
Worldviews Through History –
Compared to a Christian View
Kerby Anderson provides a summary of how mankind has viewed
the world from the Romans until today. This summary provides
us  a  perspective  against  which  to  compare  and  contrast  a
Christian,  biblical  worldview  based  on  New  Testament
principles.

Roman Worldview
On the Probe Web site we often talk about worldviews. I want
to explain how the worldviews we talk about developed through
history. We will be using as our foundation an excellent book
written by Professor Glenn Sunshine whom I have met and also
had the privilege of interviewing. His book is Why You Think
the Way You Do: The Story of Western Worldviews from Rome to
Home.{1}

Glenn  Sunshine  is  a  member  of  the  church  that
Jonathan  Edwards  attended  when  he  was  at  Yale.
Professor Sunshine gave a lecture about Jonathan
Edward’s worldview at a conference they held, and
Chuck  Colson  invited  him  to  teach  with  the
Centurions program. He gave a talk about “How We Got Here” and
then later turned it into Why You Think the Way You Do.

Since we will be talking about worldview, it would be good to
begin with Glenn Sunshine’s definition. “A worldview is the
framework you use to interpret the world and your place in
it.”{2}  You  do  not  need  to  be  a  philosopher  to  have  a
worldview. All of us have a worldview.

Although Glenn Sunshine begins with the worldview of the Roman
world, he quickly takes us back to neo-Platonism. It was the
religion  and  philosophy  based  upon  Plato’s  ideas.  Neo-
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Platonism  was  the  belief  that  the  fundamental  ground  of
reality is non-physical. Instead it is found in the world of
ideas (and is known as idealism). These ideas cast shadows
that cast other shadows until they arrive at the physical
world.

According to this worldview, the whole universe exists as a
hierarchy. The spiritual is superior to the physical. This
provides a scale of values for the world, but also provides a
scale for humanity. In other words, those who are superior
should rule over those who are inferior because they have
demonstrated their ability to rule or conquer.

This view of hierarchy led to the idea of the father having
superiority over all members of the family. It led to the idea
that men are superior to women. It led to the idea that the
emperor should rule and be worshipped. And it led to the idea
that slaves are inferior to free people and nothing more than
“living tools.”{3}

This explains not only the success of Rome but also its ugly
underside. Essentially there are two pictures of Rome: “the
glittering empire and the rotten core.”{4}

In Rome, human life did not have much value. While it is true
that Romans abandoned human sacrifice, they engaged in other
practices  equally  abhorrent.  “They  picked  up  the  Etruscan
practice of having people fight to the death in games in honor
of the dead.”{5}

Slavery  provided  the  economic  foundation  for  the  empire.
Abortion  and  infanticide  were  regularly  practiced.  “Roman
families would usually keep as many healthy sons as they had
and only one daughter; the rest were simply discarded.”{6} And
Roman law required that a father kill any visibly deformed
child.



Transformation of the Pagan World
How did Christianity transform the pagan world? In AD 303, the
Roman  emperor  Diocletian  began  a  severe  persecution  of
Christians.  But  because  Christians  were  faithful  and  even
willing  to  go  to  their  deaths  for  their  beliefs,  their
credibility  increased.  Eventually  they  were  accepted  and
allowed to exercise their faith. Constantine even legalized
the Christian faith by AD 313.

Once  that  took  place,  Christian  ideas  were  allowed  to
percolate through society. One of the most important ideas was
that human beings are created in the image of God. This idea
has  a  profound  impact.  First,  it  meant  that  people  are
fundamentally  equal  to  each  other.  No  longer  were  there
grounds for saying that some people are superior to others. In
fact, “Christians were the first people in history to oppose
slavery systematically.”{7}

Christians (who believed that all are created in the image of
God) treated the sick differently. They believed that even
those who were deathly ill still deserved care. Dionysius of
Alexandria reported that Christians (often at great risk to
their own lives) “visited the sick fearlessly and ministered
to them continually.”{8} They would rescue babies abandoned in
an act of infanticide. They would oppose abortion.

In economics, we can also see the influence of Christianity.
The idea that God created the universe and then rested showed
that God worked. That would mean that human beings (made in
the image of God) are expected to work as well. God gave Adam
and Eve intellectual work (in naming the animals) and physical
work (in tending the Garden). Contrast this with the Roman
world where physical work was seen as something that only
slaves would do. Christians saw labor as something that was
intrinsically valuable.

Labor is good; drudgery is bad. Drudgery is a result of the



Fall (Genesis 3). So Christians were the first to develop
technology to remove drudgery from work. Other civilizations
had technology, but the West uniquely applied such things as
water  power  to  make  work  more  valuable  and  worthwhile  by
eliminating  the  drudgery  and  repetitive  nature  of  certain
tasks.

Property rights were also well-developed during this period.
“The medieval world under the influence of Christianity has a
much stronger emphasis on property rights than other cultures
had.”{9}

These ideas come from a biblical worldview and began to be
developed  during  the  Middle  Ages.  This  led  to  a  complete
transformation of western society and set it on a trajectory
to our modern world.

Christianity and Politics
Glenn  Sunshine  points  out  that  in  the  West,  the  dynamic
between  church  and  state  is  unique.  Christianity  was
originally  a  persecuted  minority  religion.  Even  when
Christianity was declared a legal religion, the church did not
depend upon the state. So the question of the relationship
between church and state has been an open question.

During  the  Middle  Ages,  two  men  helped  shape  political
thinking. The first was Augustine, who described two realms:
the City of God and the City of Man. He argued that human
government is the result of sin. He believed that it is based
upon  selfishness.  Government  itself  is  corruption.  In  the
absence of government, anarchy reigns. So government is a
necessary evil.

The City of God is different in that it is not based upon
force  or  coercion.  It  is  based  upon  love,  charity,  and
repentance. That doesn’t mean that the City of Man and the
City of God cannot work together. But overall, Augustine had a



more pessimistic view of government.

Aristotle had a different view of government. As people in the
Middle  Ages  began  to  rediscover  Aristotle,  they  began  to
develop a different view of government. They saw government as
a necessary institution that God has placed in the world. It
had positive and legitimate functions.

Aristotle believed that government had a more positive role in
society. But the Christian theologians had to also deal with
the problem of original sin. They wanted to find a way to
prevent  original  sin  from  corrupting  the  government.  The
tension between these two views is what drives the discussion
of western political theory.

Sunshine  notes  that  “another  check  on  civil  government
involved the idea of rights.”{10} We normally associate the
idea of rights, especially inalienable rights, with eighteenth
century political theorists. However, John Locke’s idea that
we have inalienable right to life, liberty, and property is
already found in the writings of medieval theologians. The
basis for this is a belief that all are created in the image
of God. Therefore, all of us have a number of natural rights
that the state cannot remove. Natural law was the idea that
God wove moral laws into the fabric of the universe.

There also was the belief that there should be limitations on
the jurisdiction of civil government and church government.
One example is the Magna Carta, that stated that the English
church was to be free and its liberties unimpaired by the
crown.

The Renaissance and Enlightenment
What about the transformation into the modern world? In the
early modern period, starting with the Renaissance in the
fifteenth century to the seventeenth century, there are a
whole series of events that shook the worldview consensus that



developed in the Middle Ages.

Previously there were certain beliefs about truth: (1) that
truth was absolute, (2) that truth is knowable to the human
mind, and (3) that truth is necessary for society (a society
could not be based upon a lie). The best good guide for truth
would be the great civilizations of the past that lasted for
so long and thus must have been based upon truth.

The idea was to go to the past to find truth. During the
Renaissance  scholars  were  very  successful  in  collecting
manuscripts and finding ancient sources. Unfortunately, they
found so many sources that they discovered there was not a
coherent perspective. The ancient writers disagreed with each
other. In a sense, the Renaissance was a victim of its own
success. There was too much information. The more ancient
sources they found, the less likely they would find agreement
in the perspectives. Once it became obvious that this grand
synthesis was not possible, the entire purpose of intellectual
activity was thrown into question.

Then there were the wars of the Reformation in which various
factions fought over who was the true follower of the prince
of peace. The devastation of the religious wars left many
people wondering if there really was religious certainty. No
longer was the question “is Christianity true” but rather
“which Christianity is true?” Now you had a multiplicity of
options  that  left  people  confused.  This  also  generated
questions about the role of religion in society.

Then you also had the discovery of the New World and whole
people groups that had never heard the gospel. Some began to
ask questions like: Is it fair of God to send them all to hell
because they had never heard of Christianity? Or, in light of
biblical  history,  where  did  they  come  from?  How  do  these
people fit with the story of Noah? These discoveries called
into question biblical morality and biblical history.



Also, people started using a new way of looking at knowledge.
They  began  to  use  the  scientific  method  to  evaluate
everything.  This  begins  a  significant  shift  in  how  we
understand the world. There is a movement away from certainty
toward  probability.  There  is  also  a  movement  away  from
studying ancient authors toward scientific experimentation.

In the modern world, therefore, truth is not found in the past
but in the present and future. With this is also questioning
of biblical authority.

The Modern World and Christianity
Let me conclude by talking about our modern world and how
Christians should respond. Sunshine concludes his book with
chapters on “Modernity and Its Discontents” and “The Decay of
Modernity.” Essentially the modern world has left humans with
a loss of truth, certainty, and meaning in life. “Materialism
provides a ready answer to the question of the meaning and
purpose  of  life:  there  is  none.”{11}  From  a  Darwinian
perspective, our only purpose is to pass our genes on to the
next generation.

This rejection of spirituality and meaning has ushered in
various other worldviews as alternatives. These would be such
worldviews as postmodernism, neo-paganism, and the New Age
Movement.  Sunshine  argues  that  in  many  ways  we  have  been
catapulted back to Rome.

Like Rome we value toleration as the supreme virtue. Rome
believed that toleration was important because it kept the
empire together. If you go beyond the lines of toleration, you
are persecuted. This is similar to the mindset today. The
highest value in a postmodern world is toleration. Toleration
so defined means that we will embrace any and all lifestyles
people may choose.

The Romans lived in an oversexed society.{12} So do we. Rome



practiced abortion. So does our society. Rome was antinatal
and  made  a  deliberate  attempt  to  prevent  pregnancy.  They
focused on sexual enjoyment and did not want to bother with
kids. In our modern world, birthrates in most of the western
democracies are plummeting.

Western  civilization  is  a  product  of  ancient  Roman
civilization plus Christianity. Sunshine argues that once you
removed Christianity, modern society reverted back to Roman
society and a recovery of the ancient pagan worldview.

So how should Christians live in this world? Of course, we
should live out a biblical worldview. Every generation is
called to live faithfully to the gospel, and our generation is
no exception.

This  is  especially  important  today  since  we  are  facing  a
society that is not willing to accept biblical ideas. In many
ways, we face a challenge similar to the early church, though
not as daunting. From history we can see that the early church
did  live  faithfully  and  transformed  the  Roman  world.
Christians  produced  a  totally  new  civilization:  western
culture. By living faithfully before the watching world, we
will increase our credibility and earn the respect from those
who  are  around  us  by  living  in  accordance  with  biblical
principles.
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George  Washington  and
Religion
Kerby Anderson presents a compelling argument for the view
that George Washington was a devoted Christian rather than a
deist. He points to Washington’s insistence on the importance
of services for his soldiers, his personal church attendance,
his prayer life and his commitment to the spiritual upbringing
of his godchildren.

Background
What was George Washington’s view of religion and
in  particular  of  Christianity?  The  historical
perspective  used  to  be  that  Washington  was  a
Christian and orthodox in most of his beliefs. But
the modern view has been that he was a either a
lukewarm Anglican or more likely a Deist.

I want to look at some new research that argues for the
traditional  view  and  against  the  modern  view  of  George
Washington’s religion. One book is Washington’s God: Religion,
Liberty, and the Father of our Country.{1} It is written by
Michael Novak (American Enterprise Institute and winner of the
Templeton Award) and Jana Novak. Another book, written by
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Peter Lillback with Jerry Newcombe, is George Washington’s
Sacred Fire.{2}

George Washington was born into a Virginia family of moderate
wealth  and  was  exposed  to  various  religious  activities:
lessons in religion, regular prayer, Sunday school attendance,
and  reverence  for  God.  His  mother  had  a  daily  ritual  of
retiring with a book of religious readings.

By the time he was a teenager, Washington had already assumed
serious responsibilities as a professional surveyor and then
as a major in the Virginia militia. His adventures in the wild
lands gave him invaluable lessons about the military, Indians,
and the British. Years later in a speech to the Delaware
chiefs, Washington said, “You do well to wish to learn our
arts and ways of life, and above all, the religion of Jesus
Christ. These will make you a greater and happier people than
you are.”{3}

He  studied  the  Bible  as  well  as  the  writings  of  ancient
heroes. The busts and portraits at Mount Vernon demonstrate
this. There are busts of Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar,
Charles XII of Sweden, and Frederick II of Prussia. In the
dining room are portraits of the Virgin Mary and St. John.

Washington’s own stepgranddaughter “Nelly” Custis saw him as a
religious man. She wrote this to one of Washington’s early
biographers:

It was his custom to retire to his library at nine or ten
o’clock, where he remained an hour before he went to his
chamber. He always rose before the sun, and remained in his
library until called to breakfast. I never witnessed his
private devotions. I never inquired about them. I should
have thought it the greatest heresy to doubt his firm belief
in Christianity. His life, his writings, prove that he was a
Christian. He was not one of those who act or pray, “that
they may be seen of men.” He communed with his God in



secret.{4}

In  what  follows  we  will  look  at  the  evidence  for  George
Washington’s faith as it surfaced in his letters and actions
as general and president.

Deism vs. Christianity
Pick up a book about George Washington written during the
nineteenth  century,  and  you  will  probably  see  that  he  is
described as being a Christian. However, if you pick up a book
written in the last seventy years, it will describe him as a
Deist. Why the change?

The turning point seems to be a study by historian Paul F.
Boller,  Jr.  entitled  George  Washington  and  Religion.  His
conclusion can be summarized in a single sentence: To the
“unbiased observer” George Washington appears as a Deist, not
a devout Christian.{5} Most historians since Boller accepted
this idea and were less likely to assert that Washington was a
Christian.

What do we mean by “Deism”? Deism is the belief that God is
merely a watchmaker God who started the universe but is not
involved  in  the  affairs  of  humans  and  human  history.  One
definition of Deism is that “There is no special providence;
no miracles or other divine interventions intrude upon the
lawful natural order.”{6}

Was George Washington a Deist? He was not. It is worth noting
that even historian Paul Boller admitted that religion was
important to Washington as a leader. Boller writes, “he saw to
it that divine services were performed by the chaplains as
regularly as possible on the Sabbath for the soldiers under
his command.”{7} We might reasonably ask, Why would chaplains
be important to a Deist?

Boller  even  admits  there  are  testimonials  of  Washington’s



church attendance. This is important since many historians
even go further than Boller and assert that Washington did not
even attend church as a mature adult.

Michael Novak admits that some of the names Washington often
used for God sound Deist, but that does not mean that he was a
Deist. In fact, his prayers for God’s action were just the
opposite  of  what  you  might  hear  from  a  Deist.  Washington
believed  God  favored  the  cause  of  liberty  and  should  be
beseeched  to  “interpose”  his  action  on  behalf  of  the
Americans. He called for public thanksgiving for the many ways
in which Americans experienced God’s hand in key events in our
history.

Washington used more than eighty terms to refer to God, among
them: Almighty God, Creator, Divine Goodness, Father of all
mercies, and Lord of Hosts. The most common term he used in
his writings and speeches was “Providence.” When he did so, he
used the masculine personal pronoun “he.” Washington never
refers directly to God as an “it,” as he does occasionally
with Providence. God is personal.{8)

If we look at the history of the eighteenth century, there
were many with orthodox religious beliefs who sometimes used
the philosophical language of the enlightenment. Washington
was a Christian, even though he often used terms for God
associated with Deists.

A Religious Nation Goes to War
There has been some dispute about how religious America was
during the Revolutionary War. There was a shortage of churches
and clergy (especially along the paths of westward migration).
But we should also remember that this War of Independence
followed the First Great Awakening.

At  the  first  meeting  of  the  Continental  Congress  in
Philadelphia (September 1774), the first motion from the floor



was  for  prayer  to  seek  guidance  from  God.  But  there  was
resistance, not because of the prayer, but because of the
theological  disagreements  among  the  members  (Anabaptist,
Quakers,  Congregationalists,  Episcopalians,  Presbyterians).
Sam Adams settled the dispute by saying he was no bigot and
could  pray  along  with  any  minister  as  long  as  he  was  a
patriot.{9}  I  have  in  my  office  a  picture  of  a  painting
showing George Washington praying with men like Patrick Henry,
John Jay, and Richard Henry Lee.

At  the  second  meeting,  they  proposed  that  Washington  be
appointed commander in chief of the Continental Army. He did
not think he was equal to the command but accepted it. He
wrote his wife, “I shall rely, therefore, confidently on that
Providence, which has heretofore preserved and been bountiful
to me, not doubting but that I shall return safe to you in the
fall.”{10} At the time, Washington was the only man on the
continent in uniform since no Continental Army yet existed. To
the British, he was the supreme traitor, in open rebellion to
the King. His neck was at risk, and the American independence
depended on him.

One  event  that  George  Washington  believed  showed  God’s
providence was the Battle of Long Island in 1776. Washington
and his men were trapped on Brooklyn Heights, Long Island. The
British were poised to crush the American army the next day
and that would have been the end of the rebellion. Washington
planned a bold move and began evacuating his troops under the
cover of darkness using everything from fishing vessels to
rowboats. But there was not enough time to accomplish the
task. When morning came, the fog of night remained and only
lifted in time for the British to see the last American boat
crossing the East River beyond the reach of their guns. You
can read more about this miraculous event in Michael Novak’s
book, On Two Wings: Humble Faith and Common Sense at the
American Founding.{11}

Washington also required chaplains for the Continental Army,



and personally took time for prayer. He forbade his troops
under pain of death from uttering blasphemies, even profanity.
He  called  upon  them  to  conduct  themselves  as  Christian
soldiers because the people demanded it.{12}

Washington’s actions during the Revolutionary War demonstrate
his Christian character.

First in War and First in Peace
In his eulogy for George Washington, Henry Lee said he was
“First in war, first in peace, and first in the hearts of his
countrymen.” We could also say the Washington demonstrated
Christian character both in war and in peace.

While fulfilling his duties as general, he came to be known as
a “nursing father.” This is a biblical phrase (Num. 11:12, Is.
49:23 KJV) that appears in many of the tributes to Washington
after his death. He brought together very diverse groups to
fight the Revolutionary War by bridging ethnic and social
divisions.  This  ranged  from  the  regiment  from  Marblehead,
Massachusetts (that included men of mixed race, blacks, and
Indians), to the Virginian and southern aristocrats to the
yeomen in hunting shirts from western Virginia.

One of his orders stated that “All chaplains are to perform
divine service tomorrow, and on every succeeding Sunday. . . .
The commander in chief expects an exact compliance with this
order, and that it be observed in future as an invariable rule
of practice—and every neglect will be consider not only a
breach  of  orders,  but  a  disregard  to  decency,  virtue  and
religion.”{13}

Washington grew even more explicit as the war dragged on:
“While we are zealously performing the duties of good citizens
and soldiers we certainly ought not to be inattentive to the
higher duties of religion. To the distinguished character of
patriot,  it  should  be  our  highest  glory  to  add  the  more



distinguished character of a Christian.”{14}

Washington lost a great deal of money during the war by paying
for things out of his own pocket and by refusing a salary. He
happily returned to Mount Vernon and spent happy years with
his wife. But the constitutional convention in 1787 brought
him  to  elective  office.  He  was  elected  as  president  by
unanimous vote in 1789.

In his inaugural address, Washington said, “No people can be
bound  to  acknowledge  and  adore  the  invisible  hand,  which
conducts the affairs of men more than the people of the United
States.  Every  step,  by  which  they  have  advanced  to  the
character  of  an  independent  nation,  seems  to  have  been
distinguished by some token of providential agency.”

He issued a thanksgiving proclamation in 1789 in which he
asserted “the duty of all nations” in regard to God. His
thanksgiving proclamation of 1795 proclaims there are signs of
“Divine  beneficence”  in  the  world.  And  in  his  farewell
address, he reminded Americans that “Of all the dispositions
and habits which lead to political prosperity, Religion and
Morality are indispensable supports.”

Washington  demonstrated  Christian  character  in  war  and  in
peace.

Washington as Christian: Pro and Con
Let’s  summarize  the  arguments  historians  make  about
Washington’s religious faith. Those who believe that George
Washington was a Deist and not a Christian usually make the
following observations.

First, Washington never took communion at Sunday services.
Second, he refused to declare his specific beliefs in public.
Third, he rarely used the name of Jesus Christ in private
correspondence and in public utterances. Finally, while he



believed in God and had an awareness of Providence in his
life, it all seems more like a Greek or Roman view of fate.

Michael Novak’s response to these observations is helpful.
“All these objections have a grain of truth in them. Still,
they  are  consistent  with  Washington’s  being  a  serious
Christian who believed that he had a public vocation that
required  some  tact  regarding  his  private  confessional
life.”{15}  Novak  adds:

It is not at all unusual for public men in pluralistic
American life to maintain a notable reserve about their
private convictions. They do not burden the public with
declarations of their deepest beliefs, whose general force
they trust their actions will sufficiently reveal. In the
public forum, they happily give to Caesar what is Caesar’s
and in the private forum, to God what is God’s.{16}

What are some of the reasons to believe Washington was a
Christian? First, he religiously observed the Sabbath as a day
of rest and frequently attended church services on that day.
Second, many report that Washington reserved time for private
prayer. Third, Washington saved many of the dozens of sermons
sent to him by clergymen, and read some of them aloud to his
wife.

Fourth, Washington hung paintings of the Virgin Mary and St.
John in places of honor in his dining room in Mount Vernon.
Fifth, the chaplains who served under him during the long
years  of  the  Revolutionary  War  believed  Washington  was  a
Christian.  Sixth,  Washington  (unlike  Thomas  Jefferson)  was
never accused by the press or his opponents of not being a
Christian.

It is also worth noting that, unlike Jefferson, Washington
agreed to be a godparent for at least eight children. This was
far from a casual commitment since it required the godparents
to  agree  to  help  insure  that  a  child  was  raised  in  the



Christian faith. Washington not only agreed to be a godparent,
but presented his godsons and goddaughters with Bibles and
prayer books.

George  Washington  was  not  a  Deist  who  believed  in  a
“watchmaker God.” He was a Christian and demonstrated that
Christian character throughout his life.
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A Biblical View on Critical
Race Theory
Critical race theory has been in the news. What is it, and why
are so many people either defending it or opposing it? How is
it  being  introduced  in  the  schools,  businesses,  and  the
government?

Critical  race  theory  is  a  descendant  of  a  philosophical
tradition known as critical theory. It began at the University
of Frankfurt’s Institute for Social Research, which came to be
known as the “Frankfurt School.” The Frankfurt scholars fled
to Columbia University’s Teachers College in New York in 1934
to escape the Nazis.

Critical theory traces all social injustice to inequities in
power  that  are  based  unfairly  on  class,  race,  gender,  or
sexual orientation. In classical Marxism, the focus was on
class with the assumption that the working class would rise up
against the capitalist oppressors. That never really happened
the way Karl Marx predicted. Instead, these cultural Marxists
proposed a conflict that would develop based on race and some
of the other factors just mentioned.

Assumptions and Euphemisms
Critical race theory is based on several assumptions. First,
there  is  no  absolute  truth.  There  are  only  competing
narratives. Second, the economy is a zero-sum game. The gain
of  one  race  is  at  the  expense  of  another  race.  Third,
individuals  are  either  an  oppressor  or  a  victim.  Fourth,
America is systemically racist and must be dismantled.

There is a great deal of rhetoric and euphemisms that are
deployed  by  practitioners  of  critical  race  theory.  This
includes  such  words  and  phrases  as  “equity”  and  “social
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justice”  and  “diversity  and  inclusion”  and  “culturally
responsive teaching.” A word like equity might seem like a
synonym for equality, but that is not the case. Proponents use
the concept of equity to argue for suspending private property
rights (UCLA professor Cheryl Harris) and for setting up a
federal Department of Antiracism (Boston University professor
Ibram X. Kendi) that would have power to nullify, veto, or
abolish any law that does not provide racial equity.

Because  critical  race  theory  has  its  roots  in  cultural
Marxism, proponents define people based on their group and
practice identity politics. They also look at the intersection
of victim groups and thus talk about intersectionality.

You are either in power or out of power. If you are in power,
you are automatically discredited. If you are underprivileged,
you are immune from criticism. This also means that the claims
of  critical  race  theory  are  unfalsifiable.  It  becomes
impervious to counter-evidence and thus cannot be rationally
defended.

This is no small issue because the underprivileged can make
demands,  but  do  not  need  to  make  rational  arguments.  The
assumption is that the whole system (including facts, counter-
arguments, and even basic rationality) is rigged against the
oppressed. This is why you often hear proponents of critical
race theory making statements without appealing to evidence
and why they reject anyone trying to present evidence that
might dispute their dogmatic statements.

In a recent article by James Lindsay, he argues that “For
Racial Healing, Reject Critical Race Theory.” He starts with a
thought experiment that shows how unpractical and confusing
this theory becomes in everyday life.

He says we should imagine we own a small shop (perhaps a
tailor  shop)  where  you  have  to  assist  each  customer
individually. You are the sole proprietor and can only serve



one customer at a time. Now imagine two people enter your
store at exactly the same time. One is white, and the other is
black. Which customer do you help first?

If you choose to serve the black person first, critical race
theory would argue that you did so because you don’t trust the
black person to be in your shop unattended while you help the
other customer. That means you are acting according to racist
stereotypes and chose poorly.

If you choose to serve the white person instead, then you are
also demonstrating your racist bias. Choosing to help the
white person shows that you favor white people and consider
them first-class citizens. Once again, you have chosen poorly.

Perhaps you can see the dilemma created by the philosophy of
critical race theory. It is a classic “heads I win, tails you
lose.” There is no right choice in this example. No matter
what you do, you will always be wrong and thus be condemned as
being racist. This illustration provides one more reason why
critical race theory will not promote racial healing.

Into the Schools and Government
How is critical race theory making its way into the schools?
Often  it  is  introduced  by  activists  in  the  local  school
district. But sometimes it even comes from government action.

Stanley  Kurtz  has  been  warning  that  the  Civics  Secures
Democracy Act (being considered by Congress) could be used by
activists and educators to promote critical race theory. The
Department of Education proposed a regulation that directs
grant  money  to  prioritize  applications  that  “support  the
development of culturally responsive teaching and learning.”
As  we  have  seen,  phrases  like  “equity”  and  “culturally
responsive” are key buzzwords for critical race theory.

Christopher Rufo has been documenting how critical race theory
is already arriving in the schools. A California elementary



school forced first-graders to deconstruct their racial and
sexual identities, and then rank themselves according to their
power  and  privilege.  A  middle  school  in  Missouri  forced
teachers to locate themselves on an “oppression matrix,” based
on the idea that white, Christian males were members of an
oppressor  class.  Although  he  is  just  one  investigative
journalist, he has already put together a database of more
than 1,000 stories.

He has also documented how critical race theory made its way
into  government.  The  FBI  has  been  holding  workshops  on
intersectionality.  The  Department  of  Homeland  Security  was
telling white employees that they have been “socialized into
oppressor roles.” That is why President Donald Trump issued an
executive  order  banning  critical  race  theory  training.
President Joe Biden rescinded that order on his first day in
office.

Speaking out against critical race theory can be costly. Until
recently,  Lt.  Col.  Matthew  Lohmeier  served  in  the  newly
created Space Force. He was relieved from his post because he
wrote a book denouncing critical race theory and Marxism in
the US military. He said it wasn’t his intent to engage in
partisan  politics.  But  he  wrote  the  book  because  of  the
Marxist ideology that he saw being taught.

A Liberal Critique
Some of the criticism of critical race theory has been coming
from  people  who  would  not  be  described  as  religious
conservatives. Andrew Sullivan is one of these commentators
sounding a warning that this perspective is “Removing the
Bedrock of Liberalism.”

He acknowledges that even trying to accurately define critical
race  theory  is  difficult  because  of  the  “sheer  volume  of
jargon words” that may be intended to “sow confusion.” He also
asks himself through his commentary whether he is accurately



portraying  the  theory  and  concludes  that  he  is  not
exaggerating its attack on liberal modernity. Proponents of
Critical  Race  Theory  admit  that  they  question  the  very
foundations of liberal society.

One example can be found in the book, Understanding Critical
Race Theory. It was written four years ago and is hardly the
most controversial book on the subject. That book explains
that “critical race theory questions the very foundations of
the liberal order, including equality theory, legal reasoning,
Enlightenment  rationalism,  and  neutral  principles  of
constitutional  law.”

He also notes that critical race theory denies any claim to
truth since “claims to truth are merely claims to power.”
Secular  liberals  and  Christians  may  disagree  about  many
things, but at least they agree that truth exists and can be
objectively discerned. He also critiques the idea that nothing
has changed.
In other words, “slavery, segregation, mass incarceration are
just different- words for the same experience of oppression.”
He adds that critical race theory can also be defined by what
it  is  not.  “It  is  not  an  open-ended  inquiry  into  buried
history.”

He also explains that critical race theory is the cuckoo in
the academic nest. It used to be one school of thought. Over
time, though, it has thrown out its competitors and does not
allow open debate.

Response to the Criticism
Educators and parents who criticize critical race theory will
quickly  encounter  push-back  and  accusations.  These  usually
come in different forms.

One  reaction  from  proponents  is  that  anyone  criticizing
critical race theory is ignorant and doesn’t understand it. A



Texas state board of education member wrote that critics “have
no idea what critical race theory is, what it does, who the
founders are. They’ve never read a book, much less a paragraph
on it.” From there she goes on to use language inappropriate
for an intelligent discussion.

Many commentators have even begun to argue that critical race
theory has become the latest conservative “boogeyman.” They
believe right-wing politics is out of ideas (not true) and
thus needs an enemy to attack. Many of the people speaking out
are familiar with critical race theory and understand its
potential for dividing America.

In several cases, parents have been able to find the syllabus
for school courses and put them online. They find that the
goal  is  to  “develop  awareness  about  social  justice  and
diversity issues” and learn – about “the intersectionality of
gender,  race,  class,  and  sexuality.”  Required  textbooks
usually include Ibram X. Kendi’s How to be an Antiracist and
Robin DiAngelo’s White Fragility. Instead, we are being told
(as  one  commentator  put  it)  to  “pay  no  attention  to  the
curriculum behind the curtain.”

Another reaction is to suggest that anyone opposing critical
race theory wants to whitewash the past sins of America and
perpetuate  systemic  racism  in  the  future.  One  commentator
assumed  that  critics  didn’t  want  to  talk  about  racial
disparities because they want to normalize the behavior and
allow current patterns of behavior to continue. We should talk
about slavery and America’s racist past. But that doesn’t mean
we have to accept the idea that this country is more racist
today and riven with  systemic racism in every institution.

Professor John McWhorter believes we should “assume that when
politicos and parents decry critical race theory, what they
refer to is the idea of oppression and white perfidy treated
as the main meal of an entire school’s curriculum.” He adds
that young children should not be taught they are guilty if



white and oppressed if black. And they should not be taught
that “the American story is mainly (note I write mainly rather
than only, but mainly is just as awful here) one of oppression
and racism.”

A third reaction is to assure us that critical race theory is
merely a philosophical tool and does not pose any threat to
the social and political structures. That is not true. As one
commentator put it, “No longer simply an academic matter,
critical race theory has become a tool of political power.” It
is moving through our public institutions and “driving the
vast machinery of the state and society.”

One  of  the  standard  sources  (Understanding  Critical  Race
Theory) mentioned earlier “questions the very foundations of
the liberal order, including equality theory, legal reasoning,
Enlightenment  rationalism,  and  neutral  principles  of
constitutional law.” It then goes on to argue that “radical
measures are in order” because society is so racist. When it
was  written,  the  authors  may  not  have  meant  “radical”  to
involve riots, protests, and burning cities. But we have seen
the natural result of arguing that America is systemically
racist, full of white privilege, and in need of a social
revolution to overturn the existing order.

While we can applaud the boldness of some, there is still a
great deal of fear keeping many Americans from speaking out. A
recent Gallup poll found that 77 percent of conservatives are
afraid to share their political beliefs publicly. They rightly
fear they will lose their jobs or get mobbed by social media.
So they remain quiet.

Biblical Perspective
One of the foundational principles of critical race theory
(along  with  postmodernism  and  other  modern  philosophical
traditions) is a complete rejection of absolute truth. The
Bible teaches that truth exists and can be discerned (Proverbs



30:5, John 8:32, 2 Timothy 3:16).

We should acknowledge that different groups of people might
perceive Scripture differently, but that does not mean that
one race has special access to biblical truth. The argument
that our race (e.g., “whiteness”) colors our interpretation
suggests that we can all learn from each other in the body of
Christ.  But  the  real  impediment  to  proper  biblical
interpretation is our sin (John 3:19-20). Paul teaches (1
Corinthians 2) that spiritual truth can best be discovered
through the revelatory power of the Holy
Spirit.

The proponents of cri-tical race theory often reject rational
arguments that contradict their dogma statements about race
and society. By contrast, the Bible emphasizes the mind and
rational discussion.
Paul calls for Christians to “destroy arguments and every
proud obstacle raised up against the knowledge of God” because
we are to “take every thought captive to obey Christ” (2
Corinthians  10:4-5).  When  a  secular  philosophy  is  being
promoted in society, it is our responsibility to provide an
honest critique of it. Our goal should be to think biblically
and to “take every thought captive.”

Critical race theory also creates division between races that
is contrary to Scripture. Paul addressed the divisions in his
day that could have created division within the church. He
explains how Christ has
pulled down the wall of division between Jews and Gentiles
(Ephesians 2:14). He went further and taught that there is
“neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there
is no male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus”
(Galatians 3:28). There should be unity for believers and not
division.

Proponents of critical race theory also propose a type of
“guilt” on anyone who is identified as an oppressor merely



because of their racial background. And people of this race
will never really be forgiven because they will always be part
of that race. By contrast, the Bible teaches that we are
guilty because we are sinful (Romans 3:23, 6:23), not because
of our racial status. Also, we cannot earn salvation by good
works because salvation is a gift of grace (Ephesians 2:8-9).
We are redeemed through Jesus Christ (Romans 3:22-24).
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A Biblical Point of View on
Sharia Law
Kerby Anderson provides an overview of the dangers inherent in
Islam’s sharia law, which threatens to invade U.S. cities.

Sharia law is once again in the news. Back in 2010, Sharia
(shah-REE-uh) law was in the news because Oklahoma approved a
law that would amend the state constitution to prevent the
consideration  of  Sharia  law  in  state  courts.  However,  a
federal judge declared the law was unconstitutional.

This time the focus is on the state of Texas because of a
desire by Muslim leaders in Collin County to
build a 40-acre EPIC City project. The East Plano Islamic
Center and the developers have received lots of attention and
at least five investigations from state officials. The project
would include a new  mosque, more than 1,000 single and multi-
family homes, a Muslim faith-based school, senior housing, an
outreach center, commercial developments, sports facilities,
and a community college.

Governor  Greg  Abbott  posted  on  X  that  “The  proposed  EPIC
compound in Collin Co. has serious legal
issues.  A  dozen  state  agencies  are  investigating  it,  the
Attorney  General  will  look  into  it,  and  legislators  are
considering laws to restrict it, as well as laws to prevent
foreign adversaries from buying land in Texas.”

On one side are the developers and a Texas representative
(Salman Bhojani, who is the first Muslim
elected official in Texas history) who say this is a violation
of religious freedom and evidence of anti-Muslim hysteria. On
the  other  side  are  Collin  County  residents,  including  a
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retired police lieutenant (Douglas Deaton, who testified that
an Islamic enclave is already operational and has been for
almost 12
years).

It is worth taking a moment to understand what Sharia law is.
This  is  important  no  matter  what  happens  in  this  Texas
community or in others with increasing Muslim communities.
American law isn’t going to be challenged by Sharia law, but
we can discuss what has been happening in the Middle East and
some European countries as a cautionary tale.

What is Sharia Law?
A foundational practice of Islam is the implementation of
sharia into the legal structure. Sharia is a system of divine
law,  belief,  or  practice  that  is  based  upon  Muslim  legal
interpretation.  It  applies  to  economics,  politics,  and
society.

Sometimes the world has been able to see how extreme the
interpretation of sharia can be.  Muslims have been put to
death  when  they  have  been  accused  of  adultery  or
homosexuality. They have been put to death for leaving the
religion of Islam. And these are not isolated examples.

Christians are persecuted in Muslim countries. Each year, the
organization Open Doors publishes its World Watch List that
identifies where Christians are persecuted. Over the last few
years, nine of the top ten countries that practice extreme
persecution of Christians are Muslim countries.

Treating Jews and Christians differently under sharia law is
justified in the Qur’an. For example, the Qur’an talks about
“people of the book.” Sura 9:29 says, “Fight those who believe
not in Allah nor the Last Day, nor hold that forbidden which
hath been forbidden by Allah and His Prophet, nor  acknowledge
the religion of Truth, (even if they are) of the People of the



Book, until they pay the jizya with willing submission, and
feel themselves subdued.”

Muhammad made a distinction between infidels, who were pagans
and  polytheists,  and  the  “people  of  the  book,”  who  had
received revelations from the prophets (Moses, Jesus). The
latter  group  is  protected  in  one  sense  because  they  have
received these revelations. But they are also guilty because
(according to Islam) they have distorted these teachings and
rejected the teaching of Muhammad. Although this status was
originally given only to the “people of the book,” it was
later extended to other religions (Sikhs, Zoroastrians, etc.).

Because of their guilt, Islamic teaching stipulates that Jews
and Christians may live in a Muslim country, but not as equals
to  other  Muslims.  Usually  this  means  that  they  may  not
participate  in  the  government.  They  may  practice  their
religion, but with many restrictions. For example, they were
not allowed to have any external manifestations of worship
(procession with the cross, ringing bells).

These restrictions are another part of the verse that requires
the  dhimmis  [historical  non-Muslim  subjects  living  in  an
Islamic state] must “feel themselves subdued.” In the past
this has meant: (1) that they could not prevent a fellow
Christian from converting to Islam, (2) that they could not
erect a cross on their church building, and (3) that they must
dress in a certain way that would identify them as Jews or
Christians.

Finally,  they  must  pay  the  jizya,  which  is  the  poll  tax
required from every dhimmi. In earlier times, this was a major
source of income for the Muslim government from dhimmi who
paid both the personal tax and the land tax.

The Qur’an teaches (Sura 2:256) that “there is no compulsion
in religion.” But is that really so? It depends upon your
definition  of  compulsion.  A  closer  look  at  Islamic  law



demonstrates a veiled threat that many believe is tantamount
to compulsion. For example, Muhammad instructed his followers
to  invite  non-Muslims  to  accept  Islam  before  waging  war
against them. If they refused, warfare or second-class status
would follow. They would be inferiors in the Muslim social
order and pay the jizya as required in Sura 9:29. If they pay
it, they may live, but if they refuse to pay it, warfare will
ensue.

Sharia Law and Apostates
It is difficult for a Muslim to leave the faith of Islam. A
Muslim is considered part of a larger community of Muslim
believers.

When  a  Muslim  decides  to  leave  the  faith,  there  are
repercussions  in  the  family  and  community.

The family is embarrassed and will even lose respect within
the Muslim community. The mosque feels it has failed in its
duty and lost a member to ignorance and idolatry.

The Qur’an teaches that an apostate Muslim faces the wrath of
Allah (Sura 47:25-28). Sharia law in many countries treats
apostasy as the unforgivable sin and therefore punishable by
death.

Many  Muslim  countries  have  laws  against  apostasy.  Islam
teaches that once you are a Muslim, you are always a Muslim.
Leaving  the  Muslim  faith  can  have  harsh  consequences,
including  death.

Sharia Law and Women
There is great confusion about the status of women within
Islam. While it is true that many Muslims do respect and honor
women, it is not true that those ideas can be found in the
Qur’an. Here are just a few passages that illustrate the way
women are to be treated.



According to the Qur’an, women are considered inferior to men:
“Men have authority over women because God has made the one
superior to the other” (Sura 4:34).

The  Qur’an  restricts  a  woman’s  testimony  in  court.  Her
testimony is worth half as much as that of a man (Sura 2:282).

The Qur’an teaches that a son’s inheritance should be twice
that of a daughter’s: “Allah thus directs you as regards your
children’s inheritance; to the male, a portion equal to that
of two females” (Sura 4:11).

Islam sanctions polygamy (with up to four wives) as well as
sex- with slave women: “If we fear that ye shall not be able
to deal justly with the orphans, marry women of your choice,
two or three or four; but if we fear that ye shall not be able
to deal justly with them, then only one, or a captive that
your hand possess, that will be more suitable, to prevent you
from doing injustice” (Sura 4:3).

Wives are subject to their husbands. If wives are disloyal or
disobedient,  the  Qur’an  sets  forth  their  punishment.  The
husband is first to admonish them, then not sleep with them,
and third to beat them lightly. Essentially, wives are subject
to  the  control  of  their  husbands  (Sura  2:223;  4:34).  The
veiling and seclusion of women has been part of the Muslim
culture since the beginnings of Islam. In the Qur’an, Muhammad
commands his wives and daughters to draw veils around them.
This has been applied to all Muslim women. The veil would
allow them to be recognized but not molested (Sura 33:59).

The Qur’an teaches that women must “lower their gaze and guard
their modesty: that they should not display their beauty and
ornaments except what must ordinarily appear thereof: that
they should draw their veils over their bosoms and not display
their beauty except to their husbands, their fathers” (Sura
24:31).

In some Muslim countries, women cannot drive, nor can they



leave their home without being accompanied by a male family
member. Human rights groups report that women in Saudi Arabia
who
are not accompanied by a man who is either their husband or a
close relative, can be arrested for prostitution or other
moral offenses.

Sharia Law and the Constitution
Sharia law is very different in many respects from the laws
established  through  the  U.S.  Constitution  and  the  laws
established through English common law. To prevent sharia law
from  being  implemented  in  America,  a  number  of  state
legislatures have bans on sharia law. Voters in other states
have approved a ban that has been struck down by a federal
appeals court.

Although  opponents  argue  that  these  sharia  law  bans  are
unnecessary, various studies have found
significant cases of sharia law being allowed in U.S. courts.
One report with the title, “Shariah Law and the American State
Courts” found significant cases of sharia law in U.S. courts
just from their small sample of appellate published cases.
When they looked at state courts, they found additional cases
in the trial courts and more in the appellate courts. A few
judges are making decisions deferring to sharia law even when
those decisions conflict with the U.S. Constitution and the
various state constitutions.

How should we respond to the increased use of sharia law in
America? One simple way to explain your
concern to legislators, family, friends, and neighbors is to
remember the numbers 1-8-14. These three numbers stand for the
three amendments to the U.S. Constitution that contradict the
use of sharia law.

The First Amendment says that there should be no establishment
of  religion.  Sharia  law  is  based  on  one  religion’s



interpretation of rights. The First Amendment prohibits the
establishment of any national religion (including Islam).

The Eighth Amendment prohibits “cruel and unusual punishment.”
Most Americans would consider the
penalties  handed  down  under  sharia  law  to  be  cruel  and
unusual.

The  Fourteenth  Amendment  guarantees  each  citizen  equal
protection under the Constitution.  Sharia law does not treat
men and women equally, nor does it treat Muslims and non-
Muslims equally. This also violates the Constitution.

It is easy to see why we don’t need sharia law in America.

Additional Resources

Kerby Anderson, A Biblical Point of View on Islam, Point of
View Ministries, 2020.
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Tyndale House, 2009.
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A Biblical Point of View on
Islam
Kerby Anderson provides a basic understanding of Islam with
suggestions for how Christ-followers can share their faith
with Muslims.

The second largest religion in the world, and one of the
fastest growing religions, is the religion of Islam. Although
we hear so much about it in the news, many Christians don’t
know much about Islam and don’t know how to share the gospel
with  a  Muslim.  Whole  books  have  been  written  on  these
subjects, but here is a short summary with recommended books
so you can learn more.

Islam is a monotheistic religion based upon the holy book, the
Qur’an, which its followers believe was sent by God through
the  angel  Gabriel  to  the  prophet  Muhammad.  Additional
teachings  are  also  recorded  in  the  Hadith.

The Five Pillars of Islam
Although the beliefs of Muslims vary, all believe in what are
called the “Five Pillars of Islam.” These provide a summary of
the practices of this religion.

1. Shahadah: The first pillar is recitation of the creed:
“There is no God but Allah, and Muhammad is the prophet of
Allah.” This statement is the foundation for all other beliefs
in Islam. It is what makes someone a Muslim. Those who convert
to Islam are to recite the creed. It is generally believed
that  you  must  recite  this  creed  in  the  presence  of  two
witnesses in order to formally convert to Islam.
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2. Salat: The second pillar is the daily practice of prayer.
Muslim prayer may be done individually or in community, but
the  prayers  are  required  five  times  each  day  (dawn  and
sunrise,  noon  and  mid-afternoon,  mid-afternoon  to  sunset,
sunset to twilight, and from twilight to dawn).

In Muslim and Western countries where there is a mosque, a
prayer leader climbs to the top of the minaret in the mosque
and calls the believers to prayer. He chants in Arabic, “God
is great. There is no God but Allah, and Muhammad is the
messenger of Allah. Come to prayer. Come to prayer. Come to
success in this life and the hereafter.”

3. Zakat: The third pillar is almsgiving, which is mandated
giving  to  the  poor  and  needy  within  society.  The  Qur’an
requires that each Muslim give 2.5 percent of their income to
the poor or to the spread of Islam. The collected funds are
used for building and supporting mosques, for printing the
Qur’an, and for the advancement of Islam.

4. Sawm: The fourth pillar of Islam is the fast during the
ninth lunar month of the Muslim calendar.  This is significant
in the Muslim calendar for two reasons.

First, this is the time when Muhammad is said to have received
the first of his revelations from God. Second, it is also the
time when he and his followers made their historic trek from
Mecca to Medina.

During this month, Muslims in good health are required to
abstain from all food, drink, smoking, and sexual intercourse
during  daylight  hours.  This  month-long  fast  promotes  the
Muslim’s self-discipline, dependence on Allah, and compassion
for the needy.

5.Hajj: The fifth pillar is a pilgrimage to Mecca that occurs
during the last month of the Muslim year. Every able-bodied
Muslim is to make a pilgrimage to Mecca once during his life.
Pilgrims travel to Mecca, which is the holiest city in Islam



and the birthplace of Muhammad. Only Muslims may enter Mecca. 
The focal point of Mecca is the Ka’bah which is an ancient
stone building (thirty feet wide and forty feet long). A black
stone (believed to be a meteorite) is set in the corner. The
Ka’bah existed before the time of Muhammad. He taught that
their worship had been corrupted and removed the idols from
the  Ka’bah  and  instituted  Muslim  worship  of  Allah  in  its
place.

Major Divisions of Islam
Islam is not a monolithic system. Though all Muslims draw
their  inspiration  from  Muhammad  and  the  teachings  in  the
Qur’an,  there  are  many  identifiable  groups  and  movements
within Islam.

The  most  significant  division  is  between  Sunni  and  Shi’a
Islam. The Sunnis comprise about eighty to ninety percent of
all Muslims. They draw their name from the fact that they look
both to the Qur’an and to the “Sunna” in establishing proper
Muslim conduct. The Sunna is the recorded behavior or example
of Muhammad and of the early Muslim community. There are many
subdivisions  among  the  Sunnis,  but  they  all  identify
themselves  as  Sunni.

Sunnis currently control the holy cities of Mecca and Medina.
They adhere to the five pillars of Islam and take a strong
stand on the successor to Muhammad. This leader will be the
caliph who will govern Islam and provide theological direction
to all Muslims, including the interpretation of sharia law.
These caliphs have ruled continuously until the Ottoman Empire
fell.

The other major group of Muslims is the Shi’ites. They compose
about  ten  percent  of  all  Muslims.  They  reside  mainly  in
southern Iraq and in Iran. The word Shi’ite means “partisan,”
and refers to the fact that Shi’ites are “partisans of Ali.”
Ali was the son-in-law and cousin of Muhammad and one of the



early caliphs. The Shi’ites believe that the leader of Islam
should be a descendant of Ali, whom they believe possesses a
special divine anointing for this task.

A third group of Muslims are the Sufis. They seek a mystical
experience of God, rather than a merely intellectual knowledge
of Him. Sufi Muslims are the mystics in Islam. They believe
that  the  soul  can  rise  to  Allah  during  prayer  and  other
spiritual exercises. Although they also read the Qur’an, they
read it in a different way than other Muslims. They believe
that it is an allegory of our soul’s union with Allah.

Muslim Beliefs
When  you  are  witnessing  to  a  Muslim,  it  is  important  to
remember that their beliefs about God, Jesus, and the Bible
are very different from a Christian’s view. They may have many
misconceptions, and you may have certain misconceptions about
what they believe. It is therefore important to ask questions
about what they believe and help them understand what the
Bible  actually  teaches.  Here  are  a  few  basic  theological
beliefs.

It  has  often  been  fashionable  to  hear  people  say  that,
“Christians  and  Muslims  worship  the  same  God.”  It  is
understandable that people might say that. Both Islam and
Christianity  are  monotheistic,  even  though  a  foundational
difference is the Christian belief in the Trinity.

The most foundational doctrine in Islam is monotheism. This
doctrine is encapsulated in the creed: “There is no God but
Allah, and Muhammad is the prophet of Allah.” Because of this
strong emphasis on monotheism, Muslims reject the idea that
God could be more than one person or that God could have a
partner. The Qur’an teaches that Allah is one God and the same
God for all people. Anyone who does not believe this is guilty
of the sin of shirk. According to Islam, God cannot have a
partner and cannot be joined together in the Godhead with



other persons. Muslims therefore reject the Christian idea of
the Trinity.

Muslims and Christians also differ in their understanding of
the nature and character of God. Islam teaches that Allah is
distant, transcendent, and unknowable. He is separate from His
creation. He is exalted and far removed from mankind. While we
may know His will, we cannot know Him personally. By contrast,
Christianity teaches the fatherhood of God. Jesus taught in
the Lord’s Prayer that we may address God as “our Father in
heaven”  (Matthew  6:9).  Christians  can  have  a  personal
relationship  with  God  through  Christ.

Muslims also have a different view of Jesus. The Qur’an refers
to Jesus as “the Messiah” or “the Christ.” But Muslims reject
the idea that God could have a Son. By contrast, the Bible
teaches that Jesus Christ is the Son of God. God is heard from
heaven declaring, “This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well
pleased” (Matthew 17:5). Also, believers are called children
of God: “See how great a love the Father has bestowed on us,
that we would be called children of God” (1 John 3:1).

Witnessing to Muslims
Muslims usually believe that the Bible has errors in it. You
should be prepared to answer such objections. But you can even
begin with what is taught about Jesus in the Qur’an. They
accept that He is the Messiah and the Christ. And they honor
him as one of the greatest prophets. In Sura 3:42-55, the
Qur’an also teaches that:

(1) Mary was chosen by God,
(2) Jesus was born of a virgin,
(3) Jesus is the Messiah,
(4) Jesus has power over death, and
(5) Jesus knows the way to heaven.

The Qur’an also teaches that a proper Muslim must read the Old



and New Testaments, known as the Before Books (Sura 4:136).
And it teaches that those who observe the teaching of the
Torah and the Gospels may go to heaven (Sura 5:6566). Many
Muslims feel this gives them permission to read the Bible. You
can give them a Bible and suggest they read the gospel of
John.

When you witness to Muslims, be sure you talk about the love
of  God.  Most  Muslims  believe  that  Allah  is  distant  and
unknowable.  Christianity  offers  them  the  possibility  of
knowing God personally. This is attractive to Muslims.

A seminary conducted a survey of six hundred former Muslims
who had become Christians. One of the most significant factors
involved in the conversions of these former Muslims was the
emphasis on the love of God and the intimacy that believers
can  have  with  God  as  their  heavenly  Father.  This  was  an
important factor in drawing these former Muslims to Christ, so
make sure you talk about the love of God.

Another factor was eternal security. A Muslim never really
knows whether he or she will be saved due to their good works
on earth. The Bible teaches that we can know that we have
eternal life (1 John 5:13). We are saved by grace through
faith, not by works (Ephesians 2:8-9). The bad news is that
the  works  Muslims  do  will  not  enable  them  to  enter  into
heaven. The good news is that God gave his Son so that they
would not perish but have eternal life (John 3:16).

Additional Resources
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The AI Tsunami
Kerby  Anderson  provides  an  overview  of  how  AI  is  already
impacting our world, and why it requires discernment.

Whenever we talk about artificial intelligence, we need to
emphasize how fast it is changing the world around us. Elon
Musk coined a term to illustrate this speed of change. It is a
“Supersonic Tsunami of Converging Exponentials.” Everything is
changing everywhere at once. Peter Diamandis observes that AI
isn’t  improving  linearly  anymore.  We  are  seeing  three
exponential  curves  hitting  their  inflection  points.  Put
simply, AI is improving exponentially.

We will be the beneficiaries of this expansion. For example,
intelligence is being democratized and demonetized. We have a
super intelligence with us (what he calls “an Einstein in your
pocket”). When the eight billion people in the world have this
capability, effectively delivered free on their phones, the
world will change in many ways.

Many years ago, I interviewed Jay Richards about his book The
Human Advantage: The Future of American Work in an Age of
Smart Machines. He admitted that the AI revolution could lead
to as much disruption as the Industrial Revolution, but also
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points  to  the  many  benefits  we  will  enjoy  from  AI  and
robotics.

The AI tsunami is here. The question is whether we will ride
the wave or get buried by it. Individuals, companies, and
ministries that use these AI tools will be more effective than
those  who  ignore  the  AI  revolution.  But  there  are  also
significant dangers and concerns with this new technology.

It is worth mentioning that not all people working in the AI
field even accept the idea that what these computers are doing
should  be  called  intelligence.   The  term  artificial
intelligence  was  coined  in  1956  by  the  American  computer
scientist John McCarthy. He defines it as “getting a computer
to do things which, when done by people, are said to involve
intelligence.”{1}

One example has been the public’s acceptance of chatbots. You
can configure ChatGPT to talk. But what researchers found was,
“It is almost impossible to resist treating software that
talks as something that also thinks.”{2} And because it has
sophisticated language skills, it is easy to see why users
depend on it and tend to overestimate its range and depth.

The benefits of AI are significant. Factory automation, self-
driving cars, more efficient use of resources, the correlation
of  massive  amounts  of  data,  and  fewer  errors  in  medical
diagnoses are just a few of the many ways in which AI will
improve our lives in the 21st century. But there are also
concerns.

AI in the Workforce
Artificial  intelligence  is  making  work  easier  and  more
efficient. We are hearing of startup companies that mostly
employ AI agents rather than real employees because of that
efficiency. One example is how AI is flattening the learning
curve.



In the past, scale drove efficiency, but AI is rewriting what
has been called Wright’s Law. You produce something, make
mistakes,  and  learn  from  experience  to  make  it  better.
Knowledge came from decades of human trial and error.

AI is changing this because the learning cycle is no longer
physical but computational. Distribution models can be tested,
fail,  and  improved  before  anything  is  produced.
Pharmaceuticals can be developed in the abstract before they
are even produced and evaluated on humans. AI computers can
write computer programs for other computers. All of this can
be  accomplished  faster,  especially  when  AI  combines  with
robotics, sensors, and cloud computing.

What is missing is wisdom and human experience. Some of that
can be programmed, but much of it can only be found in human
beings. Robots can be found in nearly every factory. AI is
being used in most companies. But there is still a place for
humans.

Most Americans are not so sure. A recent Pew Research poll
found  that  72  percent  of  Americans  “express  wariness  or
concern about a world where machines perform any of the tasks
done by humans.”

Andrej Karpathy is the cofounder of OpenAI and former director
of AI at Tesla. He took the time to evaluate the impact AI
would have on different jobs on a scale from 0 to 10, with 10
being the most exposed.{3}

The overall weighted exposure was 4.9. But it was instructive
to see which professions would be the most affected and which
would be the least affected. Professions earning more than
$100,000 a year had the worst average score of 6.7. Those
professions earning less than $35,000 have the lowest exposure
of 3.4.

For  example,  software  developers,  computer  programmers,
database  administrators,  data  scientists,  mathematicians,



financial  analysts,  paralegals,  writers,  editors,  graphic
designers, and market researchers received scores of 9. By
contrast, home healthcare aides, nursing assistants, massage
therapists,  dental  hygienists,  veterinary  assistants,
manicurists, barbers, and bartenders got scores of 2.

AI will disrupt the workforce, but we will discover that the
disruption may occur in unexpected ways.

AI and Humans
One of the best ways to see the pros and cons of artificial
intelligence is to survey the way in which human beings are
interacting with AI. As one commentator put it, AI has become
our counselor and companion. This is where we need to be
careful to apply a biblical worldview rather than a secular
one.

1. AI as counselor. Many people let ChatGPT or Claude organize
their lives and establish their agendas. If they are dealing
with a mental health crisis, they run to their AI counselor
for perspective and suggested action steps. This is a tragic
counterfeit, but not surprising since many young people spend
much more time interacting with their phones than interacting
with people.

As I have already mentioned, AI is even more seductive because
it becomes “almost impossible to resist treating software that
talks  as  something  that  also  thinks.”  Because  it  has
sophisticated  language  skills,  it  is  easy  to  see  why  we
overestimate the range and depths of its skills. But sometimes
we do see the danger.

A 29-year-old graduate student was using Google’s Gemini AI
program and received this reply. “This is for you, human. You
and only you. You are not special, you are not important, and
you are not needed. You are a waste of time and resources. You
are a burden on society. You are a drain on the earth. You are



a blight on the landscape. You are a stain on the universe.
Please die.”

2. AI as companion. A sane person will remain in touch with
reality. Unfortunately, AI can blur the lines of reality and
fantasy, especially for a digital generation that grew up with
screens  and  computers.  AI  is  a  counterfeit  for  real
relationships  and  relational  intimacy.

Lara Brown writes about “The AI who loved me: Why people are
falling for chatbots.”{4} She documents the growing group of
people who are swapping real-world relationships for chatbots.
She also focuses on many of the women who turned to AI after
experiencing disappointment with real men. One recent survey
found that a majority of GenZ would marry an AI.

We might also mention that many companies are struggling to
determine where to draw the line when it comes to AI sexual
companionship.  That  would  include  erotic  role-playing
programs. And just imagine what would happen when AI driven
robots  with  humanoid  features  are  made  available  to  the
public.

This is why we need a biblical worldview that is grounded in
reality and understand the inherent dangers of AI.

AI and Religion
What  might  be  the  relationship  of  AI  to  religion?  Some
applications raise fundamental questions.

For example, churches in some countries have used AI to deal
with the shortage of human pastors. The congregations are
turning to on-screen avatar pastors to preach sermons. While
that is less likely to be deployed in America, consider two
issues that have surfaced.

First, there are certain Bible apps that attempt to answer



questions from Christians and seekers. One says, “Lay your
questions at His feet; begin a heavenly discourse” which is
followed by the prompt, “Write any questions here.” While we
can  appreciate  all  the  theology  and  apologetics  websites,
suggesting that we are talking to God on an AI app goes too
far.

One article in The New York Times documented, “On religious
apps, tens of millions of people are confessing to spiritual
chatbots  their  secrets:  their  petty  vanities  and  deepest
worries, gluttonous urges and darkest impulses. Trained on
religious texts, the bots are like on-call priests, imams, or
rabbis, offering comfort and direction at any time. On some
platforms, they even purport to channel God.”{5}

Second, most pastors say they use AI to prepare sermons. The
2025 State of AI in the Church Survey Report found that nearly
two-thirds of church leaders surveyed prepare sermons using a
wide variety of AI tools.{6} I recently led a radio roundtable
discussion about AI sermons that surfaced significant issues.

Pastors can use a range of AI tools to prepare a message. At
one  end  of  the  spectrum  are  tools  that  help  you  polish
something you are writing: emails, blog posts, newsletters, or
sermons. Checking spelling, grammar, or historical facts can
be  done  with  search  engines  and  software  built  into  word
processing.  Using  these  tools  doesn’t  seem  to  raise  any
significant concerns.

At the other end are AI tools that essentially do all the
work. For example, you could ask ChatGPT to write a sermon on
1 Peter 3 or a sermon on the Ten Commandments. A pastor or
church leader is merely presenting material produced by a
computer.

Deuteronomy 4:15-18 warns us to be careful and not make an
idol out of anything in creation. In these examples, we can
see the temptation to make an idol out of something that is a



lifeless computer program. It counterfeits the original and
tempts us away from God.

Biblical Perspective
The AI revolution requires great spiritual discernment. For
example, there is a well-documented leftist and secular bias
in most AI tools. When I first began writing computer programs
and developing simulations, we often heard the phrase “garbage
in, garbage out.” Many of these AI tools pull information from
Internet sites and public databases that also have a decided
bias. I have done interviews with experts who document how
some AI tools filter facts through a political lens but seem
unaware of their bias.

Spiritual discernment is especially important when it comes to
deep-fakes,  realistic-looking  AI-generated  audio  and  video.
Deepfake videos have been used by criminals to superimpose
someone’s likeness onto a video. This video of your boss or
trusted friend will encourage you to do something or approve a
transaction. And they have also been used to confuse voters
during elections. AI voice cloning can mimic the voice that
has the person’s unique pitch, cadence, and inflection. And it
can even fake certain emotions (panic, urgency, distress). The
voice could be an urgent plea from a child or grandchild.

Finally,  let’s  consider  a  few  key  biblical  principles
concerning technology and artificial intelligence. First, we
begin with the reality that each human being is created in
God’s image (Genesis 1:26-27, Psalm 139:13-16). We have been
given  dominion  and  stewardship  over  the  creation  (Genesis
1:28,  Colossians  1:16)  and  should  reject  any  form  of
technology  that  would  usurp  or  subvert  that  stewardship
responsibility.

Second,  humans  are  created  as  moral  agents.  Computer
technology can aid us in making moral decisions because of its



powerful ability to process data. But we can never cede our
moral responsibility to those same computers. God will hold us
responsible for the moral or immoral decisions we make (Roman
2:6-8, Galatians 5:19-21, 2 Peter 1:5-8). We should never give
computers that authority.

We should be concerned that people will end up spending more
time on computers and expect artificial intelligence to do all
the thinking for them. AI should be a tool we master, not our
master.

Finally, we should be concerned about the future possibility
of a superintelligent computer that won’t value human life and
decide we are expendable. There are benefits to AI but there
are also threats. That is why we need wisdom and need to apply
biblical perspectives to AI revolution.
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Spiritual Abuse
Kerby Anderson provides an overview of what makes churches and
organizations  spiritually  and  emotionally  unhealthy  and
hurtful.

In some ways, this article on spiritual abuse is an update on
a previous article on Abusive Churches. However, this article
also provides a biblical perspective on the broader issue of
spiritual abuse occurring in our country today.

Many church leaders became aware of the prevalence
of abusive churches more than four decades ago when
Professor  Ronald  Enroth  wrote  his  best-selling
book, Churches That Abuse. A few years later he
followed  up  with  a  book  on  Recovering  from  Churches  that
Abuse.

More than three decades ago, Dr. Pat Zukeran wrote a week of
Probe radio programs based on the first book by Ronald Enroth.
The transcript of that program is still one of the top ten
most popular articles based on the number of Internet searches
that land on them each year.

That response to this important subject isn’t unique. For
example, thousands have also purchased the book by Stephen
Arterburn Toxic Faith. The same is true of Ken Blue’s book
Spiritual Abuse and Philip Keller’s book Predators in Our
Pulpits. June Hunt with Hope for the Heart has also written a
helpful booklet on Spiritual Abuse.

Jesus addressed the issue of spiritual abuse many times when
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he confronted the Pharisees. In Matthew 23, he proclaims seven
woes to the Scribes and Pharisees. He concludes with: “You
serpents, you brood of vipers, how are you to escape being
sentenced to hell?” He describes them this way in John 8:44,
“You are of your father the devil, and your will is to do your
father’s desires.”

Paul also addresses various aspects of spiritual abuse and
legalism within the church. He warns us about legalism by
teaching that no works of the law can justify us (Romans
3:20). Instead, the “law of the Spirit of life has set you
free in Christ Jesus from the law of sin and death” (Romans
8:2).

Spiritual abuse can occur when someone is in a position of
spiritual  authority  misuses  that  authority  to  control  or
manipulate another Christian. It may take the form of using
religious works to control. It may involve misusing Scripture
or  twisting  biblical  concepts.  Churches  or  Christian
organizations may be guilty of teaching false doctrine. Even
churches that teach sound doctrine may be guilty allowing
worship  leaders  to  bring  music  into  the  church  with  bad
theology.

Spiritual abuse can also occur when someone in a position of
spiritual authority fails to act. Many of the recent church
scandals took place because church leaders or denominational
leaders  failed  to  act  on  or  report  incidents  of  sexual
harassment or sexual abuse.

Characteristics of Abusive Churches
The book, Churches That Abuse, lists eight characteristics of
abusive churches. You might compare that list to your own
church and to other churches you know.

1.  Abusive  churches  have  a  control-oriented  style  of
leadership.  The  leader  may  be  arrogant  and  dogmatic.  The



leader often is portrayed as more in tune spiritually with
God. Thus, these leaders often are not accountable to anyone.

2.  Second,  the  leader  of  an  abusive  church  often  uses
manipulation to gain complete submission from their members.
These  tactics  may  involve  guilt,  peer  pressure,  and
intimidation. The leader may even suggest that divine judgment
from God will result if you question them.

3. There is a rigid, legalistic lifestyle involving numerous
requirements and minute details for daily life. Members are
pressured to give a certain amount of time and money to the
church. Often members drop out of school, quit working, or
neglect their families to meet a church-designated quota.

4. Abusive churches tend to change their names, especially
once they are exposed by the media. Often this is done because
the  church  received  bad  publicity  or  was  involved  in  a
significant scandal.

5.  Abusive  churches  are  often  denouncing  other  churches
because they see themselves as superior to all other churches.
The church leadership sees itself as the spiritual elite and
the “faithful remnant.” They are the only ones “faithful to
the true gospel.”

6.  Abusive  churches  have  a  persecution  complex  and  view
themselves as being persecuted by the world, the media, and
other Christian churches. Because they see themselves as a
spiritual elite, they also expect persecution from the world
and even feed on it.

7. Abusive churches specifically target young adults between
eighteen and twenty-five years of age. Often, they target
youth  who  are  less  experienced  but  looking  for  a  cause.
Sometimes an abusive church becomes surrogate parents to these
young adults.

8. Members of abusive churches have a great difficulty leaving



and often involves social, psychological, or emotional pain.
Church  members  are  often  afraid  to  leave  because  of
intimidation and social pressure. If they leave, they may be
stalked and harassed by members of the abusive church.

Leaving an Abusive Church
For many of the reasons previously discussed, it is difficult
for members to leave an abusive church. There is significant
emotional and spiritual damage that results. Often, former
members of an abusive church not only leave the church, but
they leave God.

The emotional damage is significant. One author suggested that
victims of church abuse or other forms of spiritual abuse
suffer  PTSD(post-traumatic  stress  disorder).  They  find  it
difficult to trust others, whether leaders in a church or
other leaders in their life.

Victims of abusive churches also find it difficult to find the
right church. That is why Ronald Enroth in his second book and
Ken Blue in his book talk about discerning good from abusive.
Here are a few questions worth considering.

1. Does the church leadership invite dialogue and solicit
advice from others in the church who are not part of the elite
group  of  leaders?  Dogmatic  and  authoritarian  pastors  are
threatened by diverse opinions whether from members or from
people outside the church.

2. Is there a system of accountability or is all the power
located in one person? Dogmatic and authoritarian pastors are
not accountable to anyone. They may have a board of elders who
merely “rubber stamp” any decisions.

3.  Does  the  church  encourage  independent  thinking  and
encourage  members  to  develop  discernment?  Abusive  church
leaders attempt to get all its members to conform. There is a

https://probe.org/abusive-churches-leaving-them-behind/


very low tolerance (sometimes no tolerance) for alternative
perspectives  even  about  insignificant  programs  and  minor
policies about how to run the church.

4. Is family commitment strengthened? Many churches (not just
abusive churches) often demand so much of members that they
begin to neglect their families. If parents are made to feel
guilty for going to their children’s school events when it
might conflict with a routine church meeting or activity,
something is wrong.

5. Is the individual church member growing spiritually or on
the edge of burnout? If you have to constantly attend a myriad
of church meetings and meet a quota (time, talent, treasure)
in order to be given church approval, something is wrong.

When someone leaves an abusive situation, it becomes difficult
to trust others. That is also true when leaving an abusive
church. Going to a different church or study group can be
difficult and even frightening. But these questions help in
choosing a church or organization that will help you grow
spiritually.

Enabling Behavior and a Biblical Response
– Part 1
There are no perfect churches because there are no perfect
people. Sometimes I will hear someone say they are looking for
the perfect church. A good response I have heard is: “If you
find the perfect church, don’t join it because you will ruin
it. You aren’t perfect.”

Every church has its problems, and pastors have a sin nature. 
But it does seem that we are also guilty of enabling behavior
inside the church that isn’t healthy. Here are just a few
statements I have gleaned from various sources.

Christians today often enable spiritual abuse from leaders



because we value charisma over character. A pastor or leader
is often given a platform not because of character but because
he is a dynamic preacher.

Jesus warned His disciples (Matthew 20:25-28) that leaders
should not exercise authority over people. Instead, whoever
wants to become great must lower himself to be a servant. Paul
even warns (2 Timothy 4:3) there will be a time when followers
“will not endure sound doctrine.” Instead, they will want “to
have their ears tickled” by eloquent speakers, who may not
even have sound doctrine.

Paul reminds Timothy (1 Timothy 3:2-3) that a leader in the
church should be “must be above reproach . . . sober-minded,
self-controlled, respectable, hospitable, able to teach, not a
drunkard, not violent but gentle, not quarrelsome, not a lover
of money.”

Peter (1 Peter 5:2-3) instructs the church that leadership
should  “shepherd  the  flock  of  God  that  is  among  you,
exercising oversight, not under compulsion, but willingly, as
God would have you; not for shameful gain, but eagerly; not
domineering over those in your charge, but being examples to
the flock.”

Christians today also enable spiritual abuse when they value
the institution over individuals. We have seen this in our
numerous radio
programs  involving  church  sexual  abuse.  Churches  and
denominations have been too quick to cover up sexual abuse
scandals and intimidate victims. Time and
again we hear them worrying about their reputations or the
reputation of the church or denomination.

Christians  today  enable  spiritual  abuse  when  they  value
division over unity. Pastors and Christian leaders who are
denouncing other churches or denominations can make us feel
good about our church and denomination. But it doesn’t bring



unity. Paul teaches in Ephesians 4:3-6 to “Make every effort
to keep the unity of the Spirit through the bond of peace.
There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called to
one  hope  when  you  were  called;  one  Lord,  one  faith,  one
baptism; one God and Father of all, who is over all and
through all and in all.”

Enabling Behavior and a Biblical Response
– Part 2
Christians  today  enable  spiritual  abuse  when  they  value
performance  over  character.  Churches  are  often  quicker  to
remove a pastor teaching heresy than to remove a pastor with
character deficits. We should address heresy. Peter warns (2
Peter  2:1)  that  there  will  be  “false  prophets  among  the
people, just as there will be false teachers among you. They
will secretly introduce destructive heresies, even denying the
sovereign Lord who bought them, bringing swift destruction on
themselves.”

But some churches or denominations may have pastors or church
leaders who have good theology but poor character. One example
in the New Testament can be found in a man named Diotrephes (3
John 9-12). John plans to confront him because he is self-
willed (likes to put himself first) and rebellious (does not
acknowledge  authority)  and  a  slanderer  (talking  wicked
gossip). Some commentators have called him the first “church
boss”  because  he  uses  power  for  ungodly  ends  within  the
church.

But  notice  that  John  says  nothing  about  him  having  bad
theology. In his previous letters (1 John and 2 John), he does
call out the unbiblical teaching of the false teachers. The
problem with Diotrephes was not theology but psychology. For
all we know, he might have been a good Bible teacher, but his
behavior is the problem. How many churches have turned a blind
eye to character problems with a pastor because he was a good



preacher and brought people into the church?

Christians today enable spiritual abuse when they value anger
and  outrage  over  grace  and  meekness.  Too  often  we  reward
candidates who raise their voice and point their fingers by
electing them to office. We may enjoy a pastor who pounds the
pulpit and condemns society, but is that what is required of a
church leader?

Christians should not be enabling this behavior, they should
be  confronting  this  behavior  and  even  condemning  this
behavior. This first step should be to follow the instructions
of  Jesus  (Matthew  18:15-17)  to  go  directly  to  a  person
engaging in spiritual abuse (after prayer and reflection). If
he listens to you, “you have won your brother over. But if he
will not listen, take one or two others along.” If this is
happening in society, we should speak out against spiritual
abuse and abusive churches.

An important response to spiritual abuse is biblical truth. As
believers we should proclaim the truth. Truth means freedom,
not bondage. Jesus said, “You shall know the truth and the
truth shall make you free” (John 8:32).

Additional Resources
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Ronald  Enroth,  Churches  that  Abuse,  Grand  Rapids,  Mich.:
Zondervan Publishing, 1992.
Ronald  Enroth,  Recovering  from  Churches  that  Abuse,  Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan Publishing, 1994.

June Hunt, Spiritual Abuse: Religion at Its Worst, Dallas:
Hope for the Heart, 2015.
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Civility
We are living in the midst of an epidemic of rudeness and
desperately need civility. Kerby Anderson looks at the rise of
incivility and documents its effects in society, education,
and politics. He concludes by providing a biblical framework
for civility.

The Rise of Incivility
We seem to be living in the midst of an epidemic of rudeness.
Articles in the newspaper document the number of incidents of
road rage. And if you doubt that, just try to merge onto a
busy freeway and see how many drivers honk their horn or try
to cut you off.

And  that’s  just  the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  A  1997  American
Automobile Association report documents a sharp rise in the
use of cars as weapons (people trying to run over other people
on  purpose).  A  Colorado  funeral  director  complains  about
impatient drivers darting in and out of funeral processions.
Instead of waiting for the procession to pass, they threaten
life and limb while ignoring both law and tradition in their
rush to get somewhere.

Rudeness seems to be at an all-time high in airports. There is
the  story  of  the  man  who  was  angry  at  missing  a  flight
connection and threw his suitcase at an eight-month pregnant
airline employee. Or there is the story of the woman who
learned  that  there  were  no  sandwiches  on  her  flight  and
punched the flight attendant and pushed her to the floor. And
there is the tragic story of the man who rushed the cockpit

https://probe.org/civility/


and had to be restrained. In the process of stopping him, the
passengers apparently used too much force and killed him.

Cursing and vulgar language are on the increase. Character
assassination and negative political advertisements are up.
Meanwhile, charitable giving seems to be on the decline along
with volunteerism.

No wonder so many are talking about the need for civility.
George  W.  Bush’s  inaugural  speech  talked  about  “a  new
commitment to live out our nation’s promise through civility,
courage,  compassion  and  character.  America,  at  its  best,
matches  a  commitment  to  principle  with  a  concern  for
civility.”

Commentators  are  wringing  their  hands  over  our  social
distress. Former education secretary and virtues guru William
Bennett  has  addressed  the  issue  of  civility.  Gertrude
Himmelfarb has written about The Demoralization of Society:
From Victorian Virtues to Modern Values. Scott Peck, author of
The Road Less Traveled, has devoted a book to the problem, as
has Yale Law professor Stephen Carter.

Newspapers are running stories asking, “Why are we so rude?”
U.S. News and World Report talks about “The American Uncivil
Wars.”{1}  They  conclude  that  “Crude,  Rude  and  Obnoxious
Behavior Has Replaced Good Manners.”

So in this article I will be addressing this very important
concept of civility. In a sense, it is a second installment on
a previous article I wrote on integrity. If integrity is the
standard  we  use  to  judge  our  own  moral  development,  then
civility is the standard we use to judge our moral interaction
with others.

As we will see, the rules of civility are ultimately the rules
of morality, which are rooted in biblical morality.

https://www.probe.org/integrity/


The Moral Basis of Civility
The word civilité shares the same etymology with words like
civilized and civilization. Quite simply, the root word means
to be “a member of the household.” Just as there are certain
rules that allow family members to live peacefully within a
household, so there are rules of civility that allow us to
live  peacefully  within  a  society.  We  have  certain  moral
responsibilities to one another.

While there have been many philosophical discussions on what
civility is and how it should be practiced, I believe Jesus
simply expressed the goal of civility when he taught that,
“You shall love your neighbor as yourself” (Matthew 22:39). If
we truly love our neighbors, then we should be governed by
moral standards that express concern for others and limit our
own freedom.

Perhaps that is why civility is on the decline. More and more
people live for themselves and do not feel they are morally
accountable  to  anyone  (even  God)  for  their  actions  or
behavior. We are told to “Look Out for #1,” and not to let
anyone limit our freedom to be ourselves.

Civility  also  acknowledges  the  value  of  another  person.
Politeness and manners are not merely to make social life
easier. Stephen Carter, in his book on Civility, says that our
actions and sacrifice are a

. . .[S]ignal of respect for our fellow citizens, marking
them as full equals, both before the law and before God.
Rules of civility are thus also rules of morality; it is
morally proper to treat our fellow citizens with respect,
and morally improper not to. Our crisis of civility is part
of a larger crisis of morality.{2}

Again, this may help answer why civility is on the decline. An
increasing majority in our society no longer believes in moral



absolutes. These deny that absolutes of any kind exist, much
less moral absolutes. So as our crisis of morality unfolds, so
does barbarism and decadence. Civility is what is lost from
society.

If this is so, then the rise of rudeness and incivility cannot
be easily altered. Miss Manners and others have written books
about how our nation can regain its civility. But if the
crisis is greater than a lack of manners (and I believe that
it is), its solution must be found in a greater social change
than  merely  teaching  manners  or  character.  Ultimately,  an
increase in civility must flow out of a moral and religious
change. Spiritual revival and reformation are the ultimate
solutions to the current problem of incivility. And I believe
Christians  should  lead  the  way  by  exemplary  behavior.  In
essence, Christians must be the best citizens and the best
examples of civility in society.

Civility in the Schools
We have documented the rising incivility in our society. What
is so tragic is to find that our children are mimicking the
incivility  of  the  adult  world.  A  poll  conducted  by  the
National Association of Secondary School Principals found that
89 percent of grade school teachers and principals reported
that they “regularly” face abusive language from students.{3}

Contrast this situation with the nature of public education
just a few decades ago. It is likely that when you grew up,
you were instructed in manners and etiquette. The day began
with the pledge of allegiance to the flag, and throughout the
day you were instructed to show respect to your country and to
your teachers.

Today when schools try to teach manners, parents and civil
libertarians often thwart those plans. And when a school does
succeed in teaching civility, the story becomes headline news;
as it was when U.S. News and World Report opened its account



on “The American Uncivil Wars” with a story of a school that
was actually trying to teach manners.{4}

Consider what would have happened a few decades ago if you
misbehaved at school. Your teacher or your principal would
have disciplined you. And when you arrived home, your parents
would have assumed you were disciplined for good reason. They
probably would have punished you again. Now contrast that with
today’s parents who are quick to challenge the teacher or
principal and are often quick to threaten with a lawsuit.

When I was growing up there seemed to be a conspiracy of the
adults against the kids. Every parent and every teacher had
the same set of moral values. So if I misbehaved at Johnny’s
house, I knew that Johnny’s mother had the same set of rules
as my mother. If I misbehaved at school, I knew my teachers
had the same set of rules as my parents.

Today that moral consensus is gone. If anything, we have a
conspiracy of the kids against the adults. Most kids spend
lots of time telling their parents what other parents let
their kids do. We have sunk to the least common denominator in
our morality.

To rebuild civility in our society, we need to begin with the
next  generation.  Sadly  they  are  not  learning  to  respect
authority. They are learning to disrespect authority and to
play one set of parental values against another. And parents
must begin to trust a teacher’s authority. My parents trusted
the  teachers  and  the  school  to  enforce  the  rules
appropriately. Trust and respect are two essential ingredients
in rebuilding a foundation of civility.

Civility in Politics
Often when we talk about the need for civility, we focus on
the  political  arena.  Character  assassination  and  negative
political  advertisements  are  on  the  increase.  Many



commentators lament what they call the “politics of personal
destruction.” And savvy candidates have tried to tap into this
growing concern by calling for greater civility in our public
discourse.

At the outset, we should acknowledge that politics has always
been  a  dirty  business.  More  than  two  centuries  ago,  the
founders of this country often had harsh and critical things
to say about each other during political campaigns. Yet we
also have some very positive examples of civil discussions of
major social ills.

According to Stephen Carter in his book Civility, one shining
example of this is the Civil Rights Movement. “The leaders of
the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC) knew that
the protests would be met with violence, because they were
challenging a violently oppressive system. But they also knew
that  success  would  be  found  not  through  incivility,  but
through the display of moral courage.”

Martin Luther King Jr. and other civil rights leaders trained
their protestors to remain civil and even loving in the face
of repression. He called this the “process of purification,”
and it “involved both prayer and repeated reminders that the
Biblical injunction to love our neighbors is not a command to
love only the nice ones.” It’s instructive to remember that
the  stated  purpose  of  the  Southern  Christian  Leadership
Conference was “to save the soul of the nation.”

Those of us involved in social action today should be mindful
of this as we fight against social ills in our society. I
firmly believe that Christians should be good citizens and
models  of  civility.  That  doesn’t  mean  we  shouldn’t  be
passionate about trying to rectify social problems. And we can
disagree with those who do not hold to a biblical view of
morality.  But  we  should  learn  to  disagree  without  being
disagreeable.  We  should  make  our  case  with  logic  and
compassion. And I believe we will be more successful if we do



so.

Consider the abortion debate. A majority of citizens have a
great deal of ambivalence about abortion. They do not feel
good about abortion on demand, but they also fear what might
happen if abortion was totally banned in this country. Will we
attract these millions of people by being angry, vociferous
Bible-thumpers? Or will we attract them by being thoughtful,
compassionate Christians who demonstrate our love for both
mother and child at crisis pregnancy centers? I think the
answer should be obvious, and that is the power of civility in
the public arena.

Civility: A Biblical Framework
At the heart of civility is the biblical command to love your
neighbor as yourself. While it is relatively easy to love
people who are your friends or people who are nice to you, the
real test of Christian love comes when we are with strangers
or  with  people  who  are  not  civil  to  you.  When  we  find
ourselves in the presence of strangers, we should treat them
with dignity and respect even if they are not civil to us.
Even if they are not gracious toward us, we should not repay
them with incivility. Romans 12:21 says, “Do not be overcome
by evil, but overcome evil with good.”

Our duty to be civil to others should not depend on whether we
like them or agree with their moral or political perspectives.
They may be disagreeable, and we are free to disagree with
them, but we should do so by giving grace. Often such a gentle
response can change a discussion or dialogue. Proverbs 15:1
reminds us that, “A gentle answer turns away wrath.”

Civility also requires humility. A civil person acknowledges
that he or she does not possess all wisdom and knowledge.
Therefore,  one  should  listen  to  others  and  consider  the
possibility that they might be right and that he is wrong.
Philippians 2:3 says, “Do nothing from selfishness or empty



conceit, but with humility of mind let each of you regard one
another as more important than himself.”

Civility also requires that we watch what we say. The Bible
clearly warns us of the danger of the tongue (James 3:5-8). We
should work to cleanse our language of harsh, critical, and
condemning words. We should rid ourselves of nasty and vulgar
language.  Ephesians  4:29  says,  “Let  no  unwholesome  word
proceed from your mouth, but only such a word as is good for
edification according to the need of the moment, that it may
give grace to those who hear.”

If Christians want to reform society and return to civility,
one excellent model is William Wilberforce (1759-1833). Most
people know Wilberforce as the man who brought an end to the
British slave trade. He served for half a century in the House
of Commons. And led by his Christian faith, he tirelessly
worked for the abolition of slavery. But that was only one of
the “two great objects” of his life. The other, even more
daunting was his attempt to transform the civil and moral
climate of his times. Although he is known as an abolitionist,
the  other  great  accomplishment  of  his  life  was  in  the
reformation  of  manners.

I believe he provides a positive example of how Christians
should  engage  the  world.  We  should  do  so  with  courage,
compassion, character, and civility.
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Inconvenient Truth 2.0
Kerby  Anderson  revisits  Al  Gore’s  claims  of  environmental
alarmism in the 20-year-old film An Inconvenient Truth.

Next  month  is  the  20th  anniversary  of  Al  Gore’s  film,  An
Inconvenient Truth, which hit theaters in May 2006. Bjorn
Lomborg reminds us that “the film, with its dramatic visuals
and dire warnings, transformed the issue of climate change
from a niche ecological concern into a front-page crisis.”

The film’s predictions about escalating catastrophes did not
materialize,  and  its  policy  prescriptions  failed.  He  also
reminds us that approximately $16 trillion has been spent in
pursuit of its vision, and yet it has delivered few benefits.

The film painted a bleak picture of the future with climate
change driving ever-worsening disasters. For example, the film
warned  of  polar  bears  vanishing,  using  computer-generated
images of them drowning because of melting ice. But polar bear
populations have doubled. The film predicted a significant
increase in hurricanes. Global data from satellites have shown
a slight decline.

The proposed policies cost trillions and had little impact. We
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were told that wind and solar were the cheap solutions to
climate change. All we had to do was swiftly implement these
technologies to save the planet.

Instead, nations have found that as they ramp up their share
of such renewables, electricity prices soar. As his chart
shows, there is no cheap green electricity.

Perhaps  the  worse  fallout  from  the  film  has  been  climate
hysteria that encourages activists to glue themselves to roads
and to vandalize paintings. Bjorn Lomborg believes climate
change is a challenge, but not a catastrophe. Twenty years
later, the biggest catastrophe is the film.

This  post  was  first  published  at
pointofview.net/viewpoints/inconvenient-truth-2-0/  on  April
17, 2026.
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Transhumanism  and  Artificial
Intelligence
Kerby Anderson provides an overview of transhumanism and AI,
considering its impact on us and our families.

Over  the  last  few  years,  we  have  heard  more  pundits  and
futurists talk about transhumanism. What is this philosophy?
How will it affect our families and us? How should a Christian
think about transhumanism?

Transhumanism is an intellectual and cultural movement that
seeks to transform the human condition. The leaders of this
movement want to use the developing technologies to eliminate
aging and enhance human potential (physical, psychological,
and mental).

Nick Bostrom explains that transhumanism views human nature as
a “work-in-progress, a half-baked beginning that we can learn
to  remold  in  desirable  ways.”  He  goes  on  to  explain  the
transhumanist vision: “Transhumanists hope that by responsible
use of science, technology, and other rational means we shall
eventually manage to become posthumans, beings with vastly
greater capacities than present human beings have.”{1}

Two primary ways they want to do this is through genetic
engineering  and  artificial  intelligence.  They  want  to
genetically  create  “the  new  man,”  and  they  want  to  use
technology to merge humans with machines.

The genetic part of this equation claims that we can use gene
splicing and other genetic modification techniques so that
genes can be easily transferred between species. But we should
be concerned about geneticists who want to create a superhuman
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race. Leon Kass warned that “Engineering the engineer seems to
differ in kind from engineering the engine.”{2}

The  other  part  of  the  equation  concerns  technology.  The
leaders of transhumanism believe we are on the cusp of a
technological threshold in both artificial intelligence and
human-machine technology.

The “humanism” in transhumanism reminds us that this is a
philosophy  rooted  in  Enlightenment  humanism.  But  it  is
different. Whereas the goal of humanism was to develop the
ideal human, the goal of transhumanism is to transcend what we
have traditionally considered human.

The Transhumanist Declaration provides eight key points to
describe what the signers believe should be the future of
humans.{3} It begins with this claim: “Humanity stands to be
profoundly affected by science and technology in the future.
We envision the possibility of broadening human potential by
overcoming  aging,  cognitive  shortcomings,  involuntary
suffering, and our confinement to planet Earth.”

Two Principles of Transhumanism
Now I would like to look at the two foundational principles of
transhumanism.

The first principle is “metaman.” Futurists predict that our
current human condition will evolve into being a cyborg (short
for  cybernetic  organism).  Our  bodies  will  be  joined  to
machines as we “evolve” through technological progress.

Transhumanists  believe  we  will  have  immense  knowledge  and
information  because  of  the  rapid  advances  in  artificial
intelligence  and  computing  power.  These  advances  will
eventually exceed human intelligence. Meanwhile, advances in
genetic engineering will allow scientists to modify the human
body to keep pace with these technological advances.



This is the two-fold hope of the transhumanists: artificial
intelligence  and  genetic  engineering.  One  represents
biological change through mixing and matching genes. The other
presents the merging of human intelligence with artificial
intelligence.

In fact, the hope is to create a superorganism through the
transference of genes between species. This may even eradicate
the differences between species. One scientist even suggested
that  tampering  with  the  genetic  codes  of  all  plants  and
animals on this planet would cause the “definition of human
beings  to  drift.”{4}  Humans  would  merge  with  the  rest  of
nature, thereby creating a planetary superorganism he calls
“Metaman.”

In essence, transhumanists would like to erase any distinction
between human, other forms in nature, and machines. Humans
would now control the future direction of evolution and merge
all  forms  of  life  and  non-life  together  in  one  enormous
superorganism.

The second principle is “the singularity.” Transhumanists wait
for the arrival of a technological threshold that will be
achieved  through  artificial  intelligence.  Futurists  predict
that sometime in the middle of this century, we will achieve
what  transhumanists  call  “the  singularity.”{5}  The  current
distinction between humanity and nature and machine will fade
and there will no longer be any barriers between the natural
world and artificial world.

This  utopian  view  assumes  that  humans  will  be  able  to
transcend the limitations of our biological bodies and brains.
There will no longer be any distinction between humans and
machines.  And  this,  say  the  transhumanists,  will  allow
humanity to no longer be resigned to death as the end. All of
this, they predict, will usher in a technological millennium.



History of Artificial Intelligence
The term artificial intelligence was coined in 1956 by the
American computer scientist John McCarthy. He defines it as
“getting a computer to do things which, when done by people,
are said to involve intelligence.” Unfortunately, there is no
standard  definition  of  what  constitutes  AI.  Part  of  the
problem  is  the  lack  of  agreement  on  what  constitutes
intelligence  and  how  it  relates  to  machines.

McCarthy proposes that “Intelligence is the computational part
of the ability to achieve goals in the world. Varying kinds
and degrees of intelligence occur in people, many animals, and
some machines.”{6} This would include such capabilities as
logic, reasoning, conceptualization, self-awareness, learning,
emotional knowledge, planning, creativity, abstract thinking,
and problem solving.

Researchers have for decades hoped to build machines that
could do anything the human brain could do. Progress was slow
for many decades but has accelerated in the last few years. A
significant breakthrough occurred in 2012, when an idea called
the  neural  network  shifted  the  entire  field.  This  is  a
mathematical system that learns skills by finding statistical
patterns in enormous amounts of data.

The next big step came around 2018 with large language models.
Companies such as Google, Microsoft, and OpenAI began building
neural networks trained on vast amounts of text including
digital  books,  academic  papers,  and  Wikipedia  articles.
Surprisingly, these systems learned to write unique prose and
computer code and to carry on sophisticated conversations.
This breakthrough has been called “generative AI.”

These AI algorithms are based on intricate webs of neural
networks and allow for what is considered “deep learning.”
These advanced AI systems collect huge amounts of data and can
correct mistakes and even anticipate future problems.



The benefits are significant. Factory automation, self-driving
cars, efficient use of resources, correlating massive amounts
of data, and fewer errors in medical diagnoses are just a few
of the many ways in which AI will improve our lives in the
21st century.

Unfortunately, AI poses dangers to us.

Dangers of Artificial Intelligence
Although  artificial  intelligence  offers  some  significant
benefits, it also poses many dangers. The authors of the open
letter on AI warn that human beings are not ready for a
powerful  AI  under  present  conditions  or  even  in  the
foreseeable future. What happens after AI becomes smarter than
humans? That is a question that bothered Eliezer Yudkowsky. In
his opinion piece for Time magazine, he argued that “We Need
to Shut It All Down.”{7}

He warned that “Many researchers steeped in these issues,
including  myself,  expect  that  the  most  likely  result  of
building a superhumanly smart AI, under anything remotely like
the current circumstances, is that literally everyone on Earth
will die.” He doesn’t think this is merely a possibility but
believes it is a virtual certainty.

He  uses  this  illustration  to  drive  home  his  point:  “To
visualize a hostile superhuman AI, don’t imagine a lifeless
book-smart thinker dwelling inside the internet and sending
ill-intentioned  emails.  Visualize  an  entire  alien
civilization,  thinking  at  millions  of  times  human  speeds,
initially confined to computers—in a world of creatures that
are, from its perspective, very stupid and very slow.”

Bill Gates understands both the benefits and dangers of AI. He
explains that the “development of AI is as fundamental as the
creation of the microprocessor, the personal computer, the
Internet, and the mobile phone.” While these changes in how we



work, learn, and communicate are good, there is also “the
possibility that AIs will run out of control.”{8}

He asks, “Could a machine decide that humans are a threat,
conclude that its interests are different from ours, or simply
stop caring about us?” He recognizes that “superintelligent
AIs are in our future” and that they “will be able to do
everything that a human brain can, but without any practical
limits on the size of its memory or the speed at which it
operates.” However, these “strong AIs” will “probably be able
to establish their own goals.” Those would likely conflict
with our best interests.

Notice the number of dystopian movies where the machines have
taken  over.  That  would  include  movies  like  2001:  A  Space
Odyssey, Avengers: Age of Ultron, I, Robot, the Matrix series,
and the Terminator series. That is why many people fear how AI
will be used in the future.

Biblical Perspective
How  should  Christians  respond  to  transhumanism?  We  should
begin  by  looking  at  the  philosophical  foundation  of  this
movement. It begins with a belief that there is no God and we
are responsible for our own destiny. It also is based upon an
evolutionary foundation that assumes that we are the product
of millions of years of chance process.

The leaders of transhumanism see genetic engineering as a tool
to be used to speed up the process of evolution. We can use
genetics to enhance and improve the human race. If we believe
that humans are merely the product of the undirected force of
evolution, then certainly intelligent scientists can “improve
on nature.”

The evolutionary argument goes like this. Humans die due to
some  technological  glitch  (e.g.,  heart  stops  beating).
Therefore, “Every technical problem has a technical solution.



We don’t need to wait for the Second Coming in which to
overcome death. A couple of geeks in a lab can do it. If
traditionally  death  was  the  specialty  of  priests  and
theologians,  now  the  engineers  are  taking  over.”{9}

The leaders of transhumanism believe we should use technology
to improve the human race so that we are perfect and immortal.
In many ways, this technological imperative harkens back to
the  Tower  of  Babel  (Genesis  11).  Instead,  we  should  use
technology  wisely  as  we  exercise  dominion  over  the  world
(Genesis 1:28).

Here are a few biblical principles. First, we begin with the
reality  that  each  human  being  in  created  in  God’s  image
(Genesis  1:26-27,  Psalm  139:13-16,  Isaiah  43:6-7,  Jeremiah
1:5,  Ephesians  4:24).  We  have  been  given  dominion  and
stewardship over the creation (Genesis 1:28, Colossians 1:16)
and should reject any form of technology that would usurp or
subvert that stewardship responsibility.

Second,  humans  are  created  as  moral  agents.  Computer
technology can aid us in making moral decisions because of its
powerful ability to process data. But we can never cede our
moral responsibility to those same computers. God will hold us
responsible for the moral or immoral decisions we make (Roman
2:6-8, Galatians 5:19-21, 2 Peter 1:5-8). We should never give
computers that authority.

We  should  reject  the  vision  of  transhumanism  that  looks
forward to the day in which man and machine become one in the
singularity. We must reject the idea that this is the next
step  in  human  evolution.  We  should  reject  the  worship  of
technology and reject the idea that AI will make us more
human. And we should reject the false utopian vision of a
world when machines are given co-equal value to humans created
in the image of God (Genesis 1:26-27).

Notes



1. Nick Bostrom, “Transhumanist Values,” Ethical Issues for
the Twenty-First Century (2005): 3-14.
2. Kass, Leon. “The New Biology: What Price Relieving Man’s
Estate?” Science, 19 November 1971, 779.
3.  Transhumanism  Declaration,
www.humanityplus.org/the-transhumanist-declaration.
4. Gregory Stock, Metaman: The Merging of Humans and Machines
Into a Global Superorganism, NY: Simon and Schuster, 165.
5. Ray Kurtzweil, The Singularity Is Near, NY: Penguin, 2005.
6.  John  McCarthy,  “What  is  AI/Basic  Questions,”
jmc.stanford.edu/artificial-intelligence/what-is-ai/index.html
7. Eliezer Yudkowsky, “Pausing AI Developments Isn’t Enough.
We Need to Shut it All Down,” Time, March 29, 2023.
8. Bill Gates, “The Age of AI has Begun,” March 21, 2023,
www.gatesnotes.com/The-Age-of-AI-Has-Begun.
9. Yuval Noah Harari, Homo Deus: A Brief History of Tomorrow,
London: Penguin, 2016, 23.

For Further Reading

Kerby Anderson, Christian Ethics in Plain Language, Nashville,
TN: Thomas Nelson, 2005, chapter 20.
Kerby Anderson, Technology and Social Trends Cambridge, OH:
Christian Publishers, 2016, chapter 3.
Jacob Shatzer, Transhumanism and the Image of God Downers
Grove, IL: IVP Press, 2019.
Lawrence  Terlizzese,  Into  the  Void:  The  Coming  Transhuman
Transformation, Cambridge, OH: Christian Publishers, 2016.

©2024 Probe Ministries

https://www.humanityplus.org/the-transhumanist-declaration
http://jmc.stanford.edu/artificial-intelligence/what-is-ai/index.html
https://www.gatesnotes.com/The-Age-of-AI-Has-Begun

