
Answering the New Atheists –
A  Christian  Addresses  Their
Arguments
Kerby Anderson counters the claim by popular new atheists that
Christianity (along with other religions) is blind, irrational
and without any evidence. Kerby demonstrates that contrary to
the atheists’ claims God is not an invention of mankind, that
faith is not dangerous, and that science and Christianity
support one another. From a Christian point of view, the new
atheists are bringing out tired old arguments that don’t stand
up to rational scrutiny.

Is Faith Irrational?
Many of the best selling books over the last few years have
been written by the New Atheists. I’d like to consider some of
the criticisms brought by these individuals and provide brief
answers. You may never meet one of these authors, but you are
quite likely to encounter these arguments as you talk with
people who are skeptical about Christianity.

For our discussion, we will be using the general outline of
the  book  Is  God  Just  a  Human  Invention?  written  by  Sean
McDowell and Jonathan Morrow.{1} I would encourage you to read
the  book  for  a  fuller  discussion  not  only  of  the  topics
considered here but of many others as well.

You  cannot  read  a  book  by  the  New  Atheists  without
encountering their claim that religion is blind, irrational,
and without any evidence. Richard Dawkins makes his feelings
known by the title of one of his books: The God Delusion.

Why does he say that? He says religions are not evidentially
based:  “In  all  areas  except  religion,  we  believe  what  we
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believe as a result of evidence.”{2} In other words, religious
faith is a blind faith not based upon evidence like other
academic  disciplines.  So  he  concludes  that  religion  is  a
“nonsensical enterprise” that “poisons everything.”{3}

Each of the New Atheists makes a similar statement. Dawkins
states that faith is a delusion, a “persistent false belief
held in the face of strong contradictory evidence.”{4} Daniel
Dennett claims Christians are addicted to blind faith.{5} And
Sam Harris argues that “Faith is generally nothing more than
the permission religious people give one another to believe
things without evidence.”{6}

Is  this  true?  Do  religious  people  have  a  blind  faith?
Certainly some religious people exercise blind faith. But is
this true of all religions, including Christianity? Of course
not. The enormous number of Christian books on topics ranging
from apologetics to theology demonstrate that the Christian
faith is based upon evidence.

But we might turn the question around on the New Atheists. You
say that religious faith is not based upon evidence. What is
your evidence for that broad, sweeping statement? Where is the
evidence for your belief that faith is blind?

Orthodox Christianity has always emphasized that faith and
reason go together. Biblical faith is based upon historical
evidence. It is not belief in spite of the evidence, but it is
belief because of the evidence.

The  Bible,  for  example,  says  that  Jesus  appeared  to  the
disciples and provided “many convincing proofs, appearing to
them over a period of forty days and speaking of ​​the things
concerning the kingdom of God” (Acts 1:3).

Peter  appealed  to  evidence  and  to  eyewitnesses  when  he
preached about Jesus as “a man attested to you by God with
mighty works and wonders and signs that God did through him in
your midst, as you yourselves know” (Acts 2:22).



The Christian faith is not a blind faith. It is a faith based
upon evidence. In fact, some authors contend that it takes
more faith to be an atheist than to believe in God.{7}

Is God a Human Invention?
Human beings are religious. We are not only talking about
people in the past who believe in God. Billions of people
today  believe  in  God.  Why?  The  New  Atheists  have  a  few
explanations for why people believe in God even though they
say God does not exist.

One explanation that goes all the way back to Sigmund Freud is
projection. He wrote that religious beliefs are “illusions,
fulfillments of the oldest, strongest, and most urgent wishes
of mankind.”{8} In other words, we project the existence of
God based on a human need. It is wish fulfillment. We wish
there would be a God, so we assume that he exists.

As Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow point out in their book,
there are five good reasons to reject this idea. One objection
is that Freud’s argument begs the question. In other words, it
assumes that there is no God and then merely tries to find an
explanation for why someone would believe in God anyway.

The projection theory can also cut both ways. If you argue
that humans created God out of a need for security, then you
could also just as easily argue that atheists believe there is
no God because they want to be free and unencumbered by a
Creator who might make moral demands on them.

Perhaps the reasons humans have a desire for the divine is
because  that  is  the  only  thing  that  will  satisfy  their
spiritual hunger. C.S. Lewis argued that “Creatures are not
born  with  desires  unless  satisfaction  for  those  desires
exists. A baby feels hunger: well, there is such a thing as
food. A duckling wants to swim: well, there is such a thing as
water. Men feel sexual desires: well, there is such a thing as



sex. If I find in myself a desire, which no experience in this
world can satisfy, the most probable explanation is that I was
made for another world. Probably earthly pleasures were never
made to satisfy it, but only arouse it, to suggest the real
thing.”{9}

Some atheists suggest that perhaps we are genetically wired to
believe in God. One example would be the book by Dean Hamer
entitled The God Gene: How Faith is Hardwired into Our Genes.
It is worth noting that even the author thought the title was
overstated and at least admitted that there “probably is no
single  gene.”{10}  Since  the  publication  of  the  book,  its
conclusions have been shown to be exaggerated. Francis Collins
served as the director of the Human Genome Project and has
plainly stated that there is no gene for spirituality.

Richard  Dawkins  believes  that  religious  ideas  might  have
survived  natural  selection  as  “units  of  cultural
inheritance.”{11} He calls these genetic replicators memes.
Although  he  has  coined  the  term,  he  is  also  quick  to
acknowledge that we don’t know what memes are or where they
might reside.

One critic said that “Memetics is no more than a cumbersome
terminology for saying what everybody knows and that can be
more usefully said in the dull terminology of information
transfer.”{12} Alister McGrath perceives a flaw: “Since the
meme is not warranted scientifically, we are to conclude that
there is a meme for belief in memes? The meme concept then
dies the slow death of self-referentiality, in that, if taken
seriously,  the  idea  explains  itself  as  much  as  anything
else.”{13}

There is another explanation that we can find in the Bible.
Why  do  most  people  believe  in  a  God?  The  writer  of
Ecclesiastes  (3:11)  observes  that  it  is  God  who  has  “set
eternity in the hearts of men.”



Is Religion Dangerous?
The New Atheists contend that religion is not just false; it’s
also dangerous. Sam Harris believes it should be treated like
slavery  and  eradicated.{14}  Christopher  Hitchens  wants  to
rally his fellow atheists against religion: “It has become
necessary to know the enemy, and to prepare to fight it.”{15}
Richard Dawkins is even more specific: “I am attacking God,
all gods, anything and everything supernatural, wherever and
whenever they have been invented.”{16}

Much  of  the  criticism  against  religion  revolves  around
violence. We do live in a violent world, and religion has
often been the reason (or at least the justification) for
violent acts. But the New Atheists are kidding themselves if
they think that a world without religion would usher in a
utopia  where  there  is  no  longer  violence,  oppression,  or
injustice.

Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow point out in their book on
the New Atheists that details matter when you are examining
religion. Injustices by the Taliban in Afghanistan ought not
to be used as part of the cumulative cases against religion in
general or Christianity in particular. The fact that there are
Muslim terrorists in the world today does not mean that all
Muslims are dangerous. And it certainly doesn’t mean that
Christianity is dangerous.

Alister  McGrath  reminds  us  that  “all  ideals—divine,
transcendent, human or invented—are capable of being abused.
That’s just the way human nature is. And that happens to
religion as well. Belief in God can be abused, and we need to
be very clear, in the first place, that abuse happens, and in
the second, that we need to confront and oppose this. But
abuse of an ideal does not negate its validity.”{17}

Religion is not the problem. People are the problem because
they are sinful and live in a fallen world. Keith Ward puts



this in perspective:

No one would deny that there have been religious wars in
human  history.  Catholics  have  fought  Protestants,  Sunni
Muslims have fought Shi’a Muslims, and Hindus have fought
Muslims. However, no one who has studied history could deny
that most wars in human history have not been religious. And
in the case of those that have been religious, the religious
component  has  usually  been  associated  with  some  non-
religious, social, ethnic, or political component that has
exerted a powerful influence on the conflicts.{18}

The New Atheists, however, still want to contend that religion
is dangerous while refusing to accept that atheism has been a
major reason for death and destruction. If you were to merely
look  at  body  count,  the  three  atheistic  regimes  of  the
twentieth century (Hitler in Nazi Germany, Stalin in Russia,
and Mao in China) are responsible for more than 100 million
deaths.

Dinesh D’Souza explains that “Religion-inspired killing simply
cannot  compete  with  the  murders  perpetrated  by  atheist
regimes.” Even when you take into account the differences in
the world’s population, he concludes that “death caused by
Christian rulers over a five-hundred-year period amounts to
only 1 percent of the deaths caused by Stalin, Hitler, and Mao
in the space of a few decades.”{19}

Religion  is  not  the  problem;  people  are  the  problem.  And
removing religion and God from a society doesn’t make it less
dangerous. The greatest death toll in history took place in
the last century in atheistic societies.

Is the Universe Just Right for Life?
The New Atheists argue that even though the universe looks
like  it  was  designed,  the  laws  of  science  can  explain



everything in the universe without God. Richard Dawkins, for
example, says that “A universe with a creative superintendent
would  be  a  very  different  kind  of  universe  from  one
without.”{20}

Scientists have been struck by how the laws that govern the
universe  are  delicately  balanced.  One  scientist  used  the
analogy of a room full of dials (each representing a different
physical constant). All of the dials are set perfectly. Move
any dial to the left or to the right and you no longer have
the universe. Some scientists have even called the universe a
“Goldilocks universe” because all of the physical constants
are “just right.”

British  astronomer  Fred  Hoyle  remarked,  “A  commonsense
interpretation of the facts suggests that a super intellect
has monkeyed with physics, as well as chemistry and biology,
and that there are no blind forces worth speaking about in
nature.”{21}

McDowell and Morrow provide a number of examples of the fine
tuning of the universe. First is the expansion rate of the
universe. “If the balance between gravity and the expansion
rate  were  altered  by  one  part  in  one  million,  billion,
billion, billion, billion, billion, billion, there would be no
galaxies, stars, planets, or life.”{22} Second is the fine
tuning  of  ratio  of  the  electromagnetic  force  to  the
gravitational force. That must be balanced to one part in 10

to the 40th power. That is 1 with 40 zeroes following it.

Scientists also realize that planet Earth has extremely rare
conditions that allow it to support life at a time when most
of the universe is uninhabitable. Consider just these six
conditions: (1) Life must be in the right type of galaxy, (2)
life must be in the right location in the galaxy, (3) life
must have the right type of star, (4) life must have the right
relationship to the host star, (5) life needs surrounding
planets for protection, and (6) life requires the right type



of moon.{23}

Scientists (including the New Atheists) are aware of the many
fine tuned aspects of the universe. They respond by pointing
out that since we could only exist in a fine-tuned universe,
we shouldn’t be surprised that it is fine tuned. But merely
claiming that we could not observe ourselves except in such a
universe doesn’t really answer the question why we are in one
in the first place.

Richard Dawkins admits that there is presently no naturalistic
explanation  for  the  find-tuning  of  the  universe.<a
href=”#text24>{24} But he is quick to add that doesn’t argue
for the existence of God. And that is certainly true. We know
about  God  and  His  character  from  revelation,  not  from
scientific observation and experimentation. But we do see the
evidence that the design of the universe implies a Designer.

Are Science and Christianity in Conflict?
The New Atheists believe that science and Christianity are in
conflict  with  one  another.  They  trust  science  and  the
scientific method, and therefore reject religion in general
and Christianity in particular.

Sam Harris says, “The conflict between religion and science is
unavoidable. The success of science often comes at the expense
of religious dogma; the maintenance of religious dogma always
comes at the expense of science.”{25}

Richard  Dawkins  believes  religion  is  anti-intellectual.  He
says: “I am hostile to fundamentalist religion because it
actively  debauches  the  scientific  enterprise  .  .  .  .  It
subverts science and saps the intellect.”{26}

Are  science  and  Christianity  at  odds  with  one  another?
Certainly there have been times in the past when that has been
the case. But to only focus on those conflicts is to miss the



larger point that modern science grew out of a Christian world
view. In a previous radio program based upon the book Origin
Science by Dr. Norman Geisler and me, I explain Christianity’s
contribution to the rise of modern science.{27}

Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow also point out in their book
that most scientific pioneers were theists. This includes such
notable as Nicolas Copernicus, Robert Boyle, Isaac Newton,
Blaise Pascal, Johannes Kepler, Louis Pasteur, Francis Bacon,
and Max Planck. Many of these men actually pursued science
because of their belief in the Christian God.

Alister McGrath challenges this idea that science and religion
are in conflict with one another. He says, “Once upon a time,
back in the second half of the nineteenth century, it was
certainly possible to believe that science and religion were
permanently at war. . . . This is now seen as a hopelessly
outmoded historical stereotype that scholarship has totally
discredited.”{28}

The New Atheists believe they have an answer to this argument.
Christopher Hitchens discounts the religious convictions of
their scientific pioneers. He argues that belief in God was
the  only  option  for  a  scientist  at  the  time.{29}  But  if
religious  believers  get  no  credit  for  the  positive
contributions  to  science  (e.g.,  developing  modern  science)
because  “everyone  was  religious,”  then  why  should  their
negative  actions  (e.g.,  atrocities  done  in  the  name  of
religion)  discredit  them?  It  is  a  double  standard.  The
argument actually ignores how a biblical worldview shaped the
scientific enterprise.{30}

The arguments of the New Atheists may sound convincing, but
once you strip away the hyperbole and false charges, there
isn’t much left.

If you would like to know how to answer the arguments of the
New  Atheists,  I  suggest  you  visit  the  Probe  Web  page  at
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www.probe.org and also consider getting a copy of the book by
Sean McDowell and Jonathan Morrow. You will be able to answer
the objections of atheists and be better equipped to defend
your faith.
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The Federalist Papers
Kerby  Anderson  takes  through  a  summary  of  the  Federalist
Papers as seen from a biblical worldview perspective.  Does a
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Christian  view  of  man  and  government  undergird  these
foundational documents?  Kerby considers this question.

Introduction
The Federalist Papers are a collection of eighty-
five essays written by James Madison, Alexander
Hamilton, and John Jay between October 1787 and May
1788. They were written at the time to convince New
York State to ratify the U.S. Constitution.

They  are  perhaps  the  most  famous  newspaper  columns  ever
written,  and  today  constitute  one  of  the  most  important
documents  of  America’s  founding  period.  They  provide  the
justification for the Constitution and address some of the
most important political issues associated with popular self-
government.

Clinton  Rossiter  says  that  “The  Federalist  is  the  most
important  work  in  political  science  that  has  ever  been
written,  or  is  likely  ever  to  be  written,  in  the  United
States. . . . It would not be stretching the truth more than a
few inches to say that The Federalist stands third only to the
Declaration of Independence and the Constitution itself among
all the sacred writings of American political history.”{1}
Jacob Cooke agrees. He believes that “The United States has
produced three historic documents of major importance: The
Declaration  of  Independence,  the  Constitution,  and  The
Federalist.” {2}

All the essays were signed “Publius” even though they were
written by three different authors (Hamilton wrote fifty-two,
Madison wrote twenty-eight, and Jay wrote five). Political
leaders in New York opposed the new government because the
state had become an independent nation under the Articles of
Confederation and was becoming rich through tariffs on trade
with other states. When it became apparent that New York would
not ratify the Constitution, Alexander Hamilton enlisted the
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aid  of  James  Madison  (who  was  available  because  the
Continental Congress was sitting in New York) and John Jay.
Unfortunately, Jay was injured and was only able to complete a
few essays.

There are many reasons for the importance of The Federalist
Papers. First, the authors were significant figures during the
founding era. James Madison is considered the architect of the
Constitution  and  later  served  as  President  of  the  United
States.  Alexander  Hamilton  served  in  George  Washington’s
cabinet and was a major force in setting U.S. economic policy.
John Jay became the first Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme
Court. Each of these men was present at the constitutional
convention and was respected by their peers.

Second, The Federalist Papers provide the most systematic and
comprehensive analysis of the constitution. Not only do the
authors explain the structure of the constitution, but they
also defend their decisions against the critics of their day.
They were, after all, writing to convince New York to ratify
the constitution.

Third,  The  Federalist  Papers  explain  the  motives  of  the
Founding Fathers. Often when Supreme Court justices are trying
to discern the founder’s intentions, they appeal to these
writings.{3}  The  Federalist  Papers  are  the  most  important
interpretative  source  of  constitutional  interpretation  and
give important insight into the framers’ intent and purpose
for the Constitution.

Human Nature
The writers of The Federalist Papers were concerned about the
relationship between popular government and human nature. They
were  well  aware  that  human  beings  have  the  propensity  to
pursue short-term self-interest often at the expense of long-
term benefits. The writers were also concerned that factions



that  formed  around  these  areas  of  immediate  self-interest
could  ultimately  destroy  the  moral  foundations  of  civil
government.

James Madison argued in Federalist Paper #51 that government
must be based upon a realistic view of human nature:

But  what  is  government  itself  but  the  greatest  of  all
reflections  on  human  nature?  If  men  were  angels,  no
government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men,
neither external nor internal controls on government would
be  necessary.  In  framing  a  government  which  is  to  be
administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in
this: you must first enable the government to control the
governed;  and  in  the  next  place  oblige  it  to  control
itself.{4}

The writers of The Federalist Papers certainly believed that
there was a positive aspect to human nature. They often talk
about reason, virtue, and morality. But they also recognized
there was a negative aspect to human nature. They believed
that  framing  a  republic  required  a  balance  of  power  that
liberates human dignity and rationality and controls human sin
and depravity.

As there is a degree of depravity in mankind which requires a
certain degree of circumspection and distrust, so there are
other  qualities  in  human  nature  which  justify  a  certain
portion  of  esteem  and  confidence.  Republican  government
presupposes  the  existence  of  these  qualities  in  a  higher
degree than any other form.{5}

As  we  will  discuss  in  more  detail  later,  James  Madison
concluded  from  his  study  of  governments  that  they  were
destroyed by factions. He believed this factionalism was due
to  “the  propensity  of  mankind,  to  fall  into  mutual
animosities” (Federalist Paper #10) which he believed were
“sown in the nature of man.” Constitutional scholars have



concluded that “the fallen nature of man influenced Madison’s
view of law and government.”{6} He therefore concluded that
government must be based upon a more realistic view which also
accounts for this sinful side of human nature.

A Christian view of government is based upon a balanced view
of human nature. It recognizes both human dignity (we are
created in God’s image) and human depravity (we are sinful
individuals).  Because  both  grace  and  sin  operate  in
government,  we  should  neither  be  too  optimistic  nor  too
pessimistic. We should view governmental affairs with a deep
sense of biblical realism.

Factions and the Republic
The writers of The Federalist Papers were concerned about the
previous history of republics. Alexander Hamilton writes that
“the history of the petty republics of Greece and Italy” can
only evoke “horror and disgust” since they rocked back and
forth from “the extremes of tyranny and anarchy.”

James  Madison  focused  on  the  problem  of  factions.  “By  a
faction I understand a number of citizens, whether amounting
to a majority or minority of the whole, who are united and
actuated by some common impulse of passion, or of interest,
adverse to the rights of the citizens, or to the permanent and
aggregate interests of the community.”{7}

Madison believed there were only two ways to cure the problem
of factions: remove the causes or control the effects. He
quickly dismisses the first since it would either destroy
liberty or require everyone to have “the same opinions, the
same passions, and the same interests.”

He further acknowledges that “causes of faction are thus sown
in the nature of man.” So he rejects the idea of changing
human nature. And he also rejects the idea that a political
leader will be able to deal with the problem of factions: “It



is vain to say that enlightened statesmen will be able to
adjust  these  clashing  interests  and  render  them  all
subservient to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will not
always be at the helm.”{8}

Madison believed the solution could be found in the extended
republic that the framers created. While a small republic
might  be  shattered  by  factions,  the  larger  number  of
representatives that would be chosen would “guard against the
cabals of a few.”

Also, since “each representative will be chosen by a greater
number of citizens, it will be more difficult for unworthy
candidates to practice with success the vicious arts by which
elections are too often carried.” Also, the voters are “more
likely to center on men who possess the most attractive merit
and the most diffusive and established characters.”{9}

Madison  also  believed  that  this  extended  republic  would
minimize the possibility of one faction pushing forward it
agenda  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  This  was  due  to  the
“greater  number  of  citizens  and  extent  of  territory.”  A
smaller society would most likely have fewer distinct parties.
But if you extend the sphere, you increase the variety and
interests  of  the  parties.  And  it  is  less  likely  any  one
faction could dominate the political arena.

Madison realized the futility of trying to remove passions or
human sinfulness, and instead designed a system that minimized
the influence of factions and still provided the greatest
amount of liberty for its citizens.

Separation of Powers
The writers of The Federalist Papers were concerned with the
potential abuse of power, and set forth their rationale for
separating the powers of the various branches of government.
James Madison summarizes their fear of the centralization of



political power in a famous quote in Federalist Paper #47.

No political truth is certainly of greater intrinsic value,
or is stamped with the authority of more enlightened patrons
of liberty, than that on which the objection is founded. The
accumulation  of  all  powers,  legislative,  executive,  and
judiciary, in the same hands, whether of one, a few or many,
and whether hereditary, self-appointed, or elective, may
justly be pronounced the very definition of tyranny.{10}

Madison  quickly  dismisses  the  idea  that  constitutional
provisions alone will prevent an abuse of political power. He
argues  that  mere  “parchment  barriers”  are  not  adequate
“against the encroaching spirit of power.”{11}

He  also  believed  that  the  legislature  posed  the  greatest
threat  to  the  separation  of  powers.  “The  legislative
department is everywhere extending the sphere of its activity
and drawing all power into its impetuous vortex.”{12} The
framers  therefore  divided  Congress  into  a  bicameral
legislature and hoped that the Senate would play a role in
checking the passions of popular majorities (Federalist Paper
#63).

His  solution  was  to  give  each  branch  separate  but  rival
powers. This prevented the possibility of concentrating power
into the hands of a few. Each branch had certain checks over
the other branches so there was a distribution and balance of
power.

The effect of this system was to allow ambition and power to
control itself. Each branch is given power, and as ambitious
men and women seek to extend their sphere of influence, they
provide a check on the other branch.

Madison said, “Ambition must be made to counteract ambition.
The  interest  of  the  man  must  be  connected  with  the
constitutional rights of the place. It may be a reflection on
human nature that such devices should be necessary to control



the  abuses  of  government.”{13}  This  policy  of  supplying
“opposite and rival interests” has been known as the concept
of countervailing ambitions.

In addition to this, the people were given certain means of
redress. Elections and an amendment process have kept power
from  being  concentrated  in  the  hands  of  governmental
officials. Each of these checks was motivated by a healthy
fear  of  human  nature.  The  founders  believed  in  human
responsibility and human dignity, but they did not trust human
nature too much. Their solution was to separate powers and
invest each branch with rival powers.

Limited Government
The writers of The Federalist Papers realized the futility of
trying to remove passions and ambition from the population.
They instead divided power and allowed “ambition to counteract
ambition.”  By  separating  various  institutional  power
structures,  they  limited  the  expansion  of  power.

This not only included a horizontal distribution of powers
(separation of powers), but also a vertical distribution of
powers  (federalism).  The  federal  government  was  delegated
certain powers while the rest of the powers were reserved to
the states and the people.

James Madison rightly called this new government a republic
which he defined as “a government which derives all its powers
directly or indirectly from the great body of people, and is
administered by persons holding their offices during pleasure
for a limited period, or during good behavior.”{14}

He also argued that “the proposed government cannot be deemed
a national one; since its jurisdiction extends to certain
enumerated objects only, and leaves to the several states a
residuary  and  inviolable  sovereignty  over  all  other
objects.”{15}



Governmental power was limited by the Constitution and its
interpretation  was  delegated  to  the  judicial  branch.  As
Alexander Hamilton explained, the Constitution was to be the
supreme law of the land.

A constitution is, in fact, and must be regarded by the judges
as,  a  fundamental  law.  It  therefore  belongs  to  them  to
ascertain its meaning as well as the meaning of any particular
act proceeding from the legislative body. If there should
happen to be an irreconcilable variance between the two, that
which  has  the  superior  obligation  and  validity  ought,  of
course, to be preferred; or, in other words, the Constitution
ought to be preferred to the statute, the intention of the
people to the intention of their agents.{16}

Although Hamilton referred to the judiciary as the weakest of
the three branches of government, some of the critics of the
Constitution warned that the Supreme Court “would be exalted
above  all  power  in  the  government,  and  subject  to  no
control.”{17}  Unfortunately,  that  assessment  certain  has
proved correct over the last few decades.

The Federalist Papers provide an overview of the political
theory  that  undergirds  the  U.S.  Constitution  and  provide
important  insight  into  the  intentions  of  the  framers  in
constructing a new government. As we have also seen, it shows
us where the current governmental structure strays from the
original intent of the framers.

The  framers  fashioned  a  government  that  was  based  upon  a
realistic view of human nature. The success of this government
in large part is due to separating power structures because of
their desire to limit the impact of human sinfulness.
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Church and Poverty
The  church  in  general,  and  evangelical  Christians  in
particular,  has  been  helping  people  in  poverty.  But  you
wouldn’t know that if you attended a roundtable discussion of
poverty at Georgetown University. President Obama made lots of
critical comments, but I wanted to focus on just one of his
statements.

The president was critical of churches focusing so much time
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on social issues and so little time on poverty. He wanted
“faith-based  organizations  to  speak  out  on”  the  issue  of
poverty  and  stop  being  obsessed  with  what  he  called
“reproductive  issues”  or  same-sex  marriage.

Evangelical Christians do have concerns about abortion and
same-sex marriage, but that hasn’t kept them from also doing a
great deal to help the poor. In fact, Christians are the most
generous  with  their  time,  treasure,  and  talents.  Also,
conservative people are more generous than liberal people. In
previous  commentaries,  I  have  quoted  from  the  extensive
research done by Arthur Brooks in his book, Who Really Cares:
The Surprising Truth about Compassionate Conservatism.

What  about  the  institutional  church?  In  term  of  disaster
relief, the Southern Baptist Convention spent more than $6
million. It was the third largest provider behind the Red
Cross and Salvation Army. And that is just one Protestant
denomination.

An op-ed in the Washington Post by Rob Schwarzwalder and Pat
Fagan  concluded  that:  “the  evangelical  relief  group  World
Vision spent roughly $2.8 billion annually to care for the
poor.” They added: “That would rank World Vision about 12th
within  the  G-20  nations  in  terms  of  overseas  development
assistance.” And I might mention that World Vision is just one
evangelical ministry. “Groups such as Samaritan’s Purse, Food
for the Hungry, World Relief and many others provide hundreds
of millions of dollars in anti-poverty programs at home and
abroad.”

The church has been one of the most effective social outreach
programs in history, even if the president doesn’t think so.

This blog post originally appeared at
pointofview.net/viewpoints/church-and-poverty/ on May 26,

2015.
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Biblical Interpretation
Earlier this month at the meeting of the International Society
of Christian Apologetics there was a robust discussion of
inerrancy and hermeneutics. Those are scholarly words for the
belief  that  the  Bible  is  without  error  and  needs  to  be
interpreted  according  to  sound  practices  of  biblical
interpretation.

There is a practical aspect of this debate that affects you
and the way you read and interpret the Bible. If you have been
a Christian for any length of time, you have probably had
someone  ask:  Do  you  take  the  Bible  literally?  Before  you
answer, I would recommend you ask that person what they mean
by literally.

Here is a helpful sentence: “When the literal sense makes good
sense,  seek  no  other  sense  lest  it  result  in  nonsense.”
Obviously the context helps in understanding how to interpret
a passage.

After all, the Bible uses various figures of speech. Jesus
told parables. Jesus used metaphors and proclaimed that He is
the vine, the door, and the light of the world. There are
types and symbols and allegories. If you are reading a section
in the Bible that describes historical events, you expect the
historical record to be accurate. If you are reading poetic
literature like the Psalms, you should not be surprised that
God is described as a shepherd, a sun and a shield.

Here is another helpful sentence: “When the literal sense does
not make good sense, we should seek some other sense lest it
lead to nonsense.” We should reject a literal sense when it
contradicts the moral law, physical law, or supernatural law.
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When Jesus says in Matthew 5:30 to cut off your hand, that is
not to be taken literally because if violates moral law. When
Jesus talks about those who swallow a camel in Matthew 23:24,
that violates a physical law. When we read in Jonah 3:10 that
God repented or changed His mind, we know that violates a
supernatural  law,  because  God  does  not  change  His  mind
(Numbers 23:19).

But in most cases, we are to read the Bible in the literal
sense  because  seeking  some  other  sense  will  result  in
nonsense.  That’s  just  common  sense.

April 23, 2015

“Which  Countries  Deny
Religious Freedom?”
I  understand  there  are  six  countries  who  deny  religious
freedom. I have Burma, China, Iran, Iraq, Sudan, and North
Korea.  Is  this  list  correct?  Are  there  more,  or  is  this
complete?

Your list is accurate, but I think it might be better to list
the countries that deny any form of freedom to their citizens.
Each year Freedom House posts a list of the countries that are
free, partially free, or not free. You can see the list and
the map of the world on their Web site (www.freedomhouse.org).

The list of not free countries is very long. Here is the
2001-2002 list just of the countries whose names that start
with the first letters of the alphabet:

Afghanistan
Algeria
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Angola
Bahrain
Belarus
Bhutan
Brunei
Burma
Burundi
Cambodia
Cameroon
Chad
China
Congo
Cuba

As you can see, the list is very long of countries that deny
freedom (religious freedom or other freedoms).

Addendum added March 25, 2015:
A  better  place  to  get  a  handle  on  religious  freedom  is
www.uscirf.gov which is the site of the U.S. Commission on
International Religious Freedom. The Freedom House site deals
more with political freedom rather than religious freedom.
From the 2015 report, we get the following summary of the
nations  who  are  particularly  offensive  to  the  ideas  of
religious liberty.

The  U.S.  Commission  on  International  Religious  Freedom
(USCIRF),  an  independent  federal  advisory  body  the
International Religious Freedom Act (IRFA) created to monitor
religious freedom abuses abroad, released its 2014 Annual
Report, and recommended that the State Department add eight
more  nations  to  its  list  of  “countries  of  particular
concern,” defined under law as countries where particularly
severe  violations  of  religious  freedom  are  tolerated  or
perpetrated:  Egypt,  Iraq,  Nigeria,  Pakistan,  Syria,
Tajikistan,  Turkmenistan  and  Vietnam.

http://www.uscirf.gov


USCIRF also recommended that the following eight countries be
re-designated as “countries of particular concern,” or CPCs:
Burma,  China,  Eritrea,  Iran,  North  Korea,  Saudi  Arabia,
Sudan, and Uzbekistan.

Kerby Anderson

Myths About the Bible
Newsweek began 2015 with a cover story on the Bible. In the
lead  article,  we  get  a  heavy  dose  of  liberal  theory  and
secular skepticism about the Bible. But the author is correct
in arguing that very few Americans are biblically literate.
Many Christian ministries have documented this through various
surveys as well as lots of anecdotal stories.

Two writers with The Federalist decided to follow the lead of
Newsweek and write about “The Eight Biggest Myths About the
Bible.” Here are just a few of the cultural myths so many have
accepted.

Many people believe the Bible teaches: “money is the root of
all evil.” That is not what Paul taught (in 1 Timothy 6:10)
which says: “For the love of money is a root all kinds of
evil.” The Bible does not condemn money or wealth, but does
admonish us to be generous and not to make money an idol.

Another myth is the pervasive belief that Christians are never
to make moral judgments. One of the most quoted verses these
days is Matthew 7:1. Jesus says, “Judge not, that you be not
judged.” He is not telling us not to make moral judgments. In
the  following  verses,  he  explains  that  we  are  not  to  be
hypocritical. We may only see the speck in another person’s
eye and not notice the log in our own eye.
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One of the current myths being spread by many atheists is that
the Bible condones slavery. This is hard to accept if you just
look at history. Most abolitionists in this country or Great
Britain  were  Bible-believing  Christians.  Paul  Copan  has
chapters in many of his books addressing the misunderstanding
of the concept of debt-servanthood or indentured servitude
that is nothing like slavery. He also addresses another one of
the myths listed: that the God of the Old Testament is an
Angry Tribal Deity.

Newsweek  is  correct  that  much  of  America  is  biblically
illiterate. And the writers in The Federalist are right that
many have accepted these cultural myths about the Bible. That
is why we need to study God’s Word and take the time to read
some good books that destroy these myths.

January 23, 2015

Faith and Charity
Here is an interesting fact. Families in San Francisco give
almost  exactly  the  same  amount  to  charity  each  year  as
families in South Dakota. Arthur Brooks talked about this in
his book, Who Really Cares? He went on to explain that these
two communities were very different. They were separated by
not only geography but by many cultural differences.

Their  donations  to  charity  also  represented  a  significant
difference due to income. The average San Francisco family
made (back when the book was written) nearly twice as much
each year as a family in South Dakota. Put another way, an
average South Dakota family gave away 75 percent more of its
household income each year than the average family in San
Francisco. When Brooks asked an executive of a foundation in
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South Dakota why people in her state gave so much more, she
had a simple answer: religion.

People of faith give much more than secular people. In his
book, he divides Americans into four groups to show their
differences in giving to charity.

Religious conservatives are the largest group of the four.
They represent 24 percent of all Protestants, 19 percent of
Catholics, along with a number of other religious groups. This
group is most likely to give money to charity and they give
away the most money.

Religious liberals are the smallest of the four groups. They
are almost as likely to give as religious conservatives. They
are a little less likely to volunteer.

Secular conservatives are much less likely to give to charity.
They are also much less likely to volunteer or help people in
need. Secular liberals are the second largest group and have
the highest average income. Nevertheless they are poor givers,
even to secular charities they might be expected to support.

The obvious conclusion is that faith makes a big difference in
whether someone gives time or money to a charity.

This blog post originally appeared at
pointofview.net/viewpoints/faith-charity/on December 9, 2014.

Gay  Agenda  in  Schools  –  A
Christian  Worldview
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Perspective
Kerby Anderson summarizes the efforts currently underway to
implement a gay agenda in our public schools, identifying some
of the negative consequences. Looking at this initiative from
a biblical worldview perspective, he suggests actions that
Christians should take in response to these actions.

Advancing the Gay Agenda in Schools
Since the early 1990s gay activists and various homosexual
groups  have  been  using  strategies  that  provide  them  with
greater access to public schools. Usually the focus is upon
making the schools a safer place for gay, lesbian, bisexual,
transgender, and transsexual students, thereby justifying the
introduction  of  topics  and  speakers  on  the  subject  of
homosexuality. And the establishment of homosexual clubs on
campus provides an ongoing program to continue to introduce
homosexuality to students on campus.

 Two key organizations are the Gay Lesbian and
Straight  Education  Network  (GLSEN)  and  Parents,
Families, and Friends of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG).
Both have been helpful in establishing a foothold
for homosexual speakers, programs, and curricula.

Perhaps the most effective wedge used by gay activists to open
the door to the public schools has been concern over student
safety.  Kevin  Jennings.  Executive  Director  for  GLSEN,
explained  in  a  speech  how  the  “safety”  issue  was  a  most
effective strategy:

In Massachusetts, the effective reframing of this issue was
the key to the success of the Governor’s Commission on Gay
and Lesbian Youth. We immediately seized upon the opponent’s
calling card–safety–and explained how homophobia represents a
threat  to  students’  safety  by  creating  a  climate  where
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violence,  name-calling,  health  problems,  and  suicide  are
common. Titling our report “Making Schools Safe for Gay and
Lesbian Youth,” we automatically threw our opponents onto the
defensive and stole their best line of attack. This framing
short-circuited their arguments and left them back-pedaling
from day one.{1}

The strategy has obviously been successful because no one
would  want  to  be  against  making  the  schools  a  safer
environment. It almost doesn’t matter whether the allegations
are  true.  Once  you  raise  the  concern  of  safety,  most
administrators, teachers, and parents quickly fall in line.

There is an irony in all of this. Many of the behaviors that
are taught and affirmed in these school programs and clubs are
unsafe  in  term  of  public  health.  For  example,  Pediatrics
(Journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics) reported on a
Harvard study that found more than thirty risks positively
associated  with  self-reported  gay-lesbian-bisexual  (GLB)
orientation.{2}  So  it  is  indeed  ironic  that  the  idea  of
“safety” is often used as means to introduce teaching and
discussion of behaviors that have been proven to be quite
“unsafe.”

The Goals of GLSEN
The mission statement of GLSEN is straightforward: “The Gay,
Lesbian & Straight Education Network strives to assure that
each member of every school community is valued and respected
regardless  of  sexual  orientation  or  gender
identity/expression.”{3}  It  is  a  growing,  well-funded
homosexual organization that promotes homosexual identity and
behavior on campus. It has been very successful in gaining
access on campus by working with such influential groups as
the National Education Association.

Anyone  who  takes  the  time  to  read  some  of  the  materials



recommended by GLSEN will quickly find that it condones sexual
themes  and  information  that  would  be  disturbing  to  most
parents. One researcher who has taken the time to review these
materials and investigate various school programs came to the
following seven conclusions:{4}

1. GLSEN believes the early sexualization of children can be
beneficial. This means that virtually any sexual activity as
well as exposure to graphic sexual images and material, is not
just permissible but good for children, as part of the process
of discovering their sexuality.

2. “Coming out” (calling oneself or believing oneself to be
homosexual) and even beginning homosexual sex practices at a
young age, is a normal and positive experience for youth which
should be encouraged by teachers and parents, according to
GLSEN.

3. Bisexuality, “fluid” sexuality and sexual experimentation
is encouraged by GLSEN as a right for all students.

4.  Meeting  other  “gay”  and  “questioning”  youth,  sometimes
without  parental  knowledge,  is  a  frequent  theme  in  GLSEN
materials. At these meetings, minors will come into contact
with college-age people and adults practicing homosexuality.

5. In GLSEN material, the “cool” adults—parents, teachers and
counselors—are  those  who  encourage  students  to  embrace
homosexuality and cross-dressing. They also allow adult-level
freedoms and let children associate with questionable teens or
adults.

6.  GLSEN  resources  contain  many  hostile,  one-sided  anti-
Christian vignettes and opinions, as well as false information
about Christianity and the Bible’s position on homosexuality.
This  encourages  antagonism  against  biblical  morality  and
increases the risk that youth will experiment with high-risk
behavior.



7. The spirituality presented positively in GLSEN resources is
heavily laced with occult themes and nightmarish images.

Goals of PFLAG and Gay Clubs
PFLAG is a national organization of parents, families, and
friends  that  “promotes  the  health  and  well-being  of  gay,
lesbian, bisexual and transgender persons.”{5} It has been an
active organization at the local level to promote its views of
human  sexuality  into  schools,  churches,  and  various  youth
organizations. Although there is a strong emphasis on rights
and  tolerance,  their  message  about  sexuality  would  be
disturbing  to  most  parents.

One  researcher  who  has  taken  the  time  to  review  their
brochures  and  other  materials  came  to  the  following  five
conclusions:{6}

1. PFLAG believes in total sexual license for people of all
ages.  For  children,  this  means  that  virtually  any  sexual
activity, as well as exposure to graphic sexual images and
material, is not just permissible but good for children as
part of the process of discovering their sexuality.

2. “Coming out” (calling oneself homosexual or cross-dressing)
at a very young age, and even beginning early homosexual sex
practices,  is  a  desirable  goal  in  the  world  according  to
PFLAG.

3. Bisexuality, fluid sexuality, and sexual experimentation is
encouraged by PFLAG. The group believes it’s important for all
students to learn about these options.

4. Meeting with other “gay” and “questioning” youth, usually
without  parental  knowledge,  is  a  frequent  theme  in  PFLAG
materials.  At  these  community  meetings,  thirteen-year-olds
will  come  into  contact  with  college-age  youth  and  adults
practicing homosexuality.



5. PFLAG spreads false information about the Bible, religious
faith, and restoration of heterosexuality through faith. This
misinformation  closes  the  door  of  change  for  many  young
people, and stirs up anti-Christian and anti-Jewish bias and
hostility.

Another way the gay agenda is promoted in the public schools
is  through  Gay-Straight  Alliance  clubs.  In  the  mid-1990s,
there were a few dozen Gay-Straight Alliance (GSA) clubs in
U.S.  high  schools.  Today  there  are  3,200  GSA  clubs
registered.{7}

These student-run clubs provides a meeting place for student
talk about homosexuality and homosexual behaviors. It is also
provides a platform for outside speakers to address various
topics and for students to organize a “Pride Week” on campus.
Once  a  year,  many  of  the  students  in  these  clubs  also
participate  in  “The  Day  of  Silence.”  This  is  a  day  when
students will remain silent all day as a way of acknowledging
the silence induced by those who oppose homosexuality.

Legal Liability
Is there any legal liability when schools permit and even
promote the teaching of homosexual education the campus? One
group (Citizens for Community Values) believes there is a
potential  liability.  The  group  has  published  a  manual
documenting  the  potential  liability  that  schools,
administrators, and teachers might face. The following is a
brief summary of much more information that can be found in
the document “The Legal Liability Associated with Homosexual
Education in Public Schools.”{8}

Life  expectancy—The  International  Journal  of  Epidemiology
found  that  gay  and  bisexual  men  involved  in  homosexual
behavior cut off years from their lives. One study showed that
“life expectancy at age 20 years for gay and bisexual men is 8



to 20 years less than for all men.” They therefore concluded
that if “the same pattern of mortality were to continue, we
estimate that nearly half of gay and bisexual men currently
aged 20 years will not reach their 65th birthday.”{9}

Sexually  transmitted  diseases—The  danger  of  various  STDs,
including HIV infection in homosexual relationships, has been
well documented through many studies. The Medical Institute
for  Sexual  Health  says  that  “Homosexual  men  are  at
significantly  increased  risk  of  HIV/AIDS,  hepatitis,  anal
cancer, gonorrhea and gastrointestinal infections as a result
of their sexual practices. Women who have sex with women are
at significantly increased risk of bacterial vaginosis, breast
cancer and ovarian cancer than are heterosexual women.”{10}

Other health risk behaviors—A study by Harvard University of
over four thousand ninth- to twelfth-grade students found that
gay-lesbian-bisexual “youth report disproportionate risk for a
variety of health risk and problem behaviors” and they found
that they “engage in twice the mean number of risk behaviors
as did the overall population.”{11}

Mental health—A study published in the Archives of General
Psychiatry found those engaging in homosexual behavior have a
much higher incidence of mental health problems. “The findings
support  the  assumption  that  people  with  same-sex  sexual
behavior are at greater risk for psychiatric disorders.”{12}

Permitting and promoting homosexual activity through on-campus
programs and clubs will certainly increase homosexual behavior
among students. Administrators, teachers, and parents should
reconsider  the  impact  these  programs,  and  the  subsequent
behavior, will have on the student body.

Biblical Response
When we talk about the issue of homosexuality, it is important
to keep two biblical principles in tension. On the one hand we



must stay true to our biblical convictions, and on the other
hand we should reach out with biblical compassion. Essentially
this is the balance between truth and love.

On the one hand, it is crucial for us to understand how the
homosexual  agenda  threatens  to  normalize  and  even  promote
homosexuality within the schools. Moreover, gay activists are
pushing an agenda in the courts, the legislature, the schools,
and the court of public opinion that will ultimately threaten
biblical authority and many of our personal and religious
freedoms. Christians, therefore, must stand for truth.

I have provided a brief overview of the groups and programs
that are promoting the gay agenda in the public schools. I
encourage you to find out what is happening in your community.
We  have  also  documented  the  potential  legal  liability
associated with many of the behaviors that are encouraged by
these programs. Often administrators and teachers are unaware
of the potential dangers associated with homosexual education
in the schools. Take time to share this information with them.

On the other hand, it is also important for us to reach out to
those caught in the midst of homosexuality and offer God’s
grace and redemption. We cannot let the hardened rhetoric of
gay  activists  keep  us  from  having  Christ’s  heart  toward
homosexuals. As individuals and as the church, we should reach
out to those caught in the sin of homosexuality and offer them
hope and point them to Jesus Christ so that they will find
freedom from the sexual sin that binds their lives.

It  is  important  to  remember  that  many  in  the  homosexual
lifestyle are there because of some emotional brokenness in
their families. They may be trying to meet their emotional
needs in ungodly ways. Youth in the public schools may be
experimenting sexually and find themselves caught up in the
homosexual lifestyle.

It is also important to remember that change is possible. The
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testimony of hundreds of former homosexuals is proof that
someone can change their sexual behavior. So are the various
studies that document these same behavioral changes. And, most
importantly, the Bible teaches that change in possible. Paul,
writing to former homosexuals in the Corinthian church, noted
that “such were some of you” (1 Corinthians 6:11).

In addressing the issue of the gay agenda in public schools,
it is crucial to stay true to our biblical convictions (and
stand  for  truth)  while  we  also  reach  out  with  biblical
compassion.
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Divorce  –  A  Biblical
Christian Perspective
Kerby  Anderson  examines  the  epidemic  of  divorce  from  a
Christian, biblical worldview perspective.  He presents data
on its impact on families and society and compares the trend
with biblical teaching on the subject.

Families are experiencing many problems today, but the role of
divorce in this picture has been frequently overlooked because
its destructive effects have been subtle, yet insidious. When
the  divorce  rate  increased  in  the  1960s,  few  would  have
predicted  its  dire  consequences  three  decades  later.  Yet
divorce has changed both the structure and the impact of the
family.

This is not just the conclusion of Christians, but also the
conclusion of non-Christian researchers working in the field.
Clinical psychologist Diane Medved set out to write a book to
help couples facing transitions due to divorce. She begins her
book with this startling statement:

I have to start with a confession: This isn’t the book I set
out to write. I planned to write something consistent with
my  previous  professional  experience  helping  people  with
decision making. . . . For example, I started this project

https://probe.org/divorce/
https://probe.org/divorce/


believing that people who suffer over an extended period in
unhappy marriages ought to get out….I thought that striking
down taboos about divorce was another part of the ongoing
enlightenment  of  the  women’s,  civil-  rights,  and  human
potential movements of the last twenty-five years….To my
utter befuddlement, the extensive research I conducted for
this book brought me to one inescapable and irrefutable
conclusion: I had been wrong.”(1)

She titled her book The Case Against Divorce.

Until  the  1960s,  divorce  has  been  a  relatively  rare
phenomenon. Certainly there have always been some couples who
have considered divorce an option. But fundamental changes in
our society in the last few decades have changed divorce from
being rare to routine.

During the 1970s, the divorce rate doubled (and the number of
divorces  tripled  from  400,000  in  1962  to  1.2  million  in
1981).(2) The increase in the divorce rate came not from older
couples but from the baby boom generation. One sociologist at
Stanford University calculated that while men and women in
their  twenties  comprised  only  about  20  percent  of  the
population, they contributed 60 percent of the growth in the
divorce rate in the 1960s and early 1970s.(3)

This increase was due to at least two major factors: attitude
and opportunity. The baby boom generation’s attitude toward
such  issues  as  fidelity,  chastity,  and  commitment  were
strikingly different from their parents’. Their parents would
stay in a marriage in order to make it work. Baby boomers,
however, were less committed to the ideal of marriage and
quite willing to end what they felt was a bad marriage and
move on with their lives. While their parents might keep a
marriage going “for the sake of the kids,” the baby boom
generation  as  a  whole  was  much  less  concerned  about  such
issues.



Economic opportunities also seem to be a significant factor in
divorce. The rise in divorce closely parallels the increase in
the number of women working. Women with a paycheck were less
likely to stay in a marriage that wasn’t fulfilling to them.
Armed with a measure of economic power, many women had less
incentive to stay in a marriage and work out their differences
with their husbands. A study of mature women done at Ohio
State University found that the higher a woman’s income in
relation to the total income of her family, the more likely
she was to seek a divorce.(4)

Divorce and Children
Divorce is having a devastating impact on both adults and
children.  Every  year,  parents  of  over  1  million  children
divorce. These divorces effectively cut one generation off
from another. Children are reared without the presence of
their father or mother. Children are often forced to take
sides in the conflict. And, children often carry the scars of
the conflict and frequently blame themselves for the divorce.

So what is the impact? Well, one demographer looking at this
ominous  trend  of  divorce  and  reflecting  on  its  impact,
acknowledged:

No one knows what effect divorce and remarriage will have on
the children of the baby boom. A few decades ago, children
of divorced parents were an oddity. Today they are the
majority. The fact that divorce is the norm may make it
easier for children to accept their parents’ divorce. But
what will it do to their marriages in the decades ahead? No
one will know until it’s too late to do anything about
it.(5)

What little we do know about the long-term impact of divorce
is disturbing. In 1971, Judith Wallerstein began a study of
sixty  middle-class  families  in  the  midst  of  divorce.  Her
ongoing research has provided a longitudinal study of the



long-term effects of divorce on parents and children.

Like  Diane  Medved,  Judith  Wallerstein  had  to  revise  her
previous assumptions. According to the prevailing view at the
time, divorce was seen as a brief crisis that would resolve
itself. Her book, Second Chances: Men, Women and Children a
Decade  After  Divorce,  vividly  illustrates  the  long-term
psychological devastation wrought not only on the children but
the adults.(6) Here are just a few of her findings in her
study of the aftershocks of divorce:

Three out of five children felt rejected by at least
one parent.
Five years after their parent’s divorce, more than one-
third of the children were doing markedly worse than
they had been before the divorce.
Half grew up in settings in which the parents were
warring with each other even after the divorce.
One-third of the women and one-quarter of the men felt
that life had been unfair, disappointing and lonely.

In  essence,  Wallerstein  found  that  the  emotional  tremors
register on the psychological Richter scale many years after
the divorce.

In addition to the emotional impact is the educational impact.
Children growing up in broken homes do not do as well in
school as children from stable families. One national study
found an overall average of one lost year of education for
children in single-parent families.(7)

Divorce and remarriage adds another additional twist to modern
families. Nearly half of all marriages in 1990 involved at
least one person who had been down the aisle before, up from
31 percent in 1970.(8)

These  changing  family  structures  complicate  relationships.



Divorce  and  remarriage  shuffle  family  members  together  in
foreign  and  awkward  ways.  Clear  lines  of  authority  and
communication get blurred and confused in these newly revised
families. One commentator trying to get a linguistic handle on
these arrangements called them “neo-nuclear” families.(9) The
rules for these neo- nukes are complex and ever-changing.
Children  looking  for  stability  are  often  insecure  and
frustrated. One futuristic commentator imagined this possible
scenario:

On  a  spring  afternoon,  half  a  century  from  today,  the
Joneses are gathered to sing “Happy Birthday” to Junior.
There’s Dad and his third wife, Mom and her second husband,
Junior’s two half brothers from his father’s first marriage,
his six stepsisters from his mother’s spouse’s previous
unions, 100-year- old Great Grandpa, all eight of Junior’s
current “grandparents,” assorted aunts, uncles- in-law and
step-cousins. While one robot scoops up the gift wrappings
and another blows out the candles, Junior makes a wish …that
he didn’t have so many relatives.(10)

The stress on remarried couples is difficult enough, but it
intensifies when step-children are involved. Conflict between
a stepparent and stepchild is inevitable and can be enough to
threaten  the  stability  of  a  remarriage.  According  to  one
study, remarriages that involve stepchildren are more likely
to end in divorce than those that don’t.(11) Fully 17 percent
of marriages that are remarriages for both husband and wife
and that involve stepchildren break up within three years.(12)

No Fault Divorce
Historically the laws governing marriage were based upon the
traditional,  Judeo-Christian  belief  that  marriage  was  for
life. Marriage was intended to be a permanent institution.
Thus,  the  desire  for  divorce  was  not  held  to  be  self-
justifying.  Legally  the  grounds  for  divorce  had  to  be
circumstances  that  justified  making  an  exemption  to  the



assumption of marital permanence. The spouse seeking a divorce
had to prove that the other spouse had committed one of the
“faults”  recognized  as  justifying  the  dissolution  of  the
marriage. In most states, the classic grounds for divorce were
cruelty, desertion, and adultery.

This  legal  foundation  changed  when  California  enacted  a
statute  in  1969  which  allowed  for  no-fault  divorce.  This
experiment has effectively led to what could now be called
“divorce-on-demand.” One by one, various state legislatures
enacted no-fault divorce laws so that today, this concept has
become the de facto legal principle in every state.

The fault-based system of divorce law had its roots in the
view  that  marriage  was  a  sacrament  and  indissoluble.  The
current no- fault provisions changed this perception. Marriage
is no longer viewed as a covenant; it’s a contract. But it’s
an  even  less  reliable  contract  than  a  standard  business
contract.

Classic contract law holds that a specific promise is binding
and  cannot  be  broken  merely  because  the  promisor  changes
his/her  mind.  In  fact,  the  concept  of  “fault”  in  divorce
proceedings is more like tort law than contract law in that it
implies an binding obligation between two parties which has
been  breached,  thus  leading  to  a  divorce.  When  state
legislatures  implemented  no-fault  divorce  provisions,  they
could have replaced the fault-based protections with contract-
like protections. Unfortunately, they did not. In just a few
decades  we  have  moved  from  a  position  where  divorce  was
permitted for a few reasons to a position in which divorce is
permitted for any reason, or no reason at all.

The  impact  on  the  institution  of  marriage  has  been
devastating. Marginal marriages are much easier to dissolve,
and couples who may have tried to stick it out and work out
their problems instead opt for a no-fault divorce.



But all marriages (not just marginal marriages) are at risk.
After all, marriages do not start out marginal. Most marriages
start out on a solid footing. But after the honeymoon, comes
the  more  difficult  process  of  learning  to  live  together
harmoniously. The success of the process is affected by both
internal  factors  (willingness  to  meet  each  other’s  needs,
etc.)  and  external  factors  (such  as  the  availability  of
divorce). But even these factors are interrelated. If the law
gives more protection to the marriage contract, a partner may
be more likely to love sacrificially and invest effort in the
marriage. If the law gives less protection, a partner may be
more likely to adopt a “looking out for number one” attitude.

Biblical Perspective
The Bible speaks to the issue of divorce in both the Old
Testament  and  the  New  Testament.  The  most  important  Old
Testament passage on divorce is Deuteronomy 24:1-4.

If a man marries a woman who becomes displeasing to him
because he finds something indecent about her, and he writes
her a certificate of divorce, gives it to her and sends her
from his house, and if after she leaves his house she
becomes the wife of another man, and her second husband
dislikes her and writes her a certificate of divorce, gives
it to her and sends her from his house, or if he dies, then
her first husband, who divorced her, is not allowed to marry
her  again  after  she  has  been  defiled.  That  would  be
detestable in the eyes of the LORD. Do not bring sin upon
the land the LORD your God is giving you as an inheritance.

These verses were not intended to endorse divorce; just the
contrary. The intention was to regulate the existing custom of
divorce, not to put forth God’s ideal for marriage. Divorce
was allowed in certain instances because of human sinfulness
(Matt. 19:8).

Divorce  was  widespread  in  the  ancient  Near  East.  The



certificate of divorce apparently was intended to protect the
reputation of the woman and provided her with the right to
remarry. This public declaration protected her from charges of
adultery. The Mishnah, for example, stated that a divorce
certificate was not valid unless the husband explicitly said,
“Thou art free to marry any man.”(13)

Key  to  understanding  this  passage  is  the  definition  of
“something indecent.” It probably did not mean adultery since
that was subject to the penalty of death (22:22), nor did it
probably  mean  premarital  intercourse  with  another  man
(22:20-21) since that carried the same penalty. The precise
meaning of the phrase is unknown.

In fact, the meaning of this phrase was subject to some debate
even during the time of Christ. The conservative school of
Shammai understood it to mean a major sexual offense. The
liberal school of Hillel taught that it referred to anything
displeasing to the husband (including something as trivial as
spoiling his food). The apparent purpose of this law was to
prevent  frivolous  divorce  and  to  protect  a  woman  who  was
divorced by her husband. The passage in no way encourages
divorce but regulates the consequences of divorce.

Another significant Old Testament passage is Malachi 2:10-16.

Have we not all one Father ? Did not one God create us? Why
do we profane the covenant of our fathers by breaking faith
with one another?…Has not the LORD made them one? In flesh
and spirit they are his. And why one? Because he was seeking
godly offspring. So guard yourself in your spirit, and do
not  break  faith  with  the  wife  of  your  youth.  “I  hate
divorce,” says the LORD God of Israel.

This  passage  deals  with  breaking  a  prior  agreement  or
covenant.  It  specifically  addresses  the  issue  of  illegal
intermarriage and the issue of divorce. Malachi specifically
teaches that husbands and wives are to be faithful to one



another because they have God as their Father. The marriage
relationship is built upon a solemn covenant. While God may
tolerate divorce under some of the circumstances described in
Deuteronomy 24, the instructions were given to protect the
woman  if  a  divorce  should  occur.  This  passage  in  Malachi
reminds us that God hates divorce.

In the New Testament book of Matthew, we have the clearest
teachings by Jesus on the subject of divorce.

It has been said, ‘Anyone who divorces his wife must give
her a certificate of divorce.’ But I tell you that anyone
who divorces his wife, except for marital unfaithfulness,
causes her to commit adultery, and anyone who marries a
woman so divorced commits adultery. (Matthew 5:31 32) I tell
you that anyone who divorces his wife, except for marital
unfaithfulness, and marries another woman commits adultery.
(Matthew 19:9)

In these two passages, Jesus challenges the views of the two
schools of Jewish thought (Shammai, Hillel). He teaches that
marriage is for life and should not be dissolved by divorce.

Defining  the  word  porneia  (which  is  translated  marital
unfaithfulness) is a key element in trying to understanding
these passages. While some commentators teach that this word
refers  to  incestuous  relationships  or  sexual  promiscuity
during the betrothal period, most scholars believe the word
applies to relentless, persistent, and unrepentant adultery.
Among those holding to this exception clause for adultery,
some believe remarriage is possible while others do not.

The other significant section of teaching on divorce in the
New Testament can be found in Paul’s teaching on divorce in 1
Corinthians 7:10-15.

To the married I give this command (not I, but the Lord): A
wife must not separate from her husband. But if she does,
she must remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her



husband. And a husband must not divorce his wife. To the
rest I say this (I, not the Lord): If any brother has a wife
who is not a believer and she is willing to live with him,
he must not divorce her. And if a woman has a husband who is
not a believer and he is willing to live with her, she must
not  divorce  him.  For  the  unbelieving  husband  has  been
sanctified through his wife, and the unbelieving wife has
been sanctified through her believing husband. Otherwise
your children would be unclean, but as it is, they are holy.
But if the unbeliever leaves, let him do so. A believing man
or woman is not bound in such circumstances; God has called
us to live in peace.

In the first section, Paul addresses Christians married to one
another. Paul was obviously aware of the prevalence of divorce
in the Greek world and of the legal right that a wife has to
initiate a divorce. He gives the command for believers to stay
married.

In  the  next  section,  Paul  addresses  the  issue  of  mixed
marriages.  He  says  that  even  in  spite  of  religious
incompatibility in such a marriage, Paul teaches that the
believing spouse is not to seek divorce. Some divorces may
have been initiated because of the command of Ezra to the
Israelites  in  Jerusalem  after  the  exile  (Ezra  10:11)  to
divorce themselves from pagan spouses. Paul affirms the same
biblical  principle:  do  not  seek  divorce.  However,  if  the
unbelieving spouse insists on divorce, the believer may have
to concede to those proceedings and is not bound in such
circumstances.

Based on the preceding verses, we can therefore conclude that
a  Christian  can  acquiesce  to  divorce  in  cases  of  marital
infidelity by the other spouse or in cases of desertion by an
unbelieving spouse. Yet even in these cases, the church should
not encourage divorce. Certainly in very troubling cases which
involve  mental,  sexual,  and/or  physical  abuse,  legal
separation is available as a remedy to protect the abused



spouse. God hates divorce; therefore Christians should never
be  in  the  position  of  encouraging  or  promoting  divorce.
Instead they should be encouraging reconciliation.

One final question is whether a divorced person is eligible
for a leadership position within the church. The key passage
is 1 Timothy 3:2 which calls for a church leader to be above
reproach  and  “the  husband  of  one  wife.”  Rather  than
prohibiting a divorced person from serving in leadership, the
language  of  this  verse  actually  focuses  on  practicing
polygamists. Polygamy was practiced in the first century and
found among Jewish and Christian groups. The passage could be
translated “a one-woman man.” If Paul intended to prohibit a
divorced person from leadership, he could have used a much
less ambiguous term.

As Christians in a society where divorce is rampant, I believe
we  must  come  back  to  these  important  biblical  principles
concerning marriage. Christians should work to build strong
marriages. Pastors must frequently preach and teach about the
importance of marriage. We should encourage fellow Christians
to attend various marriage enrichment seminars and ministries
in our community.

As Christians I also believe we should reach out to those who
have  been  through  divorce.  We  must  communicate  Christ’s
forgiveness to them in the midst of their shattered lives.
They need counseling and support groups. Many times they also
need  financial  help  and  direction  as  they  begin  to  put
together the shattered pieces of their lives.

But as we reach out to those whose lives are shattered by
divorce,  we  must  be  careful  that  our  ministry  does  not
compromise our theology. We must reach out with both biblical
convictions  and  biblical  compassion.  Marriage  for  life  is
God’s ideal (Genesis 2), nevertheless, millions of people have
been  devastated  by  divorce  and  need  to  feel  care  and
compassion from Christians. Churches have unfortunately erred



on one side or another. Most churches have maintained a strong
stand on marriage and divorce. While this strong biblical
stand is admirable, it should also be balanced with compassion
towards  those  caught  in  the  throes  of  divorce.  Strong
convictions  without  compassionate  outreach  often  seems  to
communicate that divorce is the unforgivable sin.

On the other hand, some churches in their desire to minister
to  divorced  people  have  compromised  their  theological
convictions. By starting without biblically-based convictions
about marriage and divorce, they have let their congregation’s
circumstances influence their theology.

Christians must simultaneously reach out with conviction and
compassion. Marriage for life is God’s ideal, but divorce is a
reality  in  our  society.  Christians  should  reach  out  with
Christ’s forgiveness to those whose lives have been shattered
by divorce.
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Arguments Against Abortion
Kerby  Anderson  helps  us  understand  that  concerns  about
abortion are more than just a fundamentalist backlash. He
reviews arguments from a Christian, biblical perspective and
then  introduces  arguments  from  medical,  legal  and
philosophical points of views as well. He concludes, “The
Bible and logic are on the side of the Christian who wants to
stand for the sanctity of human life.”
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Biblical Arguments Against Abortion
In  this  essay  we  will  be  discussing  arguments  against
abortion. The first set of arguments we will consider are
biblical arguments.

That being said, we must begin by acknowledging that the Bible
doesn’t say anything about abortion directly. Why the silence
of the Bible on abortion? The answer is simple. Abortion was
so unthinkable to an Israelite woman that there was no need to
even mention it in the criminal code. Why was abortion an
unthinkable act? First, children were viewed as a gift or
heritage from the Lord. Second, the Scriptures state–and the
Jews  concurred–that  God  opens  and  closes  the  womb  and  is
sovereign over conception. Third, childlessness was seen as a
curse.

One of the key verses to understand in developing a biblical
view of the sanctity of human life is Psalm 139. This psalm is
the inspired record of David’s praise for God’s sovereignty in
his life. He begins by acknowledging that God is omniscient
and knows what David is doing at any given point in time. He
goes on to acknowledge that God is aware of David’s thoughts
before he expresses them. David adds that wherever he might
go, he cannot escape from God, whether he travels to heaven or
ventures into Sheol. God is in the remotest part of the sea
and  even  in  the  darkness.  Finally  David  contemplates  the
origin of his life and confesses that God was there forming
him in the womb:

For you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my
mother’s  womb.  I  praise  you  because  I  am  fearfully  and
wonderfully made; your works are wonderful, I know that full
well. My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in the
secret place. When I was woven together in the depths of the
earth, your eyes saw my unformed body. All the days ordained
for me were written in your book before one of them came to
be (vv. 13-16).



Here David speaks of God’s relationship with him while he was
growing and developing before birth. Notice that the Bible
doesn’t  speak  of  fetal  life  as  mere  biochemistry.  The
description here is not of a piece of protoplasm that becomes
David: this is David already being cared for by God while in
the womb.

In  verse  13,  we  see  that  God  is  the  Master  Craftsman
fashioning David into a living person. In verses 14 and 15,
David reflects on the fact that he is a product of God’s
creative work within his mother’s womb, and he praises God for
how wonderfully God has woven him together.

David draws a parallel between his development in the womb and
Adam’s creation from the earth. Using figurative language in
verse 15, he refers to his life before birth when “I was made
in secret, and skillfully wrought in the depths of the earth.”
This poetic allusion harkens back to Genesis 2:7 which says
that Adam was made from the dust of the earth.

David  also  notes  that  “Thine  eyes  have  seen  my  unformed
substance.” This shows that God knew David even before he was
known to others. The term translated unformed substance is a
noun derivative of a verb meaning “to roll up.” When David was
just forming as a fetus, God’s care and compassion already
extended to him. The reference to “God’s eyes” is an Old
Testament term used to connotate divine oversight of God in
the life of an individual or group of people.

Next, we will consider additional Old Testament passages that
provide a biblical argument against abortion.

Additional  Old  Testament  Arguments
Against Abortion
Now that we’ve looked at Psalm 139, the most popular argument
against  abortion,  let’s  look  at  two  other  Old  Testament
passages.



Another significant passage is Psalm 51. It was written by
David after his sin of adultery with Bathsheba and records his
repentance. David confesses that his sinful act demonstrated
the original sin that was within him, “Surely I have been a
sinner from birth, sinful from the time my mother conceived
me”  (Ps.  5l:5).  David  concludes  that  from  his  time  of
conception, he had a sin nature. This would imply that he
carried  the  image  of  God  from  the  moment  of  conception,
including the marred image scarred from sin.

Human beings are created in the image and likeness of God
(Gen. 1:26-27; 5:1; 9:6). Bearing the image of God is the
essence of humanness. And though God’s image in man was marred
at the Fall, it was not erased (cf. 1 Cor. 11:7; James 3:9).
Thus,  the  unborn  baby  is  made  in  the  image  of  God  and
therefore fully human in God’s sight.

This  verse  also  provides  support  for  what  is  called  the
traducian view of the origin of the soul. According to this
perspective, human beings were potentially in Adam (Rom. 5:12,
Heb. 7:9-10) and thus participated in his original sin. The
“soulish” part of humans is transferred through conception.
Therefore, an unborn baby is morally accountable and thus
fully human.

Another argument against abortion can be found in the Old
Testament legal code, specifically Exodus 21:22-25.

If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives
birth  prematurely  but  there  is  no  serious  injury,  the
offender must be fined whatever the woman’s husband demands
and the court allows. But if there is serious injury, you are
to take life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for
hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise
for bruise.

The  verses  appear  to  teach  that  if  a  woman  gives  birth
prematurely, but the baby is not injured, then only a fine is



appropriate.  However,  if  the  child  dies  then  the  law  of
retaliation (lex talionis) should be applied. In other words,
killing an unborn baby would carry the same penalty as killing
a born baby. A baby inside the womb has the same legal status
as a baby outside the womb.

Some commentators have come to a different conclusion because
they  believe  the  first  verses  only  refer  to  a  case  of
accidental miscarriage. Since only a fine is levied, they
argue that an unborn baby is merely potential life and does
not carry the same legal status as a baby that has been born.

There are at least two problems with this interpretation.
First, the normal Hebrew word for miscarry is not used in this
passage (cf. Gen. 31:38; Exod. 23:26; Job 2:10; Hos. 9:14).
Most commentators now believe that the action described in
verse 22 is a premature birth not an accidental miscarriage.
Second, even if the verses do describe a miscarriage, the
passage cannot be used to justify abortion. The injury was
accidental, not intentional (as abortion would be). Also, the
action was a criminal offense and punishable by law.

Medical Arguments Against Abortion
Thus  far  in  our  discussion  we  have  looked  at  biblical
arguments  against  abortion.  But  what  if  someone  doesn’t
believe in the Bible? Are there other arguments we can use?
Yes, there are: medical arguments, for example. Let’s look,
then, at some of the medical arguments against abortion.

The medical arguments against abortion are compelling. For
example, at conception the embryo is genetically distinct from
the mother. To say that the developing baby is no different
from the mother’s appendix is scientifically inaccurate. A
developing embryo is genetically different from the mother. A
developing embryo is also genetically different from the sperm
and egg that created it. A human being has 46 chromosomes
(sometimes 47 chromosomes). Sperm and egg have 23 chromosomes.



A trained geneticist can distinguish between the DNA of an
embryo and that of a sperm and egg. But that same geneticist
could not distinguish between the DNA of a developing embryo
and a full-grown human being.

Another set of medical arguments against abortion surround the
definition of life and death. If one set of criteria have been
used to define death, could they also be used to define life?
Death used to be defined by the cessation of heartbeat. A
stopped heart was a clear sign of death. If the cessation of
heartbeat could define death, could the onset of a heartbeat
define life? The heart is formed by the 18th day in the womb.
If  heartbeat  was  used  to  define  life,  then  nearly  all
abortions  would  be  outlawed.

Physicians now use a more rigorous criterion for death: brain
wave activity. A flat EEG (electroencephalograph) is one of
the most important criteria used to determine death. If the
cessation of brain wave activity can define death, could the
onset of brain wave activity define life? Individual brain
waves are detected in the fetus in about 40-43 days. Using
brain wave activity to define life would outlaw at least a
majority of abortions.

Opponents to abortion also raise the controversial issue of
fetal pain. Does the fetus feel pain during abortion? The
evidence  seems  fairly  clear  and  consistent.  Consider  this
statement made in a British medical journal: “Try sticking an
infant with a pin and you know what happens. She opens her
mouth to cry and also pulls away. Try sticking an 8-week-old
human fetus in the palm of his hand. He opens his mouth and
pulls his hand away. A more technical description would add
that changes in heart rate and fetal movement also suggest
that intrauterine manipulations are painful to the fetus.”{1}

Obviously, other medical criteria could be used. For example,
the developing fetus has a unique set of fingerprints as well
as genetic patterns that make it unique. The development of



sonography has provided us with a “window to the womb” showing
us that a person is growing and developing in the mother’s
womb. We can discern eyes, ears, fingers, a nose, and a mouth.
Our visual senses tell us this is a baby growing and maturing.
This is not a piece of protoplasm; this is a baby inside the
womb.

The  point  is  simple.  Medical  science  leads  to  a  pro-life
perspective rather than a pro-choice perspective. If medical
science can be used at all to draw a line, the clearest line
is at the moment of conception. Medical arguments provide a
strong case against abortion and for life.

Legal Arguments Against Abortion
At this point in our discussion, we need to look at legal
arguments against abortion.

The best legal argument against abortion can be seen in the
case of Roe v. Wade. It violated standard legal reasoning. The
Supreme Court decided not to decide when life begins and then
turned around and overturned the laws of 50 different states.

Most of the Supreme Court’s verdict rested upon two sentences.
“We  need  not  resolve  the  difficult  question  of  when  life
begins. When those trained in the respective disciplines of
medicine, philosophy, and theology are unable to arrive at any
consensus, the judiciary, at this point in the development of
man’s knowledge, is not in a position to speculate as to an
answer.”

Although  the  sentences  sounded  both  innocuous  and
unpretentious, they were neither. The Supreme Court’s non-
decision was not innocuous. It overturned state laws that
protected  the  unborn  and  has  resulted  in  over  30  million
abortions (roughly the population of Canada) in the United
States.

The decision also seems unpretentious by acknowledging that it



did not know when life begins. But if the Court did not know,
then it should have acted “as if” life was in the womb. A
crucial role of government is to protect life. Government
cannot  remove  a  segment  of  the  human  population  from  its
protection without adequate justification.

The burden of proof should lie with the life-taker, and the
benefit  of  the  doubt  should  be  with  the  life-saver.  Put
another  way:  “when  in  doubt,  don’t.”  A  hunter  who  hears
rustling in the bushes shouldn’t fire until he knows what is
in the bushes. Likewise, a Court which doesn’t know when life
begins, should not declare open season on the unborn.

The burden of proof in law is on the prosecution. The benefit
of  doubt  is  with  the  defense.  This  is  also  known  as  a
presumption  of  innocence.  The  defendant  is  assumed  to  be
innocent unless proven guilty. Again the burden of proof is on
the entity that would take away life or liberty. The benefit
of the doubt lies with the defense.

The Supreme Court clearly stated that it does not know when
life begins and then violated the very spirit of this legal
principle by acting as if it just proved that no life existed
in the womb. Even more curious was the fact that to do so, it
had  to  ignore  the  religious  community  and  international
community on the subject of the unborn.

Had  the  religious  community  really  failed  to  reach  a
consensus? Although there were some intramural disagreements,
certainly the weight of evidence indicated that a Western
culture founded on Judeo-Christian values held abortion to be
morally  wrong.  People  with  widely  divergent  theological
perspectives  (Jewish,  Catholic,  evangelical  and  fundamental
Protestants) shared a common agreement about the humanity of
the unborn.

The  same  could  be  said  about  the  international  legal
community.  Physicians  around  the  world  subscribed  to  the



Hippocratic  Oath  (“I  will  not  give  a  woman  a  pessary  to
produce  abortion”).  The  unborn  were  protected  by  various
international documents like the Declaration of Geneva and the
U.N. Declaration of the Rights of the Child.

Just as there are solid medical arguments against abortion, so
also there are legal arguments against abortion. Roe vs. Wade
was a bad decision that needs to be overturned.

Philosophical Arguments Against Abortion
Finally,  we  will  conclude  our  discussion  by  looking  at
philosophical arguments against abortion.

A  third  set  of  arguments  against  abortion  would  be
philosophical arguments. A key philosophical question is where
do you draw the line? Put another way, when does a human being
become a person?

The  Supreme  Court’s  decision  of  Roe  v.  Wade  separated
personhood from humanity. In other words, the judges argued
that a developing fetus was a human (i.e., a member of the
species Homo sapiens) but not a person. Since only persons are
given 14th Amendment protection under the Constitution, the
Court argued that abortion could be legal at certain times.
This  left  to  doctors,  parents,  or  even  other  judges  the
responsibility of arbitrarily deciding when personhood should
be awarded to human beings.

The Supreme Court’s cleavage of personhood and humanity made
the ethical slide down society’s slippery slope inevitable.
Once the Court allowed people to start drawing lines, some
drew them in unexpected ways and effectively opened the door
for infanticide and euthanasia.

The Court, in the tradition of previous line-drawers, opted
for biological criteria in their definition of a “person” in
Roe v. Wade. In the past, such criteria as implantation or
quickening had been suggested. The Court chose the idea of



viability and allowed for the possibility that states could
outlaw  abortions  performed  after  a  child  was  viable.  But
viability  was  an  arbitrary  criterion,  and  there  was  no
biological reason why the line had to be drawn near the early
stages of development. The line, for example, could be drawn
much later.

Ethicist Paul Ramsey frequently warned that any argument for
abortion  could  logically  be  also  used  as  an  argument  for
infanticide. As if to illustrate this, Dr. Francis Crick, of
DNA fame, demonstrated that he was less concerned about the
ethics of such logical extensions and proposed a more radical
definition of personhood. He suggested in the British journal
Nature that if “a child were considered to be legally born
when two days old, it could be examined to see whether it was
an ‘acceptable member of human society.'” Obviously this is
not  only  an  argument  for  abortion;  it’s  an  argument  for
infanticide.

Other line-drawers have suggested a cultural criterion for
personhood. Ashley Montagu, for example, stated, “A newborn
baby is not truly human until he or she is molded by cultural
influences later.” Again, this is more than just an argument
for abortion. It is also an argument for infanticide.

More  recently  some  line-drawers  have  focused  on  a  mental
criterion for personhood. Dr. Joseph Fletcher argues in his
book  Humanhood  that  “Humans  without  some  minimum  of
intelligence or mental capacity are not persons, no matter how
many of these organs are active, no matter how spontaneous
their living processes are.” This is not only an argument for
abortion  and  infanticide;  it’s  adequate  justification  for
euthanasia and the potential elimination of those who do not
possess  a  certain  IQ.  In  other  writings,  Joseph  Fletcher
suggested that an “individual” was not truly a “person” unless
he has an IQ of at least 40.

In conclusion, we can see that there are many good arguments



against abortion. Obviously there are a number of biblical
arguments against abortion. But there are also medical, legal,
and philosophical arguments against abortion. The Bible and
logic are on the side of the Christian who wants to stand for
the sanctity of human life.
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Note from Kerby Anderson:
So many people ask for more information on abortion; I suggest
you  check  out  the  Abortion  Facts  Web  site  at
www.abortionfacts.com.

http://www.abortionfacts.com

