The Lion, the Witch and the
Wardrobe: Reflections on Its
Meaning

Michael Gleghorn provides an overview of C.S. Lewis’s classic
book for children of all ages that ought to be required
reading for anyone who can read.

A Very Brief Overview

With the recent release of the movie The Lion, the Witch and
the Wardrobe, the public fascination with all things “Narnian”
has once again been raised. But what are we to make of this
wonderful story? What deeper truths might it contain?

In order to answer these questions, we must begin with a very
brief overview of the story. Four children-Peter, Susan,
Edmund and Lucy—are evacuated from London to the house of an
old professor during World War II. Once there, they soon
discover a magic wardrobe that leads to another world! First
Lucy, then Lucy and Edmund, and then all four of the children
find their way into the enchanted land of Narnia. The country
is ruled by the White Witch, who has placed it under a spell
so that it’s always winter but never Christmas.

Once in Narnia the children learn of Aslan, the great lion and
true king of the country. After a long absence, he’s now
returned. He will deal with the Witch, they’re told, and put
everything right again. They also learn of an ancient
prophecy, that when two Sons of Adam and two Daughters of Eve
sit enthroned at the castle of Cair Paravel, then the Witch'’s
reign (as well as her life) will be over. It’s believed that
the time for this must be near, since Aslan and the four
children are now in Narnia.

But Edmund threatens to ruin everything. Unbeknownst to the
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others, on a previous visit to Narnia he’d met the Witch,
eaten her food, and come under her power. Although he really
knows that the Witch is bad, he nonetheless betrays his
siblings, hoping the Witch will one day make him king. Knowing
about the prophecy, however, she eventually decides to kill
Edmund. But before she can do so, he’s rescued by forces loyal
to Aslan!

Not to be outdone, the Witch then appears before Aslan,
demanding the traitor’s life. Aslan acknowledges the validity
of the Witch’s claim on a now repentant Edmund, but gets her
to renounce it by offering to die in his place. The Witch
agrees, and that night she slays Aslan on the Stone Table. She
believes her rule in Narnia is now assured. But with the
rising of the sun, Aslan rises from the dead! He leads his
army to victory against the Witch and her forces. After
personally dispatching the Witch, he installs the four
children as kings and queens of Narnia, thus fulfilling the
ancient prophecy.

This, in a nutshell, is the story. But did the author, C. S.
Lewis, intend some deeper meaning? And if so, what is it?

The Search for a Deeper Meaning

It seems that Lewis had at least three objectives in writing
his famous Chronicles. First, he simply wanted to tell a good
story. And almost everyone who's read the Chronicles will
agree that he succeeded admirably here, for they’re among the
best-loved books of all time. Second, Lewis also aimed at
using his stories to communicate moral truth, both by precept
and example. In this regard, Paul Ford observes that Lewis 1is
something of a Christian Aesop. Like Aesop, he’'s more than
just a storyteller; he's "“also a moral educator.”{1} As
Gilbert Meilaender notes:

Lewis . . . believes that moral principles are learned
indirectly from others around us, who serve as exemplars.



the Chronicles of Narnia . . . are not just good
stories . . . they serve to enhance moral education, to
build character. . . . To overlook the function of the
Chronicles of Narnia in communicating images of proper
emotional responses is to miss their connection to Lewis’s
moral thought.{2}

Finally, Lewis also purposed to communicate important truths
of the Christian faith by translating them into the imaginary
landscape of Narnia. But here we must be careful. Lewis
insisted that the Chronicles should not be read as Christian
allegories. Paul Ford observes that in an allegory there are
“one-to-one correspondences between philosophical or religious
concepts and the characters or events or objects in a
story.”{3} The Chronicles, said Lewis, are not allegories.
They're rather what he called “supposals.” He explained the
difference in a letter, with special reference to the great
lion Aslan:

[Aslan] is an invention giving an imaginary answer to the
question, ‘What might Christ become like, if there really
were a world like Narnia and He chose to be incarnate and
die and rise again in that world as He actually has done in
ours?’ This is not an allegory at all. . . . The incarnation
of Christ in another world is mere supposal.{4}

So while the Chronicles should not be read as allegories, it’s
still quite true that they’'re informed throughout by Lewis’s
Christian faith and 1imagination. They are Christian
“supposals”—and Aslan is supposed to be what Christ might look
like if He became incarnate in a land like Narnia.

Having discussed Lewis’'s purposes in writing the Chronicles,
and having seen that they do indeed contain a deeper meaning,
we’'re now ready to look more closely at the most famous of
these: The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe.



Temptation and Sin

Two of the major themes developed by Lewis are temptation and
sin. By carefully weaving these into his story, Lewis is able
to address issues of importance both for basic morality and
for the Christian faith.

When Edmund first stumbles into Narnia through the wardrobe,
he finds himself alone in a snow-covered wood. Cold, and not
much liking the look of the place, he almost decides to go
home when he hears the sound of bells in the distance. Shortly
thereafter a sleigh comes into view, and in it sits the White
Witch.

The Witch stops the sleigh and questions Edmund. She knows of
the ancient prophecy that, when two Sons of Adam and two
Daughters of Eve sit enthroned at Cair Paravel, then her reign
(and 1ife) will be over. When she learns that Edmund is human,
she raises her wand as if she intends to turn him into stone.
But she changes her mind and with feigned friendliness invites
Edmund to sit in her sleigh. She asks if he would like
something to eat and Edmund requests Turkish Delight (which
she magically produces).

As he devours the sweets, the Witch continues to question him.
She learns that he has a brother and two sisters. Together,
the siblings could fulfill the prophecy that would spell her
doom! But the Turkish Delight is enchanted; whoever tastes it
will want more and more. Knowing this, the Witch tempts
Edmund. She says that if he will bring his siblings to her
house, then she will give him more Turkish Delight-—something
Edmund desperately wants. She also says that she would like to
make Edmund a prince. And later, when she’s gone, he will even
be king! So the Witch tempts him by appealing to his desire
for power and pleasure.

And it works! Before Edmund returns home, “he [is] already
more than half on the side of the Witch.”{5} Later, when all



four siblings get into Narnia together, Edmund slips away from
the others and goes to betray them to the Witch. His desire
for Turkish Delight and to be king leads him to yield to
temptation—-and sin. It reminds one of what James says in the
New Testament: “But each one is tempted when, by his own evil
desire, he 1is dragged away and enticed. Then, after desire has
conceived, it gives birth to sin; and sin, when it is full-
grown, gives birth to death” (1:14-15).

Though we might not like to admit it, there’s something of
Edmund in all of us. Like Edmund, we’ve all sinned (Rom.
3:23). And unless Someone intervenes who can change both us
and our circumstances, then like Edmund we’re also doomed to
die (Rom. 6:23; Rev. 20:14-15).

Sacrifice and Redemption

Lewis claimed that the idea for his story, The Lion, the Witch
and the Wardrobe, “all began with a picture of a Faun carrying

an umbrella and parcels in a snowy wood.” “At first,” he
wrote, “I had very little idea how the story would go. But
then suddenly Aslan came bounding into it. . . . [and] He

pulled the whole story together.”{6} It’s a good thing He did.
For without Aslan the traitorous Edmund would have met a very
different fate than that which actually befell him.

You see, Aslan’s Father, the great Emperor-Beyond-the-Sea, put
some Deep Magic into Narnia at its beginning. The Witch, who
accuses Edmund before Aslan, is quite knowledgeable about this
Deep Magic. “Every traitor,” she insists, “belongs to me as my
lawful prey. . . . Unless I have blood as the Law says all
Narnia will . . . perish in fire and water.”{7} Aslan agrees
that her claim is valid.

Although it looks like Edmund is as good as dead, Aslan, in a
private conversation with the Witch, gets her to renounce her
claim on Edmund’s blood. It’'s only later that we learn why.
The great lion made the Witch an offer she couldn’t refuse. He



offered to die in Edmund’s place. True to His word, He arrives
that night at the Stone Table and there He is slain by the
Witch.

But that’'s not the end of the story. Early the next morning,
as the sun peers over the horizon, the Stone Table cracks in
two and Aslan is raised from the dead. He’s conquered death
through an even Deeper Magic, unknown to the Witch. As Aslan
explains, “Her knowledge goes back only to the dawn of Time.
But if she could have looked . . . into . . . the darkness
before Time dawned . . . She would have known that when a
willing victim who had committed no treachery was killed in a
traitor’s stead, the Table would crack and Death itself would
start working backwards.”{8}

It's a beautiful picture of substitutionary atonement. Aslan
willingly lays down His life for the traitorous Edmund,
thereby redeeming him from the just demands of the Law. It
reminds one of what Christ did for us. Paul told the
Galatians, “Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law by
becoming a curse for us, for it is written: ‘Cursed 1is
everyone who is hung on a tree'” (Gal. 3:13). Just as Aslan
gave up His life for Edmund, so Christ gave up His life for
each of us, dying as a substitute in our place so that we
might forever share in the life of God!

Reflections on the Movie

As many fans of Lewis’s classic story The Lion, the Witch and
the Wardrobe have already observed, the movie is really quite
good and well worth seeing. It is a generally faithful
rendition of Lewis’s beautiful and imaginative original.
Indeed the film is really at its best when it adheres most
closely to the book. It was reported that at one time another
group of filmmakers was planning to produce a very different
version of the story. Supposedly their plan was to set Lewis’s
wonderful children’s classic “in present-day Brentwood.
Instead of a White Witch wooing young Edmund with Turkish



Delight, a <cool Californian would win him with
cheeseburgers.”{9} If this is really true, we can all rejoice
that such an absurd retelling of Lewis’s famous story never
saw the light of day. All those involved with bringing The
Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe to the big screen are to be
commended for adhering so closely to Lewis’s original vision.

But of course no movie is perfect, and The Lion 1is no
exception. Possibly two of the biggest disappointments for
fans of the book are the diminished role given to some of
Lewis’s most important dialogue and the diminished importance
of the great lion himself. For example, compared to his
counterpart in the book, wise old professor Kirke has precious
little to say in the movie.

Even more troubling, the extended conversation which the four
children have with Mr. and Mrs. Beaver about Aslan lacks many
of the Beavers’ most important declarations. Unlike the book,
the movie never refers to Aslan as “the son of the great
Emperor-Beyond-the-Sea.” And Mr. Beaver is also denied his
famous response to Lucy’s question about whether Aslan 1is
actually safe. “Safe?” he asks, “Who said anything about safe?
‘Course he isn’t safe. But he’s good. He’'s the King, I tell
you.”{10} Not only was such important dialogue cut, but as
Jeffrey Overstreet noted, Aslan’s appearances are “painfully
brief.” He doesn’t “have the time onscreen to earn our
affection and awe the way we might have hoped.”{11}

In spite of such shortcomings, however, the movie still
possesses much of the book’s magic. What's more, it retains
the crucially important themes of temptation and sin,
sacrifice and redemption. Aslan still dies as a substitute for
the traitorous Edmund, thereby redeeming him from the just
demands of the Law. Finally, as Overstreet observed, “Those
who respond to the movie’s roar by running to Lewis'’s book
will find Deeper Magic in its pages. Meeting them there, Lewis
himself will lead them ‘further up, further in’.”{12} If the
movie leads a new generation of readers to tackle this classic



story, then it will indeed have served as a fitting tribute to
its author.
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“T Can’t Find a Good Reason
to Believe in God and the
Bible”

I have been reading some of the questions and answers that
have been given about god, angels and the rest. Some of the
questions make sense but to me almost none of the answers.
Just so you know, I am a non believer in all of that and can
find no good reason to believe. I tried going to church, going
to meetings, bible study, prayer meetings—for me there are no
real answers to anything in this life, just excuses. Maybe I
am writing this with hopes of finding some.

When I have read the bible I find the good that everyone talks
about and speaks of. It is always the same few things. The
reason for me is because there is so little of it. I find
plenty of ethnic cleansing, wars of extermination, murder of
men women and children ordered by god. If the numbers in the
bible are true which I do not believe they are, it is just
something to try and frighten people. If the numbers of people
ordered murdered by or murdered by god are anywhere near what
is real, it makes Hitler, Stalin and Mao look like made-up
cartoon characters. Yet we read about them and are appalled,
so why not god?

I really believe to read the bible without horror one must
undo everything that is tender, sympathizing and benevolent in
the heart of man. That is what is the most frightening thing
to me about most people who believe. I know I cannot read the
bible with an open mind and not be appalled at the majority of
the actions of god. I have tried. For me this is not divine
love. People are always upset at the amount of violence that
is in society, much of it on television—why not by the amount
of it in the bible? The treatment of women is one of the most
horrible I have ever read..for the most part. In both the old
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and new testament. That can easily be pointed out in both the
laws of the part of the world at that time and in the laws of
god.

I do not at all understand how the two most powerful beings in
existence cannot solve their own problems and if they can’t do
that, how am I to believe either of them can assist me in any
way? And because they couldn’t get along, the entire human
race is damned because of that? Makes no sense to me. That to
me 1s like saying one of my siblings did something wrong so I
am going to spank all of you for it. And in the case with god
it is not because of the siblings it is because he and satan
can’'t get along.

Because of this and many more things I have read in the bible
along with research on the meaning of words and laws of that
time..I cannot believe. There are too many other teachings that
show a much more kinder way of life for human beings. There
are many people I have met in life who know that the violent
nature of human beings does not exist in all of us..and that is
what we live everyday. I believe that in those in whom it does
exist, the bible more so than not gives excuses for it to
continue. If the entire book is what it is really about, then
entire book should be taught. I would love to attend a class
bible class that teaches that. I have not yet found one. I
know I would be a tough student..not because I want to be..but
because I want to know. I just can’t take another bible study
that does not go into everything in the book

Thank you for writing Probe Ministries. Although it may be a
hard thing to read, I believe that God’s command to the
Israelites to utterly destroy the Canaanites teaches us a very
important lesson about God. God is absolutely holy and will by
no means leave the guilty unpunished (see Exodus 34:7; Numbers
14:18; Proverbs 11:21; Nahum 1:3). The Canaanites were guilty
of some of the worst crimes imaginable: terrible idolatry,
immoral sexual behavior, and child sacrifice, just to name a
few. All the way back in Genesis 15:13-16, God revealed to



Abram His plan to give His people the land of Canaan. However,
notice that His promise would not be fulfilled for over 400
years. Why? Because, as God said, “the iniquity of the
Amorites 1is not yet complete” (Gen. 15:16). We must not
forget, therefore, that God was very patient with the wicked
practices of these people. He gave them hundreds of years to
repent and turn from their wicked ways. But they chose not to.
In the end, God did indeed judge them for their sin—just as He
will one day judge the world in righteousness (Acts 17:31;
Matt. 25:31-46; Revelation 20:11-15).

Let me also point out that God, as the Sovereign Creator and
Judge of all mankind, has the right to give life and to take
it away. After giving the Canaanites hundreds of years to
repent, God finally judged their sins by waging a holy war
against them through His people. This was a Divine judgment
upon the Canaanites for their sins. It was also the means by
which God would protect His chosen people from being corrupted
by the wicked practices of these peoples (see Deuteronomy
12:2-4; 20:16-18). The lesson we are taught, I believe, 1is
that God takes sin very seriously and will, as the perfectly
holy and righteous Judge of all mankind, punish all sin
without exception. In the end, not one sin will go unpunished.
If any sin went unpunished, God would not be perfectly just.
But since He is perfectly just, not one sin will go
unpunished. This is a sober warning to all mankind that God is
very serious about judging sin. It is quite proper for us to
react to these stories with a healthy fear of God’s judgment.
Although God’s judgment on the Canaanites was severe, the
number of peoples killed is not anywhere close to the numbers
murdered by Hitler and Stalin. But even if they were, it'’s
important to put these events in proper perspective. After
all, God’s judgment on those who reject His Son and the free
offer of His friendship, grace, love and forgiveness, results
in much more severe consequences than mere physical death (see
Revelation 20:11-15). Those who reject Jesus’ sacrifice on the
cross in their place as the only acceptable payment for their



sins, will have to pay for their sins themselves. And this
involves eternal punishment (Matthew 25:46).

As for the treatment of women, it’s very important to
recognize that women in ancient Israel, and especially in the
early church, were treated far better than they were in the
surrounding cultures of those days. All the way back in
Genesis 1:27 we are told that BOTH men and women are created
in the image and likeness of God. Paul says that in Christ
there is neither male nor female, for we are all one in Christ
(Galatians 3:28). He urged husbands to love their wives in the
same manner that Christ loved the church (Ephesians 5:25).
This is a sacrificial sort of love that would even give its
life for the beloved, just as Christ did for His church.
Christianity actually did more than any other force in the
ancient world to bring about an elevation in the status of
women.

It’s important to realize that man is not punished because God
and Satan can’'t get along. This idea is taught nowhere in the
Bible. Men are to be judged and punished for their sins
(unless they repent and receive God’s mercy through faith in
Christ Jesus), just as Satan and his angels are to be judged
and punished for theirs. We will not be punished because God
and Satan can’t get along. Furthermore, we shouldn’t think of
God and Satan as virtual equals. Satan is a rebel angel, a
being originally created good by God, but who rebelled against
God and sinned. Satan has no more power relative to God than
you or I. Compared to God, Satan 1is completely powerless.
Indeed, the only power he has is due to the fact that God
created him with it, maintains him in existence, and (for the
moment) allows him to exercise it in a manner contrary to His
perfect moral will. At God'’'s proper time, Satan will be cast
into the lake of fire for all eternity (Revelation 20:10). He
will never be permitted to wreak chaos and moral rebellion in
God’s world again.

Finally, I will honestly say that I don’t believe there is a
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higher example of moral purity, holiness and virtue than that
of Jesus. If what He taught is true, then the only way to be
reconciled to God is through faith in Him (John 14:6).
Furthermore, the Bible does not acknowledge that anyone (other
than Jesus) is without sin or guilt. The Bible teaches that
not one of us is righteous (Romans 3:10), but that all of us
are sinners (Romans 3:23). Nevertheless, although the wages of
sin is death, the free gift of God is eternal life in Jesus
Christ our Lord (Romans 6:23). Although Christians are not
perfect, Christ Jesus is. And it is to Him that God invites us
to look for His grace, mercy, love, forgiveness, and eternal
life. “0 taste and see that the Lord is good; how blessed is
the man who takes refuge in Him!” (Psalm 34:8).

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

“What Part of the Bible Was
Written in Africa?”

In your article “The Authority of the Bible” you said it was
written on three continents (Africa, Asia and Europe). Where
in the Bible does it say about the continent of Africa?
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The first five books of

the Bible (called the Pentateuch) are traditionally held to
have been written by Moses in the Wilderness of Sinai (which
is in the country of Egypt and continent of Africa). Also,
Jeremiah may have written at least some of his book from
Egypt, where he was taken after the fall of Jerusalem to
Nebuchadnezzar.

Shalom,
Michael Gleghorn

© 2006 Probe Ministries

C.S. Lewis and the Riddle of
Joy

Dr. Michael Gleghorn asks, What if nothing in this world can
satisfy our desire because the object of our desire is other-
worldly?
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The Riddle of Joy

Over forty years after his death, the writings of C. S. Lewis
continue to be read, discussed, and studied by millions of
adoring fans. There seems to be something in Lewis that
appeals to almost everyone. He is read by men and women,
adults and children, Protestants and Catholics, scholars and
laymen. A new movie, based on his best-selling children’s
classic The Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe, is expected to
be a mega-hit in theatres.{1} It's difficult to think of
another writer who is read (and appreciated) by such a broad
spectrum of humanity as C. S. Lewis.

But what accounts for this broad, popular appeal? Doubtless
many reasons could be given. Lewis wrote on such a wide
variety of topics, in such a diversity of literary genres and
styles, that almost anyone can find pleasure in something he
wrote. Further, he wrote for a general audience. Even when
he's discussing very heady philosophical and theological
topics, he remains quite accessible to the intelligent layman
who wants to understand. Nevertheless, I tend to agree with
Peter Kreeft, who notes that while “many virtues grace Lewis'’s
work . . . the one that lifts him above any other apologetical
writer . . . is how powerfully he writes about Joy.”{2}

Now it’s important to understand that when Lewis writes of
Joy, he'’s using this term in a very particular way. He’s not
just speaking about a general sort of happiness, or joyful
thoughts or feelings. Rather, he’s speaking about a desire,
but a very unique and special kind of desire. In Surprised by
Joy, his spiritual autobiography, Lewis describes it as "“an
unsatisfied desire which 1is itself more desirable than any
other satisfaction.”{3}

But what did he desire? The question haunted Lewis for years.
What was it that he wanted? Through trial and error he came to
realize that he didn’t simply want a feeling, a subjective,
inner experience of some kind. Indeed, he later said that “all



images and sensations, if idolatrously mistaken for Joy
itself, soon confessed themselves inadequate. . . . Inexorably
Joy proclaimed, ‘You want-I myself am your want of-something
other, outside, not you or any state of you.'”{4}

In an attempt to find the mysterious object of his desire,
Lewis plunged himself into various pursuits and pleasures. But
nothing in his experience could satisfy this desire.
Ironically, these failures suggested a possible solution to
Lewis. What if nothing in this world could satisfy his desire
because the object of his desire was other-worldly? A radical
proposal, and we turn to it now.

The Argument from Desire

What was Lewis to make of this rather mysterious, intense, and
recurrent desire that nothing in the world could satisfy? Did
the desire have any real significance? Did anything actually
exist that could satisfy this desire? Or was the whole thing
just a lot of moonshine? Although this question haunted Lewis
for years and took him down many dead-end streets in pursuit
of the mysterious object of his desire, he eventually came to
believe that he had discovered the answer.

In The Pilgrim’s Regress, he wrote of his remarkable solution
to the riddle of Joy-the desire we are now considering-as
follows:

It appeared to me . . . that if a man diligently followed
this desire, pursuing the false objects until their falsity
appeared and then resolutely abandoning them, he must come
out at last into the clear knowledge that the human soul was
made to enjoy some object that is never fully given-nay,
cannot even be imagined as given—in our present mode of
subjective and spatio-temporal experience. This Desire was,
in the soul, as the Siege Perilous in Arthur’s castle-the
chair in which only one could sit. And if nature makes
nothing in vain, the One who can sit in this chair must



exist.{5}

In other words, Lewis reasoned from this intense desire, which
nothing in the world could satisfy, to an object of desire
that transcended the world. He gradually became convinced that
this Supreme Object of human desire is God and heaven!

Following Peter Kreeft, we can formulate the argument as
follows:{6}

1. Every natural or 1innate desire we experience has a
corresponding real object that can satisfy the desire.

2. We experience an innate desire which nothing in this world
can satisfy.

3. Therefore, there must be a real object that transcends the
world which can satisfy this desire.

Now this is a valid argument in which the conclusion follows
logically from the premises. So if someone wants to challenge
the argument’s conclusion, they must first challenge one of
its premises. And, as I’'m sure you can imagine, the argument
has certainly had its detractors. But what sort of objections
have they raised? Have they shown the argument to be unsound?
And how have Lewis’s defenders responded to their objections?
We’'ll now turn to consider some of these questions.

Thus, 1it’s important to understand that Lewis 1s not arguing
that all our desires have real objects of satisfaction. He’s
claiming only that all our natural and innate desires do.
Having clarified this issue, we’ll return to consider
objections to this first premise in a moment.

But first, what if someone objects to Lewis’s second premise,
namely, that we have an innate desire which nothing in the
world can satisfy?{10} For example, what if someone admitted
that they were not perfectly satisfied now, but believed they
would be if only they had the best of everything money can



buy? Well, unfortunately this experiment has already been
tried—and has repeatedly failed. Just think of all the people
who are very wealthy, but still not perfectly satisfied.
Indeed, some of them are downright miserable!

But what if one of them isn’t? What if someone claimed that he
is perfectly satisfied right now? Admittedly, we can’t really
argue with such a person. We can only ask him to be honest-if
not with us, at least with himself. Even so, however, this
would not necessarily show that Lewis’s argument is false. It
may only show that the person who makes such a claim is
somehow defective, like a colorblind person claiming that
there is no such thing as color. If most people experience an
innate desire which nothing in the world can satisfy, then
Lewis’s conclusion may still follow. But before we can be
sure, we must first revisit that problematic first premise.

You'll remember that Lewis argued that every natural or innate
desire (like our desire for food, drink, or friendship) has a
corresponding object that can satisfy the desire. Thus, there
really are such things as food, drink, and friends. There
seems to be a correlation between our natural desires and
objects that can satisfy them.

But there’s a problem. As John Beversluis observed:

How could Lewis have known that every natural desire has a
real object before knowing that Joy has one? I can
legitimately claim that every student in the class has
failed the test only if I first know that each of them has
individually failed it. The same is true of natural
desires.{11}

In other words, why think that every natural desire has an
object that can satisfy it? Such questions appear to raise
difficulties for Lewis’s argument. So how have Lewis’s
supporters responded?



Peter Kreeft has written:

[Tlhe proposition “every natural, innate desire has a real
object” is understood to be true because nature does nothing
in vain, and this . . . 1is seen to be true by understanding
the concept expressed in . . . the word “nature.” Nature is
meaningful . . . full of design and purpose . . . arranging
a fit between organism and environment . . . desire and
satisfaction . . .{12}

The Value of the Argument

In order to effectively reason from a deep, unsatisfied
natural desire that nothing in the world can satisfy, to
something beyond the world which can satisfy it, one must
first know, or at least have good reason to believe, that all
our natural desires have real objects of satisfaction. If they
don’t, then maybe there’s just not any object that can satisfy
the desire we'’re considering.

Now, of course, someone might well say, “Look, if all the
natural desires we can check on, like our desires for food,
drink, sex, and knowledge, have real sources of satisfaction,
then wouldn’t it be reasonable to infer that in the case of
this one mysterious desire, which nothing in the world can
satisfy, that there’s also a real source of satisfaction?”
Well, yes, I think this would be quite reasonable. Of course,
the conclusion is only probable, not necessary. But in some
places this is all Lewis himself claimed. In Mere Christianity
he wrote:

The Christian says: Creatures are not born with desires
unless satisfaction for these desires exists . . . 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.{13}

Now this is an interesting argument and it may suggest an



additional premise which has been assumed, but not directly
stated. For why does the Christian say that creatures are not
born with desires unless satisfaction for these desires
exists? Isn’t it because we believe that there’s a benevolent
Creator and Designer of the natural world and its creatures?
And if this is true, then it seems quite plausible that things
have been intentionally designed so that there’s a match
between our natural desires and sources of satisfaction. And
actually, there are very good reasons, completely independent
of Lewis’s argument, for believing that a Creator and Designer
of nature does exist!

So it seems that the primary value of Lewis’s argument may lie
in showing us that it's reasonable to believe that our Creator
and Designer is also the Supreme Object of our desire. And
this resonates quite well with the oft-quoted words of
Augustine, “Thou hast made us for Thyself and our hearts are
restless until they rest in Thee.”{14}
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“Why Was God Sorry He Made
Man?”

“Then the Lord saw that the wickedness of man was great in the
earth, and that every intent of the thoughts of his heart was
evil continually. And the Lord was sorry that He created man
on the earth and He was grieved in His heart.”(Gen. 6:5&6
NKJV)

When I read this passage three things stood out to me and
seemed contradictory to everything that I have been told about
God and have read in other parts of the Bible.

1) God is perfect and infallible. Why then was He “sorry that
He created man”? In my mind “sorry” indicates some admission
of error.

2) God is pure good. The Word says that all things were
created through Him (logos the Word) and there is nothing that
exists on the earth which He did not create (my summation of
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John 1). Therefore evil exists, but who created evil: Satan or
Lucifer? In my understanding he is the author of rebellion and
all kinds of “evil.” OK, so who created Lucifer who is later
called “adversary”? Well, God did. The universe and in fact
all reality was conceived by God and given life by the Word
(please correct if I am wrong, I truly want to believe). So
evil had to have been conceived first by God in order for
Lucifer to have the ability to rebel. Follow? Nothing exists
that God did not create.

3) God is omniscient. If God created time and knows all then
why did he create man when He knew man would turn their hearts
to evil? Taking that thinking further, why did he make Lucifer
knowing he would rebel? Therefore, why did God create
rebellion?

The term “sorry” doesn’t necessarily carry the connotation of
admitting to an error. For instance, I can be “sorry” that a
good friend has been stricken with a terminal illness. But
this doesn’t mean I'm taking responsibility for the illness,
or that I've committed an error of some kind. Similarly, God
was “sorry” and “grieved” by man’'s wickedness (to continue our
analogy, the “illness” of sin). But God was not directly
responsible for this wickedness rather, man was responsible.
God created man in His image and endowed him with genuine
libertarian freedom. Thus, man not only had the freedom to do
good, he also had the freedom to do evil. Unfortunately, man
exercised his will to do what was evil in God’s sight. Hence,
God was “sorry” that he made man. But the evil was not done by
God, but by man whom God had created with genuine freedom
(part of “the image of God”).

It’s true that no “thing” exists which God did not create. But
most philosophers and theologians do not consider evil to be a
“thing” (i.e. something which exists in its own right).
Rather, moral evil is a corruption, perversion, or defect in
some good thing created by God. Everything created by God was
good. Moral evil entered the picture when the angel now known



as Satan freely chose to exercise his will in defiance of God.
This angel was created good, not evil. But he chose to do
evil, and he did this freely. God did not force him to sin, or
tempt him, or anything of the sort. Satan freely chose to
rebel against God and was thus corrupted by sin. I personally
think the fall of Satan is described in Ezekiel 28:11-19 (for
reasons that I don’t have time to get into here).

I think it’s a mistake to say that God created rebellion. God
did not create rebellion. Rather, God made rational moral
agents (like humans and angels) and endowed them with genuine
moral freedom (which necessitates the genuine freedom to do
good and/or evil). God’'s creatures some of them, at any rate
chose evil. God did not. Of course, God knew the creatures
would choose evil. So why did He create them? Apparently, He
considered it worthwhile to create such free creatures even
knowing ahead of time that they would sin. He provided a
means, at His own expense, for man to be redeemed and saved
from his sins. Satan and the demons will simply be destroyed.

At any rate, it’s important to assign blame to whom it is due.
God created free creatures and thus the possibility of moral
evil. But it was the creatures themselves, not God, who
actualized this possibility by freely choosing moral evil. God
did not tempt them to sin, nor did He force them to sin. They
freely chose to sin.

Hope this helps. By the way, an excellent website which you
may want to visit is bible.org. They have thousands of helpful
resources for studying the Bible.

Shalom in Christ,
Michael Gleghorn

© 2005 Probe Ministries
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“How Do You Answer the Claim
That Jesus Was 100% Man
Emptying Himself of God?”

I recently heard a pastor speak about some things that really
bothered me. First, he said that Jesus was 100 percent man
that emptied himself of God. He said that the miracle of God
becoming man would not be taken away if you do not believe
this. His term was, “Jesus was 100% man that was God.” He also
threw in the comment that Jesus and the Father are one, not as
in the Trinity but that Jesus was God and for instance in the
garden when He was praying, He was praying to Himself. He also
believed that in the temple when Jesus was young, when it says
he grew in wisdom and stature that means he was learning,
hence that he did not know everything.

Secondly-he does not believe that the serpent in the garden
was Satan. He actually seemed that he didn’t believe that
there is a Satan. He used the meaning of Satan as tempter and
not an actual creature. This has really been bothering me and
I would like your answers and some advice in where to study
this myself.

Thanks for your letter. It sounds like you have some good
reasons to be concerned about the pastor. The orthodox
doctrine of Christ holds that Jesus was fully God and fully
man. He was not a man who “emptied Himself” of God, for in
that case He would no longer be divine. What Philippians
2:5-11 rather tells us, I think, is that He “emptied Himself”
by becoming human and temporarily (and voluntarily) giving up
the independent exercise of His divine attributes. Jesus was
fully God, but He voluntarily submitted, for a limited time,
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to a limitation in the independent exercise of His divine
attributes (e.g. omniscience, omnipresence, etc.). Jesus could
still exercise these attributes, but only insofar as it was
consistent with the Father’s will during His earthly sojourn.
This, I think, is a better explanation of Philippians 2:5-11.

A good analogy is to imagine the world’s fastest sprinter
running in a three-legged race. He would voluntarily restrict
and limit himself for a time, but even while running much more
slowly than he was capable of, he never stops being the
world’s fastest sprinter. Jesus never stopped being divine
even while He voluntarily limited Himself concerning His
omniscience, His omnipresence, His omnipotence, etc.

In the garden of Gethsemane, Jesus prayed to the Father.
Christian orthodoxy believes in the Trinity. God is one 1in
essence, but subsists as three distinct Persons. The Father 1is
not the Son and neither are the Holy Spirit. Rather, each is a
distinct Person, but all share mysteriously in the One divine
essence. This pastor sounds like he rejects Trinitarianism, or
holds to some form of what is known as “modalism.” Some people
have described modalism as “the swapping hats” theory: God
swaps out the Father hat for the Son hat or the Holy Spirit
hat, depending on who He wants to “be” at any given moment.
According to orthodox Christianity, rejecting the Trinity or
embracing modalism are heretical viewpoints.

Your pastor 1is correct, however, to say that Jesus grew 1in
knowledge. But He did so as a human being. As God, He is all-
knowing. However, as I said above, in the incarnation Jesus
voluntarily surrendered the independent exercise of His divine
attributes. Jesus Himself confessed that there were some
things that He did not know during His time on earth; see Mark
13:32; etc.

Finally, while it is certainly true that Genesis 3 does not
identify the serpent with Satan, this identification does seem
to be made explicitly in Revelation 12:9. Also, a careful
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study of what the Bible teaches about Satan reveals that
personal attributes are consistently applied to him. The Bible
views Satan as a personal being, not as a metaphor for
temptation, etc.

Hope this helps a bit. If you would like more information
about biblical and theological issues, please visit The
Biblical Studies Foundation website at Netbible.org. They have
lots of great information about the Bible.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries
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“Where Should We Give Our
Tithe?”

Is there any specific biblical instruction that we give our
tithe to where we regularly hear God’s word or the church we
belong to? What if I feel like giving my tithe to churches
that are in need even though I’'m attending there?

Galatians 6:6 and 1 Timothy 5:17-18 seem to suggest that we
should certainly help support those who teach and preach the
word of God to us. Usually, this will be our local church.
However, in 2 Corinthians 8-9, Paul urges the Corinthians to
share with the church in Jerusalem, which was currently in
great need. The Bible also urges us to help support traveling
missionaries, evangelists, pastors and teachers. Generally, I
think that believers should give FIRST to those who are
helping them grow in the faith and teaching them the Word of
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God, etc. Afterward, they should also give to other Christian
organizations that they believe in and respect. However, there
may also be occasions when the Lord moves His people to help
other believers in other parts of the world.

The key issue, in my opinion, is first the readiness to give
in obedience to God’s word. And second, a sensitive spirit
that is open to the Lord’s leading in one’s giving. Of course,
as good stewards of God’s resources we should also check out
(as best we can) the churches or organizations receiving our
money. Are they faithfully preaching and teaching God’'s word?
Are they genuinely concerned to advance the cause of Christ in
the world? Are they good stewards of the gifts they receive?
Are they genuinely in need?

It’s helpful to remember that the 0ld Testament pattern of
giving was one of both tithes AND offerings. Offerings were
gifts above and beyond the tithe (one-tenth of one’s income).
The circumstances of your question would suggest that if the
Lord is calling you to give to struggling churches, making an
offering on top of your regular giving to your local church
would be an excellent solution.

There are other issues to consider, but these are some to keep
in mind.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn
Probe Ministries

See Also:

» Probe Answers Our E-Mail: “What Does the Bible Say About
Tithing?”

e Probe Answers Qur E-Mail: “What’s the NT Understanding of
Tithing?”
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“Does Jesus’ Vine/Branches
discourse in John 15 Mean You
Can Lose Your Salvation?”

Does John 15:1-7 have anything to do with losing your
salvation? I would like your input. Personally I believe it
does not.

Thanks for your letter. John 15:1-7 definitely presents the
interpreter with some difficulties. Nevertheless, I personally
tend to agree with you and do not think that this passage
teaches that a genuine believer (and this, of course, 1is
important) can lose his/her salvation. Since my own studies
are informed by the expertise of others, and since I share the
viewpoint presented in the NET BIBLE, I have pasted their
comments on this passage below:

The Greek verb atrw (airo) can mean lift up as well as take
away, and it is sometimes argued that here it is a reference
to the gardener lifting up (i.e., propping up) a weak branch
so that it bears fruit again. In Johannine usage the word
occurs in the sense of 1lift up in 8:59 and 5:8-12, but in
the sense of remove it is found in 11:39, 11:48, 16:22, and
17:15. In context (theological presuppositions aside for the
moment) the meaning remove does seem more natural and less
forced (particularly in light of v. 6, where worthless
branches are described as being thrown outan image that
seems incompatible with restoration). One option, therefore,
would be to understand the branches which are taken away (v.
2) and thrown out (v. 6) as believers who forfeit their
salvation because of unfruitfulness. However, many see this
interpretation as encountering problems with the Johannine
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teaching on the security of the believer, especially John
10:28-29. This leaves two basic ways of understanding Jesus
statements about removal of branches in 15:2 and 15:6:

(1) These statements may refer to an unfaithful
(disobedient) Christian, who 1s judged at the judgment seat
of Christ through fire (cf. 1 Cor 3:11-15). In this case the
removal of 15:2 may refer (in an extreme case) to the
physical death of a disobedient Christian.

(2) These statements may refer to someone who was never a
genuine believer in the first place (e.g., Judas and the
Jews who withdrew after Jesus difficult teaching in 6:66),
in which case 15:6 refers to eternal judgment. In either
instance 1t is clear that 15:6 refers to the fires of
judgment (cf. OT imagery in Ps. 80:16 and Ezek 15:1-8). But
view (1) requires us to understand this in terms of the
judgment of believers at the judgment seat of Christ. This
concept does not appear in the Fourth Gospel because from
the perspective of the author the believer does not come
under judgment; note especially 3:18, 5:24, 5:29. The first
reference is especially important because it occurs in the
context of 3:16-21, the section which is key to the
framework of the entire Fourth Gospel and which 1is
repeatedly alluded to throughout. A similar image to this
one is used by John the Baptist in Matt 3:10, And the ax is
already laid at the root of the trees; every tree therefore
that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into
the fire. Since this 1is addressed to the Pharisees and
Sadducees who were coming to John for baptism, it almost
certainly represents a call to initial repentance. More
importantly, however, the imagery of being cast into the
fire constitutes a reference to eternal judgment, a use of
imagery which is much nearer to the Johannine imagery in
15:6 than the Pauline concept of the judgment seat of Christ
(a judgment for believers) mentioned above. The use of the
Greek verb menw (meno) in 15:6 also supports view (2). When



used of the relationship between Jesus and the disciple
and/or Jesus and the Father, it emphasizes the permanence of
the relationship (John 6:56, 8:31, 8:35, 14:10). The
prototypical branch who has not remained is Judas, who
departed in 13:30. He did not bear fruit, and is now in the
realm of darkness, a mere tool of Satan. His eternal
destiny, being cast into the fire of eternal judgment, is
still to come. It seems most likely, therefore, that the
branches who do not bear fruit and are taken away and burned
are false believers, those who profess to belong to Jesus
but who in reality do not belong to him. In the Gospel of
John, the primary example of this category is Judas. In 1
John 2:18-19 the antichrists fall into the same category;
they too may be thought of as branches that did not bear
fruit. They departed from the ranks of the Christians
because they never did really belong, and their departure
shows that they did not belong.”

The NET Bible is a really great site. If you'’re interested in
exploring the topic of salvation, they have a number of
articles at www.bible.org/topic.asp?topic id=13. Articles
specifically on the topic of “Assurance” can be found at
www.bible.org/topic.asp?topic_id=31.

Hope these resources prove helpful.
The Lord bless you,
Michael Gleghorn

© 2005 Probe Ministries
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“The Bible 1is Full of Errors,
So Why Do You Trust It?”

As a Christian fundamentalist group you believe the Bible is
the Inerrant word of God and this highly prized book of
canonized scripture is your infallible authority and source of
truth. (Please correct me if I'm wrong.) Now, with that
thought in mind, read what Christian scholars are publicly
saying about the sacred canon of biblical scripture, and not
just a few. [Link to document called “The Apparent Inerrant
Word Of God” included in letter] (Understand, as a Christian
Latter-day Saint, I strongly value the Bible too.) Here, you
have some serious credibility issues to overcome in making the
Bible everything you want and clam it to be. Christian
scholars are now reaching the same conclusion about the Bible
that faithful Latter-day Saints have known all along and they
are finally speaking out. The truth is, the Holy Bible has
errors — lots of them! Obviously, God did not intervene and
“supernaturally” protect the sacred canon of biblical
scripture, as some people erroneously believed.

Our primary focus for understanding these errors in the
biblical record is the result of discovering ancient
manuscripts, like the Dead Sea Scrolls, that have recently
been found in our time. These ancient biblical and historical
texts, lost in antiquity, have recently come forth from out of
the dust and date back in time to around the Common Era, (CE).
A1l of these early documents predate any of the canonical
writings of the New Testament by hundreds of years. There are
NO original autographs existing from the New Testament record.
A1l that remains today are generational copies of earlier
manuscripts that were handed down throughout the centuries.

So, as I understand the common biblical record, the early
Christian Saints should never have been separated or divided
from their original apostolic teachings. Nevertheless, through
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the centuries of time and by a multitude of religious concepts
that crept into the early church, this apparent division among
the early Christian believers actually happened and today’s
Christian religious world is deeply divided.

But, whenever the Bible 1is being presented as authoritative,
infallible, or Inerrant, I scratch my head and think to myself
— Hold On — Now wait just a minute! From everything that we
know and with the myriads of scientific and archeological
evidence, your particular views on biblical authority,
inerrancy, and infallibility don’t exactly add up with all the
facts. Infallible or Inerrant? Well, that’s hardly the case,
because errors exist in the copied manuscript records! And, as
for biblical authority? Just look around the Christian
community and you will see a staunch Bible expert standing on
nearly every street corner. Only, which one is right?

The common thread running through the biblical Christian
community is the canonized Holy Bible and that’s where the
problem is. So, if the Bible 1is guilty of doing all that, I
would strongly suggest that the highly prized biblical canon
is anything but authoritative.

Christian scholars have sufficiently demonstrated that you
have reached the wrong conclusion for your erroneous
“supernatural” biblical beliefs and who among you can dispute
the facts? Anyone attempting to believe such nonsense is going
to eventually look like an idiot and that’s not good for the
image! But, the choice is freely yours to believe whatever you
want; although, truth will be truth and error will be error,
regardless of the disguise or package it comes in.

Thanks for your letter. Although your comments about the Bible
are definitely weighted toward the moderate to liberal
perspective of biblical scholarship, I would generally agree
with much of what you wrote. Indeed, while I would disagree
with some of the specifics in your letter, the general ideas
expressed therein are well known to all of us here at Probe.



When conservative Christian theologians speak of “inerrancy,”
they are speaking with reference ONLY to the original
writings—not the copies. Of course there are many variants 1in
the copies we possess, but this can give a misleading picture
of biblical reliability. Part of the reason there are so many
variants is simply because we have so many copies. And this
wealth of manuscript evidence allows us, through the science
of textual criticism, to accurately reconstruct the original
documents with a high degree of accuracy. New Testament
textual critics maintain that we can reconstruct the original
documents to about 95-99% accuracy. The 0ld Testament 1is
slightly less than this, but it can still be reconstructed
with a high degree of accuracy.

It'’s important to realize how variants are counted. If a
particular “error” occurs in 3,000 manuscripts (e.g. a
definite article written twice rather than once), this counts
as 3,000 errors. Most of these variants are quite
insignificant (e.g. spelling differences, a word left out, an
extra word inserted, etc.) and can be easily corrected on the
basis of many other manuscripts which have the correct
reading. None of these variants affects a significant doctrine
of Scripture. Discoveries like the Dead Sea Scrolls actually
reinforce the notion that the Masoretic scribes were very
faithful copyists. The manuscript evidence for the NT is far,
far superior to any other book from the ancient world (e.g.
Tacitus, Livy, Pliny, Herodotus, etc.).

Archaeological evidence has repeatedly verified the
reliability of the biblical accounts. And no responsible
scholar would say otherwise. Although there may still be
questions about some issues, archaeology has overwhelmingly
served to confirm the Bible, not disconfirm it.

Thus, while I generally agree with what you’'ve written, I
certainly don’t think your letter gives the whole picture
concerning biblical reliability. An excellent, comprehensive
resource on this issue (from a conservative Christian



standpoint) is A General Introduction to the Bible: Revised
and Expanded Edition by Norman Geisler and William Nix
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1986). This text has numerous chapters
and delves into great detail on such issues as the inspiration
of the Bible, canonization, transmission of the text, and
translation. Conservative scholars have repeatedly responded
to the charges of those who would like to discredit the
general reliability of the Bible. I hope you’ll give such
scholars a chance to offer you another perspective on this
crucial issue.

Shalom,

Michael Gleghorn

Why We Shouldn’t Hate
Philosophy: A Biblical
Perspective

Michael Gleghorn examines the role of philosophy 1in a
Christian worldview. Does philosophy help us flesh our our
biblical perspective or does it just confuse our
understanding?

A Walk on the Slippery Rocks

For many people in our culture today, Edie Brickell and the
New Bohemians got it right: “Philosophy is a walk on the
slippery rocks.” But for some in the Christian community, they
didn’t go far enough. Philosophy, they say, 1is far more
dangerous than a walk on slippery rocks. It’s an enemy of
orthodoxy and a friend of heresy. It’'s typically a product of
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wild, rash, and uncontrolled human speculation. Its doctrines
are empty and deceptive. Worse still, they may even come from
demons'!

Such attitudes are hardly new. The early church father
Tertullian famously wrote:

What has Jerusalem to do with Athens, the Church with the
Academy, the Christian with the heretic? . . . I have no use
for a Stoic or a Platonic . . . Christianity. After Jesus
Christ we have no need of speculation, after the Gospel no
need of research.{1}

Should Christians, then, hate and reject all philosophy?
Should we shun it, despise it, and trample it underfoot?
Doesn’t the Bible warn us about the dangers of philosophy and
urge us to avoid it? In thinking through such questions, it’s
important that we be careful. Before we possibly injure
ourselves with any violent, knee-jerk reactions, we may first
want to settle down a bit and ask ourselves a few questions.
First, what exactly is philosophy anyway? What, if anything,
does the Bible have to say about it? Might it have any value
for the Christian faith? Could it possibly help strengthen or
support the ministry of the church? Are there any potential
benefits that Christians might gain from studying philosophy?
And if so, what are they? These are just a few of the
questions that we want to consider.

But let’s begin with that first question: Just what 1is
philosophy anyway? Defining this term can be difficult. It
gets tossed around by different people in a variety of ways.
But we can get a rough idea of its meaning by observing that
it comes from two Greek words: philein, which means “to love,”
and sophia, which means “wisdom.” So at one level, philosophy
is just the love of wisdom. There’s nothing wrong with that!

But let’s go further. Socrates claimed that the unexamined
life was not worth 1living. And throughout its history,



philosophy has gained a reputation for the careful, rational,
and critical examination of 1life’s biggest questions.
“Accordingly,” write Christian philosophers J.P. Moreland and
William Lane Craig, “philosophy may be defined as the attempt
to think rationally and critically about life’s most important
questions in order to obtain knowledge and wisdom about
them.”{2} So while philosophy may sometimes be a walk on
slippery rocks, it may also be a potentially powerful resource
for thinking through some of life’s most important issues.

Beware of Hollow and Deceptive Philosophy

In their recent philosophy textbook, Moreland and Craig make
the following statement:

For many years we have each been involved, not just 1in
scholarly work, but 1in speaking evangelistically on

university campuses with groups like . . . Campus Crusade for
Christ . . . Again and again, we have seen the practical
value of philosophical studies in reaching students for
Christ. . . The fact is that there 1is tremendous interest

among unbelieving students in hearing a rational presentation
and defense of the gospel, and some will be ready to respond
with trust in Christ. To speak frankly, we do not know how
one could minister effectively in a public way on our
university campuses without training in philosophy.{3}

This is a strong endorsement of the value of philosophy in
doing university evangelism on today’s campuses. But some
might be thinking, “What a minute! Doesn’t the Bible warn us
about the dangers of philosophy? And aren’t we urged to avoid
such dangers?”

In Colossians 2:8 (NIV), the apostle Paul wrote, “See to it
that no one takes you captive through hollow and deceptive
philosophy, which depends on human tradition and the basic
principles of this world rather than on Christ.” What does



this verse mean? Is Paul saying that Christians shouldn’t
study philosophy? Let’s take a closer look.

First, “the Greek grammar indicates that ‘hollow and
deceptive’ go together with ‘philosophy.’”{4} So Paul is not
condemning all philosophy here. Instead, he’s warning the
Colossians about being taken captive by a particular “hollow
and deceptive” philosophy that was making inroads into their
church. Many scholars believe that the philosophy Paul had in
mind was a Gnostic-like philosophy that promoted legalisnm,
mysticism, and asceticism.{5}

Second, Paul doesn’t forbid the study of philosophy in this
verse. Rather, he warns the Colossian believers not to be
taken captive by empty and deceptive human speculation. This
distinction is important. One can study philosophy, even
“empty and deceptive” philosophy, without being taken captive
by it.

What does it mean to be “taken captive”? When men are taken
captive in war, they are forced to go where their captors lead
them. They may only be permitted to see and hear certain
things, or to eat and sleep at certain times. In short,
captives are under the control of their captors. This is what
Paul is warning the Colossians about. He’'s urging them to not
let their beliefs and attitudes be controlled by an alien,
non-Christian philosophy. He’s not saying that philosophy in
general is bad or that it’s wrong to study philosophy as an
academic discipline.

But doesn’t Paul also say that God has made foolish the wisdom
of the world? And doesn’t this count against the study of
philosophy?

Is Worldly Wisdom Worthless?

In 1 Corinthians 1:20 (NIV) the apostle Paul wrote, “Where is
the wise man? Where is the scholar? Where is the philosopher



of this age? Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the
world?” Some Christians think this passage teaches that the
study of philosophy and human wisdom is both foolish and a
waste of time. But is this correct? Is that really what Paul
was saying in this passage? I personally don’t think so.

We must remember that Paul himself had at least some knowledge
of both pagan philosophy and literature — and he made much use
of reasoning in personal evangelism. In Acts 17 we learn that
while Paul was in Athens “he reasoned in the synagogue with
the Jews and the God-fearing Greeks, as well as in the
marketplace day by day with those who happened to be there”
(v. 17; NIV). On one occasion he spent time conversing and
disputing with some of the Stoic and Epicurean philosophers
(v. 18). Further, when it suited his purposes, Paul could
quote freely (and accurately) from the writings of pagan
poets. In Acts 17:28 he cites with approval both the Cretan
poet Epimenides and the Cilician poet Aratus, using them to
make a valid theological point about the nature of God and man
to the educated members of the Athenian Areopagus. Thus, we
should at least be cautious before asserting that Paul was
opposed to all philosophy and human wisdom. He obviously
wasn’t.

But if this is so, then in what sense has God made foolish the
wisdom of the world? What did Paul mean when he wrote this?
The answer, I think, can be found (at least in part) in the
very next verse: “For since in the wisdom of God the world
through its wisdom did not come to know God, God was well-
pleased through the foolishness of the message preached to
save those who believe” (1 Cor. 1:21; NASB). In other words,
as Craig and Moreland observe, “the gospel of salvation could
never have been discovered by philosophy, but had to be
revealed by the biblical God who acts in history.”{6} This
clearly indicates the limitations of philosophy and human
wisdom. But the fact that these disciplines have very real
limitations in no way implies that they are utterly worthless.



We need to appreciate something for what it 1is, recognizing
its limitations, but appreciating its value all the same.
Philosophy by itself could never have discovered the gospel.
But this doesn’t mean that it’s not still a valuable ally in
the search for truth and a valuable resource for carefully
thinking through some of life’s greatest mysteries.

In the remainder of this article, we’ll explore some of the
ways in which philosophy is valuable, both for the individual
Christian and for the ministry of the church.

The Value of Philosophy (Part 1)

Moreland and Craig observe that “throughout the history of
Christianity, philosophy has played an important role in the
life of the church and the spread and defense of the gospel of
Christ.”{7}

John Wesley, the famous revivalist and theologian, seemed
well-aware of this fact. In 1756 he delivered “An Address to
the Clergy”. Among the various qualifications that Wesley
thought a good minister should have, one was a basic knowledge
of philosophy. He challenged his fellow clergymen with these
questions: “Am I a tolerable master of the sciences? Have I
gone through the very gate of them, logic? . . . Do I
understand metaphysics; if not the . . . subtleties of
Aquinas, yet the first rudiments, the general principles, of
that useful science?”{8} It’'s interesting to note that
Wesley’'s passion for preaching and evangelism didn’t cause him
to denigrate the importance of basic philosophical knowledge.
Indeed, he rather insists on its importance for anyone
involved in the teaching and preaching ministries of the
church.

But why is philosophy valuable? What practical benefits does
it offer those involved in regular Christian service? And how
has it contributed to the health and well-being of the church



throughout history? Drs. Moreland and Craig list many reasons
why philosophy is (and has been) such an important part of a
thriving Christian community.{9}

In the first place, philosophy is of tremendous value in the
tasks of Christian apologetics and polemics. Whereas the goal
of apologetics is to provide a reasoned defense of the truth
of Christianity, “polemics is the task of criticizing and
refuting alternative views of the world.”{10} Both tasks are
important, and both are biblical. The apostle Peter tells us
to always be ready “to make a defense” for the hope that we
have in Christ (1 Pet. 3:15; NASB). Jude exhorts us to
“contend earnestly for the faith which was once for all
delivered to the saints” (v. 3; NASB). And Paul says that
elders in the church should “be able both to exhort in sound
doctrine and to refute those who contradict” (Tit. 1:9; NASB).
The proper use of philosophy can be a great help in fulfilling
each of these biblical injunctions.

Additionally, philosophy serves as the handmaid of theology by
bringing clarity and precision to the formulation of Christian
doctrine. “For example, philosophers help to clarify the
different attributes of God; they can show that the doctrines
of the Trinity and the Incarnation are not contradictory; they
can shed light on the nature of human freedom, and so on.”{11}
In other words, the task of the theologian is made easier with
the help of his friends in the philosophy department!

The Value of Philosophy (Part 2)

Let’s consider a few more ways in which philosophy can help
strengthen and support both the individual believer and the
universal church.

First, careful philosophical reflection is one of the ways in
which human beings uniquely express that they are made in the
image and likeness of God. As Drs. Craig and Moreland observe,



“God . . . is a rational being, and humans are made like him
in this respect.”{12} One of the ways in which we can honor
God’s commandment to love him with our minds (Matt. 22:37) 1is
to give serious philosophical consideration to what God has
revealed about himself in creation, conscience, history, and
the Bible. As we reverently reflect on the attributes of God,
or His work in creation and redemption, we aren’t merely
engaged in a useless academic exercise. On the contrary, we
are loving God with our minds—and our hearts are often led to
worship and adore the One “who alone is immortal and

lives in unapproachable light” (1 Tim. 6:16; NIV).

But philosophy isn’t only of value for the individual
believer; it’s also of value for the universal church.
Commenting on John Gager’s book, Kingdom and Community: The
Social World of Early Christianity, Drs. Moreland and Craig
write:

The early church faced intellectual and cultural ridicule
from Romans and Greeks. This ridicule threatened internal
cohesion within the church and its evangelistic boldness
toward unbelievers. Gager argues that it was primarily the
presence of philosophers and apologists within the church
that enhanced the self-image of the Christian community
because these early scholars showed that the Christian
community was just as rich intellectually and culturally as
was the pagan culture surrounding it.{13}

Christian philosophers and apologists in our own day continue
to serve a similar function. By carefully explaining and
defending the Christian faith, they help enhance the self-
image of the church, increase the confidence and boldness of
believers in evangelism, and help keep Christianity a viable
option among sincere seekers in the intellectual marketplace
of ideas.

Of course, not all philosophy is friendly to Christianity.



Indeed, some of it is downright hostile. But this shouldn’t
cause Christians to abandon the task and (for some) even
calling of philosophy. The church has always needed, and still
needs today, talented men and women who can use philosophy to
rationally declare and defend the Christian faith to everyone
who asks for a reason for the hope that we have in Christ (1
Pet. 3:15). As (C.S. Lewis once said, “Good philosophy must
exist, if for no other reason, because bad philosophy needs to
be answered.”{14} These are just a few of the reasons why we
shouldn’t hate philosophy.
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