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I. Introduction 
This course is Worldview, Apologetics and Evangelism. These three, though 
separate in content, are vitally connected to each other and will be treated 
together in one course. When finished, the student will be able to evaluate 
various non-Biblical worldviews and their inconsistencies, understand the role 
of apologetics and know better how to apply them in outreach. Our 
understanding of Worldview and why man thinks the way he thinks will lay the 
foundation for apologetics (giving an answer for the hope that is in you) and 
Evangelism (building bridges to share the gospel).  

A. Required reading 

The Portable Seminary Ed David Horton chapters 16-17, Tell The Truth 
Will Metzger*, A Ready Defense Josh McDowell* According To Plan 
Graeme Goldsworthy 

*Only in library B of M-Bags  

B. Grading 

Grading is based on written papers. There will be 3 papers required, one 
for each section of the course.  I want to see interaction with the Bible, the 
reading material and your thoughts.  

II. Worldview 
Worldview is a word that sounds esoteric or abstract, but is as basic to each 
person the air we breathe. This is the starting point for apologetics, in that we 
need to understand how our neighbor thinks. 

In this course we will not be able to delve into an exhaustive understanding of 
worldview, however, I hope this will whet your appetite to dig deeper into the 
subject.   

Each and every human person has a basis through which they view reality. 
The very decision whether we get out of bed or not, is made on a worldview. 
A person may not be able to articulate their worldview, but they will possess 
some assumptions about purpose and origins of life. 

A. Foundational thinking 

Thinking about our worldview forces us to think in the area of foundations. 
It forces to consider basic truths. 

This foundational thinking forces us to look at our assumptions ï and to 
examine which ones are true and or false.  
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Foundational thinking cares about truth and falsehood. It cares about good 
and evil. And when we fail to think foundationally ï we can not think truly 
at all. 

B. Definition of Worldview. 

The word Worldview as a technical term is relatively new. It is derived 
from two German words Weltan - world and schauungen - view. It refers to 
a philosophical understanding of epistemology (the basis on all knowledge 
and how we attain it) in reference to a wide world perception. In addition, it 
refers to a framework of ideas and beliefs through which an individual 
interprets the world and interacts in it. (Dictionary of Philosophy and 
Religion.) 

Whether we can articulate it or not, we all have a worldview, for without 
one we could not navigate life. A worldview is how we process all the data 
we come across, whether in casual thought ï ñwhat should I have for 
dinner tonightò or more penetrating ï ñis there meaning to life?ò  This 
worldview is the paradigm which we use to answer these questions, it is 
the basis which we categorize and process everything in life. A worldview 
is the presuppositions we hold to, either consciously or subconsciously, 
consistently or inconsistently, about the makeup of the world.  

We do not create a world or environment from scratch and then 
personalize it. Rather, we step into a world and culture that already exists, 
and we learn to interact with it.  

Our worldview may be a well thought out position, intellectually developed, 
or one that is bits and pieces that we tacitly adopted. 

Because worldviews are the basis to everybodyôs existence, the way we 
think, the way we act, and because virtually all worldviews promise 
salvation or utopia, the study of worldviews is of critical importance, and 
let me add, especially to the Christian. 

Ideas have consequences. Worldviews can be traced through history from 
century to century. We can trace how ides move from the minds of men to 
the application of daily life.  We can see how this happens on a micro level 
in specialty cultures. A specialty culture is one centered around some 
particular common interest, for example Christianity. Every culture devises 
its own points of inclusion and/or exclusion. A very noticeable example of 
this is found in its nomenclature. As you know, Christians have their own 
ñwordsò to communicate within the culture. Worldviews are comprised 
from ideas, ideas about the nature of reality.  

C. Worldviews are based on questions 

A worldview is the quest for the answers to questions we may not even 
consciously ask and are universal to all human beings.  
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For the sake of expedience, we will consider James Sireôs suggestions 
from his book The Universe Next Door. The answers we give to these 
questions indicate what Worldview we operate from. 

1. What is prime reality ï the really real? 

What is the basic stuff of and reasons for existence. This is the quest 
for the ñrootò of meaning. How did the universe and life come in to 
being?  

2. What is the nature of external reality, that is, the world around us? 

Is the word chaotic or orderly? Is the world subjective or objective apart 
from us? How does the stuff fit together? 

3. What is a human being? 

What is the meaning of man? Naked ape? What is personality ï is 
manôs ability to love, his aspirations have meaning? 

4. What happens to a person at death? 

Cease to exist? Reward, punishment, reincarnation? 

5. Why is it possible to know anything at all? 

Is man a machine where knowledge is merely the result of survival? Or 
is knowledge outside of man? Is man merely limited to knowledge of 
his environment? Can we know reality at all or merely a perception of 
reality?  

6. How do we know right from wrong? 

Is manôs moral ethic based on something outside himself or is it merely 
a device of society? 

7. What is the meaning to human history? 

Does history have meaning or is it pure brut fact? Is there purpose or 
merely chaos?  

The answers to these questions have very real consequences; they mark 
the course of individuals and cultures.  But where do these ideas or 
worldviews come from? 

While the disciplines of Sociology and Philosophy may define many 
worldviews, I do believe that the Bible shows us that all worldviews really 
fit into one of two categories. I will refer to these as ñThe Mind of Adamò 
and the ñMind of Christ.ò The meaning of these will be evident as we 
proceed, so I will not define these now.  
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D. Collapse of truth  

At the core of worldview is a quest for what is ñtrue.ò When I say ñtrueò 
here, we are saying that which is consistent to reality. Unfortunately the 
idea of ñtruthò has been eclipsed by relativity. 

We are in a time when all truth claims are taken relativistic and therefore 
not open to verification. People will weigh ñtruthò claims not so much for 
what corresponds to facts, but as to what is pragmatic or convenient. We 
have all heard it said; ñthis might be true for you, but it is not for me.ò It is 
absolutely impossible logically for something to be truth and non-truth at 
the same time in the same relationship. What people mean when they say 
such things is: ñthat ñworksò for you, but not for me.ò However, ñtruthò and 
ñwhat worksò are not synonymous with each other.  

 It behooves us to have a firm grasp on what ñtruthô is when we say; 
ñChristianity is truth.ò  

God puts a premium on truth. Let me ask this; If you were putting together 
the 10 commandments would you include a command about lying as one 
of them? When God says ñThou shalt not bear false witnessò He is talking 
about obscuring the truth or altering it.  

At the trial of Jesus (John 18:13), Pilate asks Jesus the question; ñWhat is 
truth?ò What Pilate was asking is; ñWhat is the reality laying at the basis of 
appearance?ò 

The question whether or not we can know truth is one of the most 
fundamental questions we are faced with.  

What is truth? 

The study of truth is a division of the study of Epistemology. It is the nature 
and basis of experience, belief and knowledge. It asks; what do we know? 
- and how do we know it? There are various views of truth and we will take 
a very brief look at the four major views. The bottom line of this is the 
question: is truth objective or subjective? That is to ask is truth outside of 
our experience and verifiable or is truth merely an interpretation or even 
illusion.  

¶ Correspondence 

This view holds that there is a one to one correlation of reality to what 
is in the mind and that statements hold a correspondence to verifiable 
facts.  

ñTruthò here is what we say the mind will preserve. It is the goal of 
scientific inquiry, historical research, and business audits. This 
historically been the most accepted theory of truth. We see here that 
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the ñtruthò is outside of our experience. In other words the event or 
thing of ñtruthò is transcendent of our being.  Opponents of the 
correspondence theory most often have to rely on semantics to make 
their point. We must concede that we can not know truth exhaustively, 
though we can know truly and that we bring to the issue 
presuppositions. We have all heard several people describe an 
accident and each inject different details. It is not that the event was 
different for each person but that their limitations to collect all the data 
provided these differing details. We can, however, with prescience and 
humility, overcome these obstacles and find truth. 

ñYou shall know the truth and the truth shall set you free.ò (John 8:32) 

¶ Pragmatic 

This theory holds (roughly) that an idea is true if it is useful to believe. 
Utility is the essential mark of truth. Beliefs that lead to the best 
outcome become the best justification for our actions. In other words - 
what ever works is right. The glaring problem with this theory is that it 
might be useful for one person to believe or do something where it has 
the totally opposite effect on another. Genocide is a good example of 
failure of this theory.  

¶ Coherence 

This theory basically states that a belief is true because it is internally 
consistent with itself.  The shortfall of the coherence theory is that 
there is no means to verify the truth claim. Here the majority of society, 
oneôs owns beliefs or whatever becomes the measuring device. This 
then leads being both true for you and true for me at the same time 
and in the same relationship. Hence Coherence theory is given the 
green light to violate logicôs law of non-contradiction.  

¶ Postmodern  

Here truth is a ñconstructò of those having power and not a 
correspondence to reality. If we human beings are ultimate arbiters of 
what is true, then consensus will determine what is truth.  It is here that 
the line between subjective and objective is blurred or erased 
altogether. Ultimately, all becomes subjective and unverifiable at this 
point. 

As we consider apologetics, the concept of truth will be the most important 
thing we will face.  Most arguments between Christian and non-Christian 
will óboilô down to this point.  Even in Christian thinking, the idea of ñtruthò 
has become infected by the surrounding culture.  

George Barna has noted that; "only 9 percent of born-again adults and 2 
percent of born-again teenagers have a biblical worldview." 
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This translates to this reality; for the Christian the Bible is one of a string of 
truths, instead of the truth by which all of life has to be determined.  

Schaeffer noted: 

ñBefore a man is ready to become a Christian, he must have a proper 
understanding of truth, whether he has fully analyzed his concept of truth 
or not. All people, whether they realize it or not, function in the frame work 
of some concept of truth. Our concept of truth will radically affect our 
understanding of what it means to become a Christian. We are concerned, 
at this point, not with the content of truth so much as the concept of what 
truth is. éAccept Christ as savior can mean anything. We are not saying 
what we are trying to say unless we make completely clear that we are 
talking about objective truth when we say Christianity is true and therefore 
that ñaccepting Christ as savior is not just some from of upper-story leap.ò 

ñOf all the symptoms of decay in our decadent civilization, subjectivism is 
the most disastrous of all. A mistake can possibly be discovered and 
amended if and only if truth exists and can be known and is loved and 
searched for.ò (Peter Kreeft, Ronald Tacelli Handbook of Christian 
Apologetics) 

What we need to remember here is that truth will be truth whether or not it 
is believed. It is never contingent on ones reasoning or perspectives.  Any 
view of truth other than the correspondence view, starts from the 
subjective position and becomes virtually non-cogent. While we are faced 
with the reality that we cannot know truth exhaustively, or without 
presuppositions, we must realize that truth is outside of our existence and 
is something that is both verifiable and cogent. 

E. Two Big Stories 

From the first pages of the Scriptures we see that the Fall becomes the 
watershed for one of two directions for man. One I will call the ñBiblical 
Theistò (the mind of Christ) and the other the ñHuman Autonomistò (the 
mind of Adam). While Biblical Theism was not explicit at this point in the 
scriptures, it nevertheless is implicit in the first few chapters of Genesis.  

1. From the beginning  

It is important for us to consider the creation account to help us 
understand this watershed of human history.  Though we will not go 
deep into the creation story, there are three things to note about the 
Creation account. 

¶ The Creation account is not given as ñaò, or some passable meta-
narrative, but as ñthe,ò or only meta-narrative.  Verse 1:1 ï 2:3 give 
us the foundation for a believerôs worldview about God, human 
beings, creation and moral laws that are essential to mankind. 
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¶ While views may abound concerning literary style of these chapters 
(whether analogous, poetic or literal), the real importance lies in the 
fact that God intended for them to be seen as a historical reality. 
The creation account gives real meaning to history; it is not a long 
list of brute facts. Existence is not given to the idea of the fates.  It 
gives real significance to manôs choices and how it affects history.  

The book of Genesis answers the most basic of lifeôs questions such 
as: what is reality, what is man, what is good and evil and why is there 
suffering. 

So the Christian must start with a commitment to the historical reality of 
the book of Genesis if the Bible is to be anything more than a book of 
spiritual platitudes.  

If worldviews are the extensions of manôs quest for the meaning to life, 
then what is this meaning based on? How can man justify his 
worldview? 

The Bible is clear that man holds either to a Biblical theism, ñthe mind 
of Christò, or the Human Autonomist position, ñthe mind of Adam.ò  
Needless to say, whichever one has our commitment will determine 
where we will look for a starting point.  

So letôs consider the creation account.       

a) Genesis 1:1 

ñIn the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.ò  

 Please notice here that God is the first subject of the Bible.  At this 
point we get a very important fact about God ï as the creator He is 
outside creation and that within this is the fact is that He is not a 
part of, or mixed with creation. Many Christians make a bad 
mistake here by not recognizing this.  

This is a crucial point. God exists in a different way than His 
created beings. Our existence is derived, we are finite and 
dependent. God, however, is eternal, necessary, and self-sufficient.  

He is eternal in that He has never had a beginning, nor will he have 
an end.  It is impossible for us to think in this way. We think linearly. 
We are bound inexorably to time and really can only think in this 
fashion.  However, God is outside of time. 

He is necessary in that there is no possibility of Him ceasing to 
exist.  

God is self-sufficient, in that, He is not in any way dependent on 
what he has created. In no sense can it be said God created out of 
any need within himself.  
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We must grasp firmly the reality that God is self-contained fullness.  

Acts 17:23-25  

"For while I was passing through and examining the objects of your 
worship, I also found an altar with this inscription, 'TO AN UNKNOWN 
GOD ' Therefore what you worship in ignorance, this I proclaim to you.ò 
The God who made the world and all things in it, since He is Lord of 
heaven and earth, does not dwell in temples made with hands; nor is He 
served by human hands, as though He needed anything, since He 
Himself gives to all people life and breath and all things;   

Ps 90:1-4 

Lord, You have been our dwelling place in all generations. Before the 
mountains were born Or You gave birth to the earth and the world, Even 
from everlasting to everlasting, You are God. You turn man back into 
dust And say, "Return, O children of men." For a thousand years in Your 
sight Are like yesterday when it passes by, Or as a watch in the night. 

Ps 102: 25-27 

ñOf old You founded the earth, And the heavens are the work of Your 
hands. òEven they will perish, but You endure; And all of them will wear 
out like a garment; Like clothing You will change them and they will be 
changed.  
"But You are the same, And Your years will not come to an end. 

Isaiah 40:28-31 

 Do you not know? Have you not heard? The Everlasting God, the LORD, 
the Creator of the ends of the earth Does not become weary or tired His 
understanding is inscrutable. He gives strength to the weary And to him 
who lacks might He increases power. Though youths grow weary and 
tired, And vigorous young men stumble badly, Yet those who wait for the 
LORD Will gain new strength; They will mount up with wings like 
eagles, They will run and not get tired, They will walk and not become 
weary.  

John 5:26 

"For just as the Father has life in Himself, even so He gave to the Son 
also to have life in Himself;  

Rev 4:10 

The twenty-four elders will fall down before Him who sits on the throne, 
and will worship Him who lives forever and ever, and will cast their 
crowns before the throne, saying,  

We make a very grave error in attributing to God the conditions and 
limitations inherent in the creation. 

The Biblical theist recognizes his place and dependence on the 
creator, who is transcendent of creation and has revealed Himself. I 
need to differentiate here between Biblical theism and common 
theism. Many worldviews uphold a ñtheisticò starting point; however, 
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they all have a marked difference from Biblical theism. Theism 
outside of the God of Scripture most often is nothing more than a 
mere superhuman type of god (i.e. Greek mythology), or one that is 
a part of creation and not transcendent (i.e. Pantheistic religions). 
False religions either start with man trying to reason himself to god, 
or that god is a projection of his mind, so in this I put the ñcommon 
theistò in the same category as the Human Autonomist.  

Ravi Zacharias writes: 

ñAnyone who claims that all religions are the same betrays not only 
an ignorance of all religions, but also a caricatured view of even the 
best-known ones.ò 

The Biblical theist on the other hand starts with a transcendent God 
that reveals Himself to man. Consider the following:  

¶ Only the Bible claims to have come by unique process of divine 
inspiration. The Qurôan clams to have come by verbal dictation 
from the angel Gabriel to Muhammad. 

¶ Only the Bible has supernatural predictive prophecy. Other 
religions claim predictive prophecy, but fail to provide examples 
of clear predictions hundreds of years in advance the have been 
literally fulfilled, such as the Bible has. Muslims, for example, 
claim that Muhammad made predictions in the Qurôan. But upon 
closer examination they fail to measure up to their billing. 

¶ Only the Bible has been supernaturally confirmed. For only the 
Bible was written by men of God who were confirmed by special 
acts of God (cf Exodus 4:1ff; Hebrews 2:3-4) to be telling the 
truth about God.  

      (taken from The Portable Seminary pg 422)  

Human Autonomist starts with man, however, right from the start 
the Human Autonomist runs into a couple of significant problems. 
One, he has no real answers to the questions; is the world only an 
external ï or a material world and where does personality come 
from in an impersonal existence? 

The Human Autonomist can not live consistently with this starting 
point. An impersonal starting point can not adequately explain the 
personality of man. To start with the impersonal is to make man into 
a biological machine. There have been those who have and will try 
to live consistently with this, but in the final analysis have and will 
always fail. Human autonomists fail to explain human relationships, 
building of societies, or the meaning of culture.  

It is exactly at these points that Biblical theism holds out cogent 
answers. 
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The Biblical theist has a transcendent reference point where a 
personal being brings into existence a creation with personality. 

b) Genesis 3  

One of the great disasters that have come upon much of popular 
Evangelism has been to merely ñspiritualizeò the Bible much in the 
same way neo-orthodoxy did.  When I say this, I mean that many 
place the Bible in the area of non-reason versus propositional truth. 
While I do not believe this has been a conscience commitment, 
nonetheless, it is a dangerous one. While there are many 
underlying causes that one may attribute to this, it is my suspicion 
that the reason has more to do with the influences of post-
modernity and existentialism, than a commitment to neo-orthodox 
thinking.   

God has given us revelation that is grounded in a real time and 
space context. These are real historical events and we must see 
them as real historical events. 

c) Uniqueness of man 

Genesis 1:26-28, 2:7 

Then God said, "Let Us make man in Our image, according to Our 
likeness; and let them rule over the fish of the sea and over the birds of 
the sky and over the cattle and over all the earth, and over every creeping 
thing that creeps on the earth."  God created man in His own image, in 
the image of God He created him; male and female He created them. 
God blessed them; and God said to them, " Be fruitful and multiply, and fill 
the earth, and subdue it; and rule over the fish of the sea and over the 
birds of the sky and over every living thing that moves on the earth."  

We must notice first that the creation account gives man 
significance. Man is not merely an animal that walks upright, nor a 
biological machine.  We see that God creates man in his own 
image. We know this not in a physical sense, but still, in a very real 
sense. God is personal, He is morally excellent, and has mind, 
emotion and will and thus prior to the Fall man reflects these 
qualities. God created man able to make very real and significant 
decisions. Current culture in many ways seeks to reduce this true 
significance of man.  Today man is many times seen as a 
commodity or machine, something to be used. We are told 
constantly that we are only significant if we are young and/or sexy. 
We are only significant if we buy or consume a certain product. We 
are inundated daily by the need to change our image or personality.  
But here in Genesis, we see man is not merely just another animal 
of some evolutionary process, not just a consumer or one that must 
change image, but he is significant in that he is created in the 
image of God. 
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As Christians we must not see man as a radical dichotomy of body 
and soul. We make a great mistake in thinking that the soul is the 
only thing God cares about. Many times when we evangelize, we 
have tendency to express concern only about the soul. Man is a 
body soul nexus where the body and soul are vitally connected. 
Our redemption is not from the body, but that our glorification will 
be with our body. The body is the means by which we experience 
reality. It is how we express ourselves and carry out Godôs will, or in 
other words, express dominion in time and space.  

The recovery of the human experience from the effects of the Fall is 
of such importance to God that the second person of the Trinity has 
become human. 

In their book Being Human - Macaulay and Barrs put it this way. 

ñWe were made like God and intended to worship, love and enjoy 
him. God did not make us to relate to him with one small part of our 
lives ï the spiritual part. He made us to relate to him and express 
his likeness in all of life ï body, mind, emotions and will.ò 

Let us be sure of this ï death is not a part of the natural process. 
Death is a part of the enviable process due to the Fall. Our culture 
has tried to make death pretty or good. Death is ugly ï it is a part of 
the curse ï it ought to repulse us and make us mourn. It ought to 
remind us that things are not what they should be. We do rejoice in 
the fact we have the hope of the resurrection, the Promise that the 
effects of sin, death being the chief of them, will be done away with.  

Yes, we have the promise in that to be absent from the body is to 
be present in Christ as Paul expressed Philippians 1:21. 

For to me, to live is Christ and to die is gain. 

But in saying this Paul is not saying this is the best state. We have 
a provisional state of happiness at death; however, it is still an 
abnormal state for man. 

2. The account of the Fall 

Genesis 3 

Now the serpent was more crafty than any other beast of the field that the 
LORD God had made. He said to the woman, "Did God actually say, 'You 
shall not eat of any tree in the garden'?" And the woman said to the 
serpent, "We may eat of the fruit of the trees in the garden, but God said, 
'You shall not eat of the fruit of the tree that is in the midst of the garden, 
neither shall you touch it, lest you die.'" But the serpent said to the 
woman, "You will not surely die. For God knows that when you eat of it 
your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing good and 
evil."  So when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it 
was a delight to the eyes, and that the tree was to be desired to make 
one wise, she took of its fruit and ate, and she also gave some to her 
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husband who was with her, and he ate.  Then the eyes of both were 
opened, and they knew that they were naked. And they sewed fig leaves 
together and made themselves loincloths. And they heard the sound of 
the LORD God walking in the garden in the cool of the day, and the man 
and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God among 
the trees of the garden. But the LORD God called to the man and said to 
him, "Where are you?" And he said, "I heard the sound of you in the 
garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked, and I hid myself."   He 
said, "Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten of the tree of 
which I commanded you not to eat?"  The man said, "The woman whom 
you gave to be with me, she gave me fruit of the tree, and I ate."  Then 
the LORD God said to the woman, "What is this that you have done?" 
The woman said, "The serpent deceived me, and I ate." The LORD God 
said to the serpent, Because you have done this, cursed are you above 
all livestock and above all beasts of the field; on your belly you shall go, 
and dust you shall eat all the days of your life. I will put enmity between 
you and the woman, and between your offspring and her offspring; he 
shall bruise your head, and you shall bruise his heel." To the woman he 
said, "I will surely multiply your pain in childbearing; in pain you shall bring 
forth children. Your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule 
over you." And to Adam he said, "Because you have listened to the voice 
of your wife and have eaten of the tree of which I commanded you, 'You 
shall not eat of it,' cursed is the ground because of you; in pain you shall 
eat of it all the days of your life; thorns and thistles it shall bring forth for 
you; and you shall eat the plants of the field. By the sweat of your face 
you shall eat bread, till you return to the ground, for out of it you were 
taken; for you are dust, and to dust you shall return." The man called his 
wife's name Eve, because she was the mother of all living. And the LORD 
God made for Adam and for his wife garments of skins and clothed them. 
Then the LORD God said, "Behold, the man has become like one of us in 
knowing good and evil. Now, lest he reach out his hand and take also of 
the tree of life and eat, and live forever--" therefore the LORD God sent 
him out from the Garden of Eden to work the ground from which he was 
taken.  He drove out the man, and at the east of the Garden of Eden he 
placed the cherubim and a flaming sword that turned every way to guard 
the way to the tree of life. 

 
This, again, is given us as a historical reality not as a myth or an 
abstraction.  We see that Adam and Eve were given the ability to make 
real and significant decisions. Adam and Eve were not merely puppets, 
nor were they given to some sort of fate. We must see here as well 
that their decisions were not given to some prior physiological or 
sociological conditioning. In other words, they are not merely a product 
of their culture. God lays before them the possibility of real choice. In a 
created world of programmed cause-and-effect, man stands alone with 
the real possibility of choice. We know something of the significance of 
manôs creation in this context. Man was created to freely love God face 
to face in obedience. The issue at hand was whether or not Adam was 
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going to let God determine what was good or evil or determine it for 
himself. 

Jesus reminds us of this in Matt 22:36-38 

"Teacher, which is the great commandment in the Law?" And He said to 
him, " 'YOU SHALL LOVE THE LORD YOUR GOD WITH ALL YOUR 
HEART, AND WITH ALL YOUR SOUL, AND WITH ALL YOUR MIND.' 
"This is the great and foremost commandment.  

This is what man manôs ultimate purpose is. It is in this context that we 
can understand Adam and Eveôs relationship with God. Obedience is 
inseparably connected to our love for our creator.  

Man is not a machine here. It is because of this creature ï creator 
relationship that love, through obedience, is real. The whole of nature, 
as it were, is programmed to do what God intended. The dirt worships 
God because the dirt obeys the properties of dirt. Man was given the 
choice to freely ï not mechanically- choose to be what God had 
created him for. 

3. The necessity of its reality. 

We must realize here that God makes the bare possibility for evil. 
This does not actualize it, nor make it necessary as eastern thought 
would suggest, there is not a concept of a yin/yang to creation. But in 
making it a possibility, it validated true choice on the part of Adam and 
Eve and validates the reality of real and significant choices in history.  

I want to make this clear ï though God makes the possibility for evil in 
choices, he is in no way the author of evil.  

The Fall gives cogent answers for the reason of an abnormal universe. 
It is the only place in which we can understand evil, pain and suffering. 
The Human Autonomist has no real answers for this, and in the final 
analysis he has to say there is no difference between good and evil, 
pain and suffering, cruelty and non-cruelty.  

What a horrid place to have to be, to say there is no difference 
between cruelty and non-cruelty. Fortunately, most Human 
Autonomists can not live consistently in their worldview at this point.   

The Biblical account of the Fall does give us real and sufficient 
answers to these questions. 

4. The scope of the Fall 

The Fall brought abnormality to the universe. Upon Godôs completion 
of creation, he had pronounced it ñvery good.ò What we see here is 
that everything was brought within Godôs constraint and pronounced 
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ñvery good.ò At this point, all of creation is within the bounds of Godôs 
purposes. Everything bears witness to Godôs glory. However, when sin 
entered, even the earth itself now suffers abnormal state.  

For example in Genesis 5:29 

Now he called his name Noah, saying, "This one will give us rest from our 
work and from the toil of our hands arising from the ground which the 
LORD has cursed."  

The Fall is the only sufficient way to account for the abnormal universe.  

God created Adam as representative for the rest of humankind. We 
see here the action of one man having a very real impact on history. 

Romans 5:12-14. 

Therefore, just as through one man sin entered into the world, and death 
through sin, and so death spread to all men, because all sinned-- for until 
the Law sin was in the world, but sin is not imputed when there is no law. 
Nevertheless death reigned from Adam until Moses, even over those who 
had not sinned in the likeness of the offense of Adam, who is a )type of 
Him who was to come.  

The bible is quite plain on the fact that this includes you and I.  

Romans 3:11-18 

 THERE IS NONE WHO UNDERSTANDS, THERE IS NONE WHO 
SEEKS FOR GOD; ALL HAVE TURNED ASIDE, TOGETHER THEY 
HAVE BECOME USELESS; THERE IS NONE WHO DOES 
GOOD, THERE IS NOT EVEN ONE." "THEIR THROAT IS AN OPEN 
GRAVE, WITH THEIR TONGUES THEY KEEP DECEIVING," ñTHE 
POISON OF ASPS IS UNDER THEIR LIPS"; "WHOSE MOUTH IS FULL 
OF CURSING AND BITTERNESS"; "THEIR FEET ARE SWIFT TO 
SHED BLOOD, DESTRUCTION AND MISERY ARE IN THEIR 
PATHS,AND THE PATH OF PEACE THEY HAVE NOT KNOWN." 
ñTHERE IS NO FEAR OF GOD BEFORE THEIR EYES." 

Though now fallen, we all are very aware the impact of this on human 
history. We all, having the image of God, sense the abnormality, the 
despair of the condition of the world we now live in. By and large we 
react to tragedy, suffering ï we are moved to humanitarian efforts.  We 
are shocked at cruelty, death, suffering, even the most hard of hearts 
have a point of sensing this despair. 

What did this mean to the flow of History? 

¶ Manôs relationship to God 

The result of sin was immediately evident in the Garden.  
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Genesis 3:7 

Then the eyes of both of them were opened, and they knew that they 
were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together and made themselves 
loin coverings.  

Man had become aware of the reality of true Guilt. We are not 
talking a guilt complex or guilt feelings. We are speaking of actual 
moral guilt. Man had now become culpable for the violation of 
Godôs perfect will ï his constraint if you will.   

In the separation of the relationship between God and man lie all 
the other separations that are now a part of our reality, not only in 
eternity but in the here-and-now. Man no longer has the 
communion with God he was meant to have. When man sinned, 
the purpose of his existence was marred. It is not that man is now a 
nothing, it just means that he is no longer able to fulfill the purpose 
in which God had created him without His intervention. Man is no 
longer able to ñlove God with all his heart, with all his soul and all of 
his mind.ò And here lies the sufficient meaning for manôs sense of 
lostness of purpose and his insatiable quest for fulfillment. The 
inordinate drive for money, things, sex, power and fame, to name a 
few, is manôs search for meaning and/or purpose.  This is why 
advertising is so successful. Advertising banks on manôs sense of 
being unfulfilled and routinely portrays people as unfilled until they 
consumed or used some product.  

¶ Man to others 

Another thing we notice is that the entrance of passing of blame. 
Intuitively Adam passes blame and here the reality of the damaged 
relationship is now seen. The human race became divided or 
alienated from each other at this moment ï man against man. And 
here is where manôs alienation had its inception.  

Adam here alienates himself from his wife by passing blame.   

¶ Man to himself  

It is here we grasp the reason for the war that is waged within each 
of us. The desires of the body wages war against the soul. Seneca 
correctly noted this when he wrote ñO the scorpion that is inside.ò 
Man has fear, guilt feelings (when no true guilt is present), and real 
physiological problems, hence he has become alienated from 
himself.  

¶ Man to nature 

Man now also becomes at odds with his environment. We see the 
ñearthò working against him. The thing that was to be natural to man 
ï tending the garden ï will now be toiling. The ground will produce 
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ñthorns and thistlesò and ñby the sweat of his browò he will tend the 
garden. 

The design was for Adam to rule over the ground and it was to 
submit to him. Here, however, the role is reversed, it will resist him 
and eventually, in death. swallow him.  

As I had said earlier  - The Bible is clear that man holds either to a 
Biblical theism, ñthe mind of Christò, or the Human Autonomist 
position, ñthe mind of Adam.ò   

Here the first several chapters of the Book of Genesis gives us 
some very important information about the sources of these 
divergent worldviews. 

F. The great divide 

The Fall became the watershed of thought in the course of man. In the 
Fall man fell down on the side of the Human Autonomist. We see, 
however, in Christ the restoration of the redeemed to the proper place of 
Biblical theism. 

As Van Til wrote: 

ñWhen man became a sinner he made of himself instead of God the 
ultimate or final reference point. And it is precisely this presupposition, as 
it controls without exception all forms of non-Christian philosophy that 
must be brought into questionò 

1. Human Autonomist  - the mind of Adam 

In the Fall Adam claimed autonomy from his Creator. The basic issue 
of Genesis 3 was whether Adam was going to let God determine what 
was good and bad, or whether he would decide for himself, in total 
disregard to what God had said.  

It was at this moment Adam made an attempt in claiming equality with 
God.  

The anti-God, self-aggrandizing (which is the act or practice of 
enhancing or exaggerating one's own importance, power, or 
reputation) mindset expressed in Adam became a part of him, and of 
the moral nature that he passed on to us, his descendants.  

a) Autonomous declaration of Adam  

Genesis 3:1-6 

Now the serpent was more crafty than any beast of the field which the 
LORD God had made. And he said to the woman, "Indeed, has God said, 
'You shall not eat from any tree of the garden'?" The woman said to the 
serpent, " From the fruit of the trees of the garden we may eat; but from 
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the fruit of the tree which is in the middle of the garden, God has said, 
'You shall not eat from it or touch it, or you will die.ôò The serpent said to 
the woman, "You surely will not die! "For God knows that in the day you 
eat from it your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing 
good and evil." When the woman saw that the tree was good for food, 
and that it was a delight to the eyes, and that the tree was desirable to 
make one wise, she took from its fruit and ate; and she gave also to her 
husband with her, and he ate.  

Adam at this moment makes the decision to stand autonomous 
from God. Apparently the issue whether Adam would let God 
determine what was good and bad, or would seek to decide that for 
himself, in disregard of what God had said.  

Adam disregarded Godôs word/revelation, and any religion or 
philosophy that does not start with the revelation which God has 
given stands in the same spot as Adam.  He decides for himself 
what is good and bad.   

(Even after we become Christians we carry this desire for 
autonomy with us. We are very aware when we tell the Lord ï No. 
The level of our desire for autonomy is in direct proportion to our 
lack of desire to pray.)  

b) Natural manôs attempt to find meaning 

Man intuitively seeks to make sense of his world. We are driven to 
answer the questions discussed before about existence and 
meaning. Due to the effects of the Fall, he seeks to find answers to 
these questions in anything other than the true God. Some 
approach these questions by merely taking their cues from the 
culture, while others are forced to consider them on an intellectual 
basis.  

People either bury themselves in the superfluous things of life so as 
not to have to face these questions, or they peruse independent 
philosophies that will try to answer these questions. Due to manôs 
need to make sense of the world, however, he is forced to try to 
find a unifying principle for all the particulars of life.  

Philosophy was born in the ancient quest of ultimate reality, the 
reality that transcends the proximate and commonplace that 
defines and explains the data of everyday experience. 

The present term is meta-narrative, which is the overarching story 
that unifies life.  

Now, at some point all religions or philosophies will dip into the 
ñcookie jarò of Christian concepts. Whether it be language or 
thought forms, there is something that is used to make falsehood 
look right.  
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A good example of this is when Schaeffer noted that Communism 
is a Christian heresy. 

ñTo understand this phenomenon we must understand that Marx 
reached over to that for which the Christianity does give a base ï 
the dignity of man- and too the words as words of his own. The only 
understanding of idealistic sounding Marxist-Leninism is that it is (in 
this sense) a Christian heresy.ò 

Virtually all thought outside Biblical theism will use some Christian 
language/philosophy. This is due to the ñtruthò that man has within 
him, but suppresses.  

Romans 1:18-23 

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and 
unrighteousness of men who suppress the truth in unrighteousness, 
because that which is known about God is evident within them; for God 
made it evident to them. For since the creation of the world His invisible 
attributes, His eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly seen, 
being understood through what has been made, so that they are without 
excuse. For even though they knew God, they did not honor Him as God 
or give thanks, but they became futile in their speculations, and their 
foolish heart was darkened. Professing to be wise, they became fools, 
and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God for an image in the form 
of corruptible man and of birds and four-footed animals and crawling 
creatures.  

We seek to make sense of the world in which we live. There is a 
truth that each one knows and understands, however, we suppress 
it. This truth can only be given its fullest meaning in Biblical theism; 
however, man suppresses or veils these truths to escape their 
implications. He will use only the truths that will temporarily 
appease his sense of emptiness.  

At this point man began to search for a ñstoryò or meta-narrative if 
you will, in an attempt to answer the haunting questions of 
existence. This I will call ñAutonomous Philosophy.ò It is 
Autonomous in that it is derived separate from the revealed truth of 
God. And though nuggets of Truth exist in these philosophies, this 
is only because of the existence of common grace.  

J.I. Packer writes 

ñGod will not allow human beings to suppress entirely their sense of 
God and His judgment. Some sense of right and wrong, as well as 
accountability go God always remains. Even in the fallen world 
everyone is endowed with a conscience that from time to time 
condemns them, telling them they ought to suffer for wrongs they 
have done.ò 

Outside of Biblical theism man can not live consistently with his 
worldview. We see, as well, that un-saved man is illogical. We see 
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the non-Christian performing loving acts, acts of Heroism, 
philanthropy, kindness, compassion, etc.  

For some it might be the conscience trying to out weigh the ñbadò of 
ones life, however there is another reason for this as well. 

Even now, post-fall, man has longing, some kind of inkling, of a 
moral universe. Even the most hardened criminal poses a sense of 
moral wrongs.  

Schaeffer noted 

ñIf the unsaved man was consistent, he would be an atheist in 
religion, and irrationalist in philosophy, or completely a-moral in the 
widest sense.  However most unsaved men are not atheists, 
irrationalists, or completely a-moral. Inconsistently most unsaved 
men do have a part of the world-view which logically can only 
belong to Bible-believing Christianity. I personally believe this is 
very inconsistency is a result of common grace. The sun shines on 
the just an the unjust, and illogically the unsaved man accepts 
some of the world as it really is, just as the Christian Scientists own 
good restaurants and have funeral directors.ñ 

There are three directions Human Autonomists take in their attempt 
to find a unifying principle.  

(1) Atheistic / Materialistic  

The atheist denies that any transcendent being exists. All that 
existed from the beginning was matter and all existence is an 
evolutionary process from that matter. The atheist denies there 
is any Cosmological (account of origins), Teleological (purpose, 
order and design), or the Ontological (necessary of being) 
arguments to consider. 

In this group is: 

¶ Marxism 

Atheistic materialism is at the core of Marxism/Communism. 
All processes of existence are evolutionary dialectics.  

¶ Buddhism (in some forms) 

Some Buddhists claim that god is irrelevant. God is not a 
necessity for existence and if a god did exist it would have 
no bearing on them.  

(2) Agnosticism 

This view basically denies there is sufficient evidence to know if 
there is a God.   

(3) Non-Biblical theism 



 

 

 

20 

The non-Biblical theist finds the necessity to recognize the 
reality of a god, but rejects the revelation of the true God or 
claims that Godôs revelation is not complete. While it is ñtheisticò 
in nature, it starts with manôs reason and moves to a god.   

In this group are many false religions. 

¶ Pantheism 

This view states that: ñthe same matter and energy that 
makes the universe makes us. We are made by the 
universe, sustained by the universe, destroyed by the 
universe, and return to the universe after we die. The 
universe is all that exists.ò (Holmanôs Guide to Christian 
Apologetics) Pantheism sees that god is separate from, but 
comes from the universe. They state that god is in all things 
and all things are in god. 

Religions in this group are: Hinduism, Taoism, some forms 
of Buddhism, New Age, Paganism, some forms of 
Unitarianism, Christian Scientist, and Scientology.    

¶ Polytheism 

This view teaches there are many gods. These gods are 
from nature of men that have become gods and hence are 
finite, fallible, and mortal.  

Groups that hold to Polytheism are: Hinduism, Mahayana 
Buddhism, Confucianism, Taoism, Shintoism, Paganism, 
and Mormonism.  

¶ Deism 

God is transcendent and knowable through nature and 
reason. For the Deist, however, God is not personally 
involved in his creation, nor are there any miracles.  

¶ Monotheism (non-Christian) 

Monotheism finds the necessity of a transcendent being that 
has created and sustains his creation.   

Groups that are in this category include: Judaism and Islam.
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 Theism  Atheism  Deism  Finite Godism  Panentheism  Pantheism  Polytheism  

God  
One Infinite 
Personal 

None 
One Infinite 
Personal 

One Finite Personal 
One Potentially infinite 
Actually finite 

One Infinite Impersonal 
or personal 

Multiple Finite Personal 

World  
Created ex 
nihilo Finite 

Eternal 
(material) 

Finite or 
eternal 

Created ex materia or 
ex nihilo Eternal 

Created ex Materia and 
ex deo Eternal 

Created ex deo 
immaterial 

Created ex materia Eternal 

God and 
World  

God beyond and 
in world 

World only 
God beyond, 
but not in, 
world 

God in world and 
beyond world 

God beyond world 
potentially and in it 
actually 

God is world Gods in world 

Miracles  
Possible and 
actual 

Impossible 
May be 
possible, but 
not actual 

May be possible, but 
not actual 

Impossible Impossible Possible and actual 

Human 
Nature  

Soul and body 
immortal 

Body Mortal 
Body 
mortal/soul 
immortal 

Body mortal/soul 
immortal 

Body mortal/soul 
immortal (some) 

Body mortal/soul 
immortal 

Body mortal/soul immortal 

Human 
Destiny  

Resurrection to 
reward or 
punishment 

Annihilation 
Reward or 
punishment 
of the soul 

Rewards and/or 
punishment 

In God's memory 
Reincarnation, merging 
with God 

Divine reward and 
punishment 

Origen of 

Evil  
Free choice 

Human 
ignorance 

Free choice 
and/or 
ignorance 

In God's internal 
struggle 

Necessary aspect of 
God 

An illusion In struggles between gods 

End of 

Evil  

Will be defeated 
by God 

Can be defeated 
by human 
beings 

Can be 
defeated by 
human 
beings or 
God 

Can be defeated by 
human beings or God 

Cannot be defeated by 
human beings or God 

Will be absorbed by 
God 

Will not be defeated by gods 

Basis of 
Ethics  

Grounded in 
God 

Grounded in 
humanity 

Grounded in 
nature 

Grounded in God or 
humanity 

Grounded in changing 
God 

Grounded in lower 
manifestations of God 

Grounded in gods 

Nature of 
Ethics  

Absolute Relative Absolute Relative Relative Relative Relative 

History 
and Goal  

Linear 
Purposeful God 
appointed end 

Chaotic, 
Purposeless 
Eternal 

Linear 
Purposeful 
Eternal 

Linear Purposeful 
Eternal 

Linear Purposeful 
Eternal 

Circular Illusory Eternal 
Linear or circular Purposeful 
Eternal 

 

Taken from Understanding the Times by David Nobel
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c) Conclusion 

Something we must keep in mind here is just because someone can 
ñreasonò there is no God, does not prove or mean that there is not. A 
claim is not true based only on if someone believes it, or untrue 
because someone believes it is not. Belief must be based on verifiable 
facts. The burden of proof is the responsibility of the one posing the 
truth claim.  

2. Biblical theism ï the mind of Christ 

When we become redeemed our starting point changes. Though at times 
we do not remain consistent with our faith, we are now on the side of 
being a Biblical theist. There is no way we can hold on to our Human 
Autonomy and truly be Christian. We have declared (though we may not 
always live consistently as such) our dependence on the God who is 
transcendent and has revealed himself.   

a) The dependant declaration of Christ 

Philippians 2:5-8 

 Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ Jesus, who, 
although He existed in the form of God, did not regard equality with God a 
thing to be grasped, but emptied Himself, taking the form of a bond-servant, 
and being made in the likeness of men. Being found in appearance as a man, 
He humbled Himself by becoming obedient to the point of death, even death 
on a cross. 

We see here that Christ did not operate as autonomous man, but as a 
man in subjection to God. This is our only proper position before our 
creator and sustainer.  

3. Conclusion 

Man by his vary nature will seek to make sense of his universe. He will 
seek for answers for purpose and morals for our existence. Because of 
the Fall, man seeks to find these answers autonomous of the God who 
created him and to find answers that will free him from responsibility 
before the God of creation. We see in the world many attempts to find 
these answers all of which fail to give true and cogent answers. We must 
conclude that the Christian worldview is the only worldview that is 
consistent with reality and revelation.  As we seek to renew our mind 
(Romans 12:ff) in the things of Christ, we will find that answers for the 
condition of our world and ourselves, and we will become more cogent 
and consistent .  

ñThe Christian worldview is not proven in one or two strokes, but is rather 
verified by appealing to a wide and compelling verity of converging 
arguments.  Christianity is shown to be the best explanation for origin and 
nature of the universe as well as the human condition and facts of history. 



 

 

 

23 

Moreover, Christians must be pastoral in their apologetic practices. We 
must care deeply for the lost, not simply desire to defeat their arguments. 
The stakes are too high for apologetic one-upmanship.ò (Douglas 
Groothius) 

III. Apologetics  
The purpose of Christian Apologetics is to ñgive honest answers to honest 
questions.ò  We are told in 1 Peter 3:15 - 

ñbut in your hearts honor Christ the Lord as holy, always being prepared to make a 
defense to anyone who asks you for a reason for the hope that is in you; yet do it with 
gentleness and respect.ò 

We have just covered briefly the concepts of worldview. As we seek to live more 
consistently with the revelation of God and the Christian worldview, we will 
project a hope that other worldviews do not and one that it is more consistent 
with the truth that we know. We will find that as people search and struggle for 
answers in this life, people will demand from us a reason for the belief we hold to.  

We are to be prepared to make a defense to anyone who asks about this reason 
for the hope we possess.  Apologetics is neither the act of apologizing (being 
sorry) for our faith, nor winning an argument, but it is the act of giving an honest 
and cogent reason for believing the revelation God has given about Himself.    

There are differing views to the realm of Christian Apologetics. Each view 
approaches the concept from a little different angle, but each start with the reality 
of the God who is there and the necessity of His revelation - the Bible.  

The main purpose of this section of the course is not so much to study the 
ñschoolsò of apologetics as the encouraging of ñdoingò apologetics.  

A. Definition of Apologetics 

The Greek word apologia literally means to defend, to make a reply, to 
provide an answer or to legally defend oneself against an adversary. 

¶ New Dictionary of Theology 

ñThe term derives from the Greek term, apologia, and was used for a 
defense that a person like Socrates might make of his views and actions. 
The apostle Peter tells every Christian to be ready to give a reason 
(apologia) for the hope that is in him (1 Peter 3:15). Apologetics, then, is 
an activity of the Christian mind which attempts to show the gospel 
message is true in what it affirms. An apologist is one who is prepared to 
defend the message against criticism and distortion, and to give evidences 
of it credibility.ò  

¶ FA Schaeffer 
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ñThat branch of theology having to do with the defense and 
communication of Christianity.ò 

¶ Cornelius Van Til 

ñApologetics is the vindication of the Christian Philosophy of life against 
the various forms of the non-Christian philosophy of lifeò 

While these are good and proper definitions of Apologetics, we need to see 
Apologetics in a much broader perspective.  Please notice what Peter 
stresses here concerning this defense. 

¶ ñbut in your hearts honor Christ the Lord as holyò 

As a Christian involved in apologetics, we must first and foremost have 
Christ sanctified in our own life. Christ must be central in our own life and 
without this imperative we will be totally ineffective for the cause of Christ. 

¶ ñalways be readyò 

This is the process of renewing our minds. We must have the mind of 
Christ as we give an apologia for the hope in us. This means that we must 
take the time to know the Scriptures, Godôs working in history and 
something of the culture in which we live. 

¶ ñthe reason for the hope in youò 

It has become quite popular to give your subjective ñstoryò as the answer 
to this. This is not what Peter was referring to here. We are to give cogent, 
objective reasons for the reality of the Christian position.  We are to give a 
defense for the validity and creditability of the Christian position.  

¶ ñyet do it with gentleness and respect,ò 

We make our defense with gentleness and respect. The goal of 
Apologetics is not to win an argument, but to bring the truths of Christ to 
bear in love. To merely win an argument does not show the gentleness 
and respect that Peter is speaking. 

¶ The final apologetic 

The Christian position we hold to has to have an observable reality in our 
own life. Nothing will destroy communication faster than the lack of reality 
of Christianity in our own lives.  It has been reported that Mahatma Gandhi 
once said: ñI like your Christ, I do not like your Christians. Your Christians 
are so unlike your Christ.ò I know we can take to task what Gandhi was 
saying, but the issue is that we need to live consistently with the message 
we bring.  

2 Corinthians 3:2-3 

You yourselves are our letter, written on our hearts, known and read by everybody. 
You show that you are a letter from Christ, the result of our ministry, written not with 
ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on tablets of 
human hearts. 
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It is here that we must start. If we are to have any type of message to the 
world around us, we must have a reality of Christianity in our own life. We fail, 
none of us have it perfect, but we must ever strive, moment by moment, to be 
consistent.  

We are ever tempted to seek some canned method. Something works 
somewhere and we seek to replicate that method to say this is how the Lord 
works. However there is no short cut to Christian reality in our lives. We can 
use every trick, every clever method, but if our lives do not posses the reality 
of the Christian life, we will be working against God.  

Schaeffer said - 

ñWe Christians should be asking ourselves, ñWhat must we do to speak 
effectively to such a world?ò I believe with all my heart that in order to speak 
to this generation we must act like Bible believing people. We can emphasize 
a message faithful to the Bible and the purity of the visible church, but if we 
do not practice this truth we cannot expect anyone to listen to us.ò 

The world looks on and judges Christianity by the reality they see in a 
Christianôs life. What does the non-Christian observe as we work, or as we 
are in the market place, or when we play or wherever.  Can our defense of 
the Gospel be made ineffectual by our inconsistencies? 

Another place we are judged by the watching world is in the area of 
observable love one to another in the family of Christ. What do people see 
when they look into the church and see infighting. 

Schaeffer called John 13:35 the ñfinal apologeticò  

ñBy this all will know that you are My disciples, if you have love for one another.ò 

About this verse he writes:  

ñThe church is to be a loving church in a dying culture. How, then, is the dying 
culture going to consider us? éIn the midst of the world, in the midst of our 
present culture, Jesus is giving a right to the world.  Upon His authority He 
gives the world the right to judge whether you and I are born-again Christians 
on the basis of our observable love towards all Christians.ò 

Our calling is to exhibit the existence of God and to exhibit His character, 
individually and collectively. God is holy and God is love, and our calling is 
simultaneously to show forth holiness and love in every aspect of life.  

1. What Apologetics is not 

¶ It is not training in the art of answering the ñtoughò questions about the 
Christian faith (some delight in this pseudo-apologetics) 
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¶ It is not training in the ñart of debateò regarding the tough issues of the 
Christian faith (although some delight in the ñdebate forumò) 

¶ It is not to be confused with the act of evangelism to the lost sinner (for 
one can make an adequate apologia for the faith and not evangelize) 
(taken from unpublished Apologetics syllabus Dr Richard Goswiller) 

2. Exposing with grace 

A part of Apologetics is not only to bring arguments for the truths of 
Christianity, but to lovingly expose, with grace, the inconsistencies and 
failings of other worldviews. Francis Schaeffer called this ñtaking the roof 
off.ò  

ñThe Christian, lovingly, must remove the shelter (the inconsistent non-
Christian worldview) and allow the truth of the external world and of what 
man is, to beat upon him. When the roof is off, each man must stand 
naked and wounded before the truth of what is. The truth that we let in first 
is not a dogmatic statement of the truth of the Scriptures, but the truth of 
the external world and the truth of what man himself is. This is what shows 
him his need. The Scriptures then show him the real nature of his lostness 
and the answer to it.ò (FA Schaeffer The God Who Is There) 

It is incumbent on us to know how our neighbor thinks in order to love 
them enough to give them the answer of the gospel. Just telling people to 
believe in Jesus is not enough.  

ñOften it takes much more time to press him towards the logical conclusion 
of his position than it does later take to give him the answer. Luther spoke 
of the Law and the Gospel; the Law, the need, must always be adequately 
clear first. Then one can give the Christian answer because he knows his 
need for something; and on can tell him what his deadness really is, and 
the solution in the total structure of truth. But if we do not take sufficient 
time to take the roof off, [this generation] will not comprehend what we are 
trying to communicate, either what his death is caused by, or the solution. 
We must never forget that the first part of the gospel is not ñaccept Christ 
as Savior,ò but ñGod is there.ò Only then are we ready to hear Godôs 
solution for manôs moral dilemma in the substitutionary work of Christ in 
history.ò (FA Schaeffer The God Who Is There) 

3. The whole truth 

When we are engaged in Apologetics, it is incumbent on us to bring the 
whole truth to bear.  When faced with the question ñis Christianity true?ò, 
Any answer that does not reveal the objective reality of the Christian 
position will fall short. If our answer is merely in the subjective (personal 
testimony) of what Christianity has done for us personally, we really have 
not given a sufficient answer to the question.  There are objective, 
verifiable facts of the Christian position that we must be ready to explain. If 
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our position is the statement ñjust believeò, we do an injustice to the 
person and to the Christian position. The Christian position is not merely 
some superior psychological existence or religious experience, but real 
time and space facts.  

4. Faith 

We must have a complete view of faith when we approach apologetics. 
Faith does not mean a ñblind leapò or acceptance in something in the area 
of non-reason. The word for ñfaithò in the New Testament is grounded in 
the idea of an intentional engaged trust.   

ñMany regard it [faith] as simple-mindedness and as an expression of an 
uncritical spirit inappropriate to men and women ócome of age.ô By 
contrast, the Scriptures seem to regard faith as a stepping forward, not 
into darkness but in to the light which God has given.ò (New Dictionary of 
Theology) 

When we put trust in something it is for a reason. There are good and 
sufficient reasons that justify our belief or trust in something. 

ñWe trust; we exercise faith based on the weight of the evidence, Faith is 
not Christian-branded bopping or wishingò (Doug Powell Holman Guide to 
Christian Apologetics)  

B. Why Apologetics?  

Many Christians try to insist that apologetics is useless or even wrong. They 
insist that we can not ñargueò anyone to God, which is true enough, but our 
decisions are based on reasons. To make a decision without good and 
sufficient reason is to be irrational or insane. Even belief in nothing or a false 
belief system is a decision based on something, false information yes, but on 
information nonetheless.  

RC Sproul puts it this way: 

ñBut some...still ask, ówhy apologetics?ô Does a person have to understand in 
order to believe? Is it not, rather, that he believes in order to understand?  To 
put it another way: Does not apologetics derive from a new heart, rather than 
a new heart form apologetics? Who is ever saved, it has often been cynically 
asked, by apologetics?...So why apologetics (Classical Apologetics) 

Sproul answers thus: 

ñWhy oxygen? Because we humans are oxygen brearthing, oxygen needing 
animals. Why apologetics? Because we are rational creatures. Because we 
are by nature rational, we must be approached with reasons. Because, as 
creatures, it is essential that we know about our creator. Because we are 
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rational animals who need religion, we must be given reasons for believing 
the true religion.ò (Classic Apologetics ) 

C. Divisions of Apologetics 

While there are many differing approaches to apologetics, they all fall into 
only two differing divisions, subjective and objective. 

1. The subjective 

This view holds to an existential approach to apologetics. This is the 
unique personal experience of Godôs working. That Christianity is 
validated in personal experience. There is for the most part a rejection of 
natural or theistic proofs.  Man is ñspiritually appraisedò and does not 
have, due to the Fall, any ability to rightly understand ñproofs.ò Those who 
hold to this include: Blasé Pascal, Soren Kierkegaard, Emil Brunner and 
Karl Barth.  This view does recognize the reality and extent of the Fall, but 
skirts the Scriptural mandate to apologetics.  

2. The objective 

There is emphasis placed on external ñtruthsò of objective reality. The 
topics include the reality of the person of Christ, creation and design, the 
moral universe, various theistic proofs, miracles, and fulfilled prophecies, 
to name a few.  The weight of burden is placed on verifiable, objective 
facts. There are several subdivisions that exist in this division.  

a) Classical or evidentialism  

The Classical method is an approach that begins by employing natural 
theology to establish theism and the correct worldview. After Godôs 
existence has thus been shown, the classical method moves to the 
presentation of the historical evidence for the deity of Christ, the 
trustworthiness of Scripture etc, to show that Christianity is the best 
version of theism, as opposed to say, Judaism or Islam. This school is 
called the classical method because it is assumed that this is the 
method used by most prominent apologists of earlier centuries. 

(1) Theistic proofs 

Theistic proofs are philosophical in nature. They reason from 
abstract concepts to the reality. They have both strengths and 
weaknesses. We fail if we put too much emphasis on theistic proofs 
and think we have answered all the questions. They are quite 
helpful in engaging conversation on a philosophical level for a 
broader discussion into worldviews and the Christian position. 

¶ Moral argument ï The moral argument addresses the 
existence of a moral universe and particularly manôs 
conscience. Morality cannot come from an amoral universe.  All, 
no matter how calloused a person, posses a moral conscience 
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of right and wrong.  There is not a single moral relativist that can 
live consistently with their position.   

o Morality consists of perceptions for behavior and 
motives ï not descriptions of the world.  

o Morality consists of commands, not suggestions. 
Morality says ñdo thisò and ñdonôt do that,ò not ñit 
would be nice if you did this or refrained from doing 
that.ò  

o Morality is universal in scope. Morality applies to all 
people in all places at all times. 

o Morality is objective. Right and wrong exist outside of 
and regardless of our beliefs. 

o Morality is authoritative. We are obliged to obey its 
commands.  

(Taken from Holman Guide to Christian Apologetics) 

¶ Ontological argument ï coming from the Greek word for 
ñbeingò (ontos) and knowledge (logos) meaning ñknowledge of 
being.ò The concept that ñbeingò can come from ñnon-beingò is 
totally preposterous. Something coming from nothing is a 
completely incoherent statement.  Time and chance are not 
capable creating ñbeingò from ñnon-beingò. Neither time nor 
chance are entities that have ñbeingò to do so. Therefore there 
must be an uncaused ñbeing.ò 

¶ Cosmological argument ï from the Greek word Cosmos 
referring to everything that exists. A first cause of existence is 
necessary in that there can not be an infinite series of causes 
there must be an uncaused first cause. Why is there something 
rather than nothing? Because something caused it.  Thomas 
Aquinas noted:  ñNot all beings are merely possible, but there 
must exist something the existence of which is necessary.  

¶ Teleological argument - known also as intelligent design.  It is 
the study of a thingôs purpose or design. Science is not shy to 
say that the universe runs with intricate precision and that 
altercations to the parameters can create havoc to the ñsystem.ò 
The precision of the universe, the nature of information, and the 
observation that random and undirected forces cannot account 
for the complexity of living things all lead to a transcendent, 
personal, intelligent designer.   

The Evidence From Causation 

o The First Cause of limitless Space must be infinite in 
extent. 
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o The First Cause of endless Time must be eternal in 
duration. 

o The First Cause of perpetual Motion must be 
omnipotent in power. 

o The First Cause of unbounded Variety must be 
omnipresent in phenomena. 

o The First Cause of infinite Complexity must be 
omniscient I intelligence. 

o The First Cause of Consciousness must be personal. 

o The First Cause of Gelling must be emotional. 

o The First Cause of Will must be volitional. 

o The First Cause of Ethical values must be moral. 

o The First Cause of Religious values must be spiritual. 

o The First Cause of Beauty values must be aesthetic. 

o The First Cause of Righteousness must be holy.  

o The First Cause of Justice must be just. 

o The First Cause of Love must be loving. 

o The First Cause of Life must be living.  

(taken from Many Infallible Proofs Hennery Morris) 

(2) Biblical/historical proofs 

The Biblical/historical proofs look at the events of the Bible in their 
historical context. While the Bible is a ñspiritualò book, in that, it is 
the Word of God, supernaturally authored. At the same time we 
must never forget that it is historical in real time and space. When 
we speak of the events recorded in the Scriptures we must do so 
with a commitment to the conviction that they are not only the 
ñpower of God unto salvation,ò but events that took place real 
history.  

¶ Fulfilled prophecies ï There is tremendous support for the 
claim that ancient predictions about the coming messiah were 
fulfilled in Christ. 

o The virgin birth (Isaiah 7:14) 

o The Divine Son (Isaiah 9:6) 

o The place of Christôs birth (Micah 5:1-3) 

o Messiah presented (Zechariah 9:9) 

¶ Miracles ï There is the Biblical fact of substantiated theistic 
miracles: 
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o The exodus ï Many Biblical miracles are recorded in the 
relation to the exodus alone (see Exodus 1-12) 

o The Bible ï The Bible presents many additional accounts 
of miracles, primarily described as ñnatureò and ñhealingò 
miracles.  

¶ The person of Christ ï Much of the person and work of Christ 
is substantiated outside of Scripture, as well as, within Scripture 
itself. We must consider the character that shows us his unique 
person. Even the non-Christian must acknowledge the special 
nature and consistency of Christôs character.  The greatest 
evidence for the truth of the Christian position and claims are 
found in the historical accuracy of the resurrection.  

o The character and personality of Jesus. 

o Unparalleled expression of both authority and love. 

o Authoritative message He proclaimed. 

o The beautiful sayings that are recorded in Scripture. 

o The magnificent parables that he expressed. 

o The impeccable consistency he lived his life. 

o The specific and logical account of the resurrection. 

o The undeniable testimony of both friends and skeptics 
concerning the resurrection. 

¶ History of Christian church ï We see the veracity for the 
Christian position vindicated in the history of the church as well.  
The preservation of the church gives a strong apologetic.  

o The church was divinely protected throughout the difficult 
centuries. 

o The church possesses a beneficial impact upon all of 
society. 

o The uniqueness of the church in the terms of her love 
and commitment. 

b) Presuppositionalism  

A Christian presuppositionalist argues from the perspective that God 
exists and then shows the validity of the Christian position. Instead of 
trying to give evidence of the veracity of the Scripture they just begin 
with the fact that they are valid. There is stress on the fact that fallen 
man does not have the faculties to understand spiritual things. 
Therefore, insisting that evidence or convincing logical reasoning can 
never convinces an unbeliever and nothing short of regeneration can 
save a person.  Presuppositional apologetics differs from Classical in 
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that Presuppositional apologetics rejects the validity of traditional 
proofs for the existence of God.  

c) The ñmiddle pathò 

Francis A Schaeffer considered himself ñwalking a middle pathò 
between presuppositionalist and an evidentialist. 

Presuppositionalist, Schaeffer held, are right to assert that the ultimate 
premises of Christian and non-Christian systems of thought are utterly 
at odds. On the other hand, evidentialists are right to assert that 
between the Christian and non-Christian systems of thought there is 
always a point of contact. The point of contact, Schaeffer argued, is 
that non-Christians cannot bring themselves to be completely 
consistent with their own presuppositions, and this inconsistency is a 
result of common grace. Though illogically, he wrote men have in their 
accepted worldviews various amounts to which is ñours.ò Illogical 
though it may be, it is there and we can appeal to it. 

The scriptures themselves are propositional truth, and if you will, they 
lay out ñevidencesò for the truth of Christianity. 

I do not believe there is a ñleap of faithò or a step into non-reason that 
is needed; there are good and sufficient reasons to know that 
Christianity is true ï and more than that, it is the Bibles instance. The 
Bibleôs emphasis is that there are good and sufficient reasons to know 
that Christianity is true, so much so that we are in disobedience if we 
do not believe it.   

Jerram Barrs writes: 

ñSome will respond at this point that it is the work of the Holy Spirit to 
give an understanding of the truth, to give discernment between what 
is true and what is false. This is true, but it must be carefully qualified. 
First the work of the Holy Spirit in enlightening and individualôs mind is 
a secret work, neither visible nor controlled by humans. Also, this fact 
of the Holy Spiritôs work does not negate the use of reason either 
before or after regeneration. From the start, the gospel must be 
presented as true, as something that will commend itself to reason.ò  

J. Gresham Machen has said:  

ñWe must do our utmost to give people good reasons why they should 
believe, but it is the Holy Sprit who opens their minds to attend to the 
evidence.ò  

Part of the image of God stamped on us is reason, though damaged by 
the Fall, denying that man thinks leads ultimately to loss of distinction 
between reality and fantasy, and if perused to the end leads to 
madness and loss of any meaningful communication.  
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If the truth of God can not be know in any sense by fallen man can he 
be held guilty then for suppressing the truth in unrighteousness?  

Udo Middleman writes: 

ñThe word of God, just like any other proposition, appeals to the mind 
firstéGod reasons his case, pleads with our whole person including 
the mind, appeals to our senses, condemns our irrationality and failure 
to differentiate between what is consistent and what is inconsistent, we 
have no excuse, if we hold the truth in unrighteousness.ò  

d) Scriptural examples of Apologetics 

We must recognize that defending the faith is a Biblical concept. We 
see many instances of this ñdefenseò throughout the pages of 
Scripture. Here are just a few: 

¶ The appeal of Elijah (1 Kings 18:20-40 esp. vs 21) 

So Ahab sent to all the people of Israel and gathered the prophets 
together at Mount Carmel. And Elijah came near to all the people and 
said, "How long will you go limping between two different opinions? 
If the LORD is God, follow him; but if Baal, then follow him." And the 
people did not answer him a word. Then Elijah said to the people, "I, even 
I only, am left a prophet of the LORD, but Baal's prophets are 450 men.  
Let two bulls be given to us, and let them choose one bull for themselves 
and cut it in pieces and lay it on the wood, but put no fire to it. And I will 
prepare the other bull and lay it on the wood and put no fire to it. And you 
call upon the name of your god, and I will call upon the name of the 
LORD, and the God who answers by fire, he is God." And all the people 
answered, "It is well spoken."  Then Elijah said to the prophets of Baal, 
"Choose for yourselves one bull and prepare it first, for you are many, and 
call upon the name of your god, but put no fire to it." And they took the 
bull that was given them, and they prepared it and called upon the name 
of Baal from morning until noon, saying, "O Baal, answer us!" But there 
was no voice, and no one answered. And they limped around the altar 
that they had made. And at noon Elijah mocked them, saying, "Cry aloud, 
for he is a god. Either he is musing, or he is relieving himself, or he is on 
a journey, or perhaps he is asleep and must be awakened." And they 
cried aloud and cut themselves after their custom with swords and lances, 
until the blood gushed out upon them. And as midday passed, they raved 
on until the time of the offering of the oblation, but there was no voice. No 
one answered; no one paid attention. Then Elijah said to all the people, 
"Come near to me." And all the people came near to him. And he repaired 
the altar of the LORD that had been thrown down.  Elijah took twelve 
stones, according to the number of the tribes of the sons of Jacob, to 
whom the word of the LORD came, saying, "Israel shall be your name,"   
and with the stones he built an altar in the name of the LORD. And he 
made a trench about the altar, as great as would contain two seahs of 
seed. And he put the wood in order and cut the bull in pieces and laid it 
on the wood. And he said, "Fill four jars with water and pour it on the 
burnt offering and on the wood." And he said, "Do it a second time." And 
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they did it a second time. And he said, "Do it a third time." And they did it 
a third time. And the water ran around the altar and filled the trench also 
with water. And at the time of the offering of the oblation, Elijah the 
prophet came near and said, "O LORD, God of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Israel, let it be known this day that you are God in Israel, and that I am 
your servant, and that I have done all these things at your word. Answer 
me, O LORD, answer me, that this people may know that you, O LORD, 
are God, and that you have turned their hearts back."  Then the fire of the 
LORD fell and consumed the burnt offering and the wood and the stones 
and the dust, and licked up the water that was in the trench. And when all 
the people saw it, they fell on their faces and said, "The LORD, he is God; 
the LORD, he is God."  And Elijah said to them, "Seize the prophets of 
Baal; let not one of them escape." And they seized them. And Elijah 
brought them down to the brook Kishon and slaughtered them there. 

Elijah ministered in this critical situation by asking God Himself for 
specific evidence. God heard and honored the request, manifesting 
Himself in awesome power, thereby displaying or validating His 
credentials. 

¶ The appeal of the Lord (Isaiah 41:21-24) 

Set forth your case, says the LORD; bring your proofs, says the King of 
Jacob. Let them bring them, and tell us what is to happen. Tell us the 
former things, what they are, that we may consider them, that we may 
know their outcome; or declare to us the things to come. Tell us what is to 
come hereafter, that we may know that you are gods; do good, or do 
harm, that we may be dismayed and terrified.  Behold, you are nothing, 
and your work is less than nothing; an abomination is he who chooses 
you.  

In this account the Lord is actually asking the false gods to bring forth 
their best evidence. In other words, He is asking them to present their 
case in order that they might validate their credentials.  

¶ The appeal of Jesus (John 5:31-36) 

If I alone bear witness about myself, my testimony is not deemed true. 
There is another who bears witness about me, and I know that the 
testimony that he bears about me is true. You sent to John, and he has 
borne witness to the truth. Not that the testimony that I receive is from 
man, but I say these things so that you may be saved. He was a burning 
and shining lamp, and you were willing to rejoice for a while in his light. 
But the testimony that I have is greater than that of John. For the works 
that the Father has given me to accomplish, the very works that I am 
doing, bear witness about me that the Father has sent me.  

Jesus willing indicated that His ministry could be verified and 
authenticated by direct evidence. Jesus appealed to His own great 
works to validate His own unique claim of Messiahship.  

¶ The appeal of the apostle Paul (Acts 17:2-4, 19:8-10) 
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And Paul went in, as was his custom, and on three Sabbath days he 
reasoned with them from the Scriptures, explaining and proving that it 
was necessary for the Christ to suffer and to rise from the dead, and 
saying, "This Jesus, whom I proclaim to you, is the Christ." And some of 
them were persuaded and joined Paul and Silas, as did a great many of 
the devout Greeks and not a few of the leading women.  

And he entered the synagogue and for three months spoke boldly, 
reasoning and persuading them about the kingdom of God. But when 
some became stubborn and continued in unbelief, speaking evil of the 
Way before the congregation, he withdrew from them and took the 
disciples with him, reasoning daily in the hall of Tyrannus.  This continued 
for two years, so that all the residents of Asia heard the word of the Lord, 
both Jews and Greeks.  

Paul frequently cited the resurrection as to the ultimate evidence and 
proof of the claims of the gospel. Paul is seen in these passages as 
reasoning, arguing and presenting the evidence that will convince any 
listener of the reasonableness of Christianity.  

e) The necessity of the Holy Spirit and preparedness 

Never for one moment can we discount the work of the Holy Spirit in 
our communication of the Christian position.  

For it is the Holy Spiritôs work to regenerate the non-believer. We must 
hold fast to the confession that there are no ñproofsò that we can hold 
out that will convert a soul. 

However. having said that ï  

Do not view the words of Scripture as having some mystical 
power 

Some have the idea that just quoting scripture has a mystical power 
connected to them. This is pure and simple superstition along the vein 
of relics. It is the truth of the Bible that we are attempting to convince 
non-believers of.  

Do not neglect personal preparation to be effective.  

We must not make the presumption that the Holy Spirit will make up for 
our neglect. We are to study to show ourselves approved, and 
becoming an effective tool in His hands. 

3. The proper use of the mind in Apologetics 

The church is faced with several issues that hinder the proper use of the 
mind.  Many have separated faith and reason and pit them against each 
other.  

a) Spiritual zeal apart from Biblical knowledge 

Paul speaks of this in Romans 10:2 For I bear them witness that they 
have a zeal for God, but not according to knowledge. It is very 
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common today to have a great zeal for God, but have little to no 
knowledge about the truth of Scripture.  This does a great disservice to 
the cause of the kingdom. The Christian faith is one of content, its 
truths are propositional.  There is a danger to speak to people of the 
reality of Christianity from this place. We run the risk of declaring a 
false Christ in this. We frequently hear such statements as ñno creeds 
but deeds.ò Christianity is first and foremost a religion based on 
content. When we say ñbelieve on Christò we are not asking people to 
believe in a abstract concept, but in the historical reality of the 
God/man that has come to redeem his people.  

b) The exchange of doctrine for experience 

There continues to be a great emphasis on experience in Christianity. 
While we must acknowledge that we will have ñexperiencesò, we can 
not base our Christian belief on such experiences. We hear people 
speak often of subjective impressions particular events afford. How we 
ñfeelò has little bearing on the reality of Christianity. Again our 
Christianity is rooted not in experience, but in the propositional truths of 
Godôs revelation. 

c) The shift towards Pragmatism. 

The important issue for Christians in the past was whether or not it was 
true. Truth has always been the real issue through church history. In 
the past several decades there has been a drift towards ñtruthò being 
that which works. If it works, if it brings people in the church, if we are 
seeing success, then it must be ñtrue.ò However the ends do not justify 
the means in the mind and purposes of God. 

d) The Secularization of Christianity 

ñThe Christian mind has succumbed to the secular drift with a degree 
of weakness and nervelessness unmatched in Christian history. It is 
difficult to do justice in words to the complete loss of intellectual morale 
in the twentieth-century Church. One cannot characterize it without 
having recourse to language which will sound hysterical and 
melodramatic. There is no longer a Christian mind. There is still, of 
course, a Christian ethic, A Christian practice, and a Christian 
spiritualityé.But as a thinking being, the modern Christian has 
succumbed to secularization.ò (Harry Blamires The Christian Mind) 

The meaning of secular is to belong to ñthis ageò, or at least to be 
influenced by the current age. In other words, if the Christian is 
ñsecularized,ò he is being molded to the pattern of this world than by the 
truth of the Christian position.  

e) The proper relationship between faith and reason.  

We fight two extremes as Christians in the balance between faith and 
reason.  
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(1) The ñfaithò only approach 

This is the understanding that Christianityôs primary emphasis is on 
ñpersonal faithò.  The unfortunate conclusion of this extreme is what 
a person thinks has no real significance or worse is dangerous. 
Personal experiences and feelings have primacy. The issue here is 
an improper understanding of faith.  

Faith is not credulity, gullibility, unreasonable, undiscerning, or 
unthinking and it is exceedingly incompatible to consider faith as 
having no content, substance or intelligent reasoning behind it. 

We must admit this response is somewhat justifiable due to what is 
called ñdead orthodoxy,ò however this extreme undermines the 
importance of the Christian mind. We have all heard the statements 
ñDonôt ask questions, just believe,ò ñPeople donôt need to think 
about God, they just need to respond to him,ò ñIgnore the mind and 
strike for the heart,ò ñLet go and let God.ò Statements such as this 
have developed into a neglect of the Christian mind. This has 
brought a real need to think as Christians in regards to culture, 
including our work, our study and our play. 

However the Bible puts great weight on the Christian mind. 

Consider 2 Corinthians 10:4-6   

ñ For the weapons of our warfare are not carnal but mighty in God for 
pulling down strongholds, casting down arguments and every high thing 
that exalts itself against the knowledge of God, bringing every thought 
into captivity to the obedience of Christ, and being ready to punish all 
disobedience when your obedience is fulfilled.ò  

Or Romans 12:2 

And do not be conformed to this world, but be transformed by the 
renewing of your mind, that you may prove what is that good and 
acceptable and perfect will of God. 

(2) The ñrationalò only approach 

First we must make a distinction between rational and rationalism. 
The first is the proper use of faculties, where the second is the 
undue emphasis put on reason. The rational approach does give 
proper place to the primacy of the mind in proper understanding of 
faith. Rationalism pushes this to an improper extreme to the degree 
that emotions and actions have no real significance and all the 
really matters is sound orthodoxy.  

f) Conclusion  

As we tie this together I want us to remember we can not pit faith 
against reason. We must embrace both in that they both have 
Scriptural foundation. The church has, through history, fallen on either 
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extreme to her detriment, but as we have seen through scripture this is 
not to be the case.   

D. The questions we must answer 

We will explore the two most often posed questions we will face in 
apologetics (there are certainly others, but again these are the ones most 
often posed either directly or by implication).   

1) Why should we believe the Bible over other ancient religious writings?  

2) If God is all powerful and all good why is there evil?  

We will not be able as well to treat these topics in greatest of detail; however, 
they will give you a starting point.  

1. The Bible 

The issue of the reliability and accuracy of the Bible is a question that we, 
without doubt, will have to give an answer for. (for fuller details on parts of 
topic see the course Bibliology.) The Bible has always been subject to 
great attack and distortion. It is unfortunate that many people in the pews 
can not even give an answer the simplest of questions about the veracity 
of the Scriptures. Many who have not even read the Bible try to insist it is 
full of contradictions and error. We will want to consider just a few of these 
here: 

a) The Bible is full of myths 

ñThe Bible is full of myth,ò will be the most common charge lodged 
against the Bible. Myth is defined as ña traditional or legendary story, 
usually concerning some being or hero or event, with or without a 
determinable basis of fact or a natural explanation, esp. one that is 
concerned with deities or demigods and explains some practice, rite, or 
phenomenon of nature.ò Many point to the Biblical accounts of 
miracles, the concept of a triune God as being similar to Greek 
mythology, and ancient extra-biblical accounts of such things as the 
Tanakh account which describes the account of Noah building the ark 
and a great flood.  What we might ask here, however, does extra-
biblical accounts actually distort factual reality, in fact, does the extra-
biblical accounts actually give support to the Biblical accounts of actual 
events?  

b) The Bible conflicts with science 

Many will suggest that what the Bible teaches does not agree with 
modern scientific discovery. In many ways the church has added to 
this problem by insisting ñscientific claimsò from the Bible. For example: 
the churcheôs instance of a geocentristic concept of the solar system 
for many years after the discovery of the heliocentristic solar system.  
We must remember that the Bible speaks to us in anthropomorphic 
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language. It speaks in terms from the human eye and describes 
scientific phenomena from human perspective. The Bible is accurate in 
these descriptions from this human perspective, but not in scientific 
terms. For example we say the ñsun is going down,ò this is not 
inaccurate from what we ñseeò but not in scientific terms that the ñearth 
is turning.ò    

ñMany Christians assume the Bible contains scientific errors, and that it 
is authoritative only when it speaks on spiritual matters. But that is 
saying in effect that the God who wrote the Bible knew a lot about 
spiritual things, but not too much about science. To say that parts of 
the Bible are accurate, but others are not is to deny the inspiration and 
inerrancy of the Bible. Since God knows all things, and what He 
speaks is true (cf., Titus 1:2), all that the Bible teaches is accurate, not 
just its spiritual truths.ò (John MacArthur) 

c) The Bible is full of contradictions  

We will often hear the claim that the Bible is full of contradiction. We 
must first define what a true contradiction is: "The Law of Non-
contradiction, which is the basis of all logical reasoning, maintains that 
something cannot be "a" and "non-a" at the same time in the same 
relationship.ò We will have to admit that there are textual uncertainties 
that do require more study on our part; however, they constitute a 
paradoxal problem and not one of logical contradiction.  Biblical 
ñcontradictionsò must be analyzed under traditional laws of logic and 
reason and not emotive or presuppositional commitments.  Over the 
years many so-called contradictions have been cleared up though 
archeology or the surfacing of other evidence.  

ñThere are no contradictions or inconsistencies with in itôs pagesé In 
unity these books teach the triunity of God, the deity of Jesus Christ, 
the personality of the Holy Spirit, the fall and depravity of man, as well 
as salvation by grace. It quickly becomes apparent that no human 
being(s) could have orchestrated the harmony of the teachings of the 
scripture. The divine authorship of the bible is the only answer.  ñ(The 
Moody Handbook of Theology) 

d)  The Canonicity of Scripture 

The word ñcanonò ñis derived from the Greek noun "kanon" meaning 
"reed" or "cane," or also "rule" or "measure," which itself is derived 
from the Hebrew word "kaneh" and is often used as a standard of 
measurement. Thus, a canonical text is a single authoritative edition 
for a given work.ò Through the ages the Scriptures have been 
considered the authoritative rule of faith and practice for Christians. 
The Scriptures are comprised of 66 books written by at least 40 
different ñearthlyò authors (only a few seem to have known each other) 
with very diverse backgrounds. We also see a time span of over 1500 
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years in the compilation of the Scriptures. It is at this point we must 
understand that the church did not create the canon of Scripture, but 
merely recognized the books that ñmeasuredò up the certain criteria 
which would mark it as canonical.  

 ñThe church recognized, acknowledged, received, and submitted to 
the canon of Scripture.ò (RC Sproul).  

It may be disconcerting to some that there is a historical process to the 
canon of Scripture, however, we can have faith that Godôs providence 
has insured the proper books were included.  

(1) The Old Testament 

There is strong evidence that the Old Testament canon was settled 
before the opening of the New Testament. It must also be noted 
that the Apocrypha was not included in the Palestinian canon of the 
Jews. The primary test for canonicity was whether or not the text 
was inspired. 

There are well over 1,000 copies of the Masoretic Text. This is the 
text used most extensively from the sixth to the eleventh century. 
The oldest copies date back to 916 AD. We also have many copies 
of the Septuagint which was translated circa 280 BC. There are 
also many copies of the Vulgate which was translated circa 400 
AD. The most important discovery has been the Dead Sea Scrolls 
which date back to the time of Christ.  

(2) The New Testament 

The canonicity of the New Testament had not become an issue 
until the heretic Marcion came up with his own version of the Bible 
and the church decided the exact content must be decided on. The 
majority of the New Testament, as we now have, functioned with 
canonical authority from the time they were written, however, the 
inclusion of several books were disputed by some early on 
(Hebrews, James, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, Jude and Revelation). 
There are well over 5,000 copies of Greek manuscripts and 15,000 
copies in various languages. Some of these texts are dated as 
early as the 3rd Century.  

(3) Canonicity test 

The early church councils applied several basic standards in 
recognizing whether a book was inspired. 

¶ The Apostolicity test   

Was the document written by an Apostle or someone closely 
associated to an apostle who might receive divine revelation? 

¶ The Authenticity test   
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Is there proof that the writing was actually that of an Apostle? 

¶ The inspiration test   

Did the manuscript exhibit definite evidence of being inspired by 
God (this meant every part of the manuscript not just selected 
parts that communicate divine ideas)? 

¶ The analogy of faith test 

Did the writing fit consistently with the rest of the teaching of 
Scripture (again every part of the manuscript)? 

¶ Is it authoritative (ñThus saith the Lordò)? 

Does the book speak with the authority of God? Is there strong 
evidence that God is speaking? 

¶ Is it prophetic?  

A book in the Bible must have the authority of a spiritual leader 
of Israel (O.T. ï prophet, king, judge, scribe) or and apostle of 
the church (N.T. ï It must be based on the testimony of an 
original apostle1). 

¶ Is it dynamic ï demonstrating Godôs life-changing power ? 

Does the book give evidence of redemption? 

¶ Is it received (accepted and used by believers)? 

All writings had to pass this test before they were included as 
canonical to Scripture.  

(4) Books not included 

The Protestant Bible differs from the Roman Catholic Bible in that it 
does not include the Apocrypha.  Protestants and Catholics agree 
on the 27 New Testament books, however, differ greatly on the 
canon of the Old Testament. The 15 books called the Apocrypha 
(also called the Deuterocanonical Books) are excluded from the 
Protestant Bible while included in the Catholic. 

ñThe word apocrypha is derived from the Greek abscondita, which 
historically identified writings which had an obscure origin or which 
were heretical. In the Talmud the Jewish rabbis used this word to 
describe works which were not canonical Scripture. The term has 
come to be applied particularly to the 15 books added to the 
Roman Catholic Bible but ordinarily rejected by non-Catholics. 
These were written during the two hundred years preceding and 
one hundred years following Christ's birth. The Roman Catholic 
Church considers most of these writings to be part of the inspired 
Scripture. In 1546 the Council of Trent decreed that the canon of 
the O.T. should include them (except the Prayer of Manasseh and I 
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and II Esdras) ... the decree pronounces an anathema upon 
anyone who "does not accept as sacred and canonical the 
aforesaid books in their entirety and with all their parts" (The Oxford 
Annotated Apocrypha, pp. x,xv). 

Chapter 1 section 3 - Of the Holy Scriptures (WCF) 

ñThe books commonly called Apocrypha, not being of divine inspiration, are 
no part of the Canon of Scripture; and therefore are of no authority in the 
Church of God, nor to be any otherwise approved, or made use of, than other 
human writings.ò(Westminster Confession) 

The Apocrypha was written during the intertestamental (close of the OT and 
the opening of the NT) period.  There is strong support that the Apocrypha 
was not a part of the Jewish Scriptures at the time of Christ. Another issue is 
that we never see Jesus or the Apostles quoting from Apocryphal writings as 
they do from much of the OT.   

Of the over 1,000 writings that arose from the era there were only several  
(other than the 27 we have in the New Testament) that were ever considered 
as possible but excluded from the New Testament canon. These books are 1 
Clement, The Shepherd of Hermas, and The Didache. These books were 
excluded due to the fact that they were not written by an Apostle, and that the 
writers themselves acknowledge their authority is subordinate to the Apostles. 
It has been determined that many of the other spurious writings were written 
in the second century by Gnostic heretics and were never given serious 
consideration.  

ñIt is interesting to note that the process of the creation of the New Testament 
made it far more likely to exclude authentic Scripture than to include false 
writings. The long process insured a healthy debate from many different 
perspectives. And yet the majority of the books of the New Testament 
enjoyed a sustained and overwhelming support for inclusion. Bruce Metzger 
describes this process by saying, ñIn the most basic sense neither individuals 
nor councils created the canon; instead they came to perceive and 
acknowledge the self-authenticating quality of these writings, which imposed 
themselves as canonical upon the church.ò Merrill C. Tenney agrees, saying, 
ñThe church did not determine the canon; it recognized the canon.òò (Doug 
Powell Holmans guide to Christian Apologetics) 

2. The problem of evil 

The apparent contradiction in the coexistence of evil and a good God is 
perhaps the most common charge leveled by critics against theism. It 
perhaps will be the most likely question we will have to face in 
Apologetics. Generally the question is posed: If God is good how can evil 
exist? As Christians we need to be able to present an apologetic that 
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explains the presence of evil in light a sovereign, good, holy and 
omnipotent God?  

Let us consider first the critics of the Christian position. 

ñGod either wishes to take away evil, and is unable; or he is able and 
unwilling; or he is neither willing nor able, or he is both willing and able. If 
he is willing and unable, he is feeble, which is not in accordance with the 
character of God; if he is able and unwilling, he is envious, which is 
equally at the variance with God; if he is neither willing nor able, he is both 
envious and feeble, and therefore not God; if he is both willing and able, 
which alone is suitable to God, from what source then are evils?ò 
(Epicurus) 

ñIf God desires there to be evil in the world, then He is not good. If He 
does not desire there to be evil, yet evil exists, then He is not omnipotent. 
Thus, if evil exists God is neither not loving, nor not all powerful. Evil casts 
a shadow over Godôs love and power, This is no small dilemma, and 
answers to it are exceedingly difficultò (John Stuart Mill) 

ñAn all-powerful God could destroy evil. An all-loving God would destroy 
evil. But evil is not destroyed. Hence, there is not an all-powerful, all-loving 
Godò (Pierre Bayle) 

As we consider these statements, we will have to admit the difficulty of the 
problem. Each statement calls into question Godôs character. We are 
faced with a very real paradox here. We must above all affirm the 
character of God as omnipotent, all loving, good and sovereign. At the 
same time we must affirm the reality of evil.  As Christian apologist, we are 
to affirm the Scriptural revelation of God and at the same time give honest 
answers for the presence of evil.  

a) Theodicy  

Theodicy is the technical name for a branch of philosophy and 
apologetics. ñTheodicy from Gk. Theos, óGodô, and the root dik-, ójustô 
óseeks to ójustifyô the ways of God to manô (Milton), showing that God is 
in the right and is glorious and worthy of praise despite contrary 
appearances. Theodicy asks how we can believe that God is both 
good and sovereign in face of the worldôs evil ï bad people; bad 
deeds, defying God and injuring people; harmful (bad) circumstances, 
events, experiences and states of mind, which waste, thwart, or 
destroy value, actual or potential, in and for humankind; in short, all 
facts, physical and moral, that prompt the feeling, óThis ought not to 
be.ôò (New Dictionary of Theology) 

The goal of theodicy is to completely exonerate God from any and all 
blame and culpability for the evil that presently exists in the world. 
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b) What is evil? 

We are surrounded constantly by the evil, we are keenly aware of evil 
in our daily lives, but it is a hard concept to define. First we must see 
that evil is not a ñbeing,ò or ñentityò it is that which is not consistent with 
Godôs order. The Bible indicates clearly the entrance of evil into Godôs 
order, the effects of evil on Godôs created order, but is not specific of 
many details of ñthe whyò it came into existence.  In many ways we 
have developed a level of callousness towards evil in order to survive. 
There are levels of evil that never enter our thinking, while on the other 
side there are levels that overwhelm us. We think nothing of the effects 
of evil on lower life forms such as insects and plants (in micro forms), 
but we do have a greater awareness of death when it happens in 
humans or when crops are destroyed.  

 ñIn the Bible it [evil] is represented as moral and physical. We choose 
to discuss the subject under these heads. Many of the evils that come 
upon men have not been intended by those who suffer for them. 
Disease, individual and national calamity, drought, scarcity of food, 
may not always be charged to the account of intentional wrong. Many 
times the innocent suffer with, and even for, the guilty. In such cases, 
only physical evil is apparent. Even when the suffering has been 
occasioned by sin or dereliction of duty, whether the wrong is active or 
passive, many, perhaps the majority of those who are injured, are not 
accountable in any way for the ills which come upon them. Neither is 
God the author of moral evil. ñGod cannot be tempted with evil, and he 
himself tempteth no manò (Jam1:13). 

¶ Moral Evil 

By this term we refer to wrongs done to our fellowman, where the 
actor is responsible for the action. The immorality may be present 
when the action is not possible. ñBut if that evil servant shall say in 
his heartò (Mat24:48, Mat24:49), whether he shall smite his fellow-
servants or not, the moral evil is present. See SIN. ñAll these evil 
things proceed from within, and defile the manò (Mar7:21-23). The 
last six commandments of the Decalogue apply here (Exo20:12-
17). To dishonor one's parents, to kill, to commit adultery, to steal, 
to bear false witness and to covet are moral evils. The spiritual 
import of these commandments will be found in Mat5:21, Mat5:22, 
Mat5:27, Mat5:28. ñBut if thine eye be evil, thy whole body shall be 
full of darknessò (Mat6:23). Words and deeds are coined in the 
heart before the world sees or hears them (Mat12:34, Mat12:35). 
The word ought or its equal may be found in all languages; hence, 
it is in the mind of all people as well as in our laws that for the 
deeds and words we do and speak, we are responsible. ñBreak off 
thy sins by righteousnessò (Dan4:27) shows that, in God's thought, 
it was man's duty, and therefore within his power, to keep the 
commandment. ñWash you, make you clean; put away the evil of 
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your doings from before mine eyes; cease to do evil; learn to do 
wellò (Isa1:16 f). We cannot think of God commanding men to do 
what He knew they had no ability to do! God has a standing offer of 
pardon to all men who turn from their evil ways and do that which is 
right (Eze33:11-14 f). Evil begins in the least objectionable things. 
In Rom1:18-23, we have Paul's view of the falling away of the 
Gentiles. ñKnowing Godò (Rom1:21), they were ñwithout excuseò 
(Rom1:20), but ñglorified him not as God, neither gave thanks; but 
became vain in their reasoning, and their senseless heart was 
darkenedò (Rom1:21). ñProfessing themselves to be wise, they 
became foolsò (Rom1:22). This led the way into idolatry, and that 
was followed by all the corruption and wrongdoing to be instigated 
by a heart turned away from all purity, and practiced in all the 
iniquity to be suggested by lust without control. Paul gives fifteen 
steps in the ladder on which men descend into darkness and ruin 
(Gal5:19-21). When men become evil in themselves, they 
necessarily become evil in thought and deed toward others. This 
they bring upon themselves, or give way to, till God shall give ñthem 
up unto a reprobate mind, to do those things which are not fittingò 
(Rom1:28). Those thus fallen into habits of error, we should in 
meekness correct, that ñthey may recover themselves out of the 
snare of the devil, having been taken captive by him unto his willò 
(2Ti2:25, 2Ti2:26). 

¶ Physical Evil 

Usually, in the Old Testament the Hebrew word iXɜ is employed to 

denote that which is bad. Many times the bad is physical; it may 
have been occasioned by the sins for which the people of the 
nation were responsible, or it may have come, not as retribution, 
but from accident or mismanagement or causes unknown. Many 
times the evil is a corrective, to cause men to forsake the wrong 
and accept the right. The flood was sent upon the earth because 
ñall flesh had corrupted their wayò (Gen6:12). This evil was to serve 
as a warning to those who were to live after. The ground had 
already been cursed for the good of Cain (Gen4:12). Two purposes 
seemed to direct the treatment: (1) to leave in the minds of Cain 
and his descendants the knowledge that sin brings punishment, 
and (2) to increase the toil that would make them a better people. 
God overthrew Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboim, cities of the 
plain, making them ñan example unto those that should live 
ungodlyò (2Pe2:6). In the Book of Isa the prophet, we find a number 
of ñburdensò: the burden of Babylon (13:1-22); the burden of Moab 
(Isa_15:1-9); the burden of Damascus (Isa17:1-14); the burden of 
Egypt (19:1-17); the burden of the Wilderness of the Sea (Isa21:1-
10); the burden of Dumah (Isa21:11, Isa21:12); the burden upon 
Arabia (21:13-17); the burden of the Valley of Vision (22:1-25); the 
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burden of Tyre (23:1-18); the burden of the Beasts of the South 
(Isa30:6-14); the burden of the Weary Beast (Isa46:1, Isa46:2). 
These may serve as an introduction to the story of wrongdoing and 
physical suffering threatened and executed. Isa contains many 
denunciations against Israel: against the Ten Tribes for following 
the sin introduced by Jeroboam the son of Nebat; and the 
threatening against Judah and Benjamin for not heeding the 
warnings. Jeremiah saw the woes that were sure to come upon 
Judah; for declaring them, he was shut up in prison, and yet they 
came, and the people were carried away into Babylon. These were 
the evils or afflictions brought upon the nations for their persistence 
in sin. ñI form the light, and create darkness; I make peace, and 
create evil; I am Yahweh, that doeth all these thingsò (Isa45:7). 
These chastisements seemed grievous, and yet they yielded 
peaceable fruit unto them that were exercised thereby (Heb12:11). 
(The International Bible Encyclopedia) 

Man has made many attempts to philosophically or metaphysically 
explain evil.  Each of these attempts is an attempt to treat seriously 
the question of evil. As Christians, it is unfortunate that at time 
Christians fall into these unbiblical views of evil in order to explain 
purpose in evil. 

¶ Evil is an illusion  

This view suggests that evil is merely an illusion. Some forms of 
pantheism suggest that evil is not real or óless than realô The major 
problem is that means there is no difference between good and evil 
which reduces evil as a matter of ones own perception or social 
definition. This is a position that no honest person can live 
consistently with.  We can not consistently say nothing is cruel or 
that any manner of evil can be tolerated. The Christian Scientists 
cult basically views evil, sin and death as an ñillusion.ò  

¶ Evil is good in disguise 

While we as Christians must affirm that ñall things work together for 
the good to them that love God, to them who are the called 
according to his purposeò (Romans 8:28), we can not say that evil 
is good in disguise. This concept says we need to view evil in a 
ñlargerò perspective. The belief here tries to insist we are only 
viewing evil from a temporal position and that evil is good in the 
eternal position. This position suggests that all evil is actually good 
and beneficial. This is an attempt to see the reality of evil, Godôs 
sovereignty, and that evil is purposeful. However it truly ignores the 
reality that evil is evil and is still inconsistent with Godôs order.   

¶ Evil is eternal dualism 
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This is the concept that good and evil have an eternal existence. 
That there is a ñcosmicò eternal battle that is being waged. We see 
this strongly taught in Taoism in the yin and yang and has slipped 
in to Christian thought in some forms. We need to be clear here 
that the Bible does not teach such a concept. We see clearly that 
good has eternally existed and evil came into existence. If evil is 
eternal that would have to mean that the devil is eternal as well. We 
see clearly in the Bible that God has destroyed the power of the 
devil and will finally and permanently put him into eternal judgment 
and the created order will be returned to its original condition.  

¶ Evil must be experienced to appreciate good 

While there may be some experiential reality to this, it is not a 
Biblical concept. We might say after a bout with sickness, we 
appreciate health more, but this is only from a pragmatic 
standpoint. The philosophical concept tries to explain evil as a 
necessary, but temporary experience with the ultimate purpose of 
appreciation of good. In other words, goodness would not exist 
without the antithesis of evil. There is no way we can prove such a 
hypothesis, in that, we do not know existence without evil. 
Furthermore the Bible states that before evil existed there was only 
good. It did not require the presence of evil to mean something was 
ñgood.ò 

c) The Christian explanation 

We affirm that God created all things and while God is not the author of 
evil, we must realize here that God made the bare possibility for evil. 
Again Augustine suggested that evil is the privation or lack of some 
good thing. While the bare possibility existed, he did not actualize it, 
nor make it necessary. In making it a possibility it validated true choice 
on the part of Adam and validates the reality of real and significant 
choices in history. I want to make this very clear ï God made the 
possibility for evil in choices, he in no way is the author of evil, it is his 
creatures that made it actual. However in the fact that God crated with 
the foreknowledge of evil happening he did render it certain. 

Augustine pointed out that all things that God created were 
pronounced ñgoodò so evil can not be a created being. So if evil is not 
a being, but the choice or will of the being, evil can be seen as a good 
thing gone bad. Even the devil was created ñgoodò, but has gone bad.  
To be morally bad the being must first be ontologically good.  

The Fall gives the only cogent answer for the reason of an abnormal 
universe. It is only in the Fall that we can understand evil, pain and 
suffering. The fact that evil does exist means it did come forth with 
Godôs permission and foreordination.   

¶ The explaination for the origin of evil 
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God created (immaterial and material) with the potential for real evil 
to occur. 

Godô creation of morally responsible creatures implies the 
possibility, although not the necessity, of evil entering into the 
creation. 

Godôs omniscience knew that evil would come for the and, in 
choosing to create anyway, He rendered its entrance certain. But 
this does not make God the actual author of evil. (taken from 
unpublished Apologetics syllabus by Dr Richard Goswiller)  

¶ The explanation for the allowance of evil 

The previous argument establishes this fact: The evil present in the 
world today originally came forth with Godôs definite permission. If 
that is the case, then another question must be asked: ñWhy would 
the almighty God ever allow such a terrible thing?ò  We must admit 
that He was certainly capable of preventing it in any number of 
ways. The following ideas represent the usual Christian response: 

God created responsible beings. Freedom to love implies the 
freedom to not love. Freedom to obey implies the freedom to 
disobey. 

God desired to manifest His redeeming grace. This might be stated 
as Godôs desire to manifest His redeeming grace to all people in 
general, but to the elect in particular. 

God desired to judge all evil forever. In other words, He allowed 
evil, which was abstract and potential, to become manifest and 
actual. Once it moved into the concrete, it could then be judged and 
eventually removed forever. (taken from unpublished Apologetics 
syllabus by Dr Richard Goswiller) 

Everything considered, we must therefore conclude that God ordained 
evil, but is not the author nor responsible for Adamôs choice. However, 
it does mean that God has a purpose with evil and will use it to achieve 
His ultimate ends.  

While these are certainly not the entire corpus of our apologetic we will 
move on now to the topic of outreach.  

IV. Evangelism 
The purpose of understand Worldview and Apologetics is for the ultimate 
purpose of evangelizing. Evangelism is a greatly misunderstood and abused 
word today and while I had thought of using the word ñoutreachò in its place, 
there truly is not a more biblical term than ñevangelism.ò  I will have to say upfront 
that much of this section is based on Jerram Barrs class Apologetics and 
Outreach and his book The Heart of Evangelism. 
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The definition of evangelism is a follows: ñThe Greek verb euangelizesthai means 
óto announce good news,ô and is found 52 times in the New Testament. The noun 
euangelion means ógood newsô and occurs 72 times, mostly in Paul. The noun 
evangelists, meaning óevangelist,ô appears only three times. Evangelism, then, is 
óto share or announce the good newsô; and as such it is not to be defined in terms 
of particular method.ò (The New Dictionary of Theology)    

ñTo evangelize is to spread the good news that Jesus Christ died for our sins and 
was raised from the dead according to the Scriptures, and that as the reigning 
Lord he now offers the forgiveness of sins and the liberating gifts of the Spirit to 
all who repent and believe. Our Christian presence in the world is indispensable 
to evangelism, and so is that kind of dialogue whose purpose is to listen 
sensitively in order to understand. But evangelism itself is the proclamation of the 
historical, biblical Christ as Savior and Lord, with a view to persuading people to 
come to him personally and so be reconciled to God. In issuing the gospel 
invitation we have no liberty to conceal the cost of discipleship. Jesus still calls all 
who would follow him to deny themselves, take up their cross, and identify 
themselves with his new community. The results of evangelism include 
obedience to Christ, incorporation into his Church and responsible service in the 
world. (I Cor. 15:3,4; Acts 2: 32-39; John 20:21; I Cor. 1:23; II Cor. 4:5; 5:11,20; 
Luke 14:25-33; Mark 8:34; Acts 2:40,47; Mark 10:43-45)ò (The Lausanne 
Congress on World Evangelization 1974) 

John Piper writes: ñMissions [evangelism] is not the ultimate goal of the church. 
Worship is. Missions [evangelism] exist because worship doesnôt. Worship is 
ultimate, not missions [evangelism], because God is ultimate, not man. When this 
age is over, and the countless millions of the redeemed fall on their faces before 
the throne of God, missions [evangelism] will be no more. It is a temporary 
necessity. But worship abides forever. Worship, therefore, is the fuel and goal of 
missions. Itôs the goal of missions because in missions [evangelism] we simply 
aim to bring the nations into the white-hot enjoyment of Godôs glory.ò (Let The 
Nations be Glad) 

A. Several things evangelism is not 

There are things that have shaded the true meaning of evangelization over 
the course of the churches history. While some of these are biblical and ought 
to be a part of the churches work, and while they may accompany 
evangelism, they are not evangelism.  

1. Evangelism is not Social ministry 

There is no such thing as a ósocial gospel.ô Please do not misunderstand 
me here, social ministry is important and the church does carry 
responsibility in this. The church is not to withdraw from society, but to 
have an active part in redeeming it. And while social involvement can 
create bridges for evangelism, it is not in itself evangelism. Yes it is 
important for us to live consistently with our faith because the world is 
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looking to see if what we say we believe is real, however, it is the gospel 
that is the power of God unto salvation ï not our ódeeds.ô  

Romans 1:16 

For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, for it is the power of God to 
salvation to everyone believing, both to Jew first, and to the Greek. 

Believe me here, if Paul thought more people would come to Christ by 
pouring his time in social ministries, he would have been the chief among 
them. We must understand that evangelism is the presentation of the 
finished work of Christ and nothing more or less. 

2. Evangelism is not a system or program 

There are many helpful (and many more no so helpful) resources on the 
topic evangelism available. With the plethora of books and seminars on 
the subject I often ask myself: why hasnôt the church grown exponentially? 
I think this has occurred because ómethodsô become the object, replacing 
that which the ómethodô was designed to accomplish. Let me put it this 
way. The focus of the books and or seminars becomes the focus 
themselves and the evangelism it is suppose to teach us to accomplish is 
actually lost. Just do A, B, and C and get a decision for Christ. This 
mentality reduces the ógood newsô to a form of hocus pocus. It attempts to 
bypass the individualôs intellect by using the ómethodô as sort of a magic 
formula for salvation. Again evangelism is about the good news ï it is 
about Christ and what he has done and that is the content of this that we 
are to discuss.  

ñWhen will the church learn this lesson? Preaching to the masses, 
although necessary, will never suffice in the work of preparing leaders for 
evangelism. Nor can occasional prayer meetings and training classes for 
Christian workers do this job. Building men is not that easy. It requires 
constant personal attention, much like a father gives to his children. This is 
something no organization or class can ever do.ò (Robert Coleman The 
Masterôs Plan for Evangelization) 

3. Evangelism is not sharing our testimony 

While sharing our testimony can be helpful, one thing we must remember 
is, our testimony is not the gospel. The gospel is objective truth about the 
person and work of Christ, whereas, our testimony is the subjective story 
of our faith journey. Will Metzger gives a perfect example of this in his 
book Tell The Truth.  

ñI will never forget the time when I had been speaking to a young man 
about the change Christ had made in my life. His sincere response was, 
ñlistening to New Age music does that for me.ò  
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Be sure of this ï people will claim a plethora of different experiences that 
have given ñmeaningò to their lives. It might be a New Age guru, a 
particular technique or a existential experience they have found some 
form of temporary artificial peace and a change of life. This is why our 
message first and foremost must be that of Christ and His finished work.  

4. Evangelism is not getting a decision 

Biblically, evangelism is the proclamation of the finished work of Christ 
and a call to repentance. Much has been made of the emotional 
manipulation of a person into a ñdecision,ò while this may be well meaning, 
this is just plain wrong.  

The Bible college I attended many years ago was also a retreat center. 
There would be a different Christian group using the facility each 
weekend. Two days after a particular menôs retreat, housekeeping found a 
small group men still in one of the rooms. They had vowed to keep one 
individual ñlocked upò until he made a decision for Christ. Mind you, none 
of them had left the room and they had kept this individual ñlocked upò two 
days without meals. Though this is an extreme example, this mentality is 
how many approach evangelism.  

We do not fail in evangelism if after we have plainly proclaimed the 
gospel, we do not get a decision.  We fail in evangelism if we do not give 
the gospel at all.  

B. Principles for evangelism in the Old Testament 

We see first of all that God is the God of all people and not just the God of a 
ñcertainò people. While Israel did become Godôs chosen people, the 
knowledge that God gave them was meant for the whole world. God was not 
to be their private God, but they were to be a light pointing to God for the 
whole world. Notice Genesis 1-11 is written to the nations before Israel even 
existed. We see in Romans 3:2 that Israel was entrusted with the oracles of 
God and implied by this is that they were to be responsible to carry that 
message to the rest of the world. Clearly the Old Testament was a book to 
the world and from the beginning God revealed Himself and His people were 
to make Him known.  

1. We see that God is the creator of all and all should worship Him: 

Psalms 24:1-2 

A Psalm of David. The earth is the LORD's and the fullness thereof, the world 
and those who dwell therein, for he has founded it upon the seas and 
established it upon the rivers.  

Psalms 100:1-5 

A Psalm for giving thanks. Make a joyful noise to the LORD, all the earth! 
Serve the LORD with gladness! Come into his presence with singing! Know 
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that the LORD, he is God! It is he who made us, and we are his; we are his 
people, and the sheep of his pasture. Enter his gates with thanksgiving, and 
his courts with praise! Give thanks to him; bless his name! For the LORD is 
good; his steadfast love endures forever, and his faithfulness to all 
generations.  

2. All human beings descend from one source: 

Genesis 1:28 

And God blessed them. And God said to them, "Be fruitful and multiply and fill 
the earth and subdue it and have dominion over the fish of the sea and over 
the birds of the heavens and over every living thing that moves on the earth." 

Genesis 3:20 

The man called his wife's name Eve, because she was the mother of all 
living.  

Genesis 9:7 

And you, be fruitful and multiply, teem on the earth and multiply in it. 

3. All people share the image of God ï all must be treated with dignity 
and this dignity makes it unexcusable to not share with them: 

Genesis 1:26 

Then God said, "Let us make man in our image, after our likeness. And let 
them have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the 
heavens and over the livestock and over all the earth and over every 
creeping thing that creeps on the earth."  

Psalms 8 

  To the choirmaster: according to The Gittith. A Psalm of David. O LORD, 
our Lord, how majestic is your name in all the earth! You have set your glory 
above the heavens.  Out of the mouth of babies and infants, you have 
established strength because of your foes, to still the enemy and the avenger. 
When I look at your heavens, the work of your fingers, the moon and the 
stars, which you have set in place, what is man that you are mindful of him, 
and the son of man that you care for him? Yet you have made him a little 
lower than the heavenly beings and crowned him with glory and honor. You 
have given him dominion over the works of your hands; you have put all 
things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, and also the beasts of the field, the 
birds of the heavens, and the fish of the sea, whatever passes along the 
paths of the seas. O LORD, our Lord, how majestic is your name in all the 
earth!  

4. The one true God is provider for all creation and for all people: 

Genesis 9:8-17 

And God blessed Noah and his sons and said to them, "Be fruitful and 
multiply and fill the earth. The fear of you and the dread of you shall be upon 
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every beast of the earth and upon every bird of the heavens, upon everything 
that creeps on the ground and all the fish of the sea. Into your hand they are 
delivered.  Every moving thing that lives shall be food for you. And as I gave 
you the green plants, I give you everything.  

Job 36:24 

"Remember to extol his work, of which men have sung.  

Job 37:6-7 

or to the snow he says, 'Fall on the earth,' likewise to the downpour, his 
mighty downpour. He seals up the hand of every man, that all men whom he 
made may know it.  

Psalms 145:9,13,15,21 

The LORD is good to all, and his mercy is over all that he has made.  

Your kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and your dominion endures 
throughout all generations. (The LORD is faithful in all his words and kind in 
all his works.)  

The eyes of all look to you, and you give them their food in due season.  

My mouth will speak the praise of the LORD, and let all flesh bless his holy 
name forever and ever.  

5. God is King and Judge of all nations: 

Genesis 3 

Now the serpent was more crafty than any other beast of the field that the 
LORD God had made. He said to the woman, "Did God actually say, 'You 
shall not eat of any tree in the garden'?" And the woman said to the serpent, 
"We may eat of the fruit of the trees in the garden, but God said, 'You shall 
not eat of the fruit of the tree that is in the midst of the garden, neither shall 
you touch it, lest you die.'" But the serpent said to the woman, "You will not 
surely die. For God knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, 
and you will be like God, knowing good and evil." So when the woman saw 
that the tree was good for food, and that it was a delight to the eyes, and that 
the tree was to be desired to make one wise, she took of its fruit and ate, and 
she also gave some to her husband who was with her, and he ate. Then the 
eyes of both were opened, and they knew that they were naked. And they 
sewed fig leaves together and made themselves loincloths. And they heard 
the sound of the LORD God walking in the garden in the cool of the day, and 
the man and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God 
among the trees of the garden. But the LORD God called to the man and said 
to him, "Where are you?" And he said, "I heard the sound of you in the 
garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked, and I hid myself." He said, 
"Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten of the tree of which I 
commanded you not to eat?" The man said, "The woman whom you gave to 
be with me, she gave me fruit of the tree, and I ate." Then the LORD God 
said to the woman, "What is this that you have done?" The woman said, "The 
serpent deceived me, and I ate." The LORD God said to the serpent, 
"Because you have done this, cursed are you above all livestock and above 
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all beasts of the field; on your belly you shall go, and dust you shall eat all the 
days of your life. I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between 
your offspring and her offspring; he shall bruise your head, and you shall 
bruise his heel." To the woman he said, "I will surely multiply your pain in 
childbearing; in pain you shall bring forth children. Your desire shall be for 
your husband, and he shall rule over you." And to Adam he said, "Because 
you have listened to the voice of your wife and have eaten of the tree of 
which I commanded you, 'You shall not eat of it,' cursed is the ground 
because of you; in pain you shall eat of it all the days of your life;  thorns and 
thistles it shall bring forth for you; and you shall eat the plants of the field. By 
the sweat of your face you shall eat bread, till you return to the ground, for out 
of it you were taken; for you are dust, and to dust you shall return."  The man 
called his wife's name Eve, because she was the mother of all living. And the 
LORD God made for Adam and for his wife garments of skins and clothed 
them. Then the LORD God said, "Behold, the man has become like one of us 
in knowing good and evil. Now, lest he reach out his hand and take also of 
the tree of life and eat, and live forever--"  therefore the LORD God sent him 
out from the garden of Eden to work the ground from which he was taken.  
He drove out the man, and at the east of the garden of Eden he placed the 
cherubim and a flaming sword that turned every way to guard the way to the 
tree of life.  

Genesis 6:5-7,12 

The LORD saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that 
every intention of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually. And the 
LORD was sorry that he had made man on the earth, and it grieved him to his 
heart. So the LORD said, "I will blot out man whom I have created from the 
face of the land, man and animals and creeping things and birds of the 
heavens, for I am sorry that I have made them."  

And God saw the earth, and behold, it was corrupt, for all flesh had corrupted 
their way on the earth. 

Psalms 51:3-5 

For I know my transgressions, and my sin is ever before me. Against you, 
you only, have I sinned and done what is evil in your sight, so that you may 
be justified in your words and blameless in your judgment. Behold, I was 
brought forth in iniquity, and in sin did my mother conceive me.  

Psalms 82 

A Psalm of Asaph. God has taken his place in the divine council; in the midst 
of the gods he holds judgment: "How long will you judge unjustly and show 
partiality to the wicked? Selah Give justice to the weak and the fatherless; 
maintain the right of the afflicted and the destitute. Rescue the weak and the 
needy; deliver them from the hand of the wicked." They have neither 
knowledge nor understanding, they walk about in darkness; all the 
foundations of the earth are shaken. I said, "You are gods, sons of the Most 
High, all of you; nevertheless, like men you shall die, and fall like any prince."  
Arise, O God, judge the earth; for you shall inherit all the nations!  
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Psalms 94:8-11 

Understand, O dullest of the people! Fools, when will you be wise? He who 
planted the ear, does he not hear? He who formed the eye, does he not see? 
He who disciplines the nations, does he not rebuke? He who teaches man 
knowledge--  the LORD--knows the thoughts of man, that they are but a 
breath.  

Psalms 96:7-9 

Ascribe to the LORD, O families of the peoples, ascribe to the LORD glory 
and strength! Ascribe to the LORD the glory due his name; bring an offering, 
and come into his courts!  Worship the LORD in the splendor of holiness; 
tremble before him, all the earth!  

Amos 1-2 

The words of Amos, who was among the shepherds of Tekoa, which he saw 
concerning Israel in the days of Uzziah king of Judah and in the days of 
Jeroboam the son of Joash, king of Israel, two years before the earthquake. 
And he said: "The LORD roars from Zion and utters his voice from 
Jerusalem; the pastures of the shepherds mourn, and the top of Carmel 
withers." Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions of Damascus, and 
for four, I will not revoke the punishment, because they have threshed Gilead 
with threshing sledges of iron. So I will send a fire upon the house of Hazael, 
and it shall devour the strongholds of Ben-hadad. I will break the gate-bar of 
Damascus, and cut off the inhabitants from the Valley of Aven, and him who 
holds the scepter from Beth-eden; and the people of Syria shall go into exile 
to Kir," says the LORD. Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions of 
Gaza, and for four, I will not revoke the punishment, because they carried into 
exile a whole people to deliver them up to Edom. So I will send a fire upon 
the wall of Gaza, and it shall devour her strongholds. I will cut off the 
inhabitants from Ashdod, and him who holds the scepter from Ashkelon; I will 
turn my hand against Ekron, and the remnant of the Philistines shall perish," 
says the Lord GOD. Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions of Tyre, 
and for four, I will not revoke the punishment, because they delivered up a 
whole people to Edom, and did not remember the covenant of brotherhood.  

So I will send a fire upon the wall of Tyre, and it shall devour her 
strongholds."  Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions of Edom, and 
for four, I will not revoke the punishment, because he pursued his brother 
with the sword and cast off all pity, and his anger tore perpetually, and he 
kept his wrath forever. So I will send a fire upon Teman, and it shall devour 
the strongholds of Bozrah."  Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions 
of the Ammonites, and for four, I will not revoke the punishment, because 
they have ripped open pregnant women in Gilead, that they might enlarge 
their border. So I will kindle a fire in the wall of Rabbah, and it shall devour 
her strongholds, with shouting on the day of battle, with a tempest in the day 
of the whirlwind;  and their king shall go into exile, he and his princes 
together," says the LORD.  

Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions of Moab, and for four, I will 
not revoke the punishment, because he burned to lime the bones of the king 
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of Edom. So I will send a fire upon Moab, and it shall devour the strongholds 
of Kerioth, and Moab shall die amid uproar, amid shouting and the sound of 
the trumpet;  I will cut off the ruler from its midst, and will kill all its princes 
with him," says the LORD.  Thus says the LORD: "For three transgressions of 
Judah, and for four, I will not revoke the punishment, because they have 
rejected the law of the LORD, and have not kept his statutes, but their lies 
have led them astray, those after which their fathers walked. So I will send a 
fire upon Judah, and it shall devour the strongholds of Jerusalem." Thus says 
the LORD: "For three transgressions of Israel, and for four, I will not revoke 
the punishment, because they sell the righteous for silver, and the needy for 
a pair of sandals-- those who trample the head of the poor into the dust of the 
earth and turn aside the way of the afflicted; a man and his father go in to the 
same girl, so that my holy name is profaned; they lay themselves down 
beside every altar on garments taken in pledge, and in the house of their God 
they drink the wine of those who have been fined. "Yet it was I who destroyed 
the Amorite before them, whose height was like the height of the cedars and 
who was as strong as the oaks; I destroyed his fruit above and his roots 
beneath. Also it was I who brought you up out of the land of Egypt and led 
you forty years in the wilderness, to possess the land of the Amorite. And I 
raised up some of your sons for prophets, and some of your young men for 
Nazirites. Is it not indeed so, O people of Israel?" declares the LORD. "But 
you made the Nazirites drink wine, and commanded the prophets, saying, 
'You shall not prophesy.'  "Behold, I will press you down in your place, as a 
cart full of sheaves presses down. Flight shall perish from the swift, and the 
strong shall not retain his strength, nor shall the mighty save his life; he who 
handles the bow shall not stand, and he who is swift of foot shall not save 
himself, nor shall he who rides the horse save his life; and he who is stout of 
heart among the mighty shall flee away naked in that day," declares the 
LORD.  

6. The Old Testament clearly shows that God intends to redeem from 
all nations as seen in the fact that:  

¶ Godôs promise of a ñseedò to all men. 

Genesis 3:1-15 

Now the serpent was more crafty than any other beast of the field that the 
LORD God had made. He said to the woman, "Did God actually say, 'You 
shall not eat of any tree in the garden'?" And the woman said to the serpent, 
"We may eat of the fruit of the trees in the garden, but God said, 'You shall 
not eat of the fruit of the tree that is in the midst of the garden, neither shall 
you touch it, lest you die.'"  But the serpent said to the woman, "You will not 
surely die. For God knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, 
and you will be like God, knowing good and evil."  So when the woman saw 
that the tree was good for food, and that it was a delight to the eyes, and that 
the tree was to be desired to make one wise, she took of its fruit and ate, and 
she also gave some to her husband who was with her, and he ate. Then the 
eyes of both were opened, and they knew that they were naked. And they 
sewed fig leaves together and made themselves loincloths. And they heard 
the sound of the LORD God walking in the garden in the cool of the day, and 
the man and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God 
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among the trees of the garden. But the LORD God called to the man and said 
to him, "Where are you?" And he said, "I heard the sound of you in the 
garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked, and I hid myself." He said, 
"Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten of the tree of which I 
commanded you not to eat?"  The man said, "The woman whom you gave to 
be with me, she gave me fruit of the tree, and I ate." Then the LORD God 
said to the woman, "What is this that you have done?" The woman said, "The 
serpent deceived me, and I ate." The LORD God said to the serpent, 
"Because you have done this, cursed are you above all livestock and above 
all beasts of the field; on your belly you shall go, and dust you shall eat all the 
days of your life. I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between 
your offspring and her offspring; he shall bruise your head, and you shall 
bruise his heel." Godôs slection of Abraham was ña blessing to all nations.ò 

Genesis 12:1-3 

Now the LORD said to Abram, "Go from your country and your kindred and 
your father's house to the land that I will show you. And I will make of you a 
great nation, and I will bless you and make your name great, so that you will 
be a blessing. I will bless those who bless you, and him who dishonors you I 
will curse, and in you all the families of the earth shall be blessed."  

¶ The wholeistic vision for salvation ï ñall nations will obey Him.ò 

Genesis 49:10 

The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler's staff from between 
his feet, until tribute comes to him; and to him shall be the obedience of the 
peoples. 

Psalms 72:17-19 

May his name endure forever, his fame continue as long as the sun! May 
people be blessed in him, all nations call him blessed! Blessed be the LORD, 
the God of Israel, who alone does wondrous things. Blessed be his glorious 
name forever; may the whole earth be filled with his glory! Amen and Amen!  

Psalms 96:1-3 

Oh sing to the LORD a new song; sing to the LORD, all the earth!  Sing to the 
LORD, bless his name; tell of his salvation from day to day. Declare his glory 
among the nations, his marvelous works among all the peoples!  

Psalms 22:27-31 

All the ends of the earth shall remember and turn to the LORD, and all the 
families of the nations shall worship before you. For kingship belongs to the 
LORD, and he rules over the nations. All the prosperous of the earth eat and 
worship; before him shall bow all who go down to the dust, even the one who 
could not keep himself alive. Posterity shall serve him; it shall be told of the 
Lord to the coming generation; they shall come and proclaim his 
righteousness to a people yet unborn, that he has done it.  

Psalms 87 
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A Psalm of the Sons of Korah. A Song. On the holy mount stands the city he 
founded;  the LORD loves the gates of Zion more than all the dwelling places 
of Jacob.  Glorious things of you are spoken, O city of God. Selah  

 Among those who know me I mention Rahab and Babylon; behold, Philistia 
and Tyre, with Cush-- "This one was born there," they say. And of Zion it shall 
be said, "This one and that one were born in her"; for the Most High himself 
will establish her. The LORD records as he registers the peoples, "This one 
was born there." Selah  

Singers and dancers alike say, "All my springs are in you." 

Isaiah 2:2-4 

It shall come to pass in the latter days that the mountain of the house of the 
LORD shall be established as the highest of the mountains, and shall be lifted 
up above the hills; and all the nations shall flow to it,  and many peoples shall 
come, and say: "Come, let us go up to the mountain of the LORD, to the 
house of the God of Jacob, that he may teach us his ways and that we may 
walk in his paths." For out of Zion shall go the law, and the word of the LORD 
from Jerusalem. He shall judge between the nations, and shall decide 
disputes for many peoples; and they shall beat their swords into plowshares, 
and their spears into pruning hooks; nation shall not lift up sword against 
nation, neither shall they learn war anymore.  

7. The obligation and opportunity for evangelism in the Old Testament 

We see in the Old Testament both the obligation and opportunity for the 
nation Israel to proclaim the reality of God. 

a) The nation Israel was to proclaim God to the surrounding nations 
in order to be a blessing.  

Psalms 67 

To the choirmaster: with stringed instruments. A Psalm. A Song. May God be 
gracious to us and bless us and make his face to shine upon us, Selah  

that your way may be known on earth, your saving power among all nations. 
Let the peoples praise you, O God; let all the peoples praise you! Let the 
nations be glad and sing for joy, for you judge the peoples with equity and 
guide the nations upon earth. Selah  

Let the peoples praise you, O God; let all the peoples praise you! The earth 
has yielded its increase; God, our God, shall bless us. God shall bless us; let 
all the ends of the earth fear him!  

¶ Godôs people were to be priests to the world. 

Exodus 19:4-6 

You yourselves have seen what I did to the Egyptians, and how I bore 
you on eagles' wings and brought you to myself. Now therefore, if you will 
indeed obey my voice and keep my covenant, you shall be my treasured 
possession among all peoples, for all the earth is mine; and you shall be 
to me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation. These are the words that 
you shall speak to the people of Israel."  
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Genesis 18:1-8 

And the LORD appeared to him by the oaks of Mamre, as he sat at the 
door of his tent in the heat of the day. He lifted up his eyes and looked, 
and behold, three men were standing in front of him. When he saw them, 
he ran from the tent door to meet them and bowed himself to the earth  
and said, "O Lord, if I have found favor in your sight, do not pass by your 
servant. Let a little water be brought, and wash your feet, and rest 
yourselves under the tree, while I bring a morsel of bread, that you may 
refresh yourselves, and after that you may pass on--since you have come 
to your servant." So they said, "Do as you have said." And Abraham went 
quickly into the tent to Sarah and said, "Quick! Three seahs of fine flour! 
Knead it, and make cakes." And Abraham ran to the herd and took a calf, 
tender and good, and gave it to a young man, who prepared it quickly.  
Then he took curds and milk and the calf that he had prepared, and set it 
before them. And he stood by them under the tree while they ate. They 
said to him, "Where is Sarah your wife?" And he said, "She is in the tent." 
The LORD said, "I will surely return to you about this time next year, and 
Sarah your wife shall have a son." And Sarah was listening at the tent 
door behind him. Now Abraham and Sarah were old, advanced in years. 
The way of women had ceased to be with Sarah. So Sarah laughed to 
herself, saying, "After I am worn out, and my lord is old, shall I have 
pleasure?"  The LORD said to Abraham, "Why did Sarah laugh and say, 
'Shall I indeed bear a child, now that I am old?' Is anything too hard for 
the LORD? At the appointed time I will return to you, about this time next 
year, and Sarah shall have a son." But Sarah denied it, saying, "I did not 
laugh," for she was afraid. He said, "No, but you did laugh."  Then the 
men set out from there, and they looked down toward Sodom. And 
Abraham went with them to set them on their way. The LORD said, "Shall 
I hide from Abraham what I am about to do, seeing that Abraham shall 
surely become a great and mighty nation, and all the nations of the earth 
shall be blessed in him? For I have chosen him, that he may command 
his children and his household after him to keep the way of the LORD by 
doing righteousness and justice, so that the LORD may bring to Abraham 
what he has promised him." Then the LORD said, "Because the outcry 
against Sodom and Gomorrah is great and their sin is very grave, I will go 
down to see whether they have done altogether according to the outcry 
that has come to me. And if not, I will know." So the men turned from 
there and went toward Sodom, but Abraham still stood before the LORD. 
Then Abraham drew near and said, "Will you indeed sweep away the 
righteous with the wicked? Suppose there are fifty righteous within the 
city. Will you then sweep away the place and not spare it for the fifty 
righteous who are in it? Far be it from you to do such a thing, to put the 
righteous to death with the wicked, so that the righteous fare as the 
wicked! Far be that from you! Shall not the Judge of all the earth do what 
is just?" And the LORD said, "If I find at Sodom fifty righteous in the city, I 
will spare the whole place for their sake." Abraham answered and said, 
"Behold, I have undertaken to speak to the Lord, I who am but dust and 
ashes.  Suppose five of the fifty righteous are lacking. Will you destroy the 
whole city for lack of five?" And he said, "I will not destroy it if I find forty-
five there." Again he spoke to him and said, "Suppose forty are found 
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there." He answered, "For the sake of forty I will not do it." Then he said, 
"Oh let not the Lord be angry, and I will speak. Suppose thirty are found 
there." He answered, "I will not do it, if I find thirty there."  He said, 
"Behold, I have undertaken to speak to the Lord. Suppose twenty are 
found there." He answered, "For the sake of twenty I will not destroy it." 
Then he said, "Oh let not the Lord be angry, and I will speak again but 
this once. Suppose ten are found there." He answered, "For the sake of 
ten I will not destroy it."  And the LORD went his way, when he had 
finished speaking to Abraham, and Abraham returned to his place. 

8. The response of Israel to this obligation 

While there are many recorded instances of proper obedience of the 
nation Israel being a ñblessingò to the nations in proclaiming God, there is 
an overall disobedience recorded. While they might seem antithetical in 
our thinking the nation Israel, in retreat from the world, became worldly. 

a) Retreat from the world 

The nation in the pride of their ñchoosingò on the part of God 
abandoned responsibility. There was an ever increasing separation 
and growing animosity from the world around them. The sentiment of 
this is clearly seen in the book Jonah. The book is summed up well 
when Jonah says to God:  

And he prayed to the LORD and said, "O LORD, is not this what I said when I 
was yet in my country? That is why I made haste to flee to Tarshish; for I 
knew that you are a gracious God and merciful, slow to anger and abounding 
in steadfast love, and relenting from disaster. Therefore now, O LORD, 
please take my life from me, for it is better for me to die than to live."  

Israel had turned the idea of purity into strict separation building ñwallsò 
of separation between them and the ñgentiles.ò  

Finally taking them to the point of refusing to proclaim God to the 
nations again as we see in the book of Jonah. 

b) Conforming to the world 

The irony in the nationsô instance of ñseparationò they grew ever 
deeper into conformity to the world they were working so hard to be 
separate from. 

¶ They lost the truth of God in their thinking. 

Judges 2: 8-10 

And Joshua the son of Nun, the servant of the LORD, died at the age of 
110 years. And they buried him within the boundaries of his inheritance in 
Timnath-heres, in the hill country of Ephraim, north of the mountain of 
Gaash. And all that generation also were gathered to their fathers. And 
there arose another generation after them who did not know the LORD or 
the work that he had done for Israel.  
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¶ They forgot the true God and turned to the false gods of the 
nations. 

Judges 2: 8-10 

And the people of Israel did what was evil in the sight of the LORD and 
served the Baals. And they abandoned the LORD, the God of their 
fathers, who had brought them out of the land of Egypt. They went after 
other gods, from among the gods of the peoples who were around them, 
and bowed down to them. And they provoked the LORD to anger 

¶ They began to take on the political face of the nations around them. 

 1 Sam 8:4-7 

Then all the elders of Israel gathered together and came to Samuel at 
Ramah and said to him, "Behold, you are old and your sons do not walk 
in your ways. Now appoint for us a king to judge us like all the nations." 
But the thing displeased Samuel when they said, "Give us a king to judge 
us." And Samuel prayed to the LORD. And the LORD said to Samuel, 
"Obey the voice of the people in all that they say to you, for they have not 
rejected you, but they have rejected me from being king over them. 

¶ They fell into the lifestyle of the nations around them. 

Psalms 106:34-39 

They did not destroy the peoples, as the LORD commanded them, but 
they mixed with the nations and learned to do as they did. They served 
their idols, which became a snare to them. They sacrificed their sons and 
their daughters to the demons; they poured out innocent blood, the blood 
of their sons and daughters, whom they sacrificed to the idols of Canaan, 
and the land was polluted with blood. Thus they became unclean by their 
acts, and played the whore in their deeds.  

C. Principles for outreach in the New Testament 

The New Testament is more explicit about the role of outreach. The very life 
of Christ speaks of this: 

1. Jesus earthly ministry was two fold. 

¶ Christôs incarnation was first a fulfillment of Godôs promise to the nation 
Israel.  

John 1:11 

He came to his own, and his own people did not receive him.  

Luke 19:9-10 

And Jesus said to him, "Today salvation has come to this house, since he 
also is a son of Abraham. For the Son of Man came to seek and to save the 
lost."  

¶ Christôs incarnation was clearly for the nations as well 

John 4:20-26 
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Our fathers worshiped on this mountain, but you say that in Jerusalem is the 
place where people ought to worship." Jesus said to her, "Woman, believe 
me, the hour is coming when neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem will 
you worship the Father. You worship what you do not know; we worship what 
we know, for salvation is from the Jews. But the hour is coming, and is now 
here, when the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth, for 
the Father is seeking such people to worship him. God is spirit, and those 
who worship him must worship in spirit and truth." The woman said to him, "I 
know that Messiah is coming (he who is called Christ). When he comes, he 
will tell us all things." Jesus said to her, "I who speak to you am he."  

2. At the resurrection His ministry to the world became central and 
explicit.  

¶ The message would go throughout the whole earth.  

Luke 24:46-47 

and said to them, "Thus it is written, that the Christ should suffer and on the 
third day rise from the dead, and that repentance and forgiveness of sins 
should be proclaimed in his name to all nations, beginning from Jerusalem.  

¶ We see that Christ has all authority and reigns over all the nations. 

Matt 28:18-20 

And Jesus came and said to them, "All authority in heaven and on earth has 
been given to me. Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching 
them to observe all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am with you 
always, to the end of the age."  

¶ Disciples are to be made from all nations 

Acts 1: 6-8 

So when they had come together, they asked him, "Lord, will you at this time 
restore the kingdom to Israel?" He said to them, "It is not for you to know 
times or seasons that the Father has fixed by his own authority. But you will 
receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be my 
witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the end of the 
earth."  

3. One of the primary characteristics of the time in which we live is the 
proclamation of the gospel to the nations. 

The principles for outreach are clearly given concerning the Church age. 
We know that this proclamation is to the all nations.  

Matt 24:14 

And this gospel of the kingdom will be proclaimed throughout the whole world 
as a testimony to all nations, and then the end will come.   

Matt 28:19-20 
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Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe 
all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the end 
of the age."  

4. Paulôs ministry is to the Jew first and also to the gentiles. 

Acts 26:16-18 

And I said, 'Who are you, Lord?' And the Lord said, 'I am Jesus whom you 
are persecuting. But rise and stand upon your feet, for I have appeared to 
you for this purpose, to appoint you as a servant and witness to the things in 
which you have seen me and to those in which I will appear to you, delivering 
you from your people and from the Gentiles--to whom I am sending you  

Romans 1:1-16 

Paul, a servant of Christ Jesus, called to be an apostle, set apart for the 
gospel of God, which he promised beforehand through his prophets in the 
holy Scriptures, concerning his Son, who was descended from David 
according to the flesh  and was declared to be the Son of God in power 
according to the Spirit of holiness by his resurrection from the dead, Jesus 
Christ our Lord,  through whom we have received grace and apostleship to 
bring about the obedience of faith for the sake of his name among all the 
nations,  including you who are called to belong to Jesus Christ, To all those 
in Rome who are loved by God and called to be saints: Grace to you and 
peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. First, I thank my God 
through Jesus Christ for all of you, because your faith is proclaimed in all the 
world. For God is my witness, whom I serve with my spirit in the gospel of his 
Son, that without ceasing I mention you always in my prayers, asking that 
somehow by God's will I may now at last succeed in coming to you. For I long 
to see you, that I may impart to you some spiritual gift to strengthen you--  
that is, that we may be mutually encouraged by each other's faith, both yours 
and mine. I want you to know, brothers, that I have often intended to come to 
you (but thus far have been prevented), in order that I may reap some 
harvest among you as well as among the rest of the Gentiles. I am under 
obligation both to Greeks and to barbarians, both to the wise and to the 
foolish. So I am eager to preach the gospel to you also who are in Rome. For 
I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of God for salvation to 
everyone who believes, to the Jew first and also to the Greek. 

5. Conclusion God is a God of evangelism 

God has provided salvation for the nations in Christ. Christ died to bear 
the sins of the nations, but who will see that this work is applied to 
anyone? God himself! God shows his commitment to this task in that he 
has sent his Son and sent the Holy Spirit. In this we see that God is not 
reluctant at all, it is the church that is reluctant. God overrides history for 
the sake of the gospel. The persecution we see in Acts 8 separates 
people trapped in their culture to spread the gospel to places it had not 
been.  We see God breaking in on Paulôs experience in Acts 9 and 
changing his direction for the sake of spreading the gospel.  
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D. A right understanding of our responsibility 

As we consider now the task of evangelism, we must understand first and 
foremost that salvation is a work of God. We are vessels that God takes 
delight in using, but be sure of this ï God would never leave the responsibility 
of salvation in the hands of capricious humans. Let us remember as well 
much damage has been inflicted in the name of ñwitnessingò that has left 
many too paralyzed to share their faith.  Guilt and even fear has been used to 
persuade people to go out and ñwitness.ò Know this - guilt, fear nor pride will 
ever be justifiable motivations to engage in evangelism.  

1 Corinthians 3:5-9 

 
What then is Apollos? What is Paul? Servants through whom you believed, as the 
Lord assigned to each. I planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the growth.  So 
neither he who plants nor he who waters is anything, but only God who gives the 
growth. He who plants and he who waters are one, and each will receive his wages 
according to his labor. For we are God's fellow workers. You are God's field, God's 
building.  

 

We have been given, by our Lord, both the very real responsibility and the 
awesome privilege of carrying His message in true humility to the lost. 

Matthew 28:18-20 

And Jesus came and said to them, "All authority in heaven and on earth has been 
given to me.  Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe 
all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the end of the 
age."  

 

The only justifiable motivation for evangelizing is love, both love for God and 
love for the lost.  A person comes into salvation because God has set his love 
upon the individual. It would behoove us therefore to likewise take the 
message to the lost solely out of motivation of love. JI Packer writes: Our 
calling as Christians is not to love Godôs elect, and them only, but to love our 
neighbor, irrespective of whether he is elect or not.ò (Evangelism and the 
Sovereignty of God) 

E. Where do we evangelize? 

While the answer to this is obvious, we need to remind ourselves of the 
answer. I am certain we have all heard messages on Matthew 28 and I do not 
need to remind you that the subject of the great commission is not making 
converts but disciples. 

Matthew 28:19 
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Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,  

And I am sure that I will not need to remind you that the ñgoò can be rendered 
ñwhere ever you go.ò Listen to what Schaeffer had to say: ñAll the church is to 
be made up of tellers. Not everyone is to be a missionary, not everyone a 
minister, but there is no Christian that's really become a Christian who doesn't 
have laid upon him the admonition of Paul to be a debtor. Everyone is bound 
to be a teller in his own place, in his own calling, according to the individual 
vocation which God has given him.ò (FA Schaeffer Death in The City) 

 
The book of Acts gives a broad picture of how evangelism was done in the 1st 
century. In of Acts 1:8, we see a table of contents for the rest of the book.  

 
But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be 
my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the end of the 
earth."  

 
There are several details we should pay attention to here. 

 
The power to evangelize comes from the Holy Spirit, not something we 
muster up inside ourselves. In fact, we have no business trying to ñwitnessò in 
our own zip and energy. There is nothing in our cleverness or prowess that 
can convince anyone to accept Christ. So we will receive power from the Holy 
Spirit, then we will be a witness for Christ. We are not talking about some 
existential experience, but a conscious dependence on the person of the Holy 
Spirit as we go.   

 
We will be witness for Christ in several places. 

¶ Jerusalem ï  

This is where we live. We first and foremost are witnesses where we live. 
This is the toughest place, in that, it is to those that know us and our 
inconsistencies.  

¶ Judea ï  

This is the broader area of where we live. It is outside the immediate day 
by day world in which we live. It can be thought of as the state or country 
in which we live.  

¶ Samaria  -  

This is outside out normal context of life. We can see this as cross culture 
or outside of our cultural circles. These are the people most unlike us. 
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¶ And to the end of the earth ï 

 this takes us from the furthest spot from where we now stand both in 
location and cultural understanding.  

F. Principles for evangelization 

I will not spend any time on ñmethodò, but we will look at some basic 
principles that we need to incorporate in our evangelism.   

1. Respect the person 

It is unfortunate that many Christians act as though they are at war with 
those who are lost. It is true that the lost may blaspheme our God, deride 
Christians, or even inflict suffering; this oft times turns the attitude to one 
of anger or disrespect. Our motivation for bringing people the gospel of 
Christ is not to win some war, but because we have a love for them and 
desire to see them come into the kingdom of God. We should remember 
Christ being our example in this when He gave himself as a servant or 
slave to his enemies.   

Romans 5:10 

For if while being enemies we were reconciled to God through the death of 
His Son, much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by His life;  

Please do not understand this to mean that we are to become syncretistic 
in any manner. Respect does not equal supportive of oneôs ideals or truth 
claims, but while we must stand for the truth of God we must at the same 
time be respectful.   

The driving principle for this respect is that every human is created in the 
image of God (Gen 1:27). This image might be marred and sin ridden, 
nonetheless, it is still present. It is this image that gives each individual a 
place of dignity. At this point it would do us good to remember the words 
of James 3:9-10 when he says: 

By this we bless God and the Father; and by this we curse men having come 
into being according to the image of God. Out of the same mouth comes forth 
blessing and cursing. My brothers, it is not fitting for these things to be so.  

So in our evangelism we must always have the over arching reality of 
respect ï even for our enemy.  

2. Understand what they believe, building points of contact 

While we must first acknowledge that it is the gospel that is the ñpower of 
God unto salvationò and that it is God working in the heart that brings 
people to Himself, He still has entrusted to us the task of delivering His 
message. As we take the message of the gospel to our neighbor next door 
or across the globe we must recognize that we need a starting place to 
make points of contact for the gospel.  We need to listen to the person and 
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understand what they hold as a belief system. We need to listen to ñtruthsò 
they hold to that we might be able to affirm. Remember all worldviews 
systems ñdipò into the Christian cookie jar (truth) to make life reasonable.  

We see this principle applied by Paul at Mars Hill 

Acts 17:22-31 

And standing in the middle of the Areopagus, Paul said, Men, Athenians, I 
see in everything how god-fearing you are; for passing through and looking 
up at the objects of your worship, I also found an altar on which had been 
written, TO AN UNKNOWN GOD. Not knowing, then, whom you worship, I 
make Him known to you. The God who made the world and all things in it, 
this One being Lord of Heaven and of earth, does not dwell in handmade 
temples, nor is served by hands of men, as having need of anything. For He 
is giving life and breath and all things to all. And He made every nation of 
men of one blood, to live on all the face of the earth, ordaining fore-appointed 
seasons and boundaries of their dwelling, to seek the Lord, if perhaps they 
might feel after Him and might find Him, though indeed He not being far from 
each one of us. For in Him we live and move and exist, as also some of the 
poets among you have said, For we are also His offspring. Then being 
offspring of God, we ought not to suppose that the Godhead is like gold or 
silver or stone, engraved by art and the imagination of man. Truly, then, God 
overlooking the times of ignorance, now strictly commands all men 
everywhere to repent, because He set a day in which "He is going to judge 
the habitable world in righteousness," by a Man whom He appointed; having 
given proof to all by raising Him from the dead.  

Some observations Paulôs made were as follows: 

¶ They were religious people. 

¶ They had a desire to worship and a longing to know God. 

¶ They believed that God must be greater than human beings.  

¶ They realized that God does not dwell in temples as if He His own 
house. 

¶ They knew something of the dignity of being human, that there is a 
godlike quality to human existence. 

It is here we should note that Paul did not start by attacking their idols or 
belief system, but by building on what they believed. He affirmed the truths 
that they had within their belief system. Paul was not being relativistic or 
sarcastic here; he was building on points of contact.   

All people hold to some convictions and oft times these convictions are 
based on a belief system that contains some portion of truth. Everyone 
lives in Godôs world and therefore must hold to some element of truth. We 
will always be able to find some point we can affirm and as such there is 
always a point of contact for gospel.  
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Another point we must consider in this is that we must be students of 
culture.  Paul showed his knowledge of the culture in which he spoke 
when he quotes the poets and intellectuals ñas also some of the poets 
among you have said.ò  If we do not have an understanding of the culture 
around us we will not really have an understanding on what our neighbor 
believes and simply alienate them. It is in this understanding of culture we 
will also find points of contact for the gospel of Christ. 

3. Reasoned persuasion 

ñTaking off the roofò is what Schaeffer said we are to do. As we, with grace 
and respect, find points of contact we expose the inadequacies of the 
personôs belief system. In love for the individual we graciously help them 
to see that what they are holding to will not give cogent meaning and 
answers to life.  Let us consider a couple examples from Paul. 

a) Paul in the synagogue (Acts 13:16-41) 

We see in the context of Jewish listeners Paulôs understanding of their 
worldview. He appeals to what his hearers already knew (the Old 
Testament) and believed in. Paul affirms their understanding and 
builds upon it.   

 
And rising up, and signaling with his hand, Paul said, Men, Israelites, and the 
ones fearing God, listen. The God of this people Israel chose out our fathers, 
and exalted the people in their stay in the land of Egypt. And with a high arm, 
He led them out of it.  And as forty years time passed, He tenderly bore them 
in the wilderness. And He pulled down seven nations in Canaan land, and 
gave their land to them as an inheritance. And after these things, as four 
hundred and fifty years passed, He gave judges until Samuel the prophet.  
And from there they asked for a king. And God gave Saul the son of Kish to 
them, a man of the tribe of Benjamin, for forty years. And removing him, He 
raised up to them David for a king, to whom He also said, witnessing, "I found 
David" the son of Jesse "to be a man according to My own heart, who will do 
all My will." Of the seed of this one, according to promise, God raised up to 
Israel a Savior, Jesus; John going before to proclaim before the face of His 
entrance a baptism of repentance to all the people of Israel. And as John 
fulfilled the course, he said, Whom do you suppose me to be? I am not He, 
but, behold, "He comes after me, of whom I am not worthy to loosen the 
sandal of His feet." Men, brothers, sons of the race of Abraham, and the ones 
among you fearing God, to you the Word of this salvation was sent. For those 
dwelling in Jerusalem, and their rulers, not having known this One, and the 
voices of the prophets being read throughout every sabbath, condemning 
Him, they fulfilled the Scriptures. And finding not one cause of death, they 
asked Pilate to do away with Him. And when they finished all the things 
having been written concerning Him, taking Him down from the tree, they laid 
Him in a tomb. But God raised Him from the dead;  who appeared for many 
days to those coming up with Him from Galilee to Jerusalem, who are 
witnesses of Him to the people. And we preach the gospel to you, the 
promise made to the fathers, that this God has fulfilled to us, their children, 
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raising up Jesus; as also it has been written in the second Psalm, "You are 
My Son, today I have begotten You." And that He raised Him from the dead, 
no more being about to return to corruption, so He has said, "I will give You" 
"the holy things of faithful David." So He also said in another, "You will not 
give Your Holy One to see corruption." For having served his own generation 
by the counsel of God, David truly fell asleep and was added to his fathers 
and saw corruption. But He whom God raised up, this One did not see 
corruption. Then let it be known to you, men, brothers, that through this One 
remission of sin is announced to you. And everyone believing in this One is 
justified from all things which you could not be justified by the Law of Moses. 
Then watch that the thing spoken in the Prophets may not come on you: 
"Behold, you despisers," "and marvel," "and perish, because I work a work in 
your days," a work which you would "in no way believe if anyone declares it 
to you." 

¶ Paul reasoned from Godôs revelation of Himself in the Old 
Testament and His promises about the coming of the Messiah. 

¶ He demonstrated how these prophecies were fulfilled in the life and 
death of Jesus  

¶ He appeals to the testimony of John the Baptist about Jesus. 

¶ He spoke about those who were witnesses to Jesusô resurrection 
from the dead. 

b) Paul with the pagans (Act 14:15-17; 17:22-31 see above) 

Paul here could not appeal to the Scriptures as he could with the Jews. 
We see here that Paul takes another approach as we saw in Acts 17 
earlier.  

 
and saying, Men, why do you do these things? We also are men of like 
feelings to you, announcing the gospel to you to turn you from these vanities 
to the living God, who "made the heaven and the earth and the sea, and all 
things in them," who in the generations which have passed allowed all the 
nations to go in their own ways, though indeed He did not leave Himself 
without witness, doing good, giving rain and fruitful seasons to us from 
heaven, filling our hearts with food and gladness.  

What principles can we glean from these passages? 

 

¶ Paul reasoned from the knowledge of God, which is in the heart 
and mind of every person. 

¶ He appealed to their understanding of the dependence of all life on 
the Creator. They knew that the universe and its creatures are not 
self-created or existing in their own power. 

¶ He pointed to their daily experience of Godôs providential care. 
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¶ He called them to reflect on Godôs compassionate rule over history 
and over the lives of nations, a rule that should lead people to seek 
God and worship Him. 

¶ He reasoned for their recognition of the unique dignity of persons. 
They knew there is something ñdivineò about men and women; their 
own poets and thinkers acknowledged that ñin him we live and 
move and have our beingéwe are hi offspring (Acts 17:28) 

¶ He urged them to see the inadequacy of their worship and to be 
consistent with their own understanding that human temples cannot 
contain God, who they knew to be the creator of heaven and earth. 

¶ He insisted that idolatry is self-evidently foolish, because idols are 
made by people who themselves are the creation of God. 

¶ He climaxed his reasoning by appealing to ñproofò of the 
resurrection of Christ, which all people may know about by looking 
at the testimony of witnesses. 

 

In both of these examples we see Paul appealing and affirming to that 
which is ñtrueò in their belief systems. We then see Paul building on 
those truths. And finally we see Paul pointing out the error and 
inadequacy in their belief system.  

4. Prayer  

I have saved the most important issue in evangelism to the last. We all 
know that prayer is the foremost important aspect of our Christian 
existence. Each of us is also painfully aware of how difficult prayer is. We 
are people of action, we know what needs to get done and we do it.  God, 
however, wants us to wait on Him. Much is done in the name of the Lord 
in our own strength and cleverness, but, to borrow from Schaeffer, ñwe are 
to do the Lordôs work in the Lordôs way.ò  Our place in evangelism is not 
marketing Christ. Evangelism is not about selling Christ as we see in so 
much of the American church today.  It is presenting the truth of the 
gospel in the power of the Holy Spirit.  Consider the words of FA Schaeffer 
on this: ñLet us not think that waiting on the Lord will mean getting less 
done. The truth is that by doing the Lordôs work in the Lordôs way we will 
accomplish more, not less. You need not fear that if you wait for Godôs 
Spirit you will not get as much done as if you charge ahead in the flesh. 
After all, who can do the most, you or the God of Heaven and earth?ò  

Our place in evangelism is in total dependence on the work of God. I have 
brought up the fact that the gospel is the power of God and it is God that 
does the saving.  

As we consider prayer and evangelism questions come to mind.  
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a) How ought we pray? 

¶ Work of God in those around us (family and friends).  

While we may not see specific prayers given for the lost we do 
know that God has told us to bring our requests to Him. As we 
consider Godôs heart for evangelism, we can have confidence that 
God does hear our prayers on this subject. We also know that no 
one comes to God unless He draws them.  

 
John 6:44 

No man can come to me unless the Father who sent anellme draws him. 

 

So it is at this point that we must call upon God. We pray that Godôs 
spirit would work in the heart of those around us.  

 

¶ Working of God in and through us. 

As we consider that God has given us the privilege to be His tool in 
evangelism, we must pray that God will work in and through us. We 
must pray for proper attitude and love for those around us. We 
must pray for understanding of people and where points of contact 
are. And we must pray for courage.  

 
Ephesians 6:19-20 

Pray also for me, that whenever I open my mouth, words may be given 
me so that I will fearlessly make know the mystery of the gospel, for 
which am an ambassador in chains. Pray that I may declare it fearlessly, 
as I should. 

 
Again our dependence on God is of great importance. We may 
have all the ñanswersò and be able to debate the fine points, but 
without Godôs working it will avail nothing. We must be truly humble 
and approach evangelism with a true love for the lost. 

 

¶ Opportunities to share the gospel. 

We need to be praying for opportunities to share the gospel. We 
need the understanding and sensitivity of when and where to share 
the gospel. There are times when it is plainly inappropriate to do so.  

 
Colossians 4:3 

Pray for us, too, that God will open a door for our message, so that we 
may proclaim the mystery of Christ. 
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There are the times when we share the gospel and the hearer is 
not interested.  There are times when it is just not an appropriate 
time to discuss the gospel. There are those who become irritating in 
their lack of sensitivity of the where and when.  

 
ñPersonal evangelism should be characterized by sensitivity. One is 
talking to another person, not into a tape recorder.ò (FA Schaeffer 
and Ranald MacCauly Being Human) 

 
We are to pray for ñopen doorsò which is not merely the opportunity, 
but the appropriate opportunity.   

 

¶ Prayer for clarity and understanding. 

Letôs be honest with ourselves - we like to wax eloquent when we 
share the gospel. We can try to show how much we ñknowò about 
the Bible and while this is all well and good, we run the risk of 
making the gospel something it is not.  

 
Many unbelievers already have the mistaken idea that the gospel is 
ñcleaningò our act up and much of evangelicalism has done little to 
help change that caricature.  None of us know exactly what to say 
when we have an ñopen door.ò Paul expressed this Colossians 4:4 
when he, in prayer, asks ñThat I may make it clear, as I ought to 
speak.ò We confuse people; we make clear straightforward issues 
murky; we give simplistic and incomplete answers to honest 
questions. If our Lord and Savior was dependent on God the Father 
for what he was to say (I did not speak of my own accord, but the 
Father who sent me commanded me what to say and how to say it. 
I know that his command leans to eternal life. So whatever If say is 
just what the Father told me to say. (John 12:49-50)) then how ten 
thousand time ten thousand should we be. We do not have to have 
it all figured out. We do not need to rehearse the ñright words to 
say.ò  We must in humility acknowledge we do not have all the 
answers. We must be ready to say ñI do not know, but Iôll find outò 
to tough questions.  It is our responsibility to study - first the 
Scriptures that we can rightly and clearly explain the gospel of 
Jesus Christ. Secondly ï we must study the culture so we can 
understand what our neighbor thinks and where we will have points 
of contact for the gospel. Remember - it is our responsibility to be 
ready to give an account for the hope that is in us.  

 
Finally and most importantly we must acknowledge we are 
dependent on the Father a thousand times more than Christ was. 
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Salvation is the work of God and we are the vessels that have the 
privilege to carry it to a lost world.  

 

 
 

The salvation of a single soul is more important than the production or 
preservation of all the epics and tragedies in the world. (CS Lewis) 

 
 

Sola Deo Gloria 
 

 

 

 

Required Reading #1  

 

The Worldviews of Destruction in the 20th Century 

By David Noebel - Summit Ministries 

Introduction 

"Beware lest any man [educator, politician, rock star, news anchorman/woman] take 
you captive through vain and deceitful philosophy [naturalism, materialism, 
existentialism, pragmaticism], after the tradition of men [Marx, Darwin, Nietzsche, 
Wellhausen, Freud, Dewey, Foucault], after the rudiments of the world [socialism, 
evolution, higher criticism, humanism, moral relativism, deconstructionism, 
collectivism], and not after Christ." Colossians 2:8 

The 20th Century is the praxis of this verse. Western Civilization in general and the 
United States in particular have embarked on a hazardous journey of rejecting and 
replacing Christ with any number of mortal men and their ideas. Since ideas have 
consequences the 20th Century has witnessed the consequences of these utopian 
schemes and ideas. 

Over one hundred years ago (1890-1891), James Orr presented the Kerr lectures in 
Edinburgh, Scotland. He entitled his series The Christian View of God and the World 
and argued forcefully for the proposition that Biblical Christianity is a worldview. By 
this term (Ger. Weltanschauung) he meant that Christianity is more than a two-hour 
emotional experience on Sunday morning. Rather Christianity is a 24 hours a day 
relationship with God through Jesus Christ. 
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In other words, one who says he believes with his whole heart that Jesus Christ is 
the Son of God "is thereby committed to much else besides," says Orr. Christianity is 
more than heart. It is head as well. It is body, mind, soul and spirit (Mark 12:30). The 
Christian, by the very fact that he or she is a Christian is committed to a "view of 
God, to a view of man, to a view of sin, to a view of redemption, to a view of the 
purpose of God in creation and history, to a view of human destiny." [1] Add these 
views together and they add up to a world view. 

Elsewhere I define worldview as any ideology, philosophy, theology, movement or 
religion that provides an overarching approach to understanding God, the world, 
man and man's relations to God and the world. [2] Specifically, a worldview contains 
a particular perspective regarding each of the following ten areas: theology, 
philosophy, ethics, biology, psychology, sociology, law, politics, economics and 
history. 

Not surprising the worldviews of destruction in the 20th Century spoke to these 
areas with ideas but they were ideas responsible for the death of millions. 

At approximately the same time that James Orr penned his work four other 
individuals (three men and a woman) were about to emerge on the world's stage and 
before they finished speaking, writing and living out their worldviews millions of 
human beings paid with their lives. And as we enter the 21st Century millions more 
will perish because of these same worldviews and their ideas. 

The 20th Century is history. It is a history of incredible advances in many areas 
(inventions, computer chips, medical science, technologies, transportation, 
communications (expansion of the Christian Gospel), living standards, free states), 
but devolution in other areas (dictatorships, poverty, illegal drugs, pornography, 
homosexuality, venereal diseases, AIDS, lawlessness, immorality, teenage 
pregnancy, abortions). But most important for our study it is a century of mass 
murders and killings unheard of in human history. The 20th Century is the century of 
slaughter. More human beings have been killed in the 20th Century than in all 
previous centuries combined. 

"During the first eighty-eight years of this century [20th Century], " says historian R. 
J. Rummel, "almost 170 million men, women and children have been shot, beaten, 
tortured, knifed, burned, starved, frozen, crushed or worked to death; buried alive, 
drowned, hung, bombed, or killed in any other of the myriad ways governments have 
inflicted death on unarmed, helpless citizens and foreigners. The dead could 
conceivably be nearly 360 million people. It is as though our species has been 
devastated by a modern Black Plague. And indeed it has, but a plague of Power, not 
germs." [3] 

When we put the human cost of war and democide together, says Rummel, "Power 
has killed over 203 million people in this century." [4] And this figure does not include 
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the slaughter of the innocent (abortion)- a foundation stone of the Secular Humanist 
worldview. 

These millions died, not because of James Orr's Christian world view Most of these 
millions died at the hands of the three men and one woman whose worldviews were 
inflicted on the world (and in many ways continue to be so). 

The three men are Benito Mussolini (b. 1883), Adolph Hitler (b. 1889) and Joseph 
Stalin (b. 1879). The woman is Margaret Sanger (b. 1879). 

Mussolini and Hitler represent the 20th Century's Fascist/Nazi worldviews. Stalin 
represents the Marxist/Leninist worldview. Margaret Sanger represents the Secular 
Humanist worldview. 

These are the worldviews primarily responsible for the millions of human beings 
slaughtered on the altars of atheism, naturalism, dialectical materialism, ethical 
relativism, beyond good and evil, libertinism, class morality, biological evolution, 
social darwinianism, euthanasia, sterilization, infanticide, eugenics, abortion, 
collectivism, statism, dictatorship, new Fascist man, new Aryan man, new Soviet 
man, new Humanist man, new international child of the future, new social order, new 
world order, socialism (national and international), positive law or sociological 
jurisprudence and other ideas "chemically and physically" exploding from the 
fevered brows of the intelligentsia. 

Whoever said ideas have consequences summarized the 20th Century. The ideas 
that moved across and out of the 19th Century were fleshed out in the 20th Century 
and the results are obvious for all to see-death, destruction, devastation, heartache, 
misery-all words and nuances that portray a century ripe for a judgement grade. 

As we begin Century 21 we have yet to admit a deep, dark secret-the ideas that 
brought us a century of terror and slaughter are still being taught in our public 
institutions of higher education. Ironically, the only worldview not responsible for the 
slaughter is the only worldview proscribed viz., Biblical Christianity. All other 
worldviews have their voices and defenders in our colleges and universities. 

"Paul DeMan," for example, says Gene Edward Veith, Jr., "who has done more than 
anyone else to promote deconstruction in the United States, was a Nazi 
propagandist." [5] Michel Foucault, a major Postmodern voice and lecturer at the 
University of California (Berkeley) was a Maoist [6] and a homosexual who died of 
AIDS after infecting his lovers on the premise of "inventing new pleasures beyond 
sex...sex as murder." [7] 

And who can deny that both Nietzsche and Heidegger are 'back in fashion on 
university campuses." [8] Nietzsche was not only a major precursor to fascism, but is 
openly admitted to be the father of Postmodernism. [9] And Heidegger was "an 
active, ideologically committed member of the Nazi party." [10] 
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The Marxist influence on America's campus is also rampant as Arnold Beichman 
notes in The Weekly Standard. America's communists and former communists are 
already taking out full page ads in the New York Times seeking to exculpate 
communism. Historian Theodore Draper is quoted as saying, "clearly an attempt to 
rehabilitate communism by making it part of the larger family of socialism and 
democracy" is underway. "No one," he says, would think of doing this favor for 
fascism, but communism with even more millions of victims and a much longer life 
span is the beneficiary of this sustained effort of historical rehabilitation in-of all 
places-American colleges and universities." [11] 

David Horowitz observes: "The situation in the universities was appalling. The 
Marxists and socialists who had been refuted by historical events were now the 
tenured establishment of the academic world. Marxism had produced the bloodiest 
and most oppressive regimes in human history-but after the Fall, as one wit 
commented, more Marxists could be found on the faculties of American colleges 
than in the entire former Communist bloc. The American Historical Association was 
run by Marxists, as was the professional literature association." [12] 

And in America, one worldview monopolizes public education. It is the worldview of 
Margaret Sanger and John Dewey. It is the worldview of thousands and thousands 
of professors and teachers and entertainers and professional organizations. It is the 
Secular Humanist worldview. "The [secular] humanistic system of values has now 
become the predominant way of thinking in most of the power centers of society,"'° 
says James C. Dobson and Gary L. Bauer. [13] Dobson specifically mentions the 
universities, news media, entertainment industry, judiciary, federal bureaucracy, 
public schools and Congress. Elsewhere Dobson and Bauer state, "Professors, 
whose salaries are paid by the taxes and tuition subsidies of millions of hard-working 
Americans, ridicule capitalism, attack family values, and rewrite American history, so 
that if it is taught at all, America is always the villain." [14] 

The 20th Century has been the century in which various humanistic worldviews 
vigorously and systematically eradicated the Biblical Christian worldview from the 
public square. [15] If this continues into the next century one can expect the same 
resultsðdeath and destruction. 

I. Nazism 

What most Christians have not understood about Nazism is that it is a religious 
worldview. In fact, most Christians look upon Nazism, Fascism and Communism as 
merely political and/or economic movements. And nearly every Christian has missed 
the point that Secular Humanism is a religious worldview. Contrary to some German 
Christians, who insisted that the Nazi state is "a state that once again rules in God's 
name,'' [16] Nazism never was a Christian worldview. None of its ingredients was 
Christian. Rather it is pagan with occultish overtones. Deitrich Echart, for example, a 
founding member of the Nazi Party was "a dedicated satanist, a man immersed in 
black magic and the Thule group of occultists." [17] Himmler, Rosenberg and 
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Goebbels were dedicated occultists as was Karl Haushofer, who became Hitler's 
spiritual mentor following Echart's death. According to Erwin Lutzer, Haushofer took 
Hitler "through the deepest levels of occult transformation." [18] 

While Adolph Hitler historically represents the Nazi worldview it is important to keep 
in mind that behind him stood a bevy of thinkers, philosophers and theologians 
including Darwin, Marx, Nietzsche, Gobineau, [19] Wagner, [20] Chamberlain, 
Heidegger, Karl Barth, Paul DeMan and a who's-who of intellectuals amongst 
Europe's elites. As Gene Edward Veith, Jr. observes, "The intellectual establishment 
itself is trying to keep hidden the fact "that European high culture in its most 
advanced phase not only was powerless to prevent the construction and 
implementation of the death camps, but actually provided the ideological base on 
which the death camps were built.'" [21] 

No matter how pagan, occultist or even anti-Jewish or anti-Christian Nazism may 
have been or how socialistic, collectivistic, or evolutionistic, on Easter Sunday, April 
16, 1933, "Protestant pastors across Bavaria delivered an official blessing of 
Nazism...passed the collection plate on Hitler's birthday, beflagged their churches on 
state holidays, and even marched in the 1933 May Day Parade for National Labor 
with swastikas stitched to their Vestments." [22] 

In fairness to these pastors it should be noted that in 1918 the Marxist Kurt Eisner 
staged a communist coup in Munich and held the city for over three months. [23] 
The Nazis played on this theme and insisted that Christianity and Nazism fight the 
Red terror together. 

What the pastors didn't realize is that Hitler's militant socialism and Marxist socialism 
are blood brothers-one national; one international. And that the Nazis were quick to 
adopt the Soviet methods. They imported from Russia, according to Ludwig von 
Mises, "the one-party system and the pre-eminence of this party in political life; the 
paramount position assigned to the secret police, the concentration camps; the 
administrative execution or imprisonment of all opponents; the extermination of the 
families of suspects and of exiles; the methods of propaganda; etc. etc....There were 
nowhere more docile disciples of Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin than the Nazis were." [24] 

University of Wisconsin historian Stanley G. Payne summarizes some of the major 
ingredients of Nazism. These include dictatorship, a new Social Darwinist structure 
of state and society, a racial revolution, and a state-regulated national socialism. [25] 

A.E. Wilder-Smith in Man 's Origin, Man 's Destiny points up the two major ideas 
behind Hitler and his Nazi movement. Says Wilder-Smith, "It is noteworthy that many 
of our Western intellectuals have socialistic as well as Darwinistic views. Perhaps 
the two positions may be related. But it is more remarkable that Darwinism is not 
only the state doctrine of the Communists but was also that of the National Socialists 
and Fascists." [26] 

http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#18#18
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#19#19
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#20#20
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#21#21
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#22#22
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#23#23
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#24#24
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#25#25
http://www.summit.org/resources/essays/2008/01/the_worldviews_of_destruction.php#26#26


 

 

 

78 

Anyone reading Hitler's Mein Kampf ("My Struggle") realizes "how full Hitler was of 
Darwinistic thought" and how he based his racial and militaristic policies on the 
theory of Darwinian evolution. "Darwin's concepts of struggle for existence," says 
Wilder-Smith, "dominated Hitler's whole thinking and, by guiding selection in this 
struggle, Hitler intended to help nature a little." [27] 

It is certainly no secret that Darwin's theory of evolution is still taught throughout our 
nation's colleges and universities. It is also taught at the high school level with 
absolutely no competition since the U.S. Supreme ruled that creationism is 
unconstitutional and cannot be taught. The writer of that decision, Judge Brennan, 
was the court's most vocal Secular Humanist. 

This in spite of the fact that Cambridge professor Adam Sedgwick, after reading 
Darwin's Origin of Species through Natural Selection or the Preservation of Savored 
Races in the Struggle for Life, commented, "If this book were to find general public 
acceptance, it would bring with it a brutalization of the human race such as it had 
never seen before." [28] 

Can anyone seriously doubt that the 20th Century has witnessed the fulfillment of 
Sedgwick's observation as Hitler, Mussolini and Stalin glorified struggle and war on 
the basis of the struggle for life. 

Ian T. Taylor in In the Minds of Man. Darwin and the New World Order, summarizes 
a number of scholars who "noted the strong connection between evolutionary theory 
and the German Fuhrer's objectives." [29] Taylor also points out that Werner Maser's 
study of Hitler found that "Darwin was the general source for Hitler's biology, 
worship, force, and struggle, and of his rejection of moral causality in history." [30] 

Darwin wasn't Hitler's only god, however. Since Nazi means national socialism it 
should not surprise anyone that socialism [31] is as much a part of the Nazi 
worldview as evolutionism. Then, too, socialism is consistent with collectivism or 
statism since it requires a dictator to abolish or control private property and decide 
what and when to produce a pair of shoes. 

Friedrich A. Hayek's The Road to Serfdom observed the mental collectivizing of 
students in Germany and writes that, "Many a university professor during the l 930s 
has seen English and American students return from the continent uncertain 
whether they were communists or Nazis and certain only that they hated Western 
liberal (in the traditional sense) Civilization." [32] 

Youth flocked to the Nazis and Communist causes and some observed the 
incredible "susceptibility of university-trained people in Germany to totalitarian 
appeals." [33] Twenty five percent of the Nazis SS were Ph.Ds. 

It was Germany's intellectual community that prepared the German people and 
especially the German youth for the "acceptance of some form of militant socialism." 
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[34]30 Vetterli and Fort quote Hans Kohn and his work The Mind of Germany 
(Harper and Row, 1960) to the effect that "within little more an a decade German 
intellectuals succeeded in leading German people into the Abyss." [35] Kohn says it 
was primarily the philosophy of Martin Heidegger, the political theory of Carl Schmitt 
and the theology of Karl Barth that convinced German intellectuals that Germany's 
future was not with the West. 

Barth, of course, later joined forces with the anti-Nazi movement and was part of the 
Barmen Declaration. [36] But as John Robbins notes, while Barth's theological views 
changed over the decades, his political and economic views did not. Barth admitted 
that he chose theology because he felt a need to find a better basis for his social 
action. He was referred to as "Comrade Pastor" and "Socialism," claimed Barth, "is a 
very important and necessary application of the gospel." [37] 

The most revealing Barth comment is: "If you understand the connection between 
the person of Jesus and your socialist convictions, and if you now want to arrange 
your life so that it corresponds to this connection, then that does not at all mean you 
have to 'believe" or accept this, that, or the other thing. What Jesus has to bring us 
are not ideas, but a way of life. One can have Christian ideas about God and the 
world and about human redemption, and still with all that be a complete heathen. 
And as an atheist, a materialist, and a Darwinist, one can be a genuine follower and 
disciple of Jesus. Jesus is not the Christian world view and the Christian worldview 
is not Jesus." [38] Unfortunately for Barth and his many defenders he also ended up 
praising Communism and even Joseph Stalin. He was the ultimate anti-anti-
Communist. [39] 

So it wasn't just the teachings of Nietzsche, Fichte, Heidegger, Robertus, Lassalle 
and Marx that prepared Germany for Hitler and Nazism. It was also Emanuel Hirsch, 
a dialectical theologian, Paul Tillich, a Marxist socialist theologian, Rudolf Bultmann, 
Karl Barth, Gerhard Kittel and Friedrich Delitzsch. All played a role in turning the 
hearts and minds of the German people away from Christ, the Cross, the empty 
tomb and Biblical Christianity to National Socialism and in some cases Marxist 
Socialism. 

Hirsch, and those who basically accepted German Higher Criticism taught that the 
resurrection of Jesus Christ was "only a spiritual vision" and that the resurrection 
accounts in the Gospels were later additions. Hirsch thought the idea of a physical 
resurrection distorted Christianity by focusing attention to the hereafter instead of the 
present. He stressed the importance of community in the Christian life. [40] Tillich, a 
member of the Marxist Frankfurt School, [41] was never friendly to Biblical 
Christianity and Bultmann advocated demythologizing the New Testament. 

While space only allows a brief discussion of the Nazi worldview we need to mention 
Hitler's and the Nazi's hatred of the Jews (and Bible-believing Christians). 
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Gene Edward Veith, Jr. in Modern Fascism has a chapter entitled "The Hebrew 
Disease." He explains why Hitler and the Nazis were anti-Jewish. As he notes, it was 
more than Jews being considered an "inferior race." Hitler hated the ideas and 
worldview of the Jews-especially their monotheism and defense of an absolute 
moral order based on something apart from the natural order. The Nietzsches and 
Hitlers of the world rejected a transcendent God who distinguishes right from wrong. 
Nazis believed that right and wrong are determined by nature, state, community or 
human choice. They especially rejected the notion of a God judging man according 
to His standards. Hitler's anti-Jewishness and anti-Bible believing Christians (these 
types of Christians were considered a subset of the Hebrews) were as much 
theological as biological and racial. There is no doubt that Hitler was an ideological 
part of the Nietzsche/Wagner/Gobineau/Chamberlain cabal. 

Veith also explains why the Christian church in Germany split over Hitler and his 
Nazi worldview. Those Christians who believed the Bible generally rejected Hitler; 
those soften up by German higher criticism of the Bible generally went with the 
German church collaborating with Hitler. Hitler referred to his type of Christian as 
"positive Christians." 

How much have we learned from this portion of history? Not much according to 
historian Franklin Littell: "The lessons to be learned from the Church Struggle and 
the Holocaust have hardly penetrated our Protestant seminaries, our liberal 
Protestant press, our church literature, the thinking and writing of even our ablest 
older theologians...American Liberal Protestantism is sick, and the theological form 
of its sickness can be summarized by saying that it stands solidly on ground but 
lately vacated by the 'German Christians'...who collaborated with Nazism." [42] 

II. Fascism 

Fascism is a religious worldview in the same vein as Nazism. It was a pagan religion 
with worship of the state and its Duce on its list of major ingredients. 

Fascism," says Stanley G. Payne, "was above all a product of the new culture and 
intense international Social Darwinism of the early twentieth century, normally 
(though not in every instance) wedded to war and fundamental international 
changes. Its pagan warrior mentality sometimes conflicted with the norms and 
processes of modernization, but fascist states eagerly incorporated major functions 
of rationalization and modern development." [43] 

Evolution was as important to Mussolini as it was to Hitler. A.E. Wilder-Smith states 
that both "Hitler and Mussolini glorified struggle and war on the basis that the fittest 
would survive and the race would be thus cleansed." [44] Both sought to assist 
nature in its inevitable progress of mankind. 

Elsewhere Wilder-Smith says that Mussolini found "evolutionary doctrine a real 
windfall, in fact, a godsend.." [45] It gave Mussolini the excuse to enslave whole 
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peoples, or wipe them out-especially if they were less highly evolved than his own 
people. The whole concept of evolution, says Wilder-Smith, "justifies the terror of 
fascism communism and other types of tyranny. [46] 

According to Gene Edward Veith, Jr. the major elements of the Fascist worldview 
emerged from three sources: romanticism, Darwinism and existentialism. He says 
these were mainstream Western thought patterns and were the basic assumptions 
of the intellectual elite of the 1930s. Because Fascist totalitarianism sought to control 
all of life it was a worldview and since it sought to establish a new religion it is a 
religious world view. Says Veith, "This new worldview defined itself against the 
existing spiritual framework-that of the Jews and their Bible. In rejecting not only the 
Bible but objective meaning, transcendent morality, and the authority of language 
itself, the fascists arrayed themselves against the Word." [47] 

As with Hitler, who personally failed the lower grades of high school, but had his 
quiver full of intellectuals, so too Mussolini. "Some of the greatest modern writers," 
says Stephen Spender, "sympathized with fascism." [48] These included Ezra 
Pound, D.H. Lawrence, W. B. Yeats, George Bernard Shaw, Wyndham Lewis, T. E. 
Hulme, Roy Campbell and the early T.S. Eliot. Also, says Spender, "Avant-garde 
artistic movements-Vorticists, Italian Futurists, German Expressionists-included 
many devotees of fascism." [49] 

George Bernard Shaw, a darling of every leftist and a founder of the socialist British 
Fabian Society, characterized the Jews as "the real enemy, the invader from the 
East, the Druze, the riffian, the oriental parasite, in a word the Jew." [50]46 Henri 
Bernstein, the French Jewish writer, sarcastically referred to Shaw as "dear socialist, 
multimillionaire and anti-Semite." [51] Shaw's advice to the Nazis on the Jewish 
question was "Force the Jews to wed Aryans" and thus he claimed the Jewish 
question would be solved. [52] 

Shaw's fascistic bent was also coupled with an intense "sympathy for the communist 
world," says Dobbs. "All totalitarianism fascinated him since they fitted into his plans 
for a rigid collectivism." Therefore, he could announce to the world, "We, as 
socialists, have nothing to do with liberty. Our message, like Mussolini's, is one of 
discipline, of service, of ruthless refusal to acknowledge any natural right of 
competence." [53] 

But Shaw's famous definition of socialism (and true of Fascism, Nazism, 
Communism, and Fabianism [54]) was, "You would be forcibly fed, clothed, lodged, 
taught and employed whether you liked it or not. If it were discovered that you had 
not character and industry enough to be worth all this trouble, you might possibly be 
executed in a kindly manner." [55] 

None of these individuals or movements could be considered conservative or "right" 
in any meaningful sense of those words. Fascism, Nazism and Communism were 
brutal socialist dictatorships. Besides, Mussolini's father was "a socialist 
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revolutionary," [56] and Mussolini "chose at first the orthodox Marxian position." In 
fact, says von Mises, "Nobody could surpass Mussolini in Marxian zeal. He was the 
intransigent champion of the pure creed, the unyielding defender of the rights of the 
exploited proletarians, the eloquent prophet of the socialist bliss to come." [57] 

According to both von Mises and Vetterli/Fort, Mussolini was under the influence of 
an Angelica Balbanoff, a trained communist agent who was later to become the first 
secretary of the Third Communist International. [58] Mussolini also edited a socialist 
newspaper for some time entitled "The Class Struggle." And thought himself to be 
Nietzsche's rendition of "Superman." 

Says Vetterli and Fort, "Fascists theory thus exemplified much of the philosophy of 
Nietzsche. To Nietzsche, the will to power, the desire to dominate gave meaning to 
life. Truth is relative. It is freed from moral connotations. Truth is whatever aids the 
will to power...This superman would be beyond the pale of moral restraint. He would 
himself create the standard of value. The cult of power was to replace traditional 
religion and moral values. There is no doubt that Benito Mussolini, (as Hitler after 
him) believed himself to be the personification of Nietzsche's superman." [59] 

Have we learned anything from this portion of history? "Will to power," "moral 
relativism," "truth is relative," "replace traditional religion," "replace moral values," are 
all fundamental planks of Postmodernism! Postmodernism is the latest rage of the 
intellectuals on America's colleges and universities. [60] 

We have learned nothing! 

III. Marxism/Leninism 

The third destructive worldview of the 20th Century is Marxism/Leninism. Like 
Nazism and Fascism Marxism likewise is a religious worldview. In fact, Marxism is a 
well-developed atheistic, materialistic, evolutionistic, socialistic worldview. 

While I have examined this worldview in great detail elsewhere [61] and will 
summarize it briefly in this section let's cut directly to the praxis of this worldview and 
state for the world to hear-Marxism/Leninism has been the greatest killing machine 
in recorded history. And history has recorded some unbelievable mass killings. [62] 

With Hitler given the distinction of eliminating 21 million human beings from off the 
face of the earth-V.I. Lenin, Joseph Stalin, Mao tse-Tung and other Communist 
dictators eliminated some 86 million human beings. [63] The suffering and stark 
terror of this figure is humanly impossible to comprehend. For a taste of what was 
involved we recommend Robert Conquest's Harvest of Sorrows, the account of 
Stalin's slaughter of the Ukraine. But Stalin's basis for such a slaughter was Darwin. 
"Evolution," said Stalin, "prepares for revolution and creates the ground for it; 
revolution consummates the process of evolution and facilitates its further activity." 
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[64] The Ukrainians were considered not fit to survive! But before Stalin could move 
into the high stakes of death and destruction he needed Marx and Lenin. 

Karl Marx wrote The Communist Manifesto in 1848 and called for the elimination of 
the bourgeoisie (property owners). Said Marx, "This person [bourgeois] must, 
indeed, be swept out of the way, and made impossible." [65] And again, "the 
Communists everywhere support every revolutionary movement against the existing 
social and political order of things." [66] And again, "They [Communists] openly 
declare that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing 
social conditions." [67] Lenin took this one step further and set up the state 
apparatus to, in fact, eliminate the bourgeoisie. And while Lenin did his fair share of 
killings, it was Joseph Stalin and Mao tse-Tung who took Marxist's teachings and 
Lenin's state apparatus to its ultimate extent. 

Again, as with Nazism and Fascism, Marxist/Leninist/ Stalinist Communism is based 
on Darwinism, socialism, statism; it is also based on atheism, dialectical materialism 
and proletariat morality. In fact, the millions that perished at the hands of the 
Communists all perished under the innocent sounding expression of proletariat 
morality. The bourgeoisie were unfit to live since they believed in God, believed in a 
created order, believed in transcendent morality, believed in family values, owned 
property, etc. 

"It is a commonplace," says Jacques Barzun, "that Marx felt his own work to be the 
exact parallel of Darwin's. He even wished to dedicate a portion of Das Kapital to the 
author of The Origin of Species." [68] 

Marx thought he had discovered the evolution of society as Darwin discovered the 
evolution of biological life. Both theories brought the world to the bottom of the 
abyss. The struggle for life and survival of the fittest form the basis of both Darwin 
and Marx. And thus Stalin, too! Stalin merely put into practice what Marx (and Lenin) 
taught. 

Marx's atheism, dialectical materialism, evolution and socialism make up the heart of 
the Communist worldview. These are the ideas put into praxis which brought us the 
slaughter of the 20th Century. Yet, as we enter Century 21 Marxist ideas are still part 
of the intellectual's quiver. Campus Marxists and Post-Modernists, for example, 
continue to propagate atheism, materialism, evolution, socialism, collectivism. Hardly 
anything has changed! It is as though we have allowed history to teach us absolutely 
nothing. If one is an atheist and an evolutionist, for example, one has immediate 
access to America's public educational institutions. And stands a good chance to win 
recognition and awards. If one is a theist and a creationist one is denied access to 
such educational institutions and considered a neanderthal or a trilobite. If one is an 
atheist, an evolutionist and an advocate of world government one has access to all 
educational institutions and is guaranteed even more awards and foundation grants. 
Anyone suggesting U.S. military personnel should not be placed under U.N. control 
will not be allowed access and will be told he is narrow-minded, intolerant and 
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unloving. The ways of the left in propaganda and name-calling haven't changed for 
over a hundred years (see Zygmund Dobb's The Great Deceit: Social Pseudo-
Sciences) and evidently will not change anytime soon. 

Regarding theology Marxism/Leninism/Stalinism is atheistic. Lenin, for example, in 
his "Socialism and Religion" address insisted that Communism is based on the 
scientific, materialistic view of the world and therefore, says Lenin, "our propaganda 
necessarily includes the propaganda of atheism." [69] Elsewhere Lenin said, "Every 
religious idea, every idea of God, even flirting with the idea of God, is unutterable 
vileness...vileness of the most dangerous kind." [70] 

"For Marx and the classical Marxist authors," wrote Hans Kung, "in their personal 
life, in their culture, in their system and in their practice-atheism was and remained 
of central importance and essentially connected with their theory of society and 
history." [71] This led Dostoevski to remark, "The problem of Communism is not an 
economic problem. The problem of Communism is the problem of atheism." [72] 

The philosophy of Marxism/Leninism/Stalinism is dialectical materialism. The heart 
of the philosophy states two things: a) matter is reality, and b) matter behaves 
dialectically. [73] Dialectical materialism attempts to explain all of reality-including 
inorganic matter (the molecular, atomic, and subatomic), the organic world (life and, 
according to materialism, mind or consciousness), and social life (economics, 
politics, etc.). All of nature reflects, illuminates, and illustrates communist dialectical 
philosophy. For better or worse, the Marxist's philosophy is built primarily on the 
"science" of Darwinian evolution. Matter behaves in an upward progression from 
inorganic to organic state, from the organic to man, from man to the social level and 
all responding to certain laws: a) the unity and struggle of opposites, b) the 
transformation of quantity into quality, and c) the negation of the negation. The 
dialectical laws manifest a threefold rhythm of equilibrium (thesis), disturbance (anti-
thesis) and re-establishment of equilibrium (synthesis). All good Marxists believe the 
physical universe acts according to such laws. 

Marxist ethics proceeds out of Marxist theology, philosophy, biology, economics and 
history. It is an ethics that states an absolute: class morality. Whatever advances the 
proletariat class, by definition, is good. Or put another way, each act is considered 
ethically good if it assists the flow of history toward a communist end. Killing, raping, 
stealing, and lying are ot outside the boundaries of communist morality. 
Marxists/Leninists/Stalinists have absolutely no trouble believing that killing evolving 
materialistic human beings infected with the concepts of God, transcendent morality, 
private property is as morally justified as a farmer killing a materialistic evolving cow 
afflicted with hoof-and-mouth disease. The killing fields of Cambodia, the Ukraine, 
Russian and China were the practical results of class morality. 

Said one Communist dictator, "Our cause is sacred. He whose hand will tremble, 
who will stop midway, whose knees will shake before he destroys tens and hundreds 
of enemies, he will lead the revolution into danger. Whoever will spare a few lives of 
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enemies, will pay for it with hundreds and thousands of lives of the better sons of our 
fathers." [74] 

Marxist/Leninist/Stalinist biology centers on Charles Darwin. Says Marx, "Darwin's 
[Origin of Species] is very important and provides me with the basis in natural 
science for the class struggle in history." [75] Frederick Engels put it like this, "Just 
as Darwin discovered the law of evolution in organic nature, so Marx discovered the 
law of evolution in human history." [76] Few doubt that Darwin's theory of evolution 
and Marx's theory of Communism fit hand to glove. 

The psychology of Marxism centers around materialistic behaviorism in which man is 
looked upon as a conditioned evolving animal or as Lenin says, "Matter is primary 
nature. Sensation, thought, consciousness, are the highest products of matter 
organized in a certain way. This is the doctrine of materialism, in general, and Marx 
and Engels, in particular." [77] 

Marxist sociology can be summarized quickly: abolish all social structures that reflect 
a theistic worldview. Or as Marx says in The Communist Manifesto, "The 
Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their 
ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions." 
[78] The three social institutions fit for overthrow are the family, the church and the 
state. Few remember that Marx and Engels called for "an openly legalized 
community of women." in The Communist Manifesto. [79] 

Marxist/Leninist/Stalinist law is simply evolutionary law writ large. There are no legal 
absolutes because mankind is evolving and law is evolving with it. There is no 
eternal lawgiver since there is no God according to their theology. Therefore there 
are no eternal legal principles. Legal principles that assist man in his evolutionary, 
socialistic history are just laws; all others are unjust. Case closed! Marx put it like 
this, "Law, morality, religion, are to [the proletariat] so many bourgeois prejudices, 
behind which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois interests." [80] 

Politics is power politics. State terror is part and parcel of the "Dictatorship of the 
Proletariat." Lenin states, "The art of politics lies in correctly gauging the conditions 
and the moment when the vanguard of the proletariat [the killing machine] can 
successfully seize power." [81] Engels is likewise brutal, "In reality, however, the 
State is nothing more than a machine for the oppression of one class by another." 
[82] The political machinery put together by the disciples of Marx murdered and 
slaughtered 86 million human beings. And that figure continues to rise. 

The economic phase of the Marxist/Leninist/Stalinist worldview already has been 
covered but the word is socialism. Karl Marx summarized it, "The theory of 
Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of private 
property." [83] Lenin also summarized the heart of socialism, "Communist society 
means that everything-the land, the factories-is owned in common. Communism 
means working in common." [84] Millions were slaughtered to establish a socialist 
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utopia . But then one can't have an omelette without smashing eggs. But from a 
Communist point of view an evolving human animal is no different than an egg. 

The Marxist/Leninist/Stalinist interpretation of history consists of one major and a 
few minor players. The major player is the dialectical nature of matter. All history-all 
reality-is seen as the outworking of this all-encompassing concept. Dialectical matter 
is eternal. All else follows from this premise. Dialectical matter determines history. 
Interesting, Communists believe in nudging history. Joseph Stalin alone was guilty of 
"the persecution, imprisonment, torture and death of some fifty million human 
beings." [85] 

Have our intellectuals learned anything from this portion of history? "Postmodernism, 
a wayward stepchild of Marxism." [86] Some haven't! 

IV. Secular Humanism 

Secular Humanism, too, is a religious worldview. John Dewey in A Common Faith 
said, "Here are all the elements for a religious faith that shall not be confined to sect, 
class, or race. Such a faith has always been implicitly the common faith of mankind. 
It remains to make it explicit and militant." [87] 

Margaret Sanger, recipient of Humanist of the Year award, represents that aspect of 
Secular Humanist that could end up killing more human beings than Nazism, 
Fascism and Communism combined. 

Sanger is the founder of Planned Parenthood, an organization responsible for the 
death of millions of unborn human beings and the killings continue 24 hours a day, 7 
days a week, 365 days a year with no end in sight. 

Secular Humanists have put into practice the slaughter of the innocent in 
accordance with their desire to further the sexual revolution. Sanger, Mary 
Calderone and Faye Wattleton have all been recipients of the Humanist of the Year 
award. All three were heavily involved in promoting the revolution. "If it is possible for 
one person to change the very foundations of civilization from a moral one to an 
immoral one, then Margaret Sanger should rightfully be known as the founder of 
modern culture because today's culture is characterized precisely by the values she 
and her admirers taught." [88] H. G. Wells agreed, "Margaret Sanger made currents 
and circumstances. When the history of our civilization is written, it will be a 
biological history and Margaret Sanger will be its heroine." [89] As part of the 
Wantley Circle, H. G. Wells, along with Harold Child and Hugh de Selincourt, were 
Sanger's lovers. [90] The Wantley Circle was a free-love association. 

The goal of Planned Parenthood ? To help "young people obtain sex satisfaction 
before marriage. By sanctioning sex before marriage, we will prevent fear and guilt." 
[91] The Planned Parenthood publication You've Changed the Combination states, 
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"There are only two kinds of sex: sex with victims and sex without. Sex with victims 
is always wrong. Sex without is always right." [92] 

When Wattleton accepted her Humanist of the Year award, she paid special tribute 
to the founder of Planned Parenthood, Margaret Sanger. To a great extent Sanger 
epitomizes the Secular Human worldview. Nothing in her teaching or lifestyle fall 
outside of Humanism in theory or practice. 

For example, she founded the publication "The Woman Rebel," whose slogan was 
"No Gods! No Masters!" Since Secular Humanism is an atheistic worldview such a 
slogan could well be theirs as well. In her very first edition of "The Woman Rebel" 
she denounced marriage as "a degenerate institution" and sexual modesty as 
"obscene prudery." [93] Sanger's hero was Havelock Ellis. Upon reading his massive 
seven-volume Studies in the Psychology of Sex, she told her husband that she 
needed to be liberated from the strict bonds of marriage. She ultimately deserted her 
husband to practice free love in Greenwich Village. 

Sanger's relationship to the Nazi worldview involves Hitler's director of the Nazi 
Society for Racial Hygiene, Ernst Rudin. In 1933, the Planned Parenthood Review 
published Rudin's article "Eugenic Sterilization: An Urgent Need." Later in 1933 it 
published an article by Leon Whitney defending the Third Reich's racial program. 
[94] 

Sanger called for limiting the amount of children for the poorer classes of people, 
require parents to apply for licenses to have babies, and forcibly sterilize poor 
people, encourage the more successful human types to have more children and 
preached a new world order without crime and poverty caused by the birth of 
genetically inferior children. "But, unlike, Adolph Hitler, Margaret Sanger successfully 
encouraged peaceful methods of racial 'purification.' Whenever possible she 
advocated that people should be paid to be sterilized by gifts of money and 
presents." [95] Her term for such peopleð "human weeds." 

Dr. Lothrop Stoddard (Harvard doctorate), a co-worker of Sanger's, wrote a book 
entitled Into the Darkness, Nazi Germany Today (1940), expressing his admiration 
for the Germans' method of cleaning up their race problems using "scientific and 
truly humanitarian ways." 

As George Grant notes Margaret Sanger was mesmerized by the "scientific" racism 
of Malthusian Eugenics. She followed her lover Havelock Ellis who in turn followed 
Francis Galton who first systemized and popularized Eugenic thought. Galton was a 
cousin to Charles Darwin. But Grant says that Sanger's attraction to race was also 
political. "Virtually all of her Socialist friends, lovers, and comrades," says Grant, 
"were committed Eugenicists-from the followers of Lenin in Revolutionary Socialism, 
like H. G. Wells, George Bernard Shaw, and Julius Hammer, to the followers of 
Hitler in National Socialism, like Ernest Rudin, Leon Whitney, and Harry Laughlin." 
[96] 
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While we are using Margaret Sanger as the representative of Secular Humanism 
every student of this worldview knows that John Dewey is their most famous and 
important voice. Dewey's influence on American education has been dominate since 
the 30s. Secular Humanism is the only worldviews allowed in the public schools. 
Humanist Charles Francis Potter in his work, Humanism: A New Religion, says, 
"Education is the most powerful ally of Humanism, and every American public school 
is a school of Humanism. What can the theistic Sunday Schools, meeting for an hour 
once a week, and teaching only a fraction of the children, do to stem the tide of a 
five-day program of humanistic teaching." [97] 

From kindergarten through graduate school America's students are immersed in the 
doctrines and dogmas of Secular Humanism. The U.S. Supreme Court has made 
sure that only Secular Humanism is taught in the classroom in spite of the fact that 
the U.S. Supreme Court designated Secular Humanism a religion in 1961. [98] 

How this situation came about is told in one of the most powerful studies of the 20th 
Century. This study traces how the leftists, socialists, liberals, humanists slowly but 
surely captured the social sciences (sociology, anthropology, history, economics, 
jurisprudence) and even some pulpits of America. The Veritas Foundation's study is 
entitled The Great Deceit: Social Pseudo-Sciences and Keynes at Harvard. 

The Great Deceit is replete with references to John Dewey [99] including his 
relationship to the American counterpart to the British Fabian Society-the League for 
Industrial Democracy. Dewey epitomizes Secular Humanism since he was an atheist 
in theology, a naturalist in philosophy, an ethical relativist in morals, an evolutionist 
in biology, and a socialist in economics. 

In concluding this section let the Humanists express themselves in the various areas 
of their worldview. Theologically-atheistic: "Humanism cannot in any fair sense of the 
word apply to one who still believes in God as the source and creator of the 
universe." [100] 

Philosophically-naturalism: "Naturalistic Humanism...is the Humanism that I have 
supported through the written and spoken word for some forty years." [101] 

Ethically-relativism: "No inherent moral or ethical laws exist, nor are there absolute 
guiding principles for human society. The universe cares nothing for us and we have 
no ultimate meaning in life." [102] 

Biologically-evolution: "Evolution is a fact amply demonstrated by the fossil record 
and by contemporary molecular biology. Natural selection is a successful theory 
devised to explain the fact of evolution." [103] 

Psychology-Self-actualization: "For myself, though I am very well aware of the 
incredible amount of destructive, cruel, malevolent behavior in today's world-from the 
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threats of war to the senseless violence in the streets-I do not find that this evil is 
inherent in human nature." [104] 

Sociology-Social "Science": "Marriage, for most people, has outlived its usefulness 
and is doing more harm than good." [105] 

Law-Positive law: "No matter how misperceived as natural they may be, rights...are 
the works of human artifice." [106] 

Politics-Globalism: "It is essential for UNESCO to adopt an evolutionary 
approach...the general philosophy of UNESCO should, it seems, be a scientific 
world humanism, global in extent and evolutionary in background....Thus the 
struggle for existence that underlies naturals selection is increasingly replaced by 
conscious selection, a struggle between ideas and values in consciousness." [107] 

Economics-Socialism: "A socialized and cooperative economic order must be 
established to the end that the equitable distribution of the means of life be 
possible." [108] 

History-Atheistic evolution: "The laws of biology are the fundamental lessons of 
history." [109] "War is one of the constants of history and is the ultimate form of 
natural selection in the human species." [110] 

Conclusion 

"But sanctify Christ as Lord in your hearts, always being ready to make a defense to 
everyone who asks you to give an account for the hope that is in you, with 
gentleness and reverence." I Peter 3:15 

Every believer, says Erwin W. Lutzer, in Hitler's Cross, "must be able to give a 
rationale for his or her faith, defending the supremacy of Christ over all other 
alternatives." [111] 

The alternative to the 20th Century humanistic worldviews is Christ. I agree with 
Lutzer who says, "We do not know where all this [the ACLU and liberal left seeking 
to cleanse the public square of Biblical Christianity] will end. What we do know is 
that we have the high honor of representing Christ in the midst of this ideological 
mega-shift. Our challenge is to rise to this hour of incredible challenge and 
opportunity." [112] 

Lutzer doesn't think that a two-hour Sunday morning church service will do it. The 
question is, is it worth the effort to live out Christ 24 hours a day on one hand, or be 
a Christian couch potato on the other. Living out Christ 24 hours a day is hard. It 
demands discipline, prayer, witness, study, confrontation (Acts 17:16f). Since the 
"being" of life involves theology, philosophy, ethics, biology, etc. it demands we 
follow Christ in these areas. But then this is exactly what the Bible teaches. 
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For example, In theology, Christ is "the fulness of the Godhead" (Col. 2:9); In 
philosophy, Christ is the "logos" of God (John 1:1-3); In ethics, Christ is "the true 
light" (John 1:9); In biology, Christ is "the life" (John 1:4); In psychology, Christ is 
"the Savior" of the soul (Luke 1:46, 47); In sociology, Christ is "the son" (Luke 1:30, 
31); In law, Christ is "lawgiver" (Gen. 49:10); In politics, Christ is "King of kings and 
Lord of lords" (Rev. 19:16); In economics, Christ is "owner" of all things (Ps. 50:10-
12; and In history, Christ is "alpha and omega" (Rev. 1:8). None of these areas is 
secular. All are sacred because they are founded on Jesus Christ. Since Christ is 
the fountainhead of all wisdom and knowledge (Col. 2:2,3) all areas are open for 
Christian living and study. [113] 

If the 21st Century is not to be a slaughter similar to the 20th Century Christians 
need to listen carefully to Lutzer, who has studied the surrender of the Christian 
church under Adolph Hitler, and learned some valuable lessons. 

"It is time," says Lutzer, "that Christians become leaders in art, education, politics, 
and law." He could have added to that list: theology, philosophy, ethics, the 
sciences, psychology, sociology, and history. "Let's not make the mistake of the 
German church," says Lutzer, "and isolate the spiritual sphere from the political, 
social, and cultural world. Bonhoeffer was critical of the church when its only interest 
was self-preservation. We should be characterized by giving, not withholding. Since 
we share this planet with all of humanity , we must reestablish leadership in all of 
those areas where Christians often led the way." [114] 
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Required Reading #2 

Me and My Worldview 

By R Wesley Hurd (Ph.D.) 
Founder McKinzie Study Center 
Tutor Guttenburg College 

 
When I learned I had a worldview, my world didn't change, but my understanding of 
myself, other human beings, society, and where I am in history and what that means 
changed enormously. I learned something very useful and important about the way I 
perceive things and gain knowledge; I learned about things I didn't know I knew.  

Knowing about worldviews has nothing essential to do with whether I am a child of 

God, a true believer or not. Understanding what a worldview is, however, can bring 

vital clarity, not only to what I believe, but how I believe what I believe. And what 

difference does that make? I think of it this way: God created me to be a creature 

who knows, learns, makes important life-determining choices. I am a creature whom 

God will hold accountable for how I interpret the world and myself in it. The more 

believers understand the intellectual and psychological apparatus with which we 

believe and what difference it makes, the better off we are, because understanding 

confirms what we believe, our perspectives on life and human experience. When I 

understand how a worldview functions in the process of people making sense of 

their worlds and making choices for living their lives, I realize how people can come 

to a seemingly straightforward issue such as abortion and end with opposite 

opinions. The beliefs embedded in one's worldview about when a truly human 

existence begins will have determined one's perspective. 

So what is a worldview? It is one way of naming the "grid" for thinking and believing 

that God built into every human being. It is a set of basic beliefs--about God, the 

world, human beings, history, death, knowing, as well as much more mundane 

things--that make up what a person assumes to be true. Out of one's worldview, a 

person evaluates, makes decisions, and makes meaning and sense of his or her life. 

James Sire, whose book The Universe Next Door (Downers Grove: InterVarsity 

Press, 1976) is one of the most helpful on the subject of worldviews, defines a 

worldview as a basic set of beliefs and "concepts that work together to provide a 

more or less coherent frame of reference for all thought and action." (p. 16) Another 

definition of the concept of a worldview comes from James Olthuis, a professor at 

the Toronto Institute for Christian Studies in Toronto, Canada:  

A worldview (or vision of life) is a framework or set of fundamental beliefs through 
which we view the world and our calling and future in it. The vision may be so 
internalized that it goes largely unquestioned; it may be greatly refined through 



 

 

 

95 

cultural-historical development; it may not be explicitly developed into a 
systematic conception of life; it may not be theoretically deepened into a 
philosophy; it may not even be codified into credal form. Nevertheless, this vision 
is a channel for the ultimate beliefs which give direction and meaning to life. It is 
the integrative and interpretive framework by which order and disorder are 
judged, the standard by which reality is managed and pursued. It is the set of 
hinges on which all our everyday thinking and doing turns. Although a [worldview] 
is held only by individuals, it is communal in scope and structure. Since a 
worldview gives the terms of reference by which the world and our place in it can 
be structured and illumined, a worldview binds it adherents together into a 
community. 

When Jesus told his followers to reflect on the "lilies of the field"--was he not calling 

them to ponder his metaphor in order to glean the truth he was giving them? If 

believers in Christ are called to think about themselves, the world, God, and what 

the true nature of God's promises are in the Gospel, then understanding the concept 

of a worldview and how a worldview operates in our thinking and believing is an 

extremely useful bit of understanding. At certain points, knowledge of worldviews 

can help me not only understand the world and how others think about the world, it 

can help me understand and be more objective about my own ways of looking at 

things--to discern the "taken-for-granteds" in my own way of looking at myself and 

the world which often come from my culture, not the Bible. 

There are people who like to think and people who don't--with lots of folks 

somewhere between. Learning about what a worldview is and how it works will 

undoubtedly be more interesting to some than others. But having a worldview is not 

open to choice. Every person has one--acknowledged or not. The question might be 

posed, then, Do I want to understand my own worldview and how it works? Consider 

a fictitious scenario (one which resembles hundreds of true incidents on university 

campuses) where knowledge of worldviews and how they work help a young 

Christian university student: 

Sally, a freshman majoring in English literature, sits in class the first week only to 

discover that her professor is aggressively hostile to Christianity and anyone who 

takes the Bible seriously. She has come from a good Christian family with a solid 

pre-college public education. She loves literature and writing and is excited about 

being able to study great English literature. Though frightened, confused, and 

intimidated by her professor's hostility to her faith, she decides to persevere, hoping 

that she will find a way to survive the class. 

Wishing to find help in her academic dilemma, some friends advise her to attend a 

short course being offered to help Christian students in the secular university. Sally 

learns about the difficulties of being Christian in a secular university, but she also is 
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given the opportunity to learn about the concept of a worldview and how worldviews 

work, even in the perspectives of her hostile professor! A new framework for thinking 

opens for her. She learns in what ways her professor's worldview differs from her 

own. She learns how to identify the basic beliefs (presuppositions) underlying her 

professor's way of looking at and thinking about the world and reality. 

This knowledge of how a worldview works, along with basic information about how to 

identify people's worldview beliefs, assures Sally of the validity and explanatory 

power of her own Christian worldview. She feels less intimidated by her professor 

and the secular university environment because she understands the assumptions 

"hidden" in his worldview. She can see now how poorly her professor's worldview 

explains the way the world really works and how human beings really live in that 

world. In other words, Sally can see and understand much more clearly how her 

professor's secular "theories-of-choice" emerge from his worldview beliefs. 

In worldview training, one learns that everyone has a worldview structured around a 

few basic questions about reality. Every worldview will attempt at some level to 

answer the following basic questions that I have paraphrased from James Sire's list 

in The Universe Next Door (p. 18):  

Á What is the source and nature of "primary" reality? In some worldviews 
primary reality is God or spirit. In others it is matter and energy.  

Á What is a human being? How do we define the true nature, meaning, and 
destiny of humankind?  

Á On what basis do we establish morality and ethics? How does a person or 
society decide what is right and wrong, and on what grounds is ethics 
determined?  

Á On what basis do we believe what we know is true? How does a person 
know? How do we justify or verify our knowledge and our process of 
knowing what we think we know?  

Á What is death? What is the meaning and significance of death? Is there an 
afterlife of any kind or does man merely return to the basic material 
elements of which he is obviously made?  

The answers to these and many other worldview questions indicate what basic 

worldview or parts of different worldviews a person holds. In The Universe Next 

Door, James Sire walks the reader through several different worldviews: Theism (his 

term for historic, biblical Christianity), Deism, Naturalism, Nihilism, Existentialism, 

Eastern Pantheistic Monism, and The New Age.  

Today's "culture wars" are, in fact, "worldview wars." Whether in the student's 

classroom, the neighborhood school board meeting, or the office hallway, dialogues 

and debates over abortion, gay and lesbian issues, or how the federal budget should 
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be balanced are ultimately grounded in a person's worldview. And because we get 

our worldviews mostly by absorbing them from our parents, family, and larger 

surrounding culture, today's generation, unfortunately, is being grounded in whatever 

worldview dominates the arts and media of popular culture. Television's sitcoms and 

MTV are doing much of our worldview construction. 

The believer's task in believing the gospel involves striving to discern good from evil. 

But in a complex, sophisticated, visually mediated culture barraging its receivers with 

intimidating and seductive worldly perspectives, this task can be difficult indeed. The 

believer's challenge is to build a worldview based in the truth found in the Scriptures. 

But that project begins by first understanding that we all have worldviews, whether 

we realize it or not.  

Copyright September 1996 by McKenzie Study Center.  
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Required Reading #3 

 

Apologetics & Failure 
Or, Why it may Be Good to Lose the Argument 
 
By Mark Ryan (M.A.ô99) 
LôAbri Fellowship 
Bowen Island, B.C., Canada 

 
 ñ...but in your hearts regard Christ the Lord as holy, always being prepared to make 
a defense to anyone who asks you for a reason for the hope that is in you; yet do it 
with gentleness and respect....ò 1 Peter 3:15,16a ESV 
 
When it comes to discussing Christian apologetics, there are certain topics that 
come up almost immediately. There is the question of content, of what actually to 
say when making a case for Christianity. What lines of argumentation might we 
employ? What strands of evidence seem compelling? There is also the question of 
methodology, of how to make a good case for the Christian faith. How do we engage 
a different way of thinking? How do we identify and utilize meaningful points of 
contact? How do we build bridges across to another person? These aspects of 
sharing the Christian faith are fundamental to the practice of Christian apologetics. 
Yet while certain topics have become almost synonymous with our discussions 
about apologetics, many other issues are barely if ever raised at all. At the top of my 
list of neglected topics, and most conspicuous by its absence, is the topic of 
apologetics and failure. 
 
Bringing Failure Into View 
Why is it that apologists are not talking more about their failures? As I turn to 
confront my own reluctance to share about evangelistic failures, two reasons come 
to mind ï both of which betray the superficiality of my own heart. First, I neglect to 
focus on my apologetic failures because I do not want to have to admit these 
failures, much less talk about them. Unlike the proverbial fisherman, I rarely delight 
in telling the story of the ñone that got away.ò Pride, it seems, is quick to expunge all 
reference to error and failure. Second, in the past I have not taken the time to study 
my failures because I doubted that doing so had any value. In many instances, the 
feelings of disappointment, embarrassment, or even frustration that washed over me 
as a result of apologetic opportunities flubbed or gone wrong, led me to conclude 
that little could be gained from such failure. I now believe this is true for others. The 
negative reactions and stern self-chastisement that follows on the heels of failure 
lead us to deny that any failure can be worthwhile or beneficial. Doubtless there are 
other reasons why we do not like to think about our apologetic failures. Yet I am sure 
that all of us who have attempted to give a word back (apologetics literally means ñto 
give a word backò) will recognize the above two reasons as often lying close to the 
root of our unwillingness to seriously engage the reality of failure and its implications 
for apologetics. 
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Understanding Failure 
Nonetheless, having identified failure as a neglected reality within the field of 
apologetics and having offered a couple of reasons as to why this is so, let me now 
address what actually constitutes failure in terms of the apologetic task. There are 
two types of failure: perceived failure and actual failure. Perceived failure can be 
defined as not achieving a desired end or outcome or falling short in something 
desired or approved. While actual failure is non-performance of what is due, 
required, or expected. The difference between the two is the level of obligation 
involved, the level of having omitted, ignored, or broken with something actually 
required.  
 
Perceived Failure 
Under the category of perceived failure are those occurrences that are most 
commonly held up or thought to be clear instances of failure by people concerned 
with apologetics but which are not really failures at all. This includes perceived 
apologetic failures such as:  
 

¶ Not Having ALL the Answers 
While it is necessary for us to be able to formulate our faith in elementary 
propositions so that we can speak about it meaningfully, and while we should have a 
basic working knowledge of the Bible and be able to explain the way of salvation ï 
nowhere does the Word of God or God Himself expect, much less require us to be 
all-knowing. Omniscience, though an attribute of God, is not a pre-requisite for 
apologetics! We are creatures made to acquire knowledge progressively in 
dependence upon various means. Not having answers for all of the questions that 
one may be asked may be disappointing and it can be a setback, but it is not actual 
failure. 
 

¶ Not Getting in ALL of the Gospel 
Viewing anything less than a comprehensive Gospel presentation as unqualified 
failure is another stereotype, which, like the first, only serves to make people feel 
inadequate and ill-equipped to talk about Jesus in whom they believe. Yes, one key 
aspect of ñgiving a word backò is gaining the opportunity to present the Christian 
Gospel. Yet we also need to recognize that our calling is not to force-feed or simply 
dump the whole Christian story upon people all at once, regardless of contingent 
circumstances. As apologists, our calling involves being sensitive to Godôs good 
providence: to what He is presently accomplishing in the person in front of us. 
Therefore we must be faithful in sharing the portion of Gospel truth that is most 
timely and most applicable to the personôs individual concerns. On some occasions 
this may very well include an explanation of the way of salvation, but not always. 
 

¶ Not Winning the Argument (Not Gaining the Hearer) 
Thirdly, and perhaps most important of all, ñlosing the argumentò is also not actual 
failure. If we bear in mind the Scriptural witness to the sinful and rebellious nature of 
the unregenerate heart and mind, as well as to the necessary work of the Triune 
God in the process of conversion, then we have to recognize that the language of 
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ñlosingò and or ñwinningò is largely inappropriate from our limited and transient 
vantage point. The convincing and convicting that is needed to ñgain the hearerò is 
the work of the Holy Spirit, not the job of the apologist (Jn. 16:8-11). Additionally, 
what looks like ñlosingò to us may well be something else to God (Isa. 55:8-11; Isa. 
6:8-9; Mk. 4:10-12). We may simply be one voice in a chorus of voices and events 
yet to unfold in the individualôs life. 
 
What Then Is Actual Failure? 
Actual failure has to do with omitting or ignoring what we may justly be held 
accountable for and/or obligated to perform. In connection with our calling to ñgive a 
word back,ò actual failure includes the following: 
 

¶ Having No Answers 
The Christian apologist fails when he or she does not have any answer or any 
edifying response to give to the objection, question, or remark put to him or her. 
Given the rational and cognitive nature of saving faith, given the missionary nature of 
Biblical religion, and given the explicit commands of the Bible to be ñready to make a 
defenseò and to ñmake the most of the opportunityò ï having absolutely nothing to 
say constitutes real failure that needs remedying (1 Pet. 3:15; Col. 4:5-6). 
 

¶ Being Rude, Condescending or Hostile in Either Attitude or Manner 
Regarding our manner, the Bible is explicit. Consider the example of Jesus: His 
patience, grace, mercy, sensitivity, and so on. Additionally, Peter qualified his own 
command to engage in apologetics with these words: ñyet with gentleness and 
respect.ò Paul too adds a similar qualification: ñwith gentleness correcting 
those who are in oppositionò (1 Pet. 3:15; 2 Tim. 2:23-25; Tit. 3:2). To fail to show 
gentleness and respect, to fall into outright quarreling and hostility, is a serious 
failure ï and this failure places us at cross-purposes with the very truth we are 
defending. 
 

¶ Relying on Our Own Apologetic Prowess 
Christian apologists also fail when we think communicating and defending our faith 
is entirely dependent upon our own ability. When we put our faith in our knowledge 
or experience we make a major mistake that shows evidence of pride (Mt. 23:12; 
Jas. 4:6; 1 Pet. 5:5). 
 

¶ Abandoning a Christian World and Life View 
Finally, we fail as apologists if we abandon a Christian world and life view by 
consenting to answer in terms of unbelief. This happens when we deny the reality of 
sin and judgment or some other aspect of our faith in order to appease our hearer. 
This is the sin of treachery or treason (Ps. 111:10; Prov. 1:7; 9:10). The Word of God 
clearly addresses each of these realities. We can only plead our guilt and 
acknowledge these particular failures to be actual failures. Unfortunately such 
failures can also be termed ñtoxic failures,ò for not only are these failures purpose-
defeating but they are also serious spiritual pollutants if left unchecked. When such 
failures are not speedily remedied, they poison apologetic effectiveness and 
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contaminate other areas of our apologetics and Christian life in general. While much 
more remains to be said about actual versus perceived failure, for now I simply want 
to conclude by noting that while neither perceived nor actual failure is completely 
avoidable, both species of failure do come under the overarching providence of God 
and therefore can be taken up by God and employed positively in the life of the 
Christian apologist. This brings us to considering why it may be good for us to lose 
an argument. 
 
The Value of Facing up to Failure 
What is it that God is seeking to accomplish in us at the same time as He works 
through us to share the good news with others? If we consider this question we can 
at least note the following aspects of our apologetic setbacks and failures. All of 
these aspects of failure are positive and each has the potential of producing 
something in us of lasting value.  
 
Our Setbacks and Failures Can Motivate Us to Improve at ñGiving a Word 
Backò 
An important benefit of studying failure, insofar as it relates to apologetics, is that 
understanding more about what failure is and why failure strikes should lead to a 
greater understanding of the conditions of success. Like the football coach who 
watches videotapes of his teamôs bad plays just to catch and prevent the same 
mistakes being repeated again and again, so identifying the reasons for our failures 
adds a much-needed dimension to the study of apologetics. In a very real sense, 
reflecting on todayôs failures may enable us to better prepare for greater 
effectiveness and the securing of favorable outcomes tomorrow.   
 
Our Setbacks and Failures Can Serve Us by Testing Our Faith 
Although one of the primary tasks of the Christian apologist is to defend the faith in 
such a way as to encourage the presence of saving faith in others, the truth of the 
matter is that God is often busy working to deepen and strengthen our own faith in 
the midst of these experiences. One of the ways in which He chooses to do this is by 
testing our faith through exposing us to failure. Those of us familiar with the Bible 
should be more alert to this eventuality than we typically are. Think of the testing of 
such notable figures as Abraham (Gen. 22:1ff) and Job (Job 1:1ff), as well as the 
words of James that the testing of faith produces endurance and maturity (Jas. 1:3-
4). Perhaps it is the unwritten 'rule' that apologists have to be those of strong faith--
the intellectually advanced and spiritually indefatigable--that keeps many of us from 
seeing our failures in this light. Whatever it is, we need to jettison such 
misconceptions from our minds and open ourselves to the possibility that, when we 
discover ourselves to be shot through with failure, then it is (by grace) that God is 
actually accomplishing something marvelous within us, something that may well fit 
us all the more for future apologetic duties. 
 
Our Setbacks and Failures Can Serve Us by Shaping Our Character 
In 1 Peter 3:15 the Apostle Peter not only issues the call to engage in the ministry of 
apologetics, but he also spells out the necessary preparation which this calling 
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requires. Specifically, Peter calls the church to personal holiness. According to 
Peter, we can only make our defense of the faith if we ñrevere Christ the Lord as 
Holy.ò This presupposes or involves two things: the initial recognition or reception of 
Jesus Christ as Lord of our lives and the ongoing reign of Jesus Christ as Lord over 
our lives in terms of personal holiness.4 With the character of the Christian apologist 
being such an important aspect of the apologetic assignment, we need not go far to 
see that at least some of our failures are taken up and used by God to correct 
character flaws and to deepen Christ-honoring character traits in us. Consider the 
Apostle Peter himself. He was a man who knew and experienced failure more than 
once and often in very acute ways.5 Yet Jesus did not reject Peter (cf. Jn.21:15-17). 
Instead the Lord was committed to the continual molding and shaping of Peterôs 
personality. Again and again Peterôs failures become opportunities to grow in 
character, so much so that Peter is a prime example of how God perseveres with us 
and uses even our failures to make us what He wants us to be. 
 
Our Setbacks and Failures Can Serve Us by Reminding Us of Our Limitations 
Perhaps most importantly of all, the failures that we experience in our work as 
apologists should serve to drive deep into our consciousness an awareness of our 
own limitations and, subsequently, the need for greater dependency upon God. As 
paradoxical as it may at first seem, I honestly believe that one of the chief dangers 
into which Christian apologists stumble is that of failing to rely upon God. Much like 
the concept of failure itself, there is, for the apologist, the constant danger of 
consigning God to the fringes of our pursuits. Whether through the increase of 
academic knowledge and reputation or through the experience of success and even 
applause, we can too easily find ourselves with a deceptive sense of ñbeing ready 
for anything,ò rather than with a vital sense of ñbeing dependent upon God.ò What 
does it take for the apologist relying on his or her own abilities to once again become 
aware of personal limitations and the need for God Himself? Typically, such 
awareness comes through failure. Failure is often an instrument in the hand of God 
to lead us to a renewed conviction regarding our need of Him. Of course, being 
made aware of oneôs limitations under God is humbling, yet it is also empowering. 
For, by the grace of God, apologists, like all Christians, are wisest and strongest 
when they are weak (1 Cor.1:26-30; Phil. 4:13) and able to serve others best when 
they are most completely hidden in Christ (Col.3:33; Eph.6:10-17). 
 
Facing up to Our Failures Casts Us and the Whole Enterprise Back onto God 
Finally, I think the greatest benefit we gain from facing up to our apologetic failures is 
that doing so necessarily casts the whole enterprise back onto the grace of God. 
When we are aware of the inevitability of failure (or if we are completely honest, the 
prevalence of failure), then our apologetics can only continue in the context of the 
purifying and enabling grace of God. Like every other area of life in which we must 
come to grips with failure, so too in apologetics we are forced back to God and to the 
centrality of His sovereign grace. For in apologetics no less than the rest of life, 
failure can remind us that, ñThe eternal God is Thy refuge, and underneath are His 
everlasting armsò (Deut. 33:27), and that ñapart from [Him] we can do nothingò 
(Jn.15:5). 
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Turning Stumbling Blocks into Stepping-Stones 
Doubtless there are other ways that it would serve us well to think about failure in 
relation to Christian apologetics. But it is helpful to begin by simply noting that, in 
spite of appearances and our initial feelings, failure can have a positive role to play 
in our growth and maturity as apologists. Not only is God always faithful and just in 
the way that He deals with us, but He is always in control so that His hand can be 
discerned in our failures as well as in our successes. As we address failure as a 
neglected reality of apologetics, we open up real potential for advancing our spiritual 
growth and improving as apologists in submission to God. The words of John Hunter 
are helpful at this point: If, in spite of our failure we come to God confessing our 
wretchedness, and seeking His cleansing and His power, then we turn our stumbling 
blocks into stepping-stones. There is still the hope of joy and blessing and 
fruitfulness for all who will see the promise of God and accept the victory that can be 
theirs.6 What better response to failure can we offer than turning stumbling blocks 
into stepping-stones? And what greater incentive can there be, practically speaking, 
to embark upon the apologetic task than knowing that, under God, even our 
shortcomings are redeemable and our failures are valuable. Whether we are 
seasoned apologists or novice defenders of the faith, may God grant all of us a 
sense of His presence and purpose in success and failure alike.  
 
Footnotes: 

1. For example: ñI failed to watch NBC nightly news last nightò vs. ñI failed to do my income tax the last three 
years.ò The first is not required the way the second is. 
 
2. If this shocks you, let me assign you some homework. Read through the Gospels and count the times Jesus 
gives what we have come to think of as a comprehensive Gospel presentation. Additionally, read Jerram Barrs, 
The Heart of Evangelism (Crossway, 2001), especially pages 181ff. Apologetics & Failure 5 
 
3. For the apologist ñsuccessò and ñfavorable outcomesò are not to be construed as merely ñwinningò the convert. 
Rather, these relate to the apologistôs obedience, especially in the following four areas: 1. To love and worship 
God; 2. To be a faithful servant-witness; 3. To be a hard worker; and 4. To maintain a proper attitude toward all. 
Adapted from: Kent & Barbara Hughes, ñFeelings on Failure,ò Leadership 8, no.2, (Spring 1987): 29. 

 
4. Certainly the context in which Peter is speaking is replete with references to the central components of 
Christian character as demonstrated in daily, godly living; cf. 1 Pet.3:1-6. 5. See: Mt.14:28-31; Mt.16:1-23; 
Mt.17:4-6, par.Mk.9:5-7; Mt. 26:36-46, par. Mk.14:32-42; Mt. 26:69-75, par. Mk.14:66-72. 
 
6. John Hunter, Limiting God (Zondervan, 1972), 92.  
 
This article originally appeared in Covenant magazine, the quarterly magazine of Covenant Theological 
Seminary. Reprint permission is available upon request by e-mailing 
covenantmagazine@covenantseminary.edu. Begin a free subscription to Covenant magazine at 
www.covenantseminary.edu/contactus/subscription.asp. 
© 2005 Covenant Theological Seminary. 
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Required Reading #4 

Is the Bible Reliable? 
Science and Scripture 
 

by 
John MacArthur 
All Rights Reserved 

 

Introduction 

The famous evolutionist Julian Huxley once said, "Any view of God as a personal 
being is becoming frankly untenable. The difficulty of understanding the functions of 
a personal ruler in a universe which the march of knowledge is showing us ever 
more clearly as self-ordered and self-ordering in every minutest detail is becoming 
more and more apparent" (Essays of a Biologist [New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1923], 
p. 217). His sentiments were echoed by the British philosopher Bertrand Russell: 
"That Man is the product of causes which had no prevision of the end they were 
achieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and his beliefs, 
are but the outcome of accidental collocations of atoms; that no fire, no heroism, no 
intensity of thought and feeling, can preserve an individual life beyond the grave; 
that all the labors of the ages, all the devotion, all the inspiration, all the noonday 
brightness of human genius, are destined to extinction in the vast death of the solar 
system, and that the whole temple of Man's achievement must inevitably be buried 
beneath the debris of a universe in ruins--all these things, if not quite beyond 
dispute, are yet so nearly certain, that no philosophy which rejects them can hope to 
stand" ("A Free Man's Worship" in Selected Papers of Bertrand Russell [New York: 
The Modern Library, 1927], p. 3). Others have said that as science finds 
explanations of natural phenomena, God becomes smaller and smaller. Once God 
was the Almighty; now science is the almighty. 

Our Christian faith is under constant attack. Many in our day would tell us that there 
is a conflict between science and Scripture, that the Bible reflects a pre-scientific 
world view and is scientifically inaccurate. We are told we are faced with a choice 
between the facts of science and the fantasy of Scripture. The conflict stems from 
the fact that, all too often, science has overstepped its bounds. Instead of being a 
method of discovering knowledge, it has become an all- encompassing world view. 
No one has stated that more clearly than the British mathematician Karl Pearson: 
"The goal of science is clear--it is nothing short of the complete interpretation of the 
universe" (cited by Gordon H. Clark, A Christian View of Men and Things [Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952], p. 201).  

A. The Presuppositions of Science 

One presupposition held by many scientists is that "the scientific method is the sole 
gateway to the whole region of knowledge" (Pearson, cited by Clark, p. 201). In 
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other words, science allegedly has absolute authority. Science says that truth is 
discovered empirically, while the Bible says that man can't find ultimate truth on his 
own (1 Cor. 2:9-11; Rom. 11:33). It is here that one of the fundamental conflicts 
between science and Scripture is found. Science holds that only that which is 
observable and testable is true. Christianity holds that ultimate truth is found only in 
God's revelation. 

B. The Peril of Scientism 

As Christians we accept the facts of science. What we do not accept are the 
interpretations of those facts offered by some scientists. There is no conflict between 
the established facts of science and the Bible, though scientists often make 
unproved assumptions (such as the theory of evolution) that do conflict with 
Scripture. Although the Bible is written in everyday language and doesn't use 
modern scientific terminology, that does not mean it is scientifically inaccurate. 
Indeed, many of the world's greatest scientists have accepted the authority of the 
Bible, such as Newton, Faraday, Maxwell, Lister, Pasteur, Kelvin, and others.  

The conflict between science and Scripture comes when science steps outside the 
realm of that which is observable and reproducible and speculates on origins, 
values, and destinies. At that point science has ceased to be science and instead 
become a religious viewpoint, since those things are not subject to observation and 
experimentation. 

Does the Bible Contain Scientific Errors? 

Many Christians assume the Bible contains scientific errors, and that it is 
authoritative only when it speaks on spiritual matters. But that is saying in effect that 
the God who wrote the Bible knew a lot about spiritual things, but not too much 
about science. To say that parts of the Bible are accurate, but others are not is to 
deny the inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible. Since God knows all things, and what 
He speaks is true (cf., Titus 1:2), all that the Bible teaches is accurate, not just its 
spiritual truths. 

The issue is not between science and Scripture; the issue is whether man will submit 
to the Word of God. Romans 1:28 describes people who refuse to submit as those 
who "did not like to retain God in their knowledge." Because they rejected God's 
revelation of Himself as Creator, men came up with the only alternative: that the 
universe and everything in it just happened. 

Lesson  

I. THERMODYNAMICS 

There are three principles basic to science: matter, energy, and the space-time 
continuum. Science tells us that none of the three can exist without the other two; 
























