called the university). 

2. This emphasis precipitated a crisis in European culture. 
a) Other-worldly neo-Platonism, sanctified by ecclesiastical authori-

ties. 
b) This-worldly emphasis of Aristotle. 

3. University of Paris (1210) condemned portions of this Aristotelian thrust. 
4. But, the momentum could not be stopped. 

B. Scholasticism began as a well meaning intent to not only rescue waning Christi-
anity, but to perpetuate it. 

C. Content of scholastic study. 
1. Theology. 
2. Latin and Greek classics. 
3. Philosophy. 
4. Patristics (writings of the Church Fathers). 
5. Latin Vulgate Bible.26 

D. It could choose two paths. 
1. First, to reaffirm, restate, and reapply the Faith (3R method). 
2. Second, to reconcile or synthesize the faith with the prevailing thinking of the 

world (1R method). 
E. The Scholastics (schoolmen) brought: 

1. Classical culture to the rescue of the Judaic/Christian culture. 
2. Reason to the rescue of revelation. 
3. Man to the rescue of God. 

                                                 
25 In Latin, scholasticus means “lecturer.” 
26 The Greek word for repentance (change of mind) was translated as penance (the state of being penitent; regret for 
one’s wrongdoing or sinning; contrition; repentance). By the time of the Reformation, penance became to many 
merely an “action” with no heart change involved. 
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Thomas Aquinas 
(Public Domain) 
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4. The kingdom of Earth to the rescue of the Kingdom of God. 
5. The natural to the rescue of the supernatural. 
6. Aristotle to the rescue of Augustine. 
7. The Classical writings to the rescue of the Bible. 

F. They produced a synthetic construct (a dualism) which was superficial and would 
eventually disintegrate. 
1. Ontologically, between the supernatural and the natural. 
2. Epistemologically, between revelation and reason. 

G. Thomas Aquinas (1224-1274), in his Summa Theologica (1265-1274), constructed a 
dichotomy between reason and revelation, natural and supernatural, Classical 
learning and Scripture. 

1. He taught that there were two paths to truth. 
a) He taught that man was fallen except for his intellect and therefore 

he was still capable of ascertaining truth.27 
b) Thus, there were two sources of truth.28 

                                                 
27 The Biblical position is that man is fallen period (will, body, and intellect included). Aquinas used his intellect (a 
great one) to try to prove the existence of God. This is an erroneous approach because, if finite man can prove with 
his finite tools the existence of the infinite God, then man would be God. The heirs of Aquinas (in the form of the 
Renaissance) assumed the deification of man by deifying his reason. 
28 To commend Aquinas, he stated that when reason and revelation are in conflict, one is to take the side of 
revelation. 
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How has Western man developed culture? 
Upon what standard has he sought to erect 
it? There are but two options available: that 
which comes from God in His revealed Word, 
or that which arises from man’s sin-darkened 
imagination. No mixture or confusion is 
possible at any time. All man’s attempts at 
synthesis have inevitably led him to reject the 
former for the exclusive sake of the latter. 

Michael W. Kelley, Impulse to Power, p. 17. 

(1) The Bible; he was fully committed to its authority. 
(2) The intellect (by man taking thought in contemplation of 

creation: empirical reasoning). 
c) If we entertain an incomplete fall, then we create many problems for 

ourselves philosophically. 
(1) Natural wins at the expense of the supernatural. 
(2) Reason wins at the expense of revelation. 
(3) Man wins at the expense of God. 
(4) Kingdom of Earth wins at the expense of the Kingdom of 

God. 
d) All man’s attempts at synthesis (revelation with reason) have inevi-

tably led him to reject revelation for the exclusive sake of reason. 
2. His emphasis on individual things (the particulars–following the thought 

of Aristotle) opened the door to see the particular things as independent, 
autonomous and absolute.29 
a) Meaning for individual things (man, law, morals, and values) was 

eventually lost. 
b) The finite took priority over the infinite; the creation over the 

Creator. 
H. The consequences of Scholasticism. 

1. Thomistic system became the theological base of the Roman Catholic 
Church. 
a) Augustinian Catholics (Biblical Christians would have significant 

agreement with Augustinian Catholics). 
b) Thomistic Catholics. 
c) Liberal Catholics (same as liberal Jews and liberal Protestants in 

that all deny the authority of Scripture). 
d) Charismatic Catholics. 

2. It served to hasten the demise of Christianity. 

                                                 
29 On the positive side, this emphasis on particulars engendered the birth of Modern Science although Modern 
Science now absolutizes (idolatry) the particulars (sees the particulars as an independent authority). Aquinas justified 
empiricism in the context of a good, beautiful, and orderly creation. 



Biblical Christian Worldview 
Liberation for Leadership 

 Page 61 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

… the Christian mediaeval synthesis presented by 
Thomas is one of extreme tension, and in the dynam-
ic of historical development had effects which were 
to prove self-destructive; there was to be an unprec-
edented and all-embracing movement of seculariza-
tion and emancipation ‘at the lower level.’  

Hans Küng, Christianity: The Religious Situation of Our Time, p. 
417. 

Nature/Grace (Christ) positions: 
1. Christ against nature: Christ is opposed to nature; the 

Christian shuns the “evil” world and separates himself for it 
(Anabaptist/some monastics). 

2. Christ above nature: Christ fulfills or completes nature by 
adding grace to it (Thomistic/some Protestant traditions). 

3. Christ alongside nature: Nature is autonomous and the 
Christian exists alongside it (Lutheran-Luther’s “two king-
doms”/some evangelical traditions). 

4. Christ transforms nature: Christ heals nature; He restores all 
of it from the sin that corrupts it (Reformed/some evangeli-
cal and Roman Catholic traditions). 

a) The dichotomy created by Aquinas meant a choice. 
b) Revelation lost and reason won. 
c) Christianity lost touch with its own presuppositions (revelational 

epistemology) and adopted Greek theoretical concepts and ideals 
of reason as fully legitimate for the development of an under-
standing of man and his world. 

d) The theologians John Duns Scotus (1266-1308) and William Ock-
ham (1285-1349) did not maintain the Thomistic synthesis and 
separated the upper storey from the lower storey. 

3. It hastened the advent of the humanistic Renaissance. 
4. It produced a natural theology (not a Biblical theistic theology) not starting 

with Scripture but with nature thus making nature equal with Scripture. 

5. It led to a reaction from John Wycliffe (1320-1384), a professor at Oxford 
University, and Jan Huss (ca. 1369-1415), a professor at the University of 
Prague, to the theological distortions–they were precursors (“morning 
stars”) of the Reformation in their insistence that the Bible is the final au-
thority and nothing else (including the Church). 

VI. The Renaissance30: Humanism–the Centrality of Man (1350-1500). 

                                                 
30 Literally means “rebirth of learning.” To the naturalistic historian, no learning took place in the Medieval period 
because all learning during this period, however erroneous and imperfect it may have been, was related to God (an 
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Anything (e.g., philoso-
phy) that is constructed 
apart from God and 
thereby absolutized will 
ultimately “collapse in a 
void.” 

While scholastic theologians 
[had] granted a limited 
degree of autonomy to the 
realm of our natural life (and 
natural reason), the Renais-
sance humanists so greatly 
expanded the autonomy of 
nature that there was no 
longer any need for the 
realm of grace. If God and 
Christianity were already 
basically irrelevant to most of 
life, why not make their 
irrelevance complete? 
Brian Walsh and Richard Middleton, 

The Transforming Vision: Shaping a 
Christian World View, p. 115. 

A. Two choices. 
1. An emphasis on the particulars; i.e., on 

real people living in a real world made by 
God (the thrust of the schools in the me-
dieval period). 

2. A shift in focus on the emphasis on the 
particulars being autonomous. 

B. Beginning between 1350 and 1500, the thrust of 
the Renaissance brought about a shift from a preoccupation with God to a preoc-
cupation with man (from natural theology to natural philosophy31). 
1. Medieval historians thought of history as “before Christ” and “after 

Christ.” 
2. In the Renaissance, a new, three-fold structure was employed. 

a) Ancient. 
b) Medieval. 
c) Modern. 

C. The Renaissance focused on the rebirth of the Classical world (its writings, its 
arts, and its pagan philosophy). 
1. For the Christian, this was a rebirth of the “Dark Ages” of paganism. 
2. For the Renaissance man, the 

medieval world (the Age of 
Faith) was darkness and the 
glory of Greece was light. 

3. The ethos of the “Renaissance 
man” was a homesickness 
(heimweh) for the Classical peri-
od. 

D. The man-centeredness of the Renais-
sance gave birth, eventually, to the En-
lightenment (man’s reason is the “light 
of the world”). 
1. Humanism: man is the measure 

of all things. 
a) Seeds planted by the 

secular humanists of 
Northern Italy. 
(1) Francesco Pet-

rarca [Petrarch] 
(1304-1374). 

                                                                                                                                                         
anathema to a naturalist who equates the Middle Ages with mythology and superstition). The Renaissance was a 
rebirth of the humanism of the classical-pagan culture. 
31 Natural philosophy embraced by the Renaissance is the umbrella from which the entire educational curriculum of 
the Modern world emerged. Eventually, we will have natural history in which time is absolutized. Out from natural 
history will eventually come Marxism and Marxism-Leninism (and history and time thereby will be destroyed and be 
rendered meaningless and absurd). Out from natural history will eventually come natural psychology, sociology, and 
anthropology. 
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(2) Giovanni Boccaccio (1313-1375). 
(3) Marsilio Ficino (1433-1499) 
(4) Giovanni Pico della Mirandola (1463-1494). 

b) Their writings contained Christian language and themes, but the 
orientation of their thought was increasingly opposed to the Bibli-
cal Christian worldview. 

2. Led eventually to the law of “statistical averages” forming the basis of eth-
ics–the majority determines the standards. 

E. Four distinctions of Renaissance humanism. 
1. Renewed interest in the present world. 

a) Natural science and natural activities. 
b) Nature separated from Grace. 
c) An interest in God’s good creation is Biblical, but the Renaissance 

absolutized this interest. 
2. Man is autonomous. 

a) Man is law-maker. 
b) Denies God’s norms for human behavior. 

3. The natural world (non-human) is autonomous. 
a) Creation becomes “nature.” 
b) Natural law thesis developed. 
c) Nature as pure mechanism. 
d) Denies God’s norms for and His holding together of every atom 

of the creation (Psalm 147:15-20). 
4. Man, in his autonomy, becomes master over nature, shaping it for his will 

alone. 
F. Academics. 

1. Platonized Christianity: metaphysics, law, theology, logic, religious themes 
in the arts. 

2. Renaissance (revival of the humanities): literature, poetry, history, lan-
guages, natural themes in the arts. 

G. Science. 
1. Rational empiricism (from Aquinas). 
2. Technological inventions (already flourishing in the High Middle Ages; 

e.g., the mechanical clock). 
VII. The Reformation: The Biblical Christian Worldview restated (1517-1689). 

A. The Reformation was a conservative counter-revolution. 
1. It sought to reaffirm, restate, and reapply the Biblical and Augustinian 

Worldview. 
2. Martin Luther (1483-1546) was reading the Augustinian commentary on 

Romans when he came to understand that the “just shall live by faith.” 
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Martin Luther 
(Public Domain) 

B. Two false concepts that the Reformers were attacking (cf. Deuteronomy 4:2). 
1. Heresy (addition to truth). 

a) This was directed against the Roman Catholic Church in their 
teaching that man could only approach God through the institu-
tional church (sacramentalism through sacerdotalism)–this was ec-
clesiastical absolutism.32 

b) The Reformers reasserted the priesthood of believers (contra the 
higher call of “spiritual” monasticism) through the finished work 
(contra the works of men) of the God in Christ. 
(1) Emphasized the sacredness of vocational callings. 
(2) Christ (not Mary, not the Church) is the mediator between 

God and man. 
c) The nature of the Church. 

(1) The Church  Kingdom of God. 
(2) The Church is within the Kingdom of God. 

d) The Reformers corrected the medieval distortion that made 
Church authority equal to the authority of Scripture. 

e) The Reformers corrected the idea of “adding human works” to 
the finished work of God in Christ for salvation. 

f) The Reformers rejected the distortion of Aquinas–a mixing of 
Biblical thinking with pagan thought. 

2. Apostasy (subtraction from truth). 
a) This was directed against the Renaissance and its humanistic 

thrust. 
b) The Bible gives a unity between God–as the ultimate universal–

and the particular or individual things. 
c) John Calvin (1509-1564) applied the Bible to the whole of life 

emphasizing the sovereignty of God and the depravity (fallen na-
ture, contra the secular humanistic view) of man. 

VIII. Consequences of the Reformation. 
A. The Reformation was no golden age, but it did aspire to return culture back to 

dependence upon God and His Word alone. 
B. Returned the centrality and preeminence of Christ to the Faith. 
C. The Reformation destroyed the humanistic thrust in northern Europe (Germany, 

Scandinavia, the Netherlands, and the British isles) and temporality derailed the 
humanistic thrust in southern Europe. 

                                                 
32 Includes many extra-Biblical doctrines (e.g., Mariology, purgatory, and indulgences). 
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John Calvin 
(Public Domain) 

1. Northern Europe. 
a) Leaders. 

(1) Zurich–Ulrich Zwingli (1484-1531). 
(2) Germany–Martin Luther. 
(3) England–Thomas Cromwell (ca. 1485-1540). 

(4) Geneva–John Calvin. 
b) Freedom prevailed through absolutes (freedom within form). 

2. In southern Europe, freedom was sought but because of a lack of abso-
lutes, it turned into license. 

D. Indirectly, it accelerated the thrust of secular humanism. 
1. Why? 

a) Sometimes the Reformers were not sufficiently critical of secular 
humanism. 

b) Quite often, though, the secularizing influence was unintentional 
and contrary to their basic thrust. 

2. How? 
a) Both the Renaissance and the Reformation, contra the dogmatic 

authority of the Roman Catholic Church, sought for liberty. 
b) Martin Luther, “Unless I am convicted by Scripture and plain rea-

son–I do not accept the authority of popes and councils, for they 
have contradicted each other–my conscience is captive to the 
Word of God. I cannot and I will not recant anything, for to go 
against conscience is neither right nor safe. God help me. 
Amen.”33 

c) This statement could be read as an assertion of autonomous free-
dom from institutional authority on the basis of individual con-
science. 

d) Likewise, the Reformers’ quest for cultural liberty (from the insti-
tutional church), a good and proper development, could be itself 
be turned to serve the distinctives of secular humanism. 

E. The Reformation became the dominant force globally. 

                                                 
33 Roland H. Bainton, Here I Stand: A Life of Martin Luther (New York: Penguin [1950] 1995), p. 144. 
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1. It occurred at the time of the discovery of the Western hemisphere (the 
discovery of the Americas by Columbus in 1492) and laid the foundation 
for a worldwide missionary thrust. 
a) “Though it is a scriptural principle in our spiritual life that ‘ye shall 

know the truth, and the truth shall make you free’ (John 8:32), it is 
also an historical principle that when men had their eyes opened 
to spiritual truth, freedom to search out all other fields of 
knowledge to spread that truth appeared as well.”34 

b) “Almost immediately following Wycliffe’s translation of the whole 
Bible (1380-1384), God began to call forth men to develop the 
many scientific and economic fields which would be necessary to 
enable man to sail the seas, explore, and finally settle the lands 
across the vast Atlantic ocean.”35 

2. The founding of the United States of America was a fruit of the Refor-
mation (through the Puritans), a nation that became a dominant force 
globally. 

F. The Reformation was a reaffirmation, a restatement and, a reapplication of the 
Biblical Christian Worldview. 
1. This Worldview produced a relative: 

a) Order. 
b) Harmony or community. 
c) Justice. 
d) Liberty. 
e) Productive activity. 

2. The most consistent application (however imperfect) of the Biblical Chris-
tian Worldview comes from the Puritans (1630-1691). 

3. There were few obstacles to the Puritans applying the Bible in the United 
States of America thus shifts away from God in America came later there 
than in Europe. 

 
 

                                                 
34 Paul Jehle, Go Ye Therefore and Teach (Plymouth: Plymouth Rock Foundation, 1982), p. 310. 
35 Verna M. Hall, The Christian History of the American Revolution (San Francisco: Foundation for American Christian 
Education, 1976), p. xxv. 
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Three objects of faith: 
1. Revelation. 
2. Reason. 
3. Faith (i.e., mysticism) 

 
Nicholas 
Copernicus 
(Public Domain) 

The Christian/Rationalist West and World (1700–ca. 1860) 
I. The Enlightenment:36 Rationalism and the Rationalist Worldview (1600-1800). 

A. Presupposed that God is rational and man is rationalistic. 
1. Antithetical to the Biblical Christian Worldview. 
2. The Christian lives (and reasons) on the basis of faith in revelation whereas 

the rationalist lives (and reasons) on the basis of faith in reason (abso-
lutized). 

B. With a greater awareness on the laws of nature, the scientific developments dur-
ing this period caused a shift in the think-
ing of many to put their faith, not in rev-
revelation, but in reason.37 
1. Hence, the creation of the false 

and mythological dichotomy of 
faith vs. reason. 

2. The conclusions of Nicholas Copernicus (1473-1543) fueled the rational-
istic faith. 

a) Cosmological (astronomy) shift: Geocentricism to Heliocen-
trism.38 

b) His conclusions, published posthumously (because of the narrow 
view the Church had taken of faith in revelation39), suggested that 
developments on Earth could no longer have direct supernatural 
causation and explanation, but were simply by-products of the 
motions of the larger heavenly bodies. 

c) Was Copernicus correct? Is the Sun the center?40  
d) No one can see the center of the universe unless one can see the to-

tality of the universe (puny, finite man cannot do this, despite is ef-

                                                 
36 In the Renaissance, the humanism of the classical-pagan culture was “reborn.” In the Enlightenment, this 
humanism became the “light of the world.” 
37 Though man may discover the laws that govern the operations of nature, he may not take the view that such laws 
are independent of God and His purpose. If God is not the central fact in man’s search for truth, then that search is 
on the wrong track from the start, and man is bound to distort the truth. 
38 Copernicus did not invent heliocentrism. It can be traced back to the Greek astronomer Aristarchus (ca. 214-144 
BC) and the idea was embraced by several leading scholatics. 
39 The intellectuals (academics) of the Church had pressured all academics to conform to the Aristotelian system of 
the world as the Biblical system of the world. 
40 Center must be defined: Center of solar system? Center of the Milky Way galaxy? Center of the universe?  
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Isaac Newton 
(Public Domain) 

“Nature and nature’s laws 
lay hid in night. God said 
‘Let Newton be!’ and all 
was light.” 

Alexander Pope (1688-1744) 
cf. Genesis 1:3; John 1:4-9 

forts)–the only One who can see thus is the God revealed in 
Scripture. 

3. The gifted observations of Sir Isaac Newton (1642-1727) concerning the 
motions of the heavenly bodies convinced many that the universe (and 
thus, ultimately, the whole of life) could be explained by the human intel-
lect alone. 

a) His universal laws were thus absolutized by the rationalists. 
b) Newton, a secret Arian but surrounded by a Puritan ambiance in 

England41, and an outstanding mathematician, was greatly inspired 
by his observations of God’s creations. 

c) This inspiration led him to a renewed study of Scripture during 
the last 20 years of his life (considered a terrible waste by rational-
ists). 
(1) Bible chronology. 
(2) Eschatology. 
(3) Issues related to theology in his attempt to understand the 

Creator better (unfortunately, he also developed proofs 
[kept secret] denying the full deity of Christ). 

                                                 
41 Newton breathed the air of a Biblical Christian metaphysics that separated the creation from the Creator (contra 
the ancient Greeks) and posited that the heavens and the earth, as creations of a rational God, could be studied and 
apprehended in unity (contra the ancient Greeks). Hence his Universal Law of Gravitation (unity motion celestial 
with motion terrestrial) is the fruit of 1700 years of the incorporation of the Biblical Christian Worldview of creation 
into a cultural matrix, a view that commenced with the Incarnation of the Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ, the logos of 
God. 
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Science and Method
Francis Bacon
(1561-1626)

Radical
Empiricism

René Descartes
(1596-1650)

Radical
Rationalism

Isaac Newton
(1642-1727)

Rational Empiricism

Newton’s Heirs
(19  and 20  centuries)th th

Radical Rational Empiricism  

“The vision of the world it embodied was 
ultimately a creation of the mind, a leap from 
sensory data far beyond the range of the sense. 
But because that vision was rooted in data 
provided by nature, the vision could become a 
vigorous science. It was so vigorous and fruitful 
that the physical science of the next two 
centuries became an ordinary science busy 
with unfolding the potentialities of the creative 
science of The Principia.” 

Stanley L. Jaki, The Road of Science and the Ways to God, 
p. 87. 

4. According to Michael W. Kelley, “The rise of modern science and scien-
tific methods based upon strict 
mathematical calculation and the 
mechanical movement of material 
bodies according to universally 
necessary laws of cause and effect 
has enabled the humanistic tenden-
cy of Western man to thrive as 
never before.”42 

5. Kelley continues, “Although the 
Scientific Revolution greatly influ-
enced the growth of Western hu-
manism, even leading it to become 
the dominant faith of our day, we 
would not wish to leave the reader 
with the impression that we think 
modern science is a product of 
humanism per se and therefore op-
posed to a Biblically grounded faith 
and world-view. Modern science 
would not have arisen at all if it had not been for the fact that Christianity 
in Western culture had utterly transformed man’s understanding of nature. 
This is particularly true with regards to the doctrine of creation and the 
way it changed his 
view of the princi-
ple of matter. The 
material make-up of 
reality and of man’s 
experience in the 
world gradually 
ceased to be vied, as 
it had been in Greek 
thinking, as an alien 
realm from which 
his chief purpose 
was to seek escape 
or as a part of his 
nature which he ought above all to suppress. At the same time, Christiani-
ty de-divinized nature and set it in its proper place as distinct from the 
God who created and governs it by His providence and will. This revolu-
tionized man’s approach to nature and led him to see it not as something 
to be superstitiously feared, subject to a mysterious and arbitrary super-
natural agency, but as a cosmos, an order predetermined by God an, be-
cause maintained by His providence, a proper place for human endeavor. 

                                                 
42 Kelley, p. 228. 
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Galileo Galilei 
(Public Domain) 

Nature under Christian influence was seen as subject to man because man 
was placed over nature and called of God to exercise a responsible use of 
it for the benefit of man. While nature has become disturbed because of 
the intrusion of man’s sin it has not ceased to be an ordered arena of hu-
man labor and an object upon which man can legitimately employ his 
powers of intellect to gain knowledge for the good of his life here and 
now. It is simply that man must remember that he is God’s servant, and 
that nature serves man only to the extent that man serves God according 
to His will as revealed in Scripture. When man refused to study the work-
ings of natural order with his heart and mind under God, only then did he 
seek to use science as an instrument of humanistic purpose.”43 

6. An example from Galileo Galilei (1564-1642). 

a) “Philosophy is written in this grand book, which stands continual-
ly open to our gaze. But the book cannot be understood unless 
one first learns to comprehend the language and read the letters in 
which it is composed. It is written in the language of mathematics, 
and its characters are triangles, circles, and other geometrical fig-
ures without which it is humanly impossible to understand a single 
word of it; without these, one wanders about in a dark laby-
rinth.”44 

b) Mathematics is a tool or a servant that helps man understand and 
use the mathematical patterns revealed in God’s creation. 
(1) Any gift of God can be misused. 
(2) Mathematics, as a reflection of God’s gift to man of logical 

reasoning, is misused (becomes an idol) when it is separat-
ed from the God of creation. 

(3) When this happens, the language, instead of being a serv-
ant, becomes God. 

7. John Locke (1632-1704), a rationalist, absolutized the Newtonian observa-
tions. 
a) He is rightly recognized as the “Father of the Enlightenment” (in 

England) as Voltaire (1694-1778) is on the Continent. 
b) If man could only exercise his reason rightly, he could not only 

understand the laws of nature governing the motion of the heav-

                                                 
43 Kelley, pp. 229-230. 
44 Galileo Galilei, Discoveries and Opinions of Galileo, trans. Stillman Drake (Garden City: Doubleday, 1957) pp. 237-238. 
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John Locke 
(Public Domain) 

enly bodies, but could discover the “so-called” laws of nature gov-
erning the totality of life, including human relationships. 

c) On the basis of this commitment to rationalism, a harmonious so-
cial order and ultimately perfection would result. 

C. In summary, for the rationalist: 

1. God, being rational, had created the universe and having completed this 
creation, He did not need to be involved with creation, guiding it in a 
“puppet-like” manner and thus no longer had a personal relationship with 
the creation (including man)–this is the basic construct of Deism where 
God is Alpha, the beginning, but no longer Omega, the end (cf. Romans 
11:36). 

2. Since man is rationalistic, then he should abandon his “other worldly” fix-
ations and search for and discover the laws governing the whole of life in 
terms of reason alone (i.e., man embraced the sovereignty of reason and 
jettisoned the sovereignty of God over reason). 

3. The Bible, under the impact of rationalism, became “useful” instruction in 
the moral laws of Nature or Nature’s God, but the Bible was no longer 
considered to be divine revelation (denoted by rationalists as an irrational 
presupposition). 
a) The Bible was a noble attempt (albeit an incomplete one) on the 

part of individuals to discover the laws of nature that should gov-
ern human relationships. 

b) Christ, therefore, was considered the greatest of the moral teach-
ers (and intellectual) but Christ was not God in Christ (what New-
ton secretly believed). 

c) The rationalist takes the Bible more seriously than evangelicals 
(who generally do not see that the Bible applies to all of life), albe-
it without seeing it as the authoritative rule of faith and life. 

4. Observations derived from a rationalistic faith. 
a) We derive the concept of morality from rationalism. 

(1) A Biblical Christian does not believe in morality. Does that 
mean that the Biblical Christian believes in immorality? 

(2) For a Biblical Christian, the question is always truth. 
(3) Morality is man-made or man-ascertained truth and hence, 

by its very nature, is relative. 
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(4) The Biblical Christian, in contrast, recognizes that God is 
truth so the issue is truth vs. error. 

(5) For the Biblical Christian, doing the truth is righteousness. 
In contrast, not doing the truth is unrighteousness. 

(6) Morality comes from the Enlightenment and its rational-
istic commitment to man-made truth (there is a profound 
difference between morality and Biblical Christian right-
eousness). 

b) The evangelical Christian has all too frequently forgotten the do-
minion mandate (even though man and creation is fallen) and the 
endeavor to bring all of life unto captivity to God, while the ra-
tionalist does attempt to take dominion by bringing all of life unto 
captivity to reason. 
(1) The rationalist sees this age and this world as absolute–all 

there is. 
(2) The Biblical Christian sees this age and this world as fallen 

and because it is not absolute (only God is absolute), can 
be restored/redeemed/reconstructed in terms of God’s 
command-word (the Great Commission and the Cultural 
Commission). 

(3) Because the Biblical Christian is assured of the fullness of 
the age to come, he can take effective and true dominion 
over the age that is. 

c) The rationalist view of salvation saw that God now played only an 
indirect role in the affairs of man. 
(1) Man can reason to truth and save himself. 
(2) Revelation from God is useful, but not primary (this useful 

idea soon developed into an “unneeded” idea). 
II. The Rationalist Worldview: Right Reason/Natural Law  Democracy (1650–present). 

A. Three major presuppositions of the Rationalist Faith. 
1. The inherent goodness of man. NB. The rationalist always begins with man 

(cf. the Biblical Christian who begins and ends with God). 
a) This stands in direct conflict to the Biblical view that man is de-

praved; i.e., he has no ability to save or deliver himself (it does not 
mean the man is insignificant or inconsequential or irresponsible 
or programmed). 

b) The rationalist presupposes that man has the ability (by thought 
alone) to deliver himself from sin and arrive at truth. 

2. The perfectibility of man. 
a) As man is able to deliver himself by thought, perfectibility is inevi-

table. 
b) Humanity is now divided into two groups (contra saved and sin-

ners). 
(1) Those enlightened. 
(2) Those unenlightened. 
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3. The inevitability of progress: The inevitability of the perfectibility of man 
results in the inevitability of progress. 

B. The rationalist bases his life 
upon: 
1. A deist supernatural 

ontology, where God 
has forsaken His 
world. 

2. A humanistic episte-
mology where man 
knows on the basis of 
thought. 

3. A humanistic axiology 
where man is the ulti-
mate value. 

4. A kingdom of earth 
teleology where pro-
gress based upon rea-
son alone is inevitable.  

C. Rationalistic institutional 
structure and procedure. 
1. Educational: 

a) Education is basic to the rationalistic faith. 
b) Research: to ascertain the laws of nature. 
c) Teaching: to impart the laws of nature. 

2. Ecclesiastical. 
a) The church is to convince man of his moral obligation to follow 

the laws of nature thus discovered and taught, a concept that an 
infected the totality of the institutional church. 

b) Due to rationalism, we have: 
(1) Universalism where it is posited as irrational to conclude 

that God can damn men to hell. Hence, because God’s 
goodness is absolutized, universalism concludes that all 
men are saved. 

(2) Unitarianism (Deism) where it is posited as irrational that 
God is three in one (where Newton was in his thinking). 
Hence, the Trinitarian God was abandoned and Christ is 
not divine and the Holy Spirit is a myth (leaving man to 
his own devices). 

3. Legal. 
a) Rationalism posited that law is based, not upon the Biblical God, 

but upon rationally discerned laws of nature. 
b) If all men practiced these laws, then there would be order, harmo-

ny, and ultimately perfection. 
4. Civil/Social: Civil government. 
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a) Man can by reason discover social laws (as Newton did physical 
laws) and thus make a “social contract” to corporately observe 
these laws in society. 

b) Democracy in the classical world (e.g., Athens) was not democrat-
ic. 
(1) More than 50% of the population were slaves and could 

not vote. 
(2) A good number of the population were aliens and could 

not participate. 
(3) All women were excluded from participation. 

c) Democracy, from a philosophical definition, is government creat-
ed by man for the affecting of his own happiness and flows out of 
rationalistic presuppositions and discovery of the laws of nature 
(government of, for, and by man; i.e., the people). 

d) For the Biblical Christian, the civil/social area is governed by cov-
enant, not contracts. 

(1) Covenant (community45) is based upon hierarchical (verti-
cal) relationships. 
(a) God to man. 
(b) Man to wife (under the triune God with certain re-

sponsibilities to each other): triangular relationship. 
(c) Man to children (under the triune God with cer-

tain responsibilities to each other). 
(d) Employer to employee (under the triune God with 

certain responsibilities to each other). 
(e) Civil government to citizens (under the triune God 

with certain responsibilities to each other)–where 
the democratic procedure of elected officials is 
based upon Biblical Christianity. 

(2) In rationalistic democracy, the shift is from vertical to hor-
izontal, from covenant to contract where civil government 
is considered an invention of man (not a gift from God).  

e) Rationalistic democracy centers on union without community; 
hence, it gives rise to uniformity, conformity and compulsion–and 

                                                 
45 Apart from Biblical Christianity there is no possibility of community (which presupposes communion). 
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ultimately, because contracts can be broken at will (can opt out), 
to anarchy (which required compulsion to arrest): e.g., marriage 
becomes primarily an experiential relationship (“let’s live togeth-
er”). 

f) Rationalistic democracy is defined as the will of the people where 
the majority (i.e., 51% vote) is construed as sovereign (pragma-
tism) rather than God. 

5. Aesthetical. 
a) Rationalists saw ultimate beauty in man and his intellect in the 

contemplation of nature (emphasizing balance and order). 
b) The modern clock, the development of which finds its heritage in 

the Biblical Christian faith, eventually became, not a servant of 
man, but absolutized and the controller of man. 
(1) From this came the saying, “Time is of the essence” (i.e., 

time is absolutized). 
(2) Time becomes compartmentalized and to be “managed” 

in terms of man’s reason alone (time is salvation). 
(3) From the calm ringing of a bell to the shriek of a whistle 

or siren (get to work!). 
c) Architecture. 

(1) Before the Enlightenment, the emphasis was on the 
Church with its steeple (pointing man to the God of the 
Bible and which was a triangle symbolizing the triune 
God). 

(2) This shifted to government buildings (and banks) with the 
neo-classical 
type capped 
with a dome 
to follow the 
circle back 
to Earth 
(signifying 
man’s ability to govern himself by reason alone): state be-
comes the redemptive agency. 

6. Economical. 
a) The laws of nature were discovered in market relationships. 
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b) The deist Adam Smith (1723-1790), in The Wealth of Nations 
(1776), discovered the outworkings of the free market (e.g., the 
law of supply and demand) but these relationships were soon ab-
solutized. 

c) Rationalism embraced the enthronement of selfishness (each man 
seeking his own interests rather than each man seeking to serve 
God by loving his fellow-man) resulting in the absolutization of 
Capitalism (laissez-faire economy). 

III. Major Expressions of the Enlightenment in the West. 
A. The French Revolution (began in 1789). 

1. This revolution was the first major express of rationalism at the institu-
tional level; i.e., it was an attempt to restructure society on the basis of ra-
tionalistic presuppositions. 
a) Founding thinkers. 

(1) François Marie Arouet or Voltaire (1694-1778). 
(2) Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778). 

b) Brief chronology. 
(1) Declaration of the Rights of Man (1789). 
(2) New calendar, 1792 became “Year One.” 
(3) Reign of Terror (1793-1794) founded upon the guillotine. 
(4) Dictatorship of Napoleon Bonaparte (1769-1821): 1796. 

2. The revolution, although aborted in France, was successful in introducing 
the “revolutionary concept” to the West. 

a) All men of rationalistic tradition look to 1789 as the beginning, the 
reinstituting of Western civilization according to rationalism. 
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b) It would have swept the world but for John Wesley (1703-1791) 
who provided the basis for Biblical Christian statesmen like Ed-
mund Burke (1729-1797), a member of the Whig party in the Eng-
lish parliament, to challenge the French Revolution saying, “Either 
the French Revolution will be defeated or Christian Europe will 
cease to exist”–from Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790). 

(1) Instead of ordered liberty based upon Biblical Christian 
presuppositions, a revolution based upon rationalism will 
produced the worst kind of tyranny, violence, chaos, ter-
ror, and dictatorship imaginable. 

(2) England challenged Napoleonic rational France (in his at-
tempt to preach the gospel of reason by force of arms) 
and it seemed at the time to win. 

(3) But the intellectual community looked to the French Rev-
olution (not the Incarnation of Christ) as the re-
establishment of Western Civilization, not upon Biblical 
revelation, but upon human reason. 

B. The Enlightenment’s affect on early America. 
C. The Darwinian hypothesis, the faith of evolution, resulted in process philosophy. 
D. The Marxist analysis of history, the communist faith resulting in the 1917 Revolu-

tion. 
IV. The Consequences of the Enlightenment in America–the Christian/Rationalist conglom-

erate (1720s-1780s). 
A. In America, you see an ever-increasing compromise of Biblical Christianity (cove-

nantal and reformed) with rationalism. 
1. In the 17th century, reformation theology predominated. 
2. The decline of the reformed Christian view was a compromise with ra-

tionalism. 
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1. The reaction to this rationalistic thrust gener-
ated a system of theology called Calvinism (in 
its absolutist form, it is non-Biblical). 

2. The reaction to this reaction was a system of 
theology called Arminianism (in its absolutist 
form, it is also non-Biblical). 

We must always strive to go back to the base, 
the Bible. No system of theology should ever be 
absolutized because only God is absolute; we 
shall never know Him exhaustively (i.e., have all 
the theological answers for God can never be 
“boxed in” by any systematic theology–although 
we must strive to develop, in grace, such a 
system), but we can know Him truly in the basis of 
His verbal propositions as revealed in Holy 
Scripture. 

a) The reformed Christian view was rational (and thereby Biblical), 
not rationalistic; i.e., reason is a tool, a means to an end. 

b) Calvin applied the Bible to all of life (and so did the Puritans, his 
heirs in the Faith): he was an attorney and made this application in 
a reasoned, logical manner. 

c) In time, Reformed Christians allowed the rationalistic thrust to 
place priority on reason over revelation. 

d) They thus determined that rationalism was not in conflict with the 
Bible; contra Voltaire who said (and knew better), “You cannot be 
a rationalist and a Christian.” 

e) The consequence was a conglomeration of Christianity with ra-
tionalism (rationalist Christianity). 
(1) Human reason can verify (or prove) the Bible (in agree-

ment with Newtonian rationalism [mechanistic] based up-
on fixed concepts). 

(2) With the Darwinian revolution of the 19th century, the 
fixed became a process and the Christian compromise with 
this theory introduced a whirlwind. 

(3) The impact, in the civil realm, of the surrender of the Bib-
lical Christian position that man is rational to rationalism 
and then to Darwinism was the disappearance of the Holy 
Commonwealth (God is over all of life) or Covenantal or-
der. 

(4) From this, Christians began to accept the dichotomy of 
the sacred and the secular, the church and the state. 
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3. The “Great Awakening” and the shift from Biblical to “Evangelical”46 Christianity 
(1720s-1760s). 
a) Key personnel: Jonathan Edwards (1703-1758) and George Whitefield 

(1714-1770). 

b) This movement was a reaction against the “deadness” of Christian ration-
alism. 
(1) This movement tried to reform the fruit, but not the root. 
(2) Christians stood against the results of rationalism instead of con-

tending against the roots of rationalism; i.e., its presuppositions. 
c) Biblical Christians should have been quick to: 

(1) Reaffirm the Faith founded in the Bible. 
(2) Rearticulate and restate that Faith. 
(3) Reapply that Faith. 

d) The transition. 
(1) Before rationalism and the “Great Awakening,” American Chris-

tians embraced Biblical, covenantal (Holy Commonwealth), and Re-
formed Christianity. 

(2) After the “Great Awakening,” American Christians embraced emo-
tional, experiential, and “evangelical” Christianity. 

e) The far reaching results of the “Great Awakening.” 
(1) The Holy Commonwealth was eventually abandoned and the sec-

ular state accepted. 
(2) Christians accepted the forms of rationalism but rejected the con-

sequences. 

                                                 
46 Good “as far as it goes.” But, it needs to go farther. 
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(3) The sacred/secular dichotomy became established and worldliness 
was redefined as anything that was a part of the secular or pro-
fane. 
(a) Hence, all politics and politicians are evil (the position held 

by and large by Evangelical Christians until the 1980s). 
(b) Christianity became “churchianity” (ecclesiocentricity). 

(4) Christianity emptied of its intellectual content and Worldview is 
destined to become primarily an emotional experience (e.g., the 
mysticism of much of the “upper story” Charismaticism). 
(a) We have the Bible so that we can know truly. 
(b) Without the presupposition that God is sovereign over all 

and the Bible applies to all, then Biblical Christian educa-
tion is impossible (it will become rationalistic education). 

(c) Much of evangelical Christianity today is still in this com-
promised position (why the United States can have 80-100 
million evangelicals and have little impact on institutional 
structures). 

4. The American Revolution and Constitutional order (1775-1787). 
a) A conservative counter revolution. 

(1) American leaders had become Christian rationalists47 and were 
dedicated to this view. 

(2) The revolution was an effort to preserve Christian rationalism and 
to prevent further (and radical) rationalistic onslaughts from the 
European Continent (specifically the Parliament). 

(3) They saw Britain as a foreign power invading their land threaten-
ing their independence. 

b) A successful rebellion to achieve dejure (by right, according to law) inde-
pendence. 
(1) The Colonies began in 1607 in Jamestown. 

(a) England neglected (denoted as “salutary”48 neglect by 
American historians) the colonies (troubles with France, 
Spain, and Indians). 

(b) The colonists were concerned that they were being ne-
glected and left in danger–they developed their own means 
of defense and civil government (including traditions and 
practices; e.g., legislative assemblies)–“de facto” (as a mat-
ter of practice) independence. 

(c) Why England neglected the Colonies. 
(i) England was preoccupied internationally with first 

the Spanish, then the Dutch, and finally with the 
French. 

(ii) Internal struggles. 

                                                 
47 Some of the Colonial thought leaders were more rationalist than Christian and others were more Christian than 
rationalist. 
48 Most Americans of the time would not consider this neglect as “beneficial.” 
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(a) The Great Civil War culminating in the 
beheading of Charles I (1600-1649) and 
the Cromwellian protectorate. 

(b) The Glorious and Bloodless revolution of 
1688-1689. 

(2) In 1763, England was successful in expelling the French from 
North America and then decided to make the colonies pay for this 
freedom. 
(a) To do this, they needed political control which had been 

lost during the period of neglect. 
(b) When they confronted the colonies with economic sanc-

tions, they discovered that America had already established 
representative civil government. 

(c) America rebelled in 1776 because they were already inde-
pendent in a dejure sense. 

(d) With aid from France, they won their dejure independence 
in 1783. 

c) The American Constitutional order and system. 
(1) Nature. 

(a) This order flowed out of conglomerate of Christian ra-
tionalism with an emphasis on the Christian component of 
that conglomerate.49 
(i) John Locke’s (1632-1704) “natural rights” thesis 

(rationalism–rational man is born free and autono-
mous). 
(a) He argued that all men are born into a 

state of nature, they existed naturally and 
were possessed of certain natural (i.e., inal-
ienable) rights such as life, liberty, and 
property. 

(b) Locke also said, “Men find it difficult to 
preserve their natural rights. They volun-
teer to exchange the natural for a civil 
state, thus government is a creation of man 
to preserve life, liberty and property. If 
government becomes destructive of life, 
liberty and property then it is the duty of 
people to make the government conform 
or be abolished. Thus government should be 
limited government.” In contrast, the Bib-
lical Christian view is that there is no such 
thing: man is born with wrongs, not rights. 

                                                 
49 Thus, the “dualistic” nature of the system. 
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(c) From this Lockeian rationalism, Thomas 
Jefferson (1743-1826) wrote the Declaration 
of Independence claiming initially that these 
inalienable rights are “Life, liberty, and 
property” (he subsequently changed 
“property” into “the pursuit of happi-
ness”). 

(ii) Holy Commonwealth (Biblical Christian) view, al-
so embraced by many of the Founders, also called 
for limited civil government (Locke agreed on this 
point too)–the theory to “work the concept” how-
ever is difficult. 

(2) Mechanics of limiting civil government. 
(a) Dividing Authority and Diffusion of Powers. 

(i) Horizontal. 
(a) Separation of Powers into a tripartite system 

(cf. Isaiah 33:22). 
(i) The Legislative (to draw up the 

laws). 
(ii) The Executive (to enforce the 

laws). 
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(iii) The Judicial (to resolve conflicts 
about the laws).50 

(b) Checks and balances (each branch of civil 
government can check the powers of the 
other branches thus preventing absolut-
ism51). 

(ii) Vertical. 
(a) Division of Power between the Federal and 

State governments. 
(b) The ninth and tenth amendments are not 

“rights,” but a bill of prohibitions in order to 
limit the powers of civil government. 

(b) Four types of powers in the United States Constitution. 
(i) Enumerated (expressed) and listed separately: pow-

ers designed to the Federal government alone (e.g., 
the power to raise an army). 

(ii) Implied (understood): powers to guarantee that the 
Federal government has the power to carry out the 
enumerated powers (NOT to assume additional or 
expanded powers). 

(iii) Concurrent (in conjunction or jointly): Federal and 
state powers. 

(iv) Residual (remaining): What powers are not granted 
to the Federal government remain in the jurisdic-
tion of state governments. 

(c) Federalism is divided authority and diffused power which 
finds its roots in Medieval Feudalism.52 

(d) Nomenclature. 
(i) We have been taught that the United States is a 

Democracy–this is not true. 
(ii) The United States of America is a Republic with a 

written constitution at a given point in time; it is a 
Constitutional Republic with provisions for a per-

                                                 
50 Chief Justice John Marshall (1755-1835), Chief Justice from 1801-1835, said that the Court has the right to 
“judicial review” – it has the power to call a law “lawful.” The federal papers, however, made no provision in the 
Constitution for judicial review. Flouting the Constitution, courts could change laws and become “a court of appeal” 
– to decide if laws were “acceptable.” Instead of “judicial review,” we now have “judicial tyranny” with individual 
judges stating whether a law is lawful. At first, the Supreme Court used this power to limit government, but since 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, the Supreme Court has used this power to compel, resulting in potentially limitless civil 
government. This power has now become legislative meaning the judicial branch has crossed its boundaries and moved 
into absolutism (e.g., the 1973 Roe v. Wade Supreme Court decision legalized first-degree murder). 
51 A law can be repealed legislatively by action by the people of the individual states. Members of the House of 
Representatives are re-elected every two years and every two years one-third of Senators are up for re-election. By 
this process, an unjust law can be modified or repealed. 
52 See Rousas J. Rushdoony, This Independent Republic (Fairfax: Thoburn Press, [1964] 1978), pp. 9-22. The 
presupposition is, of course, that God is the final power (sovereignty). 
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petual limited government, the first time this has ever 
occurred in human history. 

(e) Sovereignty: the Framers intended that sovereignty reside no 
where in civil government. 

(f) Perpetual tensions (vertical and horizontal) have existed in 
American political history between limiting governmental 
powers and the expansion of governmental powers. 

(3) First and Second American Revolutions after the American Revolution 
of the 1770s-1780s. 
(a) Civil War and Reconstruction (engendered by Romanti-

cism/Transcendentalism): Federalism to Nationalism (by 
bayonets).53 

(b) The “New Deal” of the 1930s (engendered Process Phi-
losophy): a sovereignized National Executive. 

(4) The Constitutional system in retrospect. 
(a) Why did the Constitutional order and system last such a 

short time (only 75 years–from 1789 to the 1860s)? The 
nature of the system–dualistic (the little bit of Rationalism 
“ate up” the thrust of Biblical Christianity) and govern-
ment was a creation of flawed man (invites tinkering and 
tampering). 

(b) We still have the form of Federalism (e.g., the Electoral 
College): this Constitutional Republic could only work 
properly while the citizens were Christian and sovereignty 
was not placed in the hands of men (requires Reformation 
in the people, not a revolutionary change in the form of 
civil government). 

V. Intellectual flow (1800-1860). 
A. Romanticism (Europe)/Transcendentalism (America). 

1. An extension of Christian rationalism and a reaction against Christian ra-
tionalism. 
a) Christian rationalism was itself in a dilemma because it held that 

man must recognize and comply with natural law. 
b) This thesis was too cold (in terms of reason absolutized) for many 

people. 
c) This thesis also engenders serious epistemological problems; i.e., 

what is the basis of knowing (e.g., the dilemma of life after death–
heaven, which is known only by revelation) created major difficul-
ties for the Christian rationalist. 

d) Transcendentalism sought a new ontology and a new epistemolo-
gy. 
(1) These presuppositions would recognize man as an absolutely 

free being (from slavery to nature and reason of the Chris-

                                                 
53 Evidenced by a change in articles: from “these” United States to “the” United States; e.g., from “the United States 
are” to “the United States is.” 
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tian rationalists and from the restrictions of the remaining 
vestiges of the sovereign supernatural perspective of Bibli-
cal Christianity)–thus making man God. 

(2) They did not escape from nature or the rationalist tradi-
tion entirely; they redefined nature as the permanent 
abode of an imminent, all-pervasive cosmic mind. 

2. Leading intellectual lights of the movement. 
a) Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882). 

(1) On the Over-Soul, “Of this pure nature every man is at some 
time sensible. Language cannot paint it with his colors. It 
is too subtle. It is undefinable, unmeasurable, but we know 
that it pervades and contains us. We know that all spiritual 
being is in man. A wise old proverb says, "God comes to 
see us without bell"; that is, as there is no screen or ceiling 
between our heads and the infinite heavens, so is there no 
bar or wall in the soul where man, the effect, ceases, and 
God, the cause, begins. The walls are taken away. We lie 
open on one side to the deeps of spiritual nature, to the at-
tributes of God. Justice we see and know, Love, Freedom, 
Power. These natures no man ever got above, but they 
tower over us, and most in the moment when our interests 
tempt us to wound them. The sovereignty of this nature 
whereof we speak is made known by its independency of 
those limitations which circumscribe us on every hand. 
The soul circumscribes all things. As I have said, it contra-
dicts all experience. In like manner it abolishes time and 
space.” 

(2) Each man is the incarnation of the cosmic mind. 
(3) The humanization of God and the deification of man. 
(4) “Let man stand erect, go alone, and possess the universe.” 

b) Henry David Thoreau (1817-1862), Walden (1854). 
c) William Woodsworth (1770-1850), English poet, “One impulse 

from a vernal wood, may teach you more of man, of moral evil 
and good, than all the ages can.” 
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3. Biblical Christianity and transcendentalism. 
a) The God of the Bible is transcendent. 

(1) Above all creation. 
(2) Separate from creation. 

b) The God of transcendentalism is a part of creation (commingled 
and confused with creation where man, God, and nature are rolled 
into one; i.e., God is transcendentally eminent, but not transcend-
ent. 

4. Consequences: If man is God, then he must be simultaneously absolutely 
free and absolutely equal (man is a free moral agent, autonomous, the cap-
tain of his own ship, the determiner of his own destiny). 
a) The metaphysics of pantheism: God, man, and nature become 

one. 
b) The epistemology of intuitionalism: man knows on the basis of 

feeling, insight, or intuition (simply because he is). 
c) From Liberty to Libertarianism: no restrictions. 

(1) Totally free to do whatever your “heart” desires. 
(2) Absolutizing freedom results in libertarianism. 

d) From Equality to Egalitarianism: no superiors. 
(1) Total equality. 
(2) In C20, the object was to absolutize equality which be-

comes egalitarianism. 
e) Freedom and equality are accomplished in three stages (Reform-

ism from the 1830s to 1860s saw many attempts to reform and 
remake society in terms of these stages). 
(1) Voluntarily: men would begin to behave in perfect free-

dom and equality with proper education (unfortunately, 
the opposite was true). 

(2) Legally: by compelling freedom and equality by force of 
law via politics (this, too, did not work). 

(3) Militarily: by compelling freedom and equality by force of 
arms. 
(a) This military stage was the Civil War and Recon-

struction (Union revolutionized by bayonets)–first 
modern war (total war, i.e., no limits in terms of 
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killing defenseless civilians … and unconditional 
surrender). 

(b) One objective of the Civil War was good–the elim-
ination of chattel slavery. 

(c) The absolutizing of freedom and equality went 
from voluntary to legal to military resulting in the 
centralization of power in civil government (i.e., 
sovereign civil government). 

5. The Biblical Christian does not believe in absolutizing liberty (he is free 
from the law of sin and death and any other form of liberty ends in slav-
ery). 
a) However, in America, prior to the Civil War, the result of these 

actions was Abolitionism which was not God inspired because the 
abolitionists could have personally brought the liberty of the slaves. 

b) Instead of liberating the slaves legally (with proper recompense to 
owners), they chose to use the powers of civil government to 
eliminate slavery. 
(1) Compare what happened in America with what happened 

in the British Empire. 
(2) In 1834, The Slavery Abolition Act abolished slavery in 

British dominions, except for areas of India under the 
control of the East India Company.  

(3) Parliament appropriated £20 million to compensate slave 
owners for their losses. 

(4) This act was initiated by the tireless work of the reformer 
William Wilberforce (1759-1833). 

c) In any case, in a few years (a decade at most), slavery would no 
longer be a viable option in the South (thanks to mechanistic 
farming) … and, nearly one-half of the black population was al-
ready freed (via manumission). 

B. Neo-Evangelicalism of the South and the southern antecedents (1830s to 1860s). 
1. Basic positions (an attempt return to Biblical Christianity) in spite of in-

consistencies. 
a) Sovereignty of God. 
b) Depravity of man. 
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Key words that directed man’s 
thinking in the following centuries: 
C18: Happiness 
C19: Freedom (liberty) 
C20: Equality 
C21: Security (in the context of 
terrorism and “social” provisions)? 

c) Limitation of the power of all institutions, including civil govern-
ment. 

2. Cultural dualism and clash. 
a) Northern Yankee culture (dominated by transcendentalism, aboli-

tionism, and political absolutism, with exceptions). 
b) Southern Cavalier culture (dominated by a return to Biblical Chris-

tianity [the South is still called the “Bible belt”], with exceptions). 
3. The First Revolution after the Revolution of the 1720s to 1780s. 

a) The “Civil War” and reconstruction (Northern Yankee culture 
sought to remake the nation in its ideological image and revolu-
tionize the Union). 

b) The nature of the nation was changed from Federalism to Nation-
alism (from limited government to absolutist government). 
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Since 1860, there has been a 
major shift from absolute to 
process philosophy. That shift 
was first evident in Darwinism 
which emerged out of the 
conclusion that progress was 
taking place. It was fed from the 
presupposition that man is at the 
center and that man progresses. 
It is a faith that explains progress 
based upon man as the center 
who himself is in a process. 

The total abandonment of Biblical 
Christianity: 
From Supernatural to Natural (natural-
ism) 
From Eternal to Temporal (historicism) 
From Spiritual to Material (materialism) 
From Personal to Social (socialism) 

The post-Christian West and World (ca. 1860s–present) 
I. Process philosophy. 

A. Process philosophy states that all of 
life is in the state of flux or process. 
1. The transcendentalist posi-

tion led to pantheism and 
ultimately atheism. 
a) If there is no God, 

then nothing is 
fixed; i.e., there is 
not infinite refer-
ence point. 

b) The only possibility 
left is that man is 
absolute, yet man is 
not absolute in the 
final sense. 

2. Therefore, nothing is fixed. 
a) Previously most people believed in a fixed system of some sort. 
b) Under process philosophy, life becomes a process (a chain of 

events). 
(1) The absolute position is that changes are undergirded with 

the fixed. 
(2) The process position is that the fixed is changing. 

B. Presuppositions of Process philosophy. 
1. Relativism (to time and space): there is no exception; even morality … life 

is an endless process 
(of becoming). 

2. Environmentalism (ma-
terialism): the envi-
ronment is determi-
native. Theism is a 
myth and therefore 
we move to Atheism 
and from there we 
are left with natural-
ism (an impersonal force or process, a material consistency). 
a) To Charles Darwin (1809-1892), it was a biological environment. 
b) To Karl Marx (1818-1883), it was an economic environment. 
c) To Sigmund Freud (1856-1939), it was a psychological environment. 
d) To John Dewey (1859-1952), it was a volitional environment. 
e) To Francis Crick (1916- ), it was a chemical environment. 
f) To Marshall McLuhan (1911-1980), it was a media environment. 

3. Progressivism: from lower to higher and out of that, from simple to com-
plex, from savagery to civilization, from primitivism to perfection. 
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4. Developmentalism: to trace back to the origins and then on through the evo-
lutionary chain to project future development. 

C. Three revolutions of the Modern West. 
1. Shift from theocentrism to anthropocentrism. 
2. Shift from absolute (fixed, either supernatural or natural, and intelligible is 

unchanging) to process philosophy (reality is a change of events, a perpet-
ual flux). 

3. Shift from antithetical to synthetic mentality (Hegel–see below). 
II. Intellectual flow. 

A. Darwinism. 

1. The Darwin hypothesis: evolutionary naturalism (nature acts in an evolu-
tionary manner). 

2. Presuppositions of Darwinism (two stand behind the premise of evolu-
tionary naturalism). 
a) Man in central. 
b) Man is progressing. 
c) Man is progressing by means of evolutionary naturalism. 

(1) Nature acts in evolution and is the essence of everything. 
(2) Epistemologically, we understand the process of evolution 

by understanding this process flow: adaptation  muta-
tion  natural selection. 

3. Applications of Darwinism. 

a) Social Darwinism (to 1890s). 
(1) Herbert Spencer (1820-1903), British philosopher, one of 

the best known men of his time. 
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(a) Believed that the evolutionary process was automat-
ic and one of continual change. 

(b) Man could not effect evolutionary change because 
he is simply a product of the process.54 

(c) By explaining Darwinism, Spencer and his con-
temporaries believed they had unlocked the se-
quence of life and now could truly know and how 
we could know (this generated an exciting opti-
mism for the future). 

(d) His philosophical tome, Social Statistics, became a 
runaway bestseller. 

(2) William Graham Sumner (1840-1910) of Yale University 
applied the tenets of Darwinism to sociology and econom-
ics. 

b) Reformed Darwinism (1930s–“New Deal”): Lester Ward (1841-
1913), an American sociologist. 

(1) Believed in the evolution of evolution. 
(2) Believed that the human mind, a product of the evolution-

ary process (subject to the process), had evolved to the 
point where it could now guide the evolutionary process 
(above the process); i.e., man is now able to direct process. 
NB. Americans in general, who like to think and act, tend-
ed to reject Social Darwinism. 

(3) He posited nature as wasteful and chaotic needing civil 
government to control it (economic and social planning). 

(4) Ward’s philosophy provided the foundation for: 
(a) Teddy Roosevelt’s (1858-1919) progressive party 

(began in 1901 until the end of WWI in 1919) and 
the New Deal “faith” in the 1930s of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (1882-1945). 

(b) The “progressive” educational theories of John 
Dewey (1859-1952), William Kilpatrick (1871- 
1965), and George Counts (1889-1974). 

c) Non-progressive Darwinism (1920s–post World War I). 

                                                 
54 Hence, Spencer thought that government welfare programs were absurd since they tried to effect change. 
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(1) Between 1815 and 1914 there was no world war and men 
believed that unstoppable progress was taking place. 
(a) Resultantly, there was a spirit of optimism; i.e., 

utopia was about to break. 
(b) World War I, a holocaust of unprecedented magni-

tude, destroyed this optimism and the intellectual 
community was shattered thereby. 

(2) Jack London (1876-1916) and Stephen Crane (1871-1900) 
believed that evolution was taking place but it was not 
progressive; it was rather an endless process (a contradic-
tion in terms). 

(3) As the prosperity of the 1920s unfolded, reformed Dar-
winism returned to prominence (especially in the 1930s). 

4. Impact of Darwinism on Christianity. 
a) There was a frontal collision between the two at the outset. 

(1) Man is fallen from an original high point. 
(2) Man progresses from lower to higher. 

b) Four reactions from Christians. 
(1) Those remaining Biblical Christians were not swayed be-

cause evolution was only and ever a hypothesis. 
(2) The Christian rationalists (theological liberals) considered 

that if the Bible and science disagreed, then we should 
abandon the Bible (to them, then, the Bible became mere-
ly and only a “book of morality”). 
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(3) Theistic evolutionists believed that evolution was actually 
God’s plan even though it is not found in the Bible. 
(a) This is a synthesis of the first two views. 
(b) In this synthesis, evolution was posited as the 

standard. 
(c) Most Christians who followed this line of thought 

effectively abandoned the Bible. 
(4) Evangelical Christians who largely remained ignorant of 

the evolutionary hypothesis until it had run the day of the 
intellectuals. 

c) Most of these evangelical Christians were unaware of evolution 
until the 1920s. 
(1) By then, of course, evolution was fully accepted by the in-

tellectual and scientific community. 
(2) In reaction, these Christians sought to outlaw evolution. 
(3) In the ensuing court cases (e.g., Scopes Trial in Dayton, 

Tennessee–1925), both ignorant Christians (who thought 
evolution was a “new kid on the block”) and Biblical 
Christians (guilty by association) were made a laughing 
stock. 

(4) The evangelicals of the time turned the faith from its full-
orbed nature into narrow and pietistic fundamentalism. 
(a) They retreated from the public arena waited for a 

“rabbit out of the hat” trick to rapture them away 
from a disintegrating culture. 

(b) They resurfaced after the 1973 Roe v. Wade Su-
preme Court decision to fight a “good fight” but 
with inadequate Worldview weapons.55 

5. A critique of the evolutionary hypothesis. 
a) Genetics. 

(1) Darwinism came under attack from geneticists because 
genes do not change very much. 

(2) According to Darwinism, life comes from non-life. 
(a) According to genetics, life does not come from 

lifeless matter but from previous life of some kind. 
(b) The evolutionist skirts this issue by introducing 

speciation (i.e., evolution occurs by “accidental” 
changes in the structure of chromosomes). 

(3) Therefore, according to Darwinism, improvements are 
caused by accidents and resultantly we must conclude that we 
humans are the greatest accidents. 

                                                 
55 Note, from 1930s to 1970s, God raised up men like Cornelius Van Til, Herman Dooyeweerd, Rousas J. 
Rushdoony, and Francis Schaeffer to prepare the way for a Worldview battle but most evangelicals had by the 1960s 
sold their goods to “a pie in the sky,” “sweet and syrupy,” “rapture-oriented,” and, by consequence, impotent and anti-
intellectual Christianity. 
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b) Taxonomy (biological classification). 
(1) Evolution should make it very difficult to classify because 

of the enormous number of changes. 
(2) Taxonomy reveals order and structure and a clear line of 

demarcation between the species. 
c) Philosophy. 

(1) Philosophically, that which is first is superior to that which 
it produces. 

(2) Darwinism posits the exact opposite. 
(3) Blinded by pride in the evolutionary hypothesis, few have 

considered why evolution should end with man. 
(4) Also, why should evolutionary man devote his life to the 

purpose of proving there is no purpose, just accident? 
6. Modern evolution. 

a) Not Darwinian, but a synthetical cultural evolution. 
b) Scientists have concluded that they do not know how evolution 

occurred (it is not by natural selection, speciation, etc.). 
(1) Therefore, evolution has occurred by faith (the mysticism 

of irrationalism). 
(2) Evolution occurs by everything coming together in some 

mystical formulation. 
(3) Rousas J. Rushdoony’s comments are apropos, “Evolution 

is a belief that violates a variety of scientific concepts. It 
posits spontaneous generation, the emergence of some-
thing out of nothing, miraculous changes such as a non-
eye somehow becoming an eye, and so on. For God’s cre-
ative act, it substitutes time and process and endows both 
with God-like powers. Somehow the mindless churnings 
of process for billions of years work amazing miracles. 
Somehow, out of total nothing, a single atom emerged, 
and that single atom had all the potentialities of a universe; 
in brief, it had amazing god-like powers! Evolution re-
quires belief in miracles greater than any described in the 
Bible! It is not only the faith of those who hate God but 
also of those whose premises are irrational ones.”56 

c) This thesis will not outlast the continued crises that the theory will 
face (e.g., the spear-thrust of Intelligent Design). 

B. Pragmatism. 
1. Whereas most philosophic movements originated in Europe, pragmatism 

began in the United States of America. 
a) It was an attempt to be absolutely consistent with process philos-

ophy. 
b) It was a rebellion against any fixed system, including the law of 

change. 

                                                 
56 Rousas J. Rushdoony, Genesis (Vallecito: Ross House Books, 2002), p. 5. 
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c) Rationalism had shown reason to be inadequate and intellectuals 
came to the conclusion that men should act on the basis of will, con-
sciously but not rationally. 

d) Truth then became relative to the will of the individual. 
2. William James (1842-1910): taught that men should to that which is per-

sonally satisfying. 

3. Pragmatism influenced Christianity by introducing the concert of “free 
will” and the spiritual satisfying “steps to revival” (right means and right 
method) through the theology of Charles Finney (1792-1875). In contrast, 
Biblical Christians do not believe in “free will” but in a “responsible will.” 

4. John Dewey (1859-1952). 

a) Taught that men should do that which is socially satisfying. 
b) He believed that consequences have ideas, rather than vice versa, 

as we are products of our environment. 
c) Cultural lag: he believed that our minds were “behind” and need-

ed to be brought “up to date.” 
d) Social reconstruction (through education) is the proper method of 

“update.”  
e) Economic and social planning as directed by the civil government. 
f) Technocrats, through the scientific method, lead and direct this 

planning. 
5. Problems inherent in pragmatism. 
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a) Dewey was attempting to be consistent with process philosophy; 
i.e., no absolutes, no orthodoxy, no indoctrination. 

b) In attempting to be consistent with relativity, he presupposed life 
as a “process” with no substance. 

c) Yet, Dewey embraced two absolutes. 
(1) As a convinced Darwinist, the scientific method always 

yields beneficial results. 
(2) Shared (group) experiences are an absolute good. 

6. Consequences of pragmatism. 
a) In Dewey’s major work, Application of Pragmatism in Education, he 

asserted that there is nothing to teach. 
(1) Education is only for “life adjustment.” 
(2) Education is a flow in the process of becoming. 

b) All human philosophies fail because that which is relative has be-
come absolutized. 
(1) Dewey taught the absolute that we all suffer from cultural 

lag. 
(2) Presumably Dewey did not personally suffer from such lag 

for he did he would not know that everyone else did. 
(3) Dewey did not think cultural lag affected him and thus the 

absolute of cultural lag could not be absolute. 
C. Marxism (significant because of its global consequences in the 20th century). 

1. Karl Marx (1818-1883). 

a) Triune doctrines. 
(1) Atheism: dispenses with God. 
(2) Materialism: matter is the origin of all things and man is a 

merely and only an evolutionary “animal.”  
(3) Economic determinism: man’s “fall” is due to the economic 

component of his material consistency or environment. 
b) Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) and Hegelian dialecti-

cism. 
(1) Hegel once said, “Only one man understands me and he 

has not.” 
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(2) Marx claimed to understand Hegel and his philosophy. 
(3) Hegel taught that because we do not think properly we 

cannot understand the process of history; i.e., Hegel 
changed the way men think (the third overpowering revolution in 
the West). 

(a) Christian thinking is antithetical, linear, and abso-
lute. Either A or not A (comports with the nature 
of reality). 

(b) Hegelian thinking is synthetic, triangular, and rela-
tive. Both A and not A (does not comport with na-
ture of reality). 

(4) The consequences of Hegelian thought were not recog-
nized in Europe until the 1930s and in America until the 
1960s (when it was called the “generation gap”). 
(a) Children could not communicate with parents be-

cause of the revolution in thought form. 
(b) Example: You could once tell a young lady to be 

good and she would understand; now it means “to 
do whatever pleases you.” 

(5) Hegel was an idealist and not a materialist. 
(a) He felt events were being driven by a “spirit” (Zeit-

geist–spirit of the times). 
(b) He called this “providence” the “world spirit” or 

“destiny.” 
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c) Ludwig Feuerbach (1804-1872) and Feuerbachian materialism. 
(1) He said, “Man is what he eats” (in our day this has be-

come the basis for much “health consciousness”). 
(2) Marx took Feuerbach’s philosophy and fused it with He-

gel’s dialectic thinking. 
2. Presuppositions of dialectical materialism. 

a) Progress in inherent with change (all change is progressive). 
b) Nature acts dialectically (naturalism). 
c) Conflict is the essence of change and the dynamic of progress 

(revolution is the agent of redemption). 
3. The outworking of dialectical materialism. 

a) There is an established force or thesis that generates its interpene-
trating opposite or antithesis. 

b) An external force generates the opposite, the antithesis–this is the 
dynamic of progress. 

c) Slow and gradual change becomes more rapid until it reaches 
“critical mass”–when the antithesis negates the thesis. 

d) When this happens (called the revolution), there is a transfor-
mation (a renewal) from quality to quantity with the emergence of 
a new established force. 

e) This new established force or thesis generates a new opposite or an-
tithesis and the process repeats itself ad infinitum. 

Thesis Antithesis

“A” “not A”

Either “A”  “not A”or

Thesis Antithesis

“A” “not A”

Both “A” and “not A”

Synthesis
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4. The Marxist analysis of history.57 
a) The significance of Marx is that he applied dialectic materialism to 

history. 
(1) Marx fused naturalism, materialism, historicism, and rela-

tivism. 
(2) Marx moved into the vacuum created by the anti-

intellectual (e.g., revivalism) and non-historical (e.g., dis-
pensationalism) stands taken by the retreating evangelical 
community of his time. 

(3) The Marxist understanding of history is all prevailing to-
day. 

                                                 
57 Frederick Engels (1820-1905) said this at Marx’s graveside, “Just as Darwin discovered the law of development of 
organic nature, so Marx discovered the law of development of human history.” 

Thesis Antithesis

“A” “not A”

Synthesis

Thesis Antithesis

“B” “not B”

Synthesis

Thesis Antithesis

“C” “not C”

Synthesis

Thesis Antithesis

“D” “not D”
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Thesis Antithesis
“Feudalism” “non-Feudalistic Seeds

of Capitalism”

Synthesis

Thesis Antithesis

“Capitalism” “non-Capitalistic
Seeds of Socialism”

Synthesis

Thesis
“Socialism”

“International Socialism”

“Communism”
Utopian Classless Society

(a) Most evangelical Christians are operational Marx-
ists without realizing it. 

(b) Since they have abandoned Biblical Christianity 
(for pop-Christianity and ghetto-Christianity), they 
are unable to understand time on the basis of God 
as the beginning (the alpha), the end (omega), and 
all points in between. 

(c) We cannot live without an understanding of time 
and history. 
(i) God has given man the unique gift of 

memory, a gift that cannot function with-
out an appreciation of time. 

(ii) Either we will have a large understanding 
of history (cf. Matthew 13:31-32; I Corin-
thians 15; Psalm 110) or we will be victim-
ized by those who do. 

(iii) Most present day historians are Marxists 
and these people are the ones providing 
leadership. 
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b) Flow or stages of history (in each state there has been a dominant 
class and class warfare, therefore, is the norm in history). 
(1) Primitive communalism. 
(2) Ancient slavocracy. 
(3) Feudalism. 
(4) Capitalism. 
(5) Socialism. 
(6) Communism (utopian society). 

c) Marxist/scientific socialism. 
(1) Outworkings. 

(a) Given established force: feudalism with its landed 
aristocracy (thesis). 

(b) An external force generates the opposite (antithe-
sis), i.e., capitalism (which includes the bourgeois 
or middle-class business owner). 

(c) Capitalism now becomes the established force that 
generates the opposite in socialism (which includes 
the proletariat or the working class). 

(d) Socialism, albeit not perfect, would generate its 
opposite (a classless society) and would usher in 
the kingdom of heaven in the form of the utopia 
of a communist paradise. 

(2) Marx claimed to have arrived at his conclusions (the keys 
that unlock the riddle of history) scientifically and rational-
ly. 

d) Marxism is a religion, a perversion and parody of Biblical Christi-
anity. 
(1) Faith statement: all change is progressive. 
(2) It is a plagiarism and inversion of Biblical Christianity; i.e., 

a perfect material kingdom on the basis on the works of 
almighty man. 

e) Communism = Marxism-Leninism: Vladimir Lenin (1870-1924). 
(1) Lenin believed that man by taking thought and action 

could accelerate the arrival of utopia. 
(2) He called a meeting in Brussels in 1903 that adjourned to 

London. 



The post-Christian West and World (ca. 1860s–present) 

Page 102 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

(a) The question discussed was how to speed up his-
tory. 

(b) He believed that a few dedicated me could turn the 
world upside down. 

(c) Others believed that anyone should be allowed to 
participate. 

(d) Lenin won the majority and named the group Bol-
shevik (the Party of Lenin) which later became the 
Communist Party. 

(3) Lenin was convinced that he and his Party were on the 
vanguard of history. 
(a) The work of the Party was done underground. 
(b) Membership was based upon complete and total 

commitment. 
(c) Each member ceased to be an individual and be-

came a part of the collective vision (an eschatology 
or teleology of victory). 

(d) They considered themselves “dead men on fur-
lough” to bring about an International Socialist 
Order (i.e., international socialism). 

5. Communist strategy for global conquest. 
a) Leninist formulation. 

(1) Initial growth. 
(a) In 1903, there were 17 supporters. 
(b) In 1917, there were 50,000 supporters. 
(c) When Whittaker Chambers converted to Christi-

anity in the early 1940s, he said he was “leaving the 
winning side for the losing side.” 

(2) Communism, as formulated by Lenin, is a movement of 
atheists who, for the first time in history, plan on an inter-
national scale to conspiratorially drive the very idea of 
God from the mind of man with the aim of affecting total 
and complete global conquest. 

b) Thinking and acting dialectically. 
(1) Communists often approach a goal (thesis) by appearing 

to move away from it (antithesis). 
(2) Example: when driving a nail, you do not keep pressing on 

that hammer; the removal of the hammer from the nail is 
just as important as striking the nail. 

(3) This is why Communists always “back off” in the face of a 
superior will (and push again later). 

c) The Russian “experiment.” 
(1) Before the 1917 October Revolution, Russia was an indus-

trializing nation and a major producer and exporter of 
grain. 



Biblical Christian Worldview 
Liberation for Leadership 

 Page 103 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

 
Joseph Stalin 
(Public Domain) 

(a) The Communists overran the cities and effectively 
destroyed the industrial and agricultural complex 
of the nation. 

(b) By 1919, Russia was not producing enough grain 
to feed her own people. 

(c) The United States rescued the nation when Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson gave wheat to the country. 

(2) In 1921, Lenin introduced a new economic policy (indica-
tive of the dialectic) of denationalization and the economy 
began to boom (it was Lenin’s plan to use the Russian na-
tion as a tool to conquer the world). 

(3) Lenin died in 1924 and it was four years before Joseph 
Stalin (1879-1953) emerged as a replacement dictator. 

(a) Stalin’s rule was marked by mass starvation, carried 
out by Nikita Khrushchev (1894-1971), of the Ku-
lak peasants and the deployment of others 
(deemed non-sociable) to the labor camps of Sibe-
ria (where an estimated 20-30 million died). 

(b) Stalin, without any sense of justice, became a mass 
murderer ruling the nation by fear and reprisal. 

d) The record of Communism (world domination by world brutaliza-
tion–peace without justice is death). 
(1) From 1917-1959, 77 million Russians died in slave labor 

camps. 
(2) From 1917 until the collapse of Communist Russia, 150-

200 million Russians died at the hands of Communism. 
(3) In Communist China, from 1949 to present, between 200 

and 500 million people have died. 
(4) The 1975 population of Cambodia was 8 million; in 1980, 

the population was less than 2 million. 
e) Lenin targeted the United States of America as the “the last great 

bastion of capitalism”–he planned a gradual and progressive plan 
to conquer this stronghold. 
(1) Peaceful coexistence. 

(a) Outwardly only. 
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(b) If a nation can be lulled into “peaceful coopera-
tion,” then Communists can more easily pursue 
their vision of world domination. 

(c) In this “coexistence,” there needs to be a reduc-
tion of the will to resist Communism. 

(2) External encirclement of the United States plus internal 
demoralization equals progressive surrender. 
(a) External encirclement (geographically, politically, 

demographically, economically, and militarily): 
from Eastern Europe to Asia to the Southern 
Hemisphere. 

(b) Internal demoralization (reduce the will to resist 
Communism) through cybernetic warfare. 

(c) Blackmail through superior weaponry. 
f) Fourth dimensional warfare (Para-military warfare): devised by 

Lenin. 
(1) Analysis and application. 

(a) Para-military is a non-military, covert warfare 
aimed at gradually shifting the locus of power in a 
nation. 

(b) It is so effective that most people, including Chris-
tians, are oblivious to its existence. 

(c) Cybernetic58 or psychological warfare is the best 
application of this type of warfare (another exam-
ple of fourth dimension warfare is economic war-
fare). 
(i) Definition: Cybernetics is a science having 

to do with the flow of information (often 
through electronic data). 

(ii) Cybernetic warfare is the manipulation or 
control of the flow of information know-
ing that an individual’s judgment of the is-
sues is no better than the information the 
individual receives. 

(iii) Cybernetic warfare disarms people whole-
sale by controlling the flow of information. 

(iv) Communists, always in a minority (fewer 
than 2%), control a nation through the 
control of information59 (that is why a 
Communist nation must always be liberat-
ed from the outside; i.e., external assis-
tance). 

                                                 
58 The study of human control functions and of mechanical and electronic systems designed to replace them, 
involving the application of statistical mechanics to communication engineering. 
59 They also disarm a population (of weapons) wholesale. 
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(v) In nations Communists do not control, 
they attempt to manipulate the flow of in-
formation (they use as transmission lines 
those people [academic, church, courts, 
media, government] who share their pre-
suppositions [of process philosophy]–even 
if they are not full-fledged Communists). 

(2) The Vietnam War (1954-1975): one example of Cybernetic 
warfare. 
(a) Observation. 

(i) The first war that the United States lost. 
(ii) Japan was neutralized because Southeast 

Asia is their breadbasket (e.g., rice). 
(iii) As a result, the world lost confidence in 

the United States and Beijing and Moscow 
began to look a lot more attractive options. 

(b) History. 

(i) Vietnam was a French colony until 1954 
when Chinese Communists under the 
leadership of Ho Chi Minh (ca. 1890-1969) 
overran the northern part of the nation 
(causing a refugee flight to the south). 

(ii) In 1955, the United States became a signa-
tory to the Geneva accords in order to 
prevent a Communist takeover of South 
Vietnam (a commitment that the United 
States did not keep). 

(iii) It has been said erroneously that Southeast 
Asia was the worst place to resist Com-
munism. 
(a) However, North Vietnam is largely 

a system of dykes. 
(b) Some of these dykes could have 

been conventionally bombed and 
Moscow (the equippers and instiga-
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tors of the War) called with a de-
mand to withdraw the insurgent 
guerillas (illegally in South Vi-
etnam, Laos, and Cambodia) within 
72 hours (or else). 

(c) This was not done (there was never 
any need to send troops to play the 
enemies game) because the United 
States lacked superior will (until the 
emergence of President Ronald 
Reagan (1911-2004) in 1980). 

(d) Communists have never wanted 
nuclear war (because of their mate-
rialistic presuppositions60 and they 
are no fools) and Barry Goldwater 
(1909-1998), the first political anti-
communist, ran a campaign in 
196461 and planned to challenge 
Moscow with a superior will (he 
lost because of the Cybernetic war-
fare waged against him; i.e., it was 
posited through television ads that 
Goldwater, if elected, would de-
stroy the Earth through nuclear 
warfare). 

(3) The significance of the Middle East. 
(a) The Vietnam War had nothing to do with South-

east Asia. 
(b) The United States, Western Europe, and Japan are 

dependent on the Middle East for oil and Russia 
was really looking for control in the Middle East 

                                                 
60 This commitment to materialism is why Communists have always backed down to a superior will and superior 
weaponry. 
61 This 1964 campaign launched Ronald Reagan into the national spotlight. 
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whereby they could rule the rest of the world over 
a barrel. 

(c) The Communists wanted a protracted war in 
Southeast Asia that would cost the United States 
money, inflation, moral decline, men, and the loss 
of a superior and resisting will. 

(d) The war62 was lost in American homes through the 
cybernetic war waged by the news media63 (CBS, 
ABC, NBC) that presented the efforts of Ameri-
cans and South Vietnam in a light that could not 
have been done better by the Communist agents in 
Hanoi (this media revealed little or nothing of the 
crimes committed by the Communists). 

(4) America’s lack of will (1975-1980). 
(a) Angola was overrun by Communists in 1976 with 

impunity.64 

                                                 
62 The war was also poorly waged (our men were never allowed to truly fight and they were frustrated–turned to 
drugs and many were mentally incapacitated). 
63 News is always selected. To be informed, we must also know what we are not seeing as well as what we are seeing. 
64 The then President Gerald Ford (1913-2006) did not even speak to the issue (afraid of another Vietnam). Of the 
25 people seeking the nomination for the office of President in 1976, only one spoke a word of warning–Ronald 
Reagan. He was immediately branded a war monger and it cost him the nomination of his party. 
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(b) President Jimmy Carter (1924-), upon taking office 
in 1977, all but removed the C.I.A. and Ruhollah 
Khomeini (ca. 1900-1989), the Shah of Iran65 (for 
all his short-comings, he was anti-Communist and 
pro-West), was left without intelligence. 

(c) In 1977, the Communists took over Ethiopia. 
(d) In 1978, the Communists took over South Yemen 

(NB. the Strait of Hormuz in the Arabian Peninsu-
la is the pathway of all oil tankers). 

(e) In 1979, to test the will of the United States, be-
tween 8000 and 30,000 Russian troops moved into 
Cuba. 

(f) As there was no significant reaction from the 
Carter Administration, Communist agents mas-
terminded the siege and the United States Embas-
sy in Iran (in conjunction with radical Moslem 
groups in the country). 

(g) This siege generated an intense hatred in the West 
for the Iranian leader Ayatollah Khomeini (1902-
1989) driving the Arabs in the Middle East further 
toward the Communist orbit. 

(h) Russia, seeing there was little will to resist in the 
United States, invaded Afghanistan in 197966 (again 
with little effective response). 

6. The inherent weakness of Communism. 
a) Malcolm Muggeridge (1903-1990), “Western American Civiliza-

tion has come to have as its center a vacuum and Communism is 
moving into that vacuum; in fact, it is begin drawn in because 
there is no opposition.” 

b) Communism cannot sustain itself without vast subsidies form the West 
(beginning with aid in the form of wheat in 1919). 

                                                 
65 Iran is a Persian country. 
66 The last time they invaded a country was 1948. 
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(1) The financiers subscribe to the same philosophy (process) 
as the Communists. 

(2) For example, Chase Manhattan and other banks load Rus-
sian on guarantee from the United States government and 
those loans are never repaid (hence, the United States tax-
payer subsidizes Communist Russia). 

c) In the light of the global vision of Communism, study what God 
did to ancient Assyria (a similar global power in the ancient world) 
in Isaiah 10-11: when Biblical Christians cry to God for deliver-
ance, His power in terms of His purposes is actuated in history. 

d) God raised up three men to bring warning, hope, and deliverance 
to the West. 
(1) Alexandr Solzhenitsyn (1918-2008). 

(a) A living miracle demonstrating how God uses His 
enemies. 

(b) He said, “The greatest tragedy of the 20th century 
is that man has forgotten God.” 

(c) His writings were smuggled out of Russia and the 
Western media highlighted them before they real-
ized he was a Biblical Christian. 

(d) The Kremlin wanted to do away with him but did 
not because of this publicity. 

(e) Russia sent him to the United States so that he 
would not be used as a martyr. 

(f) Solzhenitsyn brought a clear warning to the West 
(blindsided the media of the West–a miracle en-
gendered by God Himself). 

(2) Anwar el-Sadat (1918-1981), another miracle of God’s in-
tervention. 
(a) A devout Muslim and anti-Communist. 
(b) After the death of Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918-

1970), the Communists expected to gain full con-
trol of Egypt. 

(c) Contrary to their plans, el-Sadat came to power. 
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(d) Communists seek to exploit tension and the Middle 
East has the most tension (religious, racial, nation-
al, and economical). 
(i) Recognizing that the United States was 

pro-Israel, the Arab lands were open to 
this exploitation. 

(ii) Russia thereby armed radical groups and 
nations of the Arab world to feed this ten-
sion.67 

(e) In the 1967 War (instigated by the Communists), 
Israel responded with a superior will and surprised 
Russia thereby. 

(f) In 1973 (Yom Kippur War), as Israel, in a flanking 
movement, entered Egypt, Russia planned to 
move in crack paratroopers (but the United States 
through President Richard Nixon, in the midst of 
his own political crisis called Watergate, forced a 
Russian withdrawal by exerting superior will). 

(g) el-Sadat emerged to resist the Communist objec-
tive in the Middle East by recognizing (legitimatized) 
the existence of the nation of Israel and by en-
couraging moderation in the Arab world. 

(h) el-Sadat frustrated Russian plans (he had to go and 
Communists exploited radical Muslims who assas-
sinated el-Sadat in 1981). 

(3) Ronald Reagan (1911-2004), a political and biological mir-
acle. 

                                                 
67 Islamic dictators, like Iraq’s Saddam Hussein (1937-2006), have learned how to manipulate and exploit this 
turbulent area in like manner (Iraq has been heavily influenced by Communism). Again, superior will from President 
George Bush (1924-) and his son President George W. Bush (1946-) have resisted this dictatorial regime. NB. With 
the fall of Communism in Russia, Islam (the already radicalized faction) has taken over the global vision of 
Communism and seeks to destroy the West in order to attain global dominance. 
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(a) Presuppositionally, he was an anti-Communist 
(like Barry Goldwater). 

(b) Earlier, he was a socialist and a Democrat (when 
president of the Screen Actors Guild). 

(c) He realized that this guild was dominated by 
Communists and subsequently, with the help of 
George Murphy, exposed and drove them out (in 
so doing, he became a Republican). 

(d) He converted to Christianity in 1967. 

(e) In 1980, after being defeated by George Bush in 
the Iowa caucus, he miraculously won the New 
Hampshire primary and then went from strength 
to strength winning the Presidency in an electoral 
landslide (including a miraculous gain in the Senate 
by Republicans of 13 seats). 

(f) During his tenure as President (1981-1989), the 
media was hostile, he miraculously survived an as-
sassination attempt, to him but he demonstrated 
superior will against what he termed the “evil em-
pire.” 

7. Weapons systems68: the role of weaponry (parenthetical interlude). 
a) Most comments on weaponry are mythological because of process 

philosophy and cybernetic warfare. 
(1) Most discussions are missing the point by being based up-

on a quantitative argument (i.e., there is too much weapon-
ry). 

(2) The real question is qualitative; i.e., which weapons system 
is the better system? 

b) Communist Russia needed time to beg, borrow, or steal the basis 
for a better weapon system. 
(1) They would use this system to blackmail the West into a 

progressive surrender. 

                                                 
68 Weapons systems are not primarily about starting war, but about preventing war in a fallen world. 
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(2) The quality of weaponry (with advancing technology) will 
always improve (never reach an ultimate). 

(3) We cannot separate offensive weaponry form defensive 
weaponry. 

c) Preliminary observations. 
(1) The role of weaponry for the Biblical Christian is for pre-

venting war (e.g., we are the police to prevent a break-
down of law and order). 

(2) War is more likely when there is weakness rather than 
strength (e.g., in the animal kingdom, when one animal is 
injured or weak others pick on it and destroy it–weak na-
tions are vulnerable). 

(3) When a nation comes to depend on its weaponry it is fin-
ished (the “arm of flesh will fail you”)–the issue always is 
will, superior will. 
(a) The consequence of superior will is superior wea-

ponry. 
(b) Weaponry does play a role, but a role that is sub-

servient to an overriding vision and purpose (i.e., 
superior will). 

d) The first three divisions of warfare: land, sea, and air. 
(1) Land. 

(a) A small tribal group of Hittites with superior wea-
ponry (iron) and mobility became dominant. 

(b) A handful of gunpowder trumps bows and arrows. 
(2) Sea. 

(a) Britain, although a small nation, because Biblical 
Christianity infused a superior will that resulted in 
superior weaponry. 

(b) In the 16th century, Spain (Roman Catholic) was 
the leading power and King Phillip’s (1527-1598) 
intention was to undo the Reformation by invad-
ing England in 1588. 
(i) England had developed superior weapon-

ry. 
(ii) The previous system was to lash vessels 

together and overcome the other crew in 
“hand to hand” combat (aka. land warfare 
transferred to the water). 

(iii) The British system was to build more mo-
bile ships (Elizabethan “sea dogs”) with 
greater fire power; they installed three tiers 
of cannons (“loose cannon”) enabling con-
tinuous fire and shot the Spanish Armada 
to pieces. 
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(c) Britain enjoyed global dominance (in its strength, 
she maintained a navy more powerful than the 
next two navies combined) culminating with a cen-
tury of relative peace (1815-1914); i.e., the Pax-
Brittanica. 

(3) Air. 
(a) The United States developed a formidable Air 

Force (originally, the Army Air Force) and after 
World War II, she could have been the enforcer of 
peace (by preventing the mass development of 
atomic weapons). 

(b) In the 1960s and 1970s (systematic disarmament 
during the Robert McNamara (1916-) years (1961-
1968), secretary of defense, and again during the 
Carter years), the United States fell behind in wea-
ponry in its most rapid decline in history. 

(c) President Ronald Reagan restored the nation to a 
status of superior weaponry (in time69) by infusing 
a superior will70 in the nation (and countering the 
rising “peace movement”–largely financed by 
Communist Russia that duped many people, in-

                                                 
69 The value of superior weaponry was demonstrated dramatically in the one hundred day Persian Gulf War in the 
early 1990s. Reagan began this development of superior weaponry immediately after taking office (including the 
expansion and training of rapid-deployment forces, de-mothballing WWII battleships and equipping them with 
Cruise missiles, the development of the radar-resistant Stealth bomber, a range of high-technology laser-guided 
missiles, including anti-ballistic weapons, known collectively as the Star Wars program). Reagan also knew that, by 
gathered intelligence, the Soviet Union, because of a failing infrastructure (economy), could not keep pace with these 
superior weapons; i.e., the Soviet Union in the 1980s was incapable of feeding their people and developing weaponry 
concurrently (Marxism was “running its course” integrating progressively “into the void”). 
70 Ronald Reagan demonstrated his superior will to Communist Russia on many occasions. For example, he deployed 
Cruise missiles in Europe in the early 1980s. In November of 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev (1931-) came to Reagan in 
Geneva for a series of summit meetings in which Reagan initiated realistic disarmament negotiations (knowing the 
Soviet military and economic weaknesses). Reagan proposed monitored arms reductions, using the Russian phrase, 
Doverey no provorey, ‘trust but verify,’ and warned Gorbachev that the alternative was continuing the arms race, “and I 
have to tell you if it is an arms race, you must know it is an arms race you cannot win.” On each occasion, 
Communist Russian leaders retreated in the face of a will that was superior to theirs. 
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cluding many in the evangelical Christian commu-
nity). 

8. Marxism in the West. 
a) The philosophy of Marxism resonated with many Western intel-

lectuals. 
(1) Evolution: the common concept of progression from low-

er to higher, simple to complex, primitivism to perfection. 
(2) Economics: the need for reform (Keynesian economics71) 

along economic lines. 
b) Order of Fabian socialists (1883): England. 

(1) Communist methodology was dialectic via force, violence, 
and bloodshed. 

(2) The Western intellectuals who embraced Fabian socialism 
disagreed with this methodology. 

(3) The movement began in 1883 through the playwrights 
Sidney Webb (1859-1947) and Beatrice Webb (1858-1943) 
and George Bernard Shaw (1856-1950) predating the “of-
ficial” start of Communism by 20 years. 

c) Fabian socialism: Fabius Maximus (275-203 BC). 
(1) The Roman counsel Fabius II engaged Hannibal (247-183 

BC) in the Punic wars (Rome–land power vs. Carthage–
sea power). 
(a) He counseled the Roman Senate to stop fighting 

Hannibal directly (sure defeat). 
(b) Instead, he told his men to harass Hannibal 

through guerrilla warfare. 
(c) Eventually, Hannibal retreated. 

(2) To the Fabian socialists, change can be affected through 
peaceful, gradual, and evolution (i.e., the democratic pro-
cess). 

(3) Socialism can be legislated through democratic means (i.e., 
democratic socialism). 

                                                 
71 The inflationary and anti-saving (i.e., consumptionism) economic policies of John Maynard Keynes (1883-1946) 
destroyed the purchasing power of the dollar (by removing it from a commodity standard). The long term 
ramifications of these policies did not matter to him for he said, “In the long run, we are all dead.” 
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(4) Fabian socialists have provided significant leadership in 
the West. 

d) United States.72 
(1) 1900: I.S.S. (Intercollegiate Socialist Society). 

(a) Started on several key campuses (see the movie 
“Chariots of Fire”). 

(b) Not immediately successful because Americans did 
not like the term “socialism.” 

(2) 1920: L.I.D. (League for Industrial Democracy). 
(a) Became the main inspiration behind political lead-

ers. 
(b) Also impacted industrial labor unions; e.g., C.I.O. 

(Congress of Industrial Organizations) and A.F.L. 
(American Federal of Labor). 

(c) These unions and these political leaders became 
the dominant force in the Democratic Party and 
eventually took over the Party in the 1930s. 

(3) 1947: A.D.A. (Americans for Democratic Action): to re-
cruit academicians. 

(4) 1960s: S.D.S. (Students for a Democratic Society), espe-
cially the “Weatherman” faction (engaged in bombing and 
violence; i.e., Marxist methodology!). 
(a) William Charles Ayers (1944-) was a part of this 

faction. 
(b) He taught socialist ideology to Barack Hussein 

Obama II (1961-), the 44th President of the United 
States. 

e) The relationship between Fabian socialism and communism. 
(1) Fabian socialists believe they can cooperate with the 

Communists and convince them to change their brutal 
ways. 

(2) Communists think the Fabian socialists are incredibly na-
ïve, but they can be useful in their drive to acquisition of 
power. 

(3) The Cold War was a struggle between socialists and com-
munists to determine which methodology will be used to 
establish International Socialism. 

f) The Biblical Christian response to communism. 
(1) Both movements cannot be ignored (even with the fall of 

Communist Russia, the ideas driving the concept of Inter-
national Socialism are still “alive and well”). 

                                                 
72 For documentation, see Whittaker Chambers (1901-1961), Witness, Dr. Fred Schwartz, You Can Trust a Communist to 
be a Communist, and Alexandr Solzhenitsyn (1918-2008), The Gulag Archipelago, A Legacy of Terror and Warning to the 
West. 
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(2) It is impractical to take a blind faith or “ostrich-like” posi-
tion. 
(a) “God will work it all out.” 
(b) “Last days, death-wish mentality.” 
(c) “Things have to get worse before Jesus can re-

turn.” 
(3) The answer is to embrace and live Biblical Christianity 

(“occupy until He comes”), a superior faith and vision (a 
revelation of charity and responsibility before God, the 
Alpha and Omega, rather than destruction and relativism). 

D. Freudianism. 
1. Freudianism flows from process philosophy in terms of a psychological 

determinism. 

2. Sigmund Freud (1856-1939): Individual unconscious is “the driving force 
in human behavior.” 
a) Freud was convinced that he had made, by reason, great discover-

ies and his ideas did generate a sensational impact in the 1920s. 
b) Neurosis (mental illness): certain behavior deemed undesirable by 

society is suppressed in to a person’s unconsciousness thus gener-
ating this condition. 

c) Inner man (NB. See the Movie Forbidden Planet for a Hollywood 
demonstration of Freud’s theories). 
(1) Id (libido–sex drive): primitive unconscious (lust, desires, 

and drives)–Freud wanted greater freedom in society for 
the uninhibited expression of the Id. 

(2) Ego73: the battleground or synthesizer74 (the part of the 
psychic apparatus that experiences and reacts to the out-
side world and thus mediates between the primitive drives 
of the id and the demands of the social and physical envi-
ronment). 

                                                 
73 Freud used the German word “Ich” for the Latin ego (assigned by an English translator of his works). 
74 Note the Hegelian dialectic. 
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The point of departure in any 
sphere is God and the terminal 
point of any sphere is God. 
Never place man at the 
departure or terminal point and 
we can say this absolutely and 
finally because of the revelation 
of God as the Absolute, the 
Alpha and Omega. 

(3) Superego: the sociological super structure (conscience) that 
is constructed in man to keep a lid on the Id; i.e., the su-
perego controls the Id. 
(a) If the Id is basic, then how did the Superego come 

into being? 
(b) No answer; the superego is just assumed. 
(c) This question destroys the logic of Freud’s hy-

pothesis. 
d) Freud said that the key is the libido (or sexual drive) and that our 

civilization has been made emotional cripples of discontent and 
neurosis. 
(1) Religion75 is merely a means of compensation for the neu-

rotic mind; i.e., the more religious a person is the more 
neurotic a person is (also what the neo-Freudian Masters-
Johnson sexology study says today). 

(2) The technique for discovering a person’s problem is to 
discover how religious a person is. 

(3) Religion hinders redemption through sexual liberation. 
(4) This is the philosophy of Hugh Hefner (1926-) and “Play-

boy.” 
e) The Biblical Chris-

tian position, of 
course, is not taught; 
i.e., man is a unity, 
fearfully and won-
derfully made, and 
his body is beautiful 
and sex is an expres-
sion of a spiritual 
and covenantal un-
ion (between God, 
man, and woman) 
and relationship (community). 
(1) If sex is made absolute (boudoir badminton76), then sex is 

ultimately destroyed; i.e., sex becomes purely and only a 
mechanical (brute beast, animalistic) relationship. 

(2) If any aspect of the created order is made absolute, that 
aspect self-destructs (the “mannishness” of man). 

3. Karl Jung (1875-1961): Collective unconscious is the driving force for de-
termining human behavior. 
a) Sociological application of Freud’s theories. 
b) He did not believe, however, that the libido was the only major 

drive (e.g., “psychic energy”). 

                                                 
75 To Marx, religion was the opiate of the people; to Freud, religion was the frustration of the libido. 
76 Where the partners keep “score” on a relationship. 
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c) He considered religion (although false) as a necessary (as a crutch) 
for a healthy human psyche (as also are dreams, fairy tales, the 
arts); i.e., we have to believe in something we know to be false in 
order to be healthy (anticipates existentialism). 

4. Neo-Freudian and Jungian psychology and psychiatry. 
a) Modern man lives in a make-believe world of rational concepts 

while ignoring the underlying irrational determinates. 
b) “The psychiatrist is one who knows most about the conditions of 

the soul’s welfare upon which so infinitely much depends on the 
social sum.” 

c) This is nothing but 20th century witchcraft. 
d) What the rational mind thinks is the social absolute. 
e) A great many people think something is absolute simply because 

they say it is absolute. 
5. Biblical Christian counseling: one that requires that man as an individual to 

be responsible for his behavior (before God and before man by the 
“crux” of the reconciliation demonstrated through the Cross of Jesus 
Christ) based upon absolutes revealed in Scripture77; i.e., listening one to 
each other (covenantal relationships) because “each other” is theologically 
significant. 

III. Institutional structure and procedure of Process philosophy. 
A. Background. 

1. From 1875 to 1900, the impact of the currents of process philosophy (the 
streams of Darwin, Marx, Freud, etc.) had devastating effect on the intel-
lectual community (i.e., the neo-intellectuals in order to differentiate them 
from the earlier, absolutist intellectuals). 
a) The process philosophers worked under one of the following pre-

suppositions of God. 
(1) God does not exist (atheistic). 
(2) We cannot know God (agnostic). 
(3) If God does exist, then He has no personal relationship 

with man (deistic). 
b) Activist disciples. 

(1) Understood man as being of material origin and nature. 
(a) If man is matter and is not perfect, then his prob-

lems must be resolved materialistically. 
(b) Thus, the material (the environment) must be 

changed in order to create a perfect order and the 
only way to do this was to create a power base in 
some instrument, preferably the State. 

(2) The activist disciples formulated a plan to reinstitutionalize 
the nation according to the theories of process philoso-
phy. 
(a) To uproot what had existed. 

                                                 
77 See the works of Jay Adams and Rousas J. Rushdoony’s The Cure of Souls (Vallecito: Ross House Books, 2007). 



Biblical Christian Worldview 
Liberation for Leadership 

 Page 119 
www.biblicalchristianworldview.net 

How to affect the egalitarian society (three 
stages): 
1. Education: to try to convince and 

teach the population the egalitarian 
order. 

2. When this fails, politics: to legislate the 
egalitarian order. 

3. When this fails, by military (force of 
arms): to create the egalitarian order 
by bayonet (Marxist-Leninist approach). 

If man is 
merely matter, 
can he really 
matter much? 

(b) To replace existing structure with that a structure 
consistent with process philosophy. 

2. From Biblical Christian philosophy to process philosophy; i.e., from the 
spiritual–individual–personal to the material–collective–social. 
a) If we abandon the God of the Bible (revealing man as a unique, 

personal creation in God’s image), then the only thing remaining 
is the impersonal + time + chance (materialistic “cookie cutter”). 
(1) Man is the product of similar, as yet, undiscovered natural 

processes. 
(2) All differences, therefore, are unreal (they are distortions, 

illusions, and vain imaginations). 
(3) If all men are the same, then we must create an egalitarian 

order to eliminate any differentiation (social, political, eco-
nomic, racial, biological, etc.). 

b) The example of homosexuality. Allen Ginsberg (1926-1997), “the 
only way for an egalitarian order to exist is to eliminate sex and 
create an egalitarian order where sameness prevails.” 
(1) It is not only a perversion 

(like pornography), but a 
philosophical statement (like 
pornography78)–if man is to 
achieve the elimination of dif-
ferentiation, then he must al-
so eliminate biological differ-
ences; i.e., he must eliminate sexual differences. 

(2) Thus, we have the feminist movement in its strong sup-
port of the egalitarian order (e.g., female entitlements to 
make man and woman equal). 

                                                 
78 See Rousas J. Rushdoony, The Politics of Pornography. 
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(3) The Biblical Christian must understand the philosophy 
behind homosexuality and feminism in order to properly 
understand what is happening. 

c) Socialism: the absolutizing of the material-social approach to man 
and life. 
(1) It is the function of civil government to produce an egali-

tarian order. 
(a) Under the typical definition of socialism, the civil 

government owns and operates all means of pro-
duction (this is one manifestation of socialism). 

(b) Socialism is a system where it is presupposed that 
the civil government has total power and is able to 
make any necessary changes to produce equality. 

(c) Socialism is a system of pragmatic, free-wheeling 
civil government whereby the State has the pre-
rogative to assume any and all power to rectify the 
environment making for faulty institutions. 

(2) The State becomes sovereign (ultimate expression: totali-
tarianism); i.e., the agency of redemption and man “lives and 
moves and has his being” in the State. 
(a) It is the socialist view that civil government be-

comes the redemptive agency with everything sub-
sumed by that government. 

(b) All institutions thus can only be understood in re-
lationship to the State. 

(c) Man is redeemed by changing the environment. 
d) The socialist says that man is a social being while the Biblical 

Christian says that man is a person who has vertical and horizontal 
(i.e., social) relationships–these relationships are not governed by 
pragmatism; they are governed by covenant. 

B. Educational: social engineering. 
1. The school is an agency of the State. 
2. The process of education under socialism. 

a) De-education: an effort to flush out the hangovers of absolutist no-
tions of the past. 

b) Re-education: an implanting in the minds of young people socialist 
procedures (i.e., social engineering). 

3. John Dewey exemplifies socialist education. 
a) He was a pragmatist believing that the world is that which is con-

scious and that people should be taught to do that which is social-
ly satisfying. 

b) The need was for social reconstruction directed by civil govern-
ment. 

c) The schools would help to generate the civil/social thrust aimed at 
life adjustment. 
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d) In addition, he taught that there was nothing to teach–life is only a 
process; we should flow together looking to the State as Messiah. 

e) Social engineering is accomplished through compulsory education. 
C. Ecclesiastical: social gospel. 

1. Socialists have substituted the Gospel of personal salvation for a “social 
concern” pseudo-Gospel (The Gospel of St. Marx). 

2. The church directs man to the State teaching that man has a moral obliga-
tion to follow the “social procedure” from the edicts of the State, the col-
lective “Lamb” (e.g., entitlement mentality). 

D. Economical: planned economy. 
1. Civil government control of market relationships. 
2. Civil government controls the economy by manipulating and thereby de-

bauching the currency. 
a) In America, this currency manipulation was established in 1913 

with the creation of the Federal Reserve that was designed to give 
the central government control of money (before then, currency 
was privately produced by banks). 

b) The 1929 depression caused inflation. 
c) Also, money was tied to the gold standard until 1933 under FDR 

when it was changed to enable the civil government to have more 
control. 

d) Now the dollar has become the standard but it is only held together by 
the confidence that people have in it. 

E. Legal: sociological jurisprudence. 
1. The shift from absolute (Biblical or precedence)79 to relative; i.e., law is 

relative to various circumstances. 
2. Socialists have endeavored to institute “sociological jurisprudence.” 

a) Justice, not in terms of absolutes, but in terms of the whims (per-
sonal preferences) of the judge (in terms of the prevailing winds of 
society or sociological and statistical data80–i.e., “weather vane” 
judgments). 

b) “We find” replaced by majority opinion. 
c) Decisions used to be made on precedents. 
d) Courts have now become politicized. 
e) Relative law will not permit order. 

3. Evil is compounded as an institutional expression. 
a) If a man is not a person (i.e., an animal), then he cannot be re-

sponsible (he loses the ability to respond). 
b) If a man is only matter, then his environment is responsible for 

what he does and he cannot be punished significantly for his ac-
tions. 

                                                 
79 The legal statement “we find” presupposes that there must be something fixed upon which we can “find.” 
Traditionally in the West, law is derived from that which is absolute. 
80 In the Mueller vs. Oregon (1908) case, the Supreme Court declared that a ten-hour workday for women was 
unconstitutional on the basis of sociological data (first time this reasoning was used). 
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c) Ultimately, if there is no responsibility, then there is no crime and 
therefore we must legalize crime to reduce the crime rate. 

F. Aesthetical: relative beauty and forms. 
1. Shift from absolute to relative forms. 
2. The message of modern art is that there is no meaning and therefore there 

is a dilemma of gaining an audience (absurd and bizarre art, novels, plays, 
and music). 

3. In communism, art points people to the State as the ultimate beauty (e.g., 
the art, giant paintings of Lenin, etc., of the “May Day” parades). 

G. Civil/Social: socialism. 
1. In the first 30 years of the 20th century, process thinkers came into power 

in religious institutions, arts and education, but not in the civil-social, eco-
nomic, legal, and international political spheres. 
a) The progressive movement began with Theodore Roosevelt 

(1859-1919) espousing egalitarianism. 
b) The depression occasioned the opportunity for the Democratic 

Part to push Franklin Delano Roosevelt to the place of being 
elected President of the United States. 

c) The “New Deal” socialism from 1933-1941: implementation of 
process philosophy in the civil/social realm (the Second American 
Revolution). 

d) Sovereignized National executive through Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt (1882-1945). 

2. Semantics of socialism (abandon some words, coin new words and new 
arrangements of words, and redefine words). 
a) Democracy. 

(1) America became a democracy after World War I. 
(2) It was never called a democracy in its primary documents 

(called a Constitutional Republic). 
(3) Democracy is impractical and technically impossible. 
(4) Government by men becomes a mobocracy which deteri-

orates into a dictatorship (government of, for, and by the 
state). 
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(5) The majority are educated by the State to believe they are 
right and the minority must submit to the will of the ma-
jority or the will of the State–this is socialism. 

b) Public welfare, interests, and funds: a socialist concept; the Biblical 
Christian thinks in terms of the individual (the many, i.e., relation-
ships, is governed by covenants). 

c) Taxation: redistributes wealth and is therefore theft. 
d) Civil rights as opposed to civil liberties. 

(1) Civil liberties describe what the civil government cannot 
do (The “Ten Amendments” or the “Bill of Rights”). 

(2) Civil rights: rights granted by the civil government and 
thus can be removed by the civil government. 
(a) What the civil government can give it can take 

away. 
(b) Freedom from civil government has lead to bond-

age to civil government. 
(3) For the Biblical Christian, there are no minority groups 

(with certain rights or entitlements) as all are uniquely cre-
ated in the image of God. 

e) Human rights. 
(1) Biblical Christians recognize the “mannishness” of man by 

virtue of being created in God’s image. 
(2) Man is fallen and is born with wrongs. 
(3) In Christ, man gives up his wrongs and imagined rights. 

f) Common man: a fiction; man is a responsive creation before Sov-
ereign God. 

H. International politics: collective security. 
1. Historical sequence and perspective. 

a) Biblical Christian. 
(1) In the area of international security, the relations among 

nations, the Biblical Christian view is that God is sover-
eign. 

(2) Therefore, no nation is sovereign. 
(3) Hence, if all nations recognize God as Sovereign, then 

there will be relative international harmony, justice, peace, 
and productive activity.81 

(4) The requirement for this to happen is the international 
proclamation and application of the Gospel (Jesus is 
Lord). 

b) The Biblical Christian and war:  
(1) Offensive wars are not permitted with one exception. 

(a) An offensive nation is one trying to play God. 

                                                 
81 For an unfolding of this thesis, see William Symington, Messiah the Prince (Pittsburgh: The Christian Statesman 
Press, [1884] 1999).  
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(b) The exception (an extreme rarity and occurs only 
in the Old Testament) is where Christians are told 
by God to go to war (a holy war), a defensive war–
such would be considered a just war. 

(2) Defensive wars are fought against an offensive nation that 
is playing God and must be stopped as there is only one 
God. 

(3) C. S. Lewis (1898-1963), “If there is a just war, then there 
must be an unjust peace.” 
(a) There is no peace in the world today. 
(b) If one can talk about world peace given today’s 

situation, then that person has lost ALL sense of 
justice. 

(c) Thoughts on pacifism. 
(i) Pacifism, if it is to be completely con-

sistent, must oppose all institutions (since 
they are of the Devil and are therefore evil) 
to the point where they pay no taxes. 

(ii) Those in this camp who are in favor of 
disarmament need to be asked, “Am I cor-
rect in understanding that you are opposed 
to having a police force?” NB. A military 
establishment serves the same function in-
ternationally. 

c) Rationalism. 
(1) Believe that the nation is sovereign. 
(2) If nations are god, then how can war be avoided? (Look at 

the 20th century for an illustration). 
(3) Require “balance of power” situation to bring relative in-

ternational order, harmony, peace (e.g., Pax-Britannica). 
d) Process philosophy. 

(1) The only way to peace is to have complete equality (collec-
tive security). 

(2) Since complete equality is impossible with nations, then 
there must be a need to establish an International Socialist 
Order; i.e., a world state based upon, first the League of 
Nations, and then the United Nations. 

(3) Socialism can only work on an international basis and that 
basis is the United Nations which will bring about a 
change in environment by creating a World State that will 
become god. 

(4) Thus, we see that Western Civilization has moved from: 
(a) The City State (Greece: city states). 
(b) The Imperial State (Rome: city state of city states). 
(c) The Feudal State (Medieval Europe: divided au-

thority and diffused power). 
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(d) The Nation State (post-Reformation). 
(e) The World State (20th century). 

(5) The impact on education is to say that education can only 
be understood in relation to the State and, therefore, edu-
cation becomes a servant to the State (either the Nation 
State or the World State). 

e) Process philosophy and war: 
(1) Any war that advances international socialism is a good war. 
(2) The war against Nazi Germany was a good war because 

the Nazi’s were only national socialists.82 
(3) The Vietnam War was deemed to be bad because it was an 

effort to resist communist socialism. 
(4) By the same reasoning, the Afghan War (1978-79) was 

good. 
f) The US War in Afghanistan and Iraq (2003-). 

(1) From one perspective, a defensive war and therefore good 
Biblically. 

(2) From another perspective, an establishment of democratic 
socialism and therefore bad Biblically (but good in terms 
of the tenets of process philosophy). 

IV. Process philosophy egalitarian liberal establishment (1900-1930). 
A. The anatomy of an establishment. 

1. When the philosophers came to power in the 1930s they called them-
selves “Liberals” meaning those who propose to maximize, not liberty as 
before, but equality. 

2. Liberals, as the new ruling and elite class, want limitless power to control 
the environment in order to produce perfect “social animals” (who do not 
know any better) and thereby seek to exercise a monopoly on the flow of 
information. 

3. Liberals have come to dominate our institutions. 
a) Institutions of higher learning. 

(1) Came first into the prestigious institutions (East and West 
Coasts) gradually turning them to process philosophy. 

(2) Then to colleges and training schools (educational training 
primarily) and finally to the K-12 schools. 

b) All leading educational organizations (e.g., N.E.A.–National Edu-
cation Association, A.F.T.–American Federation of Teachers, 
A.A.U.P.–American Association of University Professors, etc.) 
have largely been politicized. 

c) Leading religious organizations (e.g., W.C.C.–World Council of 
Churches and N.C.C.–National Council of Churches) have been 
politicized to socialism. 

                                                 
82 NB. Nazism came out of the same process philosophy cloth as Marxism, Leninism, and Fabian socialism. Both 
socialist US and communist Russia combined military forces and defeated National Socialist Germany and Japan. 
Communism entered the vacuum created by the outcome of WWII (in Eastern Europe and Asia). 
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d) Media (press, magazines, newspapers, publishing houses, televi-
sion, movies). 

e) Political parties (both Democrat and, to a lesser extent, Republi-
can).83 

B. Liberalism vs. conservatism (non-liberalism).84 
1. Unfortunately, the process philosophers cannot arrive at solutions to 

man’s problems because they base all that they do on false presupposi-
tions concerning man. They are: 
a) Atheistic, agnostic, or deistic dogma. 
b) Government must have limitless power. 

2. Those who do not support process philosophy are called conservatives 
(they are generally Christians presupposing that God exists and that man 
has a spiritual origin and is of infinite, eternal value; i.e., man, even in sin, 
is not a “nothing”). 

3. Two groups of conservatives. 
a) Those whose understanding comes from Christian rationalism. 

(1) Embrace natural rights. 
(2) Civil government is a creation of man to preserve and 

perpetuate these rights. 
(3) On this basis, supports a limited form of civil government. 

b) Biblical Christian. 
(1) Civil government is a gift of God for the orderly proce-

dure of man in society. 
(2) On this basis, supports a limited form of civil government. 

4. Takings coalition (liberal) vs. Leave Us Alone coalition (Conservatives). 
C. The increased significance of the media (1960s and onward). 

1. Television, news magazine, and newspapers all present a socialistic inter-
pretation of the news. 

2. These media (primarily ABC, CBS, and NBC) manipulate us, leading to a 
loss of freedom of expression (freedom of speaking and freedom of being 
heard). 

D. The late 20th century recovery of freedom and expression (significant evidence of 
Biblical Christian reformation). 
1. President Ronald Reagan made some attempts to increase cable networks 

in order to diversify information sources and interpretation. 
2. Some cable networks (e.g., Fox News, CBN network) attempt to present a 

conservative interpretation of the news. 
3. News radio is now the bastion of conservative talk shows (e.g., Rush 

Limbaugh). 
4. Growing in significance, the Christian alternative to Time, Newsweek, and 

US News & World Report: World Magazine. 

                                                 
83 A moderate (where many liberals and conservatives “camp”) is a man who walks down the middle of the road and 
gets struck by trucks going in both directions. 
84 Liberals denote non-liberals as conservatives. 
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5. A proliferation of organizations generating newsletters commenced in the 
mid to late 1960s. 

6. In the late 20th century, the Internet has increased the networking of free-
dom of speech and information (some good and some bad–discernment 
is always needed). 

V. Consequences of Process philosophy during the 20th century. 
A. Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900): irrationalism (harbinger of mysticism and the 

leap of faith). 

1. He possessed one of the best minds in the last 300 years. 
2. He had an extraordinary perception of the bankruptcy of the rationalistic 

faith and that the end of rationalism and the Enlightenment would pro-
duce a “chamber of horrors” (what he foresaw would happen in the 20th 
century).85 
a) He argued that irrationalism is the only possibility (anticipating exis-

tentialism and occultism). 
b) He opposed Christianity and is best known for saying, “God is 

dead” (in terms of the thinking of the intellectual). 
c) Rationalistic man was also dead and that his only hope was to seek 

new existence outside the rational (i.e.., existentialism). 
3. As a social Darwinist, he proposed the concept of a superman (Über-

mensch) who lorded it over the underclass for the overall good of human-
ity (Adolf Hitler picked up on this idea in terms of a super race).86 

4. Incredibly, his life span was one of an optimistic bubble. 
a) No wars (part of the Pax-Britannica). 
b) Even a great many Christians embraced a postmillennial eschatol-

ogy that in some cases was linked to evolutionary optimism and 
the social gospel. 

B. The consequences of process philosophy as feared by Nietzsche. 
1. Totalitarianism (Russia, Germany, China). 
2. Two World War holocausts (1914-1918; 1939-1945). 
3. International Depression of unprecedented magnitude (1930s). 
4. Cold War (from 1945 until it was ended strategically by USA President 

Ronald Reagan in the 1980s). 
                                                 
85 Even though, for the last ten years of his life, he suffered mental derangement (due to syphilis). 
86 Of course, the ability to lead, impose one’s will on others, etc., is not in and of itself what Darwinism taught by the 
“survival of the fittest.” The fittest were those who reproduced most, propagating their own kind. 
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a) The Cold War was really a war between Fabian Socialism and 
Communism. 

b) It was an era of continual classicide, megalomania (obsession with 
grandeur), and genocide all in the name of “social” science. 
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For the modern intellectual man, there developed a 
dichotomy between rationalism and hope. In 
contrast, the Biblical Christian man possesses a full-
orbed hope of both vertical and horizontal unity 
based upon Biblical content and the finished work 
of God in Christ. 
Renaissance man had the hope of a horizontal, 
humanist unity. 
Rationalist man had the hope of a rationalistic unity. 
Process philosophy man had the hope of a materi-
alistic unity. 
Existentialist man rejected both horizontal (man to 
God) and vertical (man to man) unity, but finds 
unity only in himself (no exit–round room with no 
doors and no windows). 

VI. Existentialism: A Transition of Eras (1920s–1970s). 
A. The intellectual community had resultantly given up on unity, rationality, and in-

deed man himself. 
1. Process philosophy was shattered except among secondary intellectuals 

and lower. 
2. There came a desperate search for meaning in this weight of awful intel-

lectual despair. 
3. This despair is the Zeitgeist that gave rise to existentialism. 

B. Presuppositions. 
1. Post-theism (this is a godless world). 

a) Man is utterly alone and there is no objective meaning or signifi-
cance; he is alien with no purpose. 

b) He lives in a completely subjective world with only consciousness; 
i.e., he is only conscious of consciousness. 

2. Existence (subjective world) is prior to essence (objective world which is 
absurd). 
a) Man is driven back to point zero; i.e., to the ontological drawing 

board. 
b) If we are to exist, then we must create ourselves (people “make 

themselves” who they are); i.e., life becomes a non-rational conscious ex-
perience. 

c) Therefore, man needs to be free to “do his own thing.” 
d) The New Left87 was formed in the spirit of existentialism as a 

hangover of process philosophy; the New Left is not existentialist 

                                                 
87 The radical leftist political movement active especially during the 1960s and 1970s, composed largely of college 
students and young intellectuals, whose goals included racial equality, de-escalation of the arms race, nonintervention 
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in its philosophy as they believe in establishing “perfect” institu-
tions. 

3. Non-logical, non-rational leap. 
a) Man is dead and always has been and is just now becoming aware 

of it. 
b) The only hope (optimism88) then for man is a non-logical, non-

rational, non-communicable leap (and, since this leap can never be 
objective, then every man’s leap is his own). 

c) Actually, given the presuppositions of existentialism, there cannot 
be such an “object” of thought as existentialism or even a leap. 

C. Existential formulations: Man must escape the “box” he is in; every existentialist 
has his own method of making that “leap.” 
1. Jean Paul Sartre (1905-1980)89, from France: self-authentication via 

“meaningful” experience. 

a) “If God does not exist, there is at least one being in whom exist-
ence precedes essence, a being who exists before he can be de-
fined by any concept, and … this being is man. First of all, man 
exists, turns up, appears on the scene, and, only afterwards, de-
fines himself.”90 

b) Basic issue: Is something there or is nothing there?91 
c) For man to authenticate himself, he must do so via a “meaningful 

experience” to establish his existence.92 

                                                                                                                                                         
in foreign affairs, and other major changes in the political, economic, social, and educational systems. Herbert 
Marcuse (1898-1979), a Freudian Marxist and dedicated Communist in Germany in the 1920s joined a Left Wing 
movement called Spartacus. Germany was in a power vacuum with no order or stability. National Socialism came to 
power ousting the Communists. Marcuse moved to the United States where he was given intellectual asylum at 
Harvard University where he became a professor. From there he went to the University of California at San Diego. 
In the 1960s he was a leading influence on the counter culture in politics. Eros and Civilization (1955) was his most 
famous book. Therein he recommends that a civilization requires energy to survive and the way to de-energize is to 
give free expression to the sexual drive. He thus advocated free love which would de-energize the United States for a 
Communist takeover.  
88 Rationality only leads to pessimism. 
89 Along with Albert Camus (1913-1960), a fellow existential co-worker, died in an automobile accident (apparent 
suicide). 
90 Jean Paul Satre, “Existentialism,” reprinted in A Casebook on Existentialism, ed. William V. Spanos (New York: 
Thomas Y. Crowell, 1966), p. 278. 
91 This issue prompted Francis Schaeffer (1912-1984) to write the books The God who is There and He is there and He is 
not Silent. 
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d) This experience is, of course, subjective and can be many things to 
different people and cannot be communicated to anyone else. 

2. Karl Jaspers (1883-1969), German-Swiss: final experience. 
a) He taught the “leap” by means of a “final experience.” 
b) This experience must be powerfully overwhelming and suicide of-

ten “fit the bill” (which many of his best students tried). 
3. Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), German philosopher: dread anxiety. 

a) He taught the “leap” on the basis of dread, haunting anxiety 
(angst). 

b) When a person is in a state of anxiety, he should make a “leap” in 
order to drive himself through it. 

4. Aldous Huxley (1894-1965), British philosopher and novelist: first order 
experience and the ideological drug scene. 
a) He taught that a first-order experience (primarily drugs) would 

prepare a person for the “leap.” 
b) Timothy Leary (1920-1996), American psychologist, came out of 

this experience (an advocate of LSD93 and “virtual” reality in a 
technological or computer basis). 

D. “Christian” existentialism. 
1. Sören Kierkegaard (1813-1855), Danish theologian. 

a) A disciple of Hegel. 
b) Responded to dead theism and dead orthodoxy. 
c) He saw no hope in the rational and thus was a century ahead of 

his time. 
d) He argued that the Bible was historically false but useful for reli-

gious “symbolism.” 
e) The subjective nature of the symbols of Scripture is necessary as a 

means of “leaping” above the line of despair.  

                                                                                                                                                         
92 Sartre, to a degree, self-authenticated himself by resisting the Nazis in WWII. 
93 LSD (Lysergsäure-Diäthylamid lysergic acid diethylamide) is a crystalline solid, C20H25N3O, the diethyl amide of 
lysergic acid, a powerful psychedelic drug that produces temporary hallucinations and a schizophrenic psychotic 
state. 
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2. Karl Barth (1886-1968) systematized the theology of Kierkegaard. 
a) The Bible is not the inerrant Word of God; it just contains a word 

for your “existential” moment. 
b) God is the “wholly other” (absolutized the transcendent nature of 

God) and can only be “encountered.” 
c) Removed doctrine (what is “religiously” true) from historical 

truth. 
3. Religious symbolism. 

a) Both Kierkegaard and Barth, under the influence of the Enlight-
enment tradition and recent German “higher” criticism, conclud-
ed that the Bible as myth but taught that it must be believed sym-
bolically (even those it was false historically). 

b) The myth concept is derived from the higher criticism of the 1820s 
(University of Tübingen in Germany).94 
(1) The Bible is only true to the degree that it can be verified 

(or proved) by science (hence, the “myth” status of the 
Bible). 

(2) The Biblical Christian view of science. 
(a) Science is never absolutized as the judge; science is 

always “in the dock.” 
(b) Science serves as a tool function (a means by 

which men use that which God has created), not 
as a divining rod function. 

4. Demythology (to separate mythological, legendary, or apocryphal ele-
ments from a writing, work of art, historical figure, etc.). 
a) The Bible is merely symbolism; it reveals no true or total truth.95 
b) Real truth is only in the narrative; i.e., the “story.” 
c) “We must have religion for healthy human psyche even though we 

know religion is false.” 

                                                 
94 Higher criticism included the Julius Wellhausen thesis “proving” that the Pentateuch was not written by Moses, 
but by a serious of different writers writing at different times. 
95 The blind alley: How can one build life on the shifting sand of mere symbol? 
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Christian existentialism absolutized the personal or subjective. 
 Depersonal Personal 
Sin Breaking a rule Betraying a relationship 
Repentance Admitting guilt Sorrow over personal 

betrayal 
Forgiveness Canceling a 

penalty 
Renewing fellowship 

Faith Believing a set of 
propositions 

Committing one’s self to a 
person 

Christian life Obeying rules Pleasing the Lord, a Person 
Dead orthodoxy embraces column 1. 
Christian existentialism embraces column 2. 
The Biblical Christian embraces both columns. 

5. Christian existentialism is fond of the phrase “encountering Christ” (neo-
orthodoxy).96 
a) What they encounter is the Christ of their imaginations, not the 

Christ revealed in the Scripture who entered history in the Incar-
nation. 

b) Basic to both Christian and non-Christian existentialism is a blind 
leap of faith that becomes a leap without verification because it is 
totally separated from the logical and the rational (this is the plight 
of modern man).97 

E. The meaning of Existentialism: not a Worldview but a transition from one intellec-
tual age to another (i.e., the end of the rationalistic intellectual). 
1. Non-Christian man has difficulty reconciling the seen and the unseen (where 

existentialism leads). 
a) Ancient world attempted to explain the seen realm on the basis of 

the unseen realm and accordingly became preoccupied with divi-
nation, soothsayer, sorcery, astrology, spiritism, and mysticism. 

b) Classical Greeks inverted the process and attempted to explain the 
unseen realm on the basis of the seen realm and ended up with 
Aristotelianism. 

c) The Biblical Christian believes in both the seen and the unseen 
and the seen and the unseen are two parts of the whole, God be-
ing sovereign over both. 

d) The humanistic/rationalistic man rejected the unseen realm as 
mythological (that left only the materialistic seen realm; i.e., the 

                                                 
96 The charismatic movement, although it emphasized the ministry of the Holy Spirit, tended and still tends toward 
existentialism in its absolutization of the experience (i.e., encountering the Holy Spirit). In contrast, the Biblical 
Christian knows God in Christ through the objective and historical revelation of Scripture as mediated through the 
Holy Spirit. Emergentology (1990s and 2000s) is also a consequence of “Christian existentialism.” 
97 As Francis Schaeffer affirmed in his classic work Escape from Reason (first published in 1968). 
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uniformity of natural causes in a closed system–scientific natural-
ism). 

e) The seen realm ultimately destroys man. 
(1) First, a box. 
(2) Second, ultimately, a machine in which man is inescapably 

caught. 
(3) Third, a prison. 
(4) Fourth, a Nietszchean chamber of horrors. 

f) In desperation, the existential intellectuals have abandoned the 
seen realm and return to the ancient world’s preoccupation of the 
unseen realm (not govern by the God of the Bible, but controlled 
by the spirit of the adversary, the Devil). 

2. The transitions. 
a) From Age of Reason to the Age of Aquarius. 
b) From Rationalism to Occultism. 
c) From Enlightenment to Mysticism. 
d) From Logical to Astrological. 

F. The Nietzsche philosophical legacy. 
1. Existential economic boom (e.g., the “dot com” boom) in the self-oriented 

Clinton years (1990s). 
2. Terrorism (from the Islamic98 Middle East) strikes the West at its symbols 

of economics and power (Twin Towers and the Pentagon) at the dawn of 
the 21st century (i.e., 9-11). 

VII. Occultism/Satanism/Mysticism: “New Age” Mentality (1960s–present). 
A. A new intellectual era. 

1. The Renaissance and the Enlightenment both saw the elimination of the 
unseen world. 
a) In the 20th century, the seen world proved unacceptable. 
b) The seen world has been abandoned for the unseen world of spir-

itism. 
c) Man’s only hope is in the occult and astrology which leads to neo-

mysticism. 
d) The East (New Age Pantheism) has come to the West. 
e) Satanism, the end result, had been restrained in the West, from ra-

tionalism to process philosophy, because these movements did 
not believe in the unseen world. 

f) The unseen world outside of the sovereignty of God is a danger-
ous realm. 

2. Three modes and transitions of thought in the West. 
a) Faith in revelation. 
b) Faith in reason. 
c) Faith in faith (when absolutized, becomes mysticism). 

                                                 
98 In the late 20th century, Islam enjoyed natural growth due to a new dynamism: new wealth from Middle Eastern 
oil. The God of Islam is a combination of New Age and Eastern mysticism in the guise of salvation by works 
(mechanical duty). The terrorists of 9-11 believed that they would especially “encounter Allah” at the moment of 
their collision with the Twin Towers in New York City. 
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B. Occultism  astrology  eastern religions  mysticism  spiritism  demon-
ism  Satanism. 
1. The East is going to the West as the East has always held to faith in faith. 

a) There is now no hope in Western man in his desperation he will 
turn to astrology, occultism, Satanism, and spiritism. 

b) Short of a Biblical Christian reformation, we will enter an oc-
cultistic era (check the titles in your bookstores–they center on the 
“expansion of your consciousness”) in the West generally and 
Christian specifically will be buffeted as never before. 

2. The universities are increasingly vacuums of bankruptcy where the opti-
mism for rationalism is fast disappearing. 
a) The intellectual community does not have any answers. 
b) Thus they are beginning to run classes on astrology (some even 

offer degrees in witchcraft). 
3. The occult is the only thing left for philosophers today. 

a) Thus there is a great opportunity for the Biblical Christian. 
b) There is an undeniable parallel between the Classical culture and 

its decline and the modern West. 
c) Biblical Christianity moved into the Classical culture because no-

body else had the answers. 
d) Because of this, we studied the work of Augustine who was most 

influential in bringing Biblical Christianity into Rome. 
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Where Do We Go From Here? 
I. Review of the Biblical Christian Worldview. 

A. God is the center of and sovereign over all things. 
B. God’s kingdom is spiritual and embraces everything. 
C. Although fallen, man is significant because he is made in the image of the infinite, 

personal, and triune God of Scripture and redeemable through the sacrifice of 
Christ. 
1. Man is priest: he has personal access to and connection with the Ruler of 

the universe (no created institution can come between man and God for 
Jesus Christ is the only mediator). 

2. Man is prophet: he has the ability (personal, intellectual, and spiritual) to 
know under God and by His revelation (not exhaustively, but truly). 

3. Man is king: he has the ability to “create within the creation” (take domin-
ion over the creation) under sovereign God. 

D. Institutional procedures (how the Biblical Christian embraces the whole of life). 
1. Educational. 

a) Know the rudiments (basic skills as they apply to life in the crea-
tional realm). 

b) Know the Bible in its overarching, Worldview perspectives. 
c) Know all other Worldviews fairly and think antithetically concern-

ing them (i.e., this in contrast to that). 
d) Reinterpret all knowledge in the light of a Biblical Christian 

Worldview. 
(1) Know the revelation of Scripture as foundational and cen-

tral to wisdom, knowledge, and understanding. 
(2) Biblical scholarship should be at the center, but never de-

tached from the rest of life. 
(3) Biblical Christian scholarship knows the Bible on the basis 

of the language in which it was written (NB. Most recent 
translations are born out of an anthropological mentality). 

(4) There is a continuing need for exegetical scholarship, as 
the failure to purse this makes us dependent upon what 
someone else tells us. 

(5) The Biblical Christian needs to see the Bible as a unity ap-
plicable to the whole of life. 
(a) The Bible is the center of the curriculum. 
(b) Every teacher should be a student of the Bile and a 

beneficiary of Bible scholars. 
(c) The Christian teacher needs to have a basis in the-

ology in the sense of understanding the basic doc-
trines and a sound Biblical Christian Worldview–
and then use this information to apply to his own 
discipline. 

(6) Universities have unfortunately degenerated (i.e., frag-
mented) into multiversities–which no longer relate the 
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parts to the whole … to the Biblical Christian, God is the 
infinite reference point. 
(a) The Biblical Christian teacher must study his disci-

pline as it relates to the whole of life. 
(b) Each discipline must be seen and filtered through 

the Biblical Christian Worldview or fragmentation 
will result. 

2. Ecclesiastical. 
a) Agency of God’s redemptive grace: points man to God in Christ. 
b) Community of the redeemed. 

3. Legal: all law governed by Biblical presuppositions. 
4. Civil/Social: Civil government. 

a) Agency of God’s justice. 
b) The civil/social structures are a gift of God for the orderly proce-

dure of man in society. 
c) Man, in the civil sphere, is an instrument of the common grace 

and order of God. 
5. Aesthetical. 

a) God is beauty. 
b) Man appreciates the beauty of creation (visible and invisible–as in 

mathematics) but does not worship the beauty of creation. 
c) Orients man to God so that man can joy in the God that creation 

points to. 
d) If nature is the object of art, then art will disintegrate because na-

ture is not God. 
6. Economical: God gives possessions as we are stewards thereof. 

II. Spiritual warfare (Zechariah 4:6; I Peter 5:8; Ephesians 6:11). 
A. We can stand (Ephesians 6:11) only on the basis of what we know. 

1. The fullness of the Holy Spirit (Ephesians 5:18-19) must be tied to right 
knowing. 

2. Right knowing must be tied to the fullness of the Holy Spirit; the Spirit of 
God energizes us to accomplish the work of the Lord. 

3. The intellectual base (the Biblical Christian Worldview) is only a begin-
ning. 
a) Must be built upon the Holy Spirit to give power. 
b) Without an intellectual base, we become activistic mystics (the 

bane of modern Charismaticism). 
B. Presuppositions: where the battle is engaged. 

1. Every point of view is a view from a point. 
a) Man is not God. 

(1) Man is not complete–he has a beginning and therefore 
every human conclusion rests upon a basic assumption, a 
presupposition, an arbitrary given, an indemonstrable axi-
om. 
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(2) Man has to start somewhere and, recognizing this, we 
should not absolutize any theory of man (we have become 
naïve or incredulous–“if it is in this book, then it must be 
true”). 

(3) Man has discovered that science does not yield absolutes 
and he has concluded that there are no longer facts and 
laws, only data and probabilities and that every human 
conclusion is made on the basis of faith; i.e., on the basis 
of presuppositions. 

b) Three possible modes of thinking. 
(1) Faith in revelation (Biblical Christian). 
(2) Faith in reason (rationalism). 
(3) Faith in faith (mysticism). 

c) Two alternatives. 
(1) We can exhibit faith in what we presuppose to be the 

revelation of the God we presuppose to be there. 
(a) We are finite and cannot prove the infinite. 
(b) Therefore, we presuppose the Bible as the revela-

tion of God (God revealing Himself to man in 
verbal, propositional form) we presuppose to be 
there–all on the basis of faith. 

(c) If we could prove God with our minds (rational-
ism), then we would be God. 

(d) Christianity is a witness of the Spirit which cannot 
be known autonomously. 

(2) We can exhibit faith in what we know to be the conclu-
sions of men who were or are here. 
(a) The only certainty is that there is nothing certain–

man is “ever learning and yet never coming to the 
knowledge of the truth.” 

(b) The dilemma is that we become of all men most 
miserable. 

(c) Modern man, then, has nothing in which to place 
his faith. 

(d) Because of what are the conclusions of man, what 
he believed yesterday he no longer believes today 
and what he believes today he will not believe to-
morrow. 

(e) Since the conclusions of men are always changing, 
we have, in final analysis, faith in faith. 

(f) Thus this faith is faith in “shifting sands”–there is 
no anchor and the ultimate conclusion is “there is 
nothing.” 

2. Will we be leaders or will we be led? 
a) Who is leading whom? 
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(1) If we have mastered presuppositionalism, then we will not 
be swayed by anything or anyone except God–we will be 
leaders. 

(2) If we have not mastered presuppositionalism, then we will 
be swayed by anything and anyone–we will be led. 

b) Tool of effective witnessing. 
(1) To find the flaw in the systems of man. 

(a) “What is being absolutized?” “What is the point 
upon which this man is hanging his entire life on?” 

(b) If the answer is not God and His revelation, then 
it will be an “ism”–something relative. 

(2) We do not argue people into the kingdom of God; we 
shut the mouth of the unbeliever by a presuppositional de-
fense of the faith (thus opening the door to the work of 
the Spirit): I Peter 3:15; Proverbs 26:3-4. 

c) If we are to be leaders, then we must place ourselves in a position 
where we are not victimized by what we hear or see. 
(1) Mastery of presuppositions will put us in this place. 
(2) John 8:32, “You shall know the truth and the truth shall 

set you free.” 
(3) In knowledge of the truth, we can: 

(a) Counter the wiles of the enemy evidence through 
the false systems of man. 

(b) Become influential instead of influenced. 
C. There is an unprecedented opportunity for Biblical Christians today. 

1. As we look to God and His fullness, we can be instrumental in a new 
reformation. 

2. Biblical Christian education (training in the Biblical Christian Worldview) 
is a prerequisite for reformation. 
a) Augustine graduated from Hippo giving Biblical Christian leader-

ship that reformed the world and gave it a Biblical Christian view 
for over 500 years. 

b) From Geneva, John Calvin sent forth men such as Knox to Scot-
land and then on through to England and then to the United 
States revolutionizing the civilizations of that time. 

3. Modern evangelicals do not have the answers because they are not asking 
the right questions (they are not leaders, but part of the mob being led). 
a) In contrast, Biblical Christians have the answers because they have 

asked the right questions (they can speak credibly to the issues of 
the day). 

b) Biblical Christians are in a minority today, yet a minority who 
know what they believe and why and what they do not believe and 
why can, by God’s grace, revamp the landscape of the world (set 
the world “right side up”). 

III. 21st century and beyond. 
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Margaret Thatcher (Public 
Domain) 

 
Pope John Paul II 
(Public Domain) 

A. End of an age: the disintegration of Western Civilization governed by rationalistic 
and humanistic Worldviews (Psalm 14:1-5; Romans 3:10; II Peter 2:1-2). 
1. Communism. 
2. Socialism. 
3. Postmodernism. 
4. Fundamentalist Islam. 

B. Communism (Atheism) in Russia has disintegrated and is disintegrating–thanks to 
the providence of God, in answer to the prayers of His people, using United 
States President Ronald Reagan (1911-2004), British Prime Minister Margaret 
Thatcher (1925-), and Pope John Paul II (1920-2005). 

1. Internal disintegration came first (form without reality). 
2. Like Assyria of old (Isaiah 10-11), God used international communism as 

an “axe” of His judgments–when finished, He threw the axe away. 
3. Communist China, albeit recognizing the need of free markets, is still a 

dangerous force in the 21st century. 
C. Socialism, pragmatism (in the guise of economic “security”), and relativism eats at 

Western Civilization like a cancer within. 
1. A demonstration of the wrath of God on a culture that sees itself “as the 

end”–the one hope for the world. 
2. In what ways will we possibly see this collapse? 

a) Governmental “red tape.” 
b) Economic ruin (spiraling national debts that can no longer be ser-

viced reasonably): currently (2008) at $3,000,000 per household in 
the USA. 

c) Collapse of governmental schools (e.g., private schools, distance 
learning, Internet). 

d) Media collapse (alternate forms of news: Internet). 
D. Post-modernism: ideational attack from within. 

1. Basic reactional thrusts. 
a) A reaction to modernism with its rationalism, optimism, science, 

logic, empiricism and belief in a human utopia. 
b) A  rejection of the knowability of truth and reality–in favour of 

personal interpretations and virtual reality. 
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c) A  rejection of comprehensive Worldviews–in favour of “person-
al” truth and meaning. 
(1) Truth and meaning seen as a matter of personal perspec-

tive. 
(2) It is therefore a Worldview against having a Worldview! 

d) A rejection of absolutes in spirituality–in favour of religious plu-
ralism. 
(1) Key words are openness and tolerance, with a tendency 

towards Eastern religions (mysticism). 
(2) The post-modernist is always rejecting absolutes and scep-

tical of ideas. 
(3) The post-modernist rejects Biblical Christianity because it 

is based on absolutes. 
2. Basic ideational thrusts. 

a) Post-modernism deconstructs reality–its adherents claim that all 
studies are biased and culturally bound. 
(1) For example, history is merely certain peoples interpreta-

tion of the past, religion is just a matter of personal prefer-
ence, and even language is misleading and ambiguous and 
does not reflect reality. 

(2) So all studies are basically meaningless. 
b) Post-modernism is pragmatic and relative–what works is meaning-

ful and there is no universal right and wrong (moral relativity). 
c) Post-modernism is based on individualism–everything is personal, 

subjective and relative (all a matter of context and perspective). 
d) God is absent from the world, the universe is discontinuous, and 

life is boring and mundane. 
(1) There is no underlying logic or unity to life. 
(2) Life is a mystery. 
(3) In life there are no final authorities, no conclusions and no 

judgments. 
(4) Life is confused, scattered, disorganised, fractured, decen-

tred, and without an anchor. 
(5) There is no moral structure and no linear progress. 
(6) The post-modern therefore has a very strong sense of 

nothingness and meaninglessness. 
(7) Post-modernism is pessimistic. 
(8) It is full of grim irony, cynicism, scepticism and despair. 
(9) There are no answers to the basic questions of life. 
(10) There is no meaning, no direction, no hope and no real 

value in life. 
(11) Hence, depression and despair are the consequences. 

3. Review: The basic presuppositions of Modernism (Enlightenment). 
a) Secularistic. 

(1) Focus on the “time and space” world. 
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(2) God is irrelevant to this world. 
b) Naturalistic or Materialistic: matter is all that there is. 
c) Rationalistic: human reason will enable man to “play God.” 
d) Scientific. 

(1) Reason can conquer the material world. 
(2) Reason can, as God, organize and control the human 

world. 
4. Modernism vs. Postmodernism. 

a) Purpose vs. Play. 
b) Design vs. Chance. 
c) Hierarchy vs. Anarchy. 
d) Mastery vs. Exhaustion. 
e) Logic vs. Silence. 
f) Finished vs. Process. 
g) Distance vs. participation. 
h) Creation vs. Decreation. 
i) Totalization vs. Deconstruction. 
j) Centering vs. Dispersal. 
k) Depth vs. Surface. 
l) Interpretation vs. Against interpretation. 
m) Worldview vs. Anti-Worldview. 
n) Absolute vs. Relative. 
o) Determinacy vs. Indeterminacy. 
p) Causal vs. Non-causal. 

5. The four basic philosophical questions: Post-modernism answers the four 
basic secondary questions by saying that there is no answer for them! 
a) It rejects the ontological question (origin) and the teleological 

(destiny) question by concentrating on the present tense. 
(1) The only thing that is important is the now, the existential 

moment you are living in. 
(2) The past is painful and the future is unknowable. 
(3) Therefore we only focus on the now. 

b) The epistemological question (knowledge) is also unanswerable–
we do not really know through revelation, reason, or intuition–we 
do not know. 
(1) We simply experience, but nothing is certain. 
(2) Even language is not to be trusted–it never communicates 

reality, it merely attempts to explain personal and subjec-
tive experience, or worse is used as a means of manipula-
tion and control. 

(3) And if communication cannot be trusted why even com-
municate? 

(4) Hence the silence of the Post-modern. 
c) The axiological question (value) is also answered in the negative. 

(1) There is nothing of ultimate value. 
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(2) In fact Post-moderns don’t believe in ultimate or abso-
lutes. 

(3) They do not believe in God and they do not value man or 
matter–in fact they don’t value anything! 

(4) Hence they have nothing to gauge priorities or values, 
leaving them with no morality and sense of right and 
wrong. 

(5) All that they are left with is personal experience and mean-
ing–if it feels good do it. 

6. Is post-modernism a Worldview? 
a) Post-modernism is a Worldview because it offers a comprehensive 

view of all of life, and answers all of the basic questions of life, 
although all in the negative. 

b) Of course, such a Worldview is by definition a vacuum and will 
inevitably suck other things into it, and will be destroyed by its in-
ability to properly address the fundamental questions and heart 
cries on man. 

c) Because we do not live in a vacuum, by rejecting the Kingdom of 
God, it will inevitably be filled with demonic spiritual counterfeits 
and this movement is rapidly moving towards occultism. 

d) Post-modernism is a logical outcome of Existentialism. 
7. Institutional structure. 

a) Civil/Social. 
(1) Family: Discredits the family with its traditional role and 

hierarchy and attempts to deconstruct it. 
(a) Moral relativity works to destroy marriages and 

families as all sexual perversions are acceptable. 
(b) As Post-moderns do not actually believe in God, 

marriage is made obsolete, along with all the rules 
and principles that govern it. 

(2) Civil government: All forms of authority are distrusted and 
suspect. 
(a) However, it is practical and therefore meaningful. 
(b) There is a high toleration of all forms of govern-

ment, and none are rejected on principle. 
(c) The state also normally becomes the instrument 

for a Post-moderns version of equality, justice or 
freedom and thus can be used for extensive social 
engineering and societal control. 

b) Ecclesiastical: The church is a relic of the past and should be ex-
posed for propagating myths which deceive people. 
(1) When we break out from its bondage we will be free. 
(2) However, other religions or cults are acceptable. 

c) Educational: there is nothing to really teach, except that there is 
nothing to teach. 
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(1) This is very tedious, demotivating and boring. Learning is 
therefore a waste of time. 

(2) Education will therefore deconstruct.  
(3) This is actually the motive of this Worldview–to decon-

struct all of reality. 
d) Legal: there is no ultimate law. 

(1) There is simply whatever is practical and useful–moral rel-
ativity and situational ethics. 

(2) Lawlessness is given free reign as post-moderns attempt to 
break free from all of God’s laws. 

e) Economical: no set policies, principles or strategies. 
(1) Whatever works and brings in a profit. 
(2) Because the Post-modern lives for the here and now there 

is no long-term planning. 
(3) God’s righteousness and justice are not considerations. 
(4) Selfishness is enthroned. 

f) Aesthetical: beauty is in the eye of the beholder. 
(1) Nothing can be considered perverse–we each have our 

own view of morality and no-one can force their opinion 
on you. 

(2) Sex shows, “snuff” movies, paedophilia, pornography, 
rape, violence, suicide, occultism, etc. are therefore con-
sidered legitimate expressions of art. 

E. Fundamentalist Islam–attacks from without via international terrorism. 
1. Background. 

a) Islam is the religion of Mohammed. 
(1) He was originally a polytheist and Allah was the chief of 

the pantheon of Arabic deities. 
(2) Mohammed claimed that an angel appeared to him and 

gave him the basic tenets of Islam, one of which was that 
Allah was the only God, not one of many gods. 

b) Islam then spread, largely through violence, and Mecca became 
the center of it. 

c) It is the nature of Islam is to conquer by physical force. 
d) Mohammed also wrote the Koran (Quran) which are now consid-

ered the sacred scriptures of the faith. 
e) The Muslim faith is very harsh and all of life is based on the law of 

the Koran. 
(1) Islam means “submission.” 
(2) Muslim means “submitter.” 

2. Basic beliefs. 
a) There is no other God but Allah. 

(1) They believe in angels and jinn (spirit beings of a lower 
order than angels who are capable of good and evil). 

(2) Two angels accompany every believer, one to record his 
good deeds the other to record his bad deeds. 
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b) Belief in the holy books, such as the Law given to Moses, Psalms 
given to David, Gospel given to Jesus and Koran given to Mo-
hammed. 

c) Belief in God’s prophets, such as Abraham. 
(1) Islam is called the religion of Abraham–they interpret 

Ishmael and not Isaac as the child of promise). 
(2) Other prophets: Noah and Jesus. 
(3) Mohammed, who is the supreme and final prophet. 

d) The complete or absolute predestinating will of Allah. 
(1) Both good and evil are willed by Him. 
(2) Overrides man’s responsibility for his actions.  

e) The resurrection and judgement of the dead. 
(1) Entry into heaven is based on whether your good works 

outweigh your bad deeds. 
(2) Islam it is thus a religion of works. 

3. Five Pillars. 
a) Recitation of the creed. 
b) Regular practice of prayers (five times daily and prayer at Friday 

noon). 
c) Almsgiving. 
d) Fast during the month of Ramadan (no liquids or food during 

daylight, but “feasting” is allowed at night). 
e) Hajj or pilgrimage to Mecca. 
f) A sixth pillar: Jihad or holy war (this may be by persuasion or 

force)–if one dies in a jihad he is assured of a place in paradise. 
4. Differences between Islam and Biblical Christianity. 

a) God is unknowable to a Muslim and He definitely is not a God of 
love and grace, nor is he a Father. 

b) Jesus is accepted as a prophet but not as the Son of God, nor as 
having died for our sin. 

c) Islam denies that man is a sinner in need of a Savior, rather he can 
be saved by submitting to God’s law–so he needs guidance, not a 
Savior. 

d) Salvation is thus by works not grace. 
5. The four basic philosophical questions. 

a) Supernatural ontology (God created the universe). 
b) Revelation epistemology (we know through the Koran and what 

the prophet Mohammed said). 
c) Theistic axiology (God is of ultimate importance). 
d) Kingdom of God teleology (God is in control of destiny). 

6. Institutional structure. 
a) Civil/Social. 

(1) Family: This is important, but the women are completely 
oppressed and have no rights. 
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(a) They even have to completely cover themselves so 
that only their husband will see what they really 
look like! 

(b) Children are very subservient as well. 
(2) Civil government: Church and state are merged so that 

Ecclesiastical and state law merge. 
(a) The goal of extending state boundaries is primarily 

to extend the boundaries of the Islamic faith, alt-
hough other motives may be more important tin 
reality. 

(b) Wars and alliances are based on different beliefs.   
b) Ecclesiastical: Islam opposes the church. 

(1) To propagate the Gospel is punishable by the death penal-
ty. 

(2) The entire life of Islamic people is controlled by their reli-
gion. 

(3) They meet in mosques frequently, have to pray several 
times a day and face Mecca. 

(4) Drinking, smoking and drugs are forbidden. 
(5) To help gain salvation one must fight in a “jihad” or holy 

war and visit Mecca. 
(6) Converts are made by the sword i.e. convert to Islam or 

die. 
(7) This is not an aberration of their faith, it is mainline Islam-

ic belief and completely justifiable.  
c) Educational: The primary goal of education is religious instruc-

tion. 
(1) All schools are thoroughly Muslim. 
(2) However, education is weak in Islamic cultures.  

d) Legal: Based on the law of the Koran, and is very severe. 
(1) For instance adultery is punishable by death, and stealing 

is punishable by chopping off the hand. 
(2) All law is based on the God you serve. 
(3) Because Allah is seen as being severe, unforgiving and 

hard, so is their law.  
e) Economical: All businesses are run on thoroughly Muslim princi-

ples. 
(1) However it does not seem to have a profound impact on 

economics. 
(2) Technologically these countries are very backward and if it 

were not for the discovery of oil many of these countries 
would be bankrupt.    

f) Aesthetical: Because Islam is so hard and severe, the culture is 
generally miserable. 
(1) Therefore there is very little art. 
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(2) The wailing siren and wailing sound of Muslim prayers is 
of very profound significance–it is the sound of human 
misery caught in the chains of religion under the slavery of 
a cruel task-master. 

7. The issue of Israel in an Islamically controlled Middle East: lone post of 
“democracy” (albeit with a tendency toward socialism) and supported by 
the West (America and Britain). 

IV. The hope of the Gospel and the Kingdom of God: in the context of cultural disintegra-
tion, the Biblical Christian, empowered by the Holy Spirit and governed wholly by Scrip-
tural injunctions, brings relative healing to the world (indeed salt of the earth and light to 
the world). 
A. Cultural Reformation will be led by Christians who are governed by God in 

Christ; i.e., a full-orbed Biblical Christian Worldview. 
B. Shun the false doctrine of escapism (dominant theme or modern evangelical 

Christianity). 
1. Many evangelicals construe the decline of the West as a precursor (“sign 

of the times”) to the Second Advent of Christ; their Christianity is one 
that is shaped by a need to save souls and a go-to-heaven theology. 

2. We must, as Biblical Christians, take care not to be rendered immobile be-
cause of the times (and let false prophets who cry “the end if nigh” lead 
us). 

3. God, by His Spirit, moves upon His people in reforming influences to 
prevent the self-destruction of man. 

C. In the context of enemies within and without, the Gospel must be implanted stra-
tegically in: 
1. Post-Christian West. 
2. Muslim world. 
3. Israel (Romans 11). 

D. Two alternatives for the outcome of the battle. 
1. Reformation before the collapse of the West. 

a) House cleaning is required in the Church (I Peter 4:17). 
b) If this happens, it will happen through a small number of Biblical 

Christians, empowered by the Spirit of God, who know what they 
believe and why and what they do not believe and why. 
(1) The early Christians were never more than 10% of the 

population of the Roman Empire, yet there were a domi-
nant force. 

(2) The number of Puritans in England was only a small per-
centage (4%), yet they were a dominant force in every as-
pect of society. 

2. Reformation after the collapse of the West. 
a) Isaiah 26:3-9. 
b) Subsequent to the collapse of the West (and a filling of the vacu-

um thus created by some form of God-denying, man-made sys-
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tem), Christians will bring about reformation, but they will proba-
bly have to pay for it with their lives. 

E. We cannot now predict in any way the scenario of future events. 
1. God may stay the collapse of the West for another 200 years thus giving 

Biblical Christians plenty of time for reformational influence. 
2. Either option will require a work that is based upon a full-orbed commit-

ment to the authority of God and His word. 
3. We hope and pray that if there is a collapse, Biblical Christians will work 

for the following (as they should be doing now): 
a) A return to a full-orbed faith in God. 
b) Balanced unity and diversity under triune God in all institutional 

structures and procedures will generate true liberty in law and true 
freedom and joy under God. 

4. Our Lord’s Second Advent is conditioned upon all His enemies being 
placed upon His feet (Psalm 110; I Corinthians 15:20f). 

5. God’s word gives us a sure hope for time and eternity. 
F. In our historical overview, it is possible to conclude that man’s urge to form cul-

ture (i.e., institutional procedure) has given shape to a cultural product that bears 
more the stamp of man, the covenant-breaker, than man, the covenant-keeper. 
1. Because of this reality, it is equally apparent that that culture is in a serious 

state of spiritual and moral crisis as a result. 
2. Whether or not Western culture is to continue into the next millennium 

will depend very much upon man becoming the cultural agent that God 
originally intended. 

3. This, in turn, will depend upon Christianity becoming Biblical and thereby 
a force for culture in a way that it has not been so far. 

V. Kingdom perspectives. 
A. Kingdom propositions. 

1. “But seek first His Kingdom and His righteousness, and all these things 
will be added to you as well” (Matthew 6:33). 

2. “This then is how you ought to pray: ‘Our Father in heaven, hallowed be 
your name, your Kingdom come, your will be done on earth as it is in heav-
en.’” (Matthew 6:9). 

B. Background. 
1. To understand God’s heart and God’s purpose we must understand the 

Gospel (good news) of the Kingdom. 
2. The Kingdom is the central message of the Bible, what we are instructed 

to seek first, and what we are told to pray for.  
3. Today we have an incomplete Gospel that is being preached–a salvation 

gospel, a healing gospel or a prosperity gospel, but not the Gospel of the 
Kingdom! 
a) What is generally preached today is only a partial Gospel! 
b) The Kingdom of God is found not only in the church, but is to be 

extended into every area of life. 
c) As a result our churches are weak and the Kingdom is not being 

extended into every sphere of society. 
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d) We have therefore embraced a false sacred–secular, clergy–laity, 
holy–unholy, division.  

e) In Africa, this problem is particularly acute. 
(1) Despite being the most evangelized continent in the 

world, it is still gripped by poverty, corruption, tyranny, 
hatred, war, injustice and every manifestation of darkness.  

(2) This is because the people are born-again but have not ex-
tended the Kingdom into family, church, politics, educa-
tion, law, economics and art. 

(3) They have separated God from most areas of life, so 
much so that they are even syncretistic in their faith–they 
worship Jesus and ancestors! 

(4) As Reinhard Bonnke says, “The River of God flows a mile 
wide in Africa, but only an inch deep.” 

(5) As we press in for a reformation in Africa, we need to re-
alize it will not happen until we come back to God’s 
command to seek first His Kingdom in every area of life. 

C. Definition. 
1. The word Kingdom means the domain of the King. 
2. The Kingdom of God is therefore where God’s dominion is experienced. 
3. The Kingdom of God is where God rules and reigns. 
4. It is the government, administration, management, authority, and domin-

ion of God. 
5. It is where the sovereignty and Lordship of Christ are experienced. 
6. It is where His word, way and will are experienced. 
7. It is where God’s modus operandi, or way of doing what He does is imple-

mented. 
D. Characteristics. 

1. The Kingdom works from: 
a) Internal to external. 
b) Individual to corporate. 
c) Spiritual to physical. 
d) Invisible to visible. 
e) Heaven to earth. 

2. Contrasting characteristics of the two kingdoms: 
a) Kingdom of God vs. Kingdom of Satan. 
b) Light vs. darkness. 
c) Truth vs. lies. 
d) Love vs. hate. 
e) Faith vs. fear. 
f) Holiness vs. sin. 
g) Order vs. chaos. 
h) Prosperity vs. poverty. 
i) Joy vs. depression. 
j) Freedom vs. slavery. 
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k) Life vs. death. 
E. Message. 

1. Propositions. 
a) Genesis 1:26-28–Kingdom Mandate–man blessed to be fruitful, 

increase, fill the earth, subdue it, and rule over it. 
b) Daniel 2:44–prophecy of the Kingdom of God crushing all other 

kingdoms. 
c) Daniel 7:14, 27–prophecy of complete victory of Kingdom from 

time of Resurrection. 
d) Matthew 3:1-2–John the Baptist preaches the Kingdom. 
e) Matthew 4:17, 23, 6:9-10, 33, 24:14–Jesus preaches the Kingdom. 
f) Acts 1:3–Jesus’ final teaching to His disciples after His resurrec-

tion is about the Kingdom. 
g) Matthew 28:18-20–Kingdom Commission–Jesus commands us to 

disciple nations. 
h) Matthew 10:7–the Twelve preach the Kingdom. 
i) Luke 10:8–The Seventy preach the Kingdom and Satan falls like 

lightning. 
j) Acts 8:12–Philip preaches the Kingdom and revival breaks out. 
k) Acts 19:8, 28:23, 31–Paul preaches the Kingdom. 

2. Gospel of the Kingdom. 
a) The message we are commissioned to preach is the Gospel of the 

Kingdom. 
b) The message of the Kingdom is what will bring revival and refor-

mation and cause Satan to fall like lightning. 
3. Overlapping terms. 

a) The Kingdom of God is variously called, the Kingdom of heaven, 
Father’s kingdom, the Kingdom of the Son of Man, the Kingdom 
etc, all mean the same thing. 

b) The Gospel of the Kingdom is variously called, the Gospel of 
grace, the Gospel, etc. all mean the same thing. 

F. Kingdom victory. 
1. The entire canon of prophetic scripture assures us that the Kingdom of 

God will triumph in space and time before Jesus returns.  
2. At the cross of Calvary Jesus defeated Satan, sin, sickness, death and every 

manifestation of darkness (Colossians 2:15, 1 John 3:8), and is now seated 
at the right hand of the Father having won all power, might, authority, 
dominion and is far above every name that can be named (Ephesians 
1:20-21) and has raised us up with Him (Ephesians 2:6), delegated us His 
authority and commanded us to win and disciple the nations for Him 
(Matthew 28:18-20).  

3. “Since that time He waits for His enemies to be made His footstool” 
(Hebrews 10:13)–there is therefore nothing to wait for since Jesus is wait-
ing on us! 

4. We therefore have a victorious, Kingdom eschatology. 
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a) We do not believe that the Kingdom of God will be defeated; ra-
ther, we believe that the advance of the Kingdom of God is inex-
orable, inevitable, and unstoppable! 

b) Consider the following victorious propositions: I Corinthians 
15:57, II Corinthians 2:14, Romans 8:37, Romans 16:20, Revela-
tion 11:15, Revelation 17:14. 

G. Kingdom conflict. 
1. We also realize that while we will ultimately be victorious, we are currently 

engaged in an age-long cosmic warfare that involves the totality of life.  
2. As Kingdom leaders advance the Kingdom into every area of life they will 

encounter demonic opposition and warfare; as Kingdom warriors we have 
to violently and aggressively confront and enforce the victory of Christ 
(Matthew 11:12).  

3. Suffering, trials, hardship, pain, difficulty and sometimes even death are 
realities of this age (Revelation 12:11), but ultimately we know that light 
will prevail over darkness, good over evil, and the Father’s Kingdom over 
the kingdom of Satan.  

4. The weapons of our warfare are primarily prayer, praise, and the word of 
God, and these weapons are mighty through God for the pulling down of 
strongholds and the demolishing of enemy fortresses (II Corinthians 10:3-
5). 

5. These strongholds are primarily demonically empowered thought-patterns 
and ungodly Worldviews (I Corinthians 2:6-8)–Satanic “wisdom” and 
doctrines of demons. 

H. Kingdom reformation. 
1. Once we have a Kingdom Worldview we are ready to implement a King-

dom Reformation. 
2. Africa, for example,  is on the threshold of an unprecedented Kingdom 

reformation; she is entering into a kairos season of change, metamorphosis 
and transformation! 

3. The shaking she is experiencing is simply to shake off everything that is 
shakable so that His unshakeable Kingdom may remain (Hebrews 12:26-
28). 

4. There is a leadership vacuum that must be filled at this pivotal time with 
Kingdom leaders who “know their God and will be strong and do mighty 
exploits” (Daniel 11:32). 

5. These people have a thorough Kingdom Worldview and are fiercely de-
termined to bring a Kingdom reformation to the nations. 

6. The River of God (Ezekiel 47) is about to burst its banks, not only in Af-
rica but all nations, but it will not run an inch deep it will cover the moun-
tain tops (Isaiah 2:1-4). 

7. The time is at hand …are we engaged for battle? Or, shall God “flunk us 
out of history” and bring reformation through another people in another 
generation? 

I. Winning the battle (Ephesians 6:10-20). 
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1. Whole armor of God  we must be fully prepared. 
2. The accoutrements of Warfare. 

a) Waste girded with truth. 
(1) Essential part of equipment. 
(2) Holds everything else together. 
(3) We can easily by held captive by the lie and unreality. 
(4) I am held together by the truth.  
(5) God is truth  right knowing. 

b) Breastplate of righteousness. 
(1) Guards the heart, the source of man’s actions. 
(2) “For as a man thinketh in his heart, so is he” (Proverbs 

23:7). 
(3) Satan gains authority when sin is present. 
(4) Guilt brings accusation. 
(5) Righteousness (imputed and practical) brings freedom. 
(6) Righteousness  right standing in Christ and right doing 

in Christ. 

c) Feet shod with the Gospel of peace. 
(1) With heavy shoes with great nails thickly studding the 

soles, you can dig down, stand and fight. 
(2) The message of the Gospel, peace with God, peace with 

yourself, peace with others, having the peace of God Him-
self, is the basis for standing and fighting. 

(3) To stand in the peace of God is to be as steady as a rock. 
(4) The Gospel of the Kingdom of God in Christ  the right 

message. 
d) Shield of faith. 

(1) Four feet in height, it was used to deflect arrows and put 
out the fire of flaming arrows. 
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(2) The Biblical Christian starts and ends with God, the Alpha 
and Omega. 

(3) The Biblical Christian presupposes that God is and His 
Word is Truth. 

(4) Faith in God’s word is a shield against false ideas, words, 
suggestions, and pressures from the evil one. 

(5) Presuppositionalism  right defense. 
e) Helmet of salvation. 

(1) Protection of thought life. 
(2) Head and heart (breastplate of righteousness) connected. 
(3) Knowledge of salvation keeps my “head on right.” 
(4) “Be transformed by the renewal of your mind” (Romans 

12:2). 
(5) Thinking in truth will keep relationships right (with God 

and with your fellow-man). 
(6) Salvation  right relationship. 

f) Sword of the Spirit. 
(1) This sword was the “short” sword; for use only in close 

combat (wrestling). 
(2) God will speak a word from His word on evil days of 

wrestling.  
(3) The Word of God  right weapon. 

g) Supplication. 
(1) Prayer for all the saints. 
(2) We battle together. 
(3) Make sure that you make company with the saints. 
(4) Prayer  right leadership, right company. 

3. Therefore, we should take offensive positions because, under God, we 
shall triumph in Him. 
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Glossary of Related Philosophical Terms 
GENERAL 
Abolition: to end the existence thereof. 
Abolitionist: one who aims at the abolition of an institution. 
Absolute: unconditioned by qualifications or limitations; a concept not modifiable by factors 
such as culture, individual psychology, or circumstances, but which is perfect, unchangeable, self-
existent, self-sufficient (used as an antithesis of relativism). 
Absolutize: to make absolute; in a Biblical Christian perspective, only God is absolute. 
Aesthetic: the appreciation of the beautiful, especially in the arts. 
Agnostic: a person who does not know, or who thinks it is impossible to know, whether there is 
a God. 
Alpha and Omega:  the first and last letters of the Greek alphabet (“A” to “Z”); the Biblical 
God is the Alpha and the Omega, the starting and terminal point for life, ethics, knowledge, 
existence, and all interpretations. 
Ameliorate: to make more tolerable, to better or improve. 
Analogy: to reason on the basis of a similar or parallel case. 
Anthropological Question: What is the origin, nature, role, and destiny of man? 
Anthropology: the study of man, his relationship with himself and with other men (includes 
sociology and psychology). 
Antiphilosophy: any of the modern forms of philosophy that have given up any attempt to find a 
rational unity to the whole of thought and life. 
Antitheism: a system of thought that is opposite to any form of theism. 
Antithesis/Antithetical: direct opposition or contrast between two things or ideas. 
Apologetics: a branch of theology having to do with the defense and communication of 
Christianity. 
Apostasy: subtraction from Biblical truth; an abandonment of the Faith. 
Arbitrary: A conclusion derived from mere opinion or preference–not based upon any outward 
standard or authority; a conclusion that has been chosen on the basis of one’s personal pleasure 
or preferences. 
Atheist: a person who believes that there is no God or that the existence of God is nonsensical. 
Authoritarian: a position in which the principle of authority outweighs or is opposed to the 
individual. 
Automation: a living being whose actions are deemed entirely mechanical or involuntary. 
Autonomous: characterized by self-sufficiency or independence from outside authority 
(especially a transcendent authority–the Word and Person of the Biblical God); being a law unto 
oneself (self-law). 
Biblical Christian: A person who submits to the whole Word of God (the entirety of Scripture) 
and believes that the whole Word of God applies to the entirety of life (in time and in eternity). 
Blasphemy: The condition that come as a result of someone or something (which is not God) 
sets itself up as God. 
Bourgeoisie: A construct or component of Marxism meaning the “middle class.” 
Capital: Money, property, or stock in trade, in manufactures, or in any business requiring the 
expenditure of money with a view to profit (as distinguished from the income or interest). 
Capitalist: A person who has a capital or stock in trade, usually denoting a person who owns a 
large amount of property, which is or may be employed in business. 
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Christendom: That portion of the world in which the principles of Christianity prevail, or which 
is governed under institutions that are founded upon and submit to Christian principles. 
Christian-Rationalist Conglomerate: a definition of American society in the 1700s in which 
there existed a profoundly intertwined admixture of Christianity and rationalism. 
Communication: the transmission of ideas and information in an understandable way. 
Communion: Intimate fellowship and rapport; only possible in submission to God who is the 
source and foundation of all true fellowship. 
Connotation: the implication of meanings to words other than the definition of the word. 
Conservative: A person who does not accept the presuppositions and/or conclusions of process 
philosopher; i.e., a non-liberal. 
Constitution: a body of fundamental order according to which a State or other organization is 
governed. 
Deism: a belief in the existence of God while denying that His verbal propositions (the Bible) 
are not relevant to the totality of life; a belief that God is Alpha, but not Omega and nothing in 
between; God is merely and only an “absentee Landlord.” 
Democracy: A state having the civil government by all people; a theory of civil government 
based on the presupposition that man, not God, is the author of civil government, which 
imagines (and only imagines) that all people can and ought to participate directly in human 
governance; majoritarianism or mobocracy. 
Democratic procedure: An idea, flowing from Biblical Christianity, that, God being no 
respector of all persons, all persons can participate in governance under God in their respective 
spheres of responsibility. 
Demoralization: To destroy or corrupt the morals thereof. 
Depravity: The Biblical position that man is absolutely incapable of delivering himself from sin 
and that man is totally and absolutely dependent upon such deliverance from the redemptive 
initiative of God in Christ. 
Diabolical: of or proceeding from the devil; devilish, inhumanely cruel. 
Dialectic: the principle of change that takes place by means of a triadic movement. A thesis has 
its opposite, an antithesis. The two opposites resolve in a synthesis which, in turn, becomes a 
new thesis and the process continues until perfection is obtained; a revolution in thinking 
established by the German idealist philosopher Georg Wilhelm Frederich Hegel (1770-1831). 
Dichotomy: a division into two totally separated parts (in philosophy, the total separation of the 
rational and logical in man from both meaning and faith); a false division in the mind of a person 
who seeks to understand something without fearing God first (Proverbs 1:7). 
Dualism: the general perspective that reality or man’s experience is properly interpreted by two 
different kinds of explanation, the one religious and the other non-religious; thus the endorse-
ment of a sacred/secular distinction. [This should be distinguished from the specific metaphysical 
doctrine given the same name.] 
Ecclesiastical: of or related to the church or the clergy. 
Ecclesiastical Absolutism: a position taken when the church or its clergy acquire or usurp the 
sovereignty that belongs only to the Biblical God. 
Egalitarian: the principle that subscribes equal rights for all people; an ontological view that 
posits all things which exist are of the same substance and, therefore, are equal in nature. 
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Evangelical Christian: a person who holds the Bible to be the Word of God even though that 
person may not believe that God and His Word are applicable to the totality of life; i.e., this 
person may submit to the false dichotomy of the sacred versus the secular. 
Exacerbate: to exploit or utilize. 
Existential: relating to and dealing with moment-by-moment human existence; empirical reality 
as opposed to mere theory. 
Exploit: to utilize in order to get value or usefulness thereby; to draw illegitimate profit from. 
Exploitation: the act of exploiting. 
Extrapolate: to make an estimate based upon known data; this estimate may not necessarily be 
valid. 
Fabian: employing cautious dilatory (willing to delay) strategies in order to wear out an enemy. 
Federal: of a system of civil government in which several states form a unity bur remain 
independent in internal affairs. 
Heresy: an opinion held that is contrary to Christian orthodoxy (right thinking or true glory); 
addition to Biblical truth. 
Hypothecate: a word coined by Dr. Glenn R. Martin (1935-2004) that means a supposition, 
based on a selection of alternatives, used a basis for reasoning. 
Ideational: of, pertaining to, or involving ideas or constructs. 
Ideology: the study of ideas; a construct spun from the mind of man without references to the 
revealed Word (mind) of God in an effort to understand reality and solve the dilemmas of man. 
___ism: the postfix “ism,” added to any term, usually indicates that whatever precedes it is being 
absolutized (rendered, if only inadvertently, as the ultimate reference or integration point). 
Inadvertently: thought and/or action without giving proper attention to its consequences; to be 
negligent. 
Intellectual content: communication that can be understood intelligently. 
Irrational: not rational; void of reasoning or understanding; absurd, foolish, unintelligent. 
Legislate: to enact laws or to make provision by law. 
Methodology: the study of procedures and principles whereby the question of truth and 
knowledge is approached. 
Modern: being at this time or now existing; of or pertaining to the present and recent times (as 
distinguished from the remote past; a component of the naturalistic construct of history (i.e., 
modern history). 
Monolithic: constituting one undifferentiated whole. In terms of modern culture, the giving of a 
unified message. 
Neo-orthodoxy: theology subsumed by the dialectical methodology of Hegel and Kierkegaard’s 
“leap” to the Christian faith. 
Nomenclature: a name or designation; the system or set of names for things commonly 
employed by a person or community. 
Non-theism: a theology and anthological religion, popular among Western ideationists, which 
has dispensed with even the consideration of God’s existence. 
Objective: the quality of having a public nature, independent of our thoughts. 
Perpetuate: to preserve from extinction or oblivion. 
Perversion: a corrupted form of something. 
Philosophical questions: to have a love of wisdom with regard to the origin, nature, and destiny 
of life (ontology, epistemology, axiology, and teleology). 
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Philosophy: seeking after the wisdom and knowledge concerning the ultimate issues of 
metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics. 
Polytheism: many gods. 
Presupposition: an elementary assumption or basic commitment or foundational perspective; a 
belief or theory that is accepted before the next step in logic is developed. This prior postulate 
affects the way a person subsequently reasons. 
Pretension: the act of pretending or laying claim. 
Pretext: that which is put forward to cover the real purpose or object; the ostensible reason or 
motive for action. 
Proletariat: the lowest class in a community (a Marxist construct). 
Propositional truth: truth that can be communicated in the form of a statement in which a 
predicate or object is affirmed or denied regarding a subject. 
Rational: an adjective used for either: (1) whatever pertains to man’s intellect or power to reason 
consistently (see “reason”), (2) whatever is based on the authority of man’s mind (see general 
attitude called “rationalism”), (3) whatever is known apart from experience or observation (see 
the epistemological school of “rationalism”) 
Rationalism: the general attitude that man’s autonomous reason is his final authority in which 
case divine revelation may be denied or ignored. [This should be distinguished from the specific 
epistemological school given the same name.] 
Reason: man’s intellectual or mental capacity. 
Relative: not absolute; to compare to something else. 
Right reason: the idea constructed by the English philosopher John Locke (1632-1704) that 
right thinking exists and can be discovered apart from fearing God (Proverbs 1:7). 
Romantic: a view of life that has no base in fact, being the product of an exaggerated optimism. 
Semantics: (1) the science of the study of the development of the meaning and uses of words 
and language; (2) the exploitation of the connotations and ambiguities in words. 
Sovereign: having supreme or superior authority and power. 
Subsidiary: to assist, help, or supplement. 
Substantial: a term used to denote the extent of healing in the relationships of man with God, 
with his fellowman, and within himself which should be seen in the life of a Christian and in a 
Christian culture; not perfect and yet visible in reality. 
Subsume: to state a proposition that undergirds another proposition. 
Synthesis: the combination of the partial truths of a thesis and its antithesis into a higher stage 
of truth (see “Dialectic”). 
Temporal: lasting or existing only for a time; something that passes away. 
Terminal: belonging to or lasting for a definite period; the highest of academic achievements in 
terms of a granted degree. 
Theology: the study of the Biblical God, His nature, His attributes, His purposes, His plans, and 
His relationship to man and the universe. 
Thesis: a proposition maintained or proved. 
Transcendent: the quality of originating beyond man’s temporal experience or exceeding it. 
Tyranny: civil government under the control of an absolute rule; the arbitrary or oppressive 
exercise of power; an unjustly severe use of one’s authority. 
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“Upper Story”: term used to denote that which, in modern thinking, deals with significance or 
meaning, but which is not open to contact with verification by the world of facts which 
constitute the “lower story.” 
Utopia: literally means “no place”–an idealistic construct that envisions a perfect place with 
perfect social and political systems.  
Validity: something that has been authenticated by reference to well-grounded and sufficient 
evidence. 
Verbalization: the putting of a proposition into words. 
Verification: the procedure required for the establishment of the truth or falsity of a statement. 
Worldview: a network of presuppositions which is not verified by the procedures of natural 
science but in terms of which every aspect of man’s knowledge and experience is interpreted and 
interrelated; in order to be valid, a Worldview must provide enduring answers to the larger 
questions which are applicable to the totality of life. 
 
LOGIC: the study of principles for distinguishing correct reasoning from incorrect reasoning. 
Deduction: inferring with necessity a particular conclusion from general premises. 
Fallacy: an error in reasoning or a mistaken inference. 
Hypothesis: a supposition, without assumption of its truth, made as basis for logical conclu-
sions. 
Induction: inferring with probability a general conclusion from particular premises. 
Inference: a movement in thought which draws a conclusion from premises. 
Judgment: a movement in thought which asserts a predicate (quality or relation) of a subject. 
 
EPISTEMOLOGY: the study of the nature, limits, and validity of human knowledge. 
a posteriori: dependent upon observation, experience, or sense perception. 
a priori: independent of observation, experience, or sense perception. 
Belief: a mental state affirmative of a proposition. 
Certainty: the property of a proposition that it cannot fail to be true. 
Confidence: the psychological property of feeling assurance that a proposition is true. 
Empiricism: the view that all knowledge is a posteriori or derived by experience alone. 
Innate idea: a concept known a priori and characterized by universality and necessity. 
Intuition: direct, immediate (non-discursive) knowledge; man knows because he exists. 
Knowledge: justified, true belief. 
Mysticism: the view that reality is ineffable and transcends precise conceptual schemes; 
thus it is known by non-rational and purely subjective means. 
Phenomenalism: the view that what we know is mind-dependent, so that knowledge is limited 
to appearance (the data of inner or outer sense). 
Rationalism: the view that some knowledge is a priori. 
Skepticism: the view that denies the possibility of knowledge or certainty (sometimes limited to 
certain areas). 
 
ETHICS: the study of right and wrong actions and attitudes. 
Antinomianism: Holding that, under the Gospel dispensation, the moral law is of no use or 
obligation. 
Authenticate oneself: a term used by existentialists whereby man validates the genuineness of 
his existence by an act of the will or a feeling of dread. 
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Axiology: the study of value or worth. What is ultimate value? 
Emotivism: the view that moral utterances are mere expressions of feeling (and are thus non-
informative in function). 
Final experience: term used by Jaspers to denote a crucial experience that is great enough to 
give hope to meaning in life. 
Hedonism: the view that pleasure is the sole good. 
“Mannishness” of man: those aspects of man, such as significance, rationality, and the fear of 
nonbeing, which mark him off from animals and machines and give evidence of his being created 
in the image of a personal God. 
Marxism: dialectical materialism (the sole reality, matter, develops through history according to 
the pattern of thesis, antithesis, and then synthesis or resolution at a higher level), leading to 
revolution and then the perfect, stateless society. 
Metaethics: the study of the meaning and justification of fundamental moral terms and 
judgments. 
Teleology: the study of destiny. Where are we going? 
Utilitarianism: the view that goodness is the quality of promoting the greatest happiness of the 
greatest number. 
Voluntarism: the view that asserts the primacy of will over intellect (as explanatory of human 
behavior, God’s nature, or the universe as a whole). 
 
METAPHYSICS: the study of the nature, structure, and origin of what exists. 
Accidents: the non-essential properties of a thing. 
Being: a term denoting the area of existence. 
Behaviorism: determinism applied to every detail of man’s behavior. 
Contingent: the quality of not being necessarily determined: whatever may or may not be the 
case. 
Cosmological question: What is the origin, nature, and destiny of the cosmos? 
Cosmology: the study of the universe, its origin, its nature and principles, and its process of 
development. 
Cosmos: all that exists, the limits of which finite man does not know. 
Determinism: the view that there is no contingency or freedom to human actions, for every 
event is necessary (according to some laws or psychological or chemical makeup); thus the view 
that every physical event or human decision is the theoretically predictable consequence of 
antecedent causes. 
Dualism: the view that there are two ultimate and irreducible principles for explaining reality: 
mind and matter (body) or good and evil. 
Essence: that-about-a-thing-that-makes-it-what-it-is. 
Existence: the actuality of a thing: that it is. 
Materialism: the view that the whole of reality consists of matter and its associated motions; an 
exclusion of that which is supernatural. 
Naturalism: the view that the whole of reality can be understood on a solely and purely natural 
basis; this view excludes the supernatural or spiritual dimensions. 
Monism: the view that reality consists of only one kind of substance. 
Nihilism: a denial of all objective grounds for truth. A belief that existence is basically senseless 
and useless, leading often to destructive tendencies in society or in the individual. 
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Ontology: the theory of being itself. How do we exist? 
Particular: an instance of a universal. 
Solipsism: the view that everything other than one’s self is a state of one’s self. 
Substance: (1) whatever is real; (2) something’s essence; (3) whatever exists in its own right 
and depends on nothing else; (4) that which underlies (or has) the properties of a thing. 
Teleology: the view that the universe is characterized by design or purpose. 
Universal: a general concept (idea, form) which is predicable of many individuals. 
 
SCHOOLS OF PHILOSOPHY 
Abolitionism: The absolutizing of the view that an institution must be abolished by force of 
arms, if necessary. 
Authoritarianism: to render some authority (as in the State over against the Biblical God) as 
absolute. 
Capitalism: The possession of capital or wealth; the dominance of private owners, of capital and 
production for profit. 
Communism: A theory which advocates a state society in which there should be no private 
ownership, all property being vested in the community and labor organized for the common 
benefits of all parts; the professed principle being that each should work according to his 
capacity, and receive according to his wants. This theory was formulated by Karl Marx (1818-
1883) and applied by Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov (1870-1924)–nee Lenin–to form a philosophical 
construct called Marxism-Leninism at Lenin’s establishment of the Communist Party in 1901. 
Conceptualism: the view that universals are neither independently existing, nor mere names, 
but rather concepts abstracted from the particulars by the mind. 
Developmenetalism: to unfold; to go through a process of natural evolution or growth, from a 
less perfect to a more perfect or more highly organized state. 
Dialectical materialism: Marxist theory of political events due to the conflict of social forces 
generated by man’s material needs; a philosophical construct that combines Hegel’s dialectic with 
German philosopher Ludwig Andreas Feuerbach’s (1804-1872)  materialism. 
Environmentalism: a belief that states that all things are generated and controlled by the 
environment and its constituent forces. 
Existentialism: the view that human experience is not describable in scientific or rational terms; 
the view that “existence precedes essence,” so that man is radically free to choose what he will be 
in an apparently purposeless world. 
Fascism: a one-part system of civil government in which the individual is subordinated to the 
state, and control is maintained by military force, secret police, rigid censorship, and governmen-
tal regulations of industry and economics. 
Hegelianism/Hegelism: a way of thinking, founded by Hegel, that is dialectical. 
Humanism: (secularism), the view that man is the highest value and authority in terms of 
knowledge, behavior or ultimate purpose, rather than any transcendent reality or revelation. 
Idealism: the view that fundamental reality is mind-dependent or mental in nature (thus non-
spatial and non-sensuous). Subjective idealism holds that to be is to be perceived. Objective 
idealism maintains that there is no categorical distinction between the knower and what he 
knows–that both are part of absolute thought. 
Linguistic Analysis: the view that conceptual confusions should be resolved by clarifying our 
use of words and getting back to ordinary usage. 
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Logical Positivism: the view that all meaningful and true sentences must be verifiable 
scientifically (empirically) or logically (also known as scientism). 
Nationalism: patriotic feeling or principles; policy of national independence; the absolutizing or 
sovereignizing of a nation (in place of the Biblical God). 
Nominalism: the view that only particulars are real; universals are only a name given to an 
observable similarity. 
Pantheism: the belief that God and nature are identical; the universe is an extension of God’s 
essence rather than a special creation that is distinct from the Creator. 
Pragmatism: the view that the meaning of a statement is its practical consequences in experi-
ence, and that truth is satisfactory problem-solving (success). 
Process Philosophy: the view that all reality is united into one interdependent, evolving whole. 
Progressivism: movement from lower to higher; simple to complex; continuously increasing in 
severity or extent. 
Realism: the view either that (1) universals are independently real (vs. nominalism, conceptual-
ism), or (2) objects of knowledge exist independently of the mind (vs. idealism), or (3) reality is not 
greatly different from appearance (vs. phenomenalism). 
Relativism: all judgments are conditioned by factors like cultural milieu and individual bias; 
thus, there is no objective, absolute truth. 
Scholasticism: the attempt to provide a logical and intellectual basis for something on the 
ground of the human intellect without reference to the Word of God. 
Socialism: the absolutizing of the social approach to man and life. 
Theism: belief in the existence of God (or of gods). 
Theocentrism: a philosophy of life that seeks to submit the totality of one’s person to the 
Biblical God as the final and only reverence point for the totality of life. 
Transcendentalism: a philosophy that explains matter and objective things as products of the 
subjective mind regarding the divine as the guiding principle in man. 
Trinitarianism: The doctrine that God is three in one, the eternal “One and the Many”–Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. This ultimate “unity in diversity” is the foundation for the true understand-
ing of the proximate (or created) “unity in diversity.” The fear of the Triune God is the 
foundation, the starting point, of all knowledge (Proverbs 1:7). 
Utilitarianism: the belief that actions derive their moral quality fro their usefulness as means to 
some end (as in the end of happiness); the devotion to mere material interests. 
 



A Christian Worldview

Worldview: A Definition

The term “worldview” is defined in the Concise Macquarie Dictionary as “the philosophy of an individual 
or group, with an interpretation of world history or civilisation”.

According to the Concise Oxford Dictionary, the term refers to a “philosophy of life” or “conception of 
the world”.

The term “worldview” is a translation of the German Weltanschauung which appears to have originated 
with Immanuel Kant. The term was popularised by the German philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey, who drew 
attention to the process by which people perceive and make sense of the world around them. Dilthey 
saw people beginning with a pre-theoretical understanding which he called a Weltbild (ie world-picture), 
which in time gave rise to a more reflective and systematically formulated Weltanschauung.

The concept of worldview was introduced into Christian thought by Dutch neo-Calvinists such as 
Abraham Kuyper (Kuyper 1931) who initially favoured the more cumbersome “world- and life-view”. 
Both scholarly and popular discussion in recent decades, however, have increasingly favoured the 
shorter term.

Contemporary applications of the concept of worldview have stressed the “perspectival” nature of 
worldviews. For example:

 ‘perceptual frameworks’ or ‘ways of seeing’ (Walsh & Middleton 1984, p. 17)
 ‘the grid of presuppositions through  which we see the world’ (Schaeffer 1984, p. 19)
 ‘the collection of  presuppositions or convictions  about reality which represent (one’s) total 

outlook on life’ (Hoffecker & Smith  1986, p. ix)
 ‘a reflective conceptual scheme which provides the unifying perspective on one’s beliefs, 

attitudes, values, feelings and ways of looking at the world’ (Holmes 1983, pp. 32-33)
 ‘a conceptual scheme by which we consciously or unconsciously place or fit everything we 

believe and by which we interpret and judge reality’(Nash 1992, p. 16)

Worldviews, whether held by individuals or social groups, presuppose answers of some kind to ultimate 
questions such as:

 What is ultimate reality?



 What is the nature of the physical world?
 What is true and how do we know it?
 Is there right and wrong, and how do we know it?
 What is the nature of humankind?
 What happens after death?
 What is the meaning, purpose and direction of human history? 
 What is the basis of human society?
(Holmes 1983, p. 55ff.; Sire 2004, pp. 17-18) 

It can be argued that all people have a worldview, or at least that all who have attained a degree of 
maturity in their relations with the wider world presuppose some kind of answers to these questions. 
Moreover our answers to these questions will tend strongly towards internal coherence. And since they 
reflect ways of answering ultimate questions, worldviews are inherently religious. That is, they are 
founded on what we believe about ourselves and the world in which we live; about our values, our 
destiny, and the meaning of our lives (Walsh & Middleton 1984, pp. 32-33).

Analysis of  the diverse ways that people answer these questions can provide a means for identifying  
and exploring worldviews encountered in our culture – in its music, its movies, its literature, its 
scholarship, and so on. Analysis of worldviews can highlight key features both of the worldviews which 
make up western culture and those of the non-western alternatives which are increasingly encountered 
in our culture. 

A Christian Worldview

A Christian worldview might be understood as one which responds to the kinds of questions posed 
above in ways which reflect Christian belief. 

It is possibly more meaningful to speak of a Christian worldview than to speak of the Christian 
worldview, for the very diversity of past and present expressions of Christian belief and practice make it 
evident that beyond certain essentials there is a range of possible perspectives which can sustain a claim 
to be Christian.  At the same time, it can be argued that in the midst of diversity there remains a 
coherent core of Christian belief without which the term would be meaningless.

In proposing the notion of “an agreed, or common, or central, or ‘mere’ Christianity”, C.S. Lewis suggests 
that the term “Christian” should be taken to mean “one who accepts the common doctrines of 
Christianity”, a usage that he sees as consistent with its original literal Biblical meaning (Acts 11:26), 
identifying one who accepted the teaching of the apostles (Lewis 1960, pp. 8-11).

Lewis insists that using the term “Christian” in this way is not to make a value judgement but, rather, to 
make a simple statement of fact about the content of a person’s belief. That is, the term Christian is not 
a term of approbation or criticism but one which is simply descriptive, which distinguishes belief  which 
is consistent with the apostolic teaching from other perspectives which could not sustain a claim to be 
Christian, and indeed may well have no interest in doing so.

What, then, are those essential presuppositions which Christians might hold in common, or broadly 
agree upon? There have been many attempts to provide succinct answers to this question. Indeed, 
Lewis’ book, Mere Christianity (1960), is itself an extended response to this question.



James Sire’s celebrated The Universe Next Door, now in its fourth edition, also attempts to answer the 
question in a way that responds directly to the “worldviewish” ultimate questions listed above. 

The eminent American philosopher of religion, Alvin Plantinga (Plantinga 2000, p. vii), offers a minimalist 
answer. He writes of “classical Christian belief” as

. . . what is common to the great creeds of the main branches of the Christian church, what unites 
Calvin and Aquinas, Luther and Augustine, Menno Simmons and Karl Barth, Mother Teresa and St. 
Maximus the Confessor, Billy Graham and St. Gregory Palamas. 

Classical Christian belief, argues Plantinga, has two core components. Firstly there is a theistic
component: a belief in a personal God. But secondly, there is also a uniquely Christian component: 

. . . that we human beings are somehow mired in rebellion and sin, that we consequently require 
deliverance and salvation, and that God has arranged for that deliverance through the sacrificial 
suffering, death, and resurrection of  Jesus Christ, who was both a man and also the second 
member of the Trinity, the uniquely divine son  of God (Plantinga 2000, p. vii).

That such beliefs are common to the great traditions of the Christian faith – that there is both a 
recognisable unity within the diversity, and a diversity within unity – is evident in the celebrated, if
controversial, work of H. Richard Niebuhr, which demonstrated the varying modes of engagement with 
culture exemplified in five of the great Western Christian traditions: the Catholic, the Lutheran, the 
Anabaptist, the Calvinist, and the liberal/modernist (Niebuhr 1951). Albert Wolters has usefully 
elaborated Niebuhr’s typology, by demonstrating that each of Niebuhr’s models represents a variation 
in its response to the philosophical question of the relationship of grace and nature (Wolters 1989, 
1990).

Christian Worldview and the Christian College

A Christian worldview, as the term has come to be used at Christian Heritage College, is more reflective 
of the breadth and variety of classical Christian belief demonstrated by Niebuhr and Wolters than it is of
any more limiting or denominationally defined formulation. It is to be acknowledged, of course, that in 
both cases their work has neglected the Orthodox traditions. However, while noting the breadth of 
classical Christian belief, it is undeniable that some traditions, such as the Catholic and the Calvinist, 
provide more substantial resources for the aspiring Christian scholar than others may do.

These are important resources, all the more so for aspiring Christian scholars of the charismatic or 
evangelical perspective who do not have access to a breadth and depth of scholarly resources within 
their own particular Christian tradition.

It might also be noted that the term “worldview” carries with it the sense, not merely of a particular 
perspective, but also of an all-encompassing system of belief; hence the project of Christian scholarship 
is vitally interested in the applications of classical Christian theism to various areas of life and inquiry. 
The Christian scholar who is interested in philosophy and culture will have a particular interest in 
exploring the contributions of Christianity to Western culture, as well as in identifying and 
understanding other worldviews which are to be encountered with varying degrees of frequency in 
Western culture past and present. Christian scholarship is particularly interested in comparing the 
effects of a Christian worldview as a way of seeing with the implications of secular or naturalistic 
presuppositions of the modern and postmodern west. Moreover, as Western culture is no island, some 



understanding of the presuppositions of the world’s other great religious and philosophical traditions is 
also an essential element of an appreciation of the cultural world around us.

One feature of Christian belief, and indeed of western culture more generally, is the dialectical tension 
between two goals of the human mind, represented metaphorically by Athens and Jerusalem. According 
to Jeffery Hart, Athens represents a “philosophic-scientific approach to actuality, with the goal being 
cognition”, while Jerusalem represents “a scriptural tradition of disciplined insight and the aspiration to 
holiness” (Hart 2001, pp. x-xi).

Hart suggests that Western civilisation has not answered the question posed by these two cities with an 
“either-or” response but, rather, with a “both-and”, in an unceasing dynamic and creative tension which 
is formative of the Western tradition (Hart 2001, p. xi). Christian scholarship shares in, and is 
characterised by, the Athens-Jerusalem dialectic, which is never resolved in favour of one or the other.

It follows that one of the key concerns of Christian scholarship is the issue of the relationship of faith 
and reason which is often, but not universally, thought of in terms of the integration of faith and 
learning (Millis 2004). 

A foundational element of a distinctively Christian higher education will be the exploration of strategies 
for faith-discipline integration (Heie & Wolfe, 1987), and indeed of models of Christian scholarship more 
broadly (Marsden, 1997). 

Christian colleges such as CHC are committed both to academic freedom and to freedom of belief more 
generally, and thus will not require of their students that they believe or personally hold to a Christian 
perspective. A Christian college will, however, be committed to excellent teaching about Christian 
perspectives so that students know, understand and can discuss what they have freely chosen, either to 
believe, not to believe, or to suspend judgement upon, and in turn can examine how a Christian 
perspective might impact on life, culture and scholarship. 

Christian higher education will therefore continually engage in critical analysis of different worldviews 
and perspectives in terms of their implications for the topic under consideration. This means that CHC 
students are continually confronted with philosophical issues such as questions of cosmology, 
anthropology, teleology, epistemology, ethics and so on. Most undergraduates are never introduced to 
these questions, whereas CHC is committed to ensuring that students at least know what the questions 
are, and are accustomed to reflection on them. It might be argued that this is an indicator of a quality 
education: however, the object of such inquiry is not self-congratulation but, rather, an understanding 
of the world and its predicaments, and how Christian faith might engage in dialogue with them.

That CHC is thoroughly committed to explore and communicate the distinctive ways in which Christians 
answer life’s ultimate questions is a reflection of the Christian mission of the College. In this way, the 
College contributes to the diversity of Australian higher education, which already provides many options 
for those without a particular interest in exploring Christian perspectives. The College brings to its 
mission and to the practice of Christian scholarship a diversity of resources in terms of the breadth of 
theological background and denominational experience which is to be found in the faculty of CHC. The 
range of faculty backgrounds includes Catholic, Anglican, Pentecostal (eg Assembly of God, Christian 
Outreach Centre, and other independent charismatic backgrounds), Presbyterian, Salvation Army, 
Baptist and Uniting Church.
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CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW
DEVELOPING A

In the 1999 movie, The Matrix, Neo knows something is not quite right with his understanding of the 
world, and then Morpheus gives him the rest of the story. “The world you see is the world that has been 
pulled over your eyes to blind you from the truth…Like everyone else, you were born into bondage, born 
into a prison that you cannot smell or taste or touch; a prison for your mind.” Neo takes the red pill and 
begins the journey of understanding reality, understanding the Matrix.

“Do not conform any longer to the pattern of this world, but 
be transformed by the renewing of your mind.” 

~ Romans 12:2

INTRODUCTION
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Salvation is not unlike the red pill. According to the scriptures, humanity is blind to the truth of our sin, 
the truth of a holy God, the truth about Jesus. Like Neo, if you have believed in Christ, you’ve crossed 
over. Your eyes are opened and you’ve begun the journey into reality. But now, you need to gain clarity 
on the world you live in. You need to understand the Biblical worldview.

A worldview is based on your personal truth. These truths or claims have been embraced so deeply that 
you see them as a reflection of what is genuine and real. They drive what you think, how you behave and 
what you’re feeling. Essentially, a worldview deals with two questions:

“What is reality?”  
“How, then, do I live?”

The purpose of this study is to consider several different worldviews and contrast them to the Christian 
worldview. Our hope is to help you understand how the way we see the world affects our interpretation 
of reality in order to develop a Christian worldview as we follow Jesus. 

For a materialist, reality is the physical world; what we can see and what our senses can experience. This 
is the only reality. There is no God to whom we will one day give account. The scriptures, regarded merely 
as a product of man, are not inspired by God. There is only the here and now. Therefore, there is no real 
basis for morality or ultimate meaning to life. 

“How, then, do I live?” This philosophy is best summarized by “whoever has the most toys, wins.” If this is 
all there is then you live for yourself and for pleasure; however that is defined. Every person is different, 
and many materialists don’t truly live out their philosophy, but the point is that they are alone. Their lives, 
according to their philosophy, have no meaning or purpose. When they die, that is it. God is not real, 
the cosmos is all there is, and there is no real basis for morality or ultimate meaning to life because this 
worldview has no place for God and the Bible. 

The Materialist Worldview
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“How, then, do I live?” This person is usually moral, believing there to be a God, but typically does not 
have a relationship with God; not having a worldview based upon scripture. The belief in God that this 
person arrives at is one that is typically based upon the evidence for God’s existence that can be found 
in creation, yet not from the description of God found in the scripture. The result is a “god” who is a 
dumbed-down version of the Biblical God to fit the conceptions of god in our culture.

For a deist, there is a God, but not the God of scripture. The deist tends to regard God as an impersonal 
“divine watchmaker” who got the universe started but does not interact with humanity. While the 
materialist denies the existence of God, the deist believes God to be real but not real in our world. He 
doesn’t interact with us. The stuff in the box, the world, is reality. God is in the picture but outside of our 
everyday experience.

For a relativist, people hold numerous, equally valid views with God in or out of the box; whatever. Since 
there is no such thing as absolute truth, anything is true if it works for you personally. In other words, 
truth cannot be objectively known, but I can arrive at “my truth,” which is what works for me. A relativist 
is sometimes similar to a deist, believing there to be a God, but, again, not the God of scripture which 
we are personally held accountable. More often, this person’s belief system is typically a combination 
of various thoughts from various sources, like culture, feelings, upbringing, the Bible or other religions. 

The Deist Worldview

The Relativist Worldview 
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“How, then, do I live?” Few people actually think through their worldview to arrive at its logical results, 
and the relativist is no different. If this worldview is consistently held, the relativist has no basis for any 
morality and cannot acknowledge that we can know anything. Of course, no one lives this way. As a 
result, this person typically lives as if there are truths and morals, but strongly defends his/her position 
of relativism when confronted with the concept of truth or morality given by God as absolute.

For a pantheist, God is in everything; rocks, plants, puppy dogs, people. As a result, everything is somewhat 
divine. There is no distinction between a Creator God and the creation. God is in everything. Instead of 
nature being the revelation of a God worthy of being worshipped, the creation itself becomes the object 
of worship and the Creator is denied. 

The Pantheist Worldview
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“How, then, do I live?”  A pantheist will typically have a profound appreciation for all of life, as God is in all. 
Therefore, the universe and nature are worthy of the deepest religious reverence, be it a human or a fly. 
Any hierarchy of being is denied. That is, they do not think human beings are more significant because 
they are made in the image of God. They see all things as equal in their importance. Preserving nature 
becomes a central focus of life, and faith in a supreme Being is replaced with common sense and science.  

God has entered into human history and revealed Himself through Jesus Christ. Unlike the materialist’s 
view, God is the ultimate reality since He is the Creator of the physical world. Unlike the deist, God is 
not outside of the box, apart from His creation, but also interacting intimately within the box. Unlike the 
relativist, since God is real, reality is what God says it is, not simply what works for me or “my truth”. Truth 
is knowable since God has revealed it. Unlike the pantheist, the creation is to be admired and its beauty 
seen, but God alone is to be worshipped as Creator of all. 

Most of us develop a contradictory set of ideas, drawn from multiple sources that don’t really work 
together. Our worldview is a mixed one, rather than a Christian one. 

Becoming a Christ follower does not mean you think “Christianly”. If we are to be Christ’s followers, we 
must develop a Christian worldview. 

“How, then, do I live?” The rest of this study will focus on this question, as it relates to the Christian 
worldview. Being a Christian and having a Christian worldview are not one in the same. 

The Christian Worldview

Our Dilemma

Our solution

	  

•	 Any questions? 

•	 Which	world	views	have	you	held	at	different	 
times in your life?  
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Mom and Dad
Our peers

Our religious upbringing 
Cultural icons 

Science/schooling 
Reason or common sense 

Whatever works 
Whatever fits our desires 

Whatever is popular 
Our experiences 

These different sources of our ideas get molded in our minds into contradictory mixtures of thought; some 
healthy, some unhealthy, some godly, and some shaped by our culture. We end up having inconsistent, 
far-from-thought-out worldviews. 

Example 1 
The Darwinian evolutionist who believes it would be morally wrong for someone to steal from him

If Darwin was right, someone robbing an evolutionist is merely survival of the fittest, however the 
evolutionist will undoubtedly feel moral outrage in regards to being robbed. This is inconsistent with his 
philosophy.

Example 2

The Christ Follower who believes Jesus is the Son of God based on the scriptures, but doesn’t believe 
Christ is the only way, which the scriptures teach

This worldview is Christian but completely mixed up with a rationalistic one. 

•	 Where do we get our beliefs?  

•	 Who are the various people who shape them? 

•	 Do you think we choose our beliefs or do you think  
they are given to us?
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Because Christ came to give us a worldview that is based on truth, not self, His words clash with people 
holding different world views. 

In this scene, there are two characters. The first is a worldly king, Pilate, and the second is Jesus, the King 
of kings. The first is a material relativist and the second is a truth-teller with a God-centric worldview. 
Notice that in Jesus’ answer He begins to explain reality to Pilate. He explains that there is more than 
Pilate knows; there is another realm, and He is king of it. 

Compare Jesus with our post-modern relativism: The relativist says, “Truth cannot be known.” Jesus said, 
“I tell you the truth” more than 75 times as recorded in the gospels. (Matthew 5:18, 10:15, 13:17, 16:28, 
17:20, 18:3, 18:18, 19:23, 21:21, 23:36, 24:2, 25:40, 26:21, and 26:34 are a few examples). Jesus said, 
“Truly, truly” 25 times in the gospel of John alone. (John 3:3, 3:5, 3:11, 5:19, 5:24, 6:26, 6:32, 6:47, 6:53, 
8:34, 8:51, 8:58 are some examples). 

WHAT IS TRUTH? 
Pilate’s question, “What is truth,” is answered by scripture. Truth is that which corresponds to reality, as 
revealed by God. This shows why the other worldviews are skewed. They begin at the wrong point. They 
attempt to answer the questions of life by using the wrong authority sources. While culture, mom/dad 
and common sense all have significant roles to play in our lives, only an all-wise God can speak truthfully 
about life’s most important questions:

Origin: where did we come from?  Purpose: what is the meaning of life?

Morality: who decides right from wrong?  Destiny: where are we headed?

The Clashing of Worldviews

“Pilate then went back inside the palace, summoned Jesus and asked him, “Are 
you the king of the Jews?”...Jesus said, “My kingdom is not of this world. If it 
were,	my	servants	would	fight	to	prevent	my	arrest	by	the	Jews.	But	now	my	

kingdom is from another place.” 
~ John 8:33-36

“You are a king, then!” said Pilate. Jesus answered, “You are right in saying 
I am a king. In fact, for this reason I was born, and for this I came into the 
world, to testify to the truth. Everyone on the side of truth listens to me.”  

‘What is truth?’ Pilate asked.” 
~ John 18:37-38 (emphasis added) 

•	 For what purpose did Jesus come to earth? 
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In the center of a Christian worldview is not our feelings, our desires, our values, our rationality, but a 
historical event; the life and death of Jesus Christ and His words of truth. Jesus’ words and life affect every 
area of our lives; our relationships, our values, our feelings, our desires, our understanding of science, 
our morals, our purpose. 

Point: Those that call themselves “Christians” may have any combination of the previously mentioned 
worldviews, but a genuine Christ-follower desires to have Jesus and His words as the center of all he/she 
does, says, and believes.

Again, since humanity cannot reach up and grasp ultimate truth, God has revealed truth through the 
scriptures and through the person of Christ. Empiricism is flawed because your experience is limited 
and is not objective. Rationalism is flawed because finite humanity cannot reach up to infinite truth. 
Romanticism is flawed because our hearts are not designed to be accurate guides, and our desires have a 
very strong grip on our feelings. Naturalism is flawed because it treats scientists as unbiased people with 
no agenda, and any information can be bent by the will of the possessors. Relativism is flawed because 
it dismisses the notion of absolute truth that Jesus clearly taught.

Empiricism teaches that knowledge comes from experience, (I know what I have been through). 
Rationalism teaches that knowledge comes from reason, (I know because it makes sense to me). 
Romanticism teaches that knowledge comes from feeling, (I know truth because I feel it). Naturalism 
teaches that knowledge comes from scientific study, (I know because of science). Relativism teaches that 
there are no absolutes, (you cannot really know, but what you can do is find what works for you).

Since God is infinite and humanity is finite, reality is that we cannot reach up and discover ultimate Truth 
or discover God. Science and other disciplines have discovered “truths” but not ultimate Truth, and the 
truths discovered are sometimes skewed, having begun without God in the picture. In reality, if we are to 
know Truth it is because God has revealed Truth through the scriptures and through the person of Christ. 

What is a Christian Worldview?

How do we know the Truth?
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The Bible does not teach the rejection of these other knowledge sources as invalid, but rather, it places 
them as inferior to God, the ultimate Source who reveals truth to us in scripture.  A Christian DOES pay 
attention to feelings, rational thought, science and experience in a way that is subordinate to scripture. 

As previously stated, a worldview is based on your personal truth. These truths or claims have been 
embraced so deeply that you see them as a reflection of what is genuine and real. They drive what you 
think, how you behave and what you’re feeling. Jesus came to reveal truth in the ultimate questions of 
life to give us a Christian worldview. 

The material in part 1 of this study was drawn from the Truth Project, Focus on the Family.

Christian Knowing

summary

•	 How does it feel to you to hear that ultimate truth is 
only found in God?  

•	 How does it feel to hear that we really do have access 
to ultimate truth in scripture?

•	 What practical steps can you take to conform your 
mind to God’s ways rather than the world’s? 

“Do not conform any longer to the pattern of this world, but be transformed 
by the renewing of your mind. Then you will be able to test and approve what 

God’s will is—his good, pleasing and perfect will.” 
~ Romans 12:2



A CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW 

FOR NURSING 

Purpose: To determine the characteristics of a Christian worldview in 

nursing 

Objectives: After reading this chapter and completing the exercises, you 

should be able to: 

1, Define theology of nursing 

2. Define truth according to biblical, modern and postmodern worldviews 

3. Describe each concept of the nursing metaparadigm according to a 

biblical worldview (person, environment, health, nursing) 

4. Describe the implications of your own worldview on your nursing 

practice 

Keywords: theology, truth, worldview, Christian, Bible, Creator, Re

deemer, Holy Spirit, modem, postmodem, metaparadigm, person, environ

ment, health, nursing 

The beginnings of organized nursing in NOlWay illustrate a common pattern for 
how nursing became established around the world. Ingeborg Gjersvik tells the story: 

Around 1850 NOlWay experienced a spiritual awakening which motivated 
an important social awakening. People began to see the need to .care for 

the sick and the poor. The very thought of ~omen caring for sick people 

outside of their own ' families, and furthermore establishing a training 

course to do so, was unheard of and unacceptable in NOlWegian society 

at that time. However, many prayer groups were fomie.d, asking for God's 

guidance in this matter.! 

'lngeborg GJerSVlK, "A Hearr of compassion: HOW Nursmg Starred In Norway;' jOurnal of 

christian Nursing, spring 1W7, p, U. ' 
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The answer to their prayers came through Cathinka Guldberg, a Pilstor's 
daughter who used to make ,home visits to the sick with her father. One night 

Cathinkadiscovered that a homeless woman, who had been going from door 

to door begging for shelter, had been found frozen to death in the snow. Deeply 

convicted, Cathinka prayed about how she could make a difference. Soon after

ward, she found a leaflet about the Kaiserswerth deaconess community and 
considered it an answer to her prayers. She · studied nursing in Kaiserswerth, 

then returned to begin a nurses' training program for deaconesses. The school 
expanded to include lay nurses. Then additional nursing schools were estab

J ished, and nursing spread throughout NOlWay. 

The beginning of nursing in NOlWay continues .a long tradition of care for the 

§ick that began in the early Christian church. This was a radical change from the 

pre-Christian society. Second-century theologian Tertullian noted, 

It is our care of the helpless, our practice of lOVing-kindness that brands 

us in the eyes of many of our opponents. "Only look," they say, "how they 

lov~ one another! Lookhow they are prepared to die for one another.,,2 

~During a devastating third-century plague, historian Eusebius of Caesarea re
"?~~brded, 

The Christians were the only people who amid such terrible ills, showed 

their fellow-feelings and humanity by their actions. Day by day some 

i(.' would busy themselves by attending to the dead and burying them; others 
gathered in one spot all who were afflicted by hunger throughout the 

whole city and give them bread.3 

-:3~~-
:~f~ursing grew out of a Christian worldview, in response to Jesus' teaching and 
i;example of caring for the siCk. What was it about the Christian worldview that 

'i"'. " "-

\.nlotivated the early church to reach out to the poor, the sick and the marginal-

"ized? 

While other worldviews of the time focused on gaining control of the phys

t iCal elements and spiritual powers, the early Christians looked instead to God 

~s ~one who deserved love and obedience and who inspired loving service to 

\ 9t,l[ers. As we have seen, that tradition of caring for others in the form of nursing 

h~{ continued throughout church history. 

, 'Quoted in Josephine Do lan. M, Louise Fitzpatrick and Eleanor Krohn Herrmann, Nursing in 

Society; A Historical Perspective, 15th ed. (Philadelphia: W. B. Saunders, 1983), p. 43, . 
~bid. 
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Worldviews in Nursing Theories 
Nursing theories provide a conceptual framework for directing and organizing 

our work. Theories guide nursing science but they also reflect theorists' view of 

science. Although at times it is implicit, each theory assumes an underlying 

worldview. Theories also reflect shifts in the worldview of the larger society. 

The worldview evaluation of theories in table 3.1 provides beginning examples 
of how Christian nurses can examine worldviews as they relate to individual 

theories. 
We suggested that the three worldviews underlying current nursing theories 

include modem Western, postmodern, and revive~ pagan. It would be a mistake 

to label a nursing theory as purely one or the other of these worldviews. Most 

contain elements from several worldviews, often leading to contradictions 

within the theory. 
The impact on nursing from the general systems theory (GS'D must also be 

considered in evaluating a theory. According to the GST, propounded by biol

ogist Ludwig von Bertalanffy, all sciences operate according to the same funda
mental principles.4 Often associated with GST were attributions of teleology, the 

idea that system processes are directed toward more fully developed and effi
cient entities.5 Systems theory provides a way for nurses to deal with complex 
interactions between persons and the many aspects of their environment as well 

as interactions within the individual. 
Holism, a related concept in biology, holds that an organism is an irreducible 

whole that cannot be condensed to its component parts. · Holism explains parts 

in terms of qualities displayed by the whole organism as opposed to analyzing 

parts to explain the whole.6 In other words the whole of anything is contained 

in each of its parts. This contrasts with the traditional understanding of science 

that subdivides an organism or substance into smaller parts for analysis. 

We find two meanings of holism in nursing theories. In the first, holism is a 

comprehensive approach to anything, considering all parts or dimensions of a 

person or object. The second meaning equates holism as a philosophy that 

makes no distinction between the whole and the parts. 

'Ludwig von Bertaianffy, General Systems Tbeory: Foundations, Development, Applications 
(New York: G. Braziller, 1968). 

5General systems theory does not necessarily include a goal of increasing development and 
efficiency. Howevef, many theorists who use it take an optimistic view of things , usually 
based on philosophical evolution. In this way they view systems as always improving on 
themselves. 

·"Atomism," in Encyclopaedia Britannica Online, accessed March 5, 2001 <http://mem-

bers.eb.comlboVtopic?eu--115420&sctn= 1>. 
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Dortb Orem: SeIf-eare Deficit Theory" (Conceptual Model: Grand Theory) 

GOD 

No t idntified. Relevant only 
to "t:he?atient's understand
ing:_ 

ENVIRONMENT 

Physical, chemical, biological and 
social (family, community) fea
tures with which the person inter
acts. Contributes to the person's 
development. 

PERSON 

. Human .beings are: 

1. Persons moving toward person
alization (maturation & achieve
ment of human potential) while liv
ing a life of faith in respect of 
things hopedJor & to perfect them
selves as responsible human 
beings who raise questions, seek 
answers, reflect and become aware 
of the relationship between knowl
edge and behavior. 

2. A unity of structures and func
tions that actively maintains self
care and! or dependent -care 
agency by regulating factors affect
ing life, health or well-being. Seek 
health care for self-care or depen
dent-care deficiencies. 

'Dortln E. Orem, Nursing Concepts of Practice, 3rd ed. (New York: McGraw Hill, 1985), pp. 55, 136-43, 176-83. 
bCa.re d children or odlers for whom the person is responsible. 

Maddne Leininger: Culture Care Theory' (Middle Range Theory) 

GOD 

Definrl by the culture. 

ENVIRONMENT PERSON 

Technology, religion, kinship and 
society, values and traditions, pol
itics and law, economy, educa
tion, language and history of the 
culture. 

Individuals, families, communities 
as defined by the culture. 

REALm 

~ being structurally and 
functionally whole or sound; 
psychologically, biolOgically and 
socially. It includes the individ
ual's view of self as a self-care or 
dependent-careb agent and the 
freedom with which the individ
ual acts with responsibility in 
mailers of self-care or depen-

. dent-care. 

REALm 

Well-being: Culturally defined 
and reflects the ability of individ
uals or groups to' perform their 
daily activities according to their 
culture. 

NURSING 

Nurses help patients meet or 
develop their self-care 
agency-or their dependent 
care agency. Includes (1) doing 
for, (2) guiding, (3) teaching, 
(4) supporting, (5) providing a 
developmental eiwironment. 

Nursing care is therapeutic in 
sustaining life and health, in 
recovering from disease or 
injury, or in coping with their 
effects (primary, secondary, 
and tertiary prevention). It con
tributes to personal develop
ment and maturation. 

NURSING 

Directed toward assisting, su p-
porting or enabling an individ
ual or group with evident or 
anticipated needs to maintain 
or regain their well-being in 
culturally meaningful and ben
eficial ways, or to help them 
fac~ death. 

';' II~deline ~: Lei:Ung~~~ ~Theih*~~:;" :~:: ~~imjiJ~,?a'f(f~~try,, &.i,.~(~Ii:~A ,Tbeory ~fNurstng, ed. Madeleine M. Leininger (New York: National League for Nursing, 1991), pp. 5-68. 
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Modet(Conceptual Modeh Grand The<>;~~""".;i .. Wih""'i;"""""" 
J!NVJRo: 

. "lie? is ,.,~telY:leyeaJed in ,i;{ll<;Qnditibns"ana mnuences sur
"tIl!)) "di~ity of.creation and rounding & affecting the develop-
is 'ihe mtfimon destiny of ment & behavior of persons or 
creation. . groups. Persons must adapt to 

positive & negative factors in 
environment. 

• All conditions,-circumstances 
and influences SUITollflding and 
affecting the development and 
behavior of persons and groups . 
with particular consideration of 
mutuality of person and earth 
resources. 
• Three kinds of stimuli: focal, 
contextUal and residual. 
• Significant stimuli in all human 
. adaptation include stage of devel
opment, family and cultureb 

'A biopSychosocial being in con
stant interaction with a changing 
environment A living, complex, 
adaptive system, A whole made of 
parts or subsystems that function 
as a unity for some purpose, 

• An adaptive system with coping 
processes, 
• Described as a whole comprised 
of parts. 
• Functions as a unity for some 
purpose, 
• Includes people as individuals or 
in groups (families, organizations, 
communities, nations and SOCiety 
as a whole), . 
• An adapiive system with cogna
tor and regulator subsystems acting 
to maintain adaptation in the four 
adaptive modes:. physiologic-phys_ 
ical, self-concept-group identity, 
role function and interdepen
dence, 

~ m:l~~~"~ ".p-'~'" 

lIEALm 
'. Health: a state and process of 
being and becoming integrated 
and whole that reflects person 
'and environmental mutuality. 
• Adaptation: the process and 
outcome whereby thinking and . 
feeling persons, as individuals 
and in groups, use conscious 
awareness and chOice to create 
human and enVironmental inte
gration, 
• Adaptive Responses: responses 
that promote integrity in terms of 
the goals of the human system, 
that is, survival, growth, reprO
duction, mastery, and personal 
and environmental transforma
tion, 
• Ineffective Responses: re
sponses that do not contribute to ' 
integrity in terms of the goals of 
the human system, 
• Adaptation levels. represent 
the condition of the life pro
cesses described on three differ
ent levels: integrated, compensa
tory. and compromised, 

'carolyn L Blue et. aI., "Adaptation Model; in Nursing Theorists and Their Work, ecJ. Ann Marriner-Tomey, 3rd ed. (St. Louis: Mosby, 1994), pp. 246-68. 
bcallisto Roy, Boston 90lJege Nurse Theorist WeI> Site, accessed February 3, 2004 <http://www2.bc.edul%7Eroycal>. 

NURSING 

Helping persons to adapt to 
changes in their physiological 
needs, self-concept, role func
tion, and interdependent func
tions during health & illness, 

• NUrsing is the science and 
practice that expands adaptive 
abilities and enhances person 
and environment transforma
tion, 
• Nursing goals are to promote 
adapiation for individuals and 

. groups in the four adaptive 
modes, thus contributing "to 
health, qUality of life and dying 
with dignity. 
• This is done by assessing 
behavior and factors that influ
en~e adaptive abilities and by 
intervening to expand those 
abilities and to enhance envi
ronmental interactions, 
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MaortJa Rogers: Sciepce of Unitary Human Beings" (Conceptual Model: Grand Theory) 
REALTII NURSING 

GOD . ENVIRONMENf PERSON 
Passive health symbolizes A science and an 

NOot ia,ntified as a distinct being(s). All reality 
is pandimensional, infinite energy fields, char
acteri~ics usually associated with God. 

En~jieJd: the fundamental unit of the living 
and Din-living; unifyiilg concept. Energy Signi
fies dYlamic nature of fields; fie/ds are infinite.

b 

'TWo energy fields are identified, human and 
env iraunental. Energy fields are open fields; 
cau salty is invalid; change is continuously 
inn.ov:tive.' "Fields are coexiensive with the 
unevese, thus without boundaries, everything 
is ooteconnected through energy pattern-
ing:. "d lattern is the distinguishing characteristic 
of an Inergy field perceived as a Single wave; 
an :abmction; gives identity to the field; 
chatngs continuously: Four-dimensionality! 
pa1'1-dmensionality. a non-linear domain with
out: sptial or temporal attributes; characteristic 
of all cality; relative nature of change; a way of 
pe .. :eiling human· beings and their world.' 

An irreducible, pan -dimensional 
energy field identified by pat
tern, manifesting characteristics 
of the whole and integral with 
the human field" Each environ
mental field is specific to its 
given human field. Both change 
continuously, mutually and cre-
ativelyh . 

The patterns of human and envi
ronmental fields are character
ized by: Resonance-the contin
uous change from lower to 
higher frequency wave patterns; 
Helicy--the continuous innova
tive, unpredictable, increasing 
diversity of the patterns. lnte
grality--the continuous mutual 
human field and environmental 
field process.' 

The unitary human being (human 
field) is .an irreducible, indivisible, 
four~ensiona1/pan-dimensional, 
energy field identified by pattern; 
manifesting characteristics that are 
different from those of the parts (spe
cific to the whole) and cannot be pre
dicted from knowledge of the parts I 

In continuous mutual total process 
with the environment. k Capacity for 
thought, imagination and emotion.' 

Paranormal and mystical experiences 
derived from openness, pan-dimen
sionality and patterning of human 
and environmental fields.

m 

Because there are no boundaries, 
persons extend beyond their skin." 

wellness and absence of 
disease. Positive health is 
rhythmic consistency. 0 

The life process evolves irre-
versibly onward along the 
space-time continuum that 
may continue after death. 
"Health is a value term 
defined by the culture or 
individual. "Health and ill-
ness are manifestations of 
pattern and are considered 
'to denote behaviors that are 
of high value and low value.' 
Events manifested in the life 
process indicate the extent 
to which man achieves max-
imum health according to 
some value system."q 

art. 

Promotes sym-
phonic interac-
tion between the 
environment and 
man, to 
strengthen the 
coherence and 
integrity of the 
human being and 
to direct and 
redirect patterns 
of interaction 
between man 
and his enviro;'-
ment for the real-
ization 'of maxi-
mum health 
potential.' 

'Marth E. Rogers, An introduction to the Theoretical Basis o/Nursing (Philadelphia: F. A. Davis, 1970); Joann Sebastian Daily et al., "Unitary ·Human Beings," in Nursing Theorists and Their Work, ed. Ann 
M:;arriJer-Tomey, 3rd ed. (St. Louis: Mosby, 1994), pp. 211-30; Martha E. Rogers, "Science of Unitary Human Beings," in Explorations on Martha Roger.;' Science 0/ Unitary Human Beings, ed. Violet M. 

M"'linki (Norwalk, Conn.: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1986). 
"Ro gen, "Science of Unitary," pp. 4-5. 
<Ibiid., ? 5 . 'Violel\1. Malinski, "Nursing Practice Within the Science of Unitary Human Beings," in Explorations on Martha Rogers' Science oj Unitary Human Beings, ed. Violet M. ~alinsk.i (Norwalk, Conn.: Appleton-

Ce ntuy-Crofts, 1986), p. 26. 
'Ibi'd. 
'Ibiid. 

·gDa...-ily it aI., ~Unitary Human Beings," p.230. 
"Rooj!er, "Science of Unitary," p. 5. 
'Da ily ,t aI., "Unitary Human Be;ngs," p. 215. 
'I\<>ge., "Science of Unitary," p. 5. 
kDa.i1y tt aI., "Unital)' Human Beings," 216. 
'R<>gen, introduction, pp. 67-73. mw. Ricard Cowling, "The Relationship of Mystical Experience, Differentiation, and Creativity in College Students," in Exp/oraNons on Martha Rogers' Science oj Unitary Human Beings, ed. Violet M. 

Ma linki (Norwalk, Conn.: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1986), pp. 131-39. 
nMallintd, "Nursing Practice," p. 26. 
"DaJiy It aI., "Unitary Human,Beings," p. '216. 
i>Ma dini<i,"Nursing Practice," p. 22" 

.• It al., "Unitary ·Hurrra:KBefugs-," 'p / 216. 
),. 214. ' 

Caring consciousness as energy 
within the human environment 
field of a caring moment. Consciousness as energy. 

Embodied spirit. 

Health is consciousness; human
environmental energy field. 

Phenomenal field/unitary con
sciousness: unbroken wholeness 
and connectedness of all. 

'-

NURSING 

"Clinical Caritas (Love) Process." 

NurSing is a transpersonal car
ing relationship. 

Transpersonal caring is con
sciousness. Aims to facilitate 
individuals gaining 'a higher 
degree of harmony within the 
mind, body and soul, which 
generates self-knowledge, self
reverence, self-healing and self
care processes while allowing 
increasing diversity. 

'See Jean Watson, Pastmodern Nursing (Edinburgh: Churchill livingstone, 1999), p . 147, accessed February 3, 2004 <http://www2.uchsc.edu/son/caring/content/wct.asp>. 

Rosemme Parse: The Human Becoming Theory" (Middle Range Theory) 

GOD ENVIRONMENf PERSON 

Not clearly identified. 

"The universe" seems to ful
fill the ;ole of higher power. 

"The universe." 

A pattern and organization of 
energy. Man and environment' 
interchange energy to create what 
is in the world. 

Humans construct what is real for 
them from choices made from 
many realms of the universe. 

The human is: 

1. coexisting while coconstituting, 
rhythmical patterns with the uni
verse. 

2. an open being, freely choosing 
meaning in situation, bearing 
responsibility. for decisions. 

3. a living unity continuously 
coconstituting, patterns of relating. 

4. transcending multi-dimension
ally with the possibles. 

HEALTII 

Health is a synthesis of values, a . 
way of living. A process of being 
and becoming. 

BeCOming is: 

1. an open process,experienced· 
by the human. 

2. a rhythmically coconstituting 
human universe process. 

3. the human's pattern of relat
ing value priorities. 

4. an intersubjective process of 
transcending with .the possibles. 

5. human evolVing. 

NURSING 

Directed toward illurilinating 
and mobiliZing family interrela
tionships in light of the mean
ing given to health. 

"True presence," including: 

1. Illuminating meaning. 

2. Synchronizing rhythyms. 

3. Mobilizing transcendence. 
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' Rosemarie Rizzo Parse, ed., The HUman Becoming Theory In Practice and Research (New York: Nationall.eague for Nursing Press, 1995), pp. 5-8,81-83, and Rickard E. Lee et aI., "Man-liVing-Health," *" 
in Nuning Theorists and Their Work, ed. Ann Marriner-Tomey, 3rd ed. (St. Louis: Mosby, 1994), pp. 445-59. '-0 
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Betty Neuman's systems model is an example of the influence of both GST 
and the concept of holism on nursing theory. She first published her theory in 

1972, four years after von Bertalanffy published his book. In Neuman's theory, 

holism is viewed comprehensively. A person is viewed as a whole, and all di

mensions--psychological and social-are attended to in care. Neuman added a 

spiritual dimension in the second edition of her book.7 

The theories of Betty Neuman, Dorthea Orem and Sr. Callista Roy repre~ent 

the influence of GST and the comprehensive sense of holism. Each of these 

theories presents a rational modern approach to nursing and science. Each 

theory directs nurses to attend to all aspects of the patient in caregiving and 

provides an organizing framework for nursing care. Neuman and Roy ac
knowledge God in some way, while Orem recognizes patients' understanding 

of God. Although each of these theories is basically secular,' we can see the 

strong influence of biblical views in the concepts of person, health, environ

ment and nursing. 
, The philosophical meaning of holism undergirds more recent theories, even 

those that do not use the term itself. Holism in these postmodern theories is the 

idea that all things are interconnected and that the larger environment is con
tained within the individual, even the smallest aspects of the person. In principle 

these theories reject a systems approach. Hence, analyses of the bio-psycho

social dimensions are not stressed. What is emphasized is the spiritual nature of 

the whole person, and nursing care often involves helping patients move along 

in their spiritual development. 
The most common interventions advocated by philosophical holism include 

energy therapies of various kinds, guided imagery and other mental therapies, 

and different forms of spiritism including channeling and shamanistic rituals. 

Prayer mayor may not be addressed to a god separate and distinct from the one 

who prays. If it is directed to a god, the individual defines that god. Often prayer 

is seen as merely good intentions on the part of the nurse healer toward the ill 

person. 
Martha Rogers's postmodern theory, science of unitary human beings, is 

based on philosophical holism. Her definitions for person, health, environ

ment and nursing all read pretty much the same. If any concept stands for 
god it would be energy field. All dimensions of reality make up everything 

that exists, from the microcosm to the macrocosm, and there are no bound

aries between them. Rogers uses the impersonal language of physics but re

defines it. 

7Betty Neurn~n, Thil Nruman Sj!gtllmgMDd~l, 21\d ~d. (N6l'\V:\lk, Conn,: Appleton Lange, 1999) . .. ' 
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, Rogers opened the door to the mystical and the paranormal in her theory. 

rse educator Francis Bileysuggests that Rogers's ideas were strongly influ

ced by the cultural changes taking plac~ in Greenwich Village in New York 

ty in the 1940s and 1950s. Authors and artists were creating new movements 

Writing and art, attempting to move beyond the rational way to knowledge. 

Many sought an altered consciousness and an experience with the loss of 
'~~'-" 8 
Boundaries through drugs. 

Jean Watson's philosophy of science and caring reflects Rogers's thinking and 

lllOguage but goes beyond it. Philosophical holism in Watson's postmodern the

iii'8ry moves toward a revived paganism. She freely uses personal and religious 

~teffits like "sacred unconscious," "universal mind" and "spirit." All reality is spir-
~( , 

"1!Ual with personal qualities of consciousness, intelligence and compassion. At 

'imnes Watson seems to make distinctions between aspects of reality (for exam-
, -,;f:,t 

. '\:ple,a deeper higher energy source and increasing diversity), but she also seems 

19 suggest that obliterating boundaries leads to harmony. Her language often re

';',flects Christian influence, but it also opens the door to the spirit world Christians 

warned against in Scripture. 

Rosemarie Parse's postmodern Human Being Becoming theory reflects influ

ces of Rogers and humanistic psychology based on existentialism. Shades of 

, T are seen in her definitions in that they are not all the same. The holism un

rlying her theory mixes both comprehensive · and philosophical uses of the ' 

m. The human being becoming is human-centered. Persons with the power 

choose create their own reality-thus replacing . God. The responsibility for 

. :~aking good choices is consistent with Scripture, but Parse's humanistic psy
.2i:hology goes too far by eliminating the need for God, 

,~ Madeline Leininger's culture care theory takes a different approach from the 

'~th-er postmodern theories discussed. It is postmodern in the sense that she sees 

.twtn as defined by ~ach cult~re, not by a transcultural reality or God. If anything 

. ~~?ds above culture, it would be health, but even that is defined by the culture. 
iA ~hother sense Leininger's theory is modern in that she uses anthropological 

language and tools , She uses the terms person, health, environment and nurs

ing,but allows each culture to define them differently. Leininger's theory is use

ful :for nurses in crosscultural nursing, especially for learning about the differ

ence"s in their own and other cultures. But she does not give us transcultural 

u:uth for evaluating them. 

'll:'Biley, "The Impact of the Beat Generation and Po p u lgr Culture on the Development of Mar
~a Rogers's Theory of the Science of Unitary Beings," International History. of NurStngJour
,nal; winter 1999, p, 5. 
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Nursingfrom a Christian Worldview 

What we believe about God shapes our understanding of human persons and 

. the environment in which we find ourselves. That, in t1.lrn, informs our concept 

of health and directs us to the means by which we nurture one another toward 

health and healing (see figure 3.1). So as Christians, we begin with a theology 
of nursing more than a philosophy or theory. If we truly believe what we say. 

we believe about God, we cannot help but act in obedience to him, which 

means communicating the good news of salvation, health and healing through 

word and deed. 

Health c> Nursing 

Figure 3.1. Nursing from a Christian perspective 

The Christian worldview affirms good empirical science and the appropriate 

use of technology. They are gifts from God to be used for the benefit of creation. 

The methods of science give us knowledge of the physical aspects of creation. 

However, science has its limits. The personal, spiritual aspects of creation are 

veiled, and, while manifested in the physical world, they cannot be explained 
by science. The meaning of the personal and spiritual are seen only in the con
text of a larger worldview. 

Christians also affirm many of the concerns and goals of the New Paradigm, 

although our understanding of the concepts invOlved may differ. We share the 

concern for a more personal approach to health care, including the use of 

touch. We hold a holistic view of the person and recognize the need to provide 
cOrrUort in human sufferinQ. Thp C.hri.~tl '>n vvnrlnv lP-nT ;"dud",,, th A ~",o l;ty o f th .. 

Bpirirual and unseen lnd the impormnce of f!l.ith !l.nd ~r~y~r. W~ r~M~filze th<1t 
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there may be forms of physical en
ergy that we cannot yet measure, 

and we reject the scientism that re

duces all reality to physical or ma" 
terial phenomena. 

The uniqueness of Christ

inspired nursing .lies in its empha

sis on caring for the whole person 

as embodied, respecting each 

person as created in the image of 

God. It is both a science and an 

art, but primarily it is a response 

to God's grace and a reflection of 
his character. 

Christian Uniqueness 
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While Christian values such as unconditional love and compassionate caring 

have been widely appreciated, even by postmodern nurses, other aspects of 

Christian faith are coming under intense criticism. Consider the follOWing dis
cussion we recently had with a group of nursing faculty members. 

"With increased diversity and the rapid proliferation of other religions in our 

society, nursing has to become more inclusive," one professor explained, then 

continued, "We have to be more open-minded and approach spirituality from a 
broader perspective." 

Another added, "It is presumptuous for Christians to think they can know 

. God better than people of other religions. Although the Christian faith is right 
for me, I think we have to respect their traditions as well." 

"All truth is God's truth," 'interjected another. "If alternative therapies work, 

we should use them, regardless of the worldview behind them." 

While all of these nurses are Christians, they are also postmodern in their un
derstanding of spirituality: Their comments echoed the spirit of our age. 

A Christian worldview cannot simply be superimposed on any other world

view. One of the unique features of Christianity- the one that grates most on 

the postmodern conscience- is the scandal of particularity. The Bible teaches 

that God singled out one people (the Hebrews) at a particular time and place 

in history to whom he revealed himself as the only true God. 'He drew firm 

boundaries? requiring absolute faithfulness. Any worship of other gods he la
b e le d idolatry o r "piritual adultcl-Y. He then [Ook on human flesh in the one per-

son of Jesus Christ, who said, "I am the way, and the truth, and the life. No one 
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comes to the Father except through me" (Tn 14:6). You can't get much more ex
clusive. However, Jesus also said, 

I am the bread of life. Whoever comes to me will never be hungry, and 

whoever believes in me will never be thirsty . ... This is indeed the will 

of my Father, that all who see the Son and believe in him may have etemal 

life; and I will rajse them up on the last day. (Jn 6:35, 40) 

God's offer of salvation is, in reality, the most inclusive belief system. He calls 
all of creation into relationship with himself. It is a free gift, but it is on his terms. 

When Job, in the Old Testament, questioned God's design, the Lord responded 
by charging, "Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth? Tell me, 

if you have understanding" (Job 38:4). When we presume to know a better way 

than what God has revealed to us in Scripture; we are like children crying, "Ev

erybody else is doing it!" Every wise parent knows that what "everybody else" 

is doing is not necessarily right or good. The call to be spiritually inclusive 

sounds virtuous but ends in practical rebellion against God. Furthermore, the 

kind of tolerance advocated by many people in our society is merely indiffer

ence, not kindness . and compassion. This tolerance can be compared to nurses 

allowing patients to remain in bed too long because it hurts for them to move. 
To see the effects of our belief systems on nursing practice today, we will 

first look at what we know about God, then briefly compare the concepts of the 

nursing metaparadigm in the biblical worldview to the two other worldviews 

that prevail in our culture today, modernism and postmodernism. The chapters 

that follow will further explore the practical implications of the biblical world

view and other worldviews in the nursing metaparadigm. In the process we will 

discover some of the reasons why the present health care system has evolved 

into the impersonal, highly technological "body shop" approach of managed 

care, while at the same time it has turned to energy-based theories with their 

widenihg array of often bizarre and unproven alternative therapies. We aim to 

propose a more satisfying alternative. 

A Biblical View of God 

A theology of nursing must be centered in Christian doctrine as contained in the 

SCriptures and affirmed by the historic Christian creeds. Although some Chris

tian traditions would like to avoid referring to creedal formulations, preferring 

instead to claim "Christ alone" as their only creed, in today's religious climate 

the terms God, Jesus and Christ mean many different things. The historic creeds 
of the church provide a.definitive summary of essential theological understand
ingi), Theologian Timothy Lull cxplainB; 

Christian Worldview for NurSing 

The early church discovered it could not live by Scripture alone in the sim
ple sense of settling every question on the basis of biblical teaching. ' Some 

rule of faith was needed to distinguish true Christians from those many 

others who used Christian writings-and even the person of Jesus 

Christ-as a character in a very different story. The ancient world was full 

of competing religious groups, almost anyone of which could incorporate 

the Jesus story in some way and use him for their own purposes. 

The three Creeds specify the precise Jesus story which is the authentic 

witness of the Bible. They speak with increasing preCision and length 

about the God who loved the world and about his coIning among us in 

Jesus Christ. They speak of one God who made the world, but did not 
stand afar off when human beings fell into sin. Rather, "for us and for our 

salvation he came down from heaven and .. . was made man.,,9 
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The three creeds Lull references are the Apostles', Nicene and Athanasian 
Creeds. The Apostles' Creed 

was developed in the sec

ond century out of a baptis

mal liturgy used by the 
church in Rome. The Nicene 
Creed was constructed by 

the Council of Nicea in 325 

and revised to its present 

form in 381, to counter the 

heresy of Arianism (which 

denied the divinity of Christ). 

The Athanasian Creed de

velopedin about the fifth 

century. 

The trinitarian nature of 
God.,-Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit-forms the basic struc

ture for each of the historic 

creeds. God is described as 

Creator of the universe, who 

established both time and 

eternity; Redeemer of the 

9.rimothy F. Lull, Called to Confess Christ (Philadelphia: Parish Life, 1980), p. 37. 
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world, who entered history in human form to suffer and die for our sins; and 
Sanctifier of his people, who continues to dwell among and within us. We can 

know God personally, but we cannot become God or force him to do our bid

ding. Furthermore, we can know God only as he reveals himself to us. We 

cannot merely shape God into whatever we want him to be. The Bible calls 

that idolatry.lO 

God requires our obedience and faithfulness, and he cannot be manipylated 
or controlled (Job 38:4--40:1; Is 43:13). He is both transcendent (beyond us) 

and immanent (with us). The prophet Isaiah tells us, 

For thus says the high and lofty one who inhabits eternity, whose name 

is Holy: I dwell in the high and holy place, and also with those who are 

contrite and humble in spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble, andto 

revive the heart of the contrite. (Is 57:15) 

We are to worship God inspirit and in truth Qn 4:23), not tum to him as a good 

luck charm or try to bargain with him. He is not a celestial candy machine, ready 

to chum out treats if we insert the right coins. 
Just as the Christian creeds were developed in times of upheaval and contro

versy, when many conflicting views of God vied for adherents in the church, 
we need to clearly identify the essential components of Christian theology to

day. The problem of het~rodoxy is not new. Many old heresies simply reappear 

in new forms, but as our culture moves from modernism to postrnodernism, the 

lines may once again need to be drawn in new places. Jesus warned that false 

doctriries would develop and that his followers would need discernment: 

Not everyone who says to me, "Lord, Lord," will enter the kingdom of 

heaven, but only the one who does the will of my Father in heaven. On 

that day many will say to me, "Lord, Lord, did we not prophesy in your 
name, and cast out demons in your name, and do many deeds of power 

in your name?" Then I will declare to them, "I never knew you; go away 
from me, you evildoers." (Mt 7:21-23) 

At strategic points in history, ecclesiastical councils, reformations and revivals 

developed to root out heresy and reform the church. The reformers knew that 

the way people viewed God not only affected their worship and personal sal

vation but also shaped their ethics and morality-the way they related to one 

another, and their use and abuse of power. These results are evident in church 

history as it relates to nursing history. With a few exceptions, during times when 

IOS@@ ISlI.hh 44 for II. grophic deseripriM. I)f h6"'-' GM views our idolatry. 
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the church remained faithful to Scripture and orthodox in beliefs, nursing flour

ished. When the church grew weak and corrupt, nursing suffered and de
clined.ll 

God the Creator 

When St. Paul preached to Greek philosophers in Athens, he commended them 
for being very religious and even erecting an altar to an unknown god. He 

claimed to know who this god was: "The God who made the world and every

thing in it, he who is Lord of heaven and of earth . . . he himself gives to all 

mortals life and breath and all things. From one ancestor he made all nations 

to inhabit the Whole earth ... he is not far from each one of us" (Acts 17:22-27). 

Paul then quoted two of their poets, "For 'In him [God) we live and move and 

have our being'; as even some of your own poets have said, 'For we too are 

his offspring'" (Acts 17:28). Paul was asserting what Jews and Christians be

lieve, that God alone is the only uncreated reality, the only being who is eter

nally self-existent. All else that exists, living and nonliving, is created and sus

tained by the Creator. 

We are God's offspring in the sense that he created us. By asserting that all 
humanity descended from one ancestor, Paul affirmed the unity of the human 

. race as well as the source of our life in God. Some of the Athenians believed 

that their race had sprung "from the soil of their city. Paul did not mean that hu~ 

mans were a mere manifestation of a universal divinity in which they would 

someday lose their individual existence. What he did mean was that we are to

tally dependent upon God for our life, even if we do not recognize it.12 

While all created things are dependent upon the Creator, God, on the other 

hand, has life in himself. He is self-existent. Jesus said', "For just as the Father 

has life in himself, so he p.as granted the Son also to have life in himself' Qn 

5:26). Jesus, the Son, was both God and human (a mystery indeed), and here 

he was claiming to have the same self-existent life as God the Father. He spoke 
these words in the context of teaching about the resurrection of all who have 

ever lived and died. St. Paul wrote of Jesus Christ, 

11 Ann Bradshaw, Lighting the Lamp: The Spiritual Dimension of Nursing Care (London: Scutari, 
1994), pp. 97-169. 

12A word picture from the Old Testament envisions people being "bound in the bundle of the 
. living under the care of the LoRD your God" (1 Sam 25:29). Another' picture is that of being 
held in God's hand: "In his hand is the life of every living thing and the breath of every human 
being" (Job 12: 10). God is seen as a life-giving fountain of water: "For with you is the fountain 
of life; in your light we see light" CPs 36:9), God is like a protective trail guide: "Bless our ' 
God, 0 peoples, let the sound of his praise be heard, who has kept us among the living, and 
has not let our feet slip" (Ps 66:8-9). . 
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He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation; for in 
him all things in heaven and on earth were created, things visible and in

visible, whether thrones or dominions or rulers or powers-all things 

have been created through him and for him. He himself is before all 

things, and in him all things hold together. (Col 1:15-17) 

A Loving Heavenly Father 

Our knowledge of God is not something we can use to gain power over others. 

If we try it, we risk God's rejection (see Mt 7:21-23). Knowing God doesn't con

vey social status; instead it gives us a family identity. We understand God in 

terms of relationship-a relationship of faithfulness and trust. The Bible pro

vides several vivid analogies. We relate to God as a child to a parent, as a bride 

to her husband and as a branch to the vine. These are intimate and essential 

relationships, necessary to create, sustain and nurture life itself. 
We understand God as Creator most clearly when we see him as our loving 

heavenly Father. While many people struggle with the idea of God as Father' 

because their relationship with an earthly father was marred, that does not ne
gate the imagery. For it is in looking at God that we see how a father should 
relate to his children. Martin Luther, in constructing his Small Catechism, an in
structional guide for children, put it this way: 

I believe that God has created me together with all creatures. God has 

given me and still preserves my body and soul: eyes, ears, and all limbs 

and senses; reason and mental faculties. In addition, God daily and abun

dantly provides shoes and clothing, food and drink, house and home, 

spouse and clothing, fields, livestock, and all property-along with all the 

necessities and nourishment for this body and life. God protects me 

against all danger and shields and preserves me from all evil. God does 

all this out of pure, fatherly, and divine goodness and mercy, without any 

merit or worthiness of mine at all! For this lowe it to God to thank and 

praise, serve and obey him. This is most certainly true. 13 

We can learn a great deal about God from parenthood. In many ways we are 

all like two-year-olds who have broken away from our parents in a toy store. 

Surrounded by delightful playthings, we assume that they have been put there 

for us. We do not realize that they belong to someone else and will cost our 
parents dearly if we break them. Neither do we see the dangers that surround 

" Martin Luth",, ', £'""IJ""- " Smull Cut<;;r;/JfSm, u·an~. TlIDOU1y wengen (MInneapOliS: Augsburg For-

tress, 1996, ~ti~il\~llS36), p. 21. ' 
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us. We cannot read the labels that say "Not Safe for Children Under Three." Nor 

do we realize that kidnappers may be lurking ' in the aisles waiting to abduct 

children. Furthermore, it does not occur to us that our parents may be frantically 

looking for us, while we wander gleefully among the goodies. 

Being the mother of teenagers has given me (Judy) even more insights into 

God's relationship with his people who are constantly trying to establish inde
pendence from him. It is a terribly personal and protective role. You watch 

your son go out, boldly naive to the dangers that await him-but you let him 

go, knowing that he must learn from the "school of hard knocks." You deny 

your daughter many of her deep desires, even when you could probably afford 

to buy them and would love to lavish them upon her, because you realize that 

doing so would only produce an arrogant, selfish child. You trust your good 

name to your children, only to receive a detention slip in the mail because one 

of them has called the teacher an inappropriate name. It is hard to be a parent, 

,and yet we continue to love and nurture our children regardless of their be

havior, to stick by them and to discipline them. Most of the time they don't un

derstand or appreciate what we do-the carefully prepared meal is left un
eaten; the intended surprise gift of clothing is left in a heap and never worn; 
the rules are broken. You become invisible and unacknowledged when their 
friends are present. I'm beginning to understand how God's heart is grieved by 

our unfaithfulness. 

But the love and pain we feel as parents is nothing compared to the great 

love our heavenly Father has for us. Jesus tells us, "If you then, who are evil, 

know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will your Father 

in heaven give good things to those who ask him!" (Mt 7:11). God faces the 

same tensions in his relationship to us, yet he remains absolutely faithful. The 

. psalmist tells us, "As a fa!her has compassion for his children, so the LORD has 
. compassion for those who fear him" (Ps 103:13). The prophet Hosea quotes 

God as saying, 

When Israel was a child, I loved him, 

and out of Egypt I called my son. 

The more I called them, 

the more they went from me; 

they kept sacrificing to the Baals, 
and offering incense to idols. 

Yet it was I who taught Ephraim to walk, 
I took them up in my arms; 

but they did not know that I healed them. 



I led them with cords of human kindness, 
with bands of love. 

r was to them like those 

who lift infants to their cheeks. 
r bent down to them and fed them. (Hos 11:1-4) 

CALLED TO CARE 

The fact that God is our Creator and Father indicates that we owe ~im our 
full allegiance and gratitude. Although we represent him in all that we do, we 
can never impersonate him, much less become God. However, the relationship 

we experience with God is intended to be one of joy and delight. The Westmin

ster Shorter Catechism puts it beautifully: 

Ql : What is the chief end of man? 

AI : Man's chief end is to glorify God, and to enjoy him forever. 

The implications of this fatherly relationship with God for nursing are abun
dant. We serve a loving God who truly cares for us-and for our patients. He is 

concerned about our nutrition, hydration and appearance (Mt 6:25-34). He 

knows us intimately, even the number of hairs on our heads (Mt 10:30); he calls 

us by name (Is 43:1). Not only is he aware of human suffering, he walks with 
us through it (Ex 3:12; Is 43:2) and suffers with us (Heb 2:9). We can trust him 

in the midst of our suffering, just as young children trust their parents, because 

we know he is faithful. First Peter 4:19 tells us, "Therefore, let those suffering in 

accordance with God's will entrust themselves to a faithful Creator, while con

tinuing to do good." 

While the biblical understanding of God certainly does not answer all the 

why? questions, it puts them into perspective. Our children don't understand 

why they have to eat their vegetables, or struggle through learning multiplica

tion tables, or suffer the pain of immunizations, but as parents we know what 

is best for them. In the same way, we do not know why our patients suffer and 

die, but we can be assured that God loves them and cares for them far more 

than we do. What a contrast to the modernist worldview that sees God (if he 

exists at all) as dispassionate and uninvolved with creation. The contrast is even 

starker when compared to the view of God as impersonal energy served by an 

array of amoral spirits who must be manipulated and appeased. 

God in Human Form 

God's relationship to his people is most clearly demonstrated in Jesus Christ. 
Jesus is not just a good example or cosmic consciousness. He is Almighty God 
hunself whO came to live among us as fully human. He shared our struggles, 
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experienced pain, suffered and died so that we could be restored to full rela- . 

tic;:mship with God, our heavenly Father. 

Since, then, we have a great high priest who has passed through the heav

ens, Jesus, the Son of God, let us hold fast to our confession. For we do 
not have a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our weaknesses, 

but we have one who in every respect has been tested as we are, yet with

out sin. Let us therefore approach the throne of grace with boldness, so 

that we may receive mercy and find grace to help in time of need. (Heb 

4:14-16) 

In Jesus we see God's presence with us in concrete terms. We laiow God is 

concerned about human illness and suffering because we can read about how 

Jesus healed the sick, cast out demons and even raised the dead. Furthermore, 

his whole earthly life was ordered around the ultimate purpose of going to the 
cross to suffer for us so that we could escape suffering. First Peter 2:24 tells us, 
"He himself bore our sins in his body on the cross, so that, free from sins, we 

might live for righteousness; by his wounds you have been healed." 

It is through Jesus that we receive the motivation and power to care for oth

ers. He is the clear demonstration of God's love for us Qn 3:16; 1 Jn 3:1), and it 

is because he first loved us that we can love others (1 Jn 4:19). Furthermore, he 

has blessed and commissi~ned us to go out in his name, continiling his works 

of caring, healing and exorcism (Mt 28:19-20; Mk 16:17; Lk 10:9). InJohn 14:12 

Jesus tells us, "The one who believes in me will also do the works that I do and, 
in fact, will do greater works than these." 

Spirit of the Living God 

We experience God's ongoing intimate involvement in our lives through the 

work of the Holy Spirit. 'The Holy Spirit is not an energy field we can transmit, 

as practitioners of touch therapies might claim, nor is it the spark of divinity in

herent in human beings as might be claimed by some new religious movements, 

or even God's female alter ego as misapprehended by some feminist groups. 

Soon before his death, Jesus said that he would send the Holy Spirit as Coun

selor (Advocate) to be with us forever Qn 14:16). This Spirit teaches us all things 

and guides us into truth. He comes from God the Father and bears witness to 

Jesus Qn 14:25; 15:26; 16:13). The apostle Paul tells us, 

Likewise the Spirit helps us in our weakness; for we do not know how to 
pray as we ought, but that very Spirit intercedes with sighs too deep for 
words. And God, who searches the hean, knows what is the mind of the 
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Spirit, because the Spirit intercedes for the saints according to the will of 

God. (Rom 8:26-27) 

The Holy Spirit bestows gifts upon us and produces godly fruit in our lives. 
The gifts are those things that empower us to serve others in Christ's name

wisdom, knowledge, faith, service, giving aid, acts of mercy, healing, working 

miracles, teaching, prophecy; exhortation, discernment of spirits, and tongues 

(Rom 12:6-8; 1 Cor 12:8-10). Through these gifts we are able to parth!:ipate in 

the work of God's kingdom. We are not left on our own to try to conjure up the 

power and ability to face the weight of suffering and death in nursing; the Holy 

Spirit gives us .all that we need. Once we realize that we do all good things in 

partnership with God, we can relax and allow him to work through us. Life

including nurSing-becomes an amazing adventure where we are constantly 

surprised by God's great goodness. 

The fruit of the Spirit is the character of God demonstrated in our lives--Iove, 
joy, peace, patience, kindness; generosity, faithfulness, gentleness and self-con

trol (Gal 5:22-23). Again, these are not personal accomplishments we have to 

strive toward. They are the natural results of having the Holy Spirit livihg within 

us. Jesus said, "I am the vine, you are the branches. Those who abide in me and 

I in them bear much fruit, because apart from me you can do nothing" Qn 15:5). 

As we spend time with God in prayer and live our lives in obedience to him, 

we. will demonstrate the fruit of his Spirit and experience his power in our daily 

lives--while at the same time becoming intensely aware of our own inadequacy 

and sinfulness. 

The only appropriate response to an encounter with this true God is a hum

ble recognition of our own sinfulness and powerlessness. John tells us that the 

Holy Spirit will "prove the world wrong about sin and righteousness and judg

ment" Qn 16:8). When we stand before our Holy God, we lose any of our cul

ture's pretensions about being "baSically good" or having "a basically positive 

direction.,,14 The prophet Isaiah vividly described his response to an awesome 

encounter with God: 

And I said: "Woe is me! I am lost, for I am a man of unclean lips, and I 
live among a people of unclean lips; yet my eyes have seen the King, the 
LORD of hosts!" (Is 6:5) 

Our culture tends to view this recognition of human sinfulness as negative and 

"Carl R. Rogers, On Becoming a Person (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1961), p. 26. Rogers asserts 
.J ••. u . ...I d o ... . , U "; , .--, , .,. , . • I •• . ~ , .r l ' . ... . I I '''' ~" . " '-" V '_f·tl .: u · ...... "'·.tl .. y p OOH:l ... · O ClirQctiona.! tC1'ldc:J."lC i C ;) 'Wa.,;, UCl\)l\,,; 

to his personality theory. 

A Christian Worldview jar NurSing 63 

goes to great lengths to avoid it. However, the biblical understanding of sin is 

one of the most liberating theological concepts in Christian doctrine. How else 

. can we explain the ravages of war, illness, accidents, natural disasters and all 

the abuse and violence ill human relationships? Even those who do not ac

knowledge God insist that we must recognize our problems before we can do 

anything about them. It is our confession of sin that drives us to Jesus Christ as 

Savior to find forgiveness and redemption. It restores our perspective to s~e that 

God is on his throne; his kingdom is secure. Confessing our own sinfulness and 
experiencing God's forgiveness frees us to delight in the joy of his salvation. 

This relationship of gr;J.ce overflows into praise to God and a life ' of service to 

humanity. Nursing, as a public ministry of the church, developed out of this un
derstanding of sin. and redemption. 

The Seen and Unseen 

The Christian worldview includes a spiritual "dimension-things that we cannot 

see. In ' our own culture, scientism has blinded us to the reality of the spiritual 

world. The Bible affirms that the personal, spiritual, unseen world is real and 

was created by God (Eph 6:12). The Nicene Creed affirms, "We believe in one 

God, the Father, the Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, of all that is, seen 
and unseen." 

Spiritual beings are not merely psychological projections. They are personal, 

intelligent beings, and they have intentions toward us (Lk 22:31; 1 Pet 5:8-9; Jas 

4:7). One form of spiritual beings, angels, are God's servants under his authority 

(Col 1:16; Heb 1:14). God often directs them to protect and shelter his people 
(Gen 19:15; 1 Kings 19:5-7; Mt 4:6; Lk 1:30; 4:10; 22:43). 

Another form of spiritual beings, evil spirits or demons, were also created by 
God but rebelled against him (Rev 12:9). They are beings who intend to deceive 

. us about God and to control us, ultimately destroying us (1 Pet 5:8). We are not 

~to worship angels or evil spirits or enter into collusion with them (Ps 91 :11; Mt 
26:53; Lk 4:10; Col 2:18). 

Because demons deceive and destroy apd because they are spiritUally pow
'erful and crafty, we are to have no dealings with them C1 Cor 10:20-21; 2 Cor 

'2:11; 1 Tim 4:1). Christians are protected from demons' power by being in Christ . 
Jesus, but they constantly tempt tis (Mt 28:18;Jn 8:31-32; Acts 19:11-20; Eph 6:11). 

; As we have noted already, the four basic concepts that shape the nature of 

nursing are the person, environment, health and nursing. We have found it nec
'essaryto begin with the concept of God to make sense of the concepts that fol
low. In the remainder of this chapter we will provide some basic definitions and 

understandings based on a Christian worldview. They are summarized in figure 
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3.2, "Worldviews in brief." Each concept will be more fully explored in the fol

lowing chapters. 

Person 
Fawcett describes the person as "the recipient of nursing, including individuals, 

families, communities, and other groupS.,,15 We would also include the nurse as 

. a person, as well as all those human beings who are not presently rec}pients of 

nursing care. 
In the modern worldview the person is reduced to what can be seen-anat-

omy and physiology. Although there is some recognition of the mind, or soul, 

it is dismissed because it cannot be quantified and measured. Health care in this 

worldview is medical and surgical technology. In the postmodern worldview 

the person is often viewed as "congealed energy." Heaith care involves manip

ulating the energy, or vital life force, to restore balance. Increasingly, it is openly 

moving toward manipulation of spirits as well. 
A Christian worldview regards all people as created by God in his image 

(Gen 1:26) to live in loving relationship with God, self and others (Deut 6:4-6; 

Mt 22:37-39). God made people to be responsible stewards of the environment 
(Gen 1:26). Every person is separated from God by sin, but that relationship is 

restored by grace through faith in Jesus Christ, in whom we are redeemed and 
sanctified by the Holy Spirit (Rom 3:22-28; 1 Cor 6:11). The person is a physi

cally, psychosocially and spiritually integrated being with intrinsic value and sig
nificance (Ps 8:4-8; 1 Thess 5:23; Heb 2:11-17). Each person is responsible to 

live a healthful lifestyle (1 Cor 3:16-17; Eph 5:29) and to promote health (Ex ~.' 
15:26; 3 Jn 2), but also to find meaning in suffering and death (Rom 5:3-5; 1 Cor .\ 

15:54; 1 Thess 4:13-14). 

Environment 
According to Fawcett the environment "refers to the person's significant others ~' 
and physical surroundings, as well as to the setting in which nursing occurs, I 
which ranges from the person's home to clinical agencies to society as a whole.,,16' 

}f' 

How do worldviews affect the context of nursing? Look around you. If you t 

are in a high~tech, low-touch setting, your environment has probably been ' 
shaped by Western dualism. If you are surrounded by colleagues practicing!' 

therapeutic touch and crystal therapy, you have entered the New Paradigm. Ift 
15J~rf1llplinp F~v.rcett. Analvsis and Evaluation of Conceptual Models of Nursing, 3rd ed. 

aaClpmai r. fl., DaYl;») 1n,)) p. 7.. . 

l"rbid. 
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you are a parish nurse in a church, your practice is probably informed by Chris

tian theology. None of these settings will be purely one worldview; in fact, sev

eral worldviews may be operating in tension, but usually one of the three pre

dominates and will eventually win out. 

Human relationships-the significant others in the environment- will also 

differ according to a person's worldview. Western dualism tends toward utilitar-

, ianism. Human value is determined by whatever seems best for society and, on 

a personal level, whatever is most beneficial to me. Despite its appeal to be 
more caring and holistic, the New Paradigm tends to ultimately discount per

sonal relationship by focusing more on the self. Some New Paradigm nurse the

orists advocate transpersonal caring , in which people are viewed as energy 

fields. In so dOing, the therapeutic relationship becomes impersonal. There are 

no boundaries or distinctions, only graded intensities, between individuals. True 

community assumes that individuals retain their identity within relationships. In 

the Christian worldview we find human community and practical caring at the 

deepest level. 

The physical environment is receiving a great deal of attention today. Scien- ' 

tists wrestle with the problem of global warming, using advanced technology 
and quantitative research. Ecofeminists turn to becoming one with nature and 
conduct services worshiping "Earth Mother." Christians are also trying to deter- ' 

mine appropriate ways to be good stewards of creation, caring for the earth in 

responsible ways. The various worldviews, however, approach the environment 

from widely different perspectives. Some are compatible with Christian theol

ogy, and some are clearly incompatible. 

According to the Bible the world was created by God, who declared it good 
(Gen 1). The environment has been polluted by sin and awaits redemption by 

God (Rom 8:22). The environment includes both physical and spiritual realities 

(Col 1:16) and encompasses the human community CPs 24:1) and culture. The 
creation is separate from God (Is 55:8-9). It is not God and cannot become God 

CGen 2:7; Ex 20:23; Is 44:6-20). Each person has the responsibility to care for the 

environment as a steward of God's gifts (Gen 1:28; 1 Pet 4:10). The environment 

can bring both healing and illness. The effects of pollution and stress can con

tribute to disease. A clean, supportive environment can bring refreshment and 

healing. Because the environment affects human health, nurses have the respon

sibility to care for and improve the environment. This includes both the larger ~ 

physical environment and the more immediate surroundings of their patients. 

lIealth lsthe goal of nursmg- the outcome ot care- but definitions of health 

A Christian Worldview for Nursing , 

vary greatly in our society and from culture to culture. The way we define healtl 
will have major ramifications in the way we practice nursing. It will shape bu 

assessments and interventions, as well as the way we determine success. 

For the Western dualist, health is simply the absence of disease. The goal a 

nursing is to maintain optimal biological functiOning, often with little regard fOJ 

emotional and spiritual concerns. The extreme application of this definition hat 

led to abuses of heroic measures, such as repeatedly resuscitating terminally iIi 
cancer patients or maintaining brain-dead persons on life-support systems. 
However, we also see it reflected in nursing's attempts to quantify the causes 

and effects in nursing practice: nursing process, nursing diagnosis, and interven

tion and outcome classification. We can appreciate many of the positive results 

in patient care gained through viewing health as the absence of disease, but its 
usefulness is limited. Not all people respond to prescribed policies and proce

, dures, or drugs and treatments, in the same way. Dualism does not account for 
the spiritual and unseen- the bu~an factor. 

The New Paradigm attempts to deal with the human factor and take into ac

count the emotional and spiritual variables that make each individual unique. 

In the New Paradigm, health is seen as something that you must define for your
self. Margaret Newman sees health as "expanding consciousness.,,17 Rosemarie 
Parse sees it as "the quality of life as experienced by the person. ,,18 The problem 

with these definitions of health is that nursing ends up with no goals, or at best 

conflicting goals. NurSing may range from standing by without any physical in

terventions to perfOrming potentially harmful procedures that the patient de

:t- sires. The movement toward assisted suicide grows out of this loose definition 
0'' of health. ,,} .. ; 

~.,.,\:~'j:'-

:~ In a Christian worldview, wellness, or health, is being able to live as God cre-

!~ ated us to live-as an integrated whole living in lOVing relationship with God, 

~f,~I'self and others CPs '16). It is dependent on the cross and resurrection of Jesus 
·~i·Christ (Is 53:5; 1 Pet 2:24). Health is central to the Old Testament concept of 

f/jsbalom CPs 38:3; Jer 33:6) and the New Testament understanding of salvation 

rliCLk 18:42). The presence of sin in the world and the predilection of each person 
~~~o sin impinge on health spiritually, physically and psychosocially CEx 20:5; Ps 

.!.132:3-4; Lk 5:17-25). Physical or psychosocial dysfunction can also cause spiritual 

J~,~istress (Job 16:7-9; Ps 13; 22). While God's ultimate plan for us is complete 

J' 
~ , ' , 

:ffJ%,,~~~;ret A. Newman, Health as Expanding Consciousness (St. Louis: Mosby-Year Book, 

~'Rosemarie Risso Parse, "Human Becoming: Parse's Theory of Nursing," Nursing Science 
""""''''fa''" 5 (1992): 35-42. 
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health, a person can be spiritually healthy while physically or psychosocially 
limited (1 Cor 1:27-29; 2 Cor 11:7-9). Health is the goal of nursing and a sign of 

the kingdom of God (Rev 21:1-7). 

Nursing 

We have already discussed how shifting worldviews have brought tremendous 

changes to nursing and health care. In later chapters we will examine the roots 

and implications of these paradigm shifts, but here we want to cleafly establish 
what we are talking about as nursing. In a Christian worldview, nursing is a 
ministry of compassionate care for the whole person, in response to God's 

grace, which aims to foster optimum health (shalom) and bring comfort in suf

fering and death. Nursing includes the comprehensive physical, psychosocial 

and spiritual care of individuals in the context of families and communities. Be

cause the healing work of Christ is a sign of the kingdom and a response to 

God's mercy (Lk 10:1-9), nurses follow Christ's command to "go and do like

wise" (Lk 10:37). Nurses compassionately care for anyone in need, regardless of 

ethnic identity, race, gender, age, status, diagnOSis or ability to pay (Is 61:1-3; 

Mt 25:35-36; Lk 4:18-19; 16:19-25; Gal 3:28). 
The actual tasks of nursing may vary as needs, contexts and resources 

change, but Christian nursing is always a faithful response to God's gift of sal

vation. We love others because God first loved us. That love is lived out in com

passionate action toward our neighbors. 

For Further Thinking 

Summarize what you believe about the following in one or two sentences: 

God 

Person 

Envirorunent 

Health 

Nursing 
(caring) 

Theological Reflection 

Read Colossians 1, and fill in the chart again, using the information in this pas-

A Christian Worldview for Nursing 

God 

Person 0) 

. Envirorunent 

Health 

Nursing 
(caring) 

1. How do the definitions according to Colossians 1 compare with your earlie 
definitions? 

2. What would nursing look like, in practical terms, if it were based on thes. 
definitions? 

3, How do the worldviews demonstrated in your own nursing envirorunen 
compare with a Christian worldview? 

4. What tensions arise from the differing worldviews of your employer, col 
leagues and those in your care? 

CASE STUDY: A SpirltualJourney 

Although JoAnn grew up in a Catholic family and attended a Baptist school 0 

nursing, faith came hard for her. As a child, she explains, "I looked for him a 

church, through the Mass and the musiC, but I was never sure I had really dis 

covered him." Sometimes she would challenge God to make a candle flicker a 

her command, but saw no response. She relates, "When I was a teenager, 0 m~ 

view of Christianity was rather nebulous. I knew I was a sinner and felt guilt: 

in God's presence, fearing his punishment. I didn't think much about Jesus' res 
o urrection or his love for me .... Christianity wasn't too useful to me." HoweveJ 

because of her family'S strong faith, she kept seeking God. 

In high school she became intrigued with the transcendentalism of EmerSOl 
and Thoreau, which introc;iuced her to Buddhist philosophy. She pursued Bud 

dhism in college and volunteered to go to Vietnam as an Army nurse, hopinl 

to learn more about Buddhism there. "Buddhism was attractive to me because 

it paralleled my own work ethic. Buddha is not a loving, interfering god, but i: 

rather dispassionate and inaccessible. Thus the only love you find is what yot 

create with your good works, what you do for yourself and others. 
"r dldn' [ want [0 rely on a gOd; I wanted to do things myself, get myself ou 

of my own jams, fix undesirable things in my life through meditation. I liked the 
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idea that human beings can learn to become Buddha, able to take care of all 

problems. In fact my approach to nursing was to help people help themselves." 

After returning from Vietnam she worked on a master's degree then began 

teaching nursing in a university program. Eventually her life began to unravel. 

Vietnam left lingering questions. Then a relationship with a man she loved 

ended. She explains, "At this point, I began: to realize that Buddhism was not 
fulfilling my needs. It seemed as if my whole world had turned upside-down. I 

didn't know who I was or where I was going and could find nothing but futility 

in my life. 
"My inner emptiness came clear to me one night in the hospital." A patient 

she had worked with for almost a year became seriously ill and asked JoAnn to 

pray for her. Feeling unable to pray, she replied, "I'll have to get somebody else 

to do it." 

JoAnn explains, "That cut me to the core. I knew this woman and wanted to. 

help her. But I had nothing to offer. I felt completely inadequate. I couldn't pray; 
I couldn't help her at all. 

"I didn't realize that the Lord was working on me, pestering me! As it 

turned out, a whole group of students was praying for the faculty and specif
ically for me." 

The students often talked about Jesus within JoAnn's hearing, gave her tracts 

and offered to talk further with her. Eventually JoAnn read some of the tracts 

and was struck by a personal God who loved her enough to send his son. She . 

began frequenting a Christian bookstore and reading the Bible and books rec

ommended by the store clerk. From her reading, she decided. that she 

to become a Christian. She then looked up the student who had offered to 
to her about Jesus to tell her of her new commitment. The student drove ",,,,,.,,lrllu·

to JoAnn's home to meet for Bible study and prayer. 
JoAnn continues, "1 had become a Buddhist for the security of being able to 

do everything for myself. Now I came to the Lord, gratefully letting go of that' 

burden. The Lord gave me inner healing and understanding of who I am. He 
gave me knowledge that I am really loved, that I belong to him, that I can re
linquish my feelings of inadequacy. I can just come to the Lord and say, 'You 

are completely able; my adequacy comes from you.' For me this is a whole 

identity .... In fact I have become an agent of his healing. Several years ago my 

students were praying and reaching out to me. Now after experiencing God 
love, forgiveness and healing, I'm eager to reach out to others." 

(Adapted from JoAnn Rollings, "My Search for God," Journal of Christian 
Nursmg, summer l)1M, pp. 14-l/.) 
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't$(usst(J.n Questions 

did JoAnn seem to be seeking as a teenager? 

flow does JoAnn describe her worldview as a Buddhist? 

did Buddhism affect her nursing practice? 

did her worldview change when she became a Christian? 

changed in her relationships with others? in her nursing practice? 

. - what ways does Christian faith foster excellence in nursing practice? 
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A CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW 

CURRICULA 
and 

 



Your worldview effects your 
curriculum 

 
• Your worldview…undergrinds how you view 

curriculum and curriculum planning. 
Conversely, the sum total of all educational 
decisions you make reflects your worldview. 

• Van Brummelen (1988:86 



Definition of a worldview 

 

• The comprehensive framework 
of one’s basic beliefs about 
things. 

Wolters 1986:2 
 



Characteristics of worldviews 

• Tendency towards pattern and coherence 
•  An attempt to unify and integrate beliefs in an 

inclusive way.  
• It is pre-scientific. One can say that a 

worldview lies more on the level of wisdom 
about life and common sense than on the 
level of academic knowledge  
 



SEE THINGS AS A WHOLE 

 

• To see things interrelated as a whole 
is to get one’s bearings on the map 
of life, to know one’s way in the 
confusing interplay of ideas, to find 
relatedness in what we do 

• Holmes 1985:3 



THE CHURCH’S FAILURE 

• The church’s (theological Institutions?) 
singular failure in recent decades has 
been the failure to see Christianity as a 
life system, or worldview, that governs 
every area of existence. This failure has 
been crippling in many ways 

• Colson and Pearcey 

 



THE NEED FOR A DEPENDABLE 
WORLDVIEW 

• My personal experience in life was that when 
an integral Christian worldview grips one’s 
heart, a new world opens up. It brings light 
into the darkness. It orientates, motivates and 
inspires. It is liberating. Just as a ship cannot 
navigate the stormy sea without a rudder, 
chart, compass and anchor, one should not 
attempt one’s life’s journey without a 
dependable worldview. 

• Van der Walt  2008:11 



Young people need to survive 
worldview challenges 

• Christian education is likely to be an exercise in 
futility if it does not prepare our young people 
to confront and survive the worldview 
challenges that they will surely meet as soon 
as thy leave the security of the Christian home, 
and probably even while they are still living at 
home and being educated in a Christian 
environment, due to the pervasive influence of 
the media and the Internet.  

• Pearcey 2004:12 

 



A BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW 

• This is an attempt to write a biblical 
worldview on the basic big questions 
asked in worldviews about God, sin, 
nature and man in all his 
relationships 

• It is done from an interpretation of 
Reformed principles. 



 
GOD AND HIS RELATIONSHIP 

WITH THIS CREATION 
 God maintains his creation through 
the Son  

 
• God did not create and then left His 

creation, no, He is still, creatively active 
in His creation, maintaining it by His 
involvement through the Son and the 
Holy Spirit. 



THE IMPORTANCE OF CHRIST 

• For by Him all things were created: things in 
heaven and on earth, visible and invisible; all 
things were created by Him and for Him. He is 
before all things, and in Him all things hold 
together.(Col. 1:16 -17)  

• Jesus is the origin and end of all things; 
nothing has meaning apart from Him. Nothing 
exists apart from Him (Psalms.2; 8; 110; and 
Phil 2:5 -11).  
 



IMPLICATION FOR CURRICULA 

• If not yet existing in curricula then the appeal 
is to give Christ His rightful place as the Alpha 
and Omega of everything (Rev.22:13). 

•  The suggestion is then that the Theological 
institutions should scrutinize their curricula to 
see to what extend it is Christ centric.  
 



 
All creation is called upon to 

glorify and to enjoy God. 
 • The Westminster Shorter Catechism asks: 

“What is the chief end of man?” The answer 
given is profound: “To glorify God and enjoy 
Him forever.”  

• It’s a staggering thought that man can know 
and glorify and enjoy the sovereign God, 
fulfilling his purpose through their lives.  



IMPLICATION FOR CURRCULA 

• If the perception exists that the Christian 
tradition is all about “gloom and doom” then 
it should be eradicated in curricula. 
 

• A joyful spirit should therefore also prevail in 
classrooms and on campus as part of the so 
called “hidden curriculum.” 
 



 
Man received delegated powers 

and freedom. 
  

• Man, as the image of God, can, and 
should, become God’s representative 
in all spheres of life – he has received 
delegated powers to do so. Man is, 
after all, the crown of the Trinitarian 
God in this world.  
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

 
• A biblical orientated worldview should 

emphasize the fact that the students should 
be creatively God’s representatives, not only 
in the church environment but also in the 
social, economic and political spheres. 
 



 
Man serves either the true god 

or an idol. 
 • Often that idol is something concrete, like 

financial security or professional success; in 
other cases, it may be an ideology or set of 
beliefs that substitutes for religion. Whatever 
form the idolatry takes, according to Romans 
1:18 those who worship idols actively suppress 
their knowledge of God, while seeking out 
substitute gods. They are far from religiously 
neutral (Pearcey 2004:40). 
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• The supreme sovereign God of Scriptures 
should be the underscoring principle in 
curricula of theological.  

• Students should be made aware of different 
modern idols and philosophies that can 
subtract them and others to serve the only 
living God. 
 



 
IN WHAT KIND OF REALITY/WORLD ARE 

WE LIVING IN? 
  

• The universe’s beauty, design, order and 
regularity reflect God’s glory – his infinite 
wisdom, power and sovereign nature 
(Samples 2007:93).  

• One can thus say that man lives basically in a 
good world. 
 



THEOLOGY OF CREATION 

• We must move away from a theology of 
salvation and redemption to a theology of 
creation. The saving God is the same as the 
God of creation…. To separate them and to 
concentrate only on saving and redeeming the 
world is to deny creation. We are not destined 
to be saved from this world, but in this world. 

– Donovan 1990:112 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• This world is our good home – it is here that 
we are being called to serve the Lord and our 
fellowmen and to rule wisely over nature, the 
animals, plants and the water. Ecology should 
indeed form an important part of all curricula. 
 



 
What went wrong? 

  
• Sin still has a comprehensive and destructive 

influence in this world.  
• Man is not intrinsically good but still has the 

ability to choose what is right and what is 
wrong. 



THE EFFECT OF SIN 

 

• The god of this world has blinded the 
minds of the unbelievers, to keep 
them from seeing the light of the 
gospel (2 Cor. 4:4). 
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• Well aware of the sinfulness of man, a biblical 
curriculum will not breathe a spirit of 
“triumphantalism.” It will be realistic and 
sober about the devastating effects of sin in all 
spheres of life – also on the minds of people - 
including on that of theologians. Man should 
take responsibility for a lot of things 
happening in the world and in the church.  
 



 
How can that which went wrong 

be remedied? 
 –God Himself entered into the 

world of humanity. 
•  The Incarnation is a vivid reaffirmation 

of a living God’s continued activity, of His 
purpose in creating and how He values 
his creatures  

– Holmes 1985:69 

 



God redeems the whole person 
 

• I ask you to have a paradigm shift in relation 
to your concept of the word redemption. I plea 
for an all embracing perception of the concept 
to mean an integral, total and universal 
salvation. 
 

– Du Preez (2009a:5) 

 



DUALISTIC WORLDVIEWS 

• Dualistic worldviews regularly restrict the 
meaning of the concept Kingdom of God. 
 

• It can be limited in a pietistic way to personal 
faith;  ecclesiocentrically locked up in the church 
as an institute; eschatologically regarded as 
something of the distant future; it can also (as in 
the case of the ‘social gospel’) be tied down to 
human, social and political structures  

• (Van der Walt 2008:104). 
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• Curricula should not only emphasize the 
importance of a pious life but should help 
students to interpret the complex world that 
they are living in. This should be done in an 
integrating way where the strict dividing lines 
between church and the public realm should 
fade away.  



End of part one on Worldview 



 
Who are we? What does it mean to 

be human? 
  

• Facing the ganglion of anthropological 
hypoteses, Christian scholarship is being 
challenged as perhaps never before to engage 
intensively in the reconstruction of a Biblical 
model of man. This is today a crucially 
important part of ongoing reformation. 

– Spykman (1985:34)  

 



BIBLICAL ANTHROPOLOGY 

• Man: God’s authorized viceroy. 
• Man  is multi-faceted 
• Man: created in the image of God. 
• Man should have a relationship with God 
 
“Man” here refers to all humans, men and 

women. 
 
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• Curricula should reflect the responsibility of 
man as God’s representative and image bearer 
on earth. 

•  Man then being a multifaceted being and not 
only a religious being in the parochial sense of 
the word.  

• Traditional and modern idols that subtract 
man from true worship should be identified.  



 
MEN AND WOMEN: GENDER 

ISSUES 
 • Gender should not be defined in terms of 

stereotypes.  
• Both sexes are fully human and equal 
• The two sexes need each other. 
• Those who are unmarried and childless 

are also fully human. 
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• Old Testament, New Testament, Ethics, 
Church polity, Systematic Theology and 
Practical Theology curricula in theological 
institutes should clearly reflect the 
liberating message of the equality 
between the sexes and the unique 
contribution that each sex can make for a 
better church and a better society. 
 



MAN’S RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER 
PEOPLE 

– The “Ubuntho” principle. 

• The Creator said: “It is not good for man to be 
alone.” One discovers his own goal in life in 
relationship and not in isolation. One really 
becomes more what he should be in relation 
to other persons – the so called “Ubuntho” 
principle. 
 



The dignity of man and woman. 
 

• Each human being is of intrinsic worth 
because each human being is created in the 
image of God. To treat a child of God as if he 
or she was less than this is not just wrong, 
which it is; it is not just evil, as it often is; not 
just painful, as it often must be for the victim: 
it is veritably blasphemous, for it is a spit in 
the face of God 

– Desmond Tutu 



Man and freedom 

 
• When Tutu deals with freedom for man as a 

central biblical theme he points out that not 
only is it real, it is also comprehensive – it is 
not merely a case of liberation from personal 
sin but also from political, social and economic 
structures that are oppressive and unjust and 
can enslave man and makes him/her less than 
what God intended it to be.  
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

 
• The values of the “ubuntho” principle, the 

dignity of all creatures and the meaning of 
true freedom should be imbedded in the 
curricula. A biblical view on sexuality should 
not be neglected in the curricula as this forms 
a very important part of society. 
 



Man and the sanctity of life. 
 

• Whatever the circumstance, the Christian, 
having been brought up in a culture steeped in 
the Judeo-Christian tradition that human life 
has intrinsic value because it was made in the 
image and likeness of God, do what comes 
naturally – save lives. 
 



Man’s worth 

• But if human life is simply a product of biology 
or nature, an utilitarian unit, then utilitarian 
values become the dominant determinant: 
“Get the dying, the infirm, the disabled, the 
non-productive out of the way of the living.” 

•   
– Colson & Pearcey  1999:125 

 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

 
• Christian Ethics at theological institutes has to 

empower their students along these lines of 
the sanctity of life to debate intelligently with 
the people of this world that think that they 
are the masters of their own fate.  
 



Individualism and Communalism 

• In Scripture both the unique individuality 
(John 21:20, 21) and the communal quality (1 
Cor. 12:12 – 27) of the human person are 
recognized as fully complementary 
dimensions of human experience. There is no 
tension or conflict between them and neither 
is given priority over the other.  



The Biblical way 

 
• Liberalist individualism on the one hand and 

communalist socialism on the other. Our 
continent is encouraged to explore and follow 
a third way: the Biblical idea of man and 
community.  

– Van der Walt (1994: 258) 

 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

 
• A critical view on communalism and group 

pressure  is needed in especially decision 
making processes in Africa. At the same way 
the biblical view that does not choose in 
favour of individualism either, should be 
explained. 



Agape love and anthropology 

• Racism and tribalism are not innocent 
ideologies. At the base of it is a selfish, 
egoistic love for the own race or the own 
tribe. Both affect one’s own humanity, both 
are an injustice to one’s fellow men, both sin 
against the command to love your neighbour 
as yourself, and is thus a direct sin against 
God. 
 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• Man’s inclination to self love that often results 
in the exclusion of others and that leads to 
tribalism and racism, is still a reality Africa and 
should be exposed. In the place of this egoistic 
love the implications of the Christian altruistic 
agape love should be spelt out. 
 



Man: an inclusive approach 
towards the poor. 

• Albert Nolan said: 
 

• God has a special concern for the poor not 
because of their virtue but because of their 
suffering… because they are the ones being 
sinned against . 



An inclusive approach towards all 

 
• In this (inclusive) community the voices of all 

disciples of Christ – young and old, male and 
female, black and white, schooled and 
illiterate, straight, lesbian and gay – are heard 
and honoured, loved and trusted.  
 



CURRICULAUM IMPLICATIONS 

• Students should be make aware of the 
importance of the acceptance of HIV/AIDS 
people, the position of women, youth and 
children in the church as well as the 
acceptance of people from other cultures, 
language groups, tribes, social status, literate 
and illiterate, people of different sexual 
orientation, etc. This approach should clearly 
be the undercurrent in the curricula. 



Man is called to be God’s steward 

• What are we doing here on earth? A call for ecological 
sensitivity 

• It should be clear in the Christian worldview’s 
stand that the earth belongs in the first place 
to the Lord and that man is called, according 
to the cultural mandate, to be God’s steward 



CREATION: THEOCENTRIC 

• The meaning of creation is that it 
exists for the glory of God, and 
therefore it is theocentric and not 
anthropocentric 



The need for compassion for 
nature 

• We have an urgent need for a Biblically 
justified and inspired vision of nature and 
man’s place in nature. This will have to be a 
vision with far more compassion about and 
greater sensitivity to our fellow inhabitants of 
the planet, namely those who have wings, fins 
and other coverings, whether they have four 
or two legs.  

– Van der Walt (1997:56), 



The importance of work. 
 

• Some biblical principles: 
• - All work is of equal importance 
• - Work should be service to the fellowmen 
• This is a (servanthood) style of leadership, that 

will interpret the changing world in a 
meaningful way and will inspire people to be 
enthusiastic and not fearful  

– Amanda Visser 



 
Work is in the power of sin 

 
 • Those who are obsessed with their work shut 

out all those around them.. They cannot 
breathe, they are suffocated by their fixation 
on performance, perfectionism and 
productivity. They are preoccupied, unable to 
rest, seized with frantic activity. Perhaps above 
all else, they want to be in control of their lives 
     Marshall & Gilbert 1998:95 

 



IMPLICATIONS FOR CURRICULA 

• The implications of man’s greed and the 
catastrophic implications for the environment 
should be vividly impressed by the curricula. 
With this also the idea that this earth, after 
all, does not belong to man but to God. For 
this reason animals and plants, yes the whole 
creation, should be looked after with the 
necessary respect and compassion.  



IMPLICATIONS FOR CURRICULA 

• Work should be seen as part of man’s cultural 
mandate; part of man’s sanctification and man 
should not be enslaved by this. Work should 
be emphasized as fulfilling a service to society 
especially the poor. The equality of all work 
should be part of the whole paradigm shift of 
students.  



IMPLICATIONS FOR CURRICULA 

• Servanthood leadership should be imbedded 
in the theoretical but also “hidden” curricula 
through Christian modelling.  

• Quality, also in all academic endeavours, 
should be emphasized as part of the 
honouring of God.  

• Corruption and bribes should be addressed in 
especially Ethics classes as one of the big evils 
in, inter alia, Nigeria. 



Man, politics and democracy  
 

• A more broad definition of what democracy is 
can be:  

• A matter of values essential for a way of life 
characterizes by equality of opportunities for 
all, respect for the dignity and rights of 
everyone and freedom of suppression 

•        Steyn  2007:4 

 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• The necessity for theological institutions to 
take up this challenge is obvious. They should 
be challenged to teach its students the values 
that accompany democracy as a way of life 
and as an avenue for meaningful participation 
in a democratic dispensation.  

• Students should be motivated to be 
courageous prophetic voices in the political 
dispensation they encounter. 



CURRICULUM IMPLICATIONS 

• The theological institutes and all other 
training institutes for that matter, should be 
the breeding ground for democracy.  

• The laudable ideals of states on the Africa 
continent regarding democracy depend to a 
large extend on the ability of these 
educational institutions to nurture democratic 
values in their students. 



Live fully hic et nunc 
 

• The Christian worldview is thus 
well cemented in this planet 
earth and is calling on 
believers to live life hic et nunc 
fully and joyfully 



ENJOY GOD’S WORLD 

• In this light, I’ve talked about life, and 
experiencing life, and enjoying life, and being 
immersed in life. I’ve talked about the wonder 
and the joy of God’s world. I’ve talked about 
loving creation and throwing ourselves fully 
and joyfully into the tasks and opportunities 
that lie before us, that greet us with each day. 
    Marshall & Gilbert 1998:248 
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The Nature of a Christian Worldview, Christianity and the Elements of
Philosophy

by: Samuel Asumadu-Sarkodie

Published by uPublish.info

In summary to the course module above, the following chapters come into play; The Nature of a
Christian Worldview, Christianity and the Elements of Philosophy, A Biblical Theodicy and, False
Philosophical Systems.
To begin with, the apostle Paul in Colossians  2:8, writes:  "Beware lest anyone capture you through
philosophy and empty deceit, according to the tradition of men, according to the basic principles of
the world, and not according to Christ." In this verse the apostle  warns his readers against being
taken captive by false philosophies. Rather, he says that they should adopt a philosophy "according
to Christ." 
R.C. Sproul writes that "no society can survive, no civilization can function, without some unifying
system of thought which is known as the worldview.
Ronald Nash also writes that: Christians need to become more conscious of the importance of
philosophy because so many elements of a worldview are philosophical in nature. Though
philosophy and religion often use different language and often arrive at different conclusions, they
deal with the same questions, which include questions about what exists (metaphysics), how
humans should live (ethics), and how human beings know (epistemology). 
Colossians 2:8 also teaches us that there are two radically different philosophical worldviews;
Christian and non-Christian. 
The non-Christian philosopher is committed to total independence from the God of Scripture. Thus,
he views God, man, and the world from a non-biblical standpoint.
The Christian philosopher, on the other hand, is committed to absolute dependence on God and His
Word. He philosophizes about God and His creation from a wholly different perspective. He sees
Christ, the Word of God incarnate, as central to all truth. The Christian philosopher is to analyze all
things by means of God's infallible revelation, seeking to "bring every thought into captivity to the
obedience of Christ" as stated in 2 Corinthians 10:5. 
All worldviews or philosophies have presuppositions, which are foundational. These presuppositions
are axioms, which, by definition, cannot be proved. Without such axioms, as first principles or
starting points, a worldview could not get started, because there would be no foundation upon which
to base its beliefs. In a Christian worldview, the first and absolutely essential presupposition is that
the Bible alone is the Word of God, and it has a systematic monopoly on truth.  
From the teachings of the axiom of Scripture, however, we find that there are several other doctrines
which are "presuppositional" to a Christian worldview and these are;
Firstly, the presupposition is that the Bible is the Word of God. In the words of the apostle Paul: "All
Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly equipped for every
good work" ( 2 Timothy 3:16-17).
Secondly, there is one only living and true God and that, there are three persons in the Godhead;
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost; and these three are one God, the same in substance,
equal in power and glory.
Thirdly, the Scriptures teach us that God, in His eternal decree has sovereignly foreordained all
things which will ever come to pass. Furthermore, He executes His sovereign purposes through the
works of creation and providence. Not only does God create all things out of no pre-existing
substance, including man, but He sovereignly preserves, sustains, and governs all of His creation,
bringing all things to their appointed end.
Fourthly, God created man in His own image, both metaphysically and ethically.
Furthermore, in summary of Christianity and the elements of philosophy, philosophy is defined as a
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set of beliefs concerning the most important issues of life. Therefore, any worldview must be able to
deal adequately with the four most basic elements of philosophy: epistemology, metaphysics, ethics,
and politics. 
Firstly, epistemology is that branch of philosophy which is concerned with the theory of knowledge.
Epistemology is the key component to any theological or philosophical system. Metaphysics, ethics,
and political theory can only be established on an epistemological basis. Without a standard, a basis
for belief, one cannot know what a true theory of reality is; nor can he know how we must determine
what is right and wrong; nor can he know what the proper political theory is. An epistemic base is
always primary.
Secondly, metaphysics has to do with the theory of reality, not just the physical, but also that which
transcends the physical. In the history of non-Christian thought, metaphysicians have usually fallen
into one of two camps: monists and pluralists. The former aver that all things are forms of one
substance or essence, whereas the latter maintain that all things are forms of several substances.
Thirdly, ethics concerns itself with how one should live. It is the study of right and wrong thoughts,
words, and deeds. Ethics is a normative discipline, which seeks to prescribe obligations on mankind.
It has to do with what one ought to do. Ethics is a matter of authority. Christian ethics depends on
revelation. Christianity maintains that there is only one ethical standard for mankind, and that is the
law of God. And all non-Christian ethics are perversions of the only true standard. As Paul points out
in the first two chapters of his epistle to the Romans, man has suppressed the innate knowledge of
God and His Word, which he knows to be true, and supplanted it with his own false systems.
Finally, politics is that branch of philosophy which has to do with the theory of government.
The Christian worldview maintains that there are three main Biblical institutions ordained by God:
the family, the church, and the civil magistracy. The institutions exist, as with all things, to glorify
God. They are separate as to function, but not as to authority. All three are governed by Scripture.
The family is the primary Biblical institution. It was the first one established and, in a sense, the other
two institutions are founded upon the family.
The second Biblical institution is the church. Theologians distinguish between the visible and the
invisible church. The visible church is according to the Confession which consists of all those
throughout the world who profess the true religion, and of their children.
The invisible church, on the other hand, comprises the true saints of all time, even those not yet
born. 
The third Biblical institution is the civil magistracy. This is necessary due to the fall of man and the
major purpose of the state is to punish evil doers as written in Romans13:1-7.
Moreover, in summary of Bible theodicy, 1 Peter 3:15 makes it clear that, it is the responsibility of
the Christian theist to defend the Christian worldview against the many challenges brought against
it. The Christian theist would counter with the following argument: 
Firstly, the omnibenevolent God of Scripture will prevent all evil, unless He, as all wise, has a
purpose for its existence. 
Secondly, the omniscient and omnipotent God of Scripture is able to prevent all evil. 
Thirdly, Scripture teaches us that evil exists in the world.
Finally, therefore, the omnibenevolent, omniscient, omnipotent God of Scripture, in His wise plan for
His creation, does have a purpose for the existence of evil. And ultimately it will accomplish His
good purpose.
The lesson noticed that one of the greatest challenges facing Christian theism is the problem of the
existence of evil we find in the world today. Theodicy may be defined as a Christian response to the
problem of evil in the world that attempts to logically, reasonably, and consistently define the
position that God is simultaneously omnipotent, omniscient, all-loving and just despite the reality of
the existence of evil.
In summary of False Philosophical Systems, a false philosophical system in the biblical standpoint is
defined as one that teaches anything contrary to the Word of God.
Christian theism is the only true worldview, or philosophy. Jesus Christ, the Master Philosopher,
makes it clear that He is "the way, the truth, and the life" (John 14:6). There is no neutrality. One is
either with Christ or against Him (Luke 11:23). 
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Christianity, then, is not a species, it is a genus. As taught in Genesis 3, all false worldviews are a
result of the fall. Due to the fall man is estranged from the God of Scripture, giving rise to the many
false worldviews that have arisen throughout history. It is the job of the Christian theist to defend the
truth of Christian theism against all false worldviews. 

Critique:
The authors of this course module raised my self-consciousness about worldview due to the
classification of the course under lessons such as; The Nature of a Christian Worldview, Christianity
and the Elements of Philosophy, A Biblical Theodicy and, False Philosophical Systems. Therefore,
at the end of the course module, I gained a clearer understanding of a Christian worldview.
The authors made is clear that, with the Bible as the axiom, the existence of evil is not really the
problem it is made out to be and the existence of evil is far more problematic in a non-Christian
worldview. 
I strongly agree with the authors that, without an eternal reference point to tell us what is right and
wrong, good and bad, one cannot define evil. 
One may ask that, what makes evil, evil? How do we know? But, the authors make it evident that,
the Christian has an answer to these questions, whereas the non-believer does not. 
In conclusion, the authors incite Christians to defend the cause of preventing false worldviews to
operate.

Personal Benefits:
At the end of the course module, I was able to know that, one's worldview is his philosophy, and so
therefore, since Christian philosophy is based on the axiom of divine revelation: the Word of God,
have adopted a philosophy that honors God as the apostle Paul states,  a philosophy that is
"according to Christ" ( Colossians 2:8).
I will make other Christians know about false worldviews during counseling sessions and through
evangelism so as to equip them to defend their own worldview which is established on Jesus Christ.
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Biblical Worldview:
The Christian Higher Education Foundation for Learning

Octavio Javier Esqueda
Talbot School of Theology, Biola University, La Mirada, California, USA

The integration of faith and learning is regarded to be a primary distinctive of Christian higher
education, yet this terminology conveys a false dichotomy. The frequent call for integration suggests
that the Christian faith and learning belong to different areas of knowledge and practice; consequently,
there is a need for bringing the two realms together. In this article, a biblical worldview is presented
as the unifying factor for the fusion of faith and learning. The biblical narrative provides a solid
foundation for a comprehensive worldview, offering implications for the Christian faith and Christian
higher education.

INTRODUCTION

Within North American culture, a tendency exists to reduce the Christian faith to mainly religious
activities and practices. The resulting gaps in a fuller understanding of the Christian faith have
direct implications for Christian higher education. For example, across the broader field of higher
education is the assumption that faith and learning are to be kept separate; these represent different
spheres of knowledge and practice. Some institutions regard faith and learning as distinct but
equally important domains whereas others attempt to complement them by merely encouraging
their faculty to address ethical values during their instructional activities (VanZanten, 2011). In
recent decades, the term integration has become popularized to describe the interaction of faith
and learning. In fact, the integration of faith and learning is considered very much the heart of
the mission of Christian higher education (Dockery, 2007; Holmes, 1987).

Although the integration of faith and learning is central to Christian higher education, other
gaps have also produced a fragmented Christian faith. Naugle (2004), a philosophy professor at
Dallas Baptist University, has identified 15 major dualisms in Western Christianity:

Address correspondence to Octavio Javier Esqueda, Talbot School of Theology, Biola University,13800 Biola Ave.,
La Mirada, CA 90639. E-mail: octavio.esqueda@biola.edu
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92 O. J. ESQUEDA

Four metaphysical dualisms (sacred/secular, eternal/temporal, spirit/matter, heaven/earth), two an-
thropological dualisms (soul/body, spirit/flesh), four epistemic dualisms (faith/reason, fact/value,
head/heart, freedom/authority), and five ethical-political dualisms (private/public, belief/behavior,
individual community, church/state, Christ/culture). (p. 12)

As a consequence of these dualisms, many people can live fragmented lives with different areas
coexisting independently of each other and without any apparent relationship. This disintegration
affects people from all cultures in different ways. In Western societies that emphasize individual-
ism as a core value, the tendency is to reduce religion to a personal, private, and individual faith
(Rah, 2010). In such cultural contexts, Christianity can be perceived as a faith without a direct
relationship to learning or to higher education in general.

Furthermore, Western individualism fosters isolation from others and a disconnection from
many social structures (Putman, 2000). In their seminal book American Cultural Patterns: A
Cross-Cultural Perspective, Steward and Bennett (1991) argued that the social life of most
mainstream Americans lacks both permanence and depth. Therefore, individuals seek to gain
emotional benefits from their personal relationships, while at the same time attempting to preserve
their independence and avoid obligations (p. 89). Steward and Bennett also acknowledged that an
American pattern of relationships has an inclination to be depersonalized and this behavior, “along
with the values of achievement and equality, nurtures competition as a mode of social interaction”
(p. 105). Notably, this pattern of individualism and isolation is clearly evident in the academy,
where the faculty of different schools and departments typically function independently from
one another with minimal interdisciplinary interaction. This lack of integration and relationship
across colleagues and disciplines is symptomatic of the separation of faith and learning in general.

The social and religious compartmentalization described above has a detrimental impact on
the Christian faith of many people and, consequently, in Christian higher education. Spiritual
compartmentalization can relegate the Christian faith to merely church involvement without
influence in the world and public discourse. According to Naugle (2004), it is possible that many
devout Christians involved in higher education as professors or administrators, although active in
the faith in their “private” life, for the most part function in their academic endeavors as “practical
agnostics or atheists” (p. 2).

There are also historical reasons for the separation of faith and learning in colleges and
universities. During the colonial era of U.S. history, most higher education institutions in the
United States were established under Christian principles and many trained clergy as their primary
mission (Ringenberg, 2006). Over time, however, the Christian faith was gradually relegated to
religion departments and seminaries (Adrian, 2003). Many colleges and universities in the United
States that were established by denominations with the intention to proclaim Christian values
have lost their Christian identity for a variety of reasons, as Burtchaell (1998) described in The
Dying of the Light.

A compartmentalized life produces a distinction between the sacred faith and the secular
profession, and between private faith and public scholarship. Therefore, some faculty and ad-
ministrators in Christian higher education institutions could potentially pursue their academic
vocations without any practical distinction from those serving at nonreligious institutions. This
article identifies a biblical worldview as the foundation for the integration of faith and learning
and the unifying factor to combat religious compartmentalization.
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BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW: CHE FOUNDATION FOR LEARNING 93

A BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW PROVIDES A MODEL FOR INTEGRATION

A biblical worldview is essential for complete understanding and living according to the Christian
faith (Dockery, 2007; Huffman, 2011; Sire, 2009). A worldview is a conceptual framework of our
view of the world, a belief system that guides individual behavior (Nelson, 2011). A Christian
worldview is especially important for Christian faculty in higher education institutions, because
all educational enterprises convey their values and ideas to their students, and consequently, guide
their behavior (Romanowski & McCarthy, 2009). All of us live, and teach, according to our core
beliefs, as Willard (1998) noted: “We always live up to our beliefs—or down to them, as the case
may be. Nothing else is possible. It is the nature of belief” (p. 307). Professors who believe in
Christ and allow him to become the center of their lives would naturally express their faith in
their teaching and academic activities. As Parker Palmer (1998) has succinctly stated: “We teach
who we are” (p. 1).

There are different approaches or schools of thought regarding biblical theology and one
of them is to read the Scriptures as a worldview story (Klink & Lockett, 2012). A worldview
story combines what VanZanten (2011) believes are different ways for addressing the integration
of faith and learning as worldview on the one hand and narrative on the other one. From this
perspective, the biblical narrative provides answers to life’s most pressing questions: Who are
we? Where are we? What is wrong? What is the solution? (Wright, 1992). The biblical narrative
provides a solid foundation for a comprehensive worldview that addresses these questions and
helps to resolve the potential compartmentalization in our lives.

The Bible tells of the triune God who personally relates to his creation and serves as the
unifying factor for everything that exists. God is the creator and sustainer of the world. The
biblical narrative starts with the story of creation, characterized by everything being integrated
in the creator God, continues with the fall of humanity that results in disintegration taking place,
continues with the story of redemption in which Christ unites everything in him, and concludes
with a the establishment of a new heaven and a new earth.

Creation (Complete Integration)

God exists and reveals himself to all of creation in many ways, but especially through his
word, both the incarnate Word (Jesus Christ) and the written word (the Bible). The biblical
story starts with God’s creation of everything that exists. The basic metaphysical question for
humanity is: Why is there something instead of nothing? The Bible immediately answers this
basic interrogation with its opening words: “In the beginning, God created the heavens and the
earth” (Gen. 1.1, NASB). The entire universe exists because God created it out of nothing (ex
nihilo; Graham Ryken, 2013).

God is the creator and thus the creation bears God’s name and reflects God’s character. When
God saw all that had been made, it was pronounced to be “very good” (Gen. 1:31). Because
everything that exists came from God, there is really no distinction between sacred and secular;
everything is sacred. Life was not compartmentalized, but had the creator God as the foundation
for its complete unity (Is. 45:18). Therefore, what some have viewed as a dichotomy between
sacred and secular has no place in a coherent philosophy of education (Gaebelein, 1968).
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94 O. J. ESQUEDA

The New Testament also proclaims that Christ, the incarnate Word of God and the second
person of the Godhead, is the creator and sustainer of the world. The Gospel of John opens with
these words:

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the
beginning with God. All things came into being through Him, and apart from Him nothing came into
being that has come into being. (John 1:1–3)

Acknowledging this foundational message, compartmentalization in life and the academy is
contrary to the common origin and goal of everything in the incarnate Word of God, Christ.

The letter to the Colossians provides another description of Christ as the creator of the world.
Christ is identified as the foundation for the complete integration of faith and learning; in him,
all religious dualisms are countered because everything points back to him. Christ is the Lord of
the world and the unifying factor for all creation:

He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation. For by Him all things were created,
both in the heavens and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or rulers or
authorities—all things were created through Him and for Him. He is before all things, and in Him all
things hold together. (Col. 1:15–17)

Christ is both the source and sustainer of the world. A complete understanding of life and creation
necessarily starts with the creator God. This passage in Colossians reminds us that there is no
separation between the Christian faith and research attempts to better understand the world.

The triune God is central for all matters related to life, as human beings created in God’s image.
The God revealed in Scripture is the same who revealed himself through his creation. Everything
exists for him and by him. Everything in life and in Christian higher education should become
sacred because it points to the creator of the universe. Therefore, all Christians, in a general sense,
are theologians who consciously think about God; our theology directly influences the way we
live and think (Esqueda, 2008). As Tozer (1978) has summarized, God is indeed essential in our
lives:

What comes into our minds when we think about God is the most important thing about us. The
history of mankind will probably show that no people has ever risen above its religion, and man’s
spiritual history will positively demonstrate that no religion has ever been greater than its idea of
God. Worship is pure or base as the worshiper entertains high or low thoughts of God. For this reason
the gravest question before the Church is always God Himself, and the most portentous fact about
any man is not what he at a given time may say or do, but what he in his deep heart conceives God to
be like. We tend by a secret law of the soul to move toward our mental image of God. This is true not
only of the individual Christian, but of the company of Christians that composes the Church. Always
the most revealing thing about the Church is her idea of God. (p. 1)

Our understanding of God necessarily influences our behavior and our service to Christ. Thus,
our worldview must place God at the center of everything.

Jonathan Edwards (1703–1758) provides a good example of how careful scholarship flows
from an accurate understanding of God as the creator of the world. Edwards, a Puritan minister,
has been labeled as the most prominent thinker and one of the greatest minds in Christian
evangelical history (Noll, 1994; Sweeney, 2009). Edwards held prominent roles as a pastor,
theologian, missionary, and during a short period, as president of Princeton University. Edwards
emphasized that since God created the world ex nihilo, all creation reflects Him. God’s fingerprints
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BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW: CHE FOUNDATION FOR LEARNING 95

are everywhere and nature proclaims and reflects God. Edwards (1993) was committed, as all
involved in Christian higher education should be, to see God in all creation: “I am not ashamed
to own that I believe that the whole universe, heaven and earth, air and seas, and the divine
constitution and history of the holy Scriptures, be full of images of divine things, as full as a
language is of words” (p. 153).

Edwards emphasized that the story of creation points us back to the creator of the universe as
the source of reality. Dockery (2012) accordingly emphasizes the importance of those serving in
Christian higher education to:

meditate on the unity of knowledge as a seamless whole, because all true knowledge flows from the
one Creator to His one creation. Thus, specific bodies of knowledge relate to each other . . . because
all truth has its source in God, composing a single universe of knowledge. (pp. 4–5)

The foundation for a Christian worldview is not merely an idea, but the existence and character
of the triune God (Graham Ryken, 2013). The God of creation is the unifying factor for our lives
in general and for the integration of faith and learning in Christian higher education.

Fall (Complete Disintegration)

In the third chapter of Genesis, the biblical narrative introduces sin as the main problem of
humanity. The story of the fall is the tragedy of humanity attempting to live contrary to the
creator and in opposition to God’s will. Sin affects our lives completely and negatively guides our
thinking and behavior. In Ephesians 2:1–3, Paul painted a dark picture of sin and its consequences
and emphasized a problem that is both personal and universal (Hoehner, 2002). In the story of
creation, God is the center of everything that exists; in the story of the fall sin negatively disturbs
everything, resulting in a world that is not the way it is supposed to be (Plantinga, 1995).

Sin is contrary to God and involves placing “something or someone in God’s rightful place
or supremacy” (Erikson, 2000, p. 579). The natural integration of life rooted in the creator
of the universe has been challenged, disturbed, and alienated by sin. Sin disrupted the human
relationships with God, oneself, one another, and creation (Morgan, 2013). God is still at the
center of everything, but sin obscures our understanding and in many ways leads us to live
compartmentalized lives, leaving God marginalized from his proper foundational place.

Sin and spiritual warfare are acknowledged as elements of a biblical worldview. The devil
and his forces play a vital part in the cosmic struggle between good and evil in this world (Page,
2013). Naugle (2002) argued that:

. . . (a complete Christian worldview) implies the catastrophic effects of sin on the human heart and
mind, resulting in the fabrication of idolatrous beliefs systems in place of God and the engagement
of the human race in cosmic spiritual warfare in which the truth about reality and the meaning of life
is at stake. (p. 274)

The historic bifurcation of faith and learning is indeed a spiritual issue and a consequence of sin.
The influence of sin runs counter to God’s desire for human flourishing, wholeness, and

delight. Plantinga (1995) brilliantly summarized the effects of sin as the vandalism of shalom. He
also stressed that sin prompts us to attack, evade, or neglect our divine calling (p. 10). However,
modern U.S. culture has a tendency to minimize the role of sin and its consequences; the same
could be said of Christian higher education. Our sinfulness and need for God’s grace and guidance

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

52
.3

.1
2.

24
8]

 a
t 2

3:
03

 2
6 

A
ug

us
t 2

01
5 



96 O. J. ESQUEDA

in all areas is infrequently recognized, including within the context of teaching and learning in
Christian higher education. God’s plans for human flourishing or shalom is frequently missed in
the midst of focusing on our own desires rather than acknowledging our dependence on divine
grace.

Although all people are sinners, God’s image remains in us and we should strive to live
according to our vocation, which is a gift from God to be received and not a goal to be achieved
(Palmer, 2000). God’s desire is that we live for him and that we honor him by striving to fulfill
our divine calling. As Holmes (1987) has advocated, professors and students in Christian higher
education must realize that “education is a Christian vocation . . . an act of love, of worship, of
stewardship, a wholehearted response to God” (p. 49).

Redemption (Complete Reintegration)

The Bible is primarily the story of redemption. After the fall in Genesis 3, the biblical narrative
through the 22nd chapter of Revelation focuses on the divine redemption of humanity. The Old
Testament describes God’s promises of redemption through his covenants with his chosen people.
These covenants are the backbone of the redemption story that is finally consummated in Jesus
Christ, the fulfillment of God’s promises.

Jesus Christ came to this world to save us from sin by His grace (Jn. 3:16). Although sin is
the great destroyer, Christ has the power to redeem all (Eph. 2:4–10). Thus, Christians have the
opportunity to be proclaimers of the good news:

Even though sin affected all areas of our lives and destroyed our most precious relationships with our
Creator, with our neighbor, with ourselves, and with our world, Christ restores all those relationships
by His grace. In Christ, we can enjoy the “shalom” God intended for us. If sin produced the vandalism
of shalom, God’s grace overflows shalom. Therefore, Christian teachers are heralds of shalom.
(Esqueda, 2011, p. 173)

Jesus Christ not only created the world, but also redeemed it from the terrible consequences
of sin. Christ is the answer for all apparent dualisms related to faith and learning. Christ is the
foundation, focus, and end of everything, “for from Him and through Him and to Him are all
things. To Him be the glory forever! Amen” (Rom. 11:36).

Thus, a primary goal of Christian higher education is to reintegrate faith and learning, based
on scriptural truths and focused in Jesus Christ. He is the Lord of all, as Kuyper proclaimed
during his 1898 Stone Lectures at Princeton University: “There is not one square inch of the
entire creation about which Jesus Christ does not cry out, ‘This is mine! This belongs to me!”’
(Dockery, 2007, p. 47).

Christ’s Lordship and redemption establishes the foundation for Christian higher education.
Yet historian Mark Noll (1994) expressed in his well-known book The Scandal of the Evangelical
Mind the concern that “there is not much of an evangelical mind” (p. 3). In contrast, Noll (2011)
has recently highlighted in Jesus Christ and the Life of the Mind that the life of the mind must be
centered in Jesus Christ, and evangelical Christians should be at the forefront of learning and the
academia:

If what we claim about Jesus Christ is true, then evangelicals should be among the most active, most
serious, and most open-minded advocates of general human learning. Evangelical hesitation about
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BIBLICAL WORLDVIEW: CHE FOUNDATION FOR LEARNING 97

scholarship in general or about pursuing learning wholeheartedly is, in other words, antithetical to
the Christ-centered basis of the evangelical mind. (p. x)

According to Scripture, Jesus Christ is both the God of creation and the God of salvation. The
redemptive work of Christ applies to every area of human existence. Christ’s death and resurrection
brought reconciliation to everything sin had affected; indeed, Christ is the creator and redeemer
of the world. Although cultural individualism pulls us apart from each other, the final restoration
of community and interdisciplinary endeavors is found in Christ. Christ has initiated the complete
reintegration of the world, but his work is yet to be completed in the future.

Consummation (Final Reintegration)

The biblical narrative concludes with the final restoration and renewal of the universe as the new
heavens and new earth after the second coming of Jesus Christ. According to Naugle (2004), this
final integration “testifies to the unlimited scope of God’s creative and redemptive purposes and
the boundless nature of biblical faith and its impact” (p. 24). The biblical narrative starts with the
story of creation and concludes with a description of the new creation, when God finally destroys
the consequences of sin and reconciles the new creation in right relationship with himself.

Therefore, hope is a Christian virtue that should direct the lives of believers and also offer a
compelling perspective to Christian higher education endeavors and aspirations. Christian hope
is not pessimistic, believing that our best efforts are irrelevant; rather, hope is optimistic and
reminds us that the sovereign who controls the universe can be trusted completely. Hope gives
us encouragement and a complete outlook for our faith; according to Moltmann (1993), “Hope
is nothing else than the expectation of those things which faith has believed to have been truly
promised by God” (p. 20).

Jesus Christ, who promised to come back to this world again, is the blessed hope of believers.
This eschatological hope was summarized by Daley (1991) as “the hope of believing people that
the incompleteness of their present experience of God will be resolved, their present thirst for God
fulfilled, their present need for release and salvation realized” (p. 1). Admittedly, even our best
efforts for the integration of faith and learning are incomplete and constitute a work in progress.
Yet this recognition is a reminder to proclaim with anticipation the same words that conclude the
biblical narrative: “Amen. Come, Lord Jesus” (Rev. 22:20).

CONCLUSION

Contrary to the common perception in higher education in general, the Christian faith is based
in rational knowledge because God is the center of all creation. There should be no distinction
between the Christian faith and academic endeavors, because when each is rightly understood
and practiced, knowledge of and obedience to God is their raison d’etre. Because faith is based
in knowledge of God, it should not be viewed as merely a personal and subjective preference
that cannot be objectively understood. Willard (2009) argued: “Only when ‘faith’ is understood
to deal with things that can also be known, only when faith is at home with knowledge, does the
project of integrating ‘faith and learning’ have a manageable sense” (p. 208).

Similarly, Claerbaut (2004) suggested that Christian higher education should make God the
independent rather than the dependent variable in all areas of research (p. 98). Claerbaut also
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98 O. J. ESQUEDA

argued that all aspects of faith and learning must begin with God and, consequently, Christian
beliefs should form “the structure, the context, and the perspective in which we engage our areas
of inquiry” (p. 102).

In order for Christian higher education institutions to remain loyal to their mission of integrat-
ing faith and learning, both curricular and cocurricular, education must be rooted in a biblical
worldview. Additionally, hiring criteria should include the expectation that faculty members are
committed to think and live for Christ, since there is no Christian education without Christian
faculty (Gabelein, 1968). For true integration to be successful, “What we need is not Christians
who are also scholars but Christian scholars, not Christianity alongside education but Christian
education” (Holmes, 1975, p. 7).

Thus, the faculty is the key element and the greatest influence for authentic Christian higher
education. An institution is as strong academically as its faculty and also as Christian as its faculty
(Benne, 2001). Naugle (2004) stressed the importance of a biblical worldview for Christian
professors: “If Christian educators are to avoid compartmentalization and recover personal and
professional integrity, then that worldview perspective that undergirds their academic work must
be solidly biblical and deeply Christian” (p. 22).

The foundation for the integration of faith and learning in Christian higher education is God
and the pattern of his truth in all creation (Gaebelein, 1968). Living and teaching from the basis
of a biblical worldview is of vital importance for faculty across all disciplines, as Romanowski
and McCarthy (2009) have advocated:

Christian educators must blend the principles of a biblical worldview into their academic discipline
regardless of what the discipline is. Physics, history, political science, the humanities, business and
law, all come under the lordship of Jesus Christ. If all truth is God’s truth, then all disciplines are his.
(p. 46)

Consequently, an essential implication for those working in Christian higher institutions is that
faculty members must live and teach according to a biblical worldview. Many professors come
to serve at Christian colleges and universities without bringing with them any formal theological
training. These institutions will better fulfill their Christian mission as they invest in the theological
training of their faculty members.

Finally, educational leaders and scholars in Christian higher education should promote two
essential collaborations that flow from a biblical worldview. First, interdisciplinary teaching and
research is important to better interact with the complexities of God’s creation. This interdis-
ciplinary contact will facilitate faculty and students to perceive the world in a more holistic
way that points back to its creator. Second, more intentional collaboration with other Christian
institutions globally will help faculty members to discern which aspects of their Christian faith
are merely cultural rather than truly adhering to a Christian worldview. It is through this kind of
interaction that cultural patterns emerge and cause individuals to think more critically about their
assumptions and beliefs.

Faculty and administrators at Christian higher education institutions have the great privilege of
representing the Lord of the universe through their work and scholarship. This honor also carries
an important responsibility. A biblical worldview helps educators to better understand God’s plan
for humanity as they serve according to their gifts and callings.
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