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Sue Bohlin is an associate speaker and Web Site Administrator
with  Probe  Ministries.  She  attended  the  University  of
Illinois, and has been a Bible teacher and Christian speaker
for over thirty years in addition to being a professional
calligrapher. She is a frequent speaker for MOPS (Mothers of
Pre-Schoolers)  and  for  Stonecroft  Ministries  (Christian
Women’s Clubs), addressing the subject “How to Handle the
Things You Hate But Can’t Change,” based on her experience
with childhood polio. Sue serves on the board and as a speaker
for  Living  Hope  Ministries,  a  Christ-centered  outreach  to
those dealing with unwanted homosexuality. She also serves on
the Women’s Leadership Team for Bible.org and is a regular
contributor to its Tapestry Blog. She and her husband Ray,
Vice President of Vision Outreach for Probe Ministries, have
two grown sons.

Blog Posts

Probe Publications
Abortion
Angels: The Good, Bad, and Ugly
Answering the Big Questions of Life
Bible Literacy Quiz

https://probe.org/sue-bohlin/
mailto:sue@probe.org
http://www.probe.org
http://www.suebohlin.com
http://suebohlin.com
http://suebohlin.com
http://suebohlin.com/aboutSue_Story.php
http://suebohlin.com/aboutSue_Story.php
http://bible.org
http://blogs.bible.org/tapestry
http://www.probe.org/site/c.fdKEIMNsEoG/b.6480375/k.7702/Sue_Bohlin_Blog_Posts.htm


Creation & Evolution Q&A for Kids
Dungeons and Dragons and FRPGs
Evidence for God’s Existence
Four Killer Questions
Homosexuality Q&A
Homosexual Myths
The Internet
Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus
Ten Lies of Feminism
Why Dr. Laura is (Usually) Right
A Short Look At Six World Religions
Worldproofing Our Kids
The Value of Suffering
Harry Potter
Can Homosexuals Change?
5 Lies the Church Tells Women
Protecting Your Family on the Internet
Boys Are From Mars, Girls Are From Venus: Raising Gender-
Healthy Children
Myths Christians Believe
Same Sex Marriage
The Proper Care and Feeding of Husbands
Tuning Up Your Baloney Detector: Learning to Think Critically
Trash Your Marriage in 8 Easy Steps
Your Work Matters to God
What God Says About Sex
The Dark Underside of Abortion
The Darkness of Twilight
The Glory of Grace
What a Biblical Worldview Looks Like

The Galapagos Islands: Evolution’s Sacred Ground
100 online photos with accompanying text of Ray and Sue’s trip
to  the  Galapagos  Islands  with  the  Institute  for  Creation
Research in May 2003

Contributing author, Marriage, Family and Sexuality: Probing



the Headlines that Impact Your Family, Kregel, 2000.

Probe Lectures
Angels
Abortion
Feminism
Four Killer Questions
Homosexuality
Men are from Mars, Women are from Venus
Cherishing Your Child’s Gender
Protecting Your Family on the Internet
Raising Godly Sons and Daughters
The Value of Suffering
Why Marriages Fail

Apologetics:
Worldviews: What Is True?
Evidence for the Existence of God
The Deity of Christ
The Authority of the Bible
Is Jesus the Only Savior?
The Problem of Pain and Evil

Women’s Retreat Messages
[Click here for descriptions of topics]

How to Handle the Things You Hate but Can’t Change
Seeing Ourselves from God’s Perspective
Learning To Give Thanks as a Way of Life
Changing Our Negative Self-Talk
Forgiving: Being A Woman of Grace
A Gentle and Quiet Spirit
The Power of Being a Woman
Seven Secret Passions of Woman
Obstacles to the Wellspring of Joy
An Accurate View of God

http://suebohlin.com/messages3.php


Unpack Your Bags, This Guilt Trip Is Cancelled!
What Are You Doing Pushing That Porsche?
Look in the Mirror, Your Royal Highness!
Standing at the Foot of Niagara Falls
Holiness
The Value of Suffering
Thinking Like Jesus Does
Good and Angry
Becoming an Encourager
Communication in Marriage
Your Work Matters To God

3-Part Series “Daughters of the King: Bring On the Bling!”
Daughters of the King: What does it mean to be a princess?
Real Bling: What are true riches?
Bling Tarnish: What diminishes the brightness of God’s glory
in us

4-Part Series on Prayer
4-Part Series on Inductive Bible Study and Colossians

 

Dr. Ray Bohlin
RAYMOND G. BOHLIN,

PH.D.
Vice President of Vision Outreach

Suite 2000
2001 W. Plano Parkway

Plano, TX 75075
Phone: (972) 941-4562

E-mail:rbohlin@probe.org
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Raymond G. Bohlin is Vice President of Vision Outreach with
Probe Ministries. Dr. Bohlin was born and raised in Chicago,
IL and is a graduate of the University of Illinois (B.S.,
zoology,  1971-1975),  the  University  of  North  Texas  (M.S.,
population genetics, 1977-1980), and the University of Texas
at  Dallas  (M.S.,  Ph.D.,  molecular  and  cell  biology,
1984-1991). He has been with Probe Ministries since 1975 and
has lectured and debated on dozens of college and university
campuses. He has addressed issues in the creation/evolution
debate as well as other science-related issues such as the
environment, genetic engineering, medical ethics, and sexually
transmitted diseases. Dr. Bohlin was named a Research Fellow
of the Discovery Institute’s Center for the Renewal of Science
and Culture in 1997, 2000 and 2012. He and his wife Sue, an
associate speaker and Webmistress for Probe Ministries as well
as a professional calligrapher and Christian speaker, live in
Plano, Texas, a suburb of Dallas, and they have two grown
sons. He can be reached via e-mail at rbohlin@probe.org.

PUBLICATIONS
Bohlin,  Raymond  G.  and  Beitinger,  Thomas  L.,  1979.  Heat1.
exchange in the aquatic salamander, Amphiuma means. J. Thermal
Biology 4:63-67.
Bohlin, Raymond G. 1981. “Sociobiology: Cloned from the Gene2.
Cult.” Christianity Today, January 23, 25(2):16-19.
Bohlin, Raymond G. 1981. “Evolution Society Digs In Against3.
the  Creationists.”  Christianity  Today,  September  18,
25(16):41.
Bohlin,  Raymond  G.  and  Zimmerman,  Earl  G.  1982.  Genic4.
differentiation  of  two  chromosome  races  of  the  Geomys
bursarius  complex.  Journal  of  Mammalogy  63:218-228.
Anderson,  J.  Kerby  and  Bohlin,  Raymond  G.  1983.  Genetic5.
Engineering: the Evolutionary Link. Creation Research Society
Quarterly, 19: 217-219.
Bohlin, Raymond G. and Anderson, J. Kerby. 1983. The Straw God6.
of  Stephen  Gould.  Journal  of  the  American  Scientific
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Affiliation  35(1):  42-44.
Lester,  Lane  P.  and  Bohlin,  Raymond  G.  1984.  The  Natural7.
Limits  to  Biological  Change.  Probe  Books,  Richardson,  TX
75081.
Bohlin,  Raymond  G.  1991.  Complementation  of  a  defect  in8.
complex I of the electron transport chain by DNA-mediated gene
transfer. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Texas at Dallas.
Bohlin, Raymond G. 1996. Up a River Without a Paddle: A Review9.
of “River Out of Eden: A Darwinian View of Life” by Richard
Dawkins.  Creation  Ex  Nihilo:  Technical  Journal.  10(3):
322-327.
Bohlin, Raymond G. 1999. The Possibilities and Ethics of Human10.
Cloning.  Chapter  17  in  Genetic  Engineering:  A  Christian
Response, Timothy Demy and Patrick Stewart, editors, Kregel
Press, Grand Rapids, MI, pp. 260-277.
Bohlin,  Ray.  2000.  Ed.,  Creation,  Evolution,  and  Modern11.
Science: Probing the Headlines that Impact Your Family, Kregel
Publications, Grand Rapids, Mich., 192 pp.
Bohlin, Ray, book review of The Design Inference: Eliminating12.
Chance  through  Small  Probabilities  by  William  Dembski,
Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  1998  in  Philosophia
Christi Vol. 2 (2), 2000, p. 142-144.
Linda K. Bevington, Bohlin Ray G., Stewart, Gary P., Kilner,13.
John F., and Hook, C. Christopher. 2004. Basic Questions on
Genetics,  Stem  Cell  Research,  and  Cloning:  Are  these
Technologies Ready to Use? Kregel Publications, Grand Rapids,
Mich., 125p.
Sebastian,  Sharon  and  Bohlin,  Raymond  G.  2009.  Darwin’s14.
Racists: Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow. Virtual Bookworm.
 

PROBE RADIO TRANSCRIPTS
 

Darwin on Trial15.
Christian Environmentalism16.
Sociobiology: Evolution, Genes, and Morality17.



How to Talk to Your Kids about Creation and Evolution (with18.
Sue Bohlin)
The Grand Canyon and the Age of the Earth19.
The Epidemic of Sexually Transmitted Diseases20.
The Five Crises of Evolutionary Theory21.
Human Cloning22.
Human Fossils: Just So Stories of Apes and Humans23.
The Natural Limits to Biological Change  24.
Why We Believe in Creation25.
The Sanctity of Human Life26.
The Worldview of Jurassic Park27.
Sexual Purity28.
Defending the Faith Philosophically (with Don Closson, Rich29.
Milne, and Jerry Solomon)
Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus (with Sue Bohlin)30.
Evolution’s Big Bang: The Cambrian Explosion31.
The Battle for Life: Physician-Assisted Suicide32.
Up A River without a Paddle: A Darwinian View of Life33.
Life on Mars: Are We Alone in the Universe?  34.
Can Humans Be Cloned Like Sheep?35.
Darwin’s Black Box36.
Campus Christianity37.
The Star of Bethlehem38.
Contact: A Eulogy to Carl Sagan39.
Christian Views of Science and Earth History (with Rich Milne)40.
Cloning and Genetics: The Brave New World Closes In41.
Why Does the University Fear Philip Johnson?42.
Darwinism Takes a Step Back in Kansas43.
Mere Creation: Science, Faith, and Intelligent Design  44.
Genetic Engineering45.
The Coming Revolution in Science46.
Human Genetic Engineering47.
Human Genome Project48.
Icons of Evolution49.
Global Warming50.
The Controversy Over Stem Cell Research51.
PBS Evolution Series52.



Stem Cells and the Controversy over Therapeutic Cloning53.
Where Was God on 9/11?54.
The Galapagos Islands: Sacred Ground of Evolution  55.
Are We Alone in the Universe?56.
The Controversy Over Stem Cell Research57.
Is the Tender Warrior Wild at Heart?58.
Genetic Engineering59.
Human Genetic Engineering60.
The Controversy of Evolution in Biology Textbooks61.
Redesigning Humans: Is It Inevitable?62.
The Continuing Controversy Over Stem Cells63.
Total Truth64.
Was Darwin Wrong?  65.
The Impotence of Darwinism66.
The Case for a Creator67.
The Privileged Planet68.
Is Intelligent Design Dead?69.
 

ORIGINS LECTURE TOPICS

Amoeba to Man: You Can’t Get There From Here
An analysis of the various examples of evolutionary change
today and the evidence for the concept of the created kind.
Video and Power Point on video projector.

 

Creation/Evolution: What Can We Know About the Origins of the
Universe and Life?

A fast-paced presentation outlining the major tensions in
the  origins  debate  and  what  conclusions  we  can  draw.
Summarizes the evidence for the origins of the universe and
life, the origin of complex adaptations and the evidence
for  design  and  intelligence.  Requires  1  hour  and  15
minutes. Video and Power Point on video projector.



 

Christian Views of Science and Earth History
A description of the three most prevalent Christian views
of Genesis: Literal or Recent Creation, Progressive or Day
Age  Creation,  and  Theistic  Evolution.  Strengths  and
weaknesses of each one are analyzed and discussed. Power
Point on video projector.

 

Early Man and Human Fossils
This presentation analyzes the fossil evidence for human
evolution from a creationist perspective. The scarcity of
fossils, the twists of interpretation, and the fossils that
are  out  of  place  are  discussed.  Power  Point  on  video
projector.

 

Evidence of Intelligence
Evidence for an intelligent creator from molecules to the
universe. Video and Power Point on video projector.

 

The Grand Canyon and the Great Flood
This presentation takes you on a hike into the Grand Canyon
with the Institute for Creation Research. You’ll see some
of the fabulous sites in the Grand Canyon as well as an
explanation as to how ICR believes the Canyon may have been
formed  in  conjunction  with  the  flood  of  Noah.  Slide
illustrated.

 



In the Beginning: A Study of Genesis One
This is a verse by verse discussion of the first chapter of
Genesis.

 

The Influence of the Evolutionary Worldview on Society
More and more evolutionists are calling for a new society
based on the principles of evolution. What do they want?
Power Point on video projector.

 

Life’s Origins
A critique of the general scheme of chemical evolution and
evidence for the hand of God in living cells. Video and
Power Point on video projector.

 

Why We Believe in Creation
A biblical apologetic for a creationist position based
primarily  on  the  nature  and  character  of  God  and  the
centrality of creation in the Bible.

NON-ORIGINS LECTURE TOPICS

A Christian Environmental Ethic
Christianity provides the only real basis for ecological
concern. It should not take a crisis for Christians to be
environmentally  aware.  Video  and  Power  Point  on  video
projector.

 



Abortion: The Destruction of the Innocents
Abortion is an unjustifiable intrusion on the safety of the
womb. What is the logic behind the abortion movement and
how should we respond. Power Point on video projector.

 

A Defense of Christianity: Can Christianity Be Trusted?
This  presentation  will  defend  Christian  Theism  as  a
worldview and examine historical evidence for the truth of
Christianity. Power Point on video projector.

 

Campus Christianity: How Should We Live?
Four principles (Think Christianly, Cultivate a Teachable
Spirit, Pursue Excellence, and Faithfulness) are presented
for effective Christian witnessing in the classroom (or any
sphere of life) are addressed. Also presented as Being
Christian in a Post-Christian Societyfor adult audiences.
Video and Power Point on video projector.

 

Human Nature: Who Are We?
Various views of the nature of man and their consequences
are examined and contrasted with the Christian view. Video
and Power Point on video projector.

 

Infanticide and Euthanasia: Gateway to the Death Camps of the
21st Century

The legacy of abortion is an ever decreasing value of human
life  in  our  society.  The  slippery  slope  is  becoming
steeper. Video and overhead projector.



 

Genes,  Cloning,  and  Genetic  Engineering:  A  Christian
Perspective

How will these new technologies be used? Is it a Pandora’s
Box or a miracle cure? Power Point on video projector.

 

The Worldview of Jurassic Park
Scenes from the movie Jurassic Park are viewed with the
intent of discovering the some of the obvious and also some
of the subtle messages contained within this incredible
piece of entertainment. TV/VCR and Overhead Projector

 

Guys are from Mars, Girls are from Venus
This  presentation  looks  at  the  astonishing  agreement
between  the  newfound  discoveries  in  the  secular  world
concerning  the  uniqueness  of  men  and  women  and  their
agreement with millennia old statements from the Bible.
Power Point on video projector.

 

A Christian Response to Homosexuality
This presentation investigates the problem of homosexuality
in our culture today, bringing together relevant Biblical
passages  and  scientific  studies  from  the  fields  of
psychology,  neurology,  and  genetics.  The  goal  is  to
understand what God says, what science knows, and how we
are to respond. How can we “hate the sin, yet love the
sinner”? Power Point on video projector.

 



Safe Sex and the Facts
This presentation documents the unprecedented epidemic of
sexually transmitted diseases. Primary to the discussion is
the clear medical evidence that abstinence followed by
monogamy is the only way to stay reproductively healthy
throughout one’s adult life. Slide Projector.

 

Science and Worldview
This presentation explores the roots of modern science from
a Christian world view and why other worldviews failed to
produce  science  as  we  know  it.  Power  Point  on  video
projector.

 

Worldviews: What Is True?
The major “isms” (theism, naturalism, and pantheism) in our
culture and their influence are discussed. Power Point on
video projector.

 

POSITION STATEMENT ON CREATION/EVOLUTION
1. That God is Creator is clearly taught in Scripture: Genesis
1  and  2,  Job  38-41,  Psalm  104,  Romans  1:18-20,  and  Col.
1:16,17. The suggestion that life and man are the result of
chance  is  incompatible  with  the  biblical  concept  of
intelligent creative activity. Theistic evolution is not a
viable option in my opinion.

2. The data from astrophysics, astronomy, and mathematics do
not  support  the  concept  of  an  eternal  universe  with  no
beginning. Something, indeed, has always existed, but it is



not matter and energy. There is a definite requirement for a
transcendent  energizing  existence  which  is  outside  the
material universe.

3.  The  data  from  geology,  chemistry,  biochemistry,  and
molecular biology do not support the theory that life arose
from non-life by some process of chemical evolution. There is
a  definite  requirement  for  intelligence  in  organizing  and
ordering living systems.

4.  The  data  from  paleontology,  genetics,  ecology,  and
molecular biology do not support the theory of descent with
modification from single-celled organisms to man. The elements
of intelligent design in nature point to a Supreme Designer
that possesses a sense of beauty, form, function, and even
humor. Though organisms do change over time, there appears to
be  genetically  built-in  limits  to  the  amount  and  type  of
biological change that is possible.

5. The plain language of Genesis 1 seems to teach a recent
literal six-day creation. There is much data from science,
however, that indicates the universe and earth are billions of
years old. I do not believe that certainty regarding the age
of the earth is either necessary or possible at this time.
Tension in areas of conflict between science and biblical
interpretation  should  not  necessarily  be  viewed  as  either
questioning the inerrancy of scripture or a lack of faith.
This issue should not be the focus of the creation/evolution
debate at this time.

6.  The  plain  language  of  Genesis  6-8  teaches  a  violent
universal flood which would be expected to leave discernible
scars on the earth. However, it is difficult to assimilate all
geological formations into a model of a single worldwide flood
only 5,000 years ago. There is also a significant amount of
geological data that is not easily explained by uniformitarian
principles. Research of a water canopy/universal flood model



should be vigorously pursued, but belief in such should not be
made a litmus test of true Christian belief.

PHILOSOPHY OF MINISTRY
The creation/evolution debate is not only a divisive issue
between  the  conservative  Christian  community  and  the
scientific establishment, but it also divides Christians as
well. The tension between both sets of groups often arises
because people are talking with no one listening, and hearing
without understanding. Strict adherence to a position is more
important than understanding another’s point of view. This
lack of communication only intensifies the confrontation due
to internal biases.

I  believe  that  a  reasonable  and  calm  presentation  of  the
evidence  can  defuse  the  emotional  bullets,  especially  if
questions are answered straightforwardly and with integrity.
As  a  result,  the  level  of  learning  on  both  sides  is
drastically increased. While there are some points in which I
believe strongly and will defend them rigorously, there are
other issues which still require much study and discussion
between all parties before a firm commitment can be taken.
Part of my overall purpose is to increase the level and depth
of  communication  between  differing  camps  of  the
creation/evolution  debate  while  reducing  the  level  of
suspicion, contempt, and confrontation. This approach is aimed
first of all at bringing Christians together and secondly
towards  increasing  the  level  of  communication  between
creationists  and  evolutionists  outside  the  church.

We must take up the Lord’s invitation to the nation of Israel
through the prophet Isaiah when He said, “Come now, and let us
reason together” (Is. 1:18).



What is Probe?
 

Probe Ministries is a non-profit ministry whose mission is to
assist the church in renewing the minds of believers with a
Christian worldview and to equip the church to engage the
world for Christ. Probe fulfills this mission through our Mind
Games conferences for youth and adults, our 3-minute daily
radio program, and our extensive Web site at www.probe.org.

Further information about Probe’s materials and ministry may
be obtained by contacting us at:

Probe Ministries
2001 W. Plano Parkway, Suite 2000
Plano, TX 75075
(972) 941-4565
info@probe.org
www.probe.org
 

Meet the Probe Speakers and
Writers
 

This is a listing of the individuals who speak and write for
Probe Ministries. Not all speakers are available for every
conference.
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Kerby Anderson is president of Probe Ministries
International. He holds masters degrees from Yale
University (science) and from Georgetown University
(government). He is the author of several books,

including Christian Ethics in Plain Language, Genetic
Engineering, Origin Science, and Signs of Warning, Signs

of Hope. His series with Harvest House Publishers
includes: A Biblical Point of View on Islam, A Biblical
Point of View on Homosexuality, A Biblical Point of View
on Intelligent Design, and A Biblical Point of View on

Spiritual Warfare. Kerby hosts “Point of View” (USA Radio
Network) heard on 360 radio outlets nationwide as well as
on the Internet (www.pointofview.net) and shortwave. He
is also a regular guest on “Prime Time America” (Moody
Broadcasting Network) and “Fire Away” (American Family
Radio). He produces a daily syndicated radio commentary
and writes editorials that have appeared in papers such
as the Dallas Morning News, the Miami Herald, the San

Jose Mercury, and the Houston Post. He can be reached at
kerby@probe.org. (Click here for a full bio.)

Byron Barlowe is a research associate and Web coordinator
with Probe Ministries. He earned a B.S. in Communications
at Appalachian State University in gorgeous Boone, N.C.
Byron served 20 years with Campus Crusade for Christ
(CCC), eight years as editor and Webmaster of a major

scholarly publishing site, Leadership University
(LeaderU.com). In that role, he oversaw several sub-
sites, including the Online Faculty Offices of Drs.

William Lane Craig and William Dembski. His wife, Dianne,
served 25 years with CCC and now homeschools their active
teen triplets. He can be reached at bbarlowe@probe.org.

http://www.pointofview.net
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Dr. Ray Bohlin is Vice President of Vision Outreach
at Probe Ministries. He is a graduate of the University
of Illinois (B.S., zoology), North Texas State University
(M.S., population genetics), and the University of Texas
at Dallas (M.S., Ph.D., molecular biology). He is the co-

author of the book The Natural Limits to Biological
Change and has published numerous journal articles. He
was named a 1997-98 and 2000 Research Fellow of the

Discovery Institutes Center for the Renewal of Science
and Culture. He can be reached at rbohlin@probe.org.

(Click here for a full bio.)

Sue Bohlin is an associate speaker and the Website
Administrator for Probe Ministries. She attended the

University of Illinois, and has been a Bible teacher and
conference speaker for over 30 years. She is a frequent

speaker for MOPS (Mothers of Pre-Schoolers) and
Stonecroft Ministries (Christian Women’ Clubs), and she
serves on the board of Living Hope Ministries, a Christ-

centered outreach to those dealing with unwanted
homosexuality. She is also a professional calligrapher;
but most importantly, she is the wife of Dr. Ray Bohlin

and the mother of their two grown sons. She can be
reached at sue@probe.org.

Steve Cable is senior vice president of Probe Ministries. He
is a magna cum laude graduate of Rice University with a
Bachelor of Science and Masters Degree in Electrical

Engineering. Prior to joining Probe, Steve spent over 25
years in the telecommunications industry. Steve and his wife
Patti have served as Bible teachers for over 30 years helping
people apply God’s Word to every aspect of their lives. Steve

has extensive, practical experience applying a Christian
worldview to the dynamic, competitive high-tech world that is
rapidly becoming a dominant aspect of our society. He can be

reached at scable@probe.org.

https://probe.org/&#109;&#97;&#105;&#108;&#116;&#111;&#58;&#114;&#98;&#111;&#104;&#108;&#105;&#110;&#64;&#112;&#114;&#111;&#98;&#101;&#46;&#111;&#114;&#103;
http://www.probe.org/site/c.fdKEIMNsEoG/b.4415415/k.936C/Dr_Ray_Bohlin.htm
http://suebohlin.com/
https://probe.org/&#109;&#97;&#105;&#108;&#116;&#111;&#58;&#115;&#117;&#101;&#64;&#112;&#114;&#111;&#98;&#101;&#46;&#111;&#114;&#103;
https://probe.org/&#109;&#97;&#105;&#108;&#116;&#111;&#58;&#115;&#99;&#97;&#98;&#108;&#101;&#64;&#112;&#114;&#111;&#98;&#101;&#46;&#111;&#114;&#103;


Michael Gleghorn is a research associate with Probe
Ministries. He earned a B.A. in psychology from Baylor

University and a Th.M. in systematic theology from Dallas
Theological Seminary, and is currently working on his
Ph.D. in theology from DTS. Before coming on staff with

Probe he taught history and theology at Christway Academy
in Duncanville, Texas. Michael and his beautiful wife

Hannah have two children. He can be reached via e-mail at
mgleghorn@probe.org.

Todd Kappelman is a field associate with Probe
Ministries. He is a graduate of Dallas Baptist University

(B.A. and M.A.B.S., and Greek), and the University of
Dallas (M.A., philosophy/humanities). Currently he is
pursuing a Ph.D. in philosophy at the University of
Dallas. He has served as assistant director of the

Trinity Institute, a study center devoted to Christian
thought and inquiry. He has been the managing editor of
The Antithesis, a bi-monthly publication devoted to the
critique of foreign and independent film. His central

area of expertise is Continental philosophy (especially
nineteenth and twentieth century) and postmodern thought.

Paul Rutherford is a researcher, writer, and speaker for
Probe. He joined staff in 2008 after earning a bachelor’s

degree in philosophy and religious studies from Rice
University. His areas of interest include philosophy of
religion, world religions, and faith and culture. Paul’s
ministry experience includes campus ministry, cross-
cultural ministry, and he has spoken in churches and

schools throughout Texas. He and his wife Kelly have two
young children. Paul’s hobbies include playing saxophone,
singing, acting, swing dancing, and sometimes Texas two-

step. He can be reached at prutherford@probe.org.
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Dr. Lawrence Terlizzese is currently joining the Probe
team while teaching rhetoric at the University of Texas
at Dallas (UTD). Meanwhile, he is a doctoral candidate
with an emphasis in Philosophy of Technology at UTD. He
holds both a Th.M. and Ph.D. in Theological Studies from

Dallas Theological Seminary, and a B.A. in Biblical
Studies from Columbia International University in

Columbia, South Carolina. He is the author of two books,
Trajectory of the Twenty First Century: Essays in
Theology and Technology and Hope in the Thought of

Jacques Ellul. He can be reached at lawrence@probe.org.
(Click here for a full bio.)

When  Someone  In  Your
Congregation Says “I’m Gay”

Things to Remember
1. No one is born gay, and no one chooses to be gay. Because
of relational brokenness in families and among peers, some
people experience emotional needs that they try to meet in
ungodly ways. Many of them are uncomfortable with their own
gender; later, they discover they are attracted to others of
the same sex, but this is not their choice. Acting on it,
however, is.

2. Change is possible. Even going back to the first-century
church, the apostle Paul wrote to former homosexuals in the
Corinthian church, “and such were some of you” (1 Cor. 6:11).
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3. Because we live in a fallen world, we are all broken. Many
people in our churches are sexually broken—victims of incest,
pornography  and  masturbation  addicts,  and  compulsive  sex
addiction. Homosexuality is only one form of brokenness.

4. Homosexuality grows out of broken relationships and is
healed  in  healthy  relationships,  especially  same-sex
relationships. This is one of the reasons it is essential for
recovering homosexuals and lesbians to be actively involved in
the church, because this is where they can find healthy, God-
honoring friendships. Their homosexuality is not contagious!

5. Treat them with respect like you would anyone else. They
are people made in the image of God for whom Christ died—they
are not their sexuality. Many people trying to come out of the
gay lifestyle expect to find respect and acceptance only in
the gay community. Finding it in church is immensely healing
to their souls.

6. Accept them where they are, just as Jesus did. Choose to
accept  the  person,  but  not  sinful  behavior.  People  don’t
change unless they experience the grace of acceptance first.
But once they know they are loved and accepted, many of them
are willing to do what it takes to live a life of holiness.

7. Seek to see them with God’s eyes of love and acceptance,
with His intention for their wholeness, healing and freedom.
This means depending on the Holy Spirit for divine perspective
and exercising humility to recognize that first impressions
are often incomplete and inaccurate.

8.  This  is  a  great  opportunity  to  lead  people  to  an
understanding of what it means to have a personal relationship
with Jesus Christ. Some homosexual strugglers, especially men,
feel that they have committed the unpardonable sin. They’ve
heard they are going to hell no matter what they do, so they
are permanently separated from God. They need to know this is
a lie, because when we confess our sins, the blood of Jesus



covers them ALL and cleanses us from all unrighteousness (1
John 1:9).

9. Because of abuse issues, most strugglers seem to have an
especially hard time relating to Father God and to receiving
His love. Yet it is the masculine voice (first in earthly
fathers, and ultimately in our Heavenly Father) that calls
gender out from both men and women, and it is the Father’s
personal and powerful love that is the most important healing
agent in human hearts.

10. Because most pastors are men in authority, most strugglers
(men and women) are INCREDIBLY intimidated by them. Pastors
need to know this and really understand in order to minister
to  strugglers.  This  means  respecting  the  fragility  of
strugglers’  relationships  with  pastors  and  choosing  to  be
deliberately  tender  and  gentle.  They  really  need  “good
shepherds.” Verbalize to them that God can not only change
them, but He is very proud of them (as you are) for sharing
this with you and desiring to change.

11.  Most  same-sex  strugglers  have  very  weak  and  broken
boundaries. Their deep neediness causes them to lapse into
emotionally  dependent  relationships  with  everyone  who  gets
close. We encourage you to only counsel these folks at your
office during regular business hours where others can be aware
of your activities. This gives a sense of security to the
struggler and a protection for you as the pastor.

12. The most success in overcoming same-gender attraction has
occurred when strugglers experienced God as Healer through
heterosexual people who were willing to come alongside them in
their journeys—men helping men, and women helping women. It
would be helpful for you to find someone willing to befriend
and  mentor  the  struggler.  This  takes  a  person  willing  to
seriously invest in the life of a very needy person. They will
need to be available and accessible. Their presence in the
struggler’s life can be powerful and healing.



13. If someone comes in with an agenda of arrogance, demanding
acceptance of their sexual sin, don’t let them bully you.
There  is  a  difference  between  welcoming  the  sinner  and
allowing him to continue in his rebellion. Homosexuality is
sin. Lev. 18:22-23; Rom. 1:26-27, 1 Cor. 6:9-11. Note that
these verses condemn homosexual behavior, not feelings.

Five DON’TS:
1. Don’t panic. An excellent resource for understanding the
issue of homosexuality is Someone I Love is Gay by Bob Davies
and  Anita  Worthen  (published  by  InterVarsity  Press).  Also
Exodus  International  (exodusinternational.org/),  a  Christ-
centered  ministry  that  helps  people  deal  with  unwanted
homosexuality, has numerous resources. Living Hope Ministries
(www.livehope.org)  is  an  Exodus  referral  ministry  in  the
Dallas/Ft.  Worth  area  with  excellent  online  forums  for
parents, spouses, men and women, and youth (ages 13+) who
struggle with homosexuality

2. Don’t make false assumptions or accusations. For example,
please do not assume he is HIV positive. Many aren’t. And if
he  is,  AIDS  is  sexually  transmitted;  the  people  in  your
congregation are safer than many fear. Respect the seriousness
of HIV with commonsense precautions (such as contact with
bodily fluids), but don’t ostracize the person. Handshakes and
hugs are perfectly safe.

3.  Don’t  shut  down  pastorally  or  emotionally.  The  person
coming  to  you  has  known  a  lifetime  of  rejection  and
desperately  needs  to  know  that  a  representative  of  Jesus
Christ will extend grace to him. Hug them when they leave. It
may be the first positive touch they have had in years.

4. Don’t pass judgment. All of us have besetting sins! As
Billy Graham said, “Don’t take credit for not falling into a
temptation that never tempted you in the first place.”

http://exodusinternational.org/
http://www.livehope.org


5. Don’t disclose this person’s secret without permission,
even among church staff. There is nothing safe about the gay
lifestyle; people struggling with same-sex attraction need to
find safety in the church.

This is the text of a brochure from Living Hope Ministries,
written by Sue Bohlin, who serves on the Board of Directors
of Living Hope and moderates one of the online forums. A PDF
version of this brochure is also available for download here;
you will need the free Adobe Acrobat reader to see it.

© 2003 Living Hope Ministries. Used by permission. All rights
reserved.

 

Slavery in America – How Did
the  Founders  and  Early
Christians Regard It?
Kerby Anderson presents a thoughtful review of the attitude
towards  slavery  held  by  many  of  our  founders  and  early
Christian leaders. Although a tragic chapter in our history,
he encourages us to understand that many opposed slavery from
the  beginning  believing  that  all  men  are  in  fact  created
equal.

Introduction
Slavery has been found throughout the history of the world.
Most of the major empires in the world enslaved millions. They
made slaves not only of their citizens but of people in the
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countries they conquered.

Slavery is also a sad and tragic chapter in American history
that we must confront honestly. Unfortunately, that is often
not how it is done. History classes frequently teach that the
founders and framers were evil men and hypocrites. Therefore,
we no longer need to study them, nor do we need to study the
principles  they  established  in  founding  this  country  and
framing the Constitution.

In fact, I have met many students in high school and college
who have no interest in learning about the founders of this
country and the framers of the Constitution merely because
some were slaveholders. But I have also found that they do not
know the whole story of the struggle over slavery in this
country.

In reaction to this secular revisionist teaching in the public
schools and universities, a Christian perspective has been
offered that does not square with history. Some Christians,
wanting to emphasize the biblical principles of the founding
of this country, seem to have turned a blind eye to the evil
of slavery. Slavery was wrong and represented an incomplete
founding of liberty in this country.

In this article we will look at slavery in America and attempt
to tell the story fairly and honestly. At the same time, we
will bring forth facts and stories that have been lost from
the current revisionist teaching on slavery.

First, let’s put slavery in America in historical perspective.
Historians  estimate  that  approximately  11  million  Africans
were transported to the New World. Of these 4 million went to
Brazil, 2.5 million to Spanish colonies, 2 million to the
British West Indies, and 500,000 to the United States.

Although it is sometimes taught that the founders did not
believe that blacks were human or deserved the same rights as
whites, this is not true. Actually, the founders believed that



blacks had the same inalienable rights as other persons in
America. James Otis of Massachusetts said in 1764 that “The
colonists are by the law of nature freeborn, as indeed all men
are, white or black.”{1}

Alexander Hamilton also talked about the equality of blacks
with whites. He said, “their natural faculties are probably as
good as ours. . . . The contempt we have been taught to
entertain for the blacks, makes us fancy many things that are
founded neither in reason nor experience.”{2}

As we will see, many worked tirelessly for the abolition of
slavery and wanted a society that truly practiced the belief
that “all men are created equal.”

The Founders’ View of Slavery
Let’s see what the founders and framers really thought about
slavery and what they did to bring about its end. Here are a
few of their comments.

Slavery was often condemned from the pulpits of America as
revolutionary preachers frequently spoke out against it. One
patriot preacher said, “The Deity hath bestowed upon them and
us the same natural rights as men.”{3}

Benjamin  Franklin  said  that  slavery  “is  an  atrocious
debasement of human nature.”{4} He and Benjamin Rush went on
to found the Pennsylvania Society for Promoting the Abolition
of Slavery.

Benjamin  Rush’s  desire  to  abolish  slavery  was  based  on
biblical principles. He stated: “Domestic slavery is repugnant
to the principles of Christianity.” He went on to say, “It is
rebellion again the authority of a common Father. It is a
practical denial of the extent and efficacy of the death of a
common Savior. It is an usurpation of the prerogative of the
great Sovereign of the universe who has solemnly claimed an



exclusive property in the souls of men.”{5}

John Adams said, “Every measure of prudence, therefore, ought
to be assumed for the eventual total extirpation of slavery
from the United States . . . . I have, through my whole life,
held the practice of slavery in . . . abhorrence.”{6}

James  Madison  in  his  speech  before  the  Constitutional
Convention said, “We have seen the mere distinction of colour
made in the most enlightened period of time, a ground of the
most oppressive dominion ever exercised by man over man.”{7}

During the American Revolution, many slaves won their freedom.
Alexander Hamilton served on George Washington’s staff and
supported the plan to enlist slaves in the army. He wrote to
John Jay that “An essential part of the plan is to give them
their freedom with their muskets . . . for the dictates of
humanity and true policy equally interest me in favor of this
unfortunate class of men.”{8} Blacks from every part of the
country (except South Carolina and Georgia) won their freedom
through military service.{9}

After the Revolution, many Americans who were enjoying new
freedom from England were struck by the contradiction that
many  blacks  were  still  enslaved.  John  Jay  said  “That  men
should pray and fight for their own freedom and yet keep
others in slavery is certainly acting a very inconsistent as
well as unjust and perhaps impious part.”{10}

In Federalist #54, James Madison stated that Southern laws
(not nature) have “degraded [the slaves] from the human rank”
depriving them of “rights” including the right to vote, that
they would otherwise possess equally with other human beings.
Madison argued that it was a “barbarous policy” to view blacks
“in  the  unnatural  light  of  property”  rather  than  persons
entitled to the same rights as other men.



Slavery and the Founders
When America was founded, there were about half a million
slaves. Approximately one third of the founders had slaves
(George  Washington  and  Thomas  Jefferson  being  the  most
notable).  Most  of  the  slaves  lived  in  the  five  southern
colonies.

Benjamin  Rush  and  Benjamin  Franklin  (both  signers  of  the
Declaration of Independence) founded the Pennsylvania Society
for Promoting the Abolition of Slavery in 1774. Rush went on
to head a national abolition movement.

John Jay was the president of a similar society in New York.
He said: “To contend for our own liberty, and to deny that
blessing  to  others,  involves  an  inconsistency  not  to  be
excused.” John Adams opposed slavery because it was a “foul
contagion in the human character” and “an evil of colossal
magnitude.” His son, John Quincy Adams, so crusaded against
slavery that he was known as “the hell-hound of abolition.”

It’s important to note that when these anti-slavery societies
were founded, they were clearly an act of civil disobedience.
In  1774,  for  example,  Pennsylvania  passed  a  law  to  end
slavery. But King George vetoed that law and other laws passed
by the colonies. The King was pro-slavery, and Great Britain
(at that time) practiced slavery. As long as the colonies were
part of the British Empire, they would also be required to
permit slavery.

When  Thomas  Jefferson  finished  his  first  draft  of  the
Declaration  of  Independence,  it  included  a  paragraph
condemning the King for introducing slavery into the colonies
and continuing the slave trade. It said: “He [King George] has
waged cruel war against human nature itself, violating its
most sacred rights of life and liberty in the persons of a
distant  people  who  never  offended  him,  captivating  and
carrying them into slavery in another hemisphere or to incur



miserable  death  in  their  transportation  thither.”
Unfortunately, this paragraph was dropped from the final draft
because it was offensive to the delegates from Georgia and
South Carolina.

After America separated from Great Britain, several states
passed laws abolishing slavery. For example, Vermont’s 1777
constitution abolished slavery outright. Pennsylvania passed a
law in 1779 for gradual emancipation. Slavery was abolished in
Massachusetts and New Hampshire through a series of court
decisions in the 1780s that ruled that “all men are born free
and equal.” Other states passed gradual abolition laws during
this period as well. By the time of the U.S. Constitution,
every state (except Georgia) had at least prohibited slavery
or suspended the importation of slaves.

Most of the founders (including many who at the time owned
slaves) wanted to abolish the slave trade, but could not do so
at  the  founding  of  this  country.  So,  what  about  the
compromises concerning slavery in the Constitution? We will
look at that topic next.

Slavery and the Framers
We have noted that some of the founders were slaveholders. Yet
even so, many of them wanted to abolish slavery. One example
was George Washington.

In 1786, Washington wrote to Robert Morris that “there is not
a man living who wishes more sincerely than I do, to see a
plan adopted for the abolition of [slavery].”{11} Later in his
life he freed several of his household slaves and decreed in
his will that his slaves would become free upon the death of
his wife. Washington’s estate even paid for their care until
1833.

What about the compromises in the U.S. Constitution? When the
delegates came to Philadelphia, there were strong regional



differences between northern and southern states concerning
slavery.{12}

The first compromise concerned enumeration. Apportionment of
representatives would be determined by the number of free
persons and three-fifths of all other persons. Many see this
as  saying  that  blacks  were  not  considered  whole  persons.
Actually, it was just the opposite. The anti-slavery delegates
wanted  to  count  slaves  as  less  in  order  to  penalize
slaveholders  and  reduce  their  influence  in  Congress.  Free
blacks were considered free persons and counted accordingly.

The second compromise dealt with the slave trade. Congress was
prohibited  until  1808  from  blocking  the  migration  and
importation  of  slaves.  It  did  not  prevent  states  from
restricting or outlawing the slave trade. As I pointed out
previously,  many  had  already  done  so.  It  did  establish  a
temporary exemption to the federal government until President
Jefferson signed a national prohibition into law effective
January 1, 1808.

A final compromise involved fugitive slaves that guaranteed
return of slaves held to service or labor “under the laws
thereof.” The wording did not imply that the Constitution
recognized slavery as legitimate but only acknowledged that
states had laws governing slavery.

It is notable that the words “slave” and “slavery” cannot be
found in the U.S. Constitution. James Madison recorded in his
notes  on  the  constitutional  convention  that  the  delegates
“thought it wrong to admit in the Constitution the idea that
there could be property in men.”

Slavery was wrong, and it is incorrect to say that the U.S.
Constitution supported it. Frederick Douglas believed that our
form of government “was never, in its essence, anything but an
anti-slavery  government.”  He  argued,  “Abolish  slavery
tomorrow, and not a sentence or a syllable of the Constitution



need be altered.”

Nevertheless, the seeds of a future conflict were sown in
these compromises. The nation was founded on the ideal that
“all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable rights.” John Quincy Adams
later admitted that: “The inconsistency of the institution of
slavery with the principles of the Declaration of Independence
was seen and lamented.” The conflict eventually broke out into
a great civil war.

The Bible and Slavery
How does the Bible relate to slavery in America? While it is
true that so many of the leaders in the abolition movement
were Christians, there were others who attempted to use their
particular interpretation of the Bible to justify slavery.
That should not be surprising since today we see people trying
to manipulate the Bible to justify their beliefs about issues
like abortion and homosexuality.

The Bible teaches that slavery, as well as other forms of
domination of one person over another, is wrong. For example,
Joseph was sold into slavery (Genesis 37), and the Egyptians
oppressed the Israelites (Exodus 1). Neither these nor other
descriptions  of  slavery  in  the  Bible  are  presented  in  a
favorable light.

The Old Testament law code made it a capital crime to kidnap a
person  and  sell  him  into  slavery  (Ex.  21:16).  It  also
commanded  Israel  to  welcome  a  slave  who  escaped  from  his
master and not be returned (Deut. 23:15-16).

Nevertheless,  some  pointed  to  other  passages  in  the  Old
Testament to try to justify slavery. For example, those who
needed financial assistance or needed protection could become
indentured servants (Ex. 21:2-6; Deut. 15:12-18). But this was
a  voluntary  act  very  different  from  the  way  slavery  was



practiced in America. Also, a thief that could not or would
not make restitution could be sold as a slave (Ex. 22:1-3),
but the servitude would cease when restitution had been made.

In the New Testament, we see that Paul wrote how slaves (and
masters) were to act toward one another (Eph. 6:5-9; Col.
3:22-25,  4:1;  1  Tim.  6:1-2).  Since  nearly  half  of  the
population of Rome were slaves, it is understandable that he
would address their attitudes and actions. Paul was hardly
endorsing the Roman system of slavery.

Paul’s letter to Philemon encouraged him to welcome back his
slave Onesimus (who had now become a Christian). Christian
tradition says that the slave owner did welcome him back as a
Christian brother and gave him his freedom. Onesimus later
became the bishop of Berea.

It is also true that many of the leaders of the abolition
movement were Christians who worked to abolish slavery from
America. Lyman Beecher, Harriet Beecher Stowe, William Lloyd
Garrison,  and  Charles  Finney  are  just  a  few  of  the  19th
century  leaders  of  the  abolition  movement.  Finney,  for
example,  not  only  preached  salvation  but  called  for  the
elimination of slavery. He said, “I had made up my mind on the
question of slavery, and was exceedingly anxious to arouse
public attention to the subject. In my prayers and preaching,
I so often alluded to slavery, and denounced it.”{13}

Slavery is a sad and tragic chapter in American history, and
we must confront it honestly. But the way the subject of
slavery is taught in America’s classrooms today often leaves
out many important facts. I encourage you to study more about
this nation’s history. Our founders have much to teach us
about history, government, and morality.

Notes
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“It’s OK to Act Out Because
Christ  Has  Already  Forgiven
Us?”
I have a question that I believe you can help me answer. I am
a Christian who struggles with homosexual desires. Since I
have accepted Christ as my Lord and savior, I no longer regard
myself as gay or homosexual, but instead I claim the new
identity I have in Christ. I have a friend who is also a
Christian as far as I know, and I do believe he is, who also
has these same desires. He doesn’t believe that homosexuality
is a sin, and has bought into the pro-gay theology. I don’t
know if he really believes that homosexuality is not a sin, or
if he just wants to believe it is not, I can’t judge his
heart, but he presented me with an argument that I have a hard
time with. He said that even if homosexuality were a sin, as a
Christian, covered by the righteous sacrifice of Christ, he
could continue to practice that lifestyle in harmony with his
faith, and because of the work of Christ on the cross, it
really wouldn’t matter. In conjunction with what Paul said
“all  things  are  permissible,  but  not  all  things  are
beneficial”, I am having a hard time refuting that argument.
Yet I don’t believe that he is correct. Am I wrong, do I not
understand the power of grace? If so, then why shouldn’t I act
on my desires and be perfectly comforted in the knowledge that
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God has already paid the necessary price for my actions? Thank
you for your time.

I salute you and honor you for taking the position you have,
choosing to take the identity of a child of the King rather
than someone who is at the mercy of his desires. That is a
HUGE  step  toward  freedom  from  those  desires,  and  towards
healing!

I do share your concern for your friend’s rationalization, for
that is what it is. Let me share an image that has really
touched me from the heart of my friend Randy Thomas, the
former director of Living Hope, a ministry to those leaving
homosexuality  (www.livehope.org).  He  says  that  when  he  is
tempted to indulge in a sin, especially of a sexual nature, he
imagines himself at the foot of the cross looking up at the
Lord Jesus, Who is suffering a horrible death for him. If he
allows himself to think, “This sin doesn’t matter, You’re
going to die for it anyway,” it’s like picking up the nail and
the sledgehammer and pounding it into His body.

Another friend suggested an amazing concept to me. Even though
Christ’s death was 2000 years in the past, He died for all
sins, past present and future. All of my sins were future at
that point. That means that every time I choose to sin, I am
making Him pay for yet another sin that He didn’t have to, and
every time I choose NOT to sin, that means that’s a sin He
didn’t have to experience and take onto Himself for me. So, by
my choices today, I can affect the number and burden of the
sins He suffered and paid for 2000 years ago. Isn’t that
astounding?

Concerning the power of grace: Paul already answered that very
question in Romans 6:1-2: “What shall we say, then? Shall we
go on sinning so that grace may increase? By no means! We died
to sin; how can we live in it any longer?” Seeing grace as the
license to sin is a slap in the face of our Savior. And not
seeing homosexual practice as sin is an act of self-deception.

http://www.livehope.org


Here’s a question to pose to your friend: what is glorifying
to God about homosexual practice? Consider the biology of sex,
for starters. Consider the spiritual meaning of sex between a
husband and wife (Ephesians 5), as well. There are very good
reasons God limits sex to heterosexual marriage.

Concerning the argument “all things are permissible, but not
all things are beneficial,” people have to do some serious
theological gymnastics to get around God’s condemnation of
homosexual sin. There is no way it is permissible because
every  act  of  homosexual  sin,  just  like  every  act  of
heterosexual  sin,  is  immoral,  and  God  stands  against  all
immorality. Scripture is very, very clear that God’s intent
for sex is restricted to within the marriage of one man and
one woman, and everything else outside of those confines is
sin. Joe Dallas’ fine work A Strong Delusion is an excellent
answer  to  the  pro-gay  theology  that  he  understands  well
because he was an apologist for it before repenting of it. I
heartily suggest it to you and to your friend. In fact, that
book  was  the  reason  one  of  MY  friends  finally  made  the
decision to leave lesbianism behind–it was such a powerful
statement of truth.

I do hope this helps clear things up. I pray that God will
overwhelm you with the peace that comes with His truth, and
you will enjoy the confidence of trusting Him no matter what
others say.

In His grip,

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries



“Is Islam a Religion of Peace
or of Violence?”
I’m hearing people (like the president) say that Islam is
actually a religion of peace. Others are warning us that the
terrorists who attacked the U.S. on 9/11 represent the true
Islam of anger and violence. Which is it? And why would they
want to attack us anyway?

To get a better grasp on this apparent contradiction I had a
very enlightening conversation with a missionary to Muslims
for many years who also has a Ph.D. in Islamics. He provided
perspective I have never heard:

We have to back up to 610 A.D. and look at the big picture of
Muhammad and the Qur’an.

Muhammad  was  frustrated  at  the  heathen  polytheism  of  the
Arabian culture, and wanted people to return to the one true
God,  the  God  of  the  Bible.  In  fact,  he  called  Jews  and
Christians “the people of the Book.” In the beginning, he said
he  was  preaching  the  same  message,  just  in  a  different
language. And if people had doubts about what he was saying,
they should check with the people of the Book.

The  Qur’an,  which  is  a  compilation  of  the  teachings  of
Muhammad after his death, is not in chronological order. When
Islamic  scholars  rearrange  the  chapters,  or  suras,  into
chronological order, they are comprised of the Mecca (early,
middle and late) suras, the city where Muhammad started out,
and  the  Medina  suras,  where  he  ended  up.  Something  very
important happened in between those two sections. As Muhammad
rose in prominence and influence, accumulating followers, some
of them wanted to verify that he was actually a prophet of
God. He said, “Go check with the Jewish tribes.” So they did.
. . and the Jews said, “No, Muhammad is not a prophet of God.”
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This made him very angry, and it changed the way he thought
about  Jews.  The  anti-semitism  of  Islam  began  here.  The
hostility,  violence,  controlling  nature,  and  forceful
missionary zeal of Islam (“accept Islam or suffer”) developed
in Muhammad’s later teachings.

So there are two very different aspects to Islam. Earlier
suras  are  more  about  peace.  Later  suras  are  more  about
violence. In addition, where Muslims are in the minority (such
as North America and Europe), they tend to follow the earlier
Mecca suras. Where they are in the majority (such as the
middle East, Afghanistan, Pakistan, etc.), they tend to follow
the later Medina suras.

Add to this the fact that in the culture of Islam, people
learn  differently.  We  are  taught  to  think  critically,  to
analyze  and  compare  and  contrast  literature.  Muslims  are
taught NOT to think critically, only to memorize the Qur’an
and parrot back what they are taught about Islam. So it is not
surprising to learn that some Muslims say that Islam is a
religion  of  peace,  since  that  is  their  perception  and
experience, and other Muslims say that Islam is a religion of
conquering and judgment, since that is their perception and
experience.

The Qur’an contradicts itself from the early Mecca suras to
the  Medina  suras.  This  is  different  from  the  progressive
revelation we find in the Bible, where God reveals more and
more information as history unfolds, and He reveals what had
earlier been mysteries. This makes sense in view of the fact
that the Qur’an is a human invention and the Bible is divinely
inspired.

I also asked the missionary why Osama bin Laden wanted to
attack us. He suggested three reasons:

• A personal grudge against the U.S. for pressuring Sudan
and Saudi Arabia (bin Laden’s home country) to kick him out.



• A resentment of America that he shares with many Muslims
for exporting our immoral standards and examples to the
world through TV, movies and music. They object to the way
sexual immorality and impurity, women’s provocative dress,
pornography, drug and alcohol abuse, and homosexuality are
presented as normal, desirable lifestyles. (And I have to
say this is a completely legitimate complaint, although
their  way  of  showing  frustration  and  displeasure  is
completely  unacceptable!)

• The whole Palestinian-Israeli land fight. In the Arab
mindset, the sons of Ishmael (Abraham’s son) had the rights
to the promised land, and they held it for thousands of
years. Then when Israel (sons of Isaac, Abraham’s other son)
came and took it away from them, that was heinously unfair,
but the U.S. backed and supported Israel. What looks like
righting a wrong to Israel is “wronging a right” to the
Palestinians. This is an impossible situation that cannot be
solved until the Lord Jesus returns and HE makes all things
right.

One final comment which Pat asked me to be sure and stress: it
is just as illogical to judge all Muslims as terrorists as it
is  for  the  rest  of  the  world  to  condemn  all  American
Christians  as  Timothy  McVeighs.

This is a very complex situation and won’t be solved easily or
quickly. It shows the importance of worldview and the truth
that ideas have consequences.

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries



Boys Are From Mars, Girls Are
From  Venus:  Raising  Gender-
Healthy Children
Sue Bohlin begins with the concepts from John Gray’s best-
seller and applies them to understanding and supporting our
child’s  gender  to  develop  a  healthy  self  understanding.
Recognizing the wide variation among children, she is still
able to apply biblical truth from a Christian perspective to
give sound advice on this important topic.

Gender Differences
John Gray’s best-seller Men Are From Mars, Women Are From
Venus{1} woke up millions of people to the truth that men and
women are different, and different is good. The politically
correct lie that gender is a culturally bound social construct
was shown to be just that, a lie, because life doesn’t work
that way.

In this article I look at gender differences in boys and
girls, examining the importance of supporting our children’s
gender to encourage a healthy self-concept as a possible means
of preventing the development of homosexuality. (While I by no
means wish to oversimplify this very complex subject, there
are  nonetheless  patterns  that  show  up  in  many  people  who
experience same-sex attraction.{2})

(Disclaimer:  I  do  realize  I  am  painting  these  gender
differences in broad strokes. Not every boy and not every girl
will follow along these lines. However, these generalizations
are  true  for  the  vast  majority  of  children,  as  well  as
adults.)

Boys get their sense of self from achievement. They’re wired
to be self-reliant. One of my son’s first whole sentences was,
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“Me do it!” They think they get extra brownie points for doing
things on their own. For boys, asking for help means admitting
defeat, and being offering help means being disrespected. When
I used to say, “Let Mommy help you” to my two sons, they would
be offended and I never knew why. If I could do it over again,
I would tell them, “Let’s see if you can do it on your own. If
it doesn’t work, I’ll be glad to help.”

Girls,  on  the  other  hand,  get  their  sense  of  self  from
relationships. Most everything is about people, and asking for
help is a way to build a bridge to other people. When a girl
is offered help, she often feels loved and valued. So when a
Daddy from Mars lets his little girl struggle on her own,
because that’s what a boy would appreciate, she can feel hurt
and abandoned.

Boys are very linear in their thinking; they focus on one
thing at a time. Girls are usually multi-taskers, able to
juggle several things at once. Both of these are strengths. I
finally learned to show respect for my boys’ one-thing-at-a-
time kind of thinking by giving them my full attention when
they were talking to me. Although I knew that I could focus on
them even if my hands were busy, they didn’t think I was
really listening. It’s also important for men to realize that
girls can do more than one thing at a time without being
disrespectful, like simultaneously embroider and truly listen
to someone talk.

Boys, being linear, tend to focus on a goal, whereas girls can
enjoy the process as well. I frustrated my kids so many times
when they’d be dressed and ready for a soccer game and I’d
think, “We’ve got 10 minutes before we have to leave! Let’s
get the living room vacuumed!” They would be focused on the
goal  of  playing  soccer  and  I’d  drive  them  crazy  with  my
emphasis on the process of running a household.

Boys tend to be competitive and girls cooperative. That makes
sense since boys get their sense of self from achieving, and



girls get their sense of self from relationships. There has
been a definite anti-male bias in many of our schools over the
past  several  years  where  competition  is  seen  as  evil  and
hurtful, so it’s been removed whenever possible. This means
educational  policy  has  been  directed  against  boys’  very
nature.{3} They often achieve more through competition, even
friendly  competition,  and  that  includes  building
relationships.  Boys  (and  men)  bond  best  with  other  guys
shoulder-to-shoulder, engaged in a competition or a common
task. Girls (and women) bond best face-to-face. We need to
support these differences for each gender to be who God made
them to be.

Boys are action-oriented. Many little boys naturally throw
themselves  into  a  chair  rather  than  sit  in  it.  They  are
naturally active, which frustrates both parents and teachers,
but the solution is not to drug them or try to turn them into
girls. We need to change our expectations of what makes for
acceptable  levels  of  activity  in  boys,  and  provide  safe
channels for all that energy.

Where boys are primarily action-oriented, girls are primarily
verbal. This verbal nature of females is not a design flaw;
God, who defines Himself as “the Word” in the Bible, imparted
that part of His own nature to girls and women. Girls’ very
wordiness is what allows them to connect with other people, to
be the relational beings that God intended.

These differences really show up when kids get hostile. Boys
will often get physical when they’re mad or frustrated. The
testosterone that flows through boys’ bodies is part of their
physical hostility, and it needs to be respected. This very
same tendency to hit or kick when angered is usually channeled
into the glory of adult masculinity where a man will fight to
protect his family or his country.

When girls get hostile, they use their tongues. It’s not true
that “sticks and stones can hurt my bones but names will never



hurt  me.”  Unfortunately,  more  long-term  damage  can  be
inflicted  with  hurtful  words  than  by  hitting  or  kicking.
That’s why it’s so important to teach girls what Proverbs
teaches about the destructive power of the tongue,{4} and to
work at using their verbal skills to uplift and encourage and
nurture.

Follow  God’s  Rules  for  Marriage  and
Family
Although there is no one-size-fits-all explanation for why
homosexuality  develops,  many  who  struggle  with  same-gender
attraction  can  identify  unhealthy  patterns  of  relating  in
their families as they were growing up.

One of the ways that the development of a homosexual identity
can be prevented is by following God’s rules for marriage and
the family.{5}

First,  Both  husband  and  wife  have  clearly  defined  roles.
Children  need  to  see  that  mothers  and  fathers  are  not
interchangeable, and there are distinct roles that men and
women  fulfill.  They  need  to  know  that  a  man  shows  his
masculinity by protecting and providing for his family, using
his strength to serve them and not hurt them. They need to see
the beauty of femininity expressed in their mother’s nurturing
and intuitive capabilities.

Second, The father is an involved leader, and is warm and
affectionate  toward  his  children.  All  children,  but  most
especially boys, long for their dads’ acceptance, praise and
physical affection. When boys don’t get it, it creates an
emotional void of a sense of intimate connection with a man,
and a boy can grow up not comfortable with being male.

Third, The mother loves and nurtures her family without being
controlling. Girls need their mothers to show them that being
a female is a good and lovely gift from God, and boys need



their mothers to love and respect them without smothering.

Fourth, The father loves the mother. In showing love for his
wife, the father creates the climate in which a little girl
can believe it is safe and good to be a woman, and men can be
trusted.  When  a  boy  sees  his  father  loving  his  mother,
cherishing and protecting her, he sees a man going beyond
himself, the glory of masculine strength. He sees that being a
man is a good and wonderful gift from God.

Fifth,  The  mother  shows  respect  for  the  father.  For  the
daughter, her mother’s esteem for her father again shows that
men are to be trusted, that women can enjoy and celebrate men.
The mother’s view of the father can become her view of him—and
her view of men in general. Many lesbians deeply believe that
men  are  idiots  or  brutes,  worthless  and  repulsive,  and
something desperately sad shaped that belief.

If a boy’s mother treats his father with love and respect, it
says being a man is a good thing. But a weak father who
accepts contempt, or a mean father who fights back, can both
lead the boy to choose to identify with his mother and against
his father. This just confuses his developing gender identity.

Following  God’s  command  to  love  wisely  and  well  usually
produces emotionally healthy kids.

Affirm Children’s Gender
A wise person once said that it’s easier to build a healthy
child than repair an adult. The best way to build emotionally
healthy children who accept and enjoy their gender is for us
as parents (and grandparents and teachers) to affirm boys in
their masculinity and girls in their femininity.

Boys  and  girls  are  definitely  created  differently  from
conception,  and  we  should  support  those  God-ordained
differences. Boys who are typically active boy need to hear
words of affirmation and acceptance for what makes them boys.



A friend of mine recently took her little boy for a walk down
to the lake. Along the way she said, “Parker, let’s look for
frogs and toads. Mommy is so glad God made you a little boy so
you could like yucky things like frogs and toads.” When they
got back to the house, his grandmother asked, “So how was your
walk?” and Parker said, “Mommy’s glad that I’m a boy because I
like yucky things like frogs and toads!”

Boys  who  are  NOT  typically  boy,  those  who  prefer  quieter
pursuits  like  reading  and  music  and  the  performing  arts,
especially need to be supported in their masculinity. These
boys can grow up to be the King Davids in our world, and we
need  them!  I  should  also  point  out  that  these  sensitive,
quieter types, when cherished in their masculinity, grow up to
be the best kind of husbands, and men with a shepherd’s heart.
All boys need to hear their parents affirm their existence
with comments like “I’m so glad God made you a boy” and
“You’re going to make a fine man when you grow up.” They need
to hear that a boy can be a good strong male whether or not
they play sports and like rough stuff.

Feminine little girls need to be admired and cherished for
their girlishness. A little girl in a new dress can be praised
by her mother and friends all day long, but she won’t really
believe she’s beautiful until her daddy tells her she is. And
girls need to hear the “b” word—they they are beautiful. It’s
a part of the feminine heart. Not every girl or woman is
beauty-pageant material, but there are many kinds of beauty,
and we all need to hear that we are beautiful. Girls who
aren’t  typically  girly,  the  tomboys  and  “jockettes,”
especially  need  to  be  appreciated  for  their  particular
expression of femininity by praising and encouraging them.
They need to know that one can be a soft, feminine lady AND a
strong leader or a great athlete.

Every child’s heart longs to hear “I’m so glad you’re you, and
I love you just the way you are.”



Understanding Gender Differences
I think it’s crucial for us as adults to understand gender
differences  in  children  and  support  them  with  a  sense  of
humor, not condemnation.

One of my friends tells of an elaborate classroom Christmas
craft where the kids were to fill socks with rice, tie them
off and decorate them to be snowmen—a craft created by mothers
of girls. The boys filled the socks with rice, tied them off
and gleefully announced, “Look! A snow worm!”

I remember hearing another friend informing her young boys,
“We don’t roughhouse. We play quietly and gently.” She didn’t
mean to, but she was trying to teach her boys to be girls. NOT
a good plan!

Those who experience same-gender attraction, especially men,
are usually uncomfortable and insecure in their masculinity or
femininity. Homosexuality isn’t primarily a sexual issue, but
an  emotional  one,  and  it  often  starts  with  not  being
comfortable or confident in the gender God chose for us. So
it’s important to be on the lookout for signs that children
might be struggling with their gender identity and may be
vulnerable to developing a homosexual identity later:

Kids who don’t fit in.
Kids who lack a close relationship with their father,
especially boys.
Kids who wear clothes and play with toys associated with
the other gender.
Boys who are TOO good, everyone seeing them as “the good
little boy.”
Poor peer relationships, not bonding with other children
their same sex, often lonely.
Kids who are bullied and shamed by other kids.

In  closing,  let  me  give  three  suggestions  for  raising
emotionally healthy children with a strong sense of gender:



•Cultivate  warm,  affectionate,  respectful
relationships—between husband and wife, and between parents
and  children.  A  hurtful  relationship  with  the  same-sex
parent, whether real or just perceived, is the number one
contributor to the later development of homosexuality.{6}
Both boys and girls, but especially boys, need a daddy’s
approval, acceptance and affection. Girls develop problems
with gender identity from not being protected and cherished.
They need to be encouraged toward feminine things with a
close and loving relationship with Mom.

•Cherish and support your child’s gender. Understand the
God-designed differences and tell them how special it is to
be a boy or a girl.

•When you see patterns of inappropriate gender behavior,
lovingly correct it. For instance, boys don’t wear girls’
clothes or makeup or jewelry. And boys don’t play with
Barbies the way girls do. However, it’s OK to play with
Barbies the way BOYS would! That would include physical
aggression and sound effects as well as nurturing behavior.

God knew what He was doing when he chose each child’s gender,
and we would be wise to support His choice.
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Tuning  Up  Your  Baloney
Detector
Critical thinking skills are necessary for thinking biblically
and in a way that glorifies God. Sue Bohlin explores some of
the ways to develop those skills.

This article is also available in Spanish. 

The Need to Think Critically
One of our main objectives here at Probe Ministries is to help
people learn to love God with their minds. You really can’t do
that  without  learning  to  think  biblically,  and  think
critically.  In  our  television-saturated  culture,  we  have
discovered  that  more  Christians  are  conformed  to  the
philosophies and deceptions of the world than the teachings
and  truths  of  the  Bible.  So  in  this  essay  I  offer  some
suggestions on how to sharpen our thinking skills. The apostle
Paul exhorts us in Colossians 2:8, “See to it that no one
takes  you  captive  through  philosophy  and  empty  deception,
according to the tradition of men, according to the elementary
principles of the world, rather than according to Christ.” The
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way  to  prevent  ourselves  from  being  taken  captive  to
unbiblical, ungodly thinking is to build a kind of mental grid
through which we filter what we see, hear, and read.

The first element of the grid is to know what the Bible says,
so we can compare the ideas that permeate our culture to the
absolute truth of what God has revealed. There is no room for
shortcuts  here;  it  takes  time  in  God’s  Word,  reading  and
meditating on what we read. And in order to understand the
context for what we read, we need to work our way through the
Bible one book at a time rather than opening it up at random
and  reading  in  a  hit-or-miss  fashion.  We  know  that  not
everyone is a reader; God made some people auditory learners,
and they need to hear the Word rather than read it. That is
fine—the  Scripture  says,  “Faith  comes  from  hearing,  and
hearing through the word of Christ” (Rom. 10:17). It doesn’t
say  “reading”!  It  is  now  possible  to  hear  the  Bible  on
cassette or CD or even on the Internet.{1} Whatever it takes
for you, get the Bible into your head and heart.

As  you  learn  what  the  Bible  says,  you  will  be  able  to
recognize counterfeits to God’s truth. For instance, over the
past several years the definition of truth has shifted. It
used to be that everyone assumed that there was such a thing
as absolute truth: things which are true for all people, at
all times, in all places. Today, many people believe that
contradictory beliefs, such as the different world religions,
can all be true at the same time and that murder, lying, and
adultery  can  be  acceptable  under  certain  conditions.  The
belief that truth is relative is a worldly philosophy that has
taken many captive, and Christians should filter this out of
our thinking because God has revealed unchanging truth to us
in His Word.



In his book Defeating Darwinism by Opening Minds,
Phillip Johnson has a great chapter called “Tuning Up Your
Baloney Detector.” He lists a number of critical thinking
tools  that  originally  came  from  Carl  Sagan,  the  late
astronomer who made science understandable to us lay people.
(Unfortunately, Dr. Sagan failed to point his baloney detector
at himself as he ferociously insisted that true science was
the same as a purely naturalistic worldview.)

A  well-tuned  baloney  detector  will  be  able  to  filter  out
several kinds of baloney that would take Christians captive
when we swallow the thinking that comes from the surrounding
culture.

Vague Terms and Shifting Definitions
One kind of baloney we need to be alert for is the use of
vague terms. People with a non-Christian worldview can start
off  using  language  that  we  think  we  understand  and  then
suddenly veer off into a new meaning. Once when I was a brand-
new  believer,  people  collecting  money  to  care  for
underprivileged kids approached me on the street. I asked, “Do
you teach them about Jesus?” and they said, “Yes. . . .” After
I gave them money and took their brochure, I discovered that
they taught that Jesus and Satan were brothers! We also see
this deliberate vagueness happening in the abortion debate. It
is much easier to justify getting rid of a glob of unwanted
cells if you do not call it “shredding and mutilating an
unborn baby.”

We also need to be on the lookout for shifting definitions. In
the evolution debate, many people will start out defining
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evolution as “change over time.” Who can argue with that? But
then we find out that the true working definition of evolution
is unguided, purposeless change.

Believing What We Want to Believe
We also need to be on the lookout for what Phillip Johnson
calls the “original sin” of believing what we want to believe,
even  if  there  is  evidence  to  the  contrary.  It  is
intellectually dishonest to deny facts that contradict our pet
beliefs so that we can stay in our comfort zone. We get
critical e-mail at Probe complaining about the fact that we do
not take a position on the age of the earth. It comes from
people who believe what they want to believe regardless of the
fact that there is good evidence for another position. One of
the wisest prayers we can pray is “Lord, show me where I’m
being deceived.” Whether we are talking about our emotional,
spiritual, or intellectual life, we need to move from the
darkness of believing what we want to believe, into the light
of truth as God shows it to us.

Selective Use of Evidence
Another  critical  thinking  skill  is  to  be  watchful  of  the
selective use of evidence. We need to be careful not to jump
on bandwagons of all kinds before checking out any evidence
that  would  provide  a  different  conclusion.  The  creation-
evolution debate is a great example of this principle, because
it’s awfully hard to find any biology textbooks that provide
students with the evidence against evolution. They do not
learn  that  evolutionists  cannot  account  for  things  like
flight, or the eye, or the explosion of fully formed animals
in the Cambrian layers of rock.

I know of several women who deeply regret having had abortions
based on the selective use of evidence. They were told that
this would solve their problem, that it was simply removing



unwanted fetal tissue, that it was really no big deal. They
were not given a sonogram where they could have seen their
babies moving around inside them, or told about how the Bible
declares  the  personhood  of  even  the  tiniest  unborn  human
being. They also weren’t told about the horrendous burden of
guilt and shame they would carry for years afterwards. We need
to know both sides of an argument in order to avoid being held
in captivity to the world’s philosophies.

Appeal to Authority
Another critical thinking skill is to be wary of is the appeal
to authority. “Nothing is true just because some big shot says
it is true.”{2} In our culture, we practically worship experts
(especially scientific experts), and willingly set aside our
own beliefs and instincts if somebody with a white lab coat or
letters after their name tells us something is true or right
or good. That is how we got millions of students who are poor
readers in the U.S.: educational experts decided to throw out
phonics, which works very well, and substitute the whole-word
approach to reading, which fails miserably.

But it’s not just white lab coats; the appeal to authority
exploits the way our culture values celebrity. Michael Jordan
may be the world’s best basketball player, but does that mean
he is an authority on underwear too? We need to be skeptical
of anybody who says, “Believe it because I say so.”

Ad Hominem and Straw Man Arguments
Two kinds of communication that ought to set our internal
alarms off are the ad hominem argument and the straw man
argument.

Ad hominem is Latin for “to the man.” When people use this
kind of argument, they are attacking the person instead of
what he is saying. My son experienced this on one occasion in
his college class where he got into a spirited discussion with



a girl who was not being too logical. She could not counter
his arguments, got frustrated, and dismissed him with, “Oh,
you’re just too pretty to be a boy anyway.” That’s an ad
hominem argument. It means someone is out of ammunition and
defenses for their argument, so they attack the other person
or the other side instead.

Now, there is a value to pointing out that someone has a bias,
because it is going to impact their conclusions. That is not
the same as attacking the person. When people e-mail us here
at Probe and accuse us of being biased about Christianity, we
freely admit we are very biased. But that does not change
whether it is true or not. On the other hand, if a tobacco
company releases a study showing that secondhand smoke is not
dangerous, one can legitimately question the inherent bias
without attacking the people making the argument.

Another critical thinking tool is to watch out for straw man
arguments.  This  is  where  an  opponent  distorts  someone’s
position to make it easier to attack. Recently I participated
in a panel discussion on therapies and organizations that help
people leave homosexuality. One of the students in the class
pointed at me and said, “I just think you shouldn’t try to
make gays change against their will. That’s not right.” Well,
I  agree,  and  I  do  not  know  anyone  who  tries  to  change
homosexuals  against  their  will.  He  was  using  a  straw  man
argument, because the truth is, I work with a ministry that
offers help only to those who want it.{3} We do not even let
anyone in the door unless they are willing to consider that
change is possible, and they are the ones seeking us out. This
student twisted my position to make it easier to attack.

Of course, nobody announces that they are using a straw man or
ad hominem argument when they do it! But when you recognize it
and call it what it is, you are thinking critically about what
you are hearing.



Untestable Theories
When I was a young girl, my mind was a sponge—an avid learner,
I soaked up everything with a total lack of discernment. There
was a time when I was confused about whether the gods of Greek
and Roman mythology were real or not!

In this article we have been looking at loving God with our
minds by building a mental filter through which we examine
what we see, hear, and read. A mental filter consisting of a
Christian worldview allows us to keep what is true and right
and good, and not swallow the rest like I did! One final
baloney detector involves recognizing theories and ideas that
cannot be proven either true or false. Many people believe
things simply because they sound good, even though there is no
way to find out if they are right or not. For example, Carl
Sagan  opened  his  famous  Cosmos  series  with  the  worldview
statement that “The Cosmos is all there is, or ever was, or
ever will be.” How do you test such a statement to see if it
is true or not? At Probe we get e-mail from people who have
accepted such untestable theories. What test is there to prove
or disprove reincarnation or the existence of the Goddess? How
do you run an experiment to prove whether people who have died
are sending messages to us when we come across pennies on the
pavement?

On the other hand, testability is one of the things that makes
Christianity so robust. If someone were able to come up with
the bones of Jesus Christ, it would prove Christianity wrong
and the millions of believers deluded. It’s a testable idea,
not an unprovable, pie-in-the-sky concept. Remember what Paul
says in Colossians 2:8, “See to it that no one takes you
captive through philosophy and empty deception, according to
the tradition of men, according to the elementary principles
of the world, rather than according to Christ.” In order to do
that, we need to work to build a strong mental filter that
constantly compares what we see and hear and read to the truth



of  God’s  word.  We  need  to  interact  with  TV,  movies,
newspapers,  and  magazines,  identifying  those  things  that
contradict the truth God has already given us. We should feel
free to jot comments in the margins of books, especially when
we find baloney in them. We need to remember that the world
system and our adversary, the devil, are both continually
working to tear down what is good and true, and erect false
arguments and pretensions that set themselves up against the
knowledge of God. So we can take every thought captive to make
it obedient to Christ (2 Cor. 10:4-5).

To mix metaphors, we need to tune up our baloney detectors so
we will not be sponges.
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introduces the conversation.

 This article is also available in Spanish.

The Cultural Crisis and the Plea of Jesus
Sometime in 1983 I began working with the Crisis Pregnancy
Center in Chicago. A few times I participated in sidewalk
protests in front of abortion clinics. I son realized that
many  of  those  I  stood  with  on  the  sidewalks  were  Roman
Catholics! I even had the opportunity to speak before a group
of  Catholics  once.  As  I  soon  learned,  Catholics  had  been
fighting abortion for some time before such people as Francis
Schaeffer made evangelical Protestants aware of the situation.

Roman Catholicism was a bit of a mystery to me then. There
weren’t many Catholics in southeast Virginia where I grew up.
All I knew was that they had a Pope and they prayed to Mary
and they sometimes had little statues in their front yards.
The lines were pretty clearly drawn between them and us. Now I
was  being  forced  to  think  about  these  people  and  their
beliefs, for here we were standing side by side ministering
together in the name of Jesus.

Cultural/Moral Decline

At the grassroots level, Christians of varying stripes have
found  themselves  working  to  stem  the  tide  of  immorality
together with those they never thought they’d be working with.
In the 1980s, abortion was perhaps the most visible example of
a gulf that was widening in America. Not only abortion, but
illegitimacy,  sexual  license  in  its  various  forms,  a
skyrocketing divorce rate and other social ills divided those
who accepted traditional, Judeo-Christian morality from those
who didn’t. People began talking about the “culture war.”
Because our influence has waned, we have found that we no
longer have the luxury of casting stones at “those Catholics
over  there,”  for  we  are  being  forced  by  our  cultural
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circumstances to work at protecting a mutually held set of
values.

In  the  book  Evangelicals  and  Catholics:  Toward  a  Common
Mission,  Chuck  Colson  reviews  the  social/ethical  shift  in
America.{2} With the loss of confidence in our ability to know
universal, objective truth, we have turned to the subjective
and practical. Getting things done is what counts. Power has
replaced  reason  as  the  primary  tool  for  change.  Liberal
politics determines the readings offered in literature courses
in  colleges.  Radical  multiculturalism  has  skewed
representations  of  the  West  to  make  us  the  source  of
oppression for the rest of the world. “Just as the loss of
truth leads to the loss of cultural integrity,” says Colson,
“so  the  loss  of  cultural  integrity  results  in  the
disintegration of common moral order and its expression in
political consensus.”{3} Individual choice trumps the common
good; each has his or her own rules. Abortion is a choice. The
practice of homosexuality is a choice. Self-expression is the
essence of freedom, regardless of how it affects others. And
on it goes.

One of the ironic consequences of this potentially is the loss
of the freedom we so desperately seek. This is because there
must be some order in society. If everyone goes in different
directions, the government will have to step in to establish
order. What are Christians to do? Evangelicals are strong in
the area of evangelism. Is there more that can be done on the
cultural level?

The Grassroots Response

Back  to  the  sidewalks  of  Chicago.  “In  front  of  abortion
clinics,” says Colson, “Catholics join hands with Baptists,
Methodists, and Episcopalians to pray and sing hymns. Side by
side they pass out pamphlets and urge incoming women to spare
their babies.” This new coming together extends to other areas
as well. Colson continues:



Both  evangelicals  and  Catholics  are  offended  by  the
blasphemy, violence, and sexual promiscuity endorsed by both
the artistic elite and the popular culture in America today.
On university campuses, evangelical students whose Christian
faith  comes  under  frequent  assault  often  find  Catholic
professors to be their only allies. Evangelicals cheer as a
Catholic nun, having devoted her life to serving the poor in
the name of Christ, boldly confronts the president of the
United States over his pro-abortion policies. Thousands of
Catholic young people join the True Love Waits movement, in
which teenagers pledge to save sex for marriage, a program
that originated with Baptists.{4}

This has provided the groundwork for what is being called the
“new  ecumenism,”  a  recent  upsurge  in  interest  in  finding
common cause with others who believe in Jesus Christ as the
divine Son of God. Having seen this new grassroots unity in
the cause of Christian morality, scholars and pastors are
meeting together to see where the different traditions of
Christians agree and disagree with each other, with a view to
presenting a united front in the culture war.

Jesus’ Prayer

Speaking of His church, Jesus asked the Father, “that they may
all be one, just as you, Father, are in me, and I in you, that
they also may be in us, so that the world may believe that you
have sent me. . . . I in them and you in me, that they may
become perfectly one, so that the world may know that you sent
me and loved them even as you loved me.” (John 17:21-23 ESV)
In addition to the culture war, Christians have as a motive
for unity the prayer of Jesus. Division in the Church is like
a body divided: how will it work as a unit to accomplish its
tasks? Jesus was not talking about unity at any price, but we
can’t let that idea prevent us from seeking it where it is
legitimate in God’s eyes.



The New Ecumenism
The cultural shift and the prayer of Jesus have led thinkers
in the different Christian traditions to come together to see
what can be done to promote the cause of unity. A conversation
which began in earnest with the participants of Evangelicals
and  Catholics  Together  in  the  mid-’90s  has  branched  out
resulting in magazines, books and conferences devoted to this
issue. In fact, in November 2001, I attended a conference
called “Christian Unity and the Divisions We Must Sustain,”
which included Evangelicals, Catholics and Eastern Orthodox
believers.{5}

Participants  in  these  discussions  refer  to  themselves  as
“traditional” Christians. By “traditional” they mean those who
“are freely bound by a normative tradition that is the bearer
of  truth,”  in  the  words  of  Richard  John  Neuhaus.{6}
Traditional  Christians  trace  their  heritage  back  to  the
apostles, rather than adopting as ultimately authoritative the
ideas of modern scholarship. They accept the Bible as the
authoritative Word of God and the great creeds of the early
centuries as summaries of authentic apostolic teaching. They
agree on such things as the Trinity, the Virgin Birth, and
salvation through Jesus Christ the divine Son of God. Because
of their acceptance of such fundamental truths, it is often
noted that a traditional Evangelical has more in common with a
traditional Catholic than with a liberal Protestant who denies
the deity of Christ and other fundamental Christian truths.

20th Century Ecumenical Movement

For some of our older readers the word ecumenical probably
brings to mind the movement of the 20th century spearheaded by
the World Council of Churches and the National Council of
Churches, which took a decidedly unbiblical turn in the mid
1960s. I can remember hearing people in my church speak of it
is very disparaging tones. Is this new ecumenism like the old
one?



Participants take great pains to distinguish the new ecumenism
from the old one. The latter began in 1910 in Edinburgh for
the purpose of bringing Protestants together, primarily for
missions.{7} At first its aims were admirable. After World War
II, however, the focus shifted to the social and political. In
1966 at theWorld Conference on Church and Society the shift
became  public.  “Thereafter  the  ideological  radicals
increased,” says theologian Tom Oden. The movement took a turn
“toward  revolutionary  rhetoric,  social  engineering,  and
regulatory politics.”{8} It tried to form alliances around the
“edges” of Christian life and belief, so to speak. In other
words, it was interested in what the Church’s role was in the
world on the social and political level. Orthodox doctrine
became expendable when inconvenient. Today that movement is
floundering, and some predict it won’t last much longer.

The New/Old Ecumenism

The new ecumenism, on the other hand, rejects the demands of
modernity, which seeks to supplant ancient apostolic truth
with its own wisdom, and instead allows apostolic truth to
become modernity’s critic. Oden says that, “We cannot rightly
confess the unity of the church without re-grounding that
unity in the apostolic teaching that was hammered out on the
anvil of martyrdom and defined by the early conciliar process,
when heresies were rejected and the ancient orthodox consensus
defined.”{9}

The  new  ecumenists  look  to  Scripture  and  to  the  early
ecumenical creeds like the Apostles Creed as definitive of
Christian doctrine. With all their differences they look to a
core of beliefs held historically upon which they all agree.
From  this  basis  they  then  discuss  their  differences  and
consider  what  they  together  might  do  to  influence  their
society with the Christian worldview.

In this day of postmodern relativism and constructivism, it
would be easy to see this discussion as another example of



picking and choosing one’s truths; or putting together beliefs
we  find  suited  to  our  tastes  with  no  regard  for  whether
they’re really true. This isn’t the attitude being brought to
this subject; the new ecumenism insists on the primacy of
truth. This means that discussions can be rather intense, for
the participants don’t feel the freedom to manipulate doctrine
in  order  to  reach  consensus.  At  the  “Christian  Unity”
conference speakers stated boldly where they believed their
tradition was correct and others incorrect, and they expected
the  same  boldness  from  others.  There  was  no  rancor,  but
neither  was  there  any  waffling.  I  overheard  one  Catholic
congratulate Al Mohler, a Baptist, on his talk in which Mohler
made it clear that, according to evangelical theology, Rome
was simply wrong. “May your tribe increase!” the Catholic
priest  said.  Not  because  he  himself  didn’t  care  about
theological distinctions or was trying to work out some kind
of  postmodern  mixing  and  matching  of  beliefs.  No,  it  was
because he appreciated the fact that Mohler was willing to
stand firm on what he believes to be true. This attitude is
necessary not only to maintain theological integrity within
the Church but is essential if we wish to give our culture
something it doesn’t already have.

This is the spirit, says Tom Oden, a Methodist theologian, of
the earliest ecumenism–that of the early Church–which produced
the great creeds of the faith. Oden provides a nice summary of
the differences between the two ecumenisms. Whereas the old
ecumenism of the 20th C. distrusted the ancient ecumenism, the
new  one  embraces  it.  The  old  one  accommodated  modernism
uncritically, whereas the new is critical of the failed ideas
of modernism. The former was utopian, the latter realistic.
The former sought negotiated unity, whereas the latter is
based on truth. The former was politics-driven the latter is
Spirit-led.{10}

Meetings and Documents

How did this movement shift from abortion mill sidewalks to



the conference rooms of Christian scholars? In the early ’90s,
Charles Colson and Richard John Neuhaus began leading a series
of discussions between Evangelical and Catholic scholars which
produced in 1994 a document titled “Evangelicals and Catholics
Together: The Christian Mission in the Third Millennium.”{11}
In  the  introductory  section  one  finds  this  statement
summarizing  their  fundamental  conviction:

As Christ is one, so the Christian mission is one. That one
mission can be and should be advanced in diverse ways.
Legitimate diversity, however, should not be confused with
existing divisions between Christians that obscure the one
Christ and hinder the one mission. There is a necessary
connection between the visible unity of Christians and the
mission  of  the  one  Christ.  We  together  pray  for  the
fulfillment of the prayer of Our lord: “May they all be one;
as you, Father, are in me, and I in you, so also may they be
in us, that the world may believe that you sent me.” (John
17)

Based upon this conviction they go on to discuss agreements,
disagreements, and hopes for the future. Participants in the
discussion included such Evangelicals as Kent Hill, Richard
Land, and John White. Such notables as J.I. Packer,{12} Nathan
Hatch,  Thomas  Oden,  Pat  Robertson,  Richard  Mouw,  and  Os
Guinness endorsed the document.

This document was followed in 1998 by one titled “The Gift of
Salvation,” which discusses the issues of justification and
baptism  and  others  related  to  salvation.  The  level  of
agreement  indicated  drew  some  strong  criticisms  from  some
Evangelical scholars,{13} the main source of contention being
the  doctrine  of  justification,  a  central  issue  in  the
Reformation. Critics didn’t find the line as clearly drawn as
they would like. Is justification purely forensic? In other
words, is it simply a matter of God declaring us righteous
apart from anything whatsoever we do (the Protestant view)? Or
is it intrinsic, in other words, a matter of God working



something in us which becomes part of our justification(the
Catholic view)? To put it another way, is it purely external
or internal? Or is it both?{14}

In  May,  1995,  the  Fellowship  of  St.  James  and  Rose  Hill
College  sponsored  a  series  of  talks  between  evangelical
Protestants, Eastern Orthodox and Roman Catholics with a view
to doing much the same as Evangelicals and Catholics Together
except  that  Orthodox  Christians  were  involved.{15}
Participants included Richard John Neuhaus, Harold O.J. Brown,
Patrick  Henry  Reardon,  Peter  Kreeft,  J.I.  Packer,  and
Kallistos Ware. As James Cutsinger writes, the purpose was “to
test whether an ecumenical orthodoxy, solidly based on the
classic Christian faith as expressed in the Scripture and
ecumenical councils, could become the foundation for a unified
and  transformative  witness  to  the  present  age.”{16}  An
important theme of this conference, as with ECT, was truth.
Says Neuhaus: “The new ecumenism, as reflected also in ECT, is
adamant that truth and unity must not be pitted against one
another, that the only unity we seek is unity in the truth,
and the only truth we acknowledge is the truth by which we are
united.”{17}

Two Projects

There are two projects guiding this discussion which sometimes
overlap but often don’t. The first is the culture war. Some
are convinced that there cannot be full communion between the
traditions  because  our  doctrinal  differences  are  too
significant,  so  we  should  stick  to  doing  battle  with  our
culture over the moral issues of the day. After all, this is
where  the  conversation  began.  Here,  it  is  the  broader
Christian worldview which is important, not so much detailed
questions about justification and baptism and so on. What
these  scholars  hope  to  do  is  make  us  aware  of  our
commonalities so we feel free to minister together in certain
arenas,  and  then  to  rally  each  other  to  the  cause  of
presenting a Christian view in matters of social and cultural



importance today

The second project is shaped by Jesus’ prayer that we be
united. Having seen that we do believe some things in common,
as evidenced by the fight against abortion, the next step is
to dig more deeply and see if we can find a more fundamental
unity.  The  focus  here  is  on  theological  agreements  and
disagreements.  The  beliefs  of  all  involved  come  under
scrutiny. Some scholars will be satisfied with discovering and
clarifying beliefs held in common. Others state boldly that
the  goal  can  be  none  other  than  full  communion  between
traditions if not the joining of all into one.

Impulse of the Holy Spirit

Participants are convinced that this is a move of the Holy
Spirit. How else could those who have battled for so long and
who are so convinced of the truth of their own tradition be
willing to discuss these matters with the real hope of being
drawn closer together? Theologian Tom Oden says this: “What is
happening? God is awakening in grass roots Christianity a
ground swell of longing for classic ecumenical teaching in all
communions.  There  are  innumerable  lay  embodiments  of  this
unity.”{18} There is a new longing to go back to our roots to
rediscover our historical identity in the face of a world that
leaves identity up for grabs. Could it be that the Spirit is
indeed working to bring the church closer together in our day?

Theological Agreements and Disagreements
As  noted  previously,  those  who  participate  in  the  new
ecumenism  refer  to  themselves  as  “traditional  Christians.”
They look to the early church to rediscover their roots. They
hold to the Apostles and Nicene Creeds and others of the early
ecumenical creeds.

J.I.  Packer  provides  a  helpful  summary  of  the  doctrines
traditional Christians hold. They are:



The canonical Scriptures as the repository and channel
of Christ-centered divine revelation.
The triune God as sovereign in creation , providence and
grace.
Faith in Jesus Christ as God incarnate, the one mediator
between God and man.
Seeing Christians as a family of forgiven sinners . . .
empowered for godliness by the Holy Spirit.
Seeing the church as a single supernatural society.
The  sacraments  of  baptism  and  Holy  Communion  “as
necessities of obedience, gestures of worship and means
of communion with God in Christ.”
The practice of prayer, obedience, love and service.
Dealing appropriately with the personal reality of evil.
Expecting death and final judgment to lead into the
endless joy of heaven.”{19}

Because  Roman  Catholicism  is  such  an  unknown  to  many
evangelicals, it is just assumed by many that its teachings
are  all  radically  different  from  our  own.  The  list  of
doctrines just given, however, proves how close we are on
central  issues.  In  fact,  the  well-respected  Presbyterian
theologian J. Gresham Machen said this in the context of his
battles with liberalism:

How great is the common heritage that unites the Roman
Catholic Church, with it maintenance of the authority of
Scripture and with it acceptance of the great early creeds,
to devout Protestants today! We would not indeed obscure the
difference which divides us from Rome. The gulf is indeed
profound. But profound as it is, it seems almost trifling
compared to the abyss which stands between us and many
ministers of our own church.{20}

With  all  this  in  common,  however,  we  must  recognize  our
differences  as  well  since  they  are  significant.  Roman
Catholics believe the church magisterium is the ultimately
authoritative voice for the church since it is the church that



has been made the pillar and ground of the truth. At the very
head,  of  course,  is  the  Pope  who  is  believed  to  be  the
successor of Peter. Protestants emphasize the priesthood of
the  believer  for  whom  Scripture  is  the  final  authority.
Catholics believe the grace of God unto salvation is mediated
through baptism while Protestants see baptism more as symbolic
than as efficacious. Catholics revere Mary and pray to her and
the saints. Evangelicals see Mary as a woman born in sin who
committed  sin  herself,  but  who  was  specially  blessed  by
God.{21}

Probably the most important difference between Catholics and
Protestants is over the matter of how a person is accepted
before God. What does it mean to be justified? How is one
justified? This was the whole issue of the Reformation for
Martin  Luther,  according  to  Michael  Horton.{22}  If  one’s
answer to the question, “What must I do to be saved?” is
deficient, does it matter what else one believes? The answer
to this will be determined by what one’s goals are in seeking
unity. Are we working on the project of ecclesial unity? Or
are  we  concerned  mostly  with  the  culture  war?  Our
disagreements are more significant for the former than for the
latter.

What is the significance of our differences? The significance
will relate to our goals for coming together. The big question
in the new ecumenism is in what areas can we come together? In
theology and then in cultural involvement? Or just in cultural
involvement? Some are working hard to see where we agree and
disagree theologically, even to the point of examining their
own tradition to be certain they have it correct (at least, as
they  see  it).  Others  believe  that  while  we  share  many
fundamental doctrinal beliefs, the divisions can’t be overcome
without  actually  becoming  one  visible  church.  Cultural
involvement–cultural cobelligerency it has been called–becomes
the focus of our unity.

Some readers might have a question nagging at them about now.



That is this: If Catholics have a deficient understanding of
the process of salvation, as we think they do, can they even
be Christians? Shouldn’t we be evangelizing them rather than
working with them?

Surely there are individuals in the Catholic Church who have
no  reason  to  hope  for  heaven.  But  the  same  is  true  in
Evangelical churches. Although of course we want to understand
correctly and teach accurately the truth about justification,
we must remember that we come to Christ through faith in Him,
not on the basis of the correctness of our detailed doctrine
of  justification.  How  many  new  (genuine)  converts  in  any
tradition  can  explain  justification?  J.I.  Packer  chastises
those who believe the mercy of God “rests on persons who are
notionally correct.”{23} Having read some Catholic expositions
of  Scripture  and  devotional  writing–even  by  the  Pope
himself–it is hard to believe I’m reading the words of the
anti-Christ (something Protestants have been known to call the
Pope) or that these writers aren’t Christians at all. Again,
this  isn’t  to  diminish  the  rightful  significance  of  the
doctrine of justification, but to seek a proper understanding
of  the  importance  of  one’s  understanding  of  the  doctrine
before one can be saved.

There is no doubt that there are Christians in the Roman
Catholic Church as assuredly as there are non-Christians in
Evangelical  churches.  We  should  be  about  the  task  of
evangelism everywhere. As with everyone our testimony should
be clear to Catholics around us. If they indicate that they
don’t know Christ then we tell them how they can know him.
What we dare not do is have the attitude, “Well, he’s Catholic
so he can’t be saved.”

Options for Unity
I see three possible frameworks for unity. One is unity on the
social/cultural/political level. In these areas we can bring
conservative religious thinking to bear on the issues of the



day. I think this is what Peter Kreeft is calling for in an
article titled “Ecumenical Jihad,” in which he broadens the
circle enough to include Jews and Muslims.{24}

The second option is full, ecclesial unity. The focus here is
on Jesus’ prayer for unity. As Christ is one, we are to be
one. This goes beyond cooperation in the public square; this
is a call for one Church–one visible institution. Neuhaus says
we are one church, we just aren’t acting like it. One writer
points  out  that  this  kind  of  unity  “is  a  ‘costly  act’
involving  the  death  and  rebirth  of  existing  confessional
churches.”{25} Catholic theologian Avery Dulles believes that
such full unity might be legitimate between groups that have a
common heritage, such as Catholics and Eastern Orthodox. “But
that goal is neither realistic nor desirable for communities
as widely separated as evangelicals and Catholics. For the
present and the foreseeable future the two will continue to
constitute distinct religious families.”{26} The stresses such
a union would create would be too much.

A third possibility is a middle way between the first two. It
involves  the  recognition  of  a  mutually  held  Christian
worldview  with  an  acknowledgement  and  acceptance  of  our
differences, and with a view to peace between traditions and
teamwork in the culture war. Here, theology is important;
evangelicals share something with Catholics that they don’t
with, say, Muslims who are morally conservative. These could
stand with Abraham Kuyper, the Prime Minister of Holland in
the late 19th century who said,

Now, in this conflict [against liberalism] Rome is not an
antagonist,  but  stands  on  our  side,  inasmuch  as  she
recognizes and maintains the Trinity, the Deity of Christ,
the Cross as an atoning sacrifice, the scriptures as the
Word of God, and the Ten Commandments. Therefore, let me ask
if Romish theologians take up the sword to do valiant and
skillful battle against the same tendency that we ourselves
mean to fight to death, is it not the part of wisdom to



accept the valuable help of their elucidation?{27}

Kuyper  here  was  dealing  with  liberal  theology.  But  the
principle holds for the present context. If Kuyper could look
to the Catholic Church for support in theological matters to
some extent against liberal Protestants, surely we can join
with them in speaking to and standing against a culture of
practical atheism.

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger has proposed a two-prong strategy
for  achieving  church  unity.  The  first  task  is  complete,
visible unity as called for in the “Decree on Ecumenism.” Full
unity, however, can only come about by a special work of the
Holy Spirit. “The second task . . . is to pursue intermediate
goals.” He says:

It should be clear that we do not create unity, no more than
we bring about righteousness by means of our works, but that
on the other hand we should not sit around twiddling our
thumbs. Here it would therefore be a question of continually
learning afresh from the other as other while respecting his
or her otherness.{28}
Avery  Dulles  says  that  the  heterogeneous  community  of
Catholics and evangelicals still has much to do together.
“They can join in their fundamental witness to Christ and
the gospel. They can affirm together their acceptance of the
apostolic faith enshrined in the creeds and dogmas of the
early Church. . . . They can jointly protest against the
false and debilitating creeds of militant secularism. In all
these ways they can savor and deepen the unity that is
already theirs in Christ.”{29}

Dulles  offers  some  advice  on  what  to  do  in  this  interim
period.{30} I’ll let them stand without comment:

Seek  to  correct  misunderstandings  about  the  other
tradition.
Be surprised at the graciousness of God, who continues



to bestow his favors even upon those whose faith comes
to expression in ways that we may consider faulty.
Respect each other’s freedom and integrity.
Instead  of  following  the  path  of  reduction  to  some
common  denominator,  the  parties  should  pursue  an
ecumenism of mutual enrichment, asking how much they can
give to, and receive from, one another.
Rejoice  at  the  very  significant  bonds  of  faith  and
practice  that  already  unite  us,  notwithstanding  our
differences.  (Reading  the  same  Scriptures,  confessing
the same Triune God and Jesus as true God and true man,
etc.)
We can engage in joint witness in our social action.
Pray for the work of the Spirit in restoring unity, and
rest in knowing it has to be His work and not ours.

Protesting Voices

Not all Evangelical scholars and church leaders are in favor
of the Roman Catholic/Evangelical dialogue, at least with the
document  “Evangelicals  and  Catholics  Together.”  Such  well-
known representatives as R.C. Sproul, John MacArthur, Michael
Horton, and D. James Kennedy have taken issue with important
parts of this document.

The  basis  of  the  ECT  dialogue  was  the  conviction  that
“Evangelicals  and  Catholics  are  brothers  and  sisters  in
Christ.”{31} It was upon this foundation that the two groups
came together to consider a Christian response to current
social  issues.  But  some  question  whether  such  a  sweeping
statement is correct. Are we really “brothers and sisters in
Christ”?

MacArthur presents the central concerns in an article in the
journal of The Master’s Seminary, of which he is president. He
believes  “Evangelicals  and  Catholics  Together”  was  so
concerned  about  social  issues  that  it  downplayed  and
compromised  key  doctrines.



The fundamental issue is the matter of justification. Are we
saved by faith plus works, or by faith alone? Is justification
imputed or infused (Are we declared righteous or are we made
righteous?)?  The  Council  of  Trent,  convened  by  the  Roman
Church  in  the  late  16th  century,  anathematized  those  who
believe “that faith alone in the divine promises is sufficient
for the obtaining of grace” (Trent, sess. 7, canon 8).”{32}
Trent also made plain that justification is obtained through
the  sacrament  of  baptism  (Trent,  sess.  6,  chap.  7).{33}
Furthermore, the Roman Church holds that justification is an
ongoing  process  by  which  we  are  made  righteous,  not  a
declaration that we are righteous. MacArthur contends that
this constitutes a different gospel.

R.C. Sproul says this: “The question in the sixteenth century
remains  in  dispute.  Is  justification  by  faith  alone  a
necessary and essential element of the gospel? Must a church
confess sola fide in order to be a true church? Or can a
church reject or condemn justification by faith alone and
still be a true church? The Reformers certainly did not think
so.  Apparently  the  framers  and  signers  of  ECT  think
otherwise.”{34}

MacArthur insists that, even though we might all be able to
recite the Apostles’ Creed together, if we differ on the core
matter of the Gospel we’re talking about different religions
altogether.  If  Evangelicalism  and  Roman  Catholicism  are
different religions, how can we claim to be “brothers and
sisters in Christ”?{35}

Thus,  there  are  some  who  believe  the  dialogue  between
Evangelicals and Roman Catholics to be a misbegotten venture.
However, even among those who take a strong position on the
Reformation view of justification, there are some who still
see  some  value  in  finding  common  cause  with  Catholics  on
social  matters.  For  example,  a  statement  signed  by  John
Armstrong, the late James Montgomery Boice, Michael Horton,
and R.C. Sproul among others–who also signed “An Appeal to



Fellow Evangelicals,” a strong statement against the Roman
view of justification–says this: “The extent of the creedal
consensus that binds orthodox Evangelicals and Roman Catholics
together warrants the making of common cause on moral and
cultural issues in society. Roman Catholics and Evangelicals
have  every  reason  to  join  minds,  hearts,  and  hands  when
Christian values and behavioral patterns are at stake.” This
doesn’t preclude, however, the priority of the fulfillment of
the Great Commission.{36}

The Importance of the Issue
There  are  several  reasons  why  the  current  conversations
between Evangelicals and Catholics (and Eastern Orthodox as
well) are important. First is simply the reaffirmation of what
we believe. In this day of skepticism about the possibility of
knowing what is true at all, and the practice of many of
picking  and  choosing  beliefs  according  to  their  practical
functionality, it is good to think carefully through what we
believe and why. A woman I know told me she doesn’t concern
herself with all those denominational differences. “I just
love Jesus,” she said. “Just give me Jesus.” One gets the
sense from all that is taught us in Scripture that Jesus wants
us to have more, meaning a more fleshed-out understanding of
God and His ways. As we review our likenesses and differences
with  Roman  Catholics  we’re  forced  to  come  to  a  deeper
understanding  of  our  own  beliefs.

We also have Jesus’ high priestly prayer in which he prays
fervently for unity in his body. Was he serious? Is it good
enough to simply say “Well, the Roman Church differs in its
doctrine of justification so they can’t be Christians,” and
turn away from them? Or to keep a distance from them because
they believe differently on some things? While not giving up
our own convictions, isn’t it worthwhile taking the time to be
sure about our own beliefs and those of others before saying
Jesus’ prayer doesn’t apply?



J.I. Packer says this: “However much historic splits may have
been justified as the only way to preserve faith, wisdom and
spiritual life intact at a particular time, continuing them in
complacency and without unease is unwarrantable.”{37} A simple
recognition of the common ground upon which we stand would be
a step forward in answering Jesus’ prayer. The debates which
will follow as our differences are once again made clear can
further us in our theological understanding and our kingdom
connectedness.

Of course, the culture war which brought about this discussion
in the first place is another good reason for coming together.
Discovering our similarities in moral understanding will open
doors of cooperative ministry and witness in society. Chuck
Colson believes that the only solution to the current cultural
crisis “is a recultivation of conscience.”{38} How can the
conscience be recultivated? “At root, every issue that divides
the  American  people,”  Colson  says,  “is  religious  in
essence.”{39} It will take a recultivation of the knowledge of
God to bring about change. Sharing the same basic worldview,
we can speak together in the public square on the issues of
the day.

Finally,  consider  what  we  can  learn  from  one  another.
Evangelicals  can  profit  from  the  deep  theological  and
philosophical study of Catholic scholars, while Catholics can
learn  from  Evangelicals  about  in-depth  Bible  study.
Evangelicals can learn from Catholics what it is to be a
community of believers since, for them, the Church has the
emphasis over the individual. Catholics, on the other hand,
can learn from Evangelicals what it means to have a personal
walk with Christ.

In sum, there are important, legitimate discussions or debates
which must be held in the Church over theological issues. But
such discussions can only be held if we are talking to each
other. We are obligated to our Lord to seek the unity for
which He prayed. This isn’t a unity of convenience, but a



unity based upon truth. If one studies the issues closely and
determines that our differences are too great to permit any
coming together on the ecclesial level, at least one should
see the value of joining together on the cultural level–of
speaking the truth about the one true God who sent his only
Son to redeem mankind, and who has revealed his moral standard
in nature and Scripture, a standard which will be ignored to
our destruction.
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