God and the Canaanites: A
Biblical Perspective

Rick Wade provides a biblically informed perspective of these
0ld Testament events, looking back at them with a Christian
view of history and its significance.

The Charge of Genocide

A common attack today on Christianity has to do with the
character of the God of the 0Old Testament{l}. Moses’
instructions to the Israelites as they were about to move into
Canaan included this:

In the cities of these peoples that the LORD your God 1is
giving you for an inheritance, you shall save alive nothing
that breathes, but you shall devote them to complete
destruction, the Hittites and the Amorites, the Canaanites
and the Perizzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites, as the
LORD your God has commanded (Deut. 20:16-17).

Because of such things, biologist and prominent

au

atheist Richard Dawkins describes God as “a
vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser
genocidal . . . [a] capriciously malevolent

bully.”{2}

Can the actions of the Israelites legitimately be called
genocide?

The term “genocide” means a major action “committed with
intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic,
racial or religious group.” {3} Some twentieth-century
examples are the extermination of six million Jews by the
Nazis and the slaughter of 800,000 Tutsis by the Hutus in
Rwanda in 1994. Going by this definition alone, the
destruction of the Canaanites would seem to have been
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genocide.

But there is a major difference. These twentieth-century
examples were basically people killing people simply because
they hated them and/or wanted their land. The Canaanites, by
contrast, were destroyed at the direction of God and primarily
because of their sin. Because of this, I think the term should
be avoided. The completely negative connotations of “genocide”
make it hard to look at the biblical events without a
jaundiced eye.

One’s background theological beliefs make a big difference in
how one sees this. If God was not behind the conquest of
Canaan, then the Israelites were no different than the Nazis
and the Hutus. However, once the biblical doctrines of God and
of sin are taken into consideration, the background scenery
changes and the picture looks very different. There is only
one true God, and that God deserves all honor and worship.
Furthermore, justice must respond to the moral failure of sin.
The Canaanites were grossly sinful people who were given
plenty of time by God to change their ways. They had passed
the point of redeemability, and were ripe for judgment.

Yahweh War

To understand what God was doing in Canaan, one must see it
within the larger context of redemptive history.

The category scholars use for such events as the battles in
the conquest of Canaan is Yahweh war. Yahweh wars are battles
recorded in Scripture that are prompted by God for His
purposes and won by His power.{4}

Old Testament scholar Tremper Longman sees five phases of
Yahweh war in the Bible. In phase one, God fought the flesh-
and-blood enemies of Israel. In phase two, God fought against
Israel when it broke its side of its covenant with God (cf.
Dt. 28:7. 25). In phase three, when Israel and Judah were in



exile, God promised to come in the future as a warrior to
rescue them from their oppressors (cf. Dan. 7).

In phase four there was a major change. When Jesus came, He
shifted the battle to the spiritual realm; He fought spiritual
powers and authorities. Jesus’ power was shown in His healings
and exorcisms and preeminently in His wvictory 1in the
heavenlies by His death and resurrection (see Col. 2:13-15).
Christians today are engaged in warfare on this level. Paul
wrote to the Ephesians, “For we do not wrestle against flesh
and blood, but against . . . the spiritual forces of evil in
the heavenly places” (6:12).

Phase five of Yahweh war will be the final battle of history
when Jesus returns and will once again be military in nature.

Thus, Longman says, “The war against the Canaanites was simply
an earlier phase of the battle that comes to its climax on the
cross and its completion at the final judgment.”{5}

There are several aspects of Yahweh war. The part that
concerns us here—the real culmination of Yahweh war—is called
herem. Herem literally means “ban” or “banned.” It means to
ban from human use and to give over completely to God. The ESV
and NIV give a fuller understanding of the term by translating
it “devote to destruction” (the NASB renders it “set apart”).

0Old Testament scholars Keil and Delitsch write that “there can
be no doubt that the idea which lay at the foundation of the
ban was that of a compulsory dedication of something which
resisted or impeded sanctification; . . . it was an act of the
judicial holiness of God manifesting itself in righteousness
and judgment.”{6}

Canaan, because of 1its sin, was to be herem—devoted to
destruction.



The Conquest of Canaan

In the conquest of Canaan, three goals were being
accomplished.

First, the movement of the Israelites into Canaan was the
fruition of God’s promise to Abram that He would give that
land to his children (Gen. 12:7). When Joshua led the people
across the Jordan River into Canaan, he was fulfilling this
promise. Since the land wasn’t empty, this could only be
accomplished by driving the Canaanites out.

The second goal of the conquest was the judgment of the
Canaanites. Driving them out wasn’t simply a way of making
room for Israel. The Canaanites were an evil, depraved people
who had to be judged to fulfill the demands of justice. What
about these people prompted such a harsh judgment?

For one thing, the Canaanites worshipped other gods. In our
pluralistic age, it’s easy to forget what an offense that is
to the true God.

In the worship of their gods, the Canaanites committed other
evils. They engaged in temple prostitution which was thought
to be a re-enactment of the sexual unions of the gods and
goddesses.

An even more detestable practice was that of child sacrifice.
Under the sanctuary in the ancient city of Gezer, urns
containing the burnt bones of children have been found. They
are dated to somewhere between 2000 and 1500 BC, between the
time of Abraham and the Exodus.{7}

The third goal of the conquest was the protection of Israel.
God was concerned that, if the Canaanites remained in the
land, they would draw the Israelites into their evil
practices.

How could the Canaanites have that much influence over the



Israelites? For one thing, the Israelites would intermarry
with them, and their spouses would bring their gods into the
marriage with all that entailed.{8} In addition, the
Israelites would be tempted to imitate Canaanite religious
rituals because of their close connection to agricultural
rhythms. The fertility of the land was believed to be directly
connected to the sexual relations of the gods and goddesses.
The people believed that re-enacting these unions themselves
played a part in the fertility of the land.{9}

At first, the Israelites tried to compromise and worship God
the way the Canaanites worshiped their gods. God had warned
them against that (Deut. 12:4, 30, 31). Then they would simply
abandon worship of the true God. As a result, they eventually
received the same judgment the Canaanites experienced (Deut.
4:26; 7:4).

The Dispossession and Destruction of the
Canaanites

In Deuteronomy 20:16, Moses said the Israelites were to “save
alive nothing that breathes” in the cities in their new land.
The question has been raised whether God really intended the
Israelites to kill all the people. It has been suggested that
such “obliteration language” was “hyperbolic.”{10} Commands to
destroy everyone are sometimes followed by commands not to
intermarry, such as in Deut. 7:2-3. How could the Israelites
intermarry with the Canaanites if they killed them all? Maybe
this was just an example of Ancient Near Eastern military

language. {11}

I think God meant it quite literally. Here’s why. Leviticus
27:29 says very plainly that every person devoted to
destruction was to be killed. Further, in Deuteronomy 20,
Moses said they were only to kill the adult males in far away
cities (vv. 13-14), but in nearby cities they were to “save
nothing alive that breathes” (v. 16). If God didn’t mean to



kill everyone in nearby cities, then what distinction was
being made? And how else would God have said it if He did mean
that? That being said, I do not think God had the Israelites
comb the land to find and destroy every person; they were to
devote to destruction the people who remained in the cities
when they attacked.

Another observation is that the instruction is frequently to
dispossess the Canaanites or move them out rather than to
destroy them. Scholar Glen Miller points out that
“dispossession” words are used by a three-to-one margin over
“destruction” words.{12}

Can these be put together? With Miller, I think they can. The
people of the land had heard about all that had happened with
the Israelites from the time they escaped Egypt. “As soon as
we heard it,” Rahab of Jericho said, “our hearts melted, and
there was no spirit left in any man because of you, for the
LORD your God, he is God in the heavens above and on the earth
beneath” (Josh. 2:11). Because of that advance warning, it 1is
possible that some people abandoned their cities. Thus, the
Israelites could possibly have married people who weren’t in
the cities when they were attacked.

A more obvious reason for the possibility of intermarriage is
the fact that the Israelites didn’t fully obey God’s commands.
In Jdg. 1:27-2:5, we read that tribe after tribe of Israelites
did not drive out all the inhabitants of the cities they
conquered. The Israelites intermarried with them which
eventually drew God’s judgment on them as well.

Final Comments

The most disturbing part of the conquest of Canaan for most
people is the killing of children. After the defeats of both
Heshbon and Bashan, Moses noted that they had “devoted to
destruction every city, men, women, and children” (Deut. 2:34;
3:3, 6).



No matter what explanation of the death of children is given,
no one except the most cold hearted will find joy in it. God
didn’t. He gets no pleasure in the death of anyone. In Ezekiel
18:23 we read, “Have I any pleasure in the death of the
wicked, declares the Lord God, and not rather that he should
turn from his way and live?” (see also Ezek. 33:11). When God
told Abraham He was going to destroy Sodom and Gomorrah,
Abraham pleaded for them, and God agreed in his mercy that if
but only ten righteous people were found, He wouldn’t do it.
Long after the conquest of the land, when God decided He would
have to destroy Moab, according to Isaiah God “wept bitterly”
over her cities (Isa. 16:9; cf. 15:5).

But what about Deuteronomy 24:16 which says that children
shall not be put to death because of their fathers’ sins?
Isn’t there an inconsistency here?

The law given in Deuteronomy provided regulations for the
people of Israel. On an individual basis, when a father
sinned, his son wasn’t to be punished for it. The situation
with Canaan was different. Generation after generation of
Canaanites continued in the same evil practices. What was to
stop it? God knew it would take the destruction of the
nations.

Here are a few factors to take into consideration:

First, the sins of parents, just like their successes, have an
impact on their children.

Second, if the Canaanite children were allowed to live and
remain in the land, they could very well act to avenge their
parents when they grew up, or at least to pick up again the
practices of their parents.

Third, if one holds that there is an age of accountability for
children, and that those younger than that are received into
heaven with God at their death, although the means of death
were frightful and harsh, the Canaanite children’s experience



after death would be better than if they’d continued to live
among such a sinful people.{13} How persuasive this thought 1is
will depend on how seriously we take biblical teaching about
our future after the grave. [Ed. note: please see Probe’s
article “Do Babies Go to Hell?” by Probe’s founder Jimmy
Williams.]

These ideas may provide little consolation. But we must keep
in mind that God is not subject to our contemporary
sensibilities.{14} The only test we can put to God 1is
consistency with His own nature and word. Yahweh is a God of
justice as well as mercy. He is also a God who takes no
pleasure in the death of the wicked.
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The Darkness of Twilight: A
Christian Perspective

Sue Bohlin examines the message of Twilight from a biblically
informed, Christian perspective, helping Christians understand
how they should approach such popular fare.

Demonic Origin of Twilight?

The Twilight saga is a publishing and movie phenomenon that
sweeps tween and teen girls (and a whole lot of other people)
off their feet with an obsessive kind of following. Millions
of Christian girls are huge fans of this series about love
between a teenage girl and her vampire boyfriend-then-husband.
But it’s not just a love story made exciting by the danger of
vampires’ blood-lust. I believe the Twilight saga, all four
books and their corresponding movies, 1is spiritually
dangerous. I believe there is a demonic origin to the series,
and the occult themes that permeate the books are a dangerous
open door to Satan and his hordes of unholy angels.

I was stunned to learn about how the idea for Twilight came to
the author, Stephenie Meyer. She tells this story:

I woke up . . . from a very vivid dream. In my dream, two
people were having an intense conversation in a meadow in
the woods. One of these people was just your average girl.
The other person was fantastically beautiful, sparkly, and a
vampire. They were discussing the difficulties inherent in
the facts that A) they were falling in love with each other
while B) the vampire was particularly attracted to the scent
of her blood, and was having a difficult time restraining
himself from killing her immediately.{1}
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“Fantastically beautiful, sparkly, and a
vampire”? Consider what vampires are, in the vampire genre
that arose in the 1800s: demon-possessed, undead, former human
beings who suck blood from their victims to sustain
themselves. A vampire is evil. And the vampire who came to
Stephenie Meyer in a dream is not only supernaturally
beautiful and sparkly, but when she awoke she was deeply in
love with this being who virtually moved into her head,
creating conversations for months that she typed out until
Twilight was written.

When I heard this part of the story, it gave me chills.
Scripture tells us that Satan disguises himself as an angel of
light, which is a perfect description of the Edward Cullen
character.

Then I learned that “Edward” came to Meyer in a second dream
that frightened her. She said, “I had this dream that Edward
actually showed up and told me that I got it all wrong and
like he exists and everything but he couldn’t live off animals

and I kind of got the sense he was going to kill me. It
was really terrifying and bizarrely different from every other
time I've thought about his character.”{2}

I suggest that if the Twilight saga is demonic in origin, it
is dangerous, to Christians and non-Christians alike.



Vampires, Blood, and Salvation

I explained above how the Twilight saga was birthed in an
unusually vivid dream that I believe was demonic in origin. So
it’s really no surprise that the books are permeated with the
occult.

The Twilight vampires all have various kinds of powers that
don’t come from God. They are supernaturally fast,
supernaturally strong, able to read others’ minds and control
others’ feelings. Some can tell the future, others can see
things at great distances. These aspects of the occult are an
important part of what makes Twilight so successful.

In both the 0ld and New Testaments, God strongly warns us not
to have anything to do with the occult, which is part of the
“domain of darkness” (Col. 1:13) where demons reign. He calls
occult practices “detestable,” which tells us that He is
passionate about protecting us. One of the reasons Twilight is
so dangerous 1is that readers can long for these kinds of
supernatural but ungodly powers; if not in real life, then in
their imagination. And this is a doorway to the demonic, which
is all about gaining power from a source other than God.
Twilight glorifies the occult, the very thing God calls
detestable (Deut. 18:9). This 1is reason enough for Christ-
followers to stay away from it!

For a growing number of people, vampirism is not make-believe.
In a special report on the Fox News Channel, Sean Hannity
reported, “there’s actually a vampire subculture that exists
in the United States right now and spreads into almost every
community in this country.”{3} Joseph Laylock, the author of a
book on modern vampires, explains that there are three general
categories of people who “believe they have an ‘energy
deficit,’ and need to feed on blood or energy to maintain
their wellbeing.”{4} Some drink real blood, others feed only
on “energy” they draw from other humans, and “hybrids” who are
a bit of both.{5}



My Probe colleague Todd Kappelman, a philosopher and
literature critic, observed that Stephenie Meyer took
unwarranted liberties with the genre. Vampires are evil, and
you can’t just turn them “good” by writing them that way.

You can’t have vampires strolling around in the daytime. You
can’t make evil good and good evil, putting light for
darkness and darkness for light [Is. 5:20]. It's a law of
physics: light always dispels the darkness. You can’t have
the bad guys win. There is no system in the world where evil
is rewarded with “happily ever after”; it violates our
sensibilities too much. Either the extremely ignorant or the
extremely childish would fall for it. And apart from the
moral aspect, it’'s doing violence to the genre-like putting
Darth Vader in a Jane Austen novel.{6}

Writer Michael 0’'Brien comments,

In the Twilight series we have a cultural work that converts
a traditional archetype of evil into a morally neutral one.
Vampires are no longer the “un-dead,” no longer possessed by
demons. There are “good” vampires and “bad” vampires, and
because the good vampire is incredibly handsome and
possesses all the other qualities of an adolescent girl'’s
idealized dreamboat, everything is forgivable.{7}

Closely connected to the occult is drinking blood, which is a
focus of the vampire literary genre; vampires feed on the
blood of humans. In Twilight, we are supposed to embrace the
“good” vampires who have learned to feed on the blood of
animals, calling themselves vegetarians (which is an insult to
all vegetarians!). Interestingly, in Lev. 19:26 God connected
the occult with ingesting blood 3200 years before the vampire
genre was invented.

God understands the importance of blood; in both the 0ld and
New Testaments, He forbids eating or drinking it. Not only did
this separate His followers from the surrounding pagan



cultures, but it also separated out the importance of blood
because it atones for sin. In the 0ld Testament, animals were
sacrificed as a picture of how the spotless Lamb of God, the
Lord Jesus Christ, would pour out His sacred blood to pay for
our sins. God doesn’t want people to focus on the wrong
blood! {8}

Twilight is also spiritually dangerous in the way it presents
salvation. When Daddy Vampire Carlisle turns Edward into a
vampire, it is described as saving him.{9} He ended a 17-year-
old boy’s physical life and turned him into an undead, stone
cold superbeing, which Edward describes as a “new birth.”{10}
Vampire Alice describes the process as the venom spreading
through the body, healing it, changing it, until the heart
stops and the conversion is finished.{1l1l} Poison heals, and
changes, and converts to lifelessness? Healing poison? This is
spiritually dangerous thinking. Isaiah warns us (5:20), “Woe
to those who call evil good, and good evil; Who substitute
darkness for light and light for darkness; Who substitute
bitter for sweet and sweet for bitter!”

This upside-down, inside-out way of thinking is rooted 1in
Stephenie Meyer’s strong Mormon beliefs. Twilight’s cover
photo of a woman’s hands offering an apple is an intentional
reference to the way Mormonism reinvents the Genesis story of
the Fall. LDS (Latter Day Saints) doctrine makes the Fall a
necessary step, called a “fall up.”{12} At the beginning of
the book you will find, alone on a page, Genesis 2: 17-"But of
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat
of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt
surely die.”

Stephenie Meyer explains:

The apple on the cover of Twilight represents “forbidden
fruit.” I used the scripture from Genesis (located just
after the table of contents) because I loved the phrase “the
fruit of the knowledge of good and evil.” Isn’t this exactly



what Bella ends up with? A working knowledge of what good
is, and what evil is. . . . In the end, I love the beautiful
simplicity of the picture. To me it says: choice.{13}

Echoing Satan’s deception of Eve with the temptation to become
like God on her own terms, the heroine Bella eventually
becomes a god-like vampire, glorying in her perfection, her
beauty, her infallibility. She transcends her detested
humanity and becomes a goddess. This is basic Mormon doctrine,
not surprising since the author is a Mormon.{14}

One of the messages of Twilight is that there is a way to have
immortal life, eternal life, apart from a relationship with
God through Jesus Christ; that there is a way to live forever
without dealing with the obstacle of our sin problem by
confessing that we are sinners and we need the forgiveness and
grace of a loving Savior.

This is a spiritually dangerous series.

A Love Story on Steroids: Emotional
Dependency

Why are girls of all ages, but especially tweens and teens, so
passionately and obsessively in love with Edward, the vampire
in Twilight?

Edward is very different from the vast majority of young men
today. He is chivalrous, sensitive, self-sacrificing and
honorable. He wants the best for Bella, his teenage girlfriend
and eventual wife. He 1is able to keep his impulses in check,
which is a good thing since he lusts after her scent and wants
to kill her so he can drain her blood. No wonder girls and
women declare they’re in love with Edward Cullen!

But one of the troubling aspects of the Twilight saga 1is
Edward and Bella’s unhealthy and dysfunctional relationship.
Yet millions of female readers can’t stop thinking about this
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“love story on steroids,” which means it is shaping their
hopes and expectations for their own relationships. That's
scary.

The best way to describe their relationship is emotional
dependency. This 1s when you have to have a constant
connection to another person in order for you to be okay.
Emotional dependency 1is characterized by a desperate
neediness. You put all your relational eggs in one basket,
engaging in an intense one-on-one relationship that renders
other relationships unnecessary. In fact, there is often a
resentment of not only the people that used to be your
friends, but you resent anyone in the other person’s world who
could pull their attention and devotion away from you.

When things are going well, it’'s like emotional crack cocaine.
The intensity 1is addictive and exhilarating. When things
aren’t going well, it’s an absolute nightmare. Emotionally
dependent relationships strap people into an emotional roller
coaster full of drama, manipulation, and a constant need for
reassurance from the other.

When Edward leaves Bella for a time, she becomes an emotional
zombie. The book New Moon is full of descriptions of the pain
of the hole in her chest because when he left, he took her
heart with him. She had withdrawn from all her friends to make
Edward into her whole world, so she had no support network in
place when he left. All of her emotional eggs were in his
basket. Many readers see this as highly romantic rather than
breathtakingly dysfunctional.

One or both people are looking to another to meet their basic
needs for love and security, instead of to God. So emotional
dependency is a form of relational idolatry. People put their
loved one or the relationship on a pedestal and worship them
or it as a false god. When you look to another person to give
you worth and make you feel loved and valued, they become
inordinately essential. When we worship the creature rather



than the Creator as in Romans 1, what results is a desperate
neediness that puts us and keeps us at the mercy of the one we
worship. They have a lot of power over us, which is one reason
why God wants to protect us from idolatry.

Twilight is like an emotional dependency how-to manual. At one
point, Bella’s mother tells her, “The way you move-you orient
yourself around him without even thinking about it. When he
moves, even a little bit, you adjust your position at the same
time—1like magnets . . . or gravity. You're like a
satellite, or something.”{15} The power of story, especially
this story, is that it can set up readers to mistake emotional
dependency and relational idolatry for what a love story
should look and feel like.

On the Credenda blog, Douglas Wilson makes a powerful case for
Twilight also serving as a manual for how to become an abused
girlfriend and then an abused wife. Edward’s moods are
mercurial and unpredictable, and Bella just goes along with
it, making excuses and justifying his actions.{16}

Twilight 1is spiritually dangerous because of its demonic
origin and its occult themes, both of which God commands us to
stay away from. But it’s emotionally dangerous too.

Emotional Pornography

The Twilight series 1is touted as pro-abstinence and pro-
chastity because the main characters don’t “go all the way”
before they get married. A lot of parents hear that and give a
green light for their daughters to read the books and see the
movies. But the Twilight books are a lust-filled series, so
embedded with writing intended to arouse the emotions, that it
is legitimately considered emotional pornography.

Marcia Montenegro writes,

Much has been made of the alleged message of Twilight, that



it is one of abstinence and shows control over desire. In
truth, Edward is controlling himself because he does not
want to kill Bella; her life is truly in danger from a
ferocious vampire attack from the one who loves her. Aside
from that, a vibrant sensuality of attraction lies just
beneath the surface. A TIME reporter who interviewed Meyer
wrote, “It’s never quite clear whether Edward wants to sleep
with Bella or rip her throat out or both, but he wants
something, and he wants it bad, and you feel it all the more
because he never gets it. That's the power of the Twilight
books: they’re squeaky, geeky clean on the surface, but
right below it, they are absolutely, deliciously

filthy."”{17}

The struggle with self-control is saturated with eroticism and
lust. It’'’s so sensual that teenage boys and young men will
read it simply for that reason. The protest, “They don’t have
sex” 1is lame; the relationship is extremely sensual. One very
insightful blogger writes,

To claim that the Twilight saga is based on the virtue of
chastity is like calling the Sports Illustrated Swimsuit
Edition pro-chastity because the girls are clothed.

Bella gives detailed first person accounts of her “make out”
encounters with Edward-everything from trying to unbutton
clothing, to how loud her breathing is and how this or that
feels . . . these detailed first person descriptions are
designed to arouse young girls—like a gateway drug to full
blown romance novels or vampire lore. How can books in which
the author has written detailed first person descriptions of
actions leading to arousal help readers to be chaste? The
words on the page defy chastity. Anyone who claims that the
books promote chastity has to explain how a young girl can
read detailed first-person descriptions of “making out” as a
tool to preserving her innocence.{18}

The sensuality of Twilight is not lost on even the youngest



readers and movie-goers. Robert Pattinson, the actor who plays
Edward Cullen in the Twilight movies, was asked in a Rolling
Stone interview, “Is it weird to have girls that are so young
have this incredibly sexualized thing around you?” He
answered, “It’s weird that you get 8-year-old girls coming up
to you saying, ‘Can you just bite me? I want you to bite me.’
It is really strange how young the girls are, considering the
book is based on the virtues of chastity, but I think it has
the opposite effect on its readers though. [Laughs]”{19}

God’s word says, “Flee youthful lusts” (2 Tim. 2:22). Without
a strong discernment filter in place, and without a strong
determination to guard one’'s heart (Prov. 4:23), it will be
very hard to obey that protective command when reading the
Twilight books or watching the movies.

Recently at a youth discipleship camp, I asked the young men
how they felt about Twilight. They booed. Real men don’t stand
a chance to be enough compared to the too-good-to-be-true
Edward Cullen. When girls use the emotional porn of romance
novels or movies, they are setting up impossible expectations
that have no hope of being fulfilled by limited, fallible,
all-too-human beings. It’s a cruel twist on the way men can
sabotage their relationships with real women by their use of
internet porn. Is there much of a difference between using
sexual porn or emotional porn? In both cases, fantasy creates
unrealistic expectations that reality cannot satisfy.

Apart from the problem of unrealistic expectations, it 1is
unhealthy to make such an intense heart connection with a
fictional character. Some people choose getting lost in
reading and re-reading the books over having connections with
real human beings in community. One lady told me that she
called a friend about going out to a movie, but her friend
begged off: “Oh, I'm going to stay in with Edward tonight.” A
nail technician had one 60-year-old client who confided,
“Don’t tell my husband, but I'm in love with Edward.”



In the first Twilight book, Edward sweeps Bella off her feet
with the intoxicating description of his intense desire for
her and why she desires him: “I’'m the world’s most dangerous
predator. Everything about me invites you in. My voice, my

face, even my smell. . . I'm designed to kill. . . I've wanted
to kill you. I’'ve never wanted a human’s blood so much in my
life. . . Your scent, it’'s like a drug to me. You're like my

own personal brand of heroin.”{20}

I believe there is a spirit of seduction in the Twilight saga.
Something supernatural draws millions of readers to fantasize
about being desired, pursued and falling in love with a
character that I believe has a deeply demonic component. It’s
dangerous on several levels.

The (Rotten) Fruit of Twilight

Twilight is one of the most successful series ever published.
Readers don’t just read the books; many of them re-read them,
multiple times. In order to be discerning, we need to examine
the fruit of this series to see its effect on readers. I
believe that there 1is a spiritual reality of evil behind
Twilight that explains three kinds of fruit I see.

First is the fruit of obsession. Literally millions of fans
can’t stop thinking and talking about the books, the
characters, the minutia of the Twilight world. There 1is an
addictive element of the series for many people. Addiction is
bondage; why willingly submit yourself to bondage?

Some girls talk about their daily reading and study of “The
Book,” and they’re talking about the whole saga—not the
Bible.{21} With social networking and digital media, fans have
access to an ever-growing community of other Twilight-obsessed
people, which allows them to connect with their God-given
desire to be part of something bigger than themselves. But the
transcendence of connecting to the Twilight world is so much



less than God intends for us to experience!

The second fruit is the spiritual warfare reported by
Christians, especially those who disobeyed God’s leading to
get rid of the books—night sweats, hearing voices and other
unusual noises, being gripped by a spirit of fear, loss of
intimacy with God. Some thoughtful people have reported what
one woman called “a stronghold I didn’t want and couldn’t seem
to overcome. I became uncontrollably obsessed over this make-
believe world. And fell into a pit of manic-depressive-
suicidal state.”{22}

One Christian teenager, clearly under conviction, wrote this
comment on a blog:

As a 15-year-old, reading those books was a . . . strange
experience for me.

I didn’t think they were too bad or morally lacking until I
heard my old high-school chaplain [a thirty-something woman,
I think. Never dared to ask [J] ] praise them. And then
something inside me clicked, because it struck me as wrong
that a Godly woman would find this series good.

Another problem with Twilight that I had is that it drives
girls to think of love before they are emotionally and
mentally ready for the idea. It pretty much skews their
ideas of love up. I know it’s done that to me. Because what
this series has done is stick Edward Cullen in one category
(i.e. “pure perfection”) and “everyone else” lumped together
in another as a portrayal of pure “ocker”ness. I am now not
sure to what percentage *gentlemanliness* exists 1in a
normal, TANNED boy. So it’'s not really fair to gquys, or
girls, because of skewed expectations.

Otherwise, I enjoyed the Twilight series, but I don’t feel
that I should have, so I'm going to pray about that one.{23}

The third fruit is a spirit of divisiveness. Some Christians



are inordinately defensive about Twilight, choosing the books
over relationships with other believers who take a negative
view of the series. One Christian speaker who shared her deep
concerns over Twilight at a church conference was verbally
attacked at the break by supposedly mature women. Some of them
still refuse to speak to her.

Of course, we hear the refrain, “Oh come on. It’'s just a book.
It's just fiction.” But all forms of entertainment are a
wrapper for values and a message, and we need to be aware of
what it is. Remember, what we take into our imaginations 1is
really like food for our souls. If something has poison in 1it,
it shouldn’t be eaten. Saying “It’'s just a book, who cares
what it is as long as we’'re reading,” is equivalent to saying,
“If you can put it in your mouth and swallow it, it must be
food.” What are you feeding your soul? Goodness or poison?

Readers resonate with the important themes of life and
literature: romantic love, family love and loyalty, beauty,
sacrifice, fear, danger, overcoming, conflict, resolution. But
these themes are laced with spiritual deception: “You, too,
can be like God.” You hear that Twilight is a love story on
steroids, and people—especially young girls—are drawn to God'’s
design for a woman to be cherished, protected, and provided
for. They are drawn to the way Bella responds to Edward with
love, respect and submission, which is also God’s design. So
it is especially devious that the elements that resonate with
our God-given desires for love are poisoned as occult
principles are interwoven with the story.{24}

One teenage girl made this comment on a blog: “I never thought
of [the books] as arousing or erotic in any way. Like many
other girls, I found myself falling for Edward as I delved
into the story. Before I knew it, my heart was beating faster
during the mushier scenes.” Like millions of others, she is
unable to discern the line between emotional and sexual
arousal. Swooning because you are in love with a fictional
character, when you long for this character when you’'re not



reading the book, means you’ve been taken captive (Col. 2:8).
And God does not want us in bondage to anything except Him!

Twilight is dangerous because it subtly stretches us into
accommodating that which God calls sin. People don’t leap from
embracing good to embracing evil in one giant step; it'’s a
series of small, incremental allowances. Readers easily accept
unthinkingly an unmarried couple spending every single night
together when the Word says to avoid every form of evil and to
flee temptation, not lie there cuddling with it! Readers are
led to accept as heroes and friends vampires who murder human
beings to drink their blood.

Commentator Michael O0’'Brien makes a stunning analysis of
Twilight:

In the Twilight series, vampirism is not identified as the
root cause of all the carnage; instead the evil 1is
attributed to the way a person lives out his vampirism.
Though Bella is at first shocked by the truth about the
family’s old ways (murder, dismemberment, sucking the blood
from victims), she is nevertheless overwhelmed by her
“feelings” for Edward, and her yearning to believe that he
is truly capable of noble self-sacrifice. So much so that
her natural feminine instinct for submission to the
masculine suitor increases to the degree that she desires to
offer her life to her conqueror. She trusts that he will not
kill her; she wants him to drink her essence and infect her.
This will give her a magnificent unending romance and an
historical role in creating with her lover a new kind of
human being. They will have superhuman powers. They will be
moral vampires—and they will be immortal.

Here, then, is the embedded spiritual narrative (probably
invisible to the author and her audience alike): You shall
be as gods. You will overcome death on your own terms. You
will be master over death. Good and evil are not necessarily
what Western civilization has, until now, called good and



evil. You will define the meaning of symbols and morals and
human identity. And all of this is subsumed in the ultimate
message: The image and likeness of God in you can be the
image and likeness of a god whose characteristics are
satanic, as long as you are a “basically good person.”

In this way, coasting on a tsunami of intoxicating visuals
and emotions, the image of supernatural evil is transformed
into an image of supernatural good.{25}

Twilight is not dangerous because people will literally want
to become vampires. Twilight is dangerous because, through the
powerful medium of storytelling, dangerous ideas and messages
go straight to the heart like a poisoned-tipped arrow, without
being passed through a biblical filter. Beware the darkness of
Twilight.

Addendum: Should I Let My
Children/Grandchildren/Students Read
Twilight?

I have read all four books in the Twilight series. I strongly
recommend against reading these books.

But I also understand that it’'s a cultural phenomenon, and
lots of people are going to read the books no matter what
anyone says. So allow me to attempt to redeem the cultural
pressure inherent in these books’ popularity by suggesting how
you can help the tender, untaught minds of your loved ones to
think critically as they read.

If your teen or tween expresses a desire to read the books,
give an explanation for why you think they shouldn’t. (“Just
say no” just doesn’t work with most kids. They need to know
why, and that’s fair.) I would suggest something along the
lines of, “I love you and I want what is best for you, and
that means protecting you from dangers you are not aware of.
This series is steeped in the occult and in demonic influence,



both of which God strongly warns us against in His word. There
is also a powerful emotional draw into unhealthy fantasy which
could sabotage future relationships with real people. There
are spiritual dangers and emotional dangers that I want to
protect you from.”

If you receive pushback, then you might respond by saying, “If
you want to read the books, then I’'ll read them with you.
We’'ll talk about them, a chapter or a scene at a time. The
choice is yours.” This gives your loved one the power of
choice, but you remain involved in the process. What would be
especially powerful for young girls is for Dad to read the
books as well and talk to his daughter(s) about what's in
them. Men would have a very different take on the emotional
lust in these books, as well as a sensitivity to the unfair
expectations of a lover that would be formed in their
daughters’ hearts. Girls need their father’s input in this
adolescent time of emotional and sexual confusion, and
Twilight is almost guaranteed to add to the confusion.

Talk about the books’ content frankly and openly; if they are
embarrassed for you to know what they are reading, their well-
placed shame will make a powerful statement about the wisdom
of reading this kind of book. Make sure they know that you are
completely aware of what they are taking into their minds and
spirits, just as you would want to know if they were taking
drugs into their bodies. Reframe the book’s content in terms
of what the Bible says, and ask questions: Does this agree
with the Bible’s explanation of life and reality? Does this
help you draw near to God, or does it make you want to avoid
Him and His Word? How do the descriptions of Bella’s, Edward’s
and Jacob’s thoughts and feelings make you think about the
people in your real life? Are you tempted to look down your
nose at the “mere humans” you do life with?

Even though this work is fiction, it is still making
statements about reality. What is it saying about life on
earth? About God? About sin? About love? About the soul? About



heaven and hell? About biblical truth?

How does the book compare to what the Bible says? For example,
look together at the Ephesians 5 passage about marriage and
why it is important. (Marriage is an earthbound illustration
of the union of Christ and the church.) And what Jesus said
about the nature of the marriage relationship in heaven 1in
Matthew 22:30. (The marriage relationship is ended by death.)
How does it compare with the ideas about marriage in Twilight?
Look for the ways Bella relates to her father. Is it according
to God’s command to children to obey their parents (Eph. 6:1;
Col. 3:20)? Does she get away with her deceptions and repeated
acts of disobedience? (Yes.) Is this consistent with the
Bible’'s teaching on the consequences of sin (Gal. 6:7)7?

Talk about the gold standard for what God wants us to expose
ourselves to: “Finally, brothers, whatever is true, whatever
is noble, whatever is right, whatever 1is pure, whatever 1is
lovely, whatever is admirable—-if anything is excellent or
praiseworthy—think about such things” (Phil. 4:8). Look for
what is true and not true, noble and not noble, right and not
right, etc. The books are not without statements and ideas
that are true, noble, and right; the problem is that they are
mixed in with even more compelling ideas that are false,
ignoble, wrong, impure, unlovely, and shameful.

“As a man thinks in his heart, so is he” (Prov. 7:23). The
things we think about by filling our minds and hearts will
shape us. What are you filling your mind and heart with?
Longing for the perfect lover that no human being can fulfill?
Discontent with being human and wishing you could have
supernatural powers? Will that serve you well?

Lia Carlile, a teacher at a Christian school in Washington
State, offered these excellent critical thinking questions to
help students think through Twilight or any other cultural
phenomenon. Lia cites many Scriptures in her notes, which I
highly recommend.{26}



Question 1 — Me and God

* How is this thing building my relationship with the Lord?

* How does my interest in this area compare with my time
invested in my relationship with the Lord?

Question 2 — Me and the People Around Me

e Is this creating conflict in my family or with others?

» Does it offend other believers or is it confusing them 1in
their faith?

* What am I saying to my non-Christian friends or what
example am I setting for others?

Question 3 — The Bible

* What does the Bible have to say about this? Who does it
glorify—God or Satan? Jesus or the things of the World?

Question 4 — Me and Twilight (or whatever applies)

* How 1is this affecting what I think about; my attitude,
heart, and mind?

e Does it help me to do what is right according to God? Or,
does it promote things of the world?

* Does it distract me from the Lord and my relationships with
others? Serving, praying, reading Bible, ministry, etc.

* Does it cause me to say, think, or do things that are
contrary to Jesus and his life?
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Oprah’s Spirituality:
Exploring ‘A New Earth’ - A
Christian Critique

Steve Cable looks at the teaching of Eckhart Tolle and Oprah
Winfrey and finds it far removed from a Christian
worldview. From a biblical perspective, their teaching is 1in
line with that addressed by Paul in Colossians where he points
to false teachers who are “taking his stand on visions he has
seen, inflated without cause by his fleshly mind.”

Over 2,000,000 people from 139 countries have participated
with Oprah Winfrey and Eckhart Tolle in a live Web-based
seminar covering each chapter of Tolle's book entitled, A New
Earth: Awakening to Your Life’s Purpose{l}. Why is this book
so popular? Will it lead you deeper in your walk with Christ?
Or is it counterfeit spirituality promoting a false view of
God? In this article, we will address these questions as we
embark on an exploration of Tolle’s “new earth.”

The underlying premise is that all material things (from
planets to pebbles to flowers to animals) result from a
universal, immaterial life force expressing itself in material
form. Humans are a part of that expression. However, we have
evolved to the point where we have the potential to become
Aware of our oneness with the universal life force. The
purpose of all mankind is to become aware that their Being 1is
an expression of the One Life Force.

However, the vast majority of people are unconscious and
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unaware of the source of their being. Every human being has an
illusory self image or ego which is completely conditioned by
the past, always wanting and never satisfied. We also have an
individual and collective accumulation of old emotional pain
Tolle calls the “pain-body.” Our ego and our pain-body are
actively trying to keep us away from true awareness. When we
identify ourselves with our ego, our thoughts about the past
and future, our wants and our hurts, we cannot experience our
true Beingness.

In Tolle’s view, this lack of awareness of our true essence
and false identification with our egos has the world and the
human race on the brink of extinction. Fortunately, the
universal life force is manipulating this crisis to create an
opportunity for many people to move from an unconscious state
to consciousness. In order to become conscious, we must
recognize that we are not our thoughts and/or egos. We must
learn to accept and be present in the Now, because the past
and the future exist only as thoughts. When most people are
operating from their true essence rather than their egos, we
will have drastic social and physical upheavals on this earth
resulting in a whole new world order—that is, “a new earth.”

If you are thinking this sounds a lot more like Eastern
mysticism than a deeper walk with Christ, you are on the right
track. So why 1is this message so popular even among many
regular church attendees?

Why Is A New Earth a Significant Issue?

Since A New Earth 1is clearly incompatible with Biblical
Christianity, why 1s it being read and recommended by many
people who profess to be Christian?

First, the pervasive influence of post-modern tolerance
continues to undermine commitment to the truth of the gospel
even in evangelical circles. We are constantly assailed with
the message that it is hateful and intolerant to believe that



Christianity is true and other religions fall short. According
to this viewpoint, the loving Christian will accept the
validity of all religious traditions encouraging us to partake
from the smorgasbord of spiritual guidance available from
other religions. Thus many people forsake Paul’s warning in
Colossians to not be taken captive by the traditions of men
rather than the truth of Christ and thereby open themselves up
to false teaching{2}. An immature Christian may say to
themselves, “A New Earth offers a way to greater personal
peace and an escape from unhappiness so why not find a way to
glue it onto my Christian tradition.” Tolle and Oprah cleverly
encourage them by saying, “How ‘spiritual’ you are has nothing
to do with what you believe, but everything to do with your
state of consciousness.”{3}

Second, A New Earth contains nuggets of truth about the nature
of the body, soul and spirit and some practical ideas which
may often prove helpful in dealing with anxiety, anger and
other issues people face. Tolle is correct in pointing out
that our individual and collective selfish egos introduce a
lot of pain and suffering into this world. In addition, we may
be filled with anxiety and discontent with our circumstances
because our thoughts are preoccupied with past hurts and
future hopes/fears. He encourages us to realize that we are
not our thoughts or past pains. If we will affirm our
intrinsic spiritual value and observe our ego at work, we can
reduce anxiety and be able to accept our present
circumstances. In some ways this 1is analogous to the
instruction in Colossians to set our minds on the things of
Christ not on the things of this earth because our real life
is in Christ not in this earth.{4} It also reminds us of
Paul’s second letter to the Corinthians where he tells us that
through the Holy Spirit we can “take every thought captive in
obedience to Christ.”{5} So you can see how thinking this way
could be helpful. Unfortunately, this is taught as a part of a
broader teaching that will leave non-Christians separated from
God and misguided Christians not fulfilling their God-given



purpose on this earth.

The third reason for its unwitting acceptance among some
Christians is that quotes from Jesus and others in the Bible
are sprinkled throughout the book in an attempt to show this
philosophy is consistent with “true Christianity.” Like so
many false teachers, he attempts to make Jesus support his
worldview by removing the teaching of Jesus from the clear
message of the gospel.

Fourth, and probably most importantly, Tolle found a powerful
proponent in Oprah Winfrey whose endorsement catapulted his
first book, The Power of Now, onto the NY Times Best Seller
list. Now, Oprah is enthusiastically promoting A New Earth
through her web seminar, calling it the most exciting thing
she has ever done. Oprah is an evangelist for smorgasbord
spirituality. During the first web seminar for A New Earth,
she was asked how she could reconcile it with her Christian
upbringing. Oprah explained that she began to get out of the
box of Biblical doctrine in her late twenties when her pastor
was preaching on the characteristics of God. When he said that
“The Lord thy God is a jealous God,” she decided that she
wanted to believe in a God of love not a jealous God.
Apparently, rather than doing a study to understand what that
Bible passage meant, she decided to make up her own Jesus. As
she stated (see Appendix A),

“And you know, it’'s been a journey to get to the place where
I understand, that what I believe is that Jesus came to show
us Christ consciousness. That Jesus came to show us the way
of the heart and that what Jesus was saying that to show us
the higher consciousness that we’re all talking about here.
Jesus came to say, ‘Look I'm going to live in the body, in
the human body and I'm going to show you how it’s done.’
These are some principles and some laws that you can use to
live by to know that way. And when I started to recognize
that, that Jesus didn’t come in my belief, even as a
Christian, I don’t believe that Jesus came to start
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Christianity... Well, I am a Christian who believes that
there are certainly many more paths to God other than
Christianity.”{6}

Worldview Comparison

Let’s continue our exploration of Tolle’s new earth by
considering some of the fundamental worldview questions. How
does the worldview of A New Earth line up with a Biblical
worldview? (see Appendix B)

God and the Universe

Let’s first look at the origin of the universe and the nature
of God.

According to Tolle, the material universe 1is a temporary
manifestation of the universal spiritual consciousness. This
One Life 1is impersonal and pervasive, investing itself in all
matter not just living things. He states it thus, “Each thing
has Beingness, is a temporary form that has its origin within
the formless one Life, the source of all things, all bodies,
all forms.”{7} And “Like all life-forms, they are, of course,
temporary manifestations of the underlying one Life, one
Consciousness”{8} Consequently, the being the Bible calls God
is really an expression of this impersonal life force. Since
everything is of God and is God, all material things must
ultimately return to formless, unidentifiable union with the
spiritual life force.

This view of God as an impersonal life force living in all
things is directly counter to the Biblical revelation of God.
According to the Bible, God is the creator of the universe not
a part of the universe. God is an identifiable, personal being
characterized by holiness, love, grace and compassion. The
creator of this universe 1s a thinking being as God shares
through Isaiah, “for as the heavens are higher than the
earth..so are my thoughts higher than your thoughts.”{9} Paul
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reminds us, “For who among men knows the thoughts of a man
except the spirit of the man which is in him? Even so the
thoughts of God no one knows except the Spirit of God.”{10}
God 1s a communicator, choosing to reveal Himself to us
through the attributes of creation, through the Scriptures and
through Jesus Christ.

Nature of Man

What about the nature and purpose of mankind? According to
Tolle, humans are an evolved material manifestation of the
spiritual life force. Humans have evolved to the point where
we are capable of being overtly conscious of our Beingness; of
our oneness with the One Life force. However, our material
manifestation includes the ego (a false sense of
identification with our thoughts) and our individual and
collective pain bodies which fight our attempts to be
conscious of our real identity in the life force. We need to
realize that we are not really a unique individual, but rather
a material expression on the One Life force. QOur purpose for
existence is to bring a consciousness of the underlying one
Life into this world. He states, “The ultimate purpose of
human existence, which is to say, your purpose, 1is to bring
that power into this world.”{11} However, the ultimate end for
each human is to return our life energy back into the
impersonal life force.

In contrast, the Bible teaches humans were intentionally
created by God in His image. We are created with a body, soul
and spirit. Our earthly bodies are temporary, but our soul and
spirit are immortal. We are, in fact, individuals responsible
for our actions with different eternal destinies determined by
our relationship with God.

Sin and Evil

In A New Earth, the concepts of sin and evil are severely
distorted. According to Tolle, original sin is the collective
dysfunction which prevents people from recognizing the point



of human existence. He suggests that this barrier to true
Awareness is built into our DNA. He states, “The collective
pain-body is probably encoded within every human’s DNA,
although we haven’t discovered it there yet.”{12} In other
words, the collective hurts and perceived inadequacies of our
parents and previous generations are not only passed on
through our interactions with a fallen world, but are actually
encoded into our DNA. This, of course, would require our
thoughts to be able to modify our DNA so that these
experiences are passed on to future generations.

However, since we are not our bodies or our thoughts, we are
not responsible for our sins. As he states, “There is only one
perpetrator of evil on the planet: human unconsciousness...
People are not responsible for what they do when possessed by
the pain-body.”{13} In fact, we cannot really distinguish good
from evil since they all arise from the same life force. As
Tolle puts it, “The deeper interconnectedness of all things
and events implies that the mental labels of ‘good’ and ‘bad’
are ultimately illusory. They always imply a limited
perspective and so are true only relatively and
temporarily.” {14}

In contrast, the Bible teaches that we are all sinners and
apart from faith in Christ the result will be eternal
separation from God.{1l5}

Salvation

In Tolle’'s worldview, humans are not born spiritually dead,
but rather spiritually unconscious. Our real self cannot be
separated from God because our real self is a part of God. He
states, “You do not become good by trying to be good, but by
finding the goodness that is already within you, and allowing
the goodness to emerge. But it can only emerge if something
fundamental changes in your state of consciousness.”{16} We
become a new alive person, not through faith in the atoning
death and empowering resurrection of Jesus, but rather through



a process of becoming aware of our real self which has been
masked by our ego. However, when our body dies, we cease to
exist as an individual merging back into the universal life
force. Tolle states, “the recognition of the impermanence of
all forms awakens you to the dimension of the formless within
yourself, that which is beyond death. Jesus called it ‘eternal
life.'”{17} So, regardless of what we do or believe during our
earthly existence we all have the same ultimate destiny.

This view devalues the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ.
If Tolle's view is true, Jesus’ death was unnecessary and His
resurrection was an illusion. The Bible clearly states that
“the wages of sin 1is death, but the free gift of God is
eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.”{18}

Jesus Christ and Christianity

For Tolle, Jesus was an enlightened human. He joined Buddha
and a few others in trying to communicate this concept to
people and societies who were not ready to receive it. Jesus
was no more God than any other human, but he was aware that he
was a part of the One Life Force which He identified as God.

With this view of Jesus, Tolle clearly rejects the central
gospel message: faith in Jesus’ atoning death on the cross and
victorious resurrection is the only way to move from death
into spiritual life.

Truth and Religion

According to Tolle, truth cannot be found in thought,
doctrines or narratives which are perceived through our egos.
He states, “Every ego confuses opinions and viewpoints with
facts. It cannot tell the difference between an event and its
reaction to that event. Only through awareness—not through
thinking—can you differentiate between fact and opinion... Only
through awareness can you see the totality of the situation or
person instead of adopting one limited perspective.”{19} Thus,
the only real Truth with a capital T is in my being. “The



Truth is inseparable from who you are. Yes, you are the Truth.
If you look for it elsewhere, you will be deceived every time.
The very Being that you are is Truth.”{20} He even claims that
this is what Jesus was really trying to tell us when He said,
“I am the Way, the Truth and the Life, no one comes to the
Father except through me.”

Tolle writes:

“All religions are equally false and equally true, depending
on how you use them. If you believe only your religion is
the Truth, you are using it in the service of the ego.”{21}
And, “Many religious people claim to be in sole possession
of the truth in an unconscious attempt to protect their
identity. Unless you believe exactly as they do, you are
wrong in their eyes, and they may feel justified in killing
you for that.”{22}

Like many people, Tolle confuses our inability to fully
understand the truth with the lack of truth. As R.C. Sproul
said, “Real truth is reality as seen from God'’s perspective.”
Real truth can only be revealed by God and is not about our
need for identity or a need to create enemies. Truth 1is
central to the Christian faith. Jesus told Pilate, “For this I
was born and for this reason I came into the world, to testify
to the truth.”{23} As Christians, we are motivated to share
the truth God has revealed because of His love for us and His
“desire for all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge
of the truth.”{24}

The Bible

In addressing the Bible, Tolle attempts to play both sides of
the street. Although he does not directly state it, he clearly
does not believe that the Bible is an accurate revelation of
the character of God and the nature of the universe. His
worldview is totally contrary to the Bible in most areas, so
he clearly does not consider it an authoritative source. But,



knowing that much of his audience has a Christian background,
he quotes the Bible over 25 times in this book. In most
instances, he takes the verse out of context and misinterprets
it to align with his viewpoint. One example is when he claims
that Jesus said, “I am the Way, the Truth and the Life” in
order to teach us that we are the Truth. Ignoring the fact
that Jesus went on to say, “no one comes to the Father but
through me.”{25} Jesus said that if we lived according to His
words we would “know the truth”{26}, not “be the truth.”

Conclusion

A New Earth is not so new after all. It is another
presentation of Eastern mysticism with a focus on separating
your identity from your ego. Although the mind exercises
promoted in the book may provide some temporary help with
issues such as anxiety and anger, the overall worldview 1is
directly counter to the gospel of Jesus Christ. By denying the
existence of a personal transcendent God, by denying
individual responsibility for my sin, by denying an eternal
soul, and the need for the redeeming death and resurrection of
Jesus, Tolle's spiritual teaching will result in eternal
separation from God for non-Christians and fruitlessness for
Christians taken captive by this unbiblical worldview.

Appendix A: Oprah Winfrey on reconciling A New
Earth with her Christian background:

“I've reconciled it because I was able to open my mind about
the absolute indescribable hugeness of that which we call
“God.” I took God out of the box because I grew up in the
Baptist church and there were, you know, rules and, you know,
belief systems indoctrined. And I happened to be sitting in
church in my late 20’s..And this great minister was preaching
about how great God was and how omniscient and omnipresent,
and God is everything. And then he said, and the lord thy god
is a jealous god. And I was, you know, caught up in the
rapture of that moment until he said “jealous.” And something



struck me. I was thinking God is all, God is omnipresent, God
is—and God’s also jealous? God is jealous of me? And something
about that didn’t feel right in my spirit because I believe
that god is love and that god is in all things. And so that’s
when the search for something more than doctrine started to
stir within me.

“And I love this quote that Eckhart has, this is one of my
favorite quotes in chapter one where he says, “Man made god in
his own image, the eternal, the infinite, and unnamable was
reduced to a mental idol that you had to believe in and
worship as my god or our god.”

“And you know, it’s been a journey to get to the place where
I understand, that what I believe is that Jesus came to show
us Christ consciousness. That Jesus came to show us the way
of the heart and that what Jesus was saying that to show us
the higher consciousness that we’re all talking about here.
Jesus came to say, “Look I'm going to live in the body, in
the human body and I'm going to show you how it’s done.”
These are some principles and some laws that you can use to
live by to know that way. And when I started to recognize
that, that Jesus didn’t come in my belief, even as a
Christian, I don’t believe that Jesus came to start
Christianity. So that was also very helpful to me.

“Well, I am a Christian who believes that there are certainly
many more paths to God other than Christianity.”

Appendix B: Comparing A New Earth with Other
Worldviews
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As Long As 1t Doesn’t Hurt
Anyone Else - A Biblical
Critique of Modern Ethics

Rick Wade considers a common idea behind the ethical thinking
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of many people. He identifies the inconsistencies 1in this
approach and compares it to a biblically informed ethical
system. As Christians, we should bring a Christ centered
perspective to our ethical decisions.

What ethical principle guides our society these days? Clearly
the Bible isn’t the norm. What is?

As I see it, people generally don’t try to justify their
actions. We want to do something, so we do it. And if we're
criticized by someone else, how do we respond? The one
justification I hear over and over again 1is, “I can do
whatever I want, as long as it doesn’t hurt anyone else.”

Do a quick search on the Internet using the phrase “hurt
anyone else.” Here’'s a blog by a motorcycle rider who says
it’s no one else’s business whether he wears a helmet because
it doesn’t hurt anyone else.{1l} Here’s another one where the
topic 1is some kind of staph infection that seems to be
spreading among gay men. The writer says he or she’s a “big
gay rights supporter and definitely [believes] that a person
should be true to their own sexuality (as long as it doesn’t
hurt anyone else).” The writer goes on to raise a question
about whether certain sexual activity is okay from a public
health perspective.{2} Now there’s a dilemma.

“As long as it doesn’t hurt anyone else.” On the surface, that
looks like a pretty good rule. I can think of things we’d all
agree are morally acceptable that we should avoid if others
could be hurt. There’s nothing wrong with swinging a baseball
bat around, unless you’'re in a roomful of people. In Scripture
we’'re admonished to give up our freedoms if necessary to save
the conscience of weaker believers (1 Corinthians 8).

Problems with the Rule

As a fundamental rule of life, “as long as it doesn’t hurt
anyone else” 1is a pretty skimpy ethical principle. There are



several problems with it.

First, if there are no concrete ethical principles that apply
across the board, how do we measure hurt? Some things are
obvious. Swinging a bat in a roomful of people will have
immediate and obvious negative consequences. But physical hurt
isn’t the only kind. We need to know what constitutes “hurt”
in order to apply the “as long as” principle. So, one question
to ask a person who touts this approach to life is, How do you
decide whether something is hurtful or not? Without concrete
ethical norms, the “as long as” rule is empty.

Second, this rule faces a problem similar to one faced by
utilitarian ethics. Utilitarianism seeks to achieve the
greatest good for the greatest number of people. But how can a
person predict the outcome of an action? It's difficult to
work out a greatest good calculus. The "“as long as” rule
doesn’t even go as far as utilitarianism. The latter at least
seeks the good of others (in principle, anyway). The former
only seeks to avoid harming them. So the question becomes, How
can you predict who will be hurt or how?

Here's another thought. Consider the influence others have had
on you, including those who did what they wanted “as long as
it didn’t hurt someone else.” What about the young man who was
just enjoying his high school prom night with a little
partying and wrecked his car, killing someone’s daughter? Or
how about the couple who had a sexual relationship apart from
the responsibilities of marriage, and then parted over
jealousy or a changed mind and carried the scars of that
relationship into others? Maybe you’ve had to deal with the
ramifications of such experiences, yours or your spouse’s.
Maybe you’ve had to try to learn on your own how to behave
like a grownup because your dad never buckled down in the
serious business of life but just had fun, forgetting that he
was teaching you by word and example how to live.

When hearing this rule espoused, I can’t help wondering how



many people even try to figure out the effects of their
actions on others. I mean, we might give a moment’s thought to
whether something will hurt anyone in the immediate setting or
within a short period of time. But do we think beyond the
immediate? How do our actions as young people affect our
children not yet born? Or what does it mean for parents if
their teenage daughter engages in a hard night of partying and
winds up in a coma because of what she’s imbibed? Such things
do happen, you know?

One more objection before giving a thumbnail sketch of
biblical teaching on the matter. When a person speaks of not
hurting others, what about that person him- or herself? Is it
acceptable to hurt ourselves as long as we don’'t hurt others?
I'm not talking about taking measurable risks that we are
confident we can handle. I'm talking about the array of things
people do and justify with the “as long as” principle: doing
drugs, engaging in “safe” sex apart from marital commitment,
cheating on taxes, spending years following childish dreams
without giving serious thought to the future, even living a
very shrunken life.

That last one is important to note because ethics isn’t just a
set of rules given to prevent harm; it also has to do with
guiding us into fulfilled lives. The “as long as” rule can
justify a seriously diminished 1life. Most of us have
encountered people (maybe our own teenagers!) who could be
doing so much better in life than they are, and when
challenged they respond, “What does it matter? I'm not hurting
anybody else.” Maybe not, but they’re sure hurting themselves.

A Biblical Ethic

What does the Bible say about these things? Scripture calls us
to put others ahead of ourselves. We aren’t to cause others
harm. More than that, we’re to seek others’ good. We'’re given
the ultimate example of sacrifice in Christ, “who, though he
was in the form of God did not count equality with God a thing



to be grasped, but made himself nothing” for our benefit
(Philippians 2:6-8). We're told to give up things we can
legitimately enjoy if they hurt other people (1 Corinthians
8).

Furthermore, we’re given real ethical content: Don’t steal.
Don’t murder. Don’t take someone else’s wife. Do good to
others. Feed the hungry. Practice justice grounded in the
righteousness of God.

Then there's the matter of our own lives. Is the “as long as”
principle sufficient to encourage us to develop and use the
abilities God has given us? A couch potato might truly not be
hurting anyone else, but he’s living a small life. Just
seeking to do good to others can be a motivation to get up and
get busy and do ourselves some good as a result.

The “as long as” rule pushes personal liberty almost to the
limit. It puts me at the center of the world. I can do
whatever I want, and furthermore, you’d better not do anything
that I find hurtful. I stated the rule in the first person in
the opening paragraph (“I can do whatever I want”)
deliberately. For some reason we don’'t apply it as liberally
to others as we do to ourselves!

Without ethical content, however, it gives no direction at
all. It really has no place in the Christian life. Our lives
are to be governed by an ethics grounded in the nature and
will of God which takes into account a biblical view of human
nature, a biblical call to protect others and seek their good,
and the divine project of redemption that seeks to save and
build people up in the image of Christ, including ourselves.

This vision of life makes the “as long as” rule look rather
paltry, doesn’t it? We can do better.
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See Also:

“How Should I Respond to
‘It’s ALL Right to do Anything as Long as It Doesn’t Hurt
Anybody'?"”

The False Teaching of “The
Secret” — A Christian
Evaluation

Kerby Anderson examines The Secret and The Law of Attraction
from a biblical perspective and finds it teaches a dangerous
mixture of half truths and outright lies.

Rhonda Byrne and The Secret

The book is called The Secret, but it didn’'t remain a secret
for very long. Already the book has sold more than three
million copies, and there are nearly two million DVDs of the
teaching. There seems to be no end to the public’s interest in
this message presented by Rhonda Byrne.

Some call The Secret a transformative message. Others see it
as a popular combination of marketing that parallels the
success of The DaVinci Code with the message found in Eastern
religions and philosophies throughout the centuries. Whatever
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it is, it has exploded in our culture ever since Rhonda
Byrne’s first appearance on The Oprah Winfrey Show.

The Secret has been promoted as “a feature length, historic
and factually based account of an age old secret” which 1is
said to be four thousand years in the making and “known to
only a fortunate few.” The DVD and the book reveal “this great
knowledge to the world.” Supposedly it is the secret to
wealth, the secret to health, the secret to love,
relationships, happiness, and eternal youth.

The basic premise of The Secret was borne from the troubles
that affected Rhonda Byrne. She is a television producer and
mother in her fifties. A number of years ago she “hit a rocky
patch in her business and personal lives.”{1} Her father died
suddenly and her relationships with her family and work
colleagues were in turmoil. It was at that moment of despair
when she “wept and wept and wept” that she discovered a long-
neglected book entitled The Science of Getting Rich.{2}

In the book she discovered how to let your thoughts and
feelings give you everything that you desire. She then
dedicated herself to sharing these principles with the world
in the form of The Secret.

Many have called it marketing genius. After all, all of us
want to be in on a secret. So why wouldn’t we all want to know
the secret to life? That is what Rhonda Byrne promised in her
DVD. “Torchlights flicker on the 90-minute DVD and the
soundtrack throbs portentously before it gets down to giving
you the secret for getting your hands on that new BMW."”{3}

Its success shouldn’t be too surprising. After all, many self-
help authors have become celebrities and quite financially
successful by addressing American’s desperate need for
happiness and significance.

Several show up as contributors to The Secret. For example,
Wayne Dyer has written nearly thirty books on the subject of



self-help. His 1976 book, Your Erroneous Zones, has sold over
thirty million copies. Jack Canfield is best known for his
Chicken Soup for the Soul book series. There are currently
over 115 titles and 100 million copies in print.

The Law of Attraction

Rhonda Byrne’s book and DVD on The Secret supposedly bring
together “the oral traditions, in literature, in religions and
philosophies throughout the centuries.”{4} These pieces are
brought together to produce this life-transforming message.

While it 1s passed off as new and exciting, there are many
other teachers who preceded The Secret with a similar message.
Charles Fillmore, who founded the Unity School of
Christianity, talked about “The Twelve Powers of Man,” arguing
that the causes of all things are “essentially mental.” Norman
Vincent Peale is best known for his The Power of Positive
Thinking. Deepak Chopra talks about “The Seven Spiritual Laws
of Success.” Motivational speaker Tony Robbins believes “it’s
our decisions, not the conditions of our lives, that determine
our destiny.”{5}

Rhonda Byrne not only relies on people she calls the guardians
of The Secret, but also upon a documentary released a number
of years ago called What the Bleep Do We Know? The film makes
all sorts of metaphysical claims based upon their particular
interpretation of quantum physics.

According to Rhonda Byrne, the key element of The Secret 1is
what is called “The Law of Attraction.”{6} You can summarize
the law with three words: “Thoughts become things.” In other
words, if you think hard enough about something, it will take
place. Think good thoughts, and you will reap good things.
Think bad thoughts, and bad things will happen to you. You
create your own circumstances, and you can change those
circumstances with your thoughts.



A central teaching of “The Law of Attraction” 1is that nothing
can come into your experience unless you summon it through
persistent thoughts. Thus, everything that surrounds you right
now (both good and bad) has been attracted to you. As you
focus on what you want, you are changing the vibration of
atoms of that thing so that they begin to vibrate to you.{7}
Ultimately, you determine the frequency or vibration so that
you can best acquire wealth, health, and fulfillment.

Do you want something? Then you need to focus on it. In one
segment in the DVD, a kid who wants a red BMX bicycle cuts out
a picture of it from a catalog. He concentrates on it and even
obsesses about it. He is rewarded with a bike.

Do you want to lose weight? Do the same thing. Rhonda Byrne
talked about the weight she gained after her pregnancies. But
once she applied “The Law of Attraction,” she realized her
error: “Food is not responsible for putting on weight. It is
your thought that food is responsible for putting on weight
that actually has food put on weight.”

Do you want to get healthy? Visualize health. One woman in the
DVD claims to have cured her breast cancer in three months
without chemotherapy or radiation. She claims she did this by
visualizing herself well and watching funny movies on
television.

The Seductive Message

The incredible popularity of The Secret illustrates the
spiritual hunger in our culture. But while people are hungry
for spirituality, they are not willing to attend church to be
fed spiritually. Instead they go to the bookstore and buy this
book or DVD along with other books dealing with spirituality.

A buyer for West Hollywood’'s popular metaphysical bookstore,
The Bodhi Tree, said that DVD of The Secret had “become the
biggest selling item in the 30-year history of our store.” Why



has it become so successful? Here is what a writer for Time
magazine concluded:

Mixing the ancient conspiracy hoodoo of The DaVinci Code
with the psychic science of 2004’s cult hit What the Bleep
Do We Know?, it interweaves computer graphics, historical
recreations and interviews with “experts” into a study of
“intention-manifestation” — the philosophy that contends our
emotions and thoughts can actually influence real-world
events. In other words: if you really, truly believe you can
beat the lottery and visualize scratching off a winning
ticket, you can do exactly that.{8}

The appeal of The Secret is understandable. People want to be
wealthy and healthy. But this false philosophy leads to death
and destruction. In Colossians 2:8, Paul warns Christians:
“See to it that no one takes you captive through hollow and
deceptive philosophy, which depends on human tradition and the
basic principles of the world rather than on Christ.”

There are countless examples that demonstrate that “The Law of
Attraction” does not work. If you don’t think so, try this
simple experiment. Visualize that you have a million dollars
in your checking account. Think lots of positive thoughts
about all the money you assume is in your checking account.
Then go to the bank and write a really big check. The cashier
might even have positive thoughts about your account. But then
you will come face-to-face with reality. The bank’'s computers
don’t have positive thoughts about your checking account, nor
do they have negative thoughts about your checking account.
They are just doing the math. Despite all the positive
feelings you can muster, your check will bounce.

Even those who accept the metaphysical basis of The Secret are
concerned with its seductive message that appeals to our
materialism. After all, practitioners are using this supposed
ancient wisdom to acquire material goods. One of the “experts”
in the film says: “The Secret is like having the universe as



your catalog.”{9}

Many wonder if acquiring more possessions is what The Secret
should be all about. “The get-rich-quick parts really bothered
me,” says the buyer at the Bodhi Tree. “It’s my hope that
people won’t use creative visualization to obtain wealth for
themselves, but in more positive, altruistic ways.”{10}

Spiritually Dangerous

We have already shown that the premise of The Secret is false.
You cannot alter reality simply with your thoughts. “The Law
of Attraction” can essentially be summarized with three words:
“Thoughts become things.” That is not true.

But the teachings of The Secret are not only false; they are
spiritually dangerous.

Rhonda Byrne makes this observation in her book: “So whatever
way you look at it, the result is still the same. We are One.
We are all connected, and we are all part of the One Energy
Field, or the One Supreme Mind, or the One Consciousness, or
the One Creative Source. Call it whatever you want, but we are
all One.”{11}

Essentially she is teaching that we can become gods. We are
God in a physical body. We are the creative source and the
have the cosmic power to manipulate the universe according to
our own desires. We are creating our own reality and thus can
manipulate that reality to our own ends.{12}

Contrast that with the temptation in the Garden of Eden where
Satan tells Eve “you will be like God” (Genesis 3:5). Why is
The Secret so popular? Because we are tempted to be “like
God.”

It is one of the enemy’s oldest tricks in The Book. Satan
knows that we are vulnerable to this desire to be “like God.”
Satan tempted Eve in the Garden with this tactic, and he 1is



tempting millions today with the same tactic.

John warned us of the temptations in the world: “Do not love
the world nor the things in the world. If anyone loves the
world, the love of the Father is not in him. For all that is
in the world, the lust of the flesh and the lust of the eyes
and the boastful pride of life, is not from the Father, but 1is
from the world” (1 John 2:15-16).

We must choose that which we love and worship. Are we going to
love the world and all that is in the world? Or are we going
to love God? We must choose what we will love and which view
of reality we will accept.

We are admonished “to bring every thought captive to the
obedience of Christ” (2 Corinthians 10:5). The principles in
The Secret are not biblical principles but pagan, worldly
principles that have been around since the beginning.

The Secret calls upon us to use our thoughts for our own
selfish desires. Paul, however, tells us in Romans 12:1-2 that
we are to present our bodies as a sacrifice to the Lord. We
are to be selfless, not selfish.

(For more information on the spiritual dangers of The Secret,
see Russ Wise’'s in-depth analysis, which uncovers the occultic
connection with several contributors to the project.)

The Secret and Science

To prove “The Law of Attraction,” the foundational principle
in The Secret, Rhonda Byrne’s DVD presents physicists who
imply that the latest scientific discoveries validate this
metaphysical principle. One of the “experts” in the film is
Fred Alan Wolf who apparently talked about the relationship
between quantum mechanics and consciousness. Evidently, most
of this wound up on the cutting room floor.{13}
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The other "“expert” on the film is John Hagelin, who 1is
affiliated with Maharishi University. Both Wolf and Hagelin
distanced themselves from the ideas in the DVD and
acknowledged that “The Law of Attraction” does not seem to
work in reality the way it is described in The Secret.

Some of the ideas in The Secret can also be found in the film,
What the Bleep Do We Know? The documentary combines interviews
along with a fictional narrative to bring together thoughts
about the possible connection between quantum physics and
spirituality. The interviews and computer graphics imply that
the latest scientific discoveries (1n neuroscience,
psychology, physics, etc.) suggest that we can manipulate the
universe with our mind.

The film even sets forth the principle that the universe 1is
actually constructed from thought or mental images rather than
some substance. It goes on to suggest that “empty space” 1is
anything but empty. And it teaches that our beliefs about who
we are and what is reality are influenced by our own thoughts
and mental perspective.

The film may be interesting fiction and metaphysics; it is
very poor psychology and physics. Scientists have rejected the
ideas in the film as nothing more than pseudoscience with no
relation to reality.

The message of The Secret also bears no relation to reality.
It says, “Food is not responsible for putting on weight. It is
your thought that food is responsible for putting on weight
that actually has food put on weight.” Science disagrees.

But the message is also dangerous. Karin Klein with the Los
Angeles Times recounts the dangerous impact of The Secret on
those who follow its prescription: “Therapists tell me they’re
starting to see clients who are headed for real trouble,
immersing themselves in a dream world in which good things
just come.”{14}



It’s not surprising that The Secret is popular. People are
spiritually hungry, and the book and DVD partially feed that
hunger. The message is seductive, but as we have also seen it
is wrong, and more importantly, it is dangerous. It is one of
the enemy’s oldest tricks in The Book. We need to exercise
spiritual discernment and realize the false teaching in The
Secret.

Notes

1. Jerry Adler, “Decoding The Secret,” Newsweek, 5 March 2007,
53.

2. Wallace Wattles, The Science of Getting Rich, 1910,
www.Sscienceofgettingrich.net.

3. Adler, Decoding, 53-54.

4. Home page of The Secret,
www.thesecret.tv/home-synopsis.html.

5. Adler, Decoding, 55.

6. Rhonda Byrne, The Secret (New York: Atria Books, 2006), 28.

7. Ibid., 156.

8. Jeffrey Ressner, “The Secret of Success,” Time, 28 December
2006.

9. Ibid.

10. Ibid.

11. Byrne, The Secret, 162.

12. Ibid., 164.

13. Adler, Decoding, 57.

14. Karin Klein, “Self-help gone nutty,” Los Angeles Times, 13
February 2007.

© 2007 Probe Ministries



http://www.scienceofgettingrich.net
http://www.thesecret.tv/home-synopsis.html

Scientology: Religion of the
Stars — A Christian
Perspective

Don Closson gives an overview of the Church of Scientology and
its founder, L. Ron Hubbard, from a biblical perspective,
including analysis of why 1it 1is 1incompatible with
Christianity.

This article is also available in Spanish.

Depending on your perspective, Scientology was either
discovered or invented by the successful pulp and science
fiction writer L. Ron Hubbard. He and his followers claimed to
have uncovered deep secrets of the mind and spirit. But while
adherents say Hubbard’s discoveries can eradicate most of what
ails humanity, critics argue that Hubbard invented a new
religion with the same creative mind that fashioned popular
works of science fiction. Hubbard’s critics add that this new
religion was formulated to make its founder and close
associates very wealthy.

The details of Hubbard’s 1ife are highly
contentious. The Church of Scientology offers a
version that is remarkable in every way. According
to the Church, Hubbard was studying Shakespeare and
Greek philosophy soon after he learned to read. By
age six, he had become a blood brother of the Blackfoot
Indians and had learned their tribal secrets and legends, an
honor that supposedly few white men could claim. The Church of
Scientology also maintains that he became the youngest Eagle
Scout ever, and by age nineteen had traveled over a quarter of
a million miles to China, Japan, Guam, the Philippines, and
other countries.{1} By his late teens they claim that he had
absorbed the philosophies of the East. These facts are
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questioned by Hubbard’s critics who have posted their counter-
evidence on the Web and in published materials.

The Church claims that Hubbard combined his unique background
with personal research that resulted in a manuscript titled
“The Original Thesis” which laid the foundation for his book
Dianetics: The Modern Science of Mental Health, published in
1950. This work sold over 150,000 copies that year alone and
continues to sell well today. In 1953, Hubbard founded the
first Church of Scientology in Camden, New Jersey, and
eventually planted churches around the world. In 1967, he
appointed himself Commodore of a small fleet of ships from
which he managed his empire while sailing the Mediterranean
Sea. He returned to science fiction writing near the end of
his life, publishing bestsellers Battlefield Earth and the
enormous Mission Earth series.

Hubbard taught that the principles in Dianetics could do more
for the common man than all the traditional psychological
theories and therapies combined. Understandably, the American
Psychological Association became alarmed. When challenged,
Hubbard and his organization would sue health care
professionals and anyone else who questioned their auditing
therapy. Those who questioned the movement from the inside
were labeled “Suppressive Persons,” and were punished and
driven from the Church.

The Worldview of Scientology: Cosmology

Scientology claims that its belief system does not conflict
with the beliefs of Christianity. However, upon investigation
the religion holds fundamental propositions about reality that
create an impassible gulf between the two worldviews. If one
accepts L. Ron Hubbard’s view of the cosmos, it will impact
every other worldview component. Scientology has unique
beliefs about the nature of humanity, ethics, what happens at
death, the direction of history, and even how we come to know
what is true. These beliefs reveal differences that are not



just surface issues; they go to the heart of our existence as
human beings.

Scientology assures us that it leaves the nature of God or a
supreme being undefined so that it is open to people of
various faith traditions. However, it does make claims about
the origin of the cosmos we live in and how things have gotten
the way they are. In fact, these ideas have much in common
with Gnosticism. It appears that L. Ron Hubbard, the founder
of Scientology, was both aware of this ancient belief system
and added original features to it in coming up with a new
story of human origins.

Gnosticism competed with the early Christian church and was
written about and refuted by church leaders. It combined ideas
from Jewish, Christian, and pagan sources, and taught that the
material universe is a mistake; in fact, it is evil. Its focus
was on enlightened individuals who came to see this physical
world for the illusion and mistake that it really is. By
discovering secret knowledge, this person would lead others to
the truth and eventually help them to transcend the trap of
this earthly prison. Hubbard claimed to have been one of these
enlightened people and that he had acquired knowledge that no
other person has ever possessed, calling himself a “celestial
mediator.”

Hubbard used the acronym MEST to represent the material,
energy, space, and time of our universe. He argued that MEST
is the product or projection of a vast number of spirit
creatures called thetans who became bored with a non-material
existence and decided to emanate a universe to play in. Over a
long period of time, these thetans forgot that this reality,
this universe, is a product of their own design, and they
began to perceive it as being real.

According to Hubbard, this “agreed upon” reality is not the
product of a self-existing creator God who exists outside of
the cosmos as the Judeo-Christian worldview teaches, but is



instead an illusion and a barrier to overcome in order to
advance as an individual. Much like Hinduism and Buddhism,
Scientology finds that the reality in which we dwell is part
of our problem instead of a gift from a holy God. This belief
alone should be enough to keep Christians from trusting in the
gospel according to Hubbard.

The Worldview of Scientology: Human
Nature

Hubbard claimed to have mastered Eastern thinking at an early
age, so it is not surprising that his view of human nature
borrows from Hindu and Buddhist thought. Much like Vedanta
Hinduism, Scientology teaches that the only real component of
humanity is an inner spirit being or spiritual spark.
According to Hubbard, our minds are just a database of
pictures or a conduit for the spirit, and that our bodies,
along with the rest of the cosmos, are only imagined and are a
hindrance to discovering the truth about our real nature.

Scientology teaches that this inner spirit being is a thetan
that is both “good” and “divine.” It is a being of infinite
creative potential that projects or creates the universe in
partnership with all other thetans. Thetans are immortal
creatures who dwell in illusionary physical bodies, but over
time have become confused and now believe that their physical
bodies are real.

According to Scientologists, thetans who have not benefited
from the practices of Scientology are trapped in a reactive
state of mind and cannot operate normally. In this state,
humans are more 1like conditioned machines rather than
individuals with a free will. Even worse, they have collected
negative experiences called engrams as they have migrated
again and again into new bodies in a never-ending cycle of
reincarnation. Each of these engrams must be tracked down by a
trained Church of Scientology auditor and removed before a



person can advance to a healthier mental state.

Once freed by the practices of Scientology, the thetan within
is promised increased freedom, intelligence and even spiritual
powers. This increased capacity is claimed by many who have
been “cleared” through auditing. Church publications make no
guarantee regarding the results of auditing, but they do say
that “auditing techniques work 100 percent of the time if they
are applied correctly.”{2}

According to Hubbard, the problems facing humanity are
educational rather than moral; a lack of training, not
rebellion against a holy God. We are not morally deficient,
but instead ignorant of our true nature. Qur only “fall” 1is
our belief that we are primarily physical beings rather than
spiritual entities.

Scientology offers us a plan for self improvement; through
hard work and applying Hubbard’'s discoveries, anyone can reach
a god-like existence. Through successful auditing, you too can
become an OT or Operating Thetan, and wear Scientology’s OT
bracelet, a sign that you have reached “total spiritual
independence and serenity.”{3}

This is directly in conflict with the message of Christianity
which states that our problem is a moral one, and the only
solution 1is accepting the gift of forgiveness provided by
Christ’s death on the cross.

Scientology and Knowledge

Hubbard was enthralled by creative people and the creative
process. As a successful screen and science fiction writer, he
placed the artist at the pinnacle of culture. He wrote that “A
culture is only as great as its dreams, and its dreams are
dreamed by artists.”{4} His stated desire was to better the
entire culture by improving the lives of its most creative
thinkers. As a result, the Church of Scientology built



Celebrity Centres around the world for the special needs of
artists and celebrities. Here, celebrities can go through the
necessary process of auditing to clear themselves of negative
engrams that 1is provided by the Church, while 1in an
environment that keeps fans and the paparazzi at a distance.
Artists are also highlighted in Scientology’s publications,
and celebrity Church members Tom Cruise, Kirstie Alley, and
John Travolta are all outspoken proselytizers for the church.

Part of Scientology’s attraction to, and reliance on, artists
and celebrities results from Hubbard’s view of reality and the
nature of knowledge itself. He believed that reality is the
projection of billions of thetans who created it out of
boredom. Matter, energy, space, and time have no independent
or objective reality; they are dependent on thetan creativity.
Hubbard argued that truth itself is so strange that a typical
person cannot distinguish between science and science fiction.
At one point Hubbard compared being a thetan to the fantasy
world in Alice in Wonderland. He noted that thetans can “mock
up [invent, or make] white rabbits and caterpillars and Mad
Hatters,” implying that they would find themselves right at
home in Lewis Carroll’s Wonderland. {5}

Only operating thetans can see reality for what it is and
Hubbard claimed to have greater insight than everyone else.
Since Hubbard was considered to be the most enlightened
thetan, anything he declared to be true was to be accepted by
his followers without question. He used and nurtured this
obedience when the Church came under attack by individuals and
the government, especially when someone inside the
organization began to question his authority. As noted
earlier, those who disagreed with Hubbard were labeled
“Suppressive Persons” and marked as fair game to be deprived
of property via lawsuits or even to be physically injured by
other Scientologists.

Christianity acknowledges and celebrates humanity’s artistic
gifts which they believe reflect our being created in the



image of God, the ultimate creator and artist. It also affirms
the role of reason in the process of investigating the nature
of God’s creation. But as the book of Hebrews says, “in these
last days he has spoken to us by his Son . . . through whom he
made the universe.”{6} Our faith is in this Jesus, not the
words of L. Ron Hubbard or the Church of Scientology.

Scientology and the Christian Faith

I recently received an email from someone who was dialoguing
with a Scientologist. The Scientologist confidently claimed
that Jesus died on the cross because the Jews could not accept
his Buddhist teachings. She explained how Jesus had studied 1in
China and become a Buddhist prior to his ministry in
Palestine, and that the traditional view of what Jesus taught
and why he died was only an opinion. Finally, this follower of
L. Ron Hubbard and the Church of Scientology argued that one'’s
sins can be forgiven only if a person pays to experience the
auditing process offered by the church and eventually become
an OT or Operating Thetan.

Other beliefs held by Scientologists add to the chasm that
separates it from biblical Christianity. People who have left
Scientology claim that it teaches a “back-story” to the
current human condition. But only those who have attained the
highest levels within the organization are given access to the
information.

Hubbard’'s story goes something like this. Seventy five million
years ago an evil leader called Xenu decided to eliminate the
excess population from a galactic confederacy consisting of
twenty-six stars and seventy-six planets. With the help of
psychiatrists, he tricked billions of people into submission
and exported them to the planet Teegeeack or Earth. The
paralyzed victims were stacked around active volcanoes 1in
which hydrogen bombs were placed. According to the story, the
bombs were detonated and the disembodied souls or thetans were
captured and brainwashed into believing in the existence of a



God and the devil. Hubbard blamed the evil Xenu for planting
the ideas of Catholicism and the image of crucifixion into the
minds of the hapless thetans. This process also deprived the
thetans of their own sense of identity, resulting in their
clinging to the few physical bodies that remained after the
explosions.

As a result, those who have not benefited from Scientology’s
auditing process are possessed by a collection of
dysfunctional thetans trying to control their every thought
and action. Once cleared by Hubbard’'s auditing, all the
confusion supposedly disappears. There is more to this
“history according to L. Ron Hubbard,” but it quickly becomes
obvious that Scientology and its founder are teaching another
gospel.

Either one can be saved via Hubbard’s auditing process, which
promises to give people “total spiritual independence and
serenity,” or we are saved by placing our faith in what Jesus
Christ did on the cross, but not both.{7} Either we are
divine-like beings who can overcome all our moral and mental
deficiencies in the Church of Scientology, or we are creatures
that were created “good” but are fallen due to rebellion
against a holy God. To argue that the two systems are
compatible doesn’t make much sense.
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Ethics and Economics

Introduction

What does the Bible have to say about economics? As we will
see, the Bible does provide a firm moral foundation for
economics. Previously we have talked about what the Bible has
to say about economics.{1} In this article we will discuss the
ethical implications of economics, drawing many principles
from the book Bulls, Bears & Golden Calves by John E.
Stapleford.{2}

We should begin by establishing that there is a moral aspect
to economics. This question was an important one a few
centuries ago, but today economics is usually taught without
any real consideration of an ethical component.

Paul says, “All Scripture 1is inspired by God and profitable
for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in
righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16). He adds that this will enable
the people of God to be equipped for every good work (2 Tim.
3:17). Certainly that would include economic works.

James calls on believers to be “doers of the word, and not
merely hearers” of the word (James 1:22). This command applies
to more than just our church life and family life. This would
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apply to doing good works in the economic realm.

There are obvious moral implications to issues often discussed
in relation to economic issues. For example, in previous radio
programs we have talked about the morality of such topics as
drugs, pornography, and gambling. We have also talked about
the importance of Christians learning to be_good stewards of
the environment. Each of these topics has an economic
component to it, and thus implies that we should apply ethics
to economics.

Legalizing drugs has economic consequences, but it also has
moral consequences as well.

In previous programs, we have talked about the pornography
plague.{3} The Bible teaches that we are created in the image
of God (Gen. 1:27), and our bodies are the temple of the Holy
Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19). We should, therefore, flee the
temptation of pornography (1 Cor. 10:13; 2 Tim 2:22).

We have in previous programs also talked about what the Bible
has to say about the subject of gambling.{4} The Bible teaches
that we are to work by the sweat of our brow (Gen. 3:19). This
is God’s command as well as an opportunity. Work can be
fulfilling to us as we accomplish a task and is an essential
element of human worth and dignity. Gambling undercuts the
work ethic by emphasizing greed (Rom. 1:29), materialism,
laziness (Prov. 19:15), and covetousness (Ex. 20:17).

Private Property

What does the Bible say about property, and especially about
private property? First, the Bible clearly teaches that
everything in the world belongs to the Lord. Psalm 24:1 says,
“The earth is the Lord’s, and all it contains, the world, and
those who dwell in it.”

At the same time, the Bible also teaches that we are given
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dominion over the creation (Gen. 1:28). We are accountable to
God for our stewardship of the resources.

Because God owns it all (Ps. 24:1), no one owns property in
perpetuity. But the Bible does grants private property rights
to individuals. One of the Ten Commandments prohibits
stealing, thus approving of private property rights. The book
of Exodus establishes the rights of property owners and the
liabilities of those who violate those rights.{5} Financial
restitution (Ex. 22) must be made to property owners in cases
of theft or neglect. Physical force is allowed to protect
property (Ex. 22:2). Lost animals are to be returned, even
when they belong to an enemy (Ex. 23:4). Removing landmarks
that protect property is clearly forbidden (Deut. 19:14;
27:17; Job 24:2; Prov. 22:28; Hos 5:10).

Some Christians have suggested that the New Testament rejects
the idea of private property because the book of Acts teaches
that the early Christians held property in common. But this
communal sharing in the New Testament was voluntary. Acts
2:44-47 says, “And all those who had believed were together
and had all things in common; and they began selling their
property and possessions and were sharing them with all, as
anyone might have need. Day by day continuing with one mind in
the temple, and breaking bread from house to house, they were
taking their meals together with gladness and sincerity of
heart, praising God and having favor with all the people. And
the Lord was adding to their number day by day those who were
being saved.”

The early Christians did not reject the idea of private
property. Notice that they still retained private property
rights until they voluntarily gave up those rights to help
other believers in Jerusalem. This was a specific leading of
the Holy Spirit to meet the increasing needs of the growing
New Testament church.

We can see that they retained property rights in the actions



of Ananias and Sapphira. Their sin was not that they retained
control of some of their property but that they lied about it.
Acts 5:4: “While it remained unsold, did it not remain your
own? And after it was sold, was it not under your control? Why
is it that you have conceived this deed in your heart? You
have not lied to men but to God.”

Also notice that Paul called for voluntary charity toward
believers in Jerusalem when he called New Testament believers
to give to the needs of those within the church. 2 Corinthians
8:13-15 says, “For this is not for the ease of others and for
your affliction, but by way of equality—at this present time
your abundance being a supply for their need, so that their
abundance also may become a supply for your need, that there
may be equality; as it is written, ‘He who gathered much did
not have too much, and he who gathered little had no lack.'”

Work

What is the place of work in economic activity? First, we see
that God put Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden to work. God
commanded them to work it and take care of it (Gen. 2:15-17).
They were given an explicit command to exercise stewardship
over the creation.

However, when sin entered the world, God’s curse brought toil,
sweat, and struggle to work (Gen. 3:17-19). But we still
maintain the responsibility to work the land and cultivate it.
We are also given the privilege by God of enjoying the earth
and deriving profit and benefit from what it might produce
(Gen. 9:1-3).

Second, we are created in God’'s image (Gen. 1:27), so we can
find work rewarding and empowering. At the same time, we
should also be held accountable for the work we do or fail to
do. Paul says, “If a man will not work, he shall not eat” (2
Thess. 3:10, NIV).



Third, there is also a satisfaction in work. It not only
satisfies a basic human need but it also is a privilege
provided by the hand of God. Ecclesiastes 2:24 says, “There is
nothing better for a man than to eat and drink and tell
himself that his labor is good. This also I have seen that it
is from the hand of God.”

Fourth, we are to work unto the Lord. Paul admonishes
believers to “work heartily as for the Lord rather than for
men” (Col. 3:23). He also says, “For consider your calling,
brethren, that there were not many wise according to the
flesh, not many mighty, not many noble; but God has chosen the
foolish things of the world to shame the wise, and God has
chosen the weak things of the world to shame the things which
are strong, and the base things of the world and the despised
God has chosen, the things that are not, so that He may
nullify the things that are, so that no man may boast before
God. But by His doing you are in Christ Jesus, who became to
us wisdom from God, and righteousness and sanctification, and
redemption, so that, just as it is written, ‘Let him who
boasts, boast in the Lord’ (1 Cor. 1:26-31).

We also learn from Scripture that without God’s involvement in
our work, human labor is futile. Psalm 127:1 says, “Unless the
Lord builds the house, they labor in vain who build it.” God’s
blessings come to us through our labors.

Finally, with work there should also be rest. The law of the
Sabbath (Ex. 20:8-11) and the other 0ld Testament provisions
for feasts and rest demonstrate the importance of rest. In the
New Testament also we see that Jesus set a pattern for rest
(Mark 6:45-47; Luke 6:12) in His ministry. Believers are to
work for the Lord and His Kingdom, but they must also avoid
being workaholics and take time to rest.



Government

What is the role of government in the economic arena? In
previous radio programs, we have discussed the role of
government in society.{6}

First, Christians are commanded to obey government (Rom. 13:1)
and submit to civil authority (1 Pet. 2:13-17). We are called
to render service and obedience to the government (Matt.
22:21). However, we are not to render total submission. There
may be a time in which Christians may be called to disobey
government leaders who have set themselves in opposition to
divine law (Rom. 13:1-5; John 19:11). We are to obey civil
authorities (Rom.13:5) in order to avoid anarchy and chaos,
but there may be times when we may be forced to obey God
rather than men (Acts 5:29).

Second, we understand that because of the fall (Gen. 3), all
have a sin nature (Rom. 3:23). Government must therefore
administer justice in the political and economic realm. It
must also protect us against aggression as well as provide for
public works (1 Kings 10:9).

As we have discussed in previous articles, the reality of sin
nature dictates that we not allow a political concentration of
power. Governmental power should be limited with appropriate
checks and balances. Government also should not be used in a
coercive way to attempt to change individuals. We should not
accept the idea that the state can transform people from the
outside. Only the gospel can change people from the inside and
so that they become new creatures (2 Cor. 5:17).

In his book Bulls, Bears & Golden Calves, John E. Stapleford
sets forth many functions of government in the economic realm.
Government must ensure justice in the following ways:

* “Weights and scales are to be honest, a full measure (shaken
down) is to be given (Lev. 19:35-36; Deut. 25:15; Prov. 20:23;



Lk. 6:38), and currency is not be debased by inflationary
monetary policy or other means (e.g., mixing lead with
silver).”{7}

* Procedural justice requires that contracts and commitments
be honored (Lev. 19:13).

* Government must also ensure justice when people are cheated
or swindled. In these cases, the cost of restoration should be
borne by the guilty or negligent party (Ex. 21:33-36; 22:5-8,
10-15). Government should also deal with those who give a
false accusation (Deut. 19:16-19).

* Government should also prevent economic discrimination. This
would apply to those of different economic class (James 2:1-4)
as well as to those of different sex, race, and religious
background (Gal. 3:26-29). Government can exert a great
influence on the economy and therefore should use its
regulatory power to protect against discrimination.

e That being said, the primary function of government is to
set the rules and provide a means of redress. The free market
should be allowed to function with government providing the
necessary economic boundaries and protections. Once this 1is
done in the free enterprise system, individuals are free to
use their economic choices in a free market.

Conclusion

What is the connection between economics and ethics? The fact
that we even refer to these as separate issues 1is an
indication of the times in which we live. In the past, ethics
and economics were interconnected.

Thomas Aquinas, in his Summa Theologica, addressed economic
issues in a moral and theological way. He wouldn’t just ask
about prices and markets, but also asked the fundamental
question, What 1is a just price?



John Calvin’s Institutes of the Christian Religion also
devoted whole sections to government and economics. These were
issues that he believed Christian theologians should address.

Today if moral questions about economics are discussed at all,
they might be discussed in a class on economic theory. While
we might hope that such discussions might surface in a
seminary, usually those classes focus on theological questions
rather than economic questions that deserve a moral
reflection.

We have shown that economic issues often have a moral
component. You can’t just talk about the economic consequences
of legalizing drugs, promoting pornography, or promoting
gambling without dealing with the moral consequences.

We have also seen that the Bible has a great deal to say about
work. Through the creation and the fall, human beings have a
right and an obligation to work.

We find that the Bible also warns us of the consequences of
idleness. Proverbs 24:30-34 says, “I passed by the field of
the sluggard and by the vineyard of the man lacking sense, and
behold, it was completely overgrown with thistles; Its surface
was covered with nettles and its stone wall was broken down.
When I saw, I reflected upon it; I looked, and received
instruction. A little sleep, a little slumber, A little
folding of the hands to rest, Then your poverty will come as a
robber and your want like an armed man.”

People are supposed to work and should be held accountable for
the work they do or fail to do. Paul says, “If a man will not
work, he shall not eat” (2 Thess. 3:10, NIV).

The Bible also teaches that God has endowed individuals with
different gifts and talents (1 Cor. 12, Rom. 12). Even within
the body of Christ, there are different members even though we
are all one body in Christ.



When these differences in gifts and abilities are expressed
within a free market, their respective value in terms of
supply and demand means that they will receive different
remuneration (1 Tim. 5:18). So it is not surprising that there
are economic distinctions among individuals. Proverbs 22:2
says, “The rich and the poor have a common bond, The Lord is
the maker of them all.”

Ethics and economics are related, and Christians would be wise
to begin exploring the moral implications of economic behavior
and the impact it is having on them and society.
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After VS. A Biblical
Worldview Perspective on
Marriage

Sue Bohlin examines unrealistic expectations that can torpedo
a marriage that should be based on biblical worldview
principles. As she examines these expectations from a
Christian perspective, one begins to understand how they run
counter to the marriage principles contained in the Bible.

Happily Ever After

The wedding of Prince Charles and Lady Diana was one of the
most-watched romantic real-life events of the twentieth
century. Between the legitimate longings of our hearts, and
the way the Disney empire has fed our romantic fantasies for
fairy tales, we are captivated by storybook romance.

The Archbishop of Canterbury, who presided at the royal
wedding, gave a marvelous sermon that day. In it he said,
“Here 1is the stuff of which fairy tales are made, the prince
and princess on their wedding day. But fairy tales usually end
at this point with the simple phrase, ‘They lived happily ever
after.’ This may be because fairy tales regard marriage as an
anticlimax after the romance of courtship. This is not the
Christian view. Qur faith sees the wedding day not as a place
of arrival but the place where the adventure begins.”{1}

The divorce rate in our culture is at an all-time high.
Whatever happened to “happily ever after”? Why is it so hard
to maintain the hopes and dreams that surround a beautiful
wedding with all its promises of love and fidelity, sacrifice
and service?

Marriage counselors Les and Leslie Parrott have an idea.
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In their excellent book Saving Your Marriage Before It Starts,
they suggest four myths that have torpedoed many marriages
because of unrealistic expectations and misconceptions about
what marriage should be. In what follows, we’ll look at four
marriage myths that are the most harmful and most common:

We expect exactly the same things from marriage.
Everything good in our marriage will get better.
Everything bad in my life will disappear.

My spouse will make me whole.

“For too long,” the Parrotts write, “marriage has been saddled
with unrealistic expectation and misguided assumptions.
Liberated from these four myths, couples can settle into the
real world of marriage—with all its joys and sorrows, passion
and pain.”{2}

Many people know that something is wrong but they don’t know
what; and you can’t fix or change something if you don’t know
what'’s wrong in the first place. Many of our marriage problems
are due to harmful expectations and beliefs that fly in the
face of “real reality.” One divorce lawyer told the Parrotts
that the number-one reason people split up is that they
“refuse to accept the fact that they are married to a human
being.”{3} In this article we bust the myth of “happily ever
after.”

Myth #1: “We Expect Exactly the Same
Things From Marriage”

When people are in love, it’'s easy to assume that the other
person has the same values and expectations as we do. But
every family has its own culture, so to speak, and we tend to
expect life will continue the same way once we’'re adults as it
was while we were growing up. One way these differing
expectations play out is in the unspoken rules of each family.

We are usually not aware of our unspoken rules and



expectations until the other person violates them. I recently
heard a great word of wisdom: “Expectations are the mother of
resentments.” How true is that?! When our spouse doesn’t live
up to our unspoken expectations, we can feel frustrated and
irritated, and often we don’t even know why we’'re upset
because we don’t know what’'s wrong. It’'s helpful to think
through “the rules” of one’s family so that unspoken rules and
expectations are brought out into the light of examination.
Here are some rules from various families:

e Don’'t ask for help unless you’re desperate.
 Downplay your successes.

* Be invisible.

* Get someone else to do the hard or dirty work.
e Don’t get sick.

* Never get angry.

e Don’'t talk about your body.

e Don't go to bed without cleaning the kitchen.
* Don’'t talk about your feelings.

* Never order dessert at a restaurant.

e Don’t ever upset Daddy.

Can you see how these unspoken rules can cause havoc if a
spouse doesn’t know about them?

Another source of mismatched expectations is the unconscious
roles that spouses fall into, the way an actor follows a
script. We inherit expectations about how wives and husbands
act by watching our parents and other adults, and we often
play out those roles the same way unless we choose to change
it. For example, one new husband surprised his wife at dinner
by picking up his empty iced tea glass and tinkling the ice
cubes. His father had always signaled this way to his mother
that he was ready for more tea. The bride was not pleased to
learn that her husband expected to play the role of pampered
king whose every whim was gladly granted!

The myth that “we expect exactly the same things from



marriage” is busted by identifying and talking about unspoken
expectations and unconscious roles. The more openly couples
discuss their differing expectations, the more likely they are
to create a vision of marriage that they can agree on.

Myth #2: “Everything Good in Our
Relationship Will Get Better”

Most people, when they fall in love, really believe their love
will last forever because it’s so intense and intoxicating.
It's hard not to believe that everything good about the
relationship will just continue to get better and better as
time goes on. But reality “is that not everything gets better.
Many things improve in relationships, but some things become
more difficult. Every successful marriage requires necessary
losses, and in choosing to marry, you inevitably go through a
mourning process.”{4}

For some, marriage means giving up childhood. It means giving
up the safety and security of being your parents’ child, and
becoming a full-fledged adult. God makes this statement in
Genesis 2:24 when He says, ” For this reason a man will leave
his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will
become one flesh.” Marriage means the end of childhood, and
that can feel like a loss to be mourned.

Marriage also “means giving up a carefree lifestyle and coming
to terms with new 1limits. It means unexpected
inconveniences.”{5} Marriage means always passing one’s plans
and choices through the filter of “us.” Since “the two become
one,” many of our even mundane life choices impact someone
else. That can feel like a loss to be faced, as well.

The Parrotts write, “By far the most dramatic loss experienced
in a new marriage is the idealized image you have of your
partner. This was the toughest myth we encountered in our
marriage. Each of us had an airbrushed mental picture of who
the other was. But eventually, married life asked us to look



reality square in the face and reckon with the fact that we
did not marry the person we thought we did."”{6}

It is an 1illusion that the intense romantic thrill of the
beginning of a relationship will last forever. “Debunking the
myth of eternal romance will do more than just about anything
to help . . . build a lifelong happy marriage.”{7} When we get
past the myth of continual bliss with a perfect partner, we
can embrace the reality that we married another flawed and
fallen human being. This is good news, because God only gives
grace for reality, nor for illusion or temporary enchantment.
And this is good news because intimacy is only available with
a real person, not with an idealized image.

Myth #3: “Everything Bad in My Life Will
Disappear”

Remember the story of Cinderella? A poor, mistreated stepchild
who 1is forced to serve her wicked stepfamily is magically
turned into a beautiful princess. She is rescued by her Prince
Charming and they live . . . all together now . . . “happily
ever after.” And don’t we all long for a Prince Charming or a
beautiful princess to make us happy and wipe away every tear
from our eyes?

The myth of a “happily ever after” life is a legitimate
longing of our hearts. We ache to return to Eden where
everything bad in our lives will disappear. God promises that
He will eventually make all things right again, but it doesn’t
happen in marriage between two fallen human beings living in a
fallen world.

Marriage is a glorious institution invented by God, but it
“does not erase personal pain or eliminate loneliness. Why?
Because people get married primarily to further their own
well-being, not to take care of their partners’ needs. The bad
traits and feelings you carried around before you were married
remain with you as you leave the wedding chapel. A marriage



certificate is not a magical glass slipper.”{8}

The Parrotts write, “Getting married cannot instantly cure all
our ills, but marriage can become a powerful healing agent
over time. If you are patient, marriage can help you overcome
even some of the toughest of tribulations.”{9} Perhaps the
biggest reason for this is the amazing power of love. I
believe God’s love 1is the strongest healing agent in the
universe. In marriage, He can love us through our spouses; He
can be “Jesus with skin on” to each of us.

A healthy marriage can become a place to wrap up unfinished
business from childhood and deal with unresolved hurts. God
showed me this truth personally. I had experienced a great
deal of rejection in relationships before I met my husband. He
told me that we were married ten years before he could say the
words, “I need to talk to you about something” and I wouldn’t
automatically wince and pull back in fear. Over time, Ray’s
faithful love and acceptance of me healed the rejection
wounds.

It’s a myth that everything bad in our lives will disappear
when we say “I do,” but God’s grace is bigger than the myth.
We still live in a fallen world with a fallen spouse, but God
can bring much grace through mutual love.

Myth #4: “My Spouse Will Make Me Whole”

One of the greatest lines in all of movie history belongs to
Tom Cruise in Jerry Maguire where he tells his wife, “You
complete me.” It is romantic and feels emotionally
satisfying—-but in reality, it’s just not true.

Couples who swallow the myth that their spouse will make them
whole are in danger of going to one of two extremes. One is an
unhealthy dependence on the other that the Parrotts term an
enmeshed relationship. They unconsciously make their partner
completely responsible for their well-being. They are like



ticks that constantly attempt to suck life and love and
meaning from their spouse. It is a form of idolatry, because
they are looking to their partner to provide emotional “living
water” that only God can give.

The other extreme is a disengaged relationship of what the
Parrotts call “rugged self-reliance.” These spouses are so
isolated and independent from each other that they function
more like neighbors or business associates than a God-created
union of two souls. The first kind of couple is looking for
wholeness from their partner; the second kind of couple 1is
looking for wholeness from within. It 1is also a form of
idolatry, because they are looking to themselves instead of
God to provide meaning for life.

Neither enmeshed nor disengaged relationships are healthy, and
neither will allow the people in them to experience wholeness.
A sense of wholeness 1is found 1in an interdependent
relationship where two people with self-respect and dignity
make a commitment to nurture their own spiritual and emotional
growth as well as their partner’s.

Enmeshed relationships are like the capital letter A. They
lean on each other so much that if one moves, the whole
structure falls down. Their security is in another person
instead of in God. Disengaged relationships are 1like the
letter H. Partners stand virtually alone. If one lets go, the
other hardly feels a thing. Interdependent relationships are
like the letter M. They could stand on their own, but they
choose to stay connected to the other out of their fullness,
not out of their emptiness. If one lets go, the other feels a
loss but can recover.

Every marriage is between two broken and fallen people who
cannot make each other whole. We are called to love and
respect each other, serve and celebrate each other—but only
God can make us whole.



“Happily ever after” may be for fairy tales, but that doesn’t
mean there is no such thing as a happy, rich, fulfilling
marriage. But it’s only possible for those who live 1in
reality, not in the fantasy of make-believe myths. May God
give us grace to trust Him to walk in truth and not illusion.
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The Impotence of Darwinism: A
Christian Scientist Looks at
the Evidence

Dr. Ray Bohlin looks at some of the tenets of Darwinism and
finds them lacking support in the real world. Speaking from a
biblical worldview perspective, he finds that the gaps and
Inconsistencies 1in current Darwinian thinking should demand
that different theories be examined and evaluated.

This article is also available in Spanish.
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Darwinism, Design, and Illusions

Darwinian evolution has been described as a universal acid
that eats through everything it touches.{1} What Daniel
Dennett meant was that evolution as an idea, what he called
“Darwin’s dangerous idea,” 1s an all-encompassing worldview.
Darwinism forms the basis of the way many people think and
act. It touches everything.

What Darwin proposed in 1859 was simply that all
organisms are related by common descent. This
process of descent or evolution was carried out by
natural selection acting on variation found in
populations. There was no guidance, no purpose, and
no design in nature. The modern Neo-Darwinian variety of
evolution identifies the source of variation as genetic
mutation, changes in the DNA structure of organisms.
Therefore, evolution is described as the common descent of all
organisms by mutation and natural selection, and is assumed to
be able to explain everything we see in the biological realm.

This explanatory power is what Dennett refers to as “Darwin’s
dangerous idea.” Darwinism assumes there is no plan or purpose
to life. Therefore, everything we see in the life history of
an organism, including human beings, derives in some way from
evolution, meaning mutation and natural selection. This
includes our ways of thinking and the ways we behave. Even
religion is said to have arisen as a survival mechanism to
promote group unity that aids individual survival and
reproduction.

Since evolution has become the cornerstone of the dominant
worldview of our time-scientific naturalism—those who hold to
it would be expected to take notice when somebody says it’s
wrong! A growing number of scientists and philosophers are
saying with greater confidence that Darwinism, as a mode of
explaining all of life, is failing and failing badly. Much of
the criticism can be found in the cornerstone of evolution,


http://www.ministeriosprobe.org/mp3s/imp-darwinism.mp3

mutation and natural selection and the evidence for its
pervasiveness in natural history. One of the biggest stumbling
blocks is evolution’s repudiation of any form of design or
purpose in nature. Even the staunch Darwinist and evolutionary
naturalist, Britain’s Richard Dawkins, admits, “Biology is the
study of complicated things that give the appearance of having
been designed for a purpose.”{2}

No one denies that biological structures and organisms look
designed; the argument is over what has caused this design. Is
it due to a natural process that gives the appearance of
design as Dawkins believes? Or is it actually designed with
true purpose woven into the true fabric of 1life? Darwinian
evolution claims to have the explanatory power and the
evidence to fully explain life’s apparent design. Let’s
explore the evidence.

The Misuse of Artificial Selection

It is assumed by most that evolution makes possible almost
unlimited biological change. However, a few simple
observations will tell us that there are indeed limits to
change. Certainly the ubiquitous presence of convergence
suggests that biological change is not limitless since certain
solutions are arrived at again and again. There appear to be
only so many ways that organisms can propel themselves:
through water, over land or through the air. The wings of
insects, birds and bats, though not ancestrally related, all
show certain design similarities. At the very least, various
physical parameters constrain biological <change and
adaptation. So there are certainly physical constraints, but
what about biological constraints?

Darwin relied heavily on his analogy to artificial selection
as evidence of natural selection. Darwin became a skilled
breeder of pigeons, and he clearly recognized that just about
any identifiable trait could be accentuated or diminished,
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whether the color scheme of feathers, length of the tail, or
size of the bird itself. Darwin reasoned that natural
selection could accomplish the same thing. It would just need
more time.

But artificial selection has proven just the opposite. For
essentially every trait, although it is usually harboring some
variability, there has always been a limit. Whether the
organisms or selected traits are roses, dogs, pigeons, horses,
cattle, protein content in corn, or the sugar content 1in
beets, selection is certainly possible. But all selected
qualities eventually fizzle out. Chickens don’t produce
cylindrical eggs. We can’t produce a plum the size of a pea or
a grapefruit. There are limits to how far we can go. Some
people grow as tall as seven feet, and some grow no taller
than three; but none are over twelve feet or under two. There
are limits to change.

But perhaps the most telling argument against the usefulness
of artificial selection as a model for natural selection is
the actual process of selection. Although Darwin called it
artificial selection, a better term would have been
intentional selection. The phrase “artificial selection” makes
it sound simple and undirected. Yet every breeder, whether of
plants or animals is always Llooking for something in
particular. The selection process is always designed to a
particular end.

If you want a dog that hunts better, you breed your best
hunters hoping to accentuate the trait. If you desire roses of
a particular color, you choose roses of similar color hoping
to arrive at the desired shade. In other words, you plan and
manipulate the process. Natural selection can do no such
thing. Natural selection can only rely on what variation comes
along. Trying to compare a directed to an undirected process
offers no clues at all.

Most evolutionists I share this with usually object that we do



have good examples of natural selection to document its
reality. Let’s look at a few well-known examples.

The Real Power of Natural Selection

It should have been instructive when we had to wait for the
1950s, almost 100 years after the publication of Origin of
Species, for a documentable case of natural selection, the
famous Peppered Moth (Biston betularia). The story begins with
the observation that, before the industrial revolution, moth
collections of Great Britain contained the peppered variety, a
light colored but speckled moth. With the rise of industrial
pollution, a dark form or melanic variety became more
prevalent. As environmental controls were enacted, pollution
levels decreased and the peppered variety made a strong
comeback.

It seemed that as pollution increased, the lichens on trees
died off and the bark became blackened. The previously
camouflaged peppered variety was now conspicuous and the
previously conspicuous melanic form was now camouflaged. Birds
could more readily see the conspicuous variety and the two
forms changed frequency depending on their surrounding
conditions. This was natural selection at work.

There were always a few problems with this standard story.
What did it really show? First, the melanic form was always in
the population, just at very low frequencies. So we start with
two varieties of the peppered moth and we still have two
forms. The frequencies change but nothing new has been added
to the population. Second, we really don’t know the genetics
of industrial melanism in these moths. We don’t have a
detailed explanation of how the two forms are generated. And
third, in some populations, the frequencies of the two moths
changed whether there was a corresponding change in the tree
bark or not. The only consistent factor is pollution.{3} The
most well-known example of evolution in action reduces to a



mere footnote. Regarding this change in the Peppered Moth
story, evolutionary biologist Jerry Coyne lamented that “From
time to time evolutionists re-examine a classic experimental
study and find, to their horror, that it is flawed or
downright wrong.”{4}

Even Darwin’s Finches from the Galapagos Islands off the coast
of Ecuador tell us little of large scale evolution. The
thirteen species of finches on the Galapagos show subtle
variation in the size and shape of their beaks based on the
primary food source of the particular species of finch.
Jonathan Wiener’s Beak of the Finch{5} nicely summarizes the
decades of work by ornithologists Peter and Rosemary Grant.
While the finches do show change over time in response to
environmental factors (hence, natural selection), the change
is reversible! The ground finches (six species) do interbreed
in the wild, and the size and shape of their beaks will vary
slightly depending if the year is wet or dry (varying the size
seeds produced) and revert back when the conditions reverse.
There 1s no directional change. It is even possible that the
thirteen species are more like six to seven species since
hybrids form so readily, especially among the ground finches,
and survive quite well. Once again, where 1is the real
evolution?

There are many other documented examples of natural selection
operating in the wild. But they all show that, while limited
change is possible, there are limits to change. No one as far
as I know questions the reality of natural selection. The real
issue is that examples such as the Peppered Moth and Darwin’s
Finches tell us nothing about evolution.

Mutations Do Not Produce Real Change

While most evolutionists will acknowledge that there are
limits to change, they insist that natural selection is not
sufficient without a continual source of variation. In the


https://www.probe.org/the-galapagos-islands-evolutions-sacred-ground/

Neo-Darwinian Synthesis, mutations of all sorts fill that
role. These mutations fall into two main categories: mutations
to structural genes and mutations to developmental genes. I
will define structural genes as those which code for a protein
which performs a maintenance, metabolic, support, or
specialized function in the cell. Developmental genes
influence specific tasks in embryological development, and
therefore can change the morphology or actual appearance of an
organism.

Most evolutionary studies have focused on mutations in
structural genes. But in order for large scale changes to
happen, mutations in developmental genes must be explored.
Says Scott Gilbert:

“To study large changes in evolution, biologists needed to
look for changes in the regulatory genes that make the
embryo, not just in the structural genes that provide fitness
within populations.”{6}

We’ll come back to these developmental mutations a little
later.

Most examples we have of mutations generating supposed
evolutionary change involve structural genes. The most common
example of these kinds of mutations producing significant
evolutionary change involves microbial antibiotic resistance.
Since the introduction of penicillin during World War II, the
use of antibiotics has mushroomed. Much to everyone’s
surprise, bacteria have the uncanny ability to become
resistant to these antibiotics. This has been trumpeted far
and wide as real evidence that nature’s struggle for existence
results in genetic change—evolution.

But microbial antibiotic resistance comes in many forms that
aren’t so dramatic. Sometimes the genetic mutation simply
allows the antibiotic to be pumped out of the cell faster than
normal or taken into the cell more slowly. Other times the



antibiotic is deactivated inside the cell by a closely related
enzyme already present. In other cases, the molecule inside
the cell that is the target of the antibiotic is ever so
slightly modified so the antibiotic no longer affects it. All
of these mechanisms occur naturally and the mutations simply
intensify an ability the cell already has. No new genetic
information is added.{7}

In addition, genetically programmed antibiotic resistance 1is
passed from one bacteria to another by special DNA molecules
called plasmids. These are circular pieces of DNA that have
only a few genes. Bacteria readily exchange plasmids as a
matter of course, even across species lines. Therefore, rarely
1s a new mutation required when bacteria “become” resistant.
They probably received the genes from another bacterium.

Most bacteria also suffer a metabolic cost to achieve
antibiotic resistance. That is, they grow more slowly than
wild-type bacteria, even when the antibiotic is not present.
And we have never observed a bacterium changing from a single-
celled organism to a multicellular form by mutation. You just
get a slightly different bacterium of the same species. The
great French evolutionist Pierre Paul-Grassé, when speaking
about the mutations of bacteria said,

“What is the use of their unceasing mutations if they do not
change? In sum the mutations of bacteria and viruses are
merely hereditary fluctuations around a median position; a
swing to the right, a swing to the left, but no final
evolutionary effect.”{8}

What I have been describing so far is what is often referred
to as microevolution. Evolutionists have basically assumed
that the well-documented processes of microevolution
eventually produce macroevolutionary changes given enough
time. But this has been coming under greater scrutiny lately,
even by evolutionists. There appears to be a real



discontinuity between microevolution and the kind of change
necessary to turn an amoeba-like organism into a fish, even
over hundreds of millions of years.

Below is just a quick sampling of comments and musings from
the current literature.

“One of the oldest problems in evolutionary biology remains
largely unsolved. . . . historically, the neo-Darwinian
synthesizers stressed the predominance of micromutations in
evolution, whereas others noted the similarities between
some dramatic mutations and evolutionary transitions to
argue for macromutationism.”{9}

“A long-standing issue in evolutionary biology is whether
the processes observable in extant populations and species
(microevolution) are sufficient to account for the larger-
scale changes evident over longer periods of life’s history
(macroevolution).”{10}

“A persistent debate in evolutionary biology is one over the
continuity of microevolution and macroevolution—-whether
macroevolutionary trends are governed by the principles of
microevolution.”{11}

While each of the above authors does not question evolution
directly, they are questioning whether what we have been
studying all these years, microevolution, has anything to do
with the more important question of what leads to
macroevolution. And if microevolution is not the process, then
what is?

Natural Selection Does Not Produce New
Body Plans
The fundamental question which needs addressing is, How have

we come to have sponges, starfish, cockroaches, butterflies,
eels, frogs, woodpeckers, and humans from single cell



beginnings with no design, purpose or plan? All the above
listed organisms have very different body plans. A body plan
simply describes how an organism is put together. So can we
discover just how all these different body plans can arise by
mutation and natural selection? This is a far bigger and more
difficult problem than antibiotic resistance, a mere
biochemical change. Now we have to consider just how
morphological change comes about.

The problem of macroevolution requires developmental
mutations. Simply changing a protein here and there won’t do
it. We somehow have to change how the organism 1is built.
Structural genes tend to have little effect on the development
of a body plan. But the genes that control development and
ultimately influence the body plan tend to find their
expression quite early in development. But this is a problem
because the developing embryo is quite sensitive to early
developmental mutations. Wallace Arthur wrote:

“Those genes that control key early developmental processes
are involved in the establishment of the basic body plan.
Mutations in these genes will wusually be extremely
disadvantageous, and it is conceivable that they are always

so.”{12}

But these are the mutations needed for altering body plans.
However, evolutionists for decades have been studying the
wrong mutations. Those dealing with structural genes,
microevolution, only deal with how organisms survive as they
are, it doesn’t tell us how they got to be the way they are.
Optiz and Raft note that

“The Modern Synthesis is a remarkable achievement. However,
starting in the 1970’'s, many biologists began questioning
its adequacy in explaining evolution. . . . Microevolution
looks at adaptations that concern only the survival of the
fittest, not the arrival of the fittest.”{13}



Wallace Arthur:

“In a developmentally explicit approach it is clear that
many late changes can not accumulate to give an early one.
Thus if taxonomically distant organisms differ right back to
their early embryogenesis, as is often the case, the
mutations involved in their evolutionary divergence did not
involve the same genes as those involved in the typical
speciation event.”{14}

To sum up the current dilemma, significant morphological
change requires early developmental mutations. But these
mutations are nearly universally disadvantageous. And
microevolution, despite its presence in textbooks as proof of
evolution, actually tells us precious little about the
evolutionary process. If these developmental mutations that
can offer an actual benefit are so rare, then macroevolution
would be expected to be a slow and difficult, yet bumpy
process. Indeed, Darwin expected that “As natural selection
acts solely by accumulating slight, successive, favorable
variations, it can produce no great or sudden modifications;
it can only act in short and slow steps.”

The origin of body plans is wrapped up in the evidence of
paleontology, the fossils and developmental biology. What does
the fossil record have to say about the origin of basic body
plans? When we look for fossils indicating Darwin’s expected
slow gradual process we are greatly disappointed. The Cambrian
Explosion continues to mystify and intrigue. The Cambrian
Explosion occurred around 543 million years ago according to
paleontologists. In the space of just a few million years,
nearly all the animal phyla make their first appearance.

“The term ‘explosion’ should not be taken too literally, but
in terms of evolution it is still very dramatic. What it
means is rapid diversification of animal life. ‘Rapid’ in
this case means a few million years, rather than the tens or
even hundreds of millions of years that are more typical



.{15}

Prior to the Cambrian, (550-485 million years ago), during the
Vendian (620-550 million years ago) we find fossil evidence
for simple sponges, perhaps some cnidarians and the enigmatic
Ediacaran assemblage. For the most part we find only single
cell organisms such as bacteria, cyanobacteria, algae, and
protozoan. Suddenly, in the Cambrian explosion (545-535
million vyears ago) we find sponges, <cnidarians,
platyhelminthes, ctenophores, mollusks, annelids, chordates
(even a primitive fish), and echinoderms.

While many animal phyla are not present in the Cambrian, they
are mostly phyla of few members and unlikely to be fossilized
in these conditions. James Valentine goes further in saying
that “The diversity of body plans indicated by combining all
of these Early Cambrian remains is very great. Judging from
the phylogenetic tree of life, all living phyla (animal) were
probably present by the close of the explosion interval.”{16}
Later Valentine assures us that the fossil record of the
explosion period 1s as good as or better than an average
section of the geologic column.{17} So we just can’t resort to
the notion that the fossil record is just too incomplete.

In the Cambrian Explosion we have the first appearance of most
animal body plans. This sudden appearance is without evidence
of ancestry in the previous periods. This explosion of body
plans requires a quantum increase of biological information.
New genetic information and regulation is required.{18}
Mutations at the earliest stages of embryological development
are required and they must come in almost rapid fire sequence.
Some have suggested that perhaps the genetic regulation of
body plans was just more flexible, making for more
experimentation. But we find some of the same organisms in the
strata from China to Canada and throughout the period of the
explosion. These organisms do not show evidence of greater
flexibility of form.



The type of mutation is definitely a problem, but so is the
rate of mutation. Susumo Ohno points out that “it still takes
10 million years to undergo 1% change in DNA base sequences.

[The] emergence of nearly all the extant phyla of the
Kingdom Animalia within the time span of 6-10 million years
can’'t possibly be explained by mutational divergence of
individual gene functions.”{19}

Darwinism would also require early similarities between
organisms with slow diversification. Phyla should only become
recognizable after perhaps hundreds of millions of years of
descent with modification. Yet the great diversity appears
first with gradual drifting afterward, the opposite of what
evolution would predict. Again some suggest that the genetic
structure of early organisms was less constrained today,
allowing early developmental mutations with 1less severe
results. But there would still be some developmental
trajectory that would exist so the selective advantage of the
mutation would have to outweigh the disruption of an already
established developmental pathway.

But each of these speculations is unobservable and untestable.
It’s quite possible that developmental constraints may be even
more rigid with fewer genes. But even if the constraints were
weaker, then there should be more variability in morphology of
species over space and time. But as I said earlier, the
Cambrian fauna are easily recognizable from the early Cambrian
deposits in China and Greenland to the middle Cambrian
deposits of the Burgess Shale. There is no testable or
observational basis for hypothesizing less stringent
developmental constraints.

This stunning burst of body plans in the early Cambrian and
the lack of significant new body plans since the Cambrian
indicate a limit to change. Evolutionary developmental
biologist Rudolf Raff told Time magazine over ten years ago
that “There must be limits to change. After all, we’ve had
these same old body plans for half a billion years.”{20}



Indeed, perhaps these limits to change are far more pervasive
and genetically determined than Raff even suspects.

Along the way, functional organisms must form the intermediate
forms. But even the functionality of these intermediate
organisms transforming from one body plan to another has long
puzzled even the most dedicated evolutionists. S. J. Gould,
the late Harvard paleontologist, asked,

“But how can a series of reasonable intermediates be
constructed? . . . The dung-mimicking insect is well
protected, but can there be any edge in looking only 5
percent like a turd?”{21}

With his usual flair, Gould asks a penetrating question. Most
have no problem with natural selection taking a nearly
completed design and making it just a little bit more
effective. Where the trouble really starts is trying to create
a whole new design from old parts. Evolution has still not
answered this critical question. I fully believe that
evolution 1is incapable of answering this question with
anything more than “I think it can.” However, unlike the
little train that could, it will take far more than willpower
to come up with the evidence.

In this brief discussion I haven’t even mentioned the
challenges of Michael Behe’s irreducible complexity,{22}
William Dembski’s specified complexity,{23} and a host of
other evolutionary problems and difficulties. This truly is a
theory in crisis.
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Buddhism: A Christian
Perspective

Dr. Patrick Zukeran gives a brief overview of the basic
beliefs of Buddhism, covering the doctrine of salvation,
eternal state, the founder, and a comparison to Christianity.

This article is also available in Spanish.

For centuries, Buddhism has been the dominant religion of the
Eastern world. With the rise of the Asian population in the
United States, Buddhism has had a tremendous impact on this
country as well. Presently, there are an estimated 300 million
Buddhists in the world and 500 thousand in the United
States.{1} It remains the dominant religion in the state of
Hawaii, and many prominent Americans have accepted this
religion, including the former governor of California, Jerry
Brown, {2} Tina Turner, Phil Jackson (coach of the Los Angeles
Lakers), Richard Gere, and Steven Seagal. The Dalai Lama has
become a prominent spiritual figure for many throughout the
world.
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The Origin of Buddhism

Buddhism began as an offspring of Hinduism in the country of
India. The founder was Siddhartha Gautama. It is not easy to
give an accurate historical account of the life of Gautama
since no biography was recorded until five hundred years after
his death. Today, much of his life story is clouded in myths
and legends which arose after his death. Even the best
historians of our day have several different—and even
contradictory—accounts of Gautama’'s life.

Siddhartha Gautama was born in approximately 560 B.C. 1in
northern India. His father, Suddhodana, was the ruler over a
district near the Himalayas which is today the country of
Nepal. Suddhodana sheltered his son from the outside world and
confined him to the palace where he surrounded Gautama with
pleasures and wealth.

Despite his father’s efforts, however, Gautama one day saw the
darker side of life on a trip he took outside the palace
walls. He saw four things that forever changed his life: an
old man, a sick man, a dead man, and an ascetic. Deeply
distressed by the suffering he saw, he decided to leave the
luxury of palace life and begin a quest to find the answer to
the problem of pain and human suffering.

Gautama left his family and traveled the country seeking
wisdom. He studied the Hindu scriptures under Brahmin priests,
but became disillusioned with the teachings of Hinduism. He
then devoted himself to a life of extreme asceticism in the
jungle. He soon concluded, however, that asceticism did not
lead to peace and self-realization but merely weakened the
mind and body.

Gautama eventually turned to a life of meditation. While deep
in meditation under a fig tree known as the Bohdi tree
(meaning, “tree of wisdom”), Gautama experienced the highest
degree of God-consciousness called nirvana. Gautama then



became known as Buddha, the “enlightened one.” He believed he
had found the answers to the questions of pain and suffering.
His message now needed to be proclaimed to the whole world.

As he began his teaching ministry, he gained a quick audience
with the people of India since many had become disillusioned
with Hinduism. By the time of his death at age 80, Buddhism
had become a major force in India.

Expansion and Development of Buddhism

Buddhism remained mostly in India for three centuries until
King Ashoka, who ruled India from 274-232 B.C., converted to
Buddhism. Ashoka sent missionaries throughout the world, and
Buddhism spread to all of Asia.

Even before its expansion, two distinct branches developed, a
conservative and a liberal school of thought. The conservative
school is labeled Theravada, and it became the dominant form
of Buddhism in Southeast Asia. Thus, it is also called
Southern Buddhism. Southern Buddhism has remained closer to
the original form of Buddhism. This school follows the Pali
Canon of scripture, which, although written centuries after
Gautamas death, contains the most accurate recording of his
teachings.

The liberal school is Mahayana Buddhism, which traveled to the
north into China, Japan, Korea, and Tibet, and is also called
Northern Buddhism. As it spread north, it adopted and
incorporated beliefs and practices from the local religions of
the land. The two branches of Buddhism are so different they
appear to be two different religions rather than two branches
of the same tree. Here are a few differences.

Theravada Buddhism sees Buddha as a man. Gautama never claimed
to be deity, but rather a “way shower.” Mahayana Buddhism,
however, worships Buddha as a manifestation of the divine
Buddha essence. Since Gautama, many other manifestations or



bodhisattvas have appeared. An example is Tibetan Buddhism,
which worships the spiritual leader the Dalai Lama as a
bodhisattva.

Theravada adheres to the Pali Canon and Buddhas earliest
teachings. Since Mahayana believes there have been many
manifestations, this branch incorporates many other texts
written by the bodhisattvas as part of their canon.

Theravada teaches that each person must attain salvation
through their own effort, and this requires one to relinquish
earthly desires and live a monastic life. Therefore, only
those few who have chosen this lifestyle will attain nirvana.
Mahayana teaches that salvation comes through the grace of the
bodhisattvas and so many may attain salvation.

Divine beings do not have a place in Theravada. The primary
focus is on the individual attaining enlightenment, and a
divine being, or speculations of such, only hinders the
process. Therefore, several sects of this branch are
atheistic. Mahayana, on the other hand, has many diverse views
of God since this branch is inclusive, and has adopted the
beliefs and practices of various religions. Many schools are
pantheistic in their worldview while others are animistic.
Buddha is worshipped as a divine being. Some schools pay
homage to a particular bodhisattva sent to their people. Other
schools have a mixture of gods whom they worship. For example,
Japanese Buddhism blended with Shintoism and includes worship
of the Shinto gods with the teachings and worship of Buddha.

When speaking with a Buddhist, it 1s important to understand
what branch of Buddhism they are talking about. The two
branches are dramatically different. Even within Mahayana
Buddhism, the sects can be as different as Theravada 1is to
Mahayana.



The Way of Salvation

The main question Gautama, the founder of Buddhism, sought to
answer was, “Why is there pain and suffering?” His belief in
reincarnation (the belief that after death one returns to
earthly life in a higher or lower form of life according to
his good or bad deeds) prompted a second question that also
needed to be answered: “How does one break this rebirth
cycle?” The basic teachings of Buddhism, therefore, focus on
what Gautama believed to be the answer to these questions.
These basic tenets are found in the Four Noble Truths and in
the Eight-fold Path. Let us begin with the Four Noble Truths.

The First Noble Truth is that there is pain and suffering in
the world. Gautama realized that pain and suffering are
omnipresent in all of nature and human life. To exist means to
encounter suffering. Birth is painful and so 1is death.
Sickness and old age are painful. Throughout life, all living
things encounter suffering.

The Second Noble Truth relates to the cause of suffering.
Gautama believed the root cause of suffering is desire. It 1is
the craving for wealth, happiness, and other forms of selfish
enjoyment which cause suffering. These cravings can never be
satisfied for they are rooted in ignorance.

The Third Noble Truth is the end of all suffering. Suffering
will cease when a person can rid himself of all desires.

The Fourth Noble Truth is the extinguishing of all desire by
following the Eight-fold path. “The Eight-fold path 1is a
system of therapy designed to develop habits which will
release people from the restrictions caused by ignorance and

craving.”{3}

Here are the eight steps in following the Eight-fold path. The
first is the Right View. One must accept the Four Noble
Truths. Step two is the Right Resolve. One must renounce all



desires and any thoughts like lust, bitterness, and cruelty,
and must harm no living creature. Step three is the Right
Speech. One must speak only truth. There can be no lying,
slander, or vain talk. Step four 1is the Right Behavior. One
must abstain from sexual immorality, stealing, and all
killing.

Step five 1is the Right Occupation. One must work in an
occupation that benefits others and harms no one. Step six 1is
the Right Effort. One must seek to eliminate any evil
qualities within and prevent any new ones from arising. One
should seek to attain good and moral qualities and develop
those already possessed. Seek to grow in maturity and
perfection until universal love is attained. Step seven is the
Right Contemplation. One must be observant, contemplative, and
free of desire and sorrow. The eighth is the Right Meditation.
After freeing oneself of all desires and evil, a person must
concentrate his efforts in meditation so that he can overcome
any sensation of pleasure or pain and enter a state of
transcending consciousness and attain a state of perfection.
Buddhists believe that through self-effort one can attain the
eternal state of nirvana.

In Buddhism, ones path to nirvana relies on the effort and
discipline of the individual. By contrast, Jesus taught our
goal is not a state of non-conscious being, but an eternal
relationship with God. There is nothing one can do to earn a
right relationship with God. Instead, we must receive His gift
of grace, the sacrificial death of His Son, Jesus Christ and
this restores our relationship with our creator.

Karma, Samsara, and Nirvana

Three important concepts in understanding Buddhism are karma,
samsara, and nirvana.



Karma refers to the law of cause and effect in a person’s
life, reaping what one has sown. Buddhists believe that every
person must go through a process of birth and rebirth until he
reaches the state of nirvana in which he breaks this cycle.
According to the law of karma, “You are what you are and do
what you do, as a result of what you were and did in a
previous incarnation, which in turn was the inevitable outcome
of what you were and did in still earlier incarnations.”{4}
For a Buddhist, what one will be in the next life depends on
one’s actions in this present life. Unlike Hindus, Buddha
believed that a person can break the rebirth cycle no matter
what class he is born into.

The second key concept 1is the law of samsara or
transmigration. This 1s one of the most perplexing and
difficult concepts in Buddhism to understand. The law of
Samsara holds that everything is in a birth and rebirth cycle.
Buddha taught that people do not have individual souls. The
existence of an individual self or ego is an illusion. There
1s no eternal substance of a person, which goes through the
rebirth cycle. What is it then that goes through the cycle if
not the individual soul? What goes through the rebirth cycle
is only a set of feelings, impressions, present moments, and
the karma that is passed on. “In other words, as one process
leads to another, .. so one’s human personality in one
existence 1is the direct cause of the type of individuality
which appears in the next.”{5} The new individual in the next
life will not be exactly the same person, but there will be
several similarities. Just how close in identity they will be
is not known.

The third key concept is nirvana. The term means “the blowing
out” of existence. Nirvana 1is very different from the
Christian concept of heaven. Nirvana 1is not a place like
heaven, but rather an eternal state of being. It is the state
in which the law of karma and the rebirth cycle come to an
end. It is the end of suffering; a state where there are no



desires and the individual consciousness comes to an end.
Although to our Western minds this may sound 1like
annihilation, Buddhists would object to such a notion. Gautama
never gave an exact description of nirvana, but his closest
reply was this. “There is disciples, a condition, where there
is neither earth nor water, neither air nor light, neither
limitless space, nor limitless time, neither any kind of
being, neither ideation nor non-ideation, neither this world
nor that world. There is neither arising nor passing-away, nor
dying, neither cause nor effect, neither change nor
standstill.” {6}

In contrast to the idea of reincarnation, the Bible teaches in
Hebrews 9:27 that “man 1s destined to die once and after that
to face judgment.” A major diverging point between Buddhism
and Christianity 1is that the Bible refutes the idea of
reincarnation. The Bible also teaches that in the eternal
state, we are fully conscious and glorified individuals whose
relationship with God comes to its perfect maturity.

Jesus and Gautama

There is much I admire in the life and teachings of Gautama.
Being raised in the Japanese Buddhist culture, I appreciate
the ethical teachings, the arts, and architecture influenced
by Buddhism. As I studied the life and teachings of Gautama
and of Jesus, I discovered some dramatic differences.

First, Buddha did not claim to be divine. Theravada remains
true to his teaching that he was just a man. The idea that he
was divine was developed in Mahayana Buddhism 700 years after
his death. Furthermore, Northern Buddhism teaches that there
have been other manifestations of the Buddha or bodhisattvas
and some believe Jesus to be one as well. However, Jesus did
not claim to be one of many manifestations of God; He claimed
to be the one and only Son of God. This teaching was not the
creation of his followers but a principle He taught from the
beginning of His ministry. In fact, the salvation He preached



was dependent on understanding His divine nature.

Second, Buddha claimed to be a way shower. He showed the way
to nirvana, but it was up to each follower to find his or her
own path. Christ did not come to show the way; He claimed to
be the way. While Buddhism teaches that salvation comes
through Buddhas teachings, Christ taught salvation is found in
Him. When Jesus said, “I am the way the truth and the life”
(John 14:6), He was saying He alone is the one who can give
eternal life, for He is the source of truth and life. Not only
did He make the way possible, He promises to forever be with
and empower all who follow Him to live the life that pleases
God.

Third, Buddha taught that the way to eliminate suffering and
attain enlightenment was to eliminate all desire. Christ
taught that one should not eliminate all desire but that one
must have the right desire. He stated, “Blessed are they who
hunger and thirst for righteousness for they shall be
satisfied.” Christ taught that we should desire to know Him
above all other wants.

Fourth, Buddha performed no miracles in his lifetime. Christ
affirmed His claims to be divine through the miracles He
performed. He demonstrated authority over every realm of
creation: the spiritual realm, nature, sickness, and death.
These miracles confirmed the claims that He was more than a
good teacher, but God incarnate.

Finally, Buddha is buried in a grave in Kusinara at the foot
of the Himalaya Mountains. Christ, however, is alive. He alone
conquered sin and the grave. His death paid the price for sin,
and His resurrection makes it possible for all people to enter
into a personal and eternal relationship with God.

After a comparative study, I came to realize Buddha was a
great teacher who lived a noble life, but Christ is the unique
revelation of God who is to be worshipped as our eternal Lord



and Savior.
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