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The Life of Confucius
Born in 550 B.C., Confucius is considered the greatest of all
Eastern philosophers. His teachings are foundational to Asian
cultures. His writings, The Five Classics, a collection of
ancient Chinese literature, and The Four Books, a collection
of his and his disciples’ teachings, were for centuries the
standard curriculum for Chinese education.
Confucius’ teachings and biography were written many years
after his death and were edited by his disciples. Although
historians present various accounts of his life, there are
some basic facts about which we are reasonably sure. From
these basic facts, it is possible to outline the major events
of his life.
Confucius lived during the Chou Dynasty (1100 B.C. to 256
B.C.) He was born in northern China in the Lu province into a
family of humble circumstances. His father died at a young
age. Confucius began studying under the village tutor and, at
the age of fifteen, devoted his life to study. He married at
twenty but soon divorced his wife and had an aloof
relationship with his son and daughter. In his twenties, he
became a teacher and gathered a group of loyal disciples.
At this time, the land was divided among feudal lords. The
moral and social order was in a state of decay. Confucius
sought a way to restore both cultural and political order. He
believed that reform would be accomplished by educating the
leaders in the classics and his philosophy. He therefore
sought a political position of influence, from which he could
implement his principles.

When Confucius was fifty years old, tradition teaches that the
Duke of Lu appointed him to a cabinet position. Several
historians believe he eventually ascended to higher positions
of public office. Due to political disagreements and internal
conflicts, he resigned his post at fifty-five and left the
province of Lu. He then traveled from state to state for
thirteen years, seeking to persuade political leaders to adopt
his teachings. Although many lords respected him, no one gave
him a position. Discouraged by the lack of response, he
devoted his final years to teaching and writing. Before his
death in 479 B.C., he expressed his discouragement and
disillusionment regarding his career.
However, his disciples were able to gain significant positions
in government after his death. They modified his teachings and
added their own insights and centuries such that Confucianism
later shaped Chinese culture by becoming the official religion
of China. The values he espoused of education, family loyalty,
work ethic, value of traditions, conformity to traditional
standards, honoring of ancestors, and unquestioning obedience
to superiors remain entrenched in Asian culture.
There is much to appreciate regarding the life and teachings
of Confucius. Christians would agree with his philosophy of
ethics, government responsibility, and social conduct on
several points. These similarities provide bridges upon which
we can build meaningful dialogue with those in East Asian
Cultures. These values make East Asian people open to the
message of Christ. Despite the similarities in ethics, there
are some major differences between Christianity and
Confucianism that are important to identify. This work will
highlight these differences and provide ways we can
effectively share Christ with those in East Asian cultures.

The Metaphysics of Confucius
Confucianism, as its founder taught, is not a religion in the
traditional sense; rather, it is an ethical code. Chinese

culture was steeped in the religion of animism, a belief that
gods and spirits dwelt in natural formations. Along with an
animistic worldview, there was a belief in ancestor worship.
The spirits of the dead needed to be honored and cared for by
the living family members.
However, Confucius avoided spiritual issues in his teachings.
Although he believed in spirits and the supernatural, he did
not feel the need to devote extensive efforts in teaching
about them. Rather, he was humanistic and rationalistic in his
outlook. According to David Noss, author of A History of the
World’s Religions, Confucius’ “position on matters of faith
was this: whatever seemed contrary to common sense in popular
tradition and whatever did not serve any discoverable social
purpose, he regarded coldly.”{1} The answer to the cultural
and social problems was found in humanity itself, not in
anything supernatural. This is further exhibited in the
following three references:
1) A disciple of Confucius wrote, “The master never talked of
prodigies, feats of strength, disorders or spirits”{2}
2) Confucius himself stated, “To devote oneself earnestly to
one’s duty to humanity, and while respecting the spirits, to
keep aloof from them, may be called wisdom.”{3}
3) In the Waley translation of the Analects, Confucius stated,
“Our master’s views concerning culture and the outward
insignia of goodness, we are permitted to hear; but about
man’s nature and the ways of heaven, he will not tell us
anything at all.”{4}
In the Confucian system a divine being does not have a
significant role; his philosophy is man-centered and relies on
self-effort. Man is sufficient to attain the ideal character
through education, self-effort, and self-reflection. His
system articulated the proper conduct in relationships,
ceremony, and government. The core problem of mankind

according to Confucius is that people are not educated and do
not know how to conduct themselves properly in their societal
roles. The chief goal of life is to become educated and live a
moral life.
However, Confucius acknowledges a supreme power which
established the moral order of the universe. This he refers to
as the “Mandate of Heaven.” The “Mandate of Heaven” may also
refer to fate and events occuring in life which are beyond the
control of the individual. The just rule and the virtuous man
live in accord with this moral order. This is the moral order
that lies behind the Confucian ethical system. One must be
careful not to violate the will of heaven. Confucius wrote,
“He who put himself in the wrong with Heaven has no means of
expiation left.”{5} Some scholars believe the uses of the term
reveals that Confucius was referring at times to a supreme
being.{6} After his death, Confucianism evolved, combining
with Chinese traditional religions and Buddhism to add a
spiritual component.
In contrast, Christianity is God-centered. It is built on a
relationship with a personal God who is involved in the world.
Confucius focused on life here on this earth. Jesus focused on
life in eternity. For Jesus, what happens in eternity has
ramifications for life here on earth. In Matthew 6:19 Jesus
stated, “Do not store up for yourselves treasures on earth,
where moth and rust destroy, and where thieves break in and
steal. But store up for yourselves treasure in heaven where
moth and rust do not destroy and where thieves do not break in
and steal.” Here we see a contrast in the perspectives of
Jesus and Confucius.

The Ethics of Confucius
Three key principles are emphasized in the teachings of
Confucius: the principle of Li, the principle of Jen, and the
principle of Chun-Tzu. The term Li has several meanings which
are often translated as propriety, reverence, courtesy,

ritual, or the ideal standard of conduct. It is what Confucius
believed to be the ideal standard of religious, moral, and
social conduct.
The second key concept is the principle of Jen. It is the
fundamental virtue of Confucian teaching. Jen is the virtue of
goodness and benevolence. It is expressed through recognition
of value and concern in others regardless of their rank or
class. In the Analects, Confucius summarizes the principle of
Jen in this statement often called the silver rule: “Do not do
to others what you would not like them to do to you.”{7} Li
provides the structure for social interaction; Jen makes it a
moral system.
The third important concept is that of Chun-Tzu, the idea of
the true gentleman. It is the man who lives by the highest
ethical standards. The gentleman displays five virtues: selfrespect,
generosity,
sincerity,
persistence,
and
benevolence.{8} His relationships are described as follows: as
a son he is always loyal, as a father he is just and kind, as
an official he is loyal and faithful, as a husband he is
righteous and just, and as a friend, he is faithful and
tactful.{9} If all men lived by the principles of Li and Jen
and strove to the character of the true gentlemen, justice,
and harmony would rule the empire.
The Christian would find himself in agreement with many of
Confucius’ ethical principles and virtues. A Christian would
also agree with many of the character qualities of the true
gentleman and seek to develop those qualities.
What accounts for the similarity in ethics in Confucianism and
other religious systems is that which Paul states in Romans 2:
within every man there exists a God-given conscience or
natural law that guides our moral conduct. This is because we
are created in the image of God, and thus we reflect His
character. However, similarity in ethical codes does not mean
the religions are the same.

The key difference can be identified by examining the silver
rule of Confucius in contrast with the greatest commandment of
Christ. Confucian law is summarized by the silver rule;
however, Jesus summarizes his teachings this way: “Love the
Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and
with all your mind. This is the first and greatest
commandment. And the second is like it: Love your neighbor as
yourself” (Matthew 22:38.) Confucius believed that in order to
truly achieve the principles of Li, Jen, and the character of
the true gentleman, one must look within oneself. Jesus takes
His teaching a step further. All His principles revolve first
around a relationship with God. We only truly love our fellow
man and live the righteous life God calls us to after our
nature is transformed by the work of God’s Holy Spirit which
comes to indwell all who trust in Christ.

Nature of Man
The Confucian philosophy is built on the foundational belief
in the goodness of human nature.{10} The Analects state, “The
Master said, ‘Is goodness indeed so far away? If we really
wanted goodness, we should find that it was at our side.’”{11}
He further taught that all individuals are capable of
attaining the highest virtue. He stated, “Has anyone ever
managed to do Good with his whole might even as long as the
space of a single day? I think not. Yet I for my part have
never seen anyone give up such an attempt because he had not
the strength to go on.”{12} In other words, all individuals
are capable through self-effort to attain the ideal goodness.
Confucian disciple Mencius further develops this stating,
“Man’s nature is naturally good just as water naturally flows
downward.”{13} This innate goodness can be developed and
actualized through education, self-reflection, and discipline.
Study in the six arts, which include ceremony, music, archery,
charioteering, writing, and mathematics, develop one’s
character.

However, despite man being naturally good, Confucius faced
reality honestly. He questioned whether it was possible to
ever truly attain to the level of the true gentleman.
Confucius stated, “I for my part have never yet seen one who
really cared for goodness, nor one who really abhorred
wickedness.”{14} He said of himself, “As to being a divine
sage or even a good man, far be it from me to make any such
claim.”{15} He further stated, “The master said, the ways of
the true gentleman are three. I myself have met with success
in none of them.”{16} However, if man by nature is good, why
can we not attain that which should be natural to us?
The Bible is built on a contrasting view of man. It teaches
that man is created in the image of God and was thus
originally good. However, because of the fall in Genesis 3,
man is now sinful and in rebellion toward God. Therefore, his
natural tendency is to disobey the commandments of God, and he
is driven to please himself. Paul states in Romans 7:18, “I
have the desire to do good, but I cannot carry it out.” As
Confucius observed, no man is able to live up to the standards
of the “True Gentleman” or God’s commands because man’s nature
is sinful and in need of transformation.
According to the Bible, good education is a positive step
toward helping man change, but it falls short. Man is in need
of a heart transformation. Life transformation occurs when a
person enters into a personal relationship with God through
His Son Jesus Christ. One’s nature is transformed because
God’s Spirit indwells an individual. Although the Christian is
not capable of living out the principles of God’s law
flawlessly, he is not left to live a holy life on his own
strength. God provides man the indwelling of His Holy Spirit
to enable man to live in obedience to God’s law.

Relationships
Central to Confucius’ teaching are relationships and social
roles. There are five great relationships.{17} If these

attitudes are practiced, there will be harmony among all:
1. Kindness in the father and obedient devotion in the son
2. Gentility in the eldest brother and humility and respect
in the younger
3. Righteous behavior in the husband and obedience in the
wife
4. Humane consideration in elders and deference in juniors
5. Benevolence in rulers and loyalty of ministers and
subjects
The most important relationship is the family as it is the
basic unit of all humanity. Consistent with the pantheistic
world view, he did not believe in an individual self or soul.
Rather, roles and relationships define a person. The goal of
living is to achieve harmony by acting appropriately within
those roles and relationships because the harmony of
relationships within the family can extend into the life of
the community and the world. The way individuals relate to
their family members influences how they treat members of the
community. This, in turn, affects relationships beyond the
community. Thus, harmonious family relationships lead to
harmonious relationships in the community. If there is discord
in the family, this will likewise carry over into the
community.
In the family unit, the father is the key figure. He must be a
good example to his sons. It is the son’s duty to obey without
questioning and honor his father even after his father’s
death. When the father dies, obedience is then given to the
oldest brother. Confucius stated, “Meng I Tzu asked about the
treatment of parents. The Master said, ‘Never disobey! . . .
While they are alive, serve them according to ritual. When
they die, bury them according to ritual and sacrifice to them

according to ritual.’”{18}
Confucius taught that government should be for the people.
Feudal lords are to be responsive to the needs of the people
they govern. If the rulers lived by the highest principles,
the people would then follow, and there would be reform from
the greatest to the least. The duty of those in subordinate
positions is to be unquestioningly loyal to their superior.
Confucius stated, “It is said that if good people work for a
country for a hundred years, it is possible to overcome
violence and eliminate killing. This saying is indeed
true.”{19} Confucius believed that a good society would be
achieved through education.
There are points of agreement between Confucius and the Bible.
Confucius believed the virtues he espoused are lived out in
relationships. The same is true for Christianity; our
relationship with God is reflected in our relationships with
one another. The truth of the Christian life is lived out in a
community, not in isolation. The family is the key social
unit, and the father is the leader of the family. However,
Christianity takes relationships one step further than
Confucius. Not only can we have the five relationships
espoused by Confucius, we can also have a personal
relationship with God. It is from this connection that our
earthly relationships find their greatest meaning.

A Final Critique
There is much in the teachings of Confucius that I have found
commendable. His moral values often parallel those taught in
the Bible. As previously mentioned, the Bible teaches that we
are created in the image of God, and, therefore, we reflect
His moral character. His moral law code is embedded on our
hearts (Rom. 2). Most people of Asian descent may not be
strict adherents to Confucianism, but they are all influenced
by his philosophy. Anyone seeking to serve in Asian cultures
would find it worthwhile to read his works. Confucianism is

very adaptable and fluid in its structure. That has been a
weakness, but it has also a strength of the system since it
allows Confucianism to join other inclusive religious systems.
There are several significant differences, and, I believe,
deficiencies within Confucian philosophy.
First, Confucianism falls short as a comprehensive life view
because it fails to address several key issues. The Confucian
system does not answer the key questions such as, Why does the
universe exist? How do we explain its origin? What is the
meaning of mankind’s existence in the universe? What happens
after death? These are universal questions that must be
addressed. Man is a spiritual being, and this philosophy
leaves one spiritually void. The Bible teaches that God has
set eternity in the heart of men (Eccl. 3:11.) The longing for
spiritual answers is a universal need. For this reason,
Confucian philosophy eventually combined with Chinese Folk
religion and Buddhism. Nonetheless, it still fails to provide
complete answers.
Second, Confucius taught there was an overarching morality and
will called the “Mandate of Heaven” which guided the universe.
The Mandate of Heaven is the moral order established by
heaven. Some believe Confucius was referring to an impersonal
force; others believe he was referring to a personal being. In
either case, Confucius felt the heavens (or the one in heaven)
do not communicate with people. Confucius stated, “Heaven does
not speak; yet the four seasons run their course thereby, the
hundred creatures, each after its kind, are born thereby.
Heaven does no speaking!”{20} in contrast, the Bible teaches
that we can have a relationship with the one who established
the moral order. God is involved with creation and has made
the way for a relationship with Him possible through His son
(Jn. 3:16). The creator of all things has communicated with us
through His Word and His Son. He also invites us to commune
with Him in prayer and intimate fellowship. The imagery of the
Shepherd and His sheep found in Psalm 23 and John 10 reflect

His desire for a close relationship with us.
Third, Confucius built his philosophy on the belief that man
is basically good. However, despite this, Confucius honestly
admitted that no one had attained the level of the true
gentleman. Confucius stated, “I for my part have never yet
seen one who really cared for goodness, nor one who really
abhorred wickedness.”{21} He said of himself, “…the Ways of
the true gentleman are three. I myself have met with success
in none of them.”{22} If man is good by nature, we must ask
why we cannot attain what should be natural to us.
The Bible is built on a contrasting view of man. It teaches
that man is created in the image of God but fallen in sin and
rebellious toward God. Therefore, his natural tendency is to
disobey the commandments of God and please himself. Paul
states in Romans 7:18, “I have the desire to do good, but I
cannot carry it out.” Good education is a positive step toward
helping man change, but it falls short. Man is in need of a
heart transformation. Life transformation occurs when a person
enters into a personal relationship with God and God’s Spirit
transforms one’s nature through the indwelling and enabling
power of His Holy Spirit.

Conclusion
Confucius teaches many valuable ethical principles that are
consistent with Biblical teaching. This offers Christians a
good way to build bridges with many in East Asian cultures.
However, the spiritual void in Confucianism is a great
weakness; however, it provides a wonderful opportunity to
present the case for Christianity.
Christianity offers a comprehensive life view, for it explains
the nature of God, our relationship to Him, the origin of
creation, and what happens after death. In Confucian teaching,
one cannot communicate with the creator, but in Christianity,
the Creator invites us and makes the way possible for a

relationship with Him through His Son Jesus. Finally, true
transformation of one’s nature will not occur through
education, but rather through the Holy Spirit indwelling the
believer in Christ.
Notes
1. David Noss, A History of the World’s Religions (Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1994), 298.
2. Analects of Confucius, trans. Arthur Waley, (New York:
Harper Collins Publishers, 1992), 7:20.
3. Analects 6:20
4. Analects 5:12
5. Analects 3:13.
6. Fung Yu-lan, A History of Chinese Philosophy, Volume 1
(Princeton, NJ.: Princeton University Press, 1983), 57-8.
7. Analects 15:23.
8. Analects 17:6.
9. Noss, 297.
10. Stephen Schuhmacher & Gert Woerner, The Encyclopedia of
Eastern Philosophy and Religion (Boston: Shambhala
Publications, 1994), 80.
11. Analects 7:9.
12. Analects 4:6.
13. Mencius XI:2, trans. David Hinton, (Washington D.C.:
Counterpoint, 1998), 197.
14. Analects 4:6
15. Analects 7:33.

16. Analects 14:30.
17. Noss, 293.
18. Analects 2:5.
19. Analects 13:11.
20. Analects 17:19.
22. Analects 4:6.
22. Analects 14:30.
Bibliography
Analects of Confucius. Translated by Arthur Waley. New York:
Harper Collins Publishers, 1992.
Anderson, Norman. The World’s Religions. Grand Rapids: InterVarsity Press, 1975.
Chung, Tsai. Confucius Speaks. New York: Anchor Books, 1996.
Cleary, Thomas. The Essential Confucius. San Francisco: Harper
Collins Publishers, 1992.
Halverson, Dean. The Compact Guide to World Religions.
Minneapolis: Bethany House Publishers, 1996.
I Ching. Translator: Richard Wilhelm. New York: Princeton
University Press, 1979.
Noss, David. A History of the World’s Religions. Upper Saddle
River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1994.
Parrinder, Geoffrey. World Religions. New York: Facts on File
Publications, 1983.
Schuhmacher, Stephen & Woerner, Gert. The Encyclopedia of
Eastern Philosophy and Religion. Boston: Shambhala
Publications, 1994.

Smith, Jonathan, ed. Harper Collins Dictionary of Religion.
San Francisco: Harper Collins Publishers, 1995.
Wilson, Epiphanius. The Wisdom of Confucius. New York: Avenel
Books, 1982.
Yamamoto, Isamu. Buddhism, Taoism, and Other Eastern
Religions. Grand Rapids, MI.:Zondervan Publishing House, 1998.
Yu-lan, Fung. A History of Chinese Philosophy, Volume 1.
Princeton, NJ.: Princeton University Press, 1983.
© 2009 Probe Ministries

Rome and America – Comparing
to the Ancient Roman Empire
Kerby Anderson looks at the comparisons between modern America
and ancient Rome, i.e. the Roman Empire. Do Americans have a
worldview more like ancient Romans than the biblical worldview
spelled out in the Bible? In some ways, yes, and in other
ways, not so much.

Similarities
The philosopher George Santayana once said: “Those who cannot
remember the past are condemned to repeat it.” To which I
might add that those who remember Santayana’s maxim also seem
condemned to repeat the phrase.

Ask anyone if they see similarities between Rome
and America, and they are likely to respond with a resounding,
“Yes!” But I have also found that people who see similarities
between Rome and America see different similarities. Some see
similarities in our moral decay. Others see similarities in
pride, arrogance, and hubris. But all seem to agree that we
are repeating the mistakes of the past and need to change our
ways.
In his book Are We Rome?, Cullen Murphy argues that there are
many similarities between the Roman Empire and America.{1} But
he also believes that the American national character couldn’t
be more different from Rome. He believes those differences can
help us avoid Rome’s fate.
Let’s begin by looking at some of the political, geographical,
and demographic similarities.{2}
1. Dominant powers: “Rome and America are the most powerful
actors in their world, by many orders of magnitude. Their
power includes both military might and the ‘soft power’ of
language, culture, commerce, technology, and ideas.”
2. Approximately equal in size: “Rome and America are
comparable in physical size—the Roman Empire and its
Mediterranean lake would fit inside the three million square
miles of the Lower Forty-eight states, though without a lot to
spare.”
3. Global influence: “Both Rome and America created global
structures—administrative, economic, military, cultural—that
the rest of the world and their own citizens came to take for
granted, as gravity and photosynthesis are taken for granted.”
4. Open society: “Both are societies made up of many

peoples—open to newcomers, willing to absorb the genes and
lifestyles and gods of everyone else, and to grant citizenship
to incoming tribes from all corners of the earth.”
5. Culturally similar: “Romans and Americans can’t get enough
of laws and lawyers and lawsuits. . . . They relish the ritual
humiliation of public figures: Americans through comedy and
satire, talk radio and Court TV; the Romans through vicious
satire, to be sure, but also, during the republic, by means of
the censorial nota, the public airing, name by name, of
everything great men of the time should be ashamed of.”
6. Chosen people: “Both see themselves as chosen people, and
both see their national character as exceptional.”
While there are many similarities, there are also profound
differences between Rome and America. Before we look at the
six major parallels that Murphy talks about, we need to remind
ourselves that there are many distinct differences between
Rome and America.

Differences
It is no real surprise that people from different political
and religious perspectives see similarities between Rome and
America. While some see similarities in moral decay, others
see it in military might or political corruption. Although
there are many similarities between Rome and America, there
are some notable differences.
Cullen Murphy points out these significant differences.{3}
1. Technological advancement: “Rome in all its long history
never left the Iron Age, whereas America in its short history
has already leapt through the Industrial Age to the
Information Age and the Biotech Age.”
2. Abundance: “Wealthy as it was, Rome lived close to the

edge; many regions were one dry spell away from famine.
America enjoys an economy of abundance, ever surfeit; it must
beware the diseases of overindulgence.”
3. Slavery: “Rome was always a slaveholding polity with the
profound moral and social retardation that this implies;
America started out as a slaveholding polity and decisively
cast slavery aside.”
4. Government: “Rome emerged out of a city-state and took
centuries to let go of a city-state’s method of governance;
America from early on began to administer itself as a
continental power.”
5. Social classes: “Rome had no middle class as we understand
the term, whereas for America the middle class is the core
social fact.”
6. Democracy: “Rome had a powerful but tiny aristocracy and
entrenched ideas about the social pecking order; even at its
most democratic, Rome was not remotely as democratic as
America at its least democratic, under a British monarch.”
7.

Entrepreneurship:

“Romans

looked

down

upon

entrepreneurship, which Americans hold in the highest esteem.”
8. Economic dynamism: “Rome was economically static; America
is economically transformative.”
9. Technological development: “For all it engineering skills,
Rome generated few original ideas in science and technology;
America is a hothouse of innovation and creativity.”
10. Social equality: “On basic matters such as gender roles
and the equality of all people, Romans and Americans would
behold one another with disbelief and distaste.”
While it is true that Rome and America have a vast number of
similarities, we can also see there are significant
differences between the two. We therefore need a nuanced view

of the parallels between the two civilizations and recognize
that these differences may be an important key in
understanding the future of the United States.

Six Parallels
Murphy sees many parallels between the Roman Empire and
America in addition to the above.{4} The following are larger,
more extensive, parallels.
The first parallel is perspective. It actually involves “the
way Americans see America; and more to the point, the way the
tiny, elite subset of Americans who live in the nation’s
capital see America—and see Washington itself.”
Like the Romans, Americans tend to see themselves as more
important than they are. They tend to have an exaggerated
sense of their own presence in the world and its ability to
act alone.
A second parallel involves military power. Although there are
differences, some similarities stand out. Both Rome and
America start to run short of people to sustain their
militaries and began to find recruits through outside sources.
This is not a good long-run solution.
A third parallel can be lumped under the term privatization.
“Rome had trouble maintaining a distinction between public and
private responsibilities.” America is currently in the midst
of privatizing functions that used to be public tasks.
A fourth parallel concerns the way Rome and America view the
outside world. In a sense, this is merely the flip side of the
first parallel. If you believe your country is exceptional,
you tend to devalue others. And more importantly, you tend to
underestimate another nation’s capabilities. Rome learned this
in A.D. 9 when three legions were ambushed by a smaller German
force and annihilated.{5} The repercussions were significant.

The question of borders is a fifth parallel. The boundary of
Rome “was less a fence and more a threshold—not so much a firm
line fortified with ‘Keep Out’ signs as a permeable zone of
continual interaction.” Compare that description to our border
with Mexico, and so can see many similarities.
A final parallel has to do with size and complexity. The Roman
Empire got too big physically and too complex to manage
effectively. The larger a country or civilization, the more
“it touches, and the more susceptible it is to forces beyond
its control.” To use a phrase by Murphy: “Bureaucracy is the
new geography.”{6}
Cullen Murphy concludes his book by calling for greater
citizen engagement and for us to promote a sense of community
and mutual obligation. The Roman historian Livy wrote, “An
empire remains powerful so long as its subjects rejoice in
it.” America is not beyond repair, but it needs to learn the
lessons from the Roman Empire.

Decline of the Family
What about the moral decline of Rome? Do we see parallels in
America? I have addressed this in previous articles such as
“The Decline of a Nation” and “When Nations Die.”{7} Let’s
focus on the area of sexuality, marriage, and family.
In his 1934 book, Sex and Culture, British anthropologist
Joseph Daniel Unwin chronicled the historical decline of
numerous cultures, including the Roman Empire. He found that
cultures that held to a strong sexual ethic thrived and were
more productive than cultures that were “sexually free.”{8}
In his book Our Dance Has Turned to Death, Carl Wilson
identifies the common pattern of family decline in
civilizations like the Roman Empire.{9} It is significant how
these seven stages parallel what is happening in America.

In the first stage, men ceased to lead their families in
worship. Spiritual and moral development became secondary.
Their view of God became naturalistic, mathematical, and
mechanical.
In the second stage, men selfishly neglected care of their
wives and children to pursue material wealth, political and
military power, and cultural development. Material values
began to dominate thought.
The third stage involved a change in men’s sexual values. Men
who were preoccupied with business or war either neglected
their wives sexually or became involved with lower-class women
or with homosexuality. Ultimately, a double standard of
morality developed.
The fourth stage affected women. The role of women at home and
with children lost value and status. Women were neglected and
their roles devalued. Soon they revolted to gain access to
material wealth and also freedom for sex outside marriage.
Women also began to minimize having sex relations to conceive
children, and the emphasis became sex for pleasure.
In the fifth stage, husbands and wives competed against each
other for money, home leadership, and the affection of their
children. This resulted in hostility and frustration and
possible homosexuality in the children. Many marriages ended
in separation and divorce.
In the sixth stage, selfish individualism grew and carried
over into society, fragmenting it into smaller and smaller
group loyalties. The nation was thus weakened by internal
conflict. The decrease in the birthrate produced an older
population that had less ability to defend itself and less
will to do so, making the nation more vulnerable to its
enemies.
Finally, unbelief in God became more complete, parental
authority diminished, and ethical and moral principles

disappeared, affecting the economy and government. Because of
internal weakness and fragmentation, the society came apart.
We can see these stages play out in the decline of the Roman
Empire. But we can also see them happening before our eyes in
America.

Spiritual Decline
What about the spiritual decline in Rome and America? We can
actually read about the spiritual decline in Rome in Paul’s
letter to the church in Rome. In the opening chapter he traces
a progression of spiritual decline that was evident in the
Hellenistic world of his time.
The first stage is when people turn from God to idolatry.
Although God has revealed Himself in nature to all men so that
they are without excuse, they nevertheless worship the
creation instead of the Creator. This is idolatry. In the
past, this took the form of actual idol worship. In our day,
it takes the form of the worship of money or the worship of
self. In either case, it is idolatry. A further example of
this is a general lack of thankfulness. Although they were
prospered by God, they were ungrateful. And when they are no
longer looking to God for wisdom and guidance, they become
vain and futile and empty in their imaginations. They no
longer honor God, so their foolish hearts become darkened. In
professing to be wise, they have become fools.
The second stage is when men and women exchange their natural
use of sex for unnatural uses. Here Paul says those four
sobering words, “God gave them over.” In a society where lustdriven sensuality and sexual perversion dominate, God gives
them over to their degrading passions and unnatural desires.
The third stage is anarchy. Once a society has rejected God’s
revelation, it is on its own. Moral and social anarchy is the
natural result. At this point God has given the sinners over

to a depraved mind and so they do things which are not proper.
This results in a society which is without understanding,
untrustworthy, unloving, and unmerciful.
The final stage is judgment. God’s judgment rightly falls upon
those who practice idolatry and immorality. Certainly an
eternal judgment awaits those who are guilty, but a social
judgment occurs when God gives a nation over to its sinful
practices.
Notice that this progression is not unique to the Hellenistic
world the apostle Paul was living in. The progression from
idolatry to sexual perversion to anarchy to judgment is found
throughout history.
In the times of Noah and Lot, there was the idolatry of greed,
there was sexual perversion and promiscuity, there was anarchy
and violence, and finally there was judgment. Throughout the
history of the nation of Israel there was idolatry, sexual
perversion, anarchy (in which each person did what was right
in his own eyes), and finally judgment.
Are there parallels between Rome and America? I have quoted
from secular authors, Christian authors, and a writer of much
of the New Testament. All seem to point to parallels between
Rome and America.
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Charity
and
Compassion:
Christianity Is Good for
Culture
Byron Barlowe looks at the impact of Christianity on the
world.
He concludes that applying a Christian, biblical
worldview to the issues that we face in our world has resulted
in a great amount of good. Apart from the eternal aspect of
Christianity, people applying Christian principles to worldly
issues have benefited all mankind.

Christian
Mankind?

Religion:

Good

or

Bad

for

Standing on the jetway boarding a flight out of Cuzco, Peru, I
overheard an American college student say to his companion,
“See that older guy up there? He’s a professor. Came here to
give lectures on Christianity. Can you believe that?” In an
apparent reference to abuses perpetrated on local Indians by
the conquistadors centuries earlier, he added, “Haven’t
Christians done enough to these people?”
He didn’t know that I was the professor’s companion. Turning
around, I said, “Excuse me, I couldn’t help but overhear. I’m
with the professor and, yes, we were giving lectures at the

university from a Christian worldview. But did you know that
all these people in between us were helping with humanitarian
aid in the poorest villages around here all week?”
He sheepishly mumbled something about every story having two
sides. But his meaning was clear: what good could possibly
come from Christians imposing their beliefs on these
indigenous people? Their culture was ruined by their kind and
should be left alone. Popular sentiments, but are they fair
and accurate?
The church—and those acting in its name—has had its moments of
injustice, intrigue, even murder. Unbiblical excesses during
the Inquisitions, the Crusades, and other episodes are
undeniable. Yet these deviations from the teachings of Christ
and the Bible are overwhelmingly countered by the church’s
good works and novel institutions of care, compassion, and
justice.
Carlton Hayes wrote, “From the wellspring of Christian
compassion, our Western civilization has drawn its
inspiration, and its sense of duty, for feeding the hungry,
giving drink to the thirsty, looking after the homeless,
clothing the naked, tending the sick and visiting the
prisoner.” As one writer put it, missionaries and other
Christians lived as if people mattered.{1} Revolutionary!
Christianity exploded onto a brutal, heartless Greco-Roman
culture. Believers in this radical new religion set a new
standard for caring for the ill, downtrodden, and abused, even
at risk of death. Through their transformed Christlike
outlooks, they established countercultural ways that lead to
later innovations: orphanages, hospitals, transcendent art and
architecture, and systems of law and order based on fairness,
to name a few. In the early church, every congregation had a
list of needy recipients called a matriculum. Enormous amounts
of charity were given.{2} “Pagan society, through its
excesses, teetered on the brink of extinction. Christianity,

however, represented . . . a new way.”{3}
Compassion and charity are biblical ideals. “Early Christians
set a model for their descendents to follow, a model that
today’s modern secular societies try to imitate, but without
Christian motivation.”{4} We take for granted the notion that
it’s good to help the needy and oppressed, but wherever it’s
found, whether in religious or secular circles, it can be
traced right back to Jesus Christ and His followers.

Answering Atheists: Is Religion Evil?
“Religion poisons everything,” carps militant atheist
Christopher Hitchens. Fellow atheist Richard Dawkins claims
that “there’s not the slightest evidence that religious people
. . . are any more moral than non-religious people.” True? Not
according to social scientists from Princeton and other top
universities.
As citizens, religious people generally shine. According to
Logan Paul Gage, “for every 100 altruistic acts—like giving
blood—performed by non-religious people, the religious perform
144.” Also, those active in religion in the U.S. volunteer in
their communities more.{5} A Barna study reports that “more
than four out of five (83%) gave at least $1000 to churches
and non-profit entities during 2007, far surpassing . . . any
other population segment studied….”{6} This echoes studies
from the past few decades.
Furthermore, studies show that religious youth have more selfcontrol against cigarettes, alchohol and marijuana. “Religion
also correlates with fewer violent crimes, school suspensions
and a host of other negative behaviors.”{7}
It appears that Dawkins is very wrong. He lamented that “faith
is . . . comparable to the smallpox virus but harder to
eradicate.” People who care about our culture will hope he’s
right about how hard religion is to eliminate, especially

Christianity.{8}
So, what about the evil perpetrated by the church? Early
Christians were admirable in their display of compassion and
charity. But haven’t the centuries since witnessed a parade of
continual religious wars (including “Christian wars),
persecutions, and mayhem? Among Christianity’s sins: forced
conversions, expansion by so-called “Christian states” mingled
with genocide, execution of accused heretics and witches, and
the ever infamous Crusades. Regrettable, inexcusable, but
largely overblown.
Dinesh D’Souza writes that this popular refrain also “greatly
exaggerates [crimes of] religious fanatics while neglecting or
rationalizing the vastly greater crimes committed by secular
and atheist fanatics.”{9} Historian Jonathan Riley-Smith
disputes that the Crusaders were rapists and murderers. He and
other historians document that they were pilgrims using their
own funds to liberate long-held Christian lands and defend
Europe against Muslim invaders.{10}
What about heretics who were burned at the stake? Author Henry
Kamen claims that “much of the modern stereotype of the
Inquisition is essentially made up. . . . Inquisition trials .
. . were fairer and
counterparts.”{11}

more

lenient

than

their

secular

Atheism is associated with far more death and destruction than
religion is, particularly Christianity. In Death by
Government, R.J. Rummel writes “Almost 170 million men, women
and children have been shot, beaten, tortured, knifed, burned,
starved, frozen, crushed or worked to death; buried alive,
drowned, hung, bombed or killed in any other of a myriad of
ways governments have inflicted death on unarmed, helpless
citizens and foreigners.”{12} Rummel directly attributes
eighty-four percent of these to atheistic “megamurderers” like
Stalin, Hitler, and Mao.

For perspective, consider that “the Crusades, Inquisition and
the witch burnings killed approximately 200,000 people” over
five hundred years. These deaths, tragic and unjust as many
were, only comprise one percent of the deaths caused by
atheist regimes during a few decades. That’s a ninety-nine to
one ratio of death tied directly to the atheist worldview.{13}
History shows that atheism, not Christianity, is the view that
is bad—even murderous—for society.

Compassion: Christian Innovation in a
Cruel World
Christianity is unique. No other religion or philosophy values
and practices wholesale taking care of the young, sick,
orphaned, oppressed, and widowed, hands-on and sacrificially.
To ancient Greeks and Romans, life was cheap. Infanticide—baby
killing— was “condoned and practiced for centuries without
guilt or remorse [and] extolled by Greco-Roman mythologies.”
This ungodly practice was opposed by Christians, whose
compassionate example eventually caused Roman emperors to
outlaw it.{14} First-century art shows believers rescuing
unwanted Roman babies from the Tiber River. They raised them
as their own.
Emperors pronounced death sentences on a whim, even beyond
gladiatorial games. This was the ultimate extension of
paterfamilias: a father had the right to kill his own child if
she displeased him. Life was expendable, even among
families!{15}
Abortion, human sacrifice, and suicide were also part of
societies unaffected by God’s love.How different from the
scriptural doctrine that all are made in God’s image and
deserve life and dignity.
Slaves and the poor were on their own. One exhaustive survey

of historical documents “found that antiquity has left no
trace of organized charitable effort.”{16}
The ancient code was: “leave the ill to die.” Roman colonists
in Alexandria even left their friends and next of kin behind
during a plague.{17} Japanese holy men kept the wealthy from
relieving the poor because they believed them to be “odious to
the gods.”{18}
By contrast, Jesus expanded the Jewish obligation of
compassion well beyond family and tribe even to enemies. His
parable of the Good Samaritan exploded racial and social
boundaries.{19} Scripture says that Jesus “had compassion on
them and healed their sick.” Christ’s disciples went around
healing and teaching as their master had. Believers were
instructed to care for widows, the sick, the disabled and the
poor, and also for orphans. “Justin Martyr, an early defender
of Christianity, reveals that collections were taken during
church services to help the orphans,” writes Alvin Schmidt. By
the time of Justinian, churches were operating old folks’
homes called gerontocomia. Before Christianity, homes for the
aged didn’t exist. Now, such nursing homes are taken for
granted.{20}
Schmidt notes that “Christianity filled the pagan void that
largely ignored the sick and dying, especially during
pestilences.” Greeks had diagnostic centers, but no nursing
care. Roman hospitals were only for slaves, gladiators, and
occasionally for soldiers. Christians provided shelters for
the poor and pilgrims, along with medical care. Christian
hospitals
were
the
first
voluntary
charitable
institutions.{21}
A pagan Roman soldier in Constantine’s army was intrigued by
Christians who “brought food to his fellow soldiers who were
afflicted with famine and disease.” He studied this inspiring
group who displayed such humanity and was converted to the
faith. He represents much of why the early church grew despite

bouts of severe persecution.{22}
Basic beliefs—or worldviews—lead to basic responses. The
Christian response to life and suffering changed the world for
good.

Early Church Charity vs. Self-Serving
Greco-Roman Giving
In ancient Greece and Rome, charity was unknown, except for
gaining favors and fame. This stood in stark contrast to
Jesus’ thinking. He rebuked the Pharisees, whose good deeds
were done for public acclaim. Christ’s ethic of sharing with
any and all and helping the underprivileged brought a
revolution that eventually converted the entire Roman Empire.
Caritas, root word of charity, “meant giving to relieve
economic or physical distress without expecting anything in
return,” writes Schmidt, “whereas liberalitas meant giving to
please the recipient, who later would bestow a favor on the
giver.”{23} Pagans almost never gave out of what we today
would ironically call true liberality.
In contrast, for Christ-followers part of worship was hands-on
charity. They celebrated God’s redemption this way, giving and
serving both individually and corporately. Cyril, bishop of
Jerusalem in the fifth century, sold church ornaments to feed
the poor. (Another contrast: the Hindu worldview assumes that
neediness results from bad deeds in a past life.)
Ancient culture was centered on elitism. The well-off and
privileged gave not out of any sense of caring, but out of
what Aristotle termed “liberality, in order to demonstrate
[their] magnanimity and even superiority.” They funded parks,
statues, and public baths with their names emblazoned on them.
Even the little philanthropy the ancients did was seldom
received by the needy. Those who could pay back in some way

received it.{24}
Historian Kenneth Scott Latourette noted that early Christians
innovated five ways in their use of their own funds for the
general welfare:
First, those who joined were expected to give to their ability
level, both rich and poor. Christ even called some to give all
they had to the poor. St. Francis of Assissi, Pope Gregory the
Great, and missionary C.T. Studd all did as well.
Second, they had a new motivation: the love for and example of
Christ, who being rich became poor for others’ sakes (2
Corinthians 8:9).{25}
Third, Christianity like Judaism, created new objects of
giving: widows, orphans, slaves, the persecuted.
The fourth Christian innovation was personalized giving,
although large groups were served. Also, individuals did the
giving, not the government. “For the most part, the few Roman
acts of relief and assistance were isolated state activities,
‘dictated much more by policy than by benevolence’.”{26}
Last, Christian generosity was not solely for insiders.{27}
This was truly radical. The emperor known as Julian the
Apostate complained that since Jews never had to beg and
Christians supported both their own poor and those outside the
church, “those who belong to us look in vain for the help we
should render to them.”{28}
Believers sometimes fasted for charity. The vision was big:
ten thousand Christians skipping one hundred days’ meals could
provide a million meals, it was figured. Transformed hearts
and minds imitated the God who left the throne of heaven to
serve and die for others.{29}
Even W.E. Lecky, no friend to Christianity, wrote, “The
active, habitual, and detailed charity of private persons,

which is such a conspicuous feature in all Christian
societies, was scarcely known in antiquity.”{30} That is,
until Christians showed up.

Medieval and Modern Manifestations
This way of thinking and living continued in Medieval times.
Third century deacon St. Laurence was ordered by a Roman
offiical to bring some of the treasures of the church. He
showed up with poor and lame church members. For this affront
to Roman sensibilities, he was roasted to death on a gridiron.
Today, a Florida homeless shelter named after St. Laurence
provides job help and basic assistance to the downtroden.
The Generous Middle Ages
The Middle Ages saw Christian compassion grow. In the sixth,
seventh and eighth centuries, Italian clergy “zealously
defended widows and orphans.”{31} Ethelwold, bishop of
Winchester in the tenth century “sold all of the gold and
silver vessels of his cathedral to relieve the poor who were
starving during a famine.”{32}
Furthermore, according to Will Durant,
The administration of charity reached new heights in the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries. . . . The Church shared in
relieving the unfortunate. Almsgiving was universal. Men
hopeful of paradise left charitable bequests. . . . Doles of
food were distributed [three times a week] to all who asked.
. . . In one aspect the Church was a continent-wide
organization for charitable aid.{33}
From Hospitals to the Red Cross
Christian hospitals spread to Europe by the eighth century. By
the mid-1500s, thirty-seven thousand Benedictine monasteries
cared for the ill. Arab Muslims even followed suit.

Christianity was changing the world, even beyond the West.
The much-maligned Crusaders founded healthcare orders, helping
Muslims and Christians. This led to the establishment of
insane asylums. By the 1400s, hospitals across Europe were
under the direction of Christian bishops who often gave their
own money. They cared for the poor and orphans and
occasionally fed prisoners—an all-purpose institution of care.
“Christian aid to the poor did not end with the early church
or the Middle Ages,” says Schmidt.{34} By the latter years of
the nineteenth century, local Christian churches and
denominations built many hospitals.
Medical nursing, a Christian innovation in ancient times, took
leaps forward through the influence of Christ-follower
Florence Nightingale. In 1864, Red Cross founder Jean Henri
Dunant confessed on his deathbed, “I am a disciple of Christ
as in the first century, and nothing more.”{35}
Child Labor Laws
The Industrial Revolution in England ushered in a shameful
exploitation of children, even among those naming the
Christian faith. Kids as young as seven worked in horrible
conditions in coal mines and chimneys.
Compassionate believers like William Wilberforce and Charles
Dickens rallied their callous countrymen to pass Parliamentary
laws against the worst child labor. The real superman of this
cause was Lord Shaftesbury, whose years of tireless
“pleadings, countless speeches, personal sacrifices and dogged
persistence” resulted in “a number of bills that vastly
improved child labor conditions.” His firm faith in Christ
spurred him and a nation on to true compassion.{36} This had a
ripple effect across Western nations. Child labor has been
outlawed in the West but continues strongly in nations less
affected by Christian culture.

And Still Today . . .
This attitude of charity and compassion continues today in
Christian societies like the Salvation Army and Christian
groups who aided Hurricane Katrina victims so much better than
the government.{37} Many more can be named. As someone said,
“‘Christian ideals have permeated society until nonChristians, who claim to live a “decent life” without
religion, have forgotten the origin of the very content and
context of their “decency”.”{38}
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Answering Arguments for SameSex Marriage – A Christian
Worldview Perspective
Kerby Anderson considers the arguments in favor or same-sex
marriage from a biblical worldview perspective. He shows that
arguments such as tolerance, equal rights, and no impact on
others do not hold up under critical examination.
As
Christians, we can love those who live a different lifestyle
without allowing them to claim their lifestyle is identical
and harmless to society.

Shouldn’t We Be Tolerant?

As more and more states are either
legalizing same-sex marriage or willing to recognize same-sex
marriages from other states, it is crucial that Christians
know how to answer arguments for same-sex marriage. We will
look at some of these arguments and provide answers from my
book, A Biblical Point of View on Homosexuality.{1}
One of the first arguments for same-sex marriage is that we
should be tolerant. We used to live in a society where the
highest value was a word with a capital T. It was the word
Truth. Today, we live in a society that has switched that word
for another word with a capital T: Tolerance.
Should we be tolerant of other people and their lifestyles?

The answer to that depends upon the definition of “tolerance.”
If by tolerance someone means we should be civil to other
people, then the answer is a resounding “yes.” In fact,
civility should be the hallmark of Christians. Jesus expressed
the goal of civility when he taught that “You shall love your
neighbor as yourself” (Matthew 22:39).
Civility also includes being gracious even in the midst of
disagreement or hostility. Other people may be disagreeable,
and we are free to disagree with them. But we should disagree
in a way that gives grace. Often such a gentle response can
change a discussion or dialogue. Proverbs 15:1 reminds us that
“a gentle answer turns away wrath.”
Civility also requires humility. A civil person acknowledges
that he or she does not possess all wisdom and knowledge.
Therefore, one should listen to others and consider the
possibility that they might be right and that he is wrong.
Philippians 2:3 says, “Do nothing from selfishness or empty
conceit, but with humility of mind let each of you regard one
another as more important than himself.”
There is also an important distinction we should make between
judging a person and judging their sinful behavior. Some have
said that the most frequently quoted Bible verse is no longer
John 3:16 but Matthew 7:1. It is where Jesus says, “Do not
judge, or you too will be judged.” People misuse this verse
all the time to say you should not judge anything another
person does.
The context of this verse is important. It seems that what
Jesus was condemning was a critical or judgmental spirit. It
is a judging spirit when someone believes they are superior to
you. Jesus was obviously not saying that people should not
make judgments. A few verses later Jesus calls certain people
“pigs” and “dogs” (Matthew 7:6). He even calls some “wolves in
sheep’s clothing” (Matthew 7:15). There are many passages in
the Bible that admonish us to use sound judgment and

discernment (1 Kings 3:9; Proverbs 15:14; 1 Corinthians 12:10;
Philippians 1:9-10).
The Bible says that Jesus was “full of grace and truth” (John
1:14) and provides a model we should follow. We should model
both biblical compassion and biblical convictions when
considering the issue of homosexuality and same-sex marriage.

Don’t Homosexuals Deserve Equal Rights?
Each person in our society deserves equal rights. But
redefining marriage is not about equal rights but about adding
special rights to our laws and Constitution. Currently we all
have the same right to marry a person of the opposite sex who
is of a certain age and background. We don’t give people the
right to marry their siblings. We don’t give people the right
to marry a young child. As a society we have placed certain
limits on marriage but give everyone the equal right to marry
under those specified conditions.
When we redefine marriage, then all sorts of new relationships
will also vie for social acceptance. Already the legalization
of same-sex marriage in one state had resulted in the call for
the legalization of polygamy. Some gay activists are calling
for the legalization of polyamory (multiple sexual
relationships with multiple partners).
We should also realize that the government is not prohibiting
homosexuals from engaging in their behavior or even having a
partner. All government is saying is that it is not going to
redefine marriage to include same-sex relationships. And when
citizens of this country have been given an opportunity to
vote on a constitutional amendment in their state defining
marriage, they have overwhelmingly approved of the traditional
definition of marriage.
As we have already noted, the push for same-sex marriage has
been more about respect and acceptance than it has been about

rights. If government recognizes the legal validity of gay
marriage, then that places government’s “seal of approval” on
homosexuality.
Often when gay activists are calling for equal rights, they
are really asking for special benefits. Homosexuals have the
same right to marry as heterosexuals. They have the right to
marry a qualified person (age, marital status) of the opposite
sex. Homosexuals and heterosexuals cannot marry someone of the
same sex, someone who is too young, someone who is already
married, etc.
But the activists argue that because they cannot marry someone
of the same sex, they lose out on certain benefits. But that
is not a justification for redefining marriage. It may be a
justification for reconsidering the benefits we provide as a
society, but it isn’t a justification for changing the
definition of marriage.
Consider the issue of visitation rights. Gay activists argue
that government needs to grant same-sex marriage rights to
homosexuals so they will have visitation rights. But again,
this may be an argument for changing the laws concerning
visitation, but it isn’t an argument for redefining marriage.
A bigger question is whether this is really a problem. In this
day where major corporations and governmental entities are
granting domestic partnership rights, it is difficult to see
this as a problem. If such a case were brought to light people
could use public pressure to force the hospital to change its
policies.

Isn’t
Homosexual
Interracial Marriage?

Marriage

Like

When objections are raised about legalizing same-sex marriage,
proponents argued that the same concerns were said about

interracial marriage. For years gay activists have tried to
hitch their caboose to the civil rights train. While many in
the African-American community have found this comparison
offensive, the tactic is still used on a fairly regular basis.
There are significant differences between interracial marriage
and same-sex marriage. First, removing certain state laws
banning interracial marriage did not call for a redefinition
of marriage but merely an affirmation of marriage. Traditional
marriage is not about equal rights but about establishing
norms for sexual relationships within society. We ban
discrimination based on race because it is an immutable
characteristic that each person has from the moment of
conception. And the word “race” appears in the Constitution.
A person who participates in homosexual behavior is different
from someone who is born with an immutable characteristic. As
many people have pointed out, there are no former AfricanAmericans or former Asian-Americans. But there are hundreds of
people who have left homosexuality.
Actually, interracial marriage and same-sex marriage differ
from one another at the most fundamental level. The genetic
difference between various races is insignificant
biologically. A recent study of human genetic material of
different races concluded that the DNA of any two people in
the world would differ by just 2/10ths of one percent.{2} And
of this variation, only six percent can be linked to racial
categories. The remaining ninety-four percent is “within race”
variation. And the moral difference between the races is also
insignificant since the Bible teaches that God has made all of
us “from one blood” (Acts 17:26, KJV).
But even though race and ethnicity are insignificant to
marriage, gender is fundamental to marriage. There is a
profound biological difference between a man and a woman.
Marriage is defined as a bond between a man and a woman.

The Supreme Court case of Loving v. Virginia struck down state
laws prohibiting interracial marriage, arguing that marriage
is one of the “basic civil rights of man.”{3} The Supreme
Court of Minnesota later ruled in Baker v. Nelson that race
and homosexual behavior are not the same.
To legalize same-sex marriage is to change the very nature and
definition of marriage. And there is good reason to believe
that is exactly what gay activists want. Michelangelo
Signorile is a leading voice in the homosexual community. He
explained in OUT magazine that the real goal in legalizing
same-sex marriage was to radically transform marriage.{4}
He later goes on in the article to admit that the idea of the
“freedom to marry” was actually a suggestion from the Los
Angeles PR firm which they thought would be successful because
it would play well in the heterosexual world.

Does Same-Sex Marriage Hurt Traditional
Marriage?
One of the arguments against legalization of same-sex marriage
is that it will have an adverse effect on traditional
marriage. Proponents of same-sex marriage argue that it will
not have any impact. They ask, “How can my marriage to someone
of the same sex have any impact at all on your marriage?” So
what would be the consequences of same-sex marriage?
First, when the state sanctions gay marriage, it sends a
signal of legitimacy throughout the culture. Eventually
marriage becomes nothing more than sexual partnership and the
sanctity of marriage and all that goes with it is lost.
When same-sex marriage is legalized, the incidences of
cohabitation increases. This is not theory but sociological
fact. Essentially, Europe has been engaged in a social
experiment with same-sex marriage for decades.

Stanley Kurtz has written numerous articles documenting the
impact of same-sex marriage on traditional marriage in the
Scandinavian countries. When the governments of Sweden and
Norway permitted same-sex marriage, he noted a trend away from
marriage. According to Kurtz: “Marriage is slowly dying in
Scandinavia.” A majority of children in Sweden and Norway are
born out of wedlock, and sixty percent of first-born children
in Denmark have unmarried parents.{5}
A second consequence of same-sex marriage legalization would
be the complete redefinition of marriage and the introduction
of a variety of marital relationships. Already we are seeing
court cases attempting to legalize polygamy. The most
prominent case involved Utah polygamist Tom Green. He and his
lawyer used the Supreme Court case of Lawrence v. Texas as a
legal foundation for his marriage to multiple wives.{6} It is
interesting to note that when the Supreme Court rendered its
decision in the Lawrence case, Justice Antonin Scalia warned
that the decision could lead to the legalization of same-sex
marriage and the redefinition of marriage.{7}
Traditional marriage rests on the foundation of biblical
teaching as well as cultural tradition. Theology, legal
precedent, and historical experience all support the
traditional definition of marriage. Once you begin to redefine
marriage, any sexual relationship can be called marriage.
Third, the redefinition of marriage will ultimately destroy
marriage as we know it. For many gay activists, the goal is
not to have lots of same-sex marriages. Their goal is to
destroy the institution of marriage.
Stanley Kurtz believes that once same-sex marriage is
legalized, “marriage will be transformed into a variety of
relationship contracts, linking two, three or more individuals
(however weakly or temporarily) in every conceivable
combination of male and female.”{8}

Does Legalization of Same-Sex Marriage
Really Affect Families?
Those who oppose same-sex marriage often point to the
connection between marriage and family. Traditional marriage
provides a moral and legal structure for children. Proponents
of gay marriage point out that many marriages do not have
children. Thus, the connection is irrelevant.
While it is true that some marriages do not result in children
due to choice or infertility, that does not invalidate the
public purpose of marriage. Marriage, after all, is a public
institution that brings together a father and mother to bring
children into the world. Individuals may have all sorts of
private reasons for marrying, but there is an established
public purpose for marriage.
If couples choose not to have children or are not able to have
children, it does not invalidate this public purpose. There is
a distinction between purpose and use. Over the years I have
written a number of books. I would like to believe that every
person who has a copy of one of my books has read it. I know
that is not true. Some sit on shelves and some sit in boxes.
Others sit in used bookstores. The fact that some people don’t
read my books doesn’t mean they were not intended to be read.
Likewise, we shouldn’t assume that the connection between
marriage and family is insignificant simply because some
couples do not or cannot have children. One of the public
purposes of traditional marriage is procreation.
At the center of every civilization is the family. There may
be other social and political structures, but civilizations
survive when the family survives. And they fall apart when the
family falls apart. Michael Novak, former professor and winner
of the Templeton Prize for Progress in Religion, put it this
way: “One unforgettable law has been learned through all the
oppressions, disasters, and injustices of the last thousand

years: if things go well with the family, life is worth
living; when the family falters, life falls apart.”{9}
Marriage between a man and a woman produce children that allow
a civilization to exist and persist. Marriage begins the
foundation of a family. Families are the foundation of a
civilization.
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The
Mitchell
Report:
Christian
Response
to
Steroids in Sports
Heather Zeiger considers the question of how Christians should
respond to the revelations regarding steroid use in sports.
The Mitchell report is one example accompanied by many others
such as the U.S. Anti-Doping Agency report on cyclist, Lance
Armstrong. Heather takes a biblical worldview perspective on
this issue taking into consideration their impact on our
bodies, our perception of the world, and the perception of
young people on what is acceptable in our society.
As a
Christian, their are numerous reasons not to take steroids and
not to glorify the accomplishments of those who do.
Former Senator George Mitchell was charged to investigate and
document the prevalence of steroid and human growth hormone
use in Major League Baseball. The objective of the report was
not only to bring to light the steroid problem, but to offer
solutions to help eradicate its use and abuse. Senator
Mitchell specifically wanted “the media to focus less on names
and more on central conclusions and recommendations of the
report.”{1}
Later this month and in February, hearings before the House
Committee on Oversight and Reform will be held to determine if
stronger penalties for steroid use and more rigorous testing
are appropriate. The committee will also investigate whether
certain athletes are guilty of using performance enhancing
drugs. This has brought the topic of steroid abuse in sports
to the forefront of the media, providing an excellent
opportunity for discussion.
Sport is an important part of life. The Apostle Paul wrote
about running and boxing, and used it as an analogy for the

Christian walk.{2} And unlike the Gnostics who despise the
body, we honor it as part of our imago dei or being created in
God’s image (for more information see Bodybuilding: Edifying
Thoughts About Our Bodies by Michael Gleghorn). So as
Christians, we embrace playing sports and exercise. But like
so many things, there is a way to play sports that is
consistent with a Christian worldview and a way that is not.
There are both physical and biblical reasons why steroid use
is dangerous and unethical.

What are Steroids?
The first reported use of performance enhancers was in 776
B.C.{3} when athletes would eat sheep testicles to increase
their testosterone levels. Today athletes don’t use sheep, but
the intention is still to increase their testosterone beyond
natural levels. Steroids are chemicals that are either a form
of testosterone or a testosterone precursor. Anabolic
androgenic steroids (AAS){4} increase muscle mass and muscle
recovery by producing five to thirty times the testosterone
that the typical male body produces.{5} Athletes who abuse
steroids do see an increase in muscle mass and/or speed, and
at first, will see improvements in their performance. ESPN’s
The Dope on Steroids reports that steroids can make the body
as much as 50 percent more muscular than is possible without
them.{6}
Using steroids to increase muscle strength is illegal, but
there are many forms of steroids that remain undetectable in
drug tests making it difficult to regulate their use.
Furthermore, players have also abused another illegal,
undetectable drug called human growth hormone, which is not a
steroid, but is often used in conjunction with steroids to
make a player bigger and to speed injury recovery.{7} Random
drug testing creates controversy over privacy violations, and
announced tests are easy to beat. By using water-based
steroids, it only takes a couple of weeks for players’ bodies

to dilute the chemicals to undetectable levels.
While steroids do produce short-term results, the side effects
and long-term effects can be devastating.

The Problem
Side-Effects
Physical side-effects from steroid use include increases in
cholesterol, acne on arms and back, increase in blood
pressure, stiffening of heart tissue, increased production of
body hair yet decreased production of scalp hair, stunted
growth, hypogonadism (diminished hormonal or reproductive
functioning in the testes or the ovaries), sexual dysfunction,
and increased risks for both strokes and heart attacks.
Psychological side effects include aggressiveness, depression,
and addiction/dependence. See Dangers of Steroid Abuse for a
more detailed look at these and other possible side-effects to
steroid abuse.

Influence on Teens
Athletes are role models for kids, and some studies indicate
that athletes are second only to parents in their influence on
teen choices. I remember watching track and field as a child
and later as a teenager and being captivated by the runners.
They had this combination of grace and strength that I
admired, so I eventually took up running.
Kids turn to athletes for inspiration all the time, but the
problem is they also believe that the athletes are successful
because they use steroids. Take this testimonial from
www.steroidabuse.com as an example:
For me, taking steroids was a natural move. I was an athlete
in high school and got a college scholarship to play football
at a major university. Between my senior year of high school
and my freshman year of college I started my first cycle

because I thought I needed to be faster. I took injectable
testosterone and winstrol. I figured that winstrol must be
good because it’s what Ben Johnson got busted using. I wanted
to be fast like him.
I was getting stronger at every workout and feeling great. I
had heard that steroids can make your joints weaker but I
figured Ben Johnson didn’t have that problem, so it was
probably just a rumor.{8}
Another testimonial discusses how a parent’s obsession with
his son, Corey, and his athletic success eventually lead him
to administering steroids to Corey when he was only 13. He
thought this was how the pros compete. In the end, Corey, now
18, comments about his steroid experience:
As Corey tries to scrounge together enough money to get his
own place, one point still gnaws at him: He firmly believes
he could have been a champion without pharmacological
enhancement.
Soft-spoken and reserved, Corey wavers among embarrassment,
regret and awe when he reflects on his fractured teenage
years and his experiment with steroids. “People make it sound
like these medications are only performance-enhancing, but
they have a huge mental impact as well,” he says. “By the
time I was done, I was a wreck….”{9}
And as the Mitchell Report stated, “After the Associated Press
reported Mark McGwire was using androstenedione (a
testosterone precursor)…sales of that substance increased by
over 1000%.”{10} Athletes have a strong influence on people,
especially teens.

The Christian Worldview
When the news of Barry Bonds’ alleged steroid use broke last
summer, Newsweek commentator George Will observed that
“Athletes who are chemically propelled to victory do not
merely overvalue winning, they misunderstand why winning is
properly valued…. In fact, it becomes a display of some
chemists’ virtuosity and some athlete’s bad character.” He
later adds that “the athlete’s proper goal is to perform
unusually well, not unnaturally well.”{11} We have a moral
foundation for these points in God’s word.
First of all, steroids cause the body to be enhanced beyond
what it was designed to do. We believe that God has designed
us with his purposes in mind, and he has gifted people with
different talents and abilities. From an engineering
perspective, he put the parts together with a particular
design in mind, so when a steroid user becomes stronger than
that for which he was designed, the rest of the parts, his
joints, tendons, and ligaments, become damaged.{12}
Secondly, steroids are often taken for cosmetic
reasons—usually by men obsessed with acquiring a certain
physique. As we see from Scripture, this is a disproportionate
view of the human body. The Bible tells us to offer our bodies
as living sacrifices.{13} And as we see in Luke 12:22-34,
Jesus tells us not to worry over what we will eat or drink and
what to wear, that He will provide what is necessary. This
puts the body in its proper perspective as something to care
for, but not something to obsess over.
Lastly, there is a character issue here. Consider the Apostle
Paul’s view of weakness, which we could apply to physical
weakness as well:
So to keep me from being too elated by the surpassing
greatness of the revelations, a thorn was given me in the
flesh, a messenger of Satan to harass me, to keep me from

being too elated. Three times I pleaded with the Lord about
this, and that it should leave me. But he said to me, “My
grace is sufficient for you, for my power is made perfect in
weakness.” Therefore I will boast all the more gladly of my
weaknesses, so that the power of Christ may rest upon me. For
the sake of Christ, then, I am content with weakness,
insults, hardships, persecutions, and calamities. For when I
am weak, then I am strong. (2 Corinthians 12:7-10, ESV).
As Christians, we believe in being good stewards of our
health, but there is a difference between “therapeutic” and
“enhancement.” Therapeutic medical advancements alleviate the
effects of the fall of man, such as death and suffering.
Enhancements involve man trying to become what he deems as
“better” than how God made him, which essentially was the very
cause of the fall. Obviously, there is gray area here, but
this helps us make some distinctions. As we see from Paul’s
statements, the human idea of weakness is not necessarily
God’s idea of weakness. God’s view is that in our weakness
Christ is glorified.
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The Changing American Family
Kerby Anderson looks at the latest data on the American family
and highlights trends that are changing the nature of family
in America as well as debunking some sensationalist
headlines. From a biblical worldivew perspective, Christians
should be concerned about these trends which reflect an
ongoing breakdown of family in America.

Introduction
Are we headed toward a post-marital society where marriage is
rare and the traditional family is all but extinct? One would
certainly think so by reading some of the stories that have
appeared lately. A New York Times headline in 2003 warned of

“marriage’s stormy future” and documented the rise in the
number of nontraditional unions as well as the rising
percentage of people living alone.{1} A 2006 New York Times
article documented the declining percentage of married couples
as a proportion of American households and thus declared that
married households are now a minority.{2} And a 2007 headline
proclaimed that “51% of women are now living without a
spouse.”{3}
Well, let’s take a deep breath for a moment. To borrow a
phrase from Mark Twain, rumors about the death of marriage and
family are greatly exaggerated. But that doesn’t mean that
marriage as an institution is doing well and will continue to
do well in the twenty-first century.
Let’s first take on a few of these headlines pronouncing the
end of marriage. The October 2006 New York Times headline
proclaimed that “To Be Married Means to Be Outnumbered.” In
other words, married households are now a minority in America
and unmarried households are the majority. But the author had
to manipulate the numbers in order to come to that conclusion.
This so-called “new majority” of unmarried households includes
lots of widows who were married. And this claim only works if
you count households and not individuals. For example, if you
have two households—one with two married people and three
children and another with a single widow living alone—they
would be split between one married household and one unmarried
household. But one household has five people, and the other
household has one person.
What about the January 2007 New York Times headline
proclaiming that “51% of Women Are Now Living Without a
Spouse”? Columnist and radio talk show host Michael Medved
called this journalistic malpractice({4} and the ombudsman for
the New York Times took his own paper to task for the
article.{5} The most recent available figures showed that a
clear majority (56%) of all women over the age of twenty are
currently married.

So how did the author come to the opposite conclusion? It
turns out that the author chose to count more than ten million
girls between the ages of fifteen and nineteen as “women.” So
these so-called “women” are counted as women living without a
spouse (never mind that they are really teenage girls living
at home with their parents). This caused the ombudsman for the
New York Times to ask this question in his op-ed: “Can a 15year-old be a ‘Woman Without a Spouse’?”{6}
It is also worth mentioning, that even with this statistical
sleight of hand, you still cannot get to the conclusion that a
majority of women are living without a spouse. The article’s
author had to find a way to shave off an additional 2% of the
married majority. He did this by including those women whose
“husbands are working out of town, are in the military, or are
institutionalized.”{7}

Conflicting Attitudes about Marriage and
Family
It is certainly premature to say that married couples are a
minority and women living without a husband are a majority.
But there has
and will now
structure of
different from

been a definite trend that we should not miss
address. The definition of marriage and the
family in the twenty-first century is very
what existed in the recent past.

A few decades ago, marriages were the foundation of what many
commentators referred to as “the traditional family.” Now
marriages and families are taking some very unfamiliar shapes
and orientations due to different views of marriage and
family.
Americans are not exactly sure what to think about these
dramatic changes in marriage and family. On the one hand, they
believe that marriage and family are very important. A Better
Homes and Garden survey found that their readers rated their

relationship to their spouse as the single most important
factor in their personal happiness.{8} And a MassMutual study
on family values (taken many years ago) reported that eight
out of ten Americans reported that their families were the
greatest source of pleasure in their lives—more than friends,
religion, recreation, or work.{9}
On the other hand, Americans are much less sanguine about
other people’s marriages and families. I call this the “Lake
Wobegon effect” where “all the women are strong, all the men
are good looking, and all the children are about average.” In
other words, their marriage and family are fine, but the rest
of the marriages and families are not. While the MassMutual
Family Values Study found that a majority (81%) pointed to
their family as the greatest source of pleasure, it also found
that a majority (56%) rated the family in the U.S. “only fair”
or “poor.” And almost six in ten expected it to get worse in
the next ten years. The survey concluded that “Americans seem
to see the family in decline everywhere but in their own
home.”{10}
Similar results can be found in many other nationwide polls. A
Gallup poll found that Americans believe the family is worse
off today than it was ten years ago. And they believed it
would be worse off in the future as well.{11} Americans also
demonstrated their ambivalence toward marriage and family not
only in their attitudes but their actions. One trend watcher
predicted more than a decade ago in an article in American
Demographics that marriage would become in the 1990s and the
twenty-first century “an optional lifestyle.”{12}

Changing Trends in Marriage
While it may be too early to put the institution of marriage
on the endangered species list, there is good reason to
believe that changing attitudes and actions have significantly
transformed marriage in the twenty-first century. The current

generations are marrying later, marrying less, and divorcing
more than previous generations.
A major transition in attitudes toward marriage began with the
baby boom generation. From 1946 to 1964, over seventy-six
million babies were born. By the 1960s the leading edge of the
baby boom generation was coming of age and entering into the
years when previous generations would begin to marry. But baby
boomers (as well as later generations) did not marry as early
as previous generations. Instead, they postponed marriage
until they established their careers. From the 1960s to the
end of the twenty-first century, the median age of first
marriage increased by nearly four years for men and four years
for women.
Some of those who postponed marriage ended up postponing
marriage indefinitely. An increasing proportion of the
population adopted this “marriage is optional” perspective and
never married. They may have had a number of live-in
relationships, but they never joined the ranks of those who
married. For them, singleness was not a transition but a
lifestyle.
Over the last few decades, the U.S. Census Bureau has
documented the increasing percentage of people who fit into
the category of “adults living alone.” These are often lumped
into a larger category of “non-family households.” Within this
larger category are singles that are living alone as well as a
growing number of unmarried, cohabiting couples who are
“living together.” The U.S. Census Bureau estimated that in
2000 there were nearly ten million Americans living with an
unmarried opposite-sex partner and another 1.2 million
Americans living with a same-sex partner.
These numbers are unprecedented. It is estimated that during
most of the 1960s and 1970s, only about a half a million
Americans were living together. And by 1980, that number was
just 1.5 million.{13} Now that number is more than twelve

million.
Cohabiting couples are also changing the nature of marriage.
Researchers estimate that half of Americans will cohabit at
one time or another prior to marriage.{14}And this arrangement
often includes children. The traditional stereotype of two
young, childless people living together is not completely
accurate; currently, some 40% of cohabiting relationships
involve children.{15}
Couples often use cohabitation to delay or forego marriage.
But not only are they postponing future marriage, they are
increasing their chance of marriage failure. Sociologists
David Popenoe and Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, in their study for
the National Marriage Project, wrote: “Cohabitation is
replacing marriage as the first living together experience for
young men and women.” They conclude that those who live
together before they get married are putting their future
marriage in danger.{16}
Finally, we should note the impact of cohabitation on divorce.
When the divorce rate began to level off and even slightly
decline in the 1980s, those concerned about the state of
marriage in America began to cheer. But soon the cheers turned
to groans when it became obvious that the leveling of the
divorce rate was due primarily to an increase in cohabitation.
Essentially the divorce rate was down because the marriage
rate was down. Couples who break up before they marry don’t
show up as divorce statistics.
Many marriages today are less permanent than in previous
decades. There have always been divorces in this country, but
what used to be rare has now become routine. Changing
attitudes toward marriage and divorce in this country are
reflected in the changing divorce rate.
A graph of the divorce rate shows two significant trends. One
is a sharp increase in divorces in the late 1960s that

continued through the 1970s. The second is a leveling and even
a slight decline in the 1980s. Both are related to the
attitudes of the baby boom generation toward marriage and
divorce.
The increasing divorce rate in the 1970s was due to both
attitude and opportunity. Baby boomers did not stay married as
long as their parents due to their different attitudes towards
marriage and especially their attitude toward commitment in
marriage. It is clear from the social research that the
increase in the divorce rate in the 1970s did not come from
empty nesters (e.g., builders) finally filing for divorce
after sending their children into the world. Instead it came
from young couples (e.g., baby boomers) divorcing even before
they had children. {17}
The opportunity for divorce was also significant. When
increasing numbers of couples began seeking divorce, state
legislatures responded by passing no-fault divorce laws.
Essentially a married person could get a divorce for any
reason or no reason at all.
Economic opportunity was also a significant factor in divorce.
During this same period, women enjoyed greater economic
opportunities in the job market. Women with paychecks are less
likely to stay in a marriage that was not fulfilling to them
and have less incentive to stay in a marriage. Sociologist
David Popenoe surveying a number of studies on divorce
concluded that “nearly all have reached the same general
conclusion. It has typically been found that the probability
of divorce goes up the higher the wife’s income and the closer
that income is to her husband’s.”{18}
The second part of a graph on divorce shows a leveling and
even a slight decline. The divorce rate peaked in 1981 and has
been in decline ever since. The reasons are twofold.
Initially, the decline had to do with the aging of the baby
boom generation who were entering into those years that have

traditionally had lower rates of divorce. But long term the
reason is due to what we have already discussed in terms of
the impact of cohabitation on divorce. Fewer couples are
untying the knot because fewer couples are tying the knot.

Changing Trends in Family
We have already mentioned that starting with the baby boom
generation and continuing on with subsequent generations,
couples postponed marriage. But not only did these generations
postpone marriage, they also postponed procreation. Unlike the
generations that preceded them (e.g., the builder generation
born before the end of World War II), these subsequent
generations waited longer to have children and also had few
children. Lifestyle choice was certainly one factor. Another
important factor was cost. The estimated cost of raising a
child during this period of time rose to over six figures.
Parents of a baby born in 1979 could expect to pay $66,000 to
rear a child to eighteen. For a baby born in 1988, parents
could expect to pay $150,000, and that did not include
additional costs of piano lessons, summer camp, or a college
education.{19}
When these generations did have children, often the family
structure was very different than in previous generations.
Consider the impact of divorce. Children in homes where a
divorce has occurred are cut off from one of the parents and
they suffer emotionally, educationally, and economically.
Judith Wallerstein in her research discovered long-term
psychological devastation to the children.{20} For example,
three out of five children felt rejected by at least one
parent. And five years after their parents’ divorce, more than
one-third of the children were doing markedly worse than they
had been before the divorce. Essentially she found that these
emotional tremors register on the psychological Richter scale
many years after the divorce.

The middle class in this country has been rocked by the onetwo punch of divorce and illegitimacy, creating what has been
called the “feminization of poverty.” U.S. Census Bureau
statistics show that single moms are five times more likely to
be poor than are their married sisters.{21}
An increasing percentage of women give birth to children out
of wedlock. This increase is due in large part to changing
attitudes toward marriage and family. In a society that is
already changing traditional patterns (by postponing marriage,
divorcing more frequently, etc.), it is not surprising that
many women are avoiding marriage altogether. Essentially, the
current generation disconnects having children and getting
married. In their minds, they separate parenthood from
marriage, thus creating an enormous increase in the number of
single parent homes.
Greater social acceptance of out-of-wedlock births, divorce,
and single parenting tends to reinforce the trends and
suggests that these percentages will increase in the future.
Young adults who contemplate marriage may be less inclined to
do so because they were raised in a home where divorce
occurred. A young woman raised by a single mom may be less
inclined to marry when they are older, convinced that they can
raise a child without the help of a husband. Better employment
options for young women even encourage them to “go it alone.”
These changes in attitudes and changes in the structure of
marriage and family have created a very different family in
the twenty-first century. One writer imagined the confusion
that children would feel in this futuristic scenario:
On a spring afternoon, half a century from today, the Joneses
are gathered to sing “Happy Birthday” to Junior. There’s Dad
and his third wife, Mom and her second husband, Junior’s two
half brothers from his father’s first marriage, his six
stepsisters from his mother’s spouse’s previous unions, 100year-old Great Grandpa, all eight of Junior’s current

“grandparents,” assorted aunts, uncles-in-law and
stepcousins. While one robot scoops up the gift wrappings and
another blows out the candles, Junior makes a wish . . . that
he didn’t have so many relatives.{22}
Notes
1. Tamar Lewin, “Ideas & Trends: Untying the Knot: For Better
or Worse: Marriage’s Stormy Future,” New York Times, 23
November 2003, 1.
2. Sam Roberts, “It’s Official: To be Married means to be
Outnumbered,” New York Times, 15 October 2006, 22.
3. Sam Roberts, “51% of Women are now Living Without Spouse,”
New York Times, 16 January 2007, 1.
4. Michael Medved, “Journalistic Malpractice in ‘Marriage is
Dead’ Report, 17 January 2007, www.townhall.com.
5. Peter Smith, “New York Times Ombudsman Takes Place to Task
for its Journalistic Midadventures on Marriage,” 13 February
2007, www.LifeSiteNews.com.
6. Byron Calame, “Can a 15-Year-Old Be a ‘Woman Without a
Spouse’?” New York Times, 11 February 2007.
7. Roberts, “51% of Women are now Living Without Spouse.”
8. What’s Happening to American Families, October 1988. 22.
9. MassMutual American Values Study, July 1989.
10. Ibid., 29-30.
11. “The 21st Century Family,” Newsweek Special Edition,
Winter/Spring 1990, 18.
12. Martha Farnsworth Riche, “The Postmarital Society,”
American Demographics, November 1988, 23.
13. U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P20-537; America’s Families and Living Arrangements:
March 2000 and earlier reports.
14. Larry L. Bumpass, James A. Sweet, and Andrew Cherlin, “The
Role of Cohabitation in the Declining Rates of Marriage,”
Journal of Marriage and Family 53 (1991), 914.
15. Ibid., 926.
16. David Popenoe and Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, “Should We Live

Together? What Young Adults Need to Know about Cohabitation
before Marriage,” The National Marriage Project, the Next
Generation Series, Rutgers, the State University of New
Jersey, January 1999.
17. Landon Jones, Great Expectations: America and the Baby
Boom Generation (New York: Ballantine, 1980), 215.
18. David Popenoe, Disturbing the Nest: Family Change and
Decline in Modern Societies (New York: de Gruyter, 1988), 223.
19. Karen Peters, “$150,000 to raise a kid,” USA Today, 17
January 1990, 1A.
20. Judith Wallerstein and Sandra Blakeslee, Second Chances:
Men, Women and Children A Decade after Divorce (New York:
Ticknor and Fields, 1989).
21. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1992 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1993), Table 719.
22. “When the Family Will Have a New Definition,” What the
Next 50 Years Will Bring, a special edition of U.S. News and
World Report, 9 May 1983, A3.
© 2007 Probe Ministries

Redeeming
Intelligent
Controversy

Darwin:

The
Design

Dr. Bohlin, as a Christian scientist, looks at the unwarranted
opposition to intelligent design and sees a group of neoDarwinists struggling to maintain the orthodoxy of their
position as the evidence stacks up against them.
In this
article, he summarizes what’s happening in academia and the

lack of sound scientific basis for their attacks agains
intelligent design proponents.

What’s All the Fuss?
There’s a strange phenomenon popping up around the country.
Scientists are stepping out of their laboratories and speaking
to the media about something that has them quite concerned.
It’s not the threat of a new flu pandemic; it’s not the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation, or even the possible threat
of global warming. It’s something called Intelligent Design.
In this article we will explore what has so many people upset
about Intelligent Design. To do that we will need to establish
just what ID is and what the major complaints are about
evolution that may be answered by a theory like ID. We will
take a closer look at some of the most common examples of ID
from astronomy and biology. Then we will take a closer look at
the cultural confusion and reaction to this rather simple
hypothesis.
So what are scientists and journalists saying? A Baltimore Sun
reporter put it this way: “In the border war between science
and faith, the doctrine of ‘intelligent design’ is a sly
subterfuge—a marzipan confection of an idea presented in the
shape of something more substantial.”{1}
In other words, Intelligent Design is little more than a sugar
cookie promising more than it can deliver.
A science journal editorial said this: “The attack on
Darwinism by supporters of Intelligent Design is a
straightforward attack on science itself. Intelligent Design
is not science because it proposes a supernatural designer as
explanation for evolutionary change.”{2}
Uh-oh! Science and the supernatural indeed rarely go well
together, at least over the last 150 years. But is that what
ID actually says? We’ll explore that a little later but for

now let’s find out what’s really at stake in this debate over
evolution and Intelligent Design.
One college textbook said this: “Evolution is a scientific
fact. That is, the descent of all species, with modification,
from common ancestors is a hypothesis that in the last 150
years or so has been supported by so much evidence, and has so
successfully resisted all challenges, that it has become a
fact.”{3}
Let’s look at a few reasons why some scientists are skeptical
of the confidence shown by so many other scientists about
Darwinian evolution.{4}

Is There Scientific Proof for Evolution?
Evolution is always portrayed as a slow gradual process.
Organisms are portrayed as so well adapted to their
environment that they could only afford to change very slowly.
But one of the most dramatic events in earth history is
something called the Cambrian explosion. The Cambrian is a
period of earth history that many earth scientists and
paleontologists estimate to have begun over 540 million years
ago.{5}
Instead of slow steady evolutionary change, we see a sudden
burst of change. The subtitle to a Time magazine article put
it this way: “New discoveries show that life as we know it
began in an amazing biological frenzy that changed the planet
almost overnight.”{6}
For most of the previous 3 billion years of earth history only
single-celled organisms were found. “For billions of years,
simple creatures like plankton, bacteria and algae ruled the
earth. Then, suddenly, life got very complicated.”{7}
So the appearance of most of the major categories of animals
happened in a very short period of time, some say less than
five million years, when it should have taken tens and maybe

even hundreds of millions of years. One geologist who helped
pinpoint the very short time frame of the Cambrian explosion
expressed this challenge: “We now know how fast fast is. And
what I like to ask my biologist friends is, how fast can
evolution get before they start feeling uncomfortable?”{8}
The evolutionary process that biologists study in nature today
is far slower than what is found in the Cambrian explosion.
This is evidence that doesn’t fit the theory. Yet the Cambrian
explosion is left out of most textbooks.
Another problem for evolution is
to bring about major changes in
studies of mutations we haven’t
French evolutionist, Pierre Paul

its dependence on mutations
organisms. But for all our
seen much change. The late
Grasse, said, “What is the

use of their unceasing mutations? . . . a swing to the right,
a swing to the left, but no final evolutionary effect.”{9}
Mutations only produce alternate forms of what already exists.
New functions don’t suddenly arise by mutations.

Evidence for Intelligent Design, Part One
Intelligent Design is an intellectual movement that challenges
Darwinism and its dependence on random/chaotic processes
coupled with selection. If people are not alerted to the fact
that Darwinism is less than sufficient, then other theories
are wasting their time. They will never get a fair hearing.
Intelligent Design is also a scientific research program that
investigates the effects of intelligent causes, which are
effects of high specificity coupled with extremely small
probabilities.
Now that was a mouthful. What do I mean by high specificity
coupled with small probability? Think of the lottery. Someone
always wins the lottery despite the long odds. So improbable
things do indeed happen.

But let’s make this specific. Let’s say your sister wins the
lottery. Now that is someone you specifically know; but again
someone always wins the lottery so the fact that it’s your
sister doesn’t warrant any special attention.
Now let’s make things a bit less probable and much more
specific. Let’s say your sister wins the lottery not once but
three weeks in a row. Now what are you thinking? Like most
people you’re thinking something is not right. The same person
doesn’t win the lottery three weeks in a row.
You suspect cheating. You suspect Intelligent Design. Someone
with a clever mind is somehow manipulating the lottery.
In astronomy, it has been assumed for several decades that our
earth is not likely to be very special. As huge as the
universe is, with billions of galaxies, each with billions of
stars, surely there are thousands if not millions of planets
like ours that are suitable for life.
But

lately,

more

and

more

planetary

astronomers,

astrophysicists, cosmologists, and philosophers are realizing
that earth is actually quite unique. The recipe for earth is
more than just a planet plus mild temperatures plus water.
Our earth is 93,000,000 miles from the sun. Five percent
closer and we would be a hothouse like Venus with no chance
for life. If we were twenty percent farther away, we would be
a frozen wasteland like Mars. We’re just right. Liquid water
is necessary for life and our earth has an abundance all year
long.

Evidence for Intelligent Design, Part Two
It’s really quite amazing to realize that biologists
universally recognize the design of living things. Oxford
biologist and atheist Richard Dawkins said on page one of his
book The Blind Watchmaker: “Biology is the study of
complicated things that give the appearance of having been

designed for a purpose.”{10}
Now notice he said, “give the appearance of having been
designed for a purpose.” Living things certainly look
designed, but according to Dawkins, it’s an illusion. He
spends the rest of his book trying to show how mutation and
natural selection, the “blind watchmaker,” has created this
illusion.
But he does admit things look designed. Well, if it looks
designed, maybe it is.
Michael
in his
complex
Remove

Behe introduced the concept of irreducible complexity
book Darwin’s Black Box. Something is irreducibly
if it is composed of two or more necessary parts.
one part and function is not just impaired but

destroyed. His well-known example is a mousetrap.
A mousetrap is composed of five integral parts: the platform
to which everything is attached, the hammer which does the
dirty work, the spring which provides the force, the holding
bar to keep the hammer in tension, and finally the catch to
keep the holding bar in tenuous position. Remove any one of
these parts and the mousetrap is not just less efficient; it
ceases to function at all. All five parts are necessary. You
can’t build a mousetrap by natural selection by adding one
piece at a time because it has no function to select until all
five parts are together.
Behe showed that the cell, Darwin’s “Black Box,” is filled
with irreducibly complex molecular machines that could not be
built by natural selection. In Darwin’s time, scientists could
only see the cell under very low power microscopes that told
little about what was going on inside. It was a black box.
Over the last fifty to sixty years, the cell has been
revealing its secrets. We have discovered a maze of complexity
and information.
If it looks designed, maybe it is!

ID, Science, Education, and Creation
The legitimacy of Intelligent Design as science was at the
heart of a recent federal court case, pitting a group of
parents and students against the school board from Dover,
Pennsylvania. The Dover School Board adopted a policy that
mandated a statement be read before all biology classes,
indicating that evolution was a theory that needed critical
evaluation and that intelligent design was a rival theory that
students could seek information about from the library.
Judge Jones not only struck down the policy as
unconstitutional, he went further to declare that ID is not
science and was motivated purely by religion since it was just
a repackaged creationism. His written opinion was scathing.
This of course delighted proponents of evolution and many have
declared that ID now is dead.
Judge Jones claimed that ID simply is not science and is
religiously motivated; therefore it should not even be
mentioned in a high school science classroom.
The first question that should occur to you is, Why does a
federal judge with no training in science use his courtroom as
a means of determining what is and is not science? This
problem has been referred to as the demarcation problem. How
do we demarcate science from non-science? People putting down
ID often refer to it as “pseudo-science” or simply
“unscientific.” But philosopher of science Larry Laudan
writes, “If we would stand up and be counted on the side of
reason, we ought to drop terms like ‘pseudo-science’ and
‘unscientific’ from our vocabulary; they are just hollow
phrases which do only emotive work for us.”{11}
Judge Jones claims that ID has been refuted by mainstream
scientists. He cites the work of Kenneth Miller in particular.
This is rather strange indeed. For ID to be refuted means that
it has been tested by science and found wanting. If it is

testable scientifically to the degree that it can be refuted,
then it is science after all. This logical contradiction does
not seem to occur to Judge Jones.
ID uses empirical data to demonstrate the plausibility of a
design inference. It’s as scientific as Darwinism.
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Sex
and
Violence
on
Television – A Christian
Worldview Perspective
Kerby Anderson takes a reasoned look at the amount of sex and
violence portrayed on television and comes away with a
sobering understanding of the intensity of the problem. From
a biblical perspective, this level of consumption of
disturbing images will result in a deadening of even
Christian hearts to the clear call of Scripture to a life of
purity in mind and action.

The Extent of the Problem
Is there too much sex and violence on television? Most
Americans seem to think so. One survey found that seventy-five
percent of Americans felt that television had “too much
sexually explicit material.” Moreover, eighty-six percent
believed that television had contributed to “a decline in
values.”{1} And no wonder. Channel surfing through the
television reveals plots celebrating premarital sex, adultery,
and even homosexuality. Sexual promiscuity in the media
appears to be at an all-time high. A study of adolescents
(ages twelve to seventeen) showed that watching sex on TV
influences teens to have sex. Youths were more likely to
initiate intercourse as well as other sexual activities.{2}
A study by the Parents Television Council found that prime
time network television is more violent than ever before. In
addition, they found that this increasing violence is also of

a sexual nature. They found that portrayals of violence are up
seventy-five percent since 1998.{3}
The study also provided expert commentary by Deborah Fisher,
Ph.D. She states that children, on average, will be exposed to
a thousand murders, rapes, and assaults per year through
television. She goes on to warn that early exposure to
television violence has “consistently emerged as a significant
predictor of later aggression.”{4}
A previous study by the Parents Television Council compared
the changes in sex, language, and violence between decades.
The special report entitled What a Difference a Decade Makes
found many shocking things.{5}
First, on a per-hour basis, sexual material more than tripled
in the last decade. For example, while references to
homosexuality were once rare, now they are mainstream. Second,
the study found that foul language increased five-fold in just
a decade. They also found that the intensity of violent
incidents significantly increased.
These studies provide the best quantifiable measure of what
has been taking place on television. No longer can defenders
of television say that TV is “not that bad.” The evidence is
in, and television is more offensive than ever.
Christians should not be surprised by these findings. Sex and
violence have always been part of the human condition because
of our sin nature (Romans 3:23), but modern families are
exposed to a level of sex and violence that is unprecedented.
Obviously, this will have a detrimental effect. The Bible
teaches that “as a man thinks in his heart, so is he”
(Proverbs 23:7, KJV). What we see and hear affects our
actions. And while this is true for adults, it is especially
true for children.

Television’s Impact on Behavior
What is the impact of watching television on subsequent
behavior? There are abundant studies which document that what
you see, hear, and read does affect your perception of the
world and your behavior.
The American Academy of Pediatrics in 2000 issued a “Joint
Statement on the Impact of Entertainment Violence on
Children.” They cited over one thousand studies, including
reports from the Surgeon General’s office and the National
Institute of Mental Health. They say that these studies “point
overwhelmingly to a causal connection between media violence
and aggressive behavior in some children.”{6}
In 1992, the American Psychological Association concluded that
forty years of research on the link between TV violence and
real-life violence has been ignored, stating that “the
‘scientific debate is over’ and calling for federal policy to
protect society.”{7}
A 1995 poll of children ten to sixteen years of age showed
that children recognize that “what they see on television
encourages them to take part in sexual activity too soon, to
show disrespect for their parents, [and] to lie and to engage
in aggressive behavior.” More than two-thirds said they are
influenced by television; seventy-seven percent said TV shows
too much sex before marriage, and sixty-two percent said sex
on television and in movies influences their peers to have
sexual relations when they are too young. Two-thirds also
cited certain programs featuring dysfunctional families as
encouraging disrespect toward parents.
The report reminds us that television sets the baseline
standard for the entire entertainment industry. Most homes
(ninety-eight percent) have a television set. And according to
recent statistics, that TV in the average household is on more
than eight hours each day.{8}

By contrast, other forms of entertainment (such as movies,
DVDs, CDs) must be sought out and purchased. Television is
universally available, and thus has the most profound effect
on our culture.
As Christians we need to be aware of the impact television has
on us and our families. The studies show us that sex and
violence on TV can affect us in subtle yet profound ways. We
can no longer ignore the growing body of data that suggests
that televised imagery does affect our perceptions and
behaviors. So we should be concerned about the impact
television (as well as other forms of media) has on our
neighbors and our society as a whole.

Sex on Television
Most Americans believe there is too much sex on television. A
survey conducted in 1994 found that seventy-five percent of
Americans felt that television had “too much sexually explicit
material.” Moreover, eighty-six percent believed that
television had contributed to “a decline in values.”{9} As we
documented earlier, sexual promiscuity on television is at an
all-time high.
I have previously written about the subject of pornography and
talked about the dangerous effects of sex, especially when
linked with violence.{10} Neil Malamuth and Edward Donnerstein
document the volatile impact of sex and violence in the media.
They say, “There can be relatively long-term, anti-social
effects of movies that portray sexual violence as having
positive consequences.”{11}
In a message given by Donnerstein, he concluded with this
warning and observation: “If you take normal males and expose
them to graphic violence against women in R-rated films, the
research doesn’t show that they’ll commit acts of violence
against women. It doesn’t say they will go out and commit

rape. But it does demonstrate that they become less sensitized
to violence against women, they have less sympathy for rape
victims, and their perceptions and attitudes and values about
violence change.”{12}
It is important to remember that these studies are applicable
not just to hard-core pornography. Many of the studies used
films that are readily shown on television (especially cable
television) any night of the week. And many of the movies
shown today in theaters are much more explicit than those
shown just a few years ago.
Social commentator Irving Kristol asked this question in a
Wall Street Journal column: “Can anyone really believe that
soft porn in our Hollywood movies, hard porn in our cable
movies and violent porn in our ‘rap’ music is without effect?
Here the average, overall impact is quite discernible to the
naked eye. And at the margin, the effects, in terms most
notably of illegitimacy and rape, are shockingly visible.”{13}
Christians must be careful that sexual images on television
don’t conform us to the world (Rom. 12:2). Instead we should
use discernment. Philippians 4:8 says, “Finally, brothers,
whatever is true, whatever is noble, whatever is right,
whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is admirable,
if anything is excellent or praiseworthy, think about such
things.”
Sex on television is at an all-time high, so we should be even
more careful to screen what we and our families see.
Christians should be concerned about the images we see on
television.

Violence on Television
Children’s greatest exposure to violence comes from
television. TV shows, movies edited for television, and video
games expose young children to a level of violence

unimaginable just a few years ago. The American Psychological
Association says the average child watches eight thousand
televised murders and one hundred thousand acts of violence
before finishing elementary school.{14} That number more than
doubles by the time he or she reaches age eighteen.
At a very young age, children are seeing a level of violence
and mayhem that in the past may have been seen only by a few
police officers and military personnel. TV brings hitting,
kicking, stabbings, shootings, and dismemberment right into
homes on a daily basis.
The impact on behavior is predictable. Two prominent Surgeon
General reports in the last two decades link violence on
television and aggressive behavior in children and teenagers.
In addition, the National Institute of Mental Health issued a
ninety-four page report, Television and Behavior: Ten Years of
Scientific Progress and Implications for the Eighties. They
found “overwhelming” scientific evidence that “excessive”
violence on television spills over into the playground and the
streets.{15} In one five-year study of 732 children, “several
kinds of aggression, conflicts with parents, fighting and
delinquency, were all positively correlated with the total
amount of television viewing.”{16}
Long-term studies are even more disturbing. University of
Illinois psychologist Leonard Eron studied children at age
eight and then again at eighteen. He found that television
habits established at the age of eight influenced aggressive
behavior throughout childhood and adolescent years. The more
violent the programs preferred by boys in the third grade, the
more aggressive their behavior, both at that time and ten
years later. He therefore concluded that “the effect of
television violence on aggression is cumulative.”{17}
Twenty years later Eron and Rowell Huesmann found the pattern
continued. He and his researchers found that children who
watched significant amounts of TV violence at the age of eight

were consistently more likely to commit violent crimes or
engage in child or spouse abuse at thirty.{18} They concluded
that “heavy exposure to televised violence is one of the
causes of aggressive behavior, crime and violence in society.
Television violence affects youngsters of all ages, of both
genders, at all socioeconomic levels and all levels of
intelligence.”{19}
Violent images on television affect children in adverse ways
and Christians should be concerned about the impact.

Biblical Perspective
Television is such a part of our lives that we often are
unaware of its subtle and insidious influence. Nearly every
home has a television set, so we tend to take it for granted
and are often oblivious to its influence.
I’ve had many people tell me that they watch television, and
that it has no impact at all on their worldview or behavior.
However the Bible teaches that “as a man thinks in his heart,
so is he” (Proverbs 23:7). What we view and what we think
about affects our actions. And there is abundant psychological
evidence that television viewing affects our worldview.
George Gerbner and Larry Gross, working at the Annenberg
School of Communications in the 1970s, found that heavy
television viewers live in a scary world. “We have found that
people who watch a lot of TV see the real world as more
dangerous and frightening than those who watch very little.
Heavy viewers are less trustful of their fellow citizens, and
more fearful of the real world.”{20} Heavy viewers also tended
to overestimate their likelihood of being involved in a
violent crime. They defined heavy viewers as those adults who
watch an average of four or more hours of television a day.
Approximately one-third of all American adults fit that
category.

And if this is true of adults, imagine how television violence
affects children’s perceptions of the world. Gerbner and Gross
say, “Imagine spending six hours a day at the local movie
house when you were twelve years old. No parent would have
permitted it. Yet, in our sample of children, nearly half of
the twelve-year-olds watch an average of six or more hours of
television per day.” This would mean that a large portion of
young people fit into the category of heavy viewers. Their
view of the world must be profoundly shaped by TV. Gerbner and
Gross therefore conclude, “If adults can be so accepting of
the reality of television, imagine its effect on children. By
the time the average American child reaches public school, he
has already spent several years in an electronic nursery
school.”{21}
Television viewing affects both adults and children in subtle
ways. We must not ignore the growing body of data that
suggests that televised imagery does affect our perceptions
and behaviors. Our worldview and our subsequent actions are
affected by what we see on television. Christians, therefore,
must be careful not to let television conform us to the world
(Romans 12:2), but instead should develop a Christian
worldview.
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Dealing with Doubt
Christian Faith

in

Our

Dr. Michael Gleghorn points out that it is not having doubts
about our Christian faith that is an issue, but rather how we
respond to that doubt. Attacking this issue from a biblical
worldview perspective, Michael helps us understand our doubts
and respond to them as an informed Christian.

Help! My Doubts Scare Me!
Have you ever doubted your faith? We all have
doubts from time to time. We may doubt that our
boss really hit a hole-in-one at the golf course
last weekend, or that our best friend really caught
a fish as big as the one he claimed to catch, or that the
strange looking guy on that late night TV show was really
abducted by alien beings from a distant galaxy! Sometimes the
things we doubt aren’t really that important, but other times
they are. And the more important something is to us, the more
personally invested we are in it, the scarier it can be to
start having doubts about it. So when Christians begin to have
doubts about something as significant as the truth of their
Christian faith, it’s quite understandable that this might
worry or even frighten them.
Reflecting on this issue in The Case for Faith, Lee Strobel
wrote:
For many Christians, merely having doubts of any kind can
be scary. They wonder whether their questions disqualify
them being a follower of Christ. They feel insecure

because they’re not sure whether it’s permissible to
express uncertainty about God, Jesus, or the Bible. So
they keep their questions to themselves—and inside,
unanswered, they grow and fester . . . until they
eventually succeed in choking out their faith.{1}
So what can we do if we find ourselves struggling with doubts
about the truth of Christianity? Why do such doubts arise? And
how can we rid ourselves of these taunting Goliaths?
First, we must always remember that sooner or later we’ll
probably all have to wrestle with doubts about our faith. As
Christian philosopher William Lane Craig observes, “Any
Christian who is intellectually engaged and reflecting about
his faith will inevitably face the problem of doubt.”{2}
Doubts can arise for all sorts of reasons. Sometimes they’re
largely intellectual. We might doubt that the Bible is really
inspired by God or that Jesus was really born of a virgin. But
doubts can take other forms as well. If a person has
experienced great sorrow or disappointment, such as personal
wounds from family or friends, the loss of a job, a painful
divorce, the death of a loved one, or the loss of health, they
may be seriously tempted to doubt the goodness, love, and care
of their heavenly Father.{3}
Whenever they come and whatever form they take, we must each
deal honestly with our doubts. To ignore them is to court
spiritual disaster. But facing them can lead ultimately to a
deeper faith. As Christian minister Lynn Anderson has said, “A
faith that’s challenged by adversity or tough questions . . .
is often a stronger faith in the end.”{4}

It’s Not All in Your Head!
Sometimes people have sincere doubts about the truth of
Christianity, intellectual obstacles that hinder them from
placing their trust in Christ. In such cases, Christians have

an obligation to respond to the person’s doubts and make a
humble and thoughtful defense for the truth of Christianity.
Nevertheless, as Craig observes, it’s important to realize
that “doubt is never a purely intellectual problem.” Like it
or not, there’s always a “spiritual dimension to the problem
that must be recognized.”{5} Because of this, sometimes a
person’s objections to Christianity are really just a
smokescreen, an attempt to cover up the real reason for their
rejection of Christ, which is often an underlying moral or
spiritual issue.
I once heard a story about a Christian apologist who spoke at
a university about the evidence for Christianity. Afterward, a
student approached him and said, “I honestly didn’t expect
this to happen, but you satisfactorily answered all my
objections to Christianity.” The apologist was a bit startled
by such a frank admission, but he quickly recovered himself
and said, “Well that’s great! Why not give your life to Christ
right now, then?” But the student said, “No. I’m not willing
to do that. I would have to change the way I’m living, and I’m
just not ready to do that right now.”
In this case all the student’s reasons for doubting the
Christian faith had, by his own admission, been satisfactorily
answered. What was really holding him back were not his doubts
about the truth of Christianity, but a desire to live life on
his own terms. To put it bluntly, he didn’t want God meddling
in his affairs. He didn’t want to be morally accountable to
some ultimate authority. The truth is that a person’s
intellectual objections to Christianity are rarely the whole
story. As Christian scholar Ravi Zacharias observed, “A man
rejects God neither because of intellectual demands nor
because of the scarcity of evidence. A man rejects God because
of a moral resistance that refuses to admit his need for
God.”{6}
Unfortunately, Christians aren’t immune to doubting their
faith for similar reasons. I know of a young man who had

converted to Christianity, but who’s now raising various
objections to it. But when one looks beneath the surface, one
sees that he’s currently involved in an immoral lifestyle. In
order to continue living as he wants, without being unduly
plagued by a guilty conscience, he must call into question the
truth of Christianity. For the Bible tells him plainly that
he’s disobeying God. Of course, ultimately no one is immune to
doubts about Christianity, so we’ll now consider some ways to
guard our hearts and minds.

I Believe, Help My Unbelief!
As He came down the mountain, Jesus was met by a large crowd
of people. A father had brought his demon-possessed son to
Jesus’ disciples, but they were not able to cast the demon
out. In desperation the father appealed to Jesus, “If You can
do anything, take pity on us and help us!” Jesus answered, “If
You can! All things are possible to him who believes.” The
father responded, “I do believe; help my unbelief.”{7}
Can you identify with the father in this story? I know I can.
Oftentimes as Christians we find that our faith is in
precisely the same state as this father’s. We genuinely
believe, but we need help with our unbelief. It’s always been
an encouragement to me that after the father’s admission of a
faith mixed with doubt, Jesus nonetheless cast out the demon
and healed the man’s son.{8} But of course no Christian should
be content to remain in this state. If we want to grow in our
faith and rid ourselves of doubts, what are some positive
steps we can take to accomplish this?
Well, in the first place, it’s helpful to be familiar with the
“principle of displacement.” As Sue “Archimedes” Bohlin, one
of my colleagues, has written:
The Bible teaches the principle of “displacement.” That
is, rather than trying to make thoughts shoo away, we are

told to replace
(Phil. 4:8).
displaced—much
water, and when
which flows out

them with what is good, true, and perfect
As the truth comes in the lies are
like when we fill a bathtub too full of
we get in, our bodies displace the water,
over the top of the tub.{9}

Once we grasp this principle, a number of steps for dealing
with doubt quickly become evident. For one thing, we can
memorize and meditate upon Scripture. We can also listen
attentively to good Christian music. Paul speaks to the
importance of both of these in Colossians 3:16: “Let the word
of Christ dwell in you richly as you teach and admonish one
another with all wisdom, and as you sing psalms, hymns and
spiritual songs with gratitude in your hearts to God.”
In addition, we can read good Christian books that provide
intelligent answers to some of the questions we might be
asking. Great Christian scholars have addressed almost every
conceivable objection to the truth of Christianity. If you
have nagging doubts about some aspect of your faith, there’s
almost certainly a work of Christian scholarship that speaks
to it in detail. Finally, we must never forget that this is a
spiritual battle. So let’s remember to put on the full armor
of God so we can stand firm in the midst of it!{10}

Faith and Reason
How can we know if Christianity is really true? Is it by
reason, or evidence, or mystical experience? Dr. Craig has an
answer to this question that you might find a bit
surprising.{11} He distinguishes between knowing Christianity
is true and showing that it’s true. Ideally, one attempts to
show that Christianity is true with good arguments and
evidence. But Craig doesn’t think that this is how we know our
faith is true. Rather, he believes that we can know our faith
is true because “God’s Spirit makes it evident to us that our
faith is true.”{12}

Consider Paul’s statement in Romans 8:16, “The Spirit himself
testifies with our spirit that we are God’s children.” Since
every believer is indwelt by God’s Spirit, every believer also
receives the Spirit’s testimony that he is one of God’s
children. This is sometimes called the “assurance of
salvation.” Dr. Craig comments on the significance of this:
Salvation entails that God exists, that Christ atoned for
our sins . . . and so forth, so that if you are assured of
your salvation, then you must be assured of . . . these
other truths as well. Hence, the witness of the Holy
Spirit gives the believer an immediate assurance that his
faith is true.{13}
Now this is remarkable. For it means we can know that
Christianity is true, wholly apart from arguments, simply by
attending to the witness of the Holy Spirit. And this is so
not only for believers but for unbelievers, too. For the
Spirit convicts the unbelieving world of sin, righteousness,
and judgment, particularly the sin of unbelief.{14} So when
we’re confronted with objections to Christianity that we can’t
answer, we needn’t worry. First, answers are usually available
if one knows where to look. But second, the witness of the
Spirit trumps any objections we might encounter.
Consider an illustration from the Christian philosopher Alvin
Plantinga. Suppose I’m accused of stealing a document out of a
colleague’s office. Suppose I have a motive, an opportunity,
and a history of doing such things. Suppose further that
someone thought they saw me lurking around my colleague’s
office just before the document went missing. There’s much
evidence against me. But in fact, I didn’t steal the document.
I was on a walk at the time. Now should I doubt my innocence
since the evidence is against me? Of course not! For I know
I’m not guilty!{15}
Similarly, writes Dr. Craig, “I needn’t be shaken when
objections come along that I can’t answer.”{16} For my faith

isn’t ultimately based on arguments, but on the witness of
God’s Spirit.

Stepping into the Light
We’ve seen that both Christians and non-Christians can have
doubts about the truth of Christianity. We’ve also seen that
such doubts are never just an intellectual issue; there’s
always a spiritual dynamic that’s involved as well. But since
we’ll probably never be able to fully resolve every single
doubt we might experience, I would like to conclude by
suggesting one final way to make our doubts flee before us,
much as roaches flee to their hidden lairs when one turns on
the light!
In John 7:17 Jesus says, “If anyone chooses to do God’s will,
he will find out whether my teaching comes from God or whether
I speak on my own.” Here, Jesus frankly encourages us to put
His teachings to the test and see for ourselves whether He
really speaks for God or not. As biblical scholar Merrill
Tenney comments, “Spiritual understanding is not produced
solely by learning facts or procedures, but rather it depends
on obedience to known truth. Obedience to God’s known will
develops discernment between falsehood and truth.”{17} Are we
really serious about dealing with our lingering doubts? If so,
Jesus says that if we resolutely choose to do God’s will, we
can know if His teaching is really from God!
Sadly, however, many of us will never take Jesus up on His
challenge. No matter how loudly we might claim to want to rid
ourselves of doubt, the truth is that many of us just aren’t
willing to do God’s will. But if you are, then Jesus says that
“you will know the truth, and the truth will set you
free.”{18} In other words, we can know by experience that
Jesus is from God, that His teachings are true, and that He
really is who He claimed to be!

As Christian philosopher Dallas Willard observes, the issue
ultimately comes down to what we really want:
The Bible says that if you seek God with all your heart,
then you will surely find him. Surely find him. It’s the
person who wants to know God that God reveals himself to.
And if a person doesn’t want to know God—well, God has
created the world and the human mind in such a way that he
doesn’t have to.{19}
The psalmist encourages us to “taste and see that the Lord is
good.”{20} If we do, we can know not only that God is good,
but also that He exists. And even if we still have some
lingering doubts and unanswered questions in the back of our
minds, as we surely will, they’ll gradually fade into utter
insignificance as we become more intimately acquainted with
Him who loves us and who reconciled us to Himself through the
death of His Son!{21}
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Crime and Punishment – A
Christian
View
of
Dostoevsky’s Classic Novel
Michael Gleghorn looks at the famous novel through a Christian
worldview lens to see what truths Dostoevsky may have for us.
We learn that this great novel records the fall of man into a
degraded state but ends with the beginning of his restoration
through the ministry of a selfless, Christian woman.

Introduction and Overview
In 1866 the Russian novelist Fyodor Dostoevsky published Crime
and Punishment, one of his greatest novels. It’s a penetrating
study of the psychology of sin, guilt, and redemption, and it
haunts the reader long after the final page has been read. It
tells the story of an intelligent, but impoverished, young
Russian intellectual named Raskolnikov. Under the unfortunate
influence of a particularly pernicious theory of society and
human nature, he exalts himself above the moral law,
grievously transgresses it by committing two murders, “and
plunges into a hell of persecution, madness and terror.”{1}
Raskolnikov

had

conceived

of

himself

as

a

great

and

extraordinary man, on the order of a Napoleon. He tried to
convince himself that he wasn’t bound by the same tired old
moral code that the vast mass of humanity lives in recognition
of, if not obedience to—the merely ordinary men and women who
accomplish little and amount to less. Nevertheless, after
committing his horrible crime, he finds that he cannot escape
his punishment: he cannot silence his sensitive and
overburdened conscience. In the end, when he can stand it no
longer, he decides to confess his crime and accept suffering
as a means of atonement.
Joseph Frank observes that Dostoevsky, the author of this
story, had “long been preoccupied with the question of crime
and conscience.”{2} In one of his letters, Dostoevsky
describes his story as the “psychological report of a
crime.”{3} The crime is committed, he says, by “a young man,
expelled from the university . . . and living in the midst of
the direst poverty.” Coming under the influence of “the
strange, ‘unfinished’ ideas that float in the atmosphere,” he
decides to murder an old pawnbroker and steal her money.
Dostoevsky describes the old woman as “stupid and ailing,”
“greedy” and “evil.” Why, it would hardly be a crime at all to
murder such a wretched person! What’s more, with the money

from his crime, the young man can “finish his studies, go
abroad,” and devote the rest of his life to the benefit of
humanity!
Inspired by these thoughts, the young man goes through with
the crime and murders the old woman. But, notes Dostoevsky,
“here is where the entire psychological process of the crime
is unfolded. Insoluble problems confront the murderer,
unsuspected and unexpected feelings torment his heart . . .
and he finishes by being forced to denounce himself.”
This, in brief, is the story of Crime and Punishment. In what
follows, we’ll take a closer look at the theory which led
Raskolnikov to commit his crime. Then we’ll consider why the
theory proved false when Raskolnikov actually attempted to put
it into practice.

The Ordinary and Extraordinary
Raskolnikov committed two murders, in part simply to see if he
really has the bravado to put his theories into practice. But
what are these ideas? Where do they come from? And why do they
lead Raskolnikov to such heinous actions?
Essentially, Raskolnikov’s theory, which was partially
developed in an article on crime that he had written, holds
that all men, by a kind of law of nature, are divided into two
distinct classes: the ordinary and the extraordinary. This
theory, which finds some of its philosophical roots in the
writings of men like Hegel and Nietzsche, claims that ordinary
men exist merely for the purpose of reproduction by which, at
length, the occasional, extraordinary man might arise.
Raskolnikov declares, “The vast mass of mankind is mere
material, and only exists in order by some great effort, by
some mysterious process, by means of some crossing of races
and stocks, to bring into the world at last perhaps one man
out of a thousand with a spark of independence.” The man of

genius is rarer still, “and the great geniuses, the crown of
humanity, appear on earth perhaps one in many thousand
millions.”{4}
The distinctive features of the ordinary man are a
conservative temperament and a law-abiding disposition. But
extraordinary men “all transgress the law.” Indeed, says
Raskolnikov, “if such a one is forced for the sake of his idea
to step over a corpse or wade through blood, he can . . . find
. . . in his own conscience, a sanction for wading through
blood.”{5} So the extraordinary man has the right—indeed,
depending on the value of his ideas, he may even have the
duty—to destroy those who stand in his way. After all,
Raskolnikov observes, such ideas may benefit “the whole of
humanity.”{6} But how can we know if we are merely ordinary
men, or whether, perhaps, we are extraordinary? How can we
know if we have the right to transgress the law to achieve our
own ends?
Raskolnikov admits that confusion regarding one’s class is
indeed possible. But he thinks “the mistake can only arise . .
. among the ordinary people” who sometimes like to imagine
themselves more advanced than they really are. And we needn’t
worry much about that, for such people are “very
conscientious” and will impose “public acts of penitence upon
themselves with a beautiful and edifying effect.”{7}
But as we’ll see, it’s one of the ironies of this novel that
Raskolnikov, who committed murder because he thought himself
extraordinary, made precisely this tragic mistake.

A Walking Contradiction
James Roberts observes that Raskolnikov “is best seen as two
characters. He sometimes acts in one manner and then suddenly
in a manner completely contradictory.”{8} Evidence for this
can be seen throughout the novel. In this way, Dostoevsky

makes clear, right from the beginning of his story, that
Raskolnikov is not an extraordinary man, at least not in the
sense in which Raskolnikov himself uses that term in his
theory of human nature.
In the opening pages of the novel, we see Raskolnikov at war
with himself as he debates his intention to murder an old
pawnbroker. “I want to attempt a thing like that,” he says to
himself.{9} Then, after visiting the old woman’s flat,
ostensibly to pawn a watch, but in reality as a sort of “dress
rehearsal” for the murder, he again questions himself: “How
could such an atrocious thing come into my head? What filthy
things my heart is capable of. Yes, filthy above all . . .
loathsome!”{10}
This inner battle suggests that Raskolnikov has mistaken
himself for an extraordinary man, a man bound neither by the
rules of society, nor the higher moral law. But in fact, he’s
actually just a conscientious ordinary man. The portrait
Dostoevsky paints of him is really quite complex. He often
appears to be a sensitive, though confused, young
intellectual, who’s been led to entertain his wild ideas more
as a result of dire poverty and self-imposed isolation from
his fellow man, rather than from sheer malice or selfish
ambition.
In fear and trembling he commits two murders, partly out of a
confused desire to thereby benefit the rest of humanity, and
partly out of a seemingly genuine concern to really live in
accordance with his theories. Ironically, while the murders
are partly committed with the idea of taking the old
pawnbroker’s money to advance Raskolnikov’s plans, he never
attempts to use the money, but merely buries it under a stone.
What’s more, Raskolnikov is portrayed as one of the more
generous characters in the novel. On more than one occasion,
he literally gives away all the money he has to help meet the
needs of others. Finally, while Raskolnikov is helped toward
confessing his crime through the varied efforts of Porfiry

Petrovich, the brilliant, yet compassionate, criminal
investigator, and Sonia, the humble, selfless prostitute,
nevertheless, it’s primarily Raskolnikov’s own tormented
conscience that, at length, virtually forces him to confess to
the murders.
So while Raskolnikov is guilty, he’s not completely lost. He
still retains a conscience, as well as some degree of genuine
compassion toward others. Dostoevsky wants us to see that
there’s still hope for Raskolnikov!

The Hope of Restoration
After Raskolnikov commits the two murders, he finds himself
confronted with the desperate need to be reconciled with God
and his fellow man. From the beginning of the story,
Raskolnikov is portrayed as somewhat alienated from his
fellows. But once he commits the murders, he experiences a
decisive break, both spiritually and psychologically, from the
rest of humanity. Indeed, when he murders the old pawnbroker
and her sister, something within Raskolnikov also dies. The
bond that unites him with all other men in a common humanity
is destroyed—or “dies”—as a sort of poetic justice for
murdering the two women.
This death, which separates Raskolnikov both from God and his
fellow man, can only be reversed through a miracle of divine
grace and power. In the novel, the biblical paradigm for this
great miracle is the story of the raising of Lazarus. Just as
Lazarus died, and was then restored to life through the
miraculous power of God in Christ, so also, in Dostoevsky’s
story, Raskolnikov’s “death” is neither permanent nor
irreversible. He too can be “restored to life.” He too can be
reconciled with God and man.
While this theme of death and restoration to life is somewhat
subtle, nevertheless, Dostoevsky probably intended it as one

of the primary themes of the novel. In the first place, it is
emphasized by Sonia, Porfiry Petrovich, and Raskolnikov’s own
sister, that only by confessing his crime and accepting his
punishment can Raskolnikov again be restored to the rest of
humanity. In this way, Dostoevsky repeatedly emphasizes the
“death” of Raskolnikov.
In addition, the raising of Lazarus is mentioned at least
three times in the novel. One time is when, in the midst of a
heated discussion, Porfiry specifically asks Raskolnikov if he
believes in the raising of Lazarus, to which Raskolnikov
responds that he does.{11} This affirmation foreshadows some
hope for Raskolnikov, for the fact that he believes in this
miracle at least makes possible the belief that God can also
work a miracle in his own life. Secondly, the only extended
portion of Scripture cited in the novel relates the story of
Lazarus. In fact, it’s Raskolnikov himself, tormented by what
he’s done, who asks Sonia to read him the story.{12} Finally,
at the end of the novel, the raising of Lazarus is mentioned
yet again, this time as Raskolnikov recollects Sonia’s
previous reading of the story to him.{13} Interestingly, this
final reference to the raising of Lazarus occurs in the
context of Raskolnikov’s own “restoration to life.”

Restored to Life
Near the end of the novel, Raskolnikov at last goes to the
police station and confesses to the murders: “It was I killed
the old pawnbroker woman and her sister Lizaveta with an axe
and robbed them.”{14} He is sentenced to eight years in a
Siberian labor prison. Sonia, true to her promise, selflessly
follows him there. Early one morning she comes to visit
Raskolnikov. Overcome with emotion, he begins weeping and
throws himself at her feet. Sonia is terrified. “But at the
same moment she understood . . . . She knew . . . that he
loved her . . . and that at last the moment had come.”{15}
God’s love, mediated through Sonia, had finally broken through

to Raskolnikov: “He had risen again and he . . . felt in it
all his being.”{16}
Although Raskolnikov had previously been something of an
outcast with his fellow inmates, nevertheless, on the day of
his “restoration,” his relations with them begin to improve.
Dostoevsky writes:
He . . . fancied that day that all the convicts who had been
his enemies looked at him differently; he had even entered
into talk with them and they answered him in a friendly way.
He remembered that now, and thought it was bound to be so.
Wasn’t everything now bound to be changed?{17}
What’s more, Dostoevsky also implies that Raskolnikov is being
restored to relationship with God. Picking up the New
Testament that Sonia had given him, “one thought passed
through his mind: ‘Can her convictions not be mine now? Her
feelings, her aspirations at least . . .'”{18} And Dostoevsky
then concludes his great novel by stating: “But that is the
beginning of a new story—the story of the gradual renewal of a
man, the story of his gradual regeneration, of his passing
from one world into another, of his initiation into a new
unknown life.”{19}
So by the end of the novel, Raskolnikov, as a type of Lazarus,
has experienced his own “restoration to life.” He is ready to
begin “his initiation into a new unknown life.” And
interestingly, the grace which brings about Raskolnikov’s
restoration is primarily mediated to him through the quiet,
humble love of Sonia, a prostitute. Just as God was not
ashamed to have his own Son, humanly speaking, descended from
some who were murderers and some who were prostitutes—for it
was just such people He came to save—so also, in Dostoevsky’s
story, God is not ashamed to extend His forgiveness and grace
to a prostitute, and through her to a murderer as well. Crime
and Punishment thus ends on a note of hope, for the guilty can

be forgiven and the dead restored to life!
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