Talking About the Problem of Evil
T.S. Weaver

T.S. Weaver has put together an intellectual response to the problem of evil that
includes a theology of evil and suffering, and a philosophical/theological series of
proper defenses of God and His righteousness considering evil.

What is Evil?
The problem of evil is famous. This problem is personal because
my wife stayed stuck as an agnostic for a long time. An agnostic,
by the way, is a person who says they don’t know if there is a God.
Like so many people, she thought that if you believe in a God who
is all good and all-powerful, then the presence of evil and suffering creates a
problem.
Atheist philosopher David Hume said, “Epicurus’s old questions are yet
unanswered. Is he willing to prevent evil, but not able? Then he is impotent. Is he
able to but not willing? Then he is malevolent. Is he both able and willing?
Whence then is evil?”
Let’s address this. I’ll give you a roadmap of where we’re going. First, we need to
address how one can even object to evil. Second, I will talk about what evil is and
is not. Then I will talk about some possible reasons God allows evil. Finally, I’ll
close with God’s solution.

To start, if this challenge were raised by an atheist, we need to address the moral
argument. If there is right and wrong, then they are grounded in the existence of
a good and moral God. Because without an absolute Moral Law, which requires
an absolute Moral Law Giver, the atheist has no grounds for a complaint against
evil.
Former atheist C.S. Lewis summarizes how this thinking eventually guided him to
Christianity: “My argument against God was that the universe seemed so cruel
and unjust. But how had I got this idea of just and unjust? A man does not call a
line crooked unless he has some idea of a straight line. What was I comparing this
universe with when I called it unjust?”
Evil is not a “thing” that exists; and God is not the cause. Both Augustine and
Thomas Aquinas point out that evil is not a real entity in the world. This means
evil is not a material or a phenomenon that exists by itself. It’s like darkness,
which is not a created thing; it’s the absence of light. Evil describes a deficiency
or denial of good. Philosophers call this deficiency a privation. Evil is what occurs
once the good is altered or distorted. In Genesis 1 and 2, God told us all that
existed was good. Evil was not an innovation, but a distortion. So, God is not the
creator or author of evil.

The Best-of-All-Possible-Worlds
Let us consider the best-of-all-possible-worlds argument. The place to start is
God’s omniscience. This allows God to understand all possibilities. If God knows
all possibilities, God knows all possible worlds. Since God is also completely good,
He always wants and works out the best world and the best way.
Leibniz (the philosopher who came up with this defense) wrote, “The first
principle of existences is the following proposition: God wants to choose the most
perfect.”

The power of this argument is to show that out of every world that a good God
could have produced, His decision to generate this one means this creation is
good.
There are several principles that tie into this defense.
The first major principle is centered on the truth that God acts for worthy causes.
Again, God’s omniscience presumes that before God decides which world to
produce, He understands the value of every possible world. This also implies God
always decides on the base of sensible, stable rationales. This is called the
“principle of sufficient reason.”
To believe God can intercede in what he has formed with sufficient reason, even
to avoid or restrict evil, would be like a soldier who abandons his post and
knowingly allows enemy infiltration to instead stop a colleague from drinking
while in uniform. The soldier ends up allowing a greater evil in order to stop a
lesser evil.
Another principle that reinforces this argument is the principle of “preestablished harmony.”
Leibniz describes it this way: “For, if we were capable of understanding the
universal harmony, we should see that what we are tempted to find fault with is
connected to the plan most worthy of being chosen; in a word we should see, and
should not believe only, that what God has done is the best.”

Human Free Will
Above, we covered the principle of sufficient reason as part of the best-of-all
possible worlds. The last principle of the best-of-all-possible-worlds is human free
will. For Leibniz, this idea was just a principle in part of his greater defense. For
Augustine, C.S. Lewis, and Alvin Plantinga it was an entire defense by itself. In its

simplest form, it goes something like this: God set us up not to be machines but
free agents with the power to choose.
If God were to make us capable of freely choosing the good, He had to create us
also able to freely choose evil. Consequently, our free will can be misused and
that is the explanation for evil.
Jean-Paul Sartre communicates this wonderfully: “The man who wants to be loved
does not desire the enslavement of the beloved. . . . If the beloved is transformed
into an automaton, the lover finds himself alone.” God knows that a better world
is created, if human beings are infused with free will, even if they decide to
behave corruptly.
Were God to force us to make good choices, we would not be making choices at
all, but simply implementing God’s instructions like when a computer runs a
program.
For humans to have the capability to be ethically good, free will is necessary.
Morality hangs on our capability to freely choose the good.
Plantinga asserts, “God creates a world containing evil, and he has a good reason
for doing so.” John Stackhouse Jr. says, “God, to put it bluntly, calculates the
cost-benefit ratio and deems the cost of evil to be worth the benefit of loving and
enjoying the love of these human beings.”
Stackhouse sums up Plantinga’s argument like this:
“God desired to love and be loved by other beings. God created human beings
with this in view. To make us capable of such fellowship, God had to give us the
freedom to choose, because love, though it does have its elements of ‘compulsion,’
is meaningful only when it is neither automatic nor coerced. This sort of free will,
however, entailed the danger that it would be used not to enjoy God’s love and to
love God in return, but to go one’s own way in defiance of both God and one’s own

best interest.”
God created us with free will because our decision to say “yes” to Him is only a
real choice if we are also free to say “no” to Him.

The Greater Good
To review, so far, we’ve addressed how one can even object to evil, in the moral
argument. We’ve talked about what evil is and is not, and the idea of it being a
privation. We’ve talked about some possible reasons God allows evil, which
included the best-of-all-possible-worlds argument and the free will defense. Now I
want to go over the greater good principle. While all the arguments I’ve given so
far are intellectual and do not necessarily help with the emotional side of evil and
suffering, this principle is especially delicate. I say “delicate” because this
defense may not help a questioner much if they have been a victim of a seemingly
very unwarranted evil, and/or if they are still carrying anger or bitterness.
Again, the topic we are examining is the greater good principle, which argues
that certain evils are needed in the world for certain greater goods to happen. To
put it another way, certain evils in this world are called for, as greater goods stem
after them. For instance, nobody would believe a doctor who cuts out a cancerous
tumor is being evil because he made an incision on the patient. The surgery
incision is much less evil than letting the tumor develop. The greater good is the
patient being cancer-free. Parents who penalize children for poor conduct with
the loss of toys or privileges or even giving spankings are instigating pain
(particularly from the kid’s viewpoint). Although, without this discipline, the other
possibility is that the kid will develop into a grownup with no discipline and would
consequently face much more suffering. We do not understand in this world all
the good God is preparing; therefore, we need to trust that God is good even
when we can’t see it and we can’t understand the larger picture of what He’s
doing.

Plus, nearly all individuals will award some truth to the saying ascribed to
Nietzsche: “Whatever doesn’t kill me makes me stronger.” Consequently, the
principle of allowing pain in the short term to bring about a greater contentment
eventually is legitimate and one we know and use ourselves. That implies there is
no mandatory contradiction between God and the reality of evil and suffering.

The Cross
Finally, I end with the cross and the hope of Christianity. Jesus agonized in
enduring the nastiest evil that can be thrown at him: denial by His own adored
people; abhorrence from the authorities in His own religion; unfairness at the
hands of the Roman court; unfaithfulness and disloyalty from His closest friends;
the public disgrace of being stripped nude and mocked as outrageous “King of the
Jews”; anguish in the agony of crucifixion; and the continuous weight of the lure
to despair altogether, to crash these unappreciative beings with shocks of heaven,
to recommence with a new race, to assert Himself. Instead, Jesus remained there,
embracing into Himself the sins of the world, keeping Himself in position as His
foes wreaked their most terrible treatment.
Our faith in a good God is sensible, because Jesus suffered on our behalf, and took
the punishment we deserve. He understands what it is to suffer. He has lived
there.
The cross was a world-altering occasion where the love and compassion of God
dealt efficiently with the immensity of human sin. His death and resurrection
show evil is trounced, and death has been slain. Contemplate the many
implications of the atonement: Jesus is the Victor, He has paid our ransom, God’s
wrath has been satisfied, and Jesus is the substitution for the offenses we have
perpetrated.
As if that is not enough, the Christian narrative ends with faith in the future
where complete justice will be done, and all evils will be made right. When Christ

returns, He will not once more give in to mortal agencies and quietly accept evil.
He will come back to deliver justice. The Bible’s definitive solution to the problem
of evil is that evil will be dealt with. God will create a new heaven and a new earth
for persons God has loved so long and so well. This is the core of our faith in the
middle of pain and suffering.
In conclusion, what I’ve just presented to you, and what my wife eventually
figured out, is that evil is not a thing created by God. A valid complaint against
evil cannot be made without the existence of God. God has plausible reasons for
allowing evil. And He clearly has a plan to defeat it. All He wants you to do is trust
Him.
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The Tug of War of Reason and
Faith in C.S. Lewis’s Favorite
Novel
Byron Barlowe

Byron Barlowe examines the timeless battle between reason and faith in C.S.

Lewis’s novel—his favorite—Till We Have Faces. Are they mutually exclusive or
can they balance one another? How do we reconcile them? “To rationally look at
love and logic and to gaze along, to creatively depict and model its living out, may
soon be all that is left to us to reach a new generation.”

“You think the gods have sent you there? All lies of priests and poets, child . . .
The god within you is the god you should obey: reason, calmness, self-discipline.”
– The Fox, Greek tutor in Till We Have Faces[1]
“Heaven forbid we should work [the garden of our human nature] in the spirit of .
. . Stoics . . . We know very well that what we are hacking and pruning is big with
a splendour and vitality which our rational will could never of itself have supplied.
To liberate that splendour, to let it become fully what it is trying to be, to have tall
trees instead of scrubby tangles, and sweet apples instead of crabs, is part of our
purpose.”
– C.S. Lewis, The Four Loves[2]
A strong relationship between C.S. Lewis’s conceptions of Contemplation and
Enjoyment persists throughout his novel Till We Have Faces. It seems most
fruitful for today’s apologist to examine two primary characters’ relationship to
the concepts in this way: the Greek slave-tutor known as the Fox, represents cold,
hard, factual rationality which grudgingly gives a nod to the divine, but only in a
limited, controlling way. He represents Stoicism more than any other school of
thought. Meanwhile, the barbarian-pagan Priest of the god Ungit represents a
less worldly wise, more mysterious and superstitious faith, rooted in earthy
experience (fertility rites, blood sacrifice, etc.). Either worldview can limit human
nature, truth and meaning. The Greek-infused contemplative life-view (nowadays
seen most strongly in Modernism and its irreligious pupils), largely eschews the
heartfelt experience of the latter, while the latter’s religiosity often dismisses the

thoughtful, discerning caution of the former. This artificially strict dichotomy and
lack of balance shows forth at every turn in the Church today, creating a blindly
loyal fideism with few answers for contemplative questions; or we see, in an
overcorrection, a clinical, spiritless, formulaic religion of pure reason. The former,
an unreflective modus operandi, chills—and according to testimonies of many
apostates and atheists, creates—skeptics, who much like the Fox, seizing on pure
reason, ceaselessly explain away the immaterial and numinous. In doing so they,
like the Fox’s star student Orual, act as plaintiffs against God or the gods. One
apologist recently found that nearly all the young men he surveyed who serve as
leaders of college atheist/agnostic groups in the U.S. were raised in church and
attended Christian youth groups. Given the ubiquity of broken families, where
little love borne of God-given freedom exists—much like the main character
Orual’s situation—and know-nothing, superstitious Christians, it is no wonder that
a mass exodus of youth from the Church continues. One antidote to the current
state of imbalance of Contemplation (reasoned examination toward applied
wisdom) and Enjoyed faith (in Lewis’s sense, experientially realized) may be to
use and model the dual approach of Lewis’s The Four Loves alongside Till We
Have Faces. To rationally look at love and logic and to gaze along, to creatively
depict and model its living out, may soon be all that is left to us to reach a new
generation.
In the mythic Till We Have Faces, which we will discuss here, the dual (and often
dueling) dynamics of reason (often couched in secularized religion) versus
mystical religion (often superstitious) interplay in various characters. It may help
to explore these chief characters Lewis creates to embody the story of clashing
worlds and worldviews, as well as the Fox’s prize student, Orual. Meanwhile, we
will briefly attempt to apply the lessons Lewis teaches apologists into the modern
milieu.
First, Lewis revealed the predominant worldview, the Fox’s philosophy, early in
the novel as he tutored Orual. His Platonic views were summarized thus, “‘No
man can be an exile if he remembers that all the world is one city,’ and

‘Everything is as good or bad as our opinion makes it.’”[3] As a well-taught
classical Greek, he sets out to import real learning into the barbarian kingdom to
which he is enslaved. Orual admired her “grandfather’s” constant quest for
knowledge and carried on his tendency to question, Socratically, all that went on.
Yet, since her dear Fox, always the philosopher, seemed “ashamed of loving
poetry (‘All folly, my child’), she overachieves in philosophy to “get a poem out of
him.”[4] Foretelling the dismissiveness and globalizing of the numinous by today’s
naturalistic thinkers, the Fox scoffs at surpranatural / supernatural explanations
with a curt, “these things come about by natural causes.”[5] In an ancient
instance of positive-mental-attitude-laced freethinking, he lectures, “we must
learn, child, not to fear anything that nature brings.”[6] When Orual’s sister
Psyche goes about ostensibly healing the townspeople, and Orual asks about the
validity of the claims, Fox the Naturalist characteristically keeps the options
limited but somewhat open. “It might be in accordance with nature that some
hands can heal. Who knows?”[7] Herein lies a bit of epistemic humility, somewhat
disingenuous it seems, something this writer detects quite a lot among
materialist-naturalists.
The Fox’s framework of Platonic forms emerges in his assessment of Psyche’s
ethereal beauty, “delight[ing] to say, she was ‘according to nature’; what every
woman, or even every thing, ought to have been and meant to be, but had missed
by some trip of chance.”[8] While talk of gods peppered his language (“Ah, Zeus”
and “by the gods”—more than curses?), fate seems to drive the universe’s cause
and effect. He considers suicide and opines about returning to the elements in
death, fatefully acquiescing, to which Orual beseeches, “But, Grandfather, do you
really in your heart believe nothing of what is said about the gods and Those
Below? But you do . . . you are trembling.” His Gnostic-tinged response: the body
fails me. I am a fool, being trapped in it so long.[9] From what little the writer
knows of Greek theology, its progeny thrives in and out of the Church today as an
admixture of practical atheism, pantheism and pragmatism. Lewis sneaks in the
side door of the skeptical fortress by characterizing so strongly the Fox, whose

loving humanity belies his deadening philosophy. If Lewis’s retelling of ancient
myth can be refashioned again, or better, simply read, truth and meaning may get
through.
On the second worldview, Lewis sets forth the theme of a grounding darkness,
holy and otherworldly, chiefly through the pagan Priest of the local goddess
Ungit. The Priest served as prophet, harbinger of judgment. He repeats the
warning of Ungit’s all-hearing ears and vengefulness to the irreligious king on two
occasions[10] He carries out shadowy, ancient rituals without explanation and in
dark places, sticky with blood offerings. Even outside the dank and sacred temple,
“every hour the Priest of Ungit walked around [the sacred fire],” narrates Orual,
“and threw in the proper things.”[11] Throughout, Lewis equates the holy with
the mysterious, the hidden and darkened. Divine silence, corresponding to the
biblical God’s hiddenness and holiness, presents as a major theme of Till We Have
Faces. The Priest offers few and brief explanations.[12] The god judging Orual in
the afterlife allows her lifelong complaints to speak for themselves. Her resultant
epiphany balances the equation between reason and religion, witty words and
wordless (if corrupted) wisdom, and reconciles the silence: “I saw well why the
gods do not speak to us openly, nor let us answer. Till that word [of inner secret]
can be dug out of us, why should they hear the babble we think we mean?”[13]
These characters serve as foils for one another, a creative way to tie Modern
rationalism to man’s inexorable and entirely unnatural acknowledgment of both
the spiritual, or numinous and the moral law.
Sixteen years previous, Lewis had published The Problem of Pain, wherein he
explores this undeniable yet insanely irrational or rather supernaturally revealed
sense of numinous awe and moral law inherent in every man and culture. As if
foreshadowing the clash of worldviews in discussion, Lewis writes, “Man . . . can
close his spiritual eyes against the Numinous, if he is prepared to part company
with half the great poets and prophets of his race, with his own childhood, with
the richness and depth of uninhibited experience [the Fox, to a high degree, or] . .
. He can refuse to identify the Numinous with the righteous, and remain a

barbarian, worshipping sexuality, or the dead, or the lifeforce, or the future [the
old Priest].”[14] The concepts of Contemplation and Enjoyment intertwine
through a scholar and a man of the altar, through the gods and humans alike. In
life and in myth, “men, and gods, flow in and out and mingle.”[15]
The Fox’s and Priest’s views of one another and each other’s worldview clashed
like contemporary apologetic debates. The Fox saw the Priest’s work as
“mischief”[16] and nonsense. “A child of six would talk more sense” was the Fox’s
response to the apparent contradictions of the Priestly doctrines regarding the
Great Offering.[17] Contrarily, the Priest reflexively dismisses the Fox’s Greek
wisdom. According to Orual, “like all sacred matters, [a sacred, acted ritual] is
and it is not (so that it was easy for the Fox to show its manifold
contradictions).”[18] Yet, “even Stoicism finds itself willy-nilly bowing the knee to
God.”[19] The Fox at times let down his learned persona, evidencing the axiom
that man is inherently religious. Yes, he gave a regular nod to the gods, and at the
birth of Orual’s sister Psyche he says wistfully, almost wishfully, “Now by all the
gods . . . I could almost believe that there really is divine blood in your family.”
Though his comment regards the family bloodline, one picks up here and
elsewhere a religious man, who then quickly covers the sentiment with appeals to
reason, even rationalization. Such characterization seems both autobiographical
on Lewis’s part and testimony to his many dealings with materialist, humanist,
secularist, liberal Christian, and unbelieving scholars and laymen.
The Priest’s mythical, experiential religious conviction versus the Fox’s worldly
wisdom weaves itself through a climactic showdown. A death sentence falls on
Psyche as the Accursed, to be offered to the goddess Ungit. (Here is the clash of
wills between man and the divine in a crisis of state and religion so often seen in
history.[20]) “Ungit will be avenged. It’s not a bull or ram [sacrifice] that will
quiet her now,” pronounces the Priest.[21] He mentions “the Brute,” who legend
says will take away the human sacrifice. In classic rational fashion, the King
challenges, “Who has ever seen this Brute . . . What is it like, eh?” In this moment,
the Fox presents himself as the King’s counsellor, living out his reasonable raison

d’etre. Prosecution-style, he determines that the Brute only exists as an image, a
shadow, six-year-old nonsense. The Priest dismisses this as “the wisdom of the
Greeks,” and seeks the peoples’ fear as a fallback position. (Interestingly, many
who either believe in or dismiss the supernatural and mystical seek strength in
numbers, popular opinion to make their case, which is no argument at all.) The
high stakes exchange illustrates the gravity and consequences of the age-old
clash. If religion is to be followed, it must be regulated by reason; if reason is to
properly play its part, it must bow to realities beyond its grasp.
The Priest and Fox provide an extremely stark contrast of views during this
conflict. The Fox presents a compare-and-contrast list of the Priest’s teachings,
revealing what he believes defies the Law of Non-Contradiction.[22] The Priest
first responds to the abstractions by appeal to concrete realities. Greek wisdom
“brings no rain and grows no corn.” He portrays such constricting logic as unable
to offer “understanding of holy things . . . demand[ing] to see such things clearly,
as if the gods were no more than letters written in a book . . .nothing,” he
continues, “that is said clearly [about the gods] can be said truly about them . . .
Holy wisdom is not clear and thin like water, but thick and dark like blood.”[23]
The apologist cannot help but think of the frustration of trying to communicate
the mysterious paradoxes of spiritual truth and meaning to skeptics who demand
only linear logic from a naturalist point of view. (The Fox continually appeals to
“the Nature of things” and says “according to Nature.”) One must also guard
against becoming Fox-like, limiting inquiry and explanation merely to that
accessible to the physical senses and human reason. Either philosopher or
accommodating priest / poet can make that mistake; via their opposite
approaches, whether overly from man’s reason or God’s assumed reasons, deny
the paradoxes of reality.
Ironically, Orual’s conversion to real belief in the numinous—halting and yearslong—begins during this fight. Though she’d “have hanged the Priest and made
the Fox a king” if she could, she realized the power lay in the Priest’s
position.[24] Her convincing comes in a climactic moment, when pressed at literal

knifepoint to stop prophesying the unwelcome judgment, the Priest shows
unearthly peace, calm, and indeed a willingness to die. “While I have breath,” he
intoned, “I am Ungit’s voice.” Resolute and full of faith at death’s door, his was
evidence beyond reason, much as the testimony of Christ’s Apostles in their
martyrdoms. This was not lost on Orual, who narrates, “The Fox had taught me to
think—at any rate to speak of—the Priest as of a mere schemer and a politic man”
who pretended and said whatever would provide him power or gain, in Ungit’s
name.[25] The Fox’s prize student now saw through personal experience—the
kind he taught her to guard against—that the Priest was sincere unto death. “He
was sure of Ungit.”[26] He may have been mistaken or misled, but he did not
pretend. One of the modern apologist’s greatest arguments is a convinced life and
a faith, well-tested, sometimes right in front of the skeptic. The ultimate witness:
a life and death scenario.
After a lifetime, in the afterlife, the Fox repents of his constraints and biases of
the supernatural and religious. In this, Lewis communicates a truth applicable
today. “I taught [Orual], as men teach a parrot, to say ‘Lies of poets,’ and ‘Ungit’s
a false image.’ . . . I never told her why the old Priest got something from the dark
House [of Ungit] that I never got from my trim sentences . . . I made her think a
prattle of maxims would do, all thin and clear as water.”[27] How like so many
testimonies of those who, in our day, come to Christ after years of dismissing and
rationally ruling out the reality of the transcendent. Words are cheap and book
knowledge only gets one so far, the Fox admits. What a mirror of teachers who
lead people of faith away from that which requires revelation using smartsounding verbiage. Hence, for those enamored with the Richard Dawkinses of our
time, a reading of this novel may be the foxiest way of all to reach them.
Orual is a product of her own Need-Love[28], which is serviced alternately by her
Fox-taught Greek rationalism and belief in humanoid gods, whom she thinks she
can control. As a young woman being flirted with by a prince on the lam, she
characteristically staunches true emotions. “I had a fool’s wish to lengthen” the
encounter, she says. “But I came to my senses.” On her odyssey to save her sister

from a supposedly evil god, Orual blocks every sentiment with controlling
motherly logic, eschewing all glimpses of and desires for the divine. She chooses
to outwit the gods. She ends up the pawn in the hands of the gods, however
gracious, that she fancied to be her equals.
The Orual-Queen-Psyche’s-twin character spends a lifetime employing Greek
wisdom learned under the Fox to seek out life’s mysteries of human and divine
relations, up to the bittersweet end, constantly denouncing the gods for the woes
she experiences. Face to face with divinity, her bitter hiding reveals her glorious
humanity. Now, true-faced, she is free. Up until then the helpless, yet defiantly
and impressively skillful independence she exhibits as a mothering sister, and
later as regent, so well illustrate fallen human defiance of the true God of the
Bible, seen most vividly in well-educated apostates and atheists today. Those
unbelievers, consumed by angry confusion regarding suffering and life’s seeming
futilities, should find both empathy and resolution in this novel.[29] While doing
excellently (in human terms) for a lifetime, as Orual did, one can still deny the
existence of the divine while cursing the god’s or God’s supposed effects on mere
mortals. Orual’s torturous private thought life increasingly revealed her sin
nature, which she turned back into ravings against the fate of the gods. Control
was her only weapon, until the deaths of all who propped up her life and kingdom,
and until visions of her corrupted affections forced humility upon her. Such
desperate machinations to live a meaningful life in the face of deadening routine
punctuated by tragedy, in turn, raises the biggest questions of life: Why are we
here? Are we mere mortals or eternal beings with a destiny? If the latter, what or
who determines our fate—is there really meaningful choice or only divine whim or
something else? Lewis creates multi-layered characters who live out the quest for
ultimate answers.
In another resolution of sorts, the myth comes full circle through the Fox and
priesthood back to Greece. Arnom, the new Priest of Ungit, adds a notation on
Orual’s book (at our novel’s end) entreating anyone travelling to Greece to take it
there,[30] which may ironically imply that the barbarians had something to teach

the world’s greatest philosophers. Likelier, Arnom, who put himself under the
tutelage of the Fox, meant to dedicate the Queen’s life saga to a greater
civilization. Is this a symbolic merging and maturing of the two schools of thought
and faith? A reference to Arnom as “priest of Aphrodite,” likely indicates his fuller
“Greekification.” Whether this change was for ill, good or neutral is hard to say.
Perhaps the former priest of the crude barbarian goddess Ungit was effectively
sending a message, as if to preach: “To those in Greece, supreme land of learning
and reason, place of the gods of the philosophers, we commend you this account
of a Being beyond description who revealed our Queen’s aching fallenness,
journey into redemption, and glorified revelation as a goddess in her own right.”
This writer’s weak grasp of Greek mythology and theology notwithstanding, it
seems clear Lewis offers much resolution of reason and religion, of the
contemplative and the Enjoyed, however incomplete it must naturally be.
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C.S. Lewis, the BBC, and Mere
Christianity
Dr. Michael Gleghorn

Michael Gleghorn explains how a series of radio talks during WWII became one of
Christianity’s most cherished classics.
One can rarely predict all the consequences which will follow a particular
decision. On September 1, 1939, Germany invaded Poland. Two days later, France
and Britain declared war on Germany. World War II was officially underway. Back
in England, C. S. Lewis was “appalled” to find his country once again at war with
Germany. Nevertheless, he believed it was “a righteous war” and was determined
to do his part “to assist the war effort.”{1}

At this point in his life, Lewis was already a fairly successful
Oxford don. “His academic works and lively lectures attracted a
large student following.”{2} Although he published a number of
academic studies, Lewis also enjoyed writing popular literary,
theological and apologetic works. In 1938 he published the first
volume of his science-fiction trilogy, Out of the Silent Planet. And in 1939, as the
war began, he was working on The Problem of Pain, a thought-provoking
discussion of the problem of evil and suffering.{3}
It was this latter work which attracted the attention of James Welch, the Director
of Religious Broadcasting for the British Broadcasting Corporation, or BBC.
Welch and his assistant, Eric Fenn, were both committed Christians who firmly
believed that Christianity had something vital to say to the men and women of
England as they faced the horrors and challenges of war. According to Welch:
In a time of uncertainty and questioning it is the responsibility of the Church –
and of religious broadcasting as one of its most powerful voices – to declare the
truth about God and His relation to men. It has to expound the Christian faith in
terms that can be easily understood by ordinary men and women, and to
examine the ways in which that faith can be applied to present-day society
during these difficult times.{4}
After reading The Problem of Pain by C. S. Lewis, Welch believed that he had
found someone who just might meet his exemplary standards of religious
broadcasting. He wrote to Lewis at Oxford University in February 1941, and
asked if he might consider putting together a series of broadcast talks for the
BBC.{5} Lewis responded a couple days later, accepting the invitation and
indicating a desire to speak about what he termed “the law of nature,” or what we
might call “objective right and wrong.”{6} Although Lewis could hardly have
known it at the time, this first series of talks would eventually become Book I in
his bestselling work of basic theology, Mere Christianity.

Right and Wrong
Mere Christianity originated as a series of talks entitled Right and Wrong: A Clue
to the Meaning of the Universe. Lewis pitched his idea to James Welch, the
Director of Religious Broadcasting at the BBC, in the following terms:
It seems to me that the New Testament, by preaching repentance and
forgiveness, always assumes an audience who already believe in the law of
nature and know they have disobeyed it. In modern England we cannot at
present assume this, and therefore most apologetic begins a stage too far on.
The first step is to create, or recover, the sense of guilt. Hence if I gave a series
of talks, I shd [sic] mention Christianity only at the end, and would prefer not to
unmask my battery till then.{7}
In certain respects, this was a rather difficult time to be involved in religious
broadcasting. Most of the talks were not pre-recorded, but were given live. And
because of the war, the British government was anxious to insure that no
information that might be “damaging to morale or helpful to the enemy” end up in
a broadcast.{8} As Eric Fenn, the BBC’s Assistant Director of Religion, who
worked closely with Lewis in the editing and production of his talks, later
recalled, “. . . every script had to be submitted to the censor and could not be
broadcast until it bore his stamp and signature. And thereafter, only that
script—nothing more or less—could be broadcast on that occasion.”{9}
Lewis not only had to contend with these difficulties, however, he also had to
learn (as anyone who writes for radio must) that this is a very precise business.
Since “a listener cannot turn back the page to grasp at the second attempt what
was not understood at the first reading,” the content must be readily accessible
for most of one’s listening audience.{10} Additionally, the talks must fit within a
narrowly defined window of time. In Lewis’s case, this was fifteen minutes per
talk – no more, no less. As one might well imagine, Lewis initially found it rather

difficult to write under such constraints.{11}
Eventually, however, the combination of Fenn’s coaching and Lewis’s natural
giftedness as a writer and communicator paid off. The talks were completed and
successfully delivered. The BBC was pleased with its new broadcasting talent and
quickly enlisted Lewis for a second series of talks.{12}

What Christians Believe
This second series would be titled What Christians Believe. Since these talks
would require Lewis to more directly communicate some of the core truths of the
Christian faith, he sent “the original script to four clergymen in the Anglican,
Methodist, Presbyterian and Roman Catholic Churches for their critique.”{13}
Although Lewis was a brilliant and well-read individual, he was nonetheless a
layman with no formal training in theology. Since his desire was to communicate
the central truth-claims of Christianity, and not just the distinctive beliefs of a
particular denomination, he wanted to be sure that his talks were acceptable to a
variety of Christian leaders. Although a couple of them had some minor quibbles
with certain things that Lewis had said, or not said, they were basically all in
agreement. This was important to Lewis, who later tells us, “I was not writing to
expound something I could call ‘my religion,’ but to expound ‘mere’ Christianity,
which is what it is and was what it was long before I was born and whether I like
it or not.”{14}
The BBC was elated with this second series of talks, liking them even more than
the first. According to Justin Phillips, who wrote a book on the subject, it was this
second series of talks which most closely fulfilled James Welch’s original vision as
Director of Religion for the BBC “to make the gospel relevant to a people at war.
It speaks of the core doctrines of Christianity and explains them in plain English
to the general listener.”{15}
Eric Fenn, who helped with the editing and production of the talks, wrote

appreciatively to Lewis afterwards to tell him he thought they were excellent. He
then asked if Lewis might consider doing yet another, even longer, series
sometime in the near future.{16} Lewis would agree to the request, but he was
beginning to get a little disenchanted with some of the unanticipated
consequences of his success. Already a very busy man, with a variety of teaching,
writing, and administrative responsibilities, Lewis now found himself, in addition
to everything else he was doing, nearly overwhelmed by the avalanche of mail he
was receiving from many of his listeners. This Oxford don was clearly making a
powerful connection with his audience!

Why Was Lewis So Popular?
According to Justin Phillips, “Even though Lewis was a prolific correspondent
himself, even by his standards it was all becoming a bit too much to cope
with.”{17} Indeed, were it not for the able secretarial support of his brother
Warnie, Lewis may not have been able to keep up with it all.
Jill Freud, one of the children evacuated from London at the start of the war, lived
with the Lewises for a while. She recalled just how much help Warnie offered his
brother, whom they called “Jack”:
He did all his typing and dealt with all his correspondence which was
considerable – so huge it was becoming a problem. There was so much of it
from the books and then the broadcast talks. And he was so meticulous about it.
Jack wrote to everybody and answered every letter.{18}
Indeed, Warnie later estimated that he had pounded out at least 12,000 letters on
his brother’s behalf!{19} So what made Lewis so popular? What enabled him to
connect so well with his readers and listeners?
In the first place, Lewis was simply a very talented writer and thinker. When it

came to communicating with a broad, general audience, Lewis brought a lot to
the table right from the start. But according to Phillips, the BBC should also be
given some credit for the success of the broadcast talks. He writes, “The attention
given to Lewis’s scripts by his producers in religious broadcasting made him a
better writer.”{20}
Ironically, even Lewis’s rather volatile domestic situation may have contributed to
his success. Lewis was then living with his brother, who had a drinking problem, a
child evacuee from London, and the adoring, but also dominating, mother of a
friend who had been killed in World War I. Phillips notes:
All this helped to ‘earth’ Lewis’s writings in the real world. . . . It took him out
of the seclusion of the Oxford don . . . and gave him a real home life more like
that of his listeners than many of his professional colleagues.{21}
Finally, Lewis combined all of this with a rather disarming humility in his
presentations. He wasn’t pretending to be better than others; he was only trying
to help. And his listeners responded in droves.

The Impact of the Broadcasts
The BBC eventually got a total of four series of talks out of Lewis. Each of the
series was so successful that the BBC continued, for quite some time, to entreat
Lewis to do more. But according to Phillips, Lewis was becoming increasingly
disillusioned with broadcasting. The BBC issued one invitation after another, but
nearly eighteen months after his fourth series concluded Lewis had turned down
every single one of them.{22} Although he would eventually be tempted back to
the microphone a few more times, the days of his broadcast talks were now a
thing of the past. While he was glad to be of service in this way during the war,
Lewis never really seemed to care that much for radio. Indeed, in one of his less
serious moods, he even blamed the radio “for driving away the leprechauns from

Ireland!”{23}
In spite of this, however, the impact of the broadcasts has been immense. Since
first being aired on the BBC, these talks have generated (and continue to
generate) a great deal of interest and discussion. Mere Christianity, a compilation
of the talks in book form, continues to show up on bestseller lists even today.{24}
And Phillips, speaking of the cumulative impact of all of Lewis’s writings,
observes that while numbers vary, “in the year 2000 some estimates put
worldwide sales of Lewis’s books at over 200 million copies in more than thirty
languages.”{25}
As the origin of Mere Christianity shows, however, we cannot often predict how it
may please God to use (and perhaps greatly multiply) our small, seemingly
insignificant, investments in the work of His kingdom. Lewis was simply trying to
do his part to be faithful to God and to help his countrymen through the horrors of
World War II. But God took his humble offering and, like the story of the loaves
and fish recounted in the Gospels, multiplied it far beyond anything Lewis could
ever have reasonably imagined.
This should be an encouragement to us. As we faithfully exercise our gifts and
abilities in the service of Jesus Christ, small and inconsiderable though they may
seem to be, we may one day wake to find that incredibly, and against all odds,
God has graciously multiplied our efforts to accomplish truly extraordinary
things!
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Christ and the Human Condition
Dr. Michael Gleghorn

Dr. Michael Gleghorn looks at how God has acted in Christ to address those
things which ail us most: sin, suffering, death, and our broken relationship with
God.

Early in the book of Job, Eliphaz the Temanite declares that “man is
born for trouble, as sparks fly upward” (5:7). Whether it’s the trouble that befalls
us as we’re simply minding our own business or the trouble we bring upon others
(or even ourselves), difficulties, sin, and suffering seem to plague us wherever we
turn. Just think for a moment about some of the natural evils which afflict the
human race. This class of evils includes both natural disasters like hurricanes,
tsunamis, tornadoes, and earthquakes, and diseases like cancer, leukemia,
Alzheimer’s and ALS. While natural evils are bad enough, they are only part of the
problem. In addition to these, we must also consider all the moral evils which
human beings commit against God, one another, and themselves. This second
class of evils includes things like hatred, blasphemy, murder, rape, child abuse,

terrorism, and suicide. Taken together, the scope and magnitude of human sin
and suffering in the world are truly mind-boggling. What does God have to say
about issues such as these? Even better, what (if anything) has He done about
them?
The Christian philosopher Alvin Plantinga has written
As the Christian sees things, God does not stand idly by, cooly observing the
suffering of His creatures. He enters into and shares our suffering. He
endures the anguish of seeing his son, the second person of the Trinity,
consigned to the bitterly cruel and shameful death of the cross. Some
theologians claim that God cannot suffer. I believe they are wrong. God’s
capacity for suffering, I believe, is proportional to his greatness; it exceeds our
capacity for suffering in the same measure as his capacity for knowledge
exceeds ours. Christ was prepared to endure the agonies of hell itself; and
God, the Lord of the universe, was prepared to endure the suffering
consequent upon his son’s humiliation and death. He was prepared to accept
this suffering in order to overcome sin, and death, and the evils that afflict our
world, and to confer on us a life more glorious than we can imagine.{1}
According to Plantinga, then, God has acted, and acted decisively through His
Son, to address those things which ail us most—sin, suffering, death, and our
broken relationship with God. In what follows, we will briefly examine each of
these ailments. More importantly, however, we will also see how God has acted in
Christ to heal our bleak condition, thereby giving us encouragement, strength and
hope, both now and forevermore.

Moral Evil
When Adam and Eve first sinned in the garden (Gen. 3:6), they could hardly have
imagined all the tragic consequences that would follow this single act of

disobedience. Through this act, sin and death entered the world and the human
condition was radically altered (Rom. 5:12-19). Human nature had become defiled
with sin and this sinful nature was bequeathed to all mankind. The human race
was now morally corrupt, alienated from God and one another, subject to physical
death, and under the wrath of God. The entire creation, originally pronounced
“very good” by God (Gen. 1:31), was negatively affected by this first act of
rebellion. Like the ripples that radiate outward when a stone is thrown into a
calm body of water, the consequences of that first sin have rippled through
history, bringing evil, pain, and suffering in their wake. As the Christian
philosopher William Lane Craig has noted, “The terrible human evils in the world
are testimony to man’s depravity in his state of spiritual alienation from God.”{2}
Indeed, we are so hopelessly entangled in this web of sin and disobedience that
we cannot possibly extricate ourselves. This, according to the Bible, is the sorry
plight in which all men naturally find themselves.
Fortunately for us, however, God has acted to free us from our enslavement to
sin, to disentangle us from the web that holds us captive, and to reconcile us to
Himself. He did this by sending His Son to so thoroughly identify with us in our
painful predicament that He actually became one of us. By identifying Himself
with sinners who were under the wrath of God, He was able to take our sins upon
Himself and endure God’s wrath in our place, so that we might be reconciled to
God by placing our trust in Him. The apostle Paul put it this way: God made
Christ “who knew no sin to be sin on our behalf, that we might become the
righteousness of God in Him” (2 Cor. 5:21).
In the Old Testament book of Deuteronomy, we’re told that anyone hanged on a
tree because of their sins is “accursed of God” (21:23). In the New Testament,
Paul picks up on this idea and says that through His substitutionary death on the
cross, Christ became “a curse for us” (Gal. 3:13). We should not lose sight of the
significance of these words. By identifying Himself with the guilty human race,
and becoming a curse for us, He has opened the way for us to be freed from our
sins and reconciled to God as we are identified with Him through faith. This is just

one of the ways in which Christ has met the desperate needs of the human
condition.

Natural Evil
Another reason why we suffer arises from what philosophers and theologians call
natural evil. Natural evil refers to all the causes of human pain and suffering
which are not brought about by morally-responsible agents. This would include
the pain and suffering arising from natural disasters like earthquakes, famines,
and storms, as well as diseases like cancer and ALS.
Now the question I want to pose is this: Is there a sense in which Christ is also a
solution to the problem of natural evil? And if so, then how should we understand
this? When we examine the life and ministry of Jesus as it’s recorded in the
Gospels, we can hardly help but be struck by the number of miracles He
performs. He walks on water, calms raging storms, feeds thousands of people
with a few loaves and fish, cleanses lepers, heals the sick, restores sight to the
blind, and even raises the dead! Although some might demur at all these accounts
of miracles, Craig has noted that “the miracle stories are so widely represented in
all strata of the Gospel traditions that it would be fatuous to regard them as not
rooted in the life of Jesus.”{3}
So what is the significance of Jesus’ miracles? According to New Testament
scholar Ben Witherington, Jesus’ miracles show him to be God’s special agent of
blessing, healing, liberation, and salvation, as well as the “one who brings about
the conditions associated with the final . . . dominion of God.”{4} Since the
kingdom of God is portrayed in Scripture as a reign of peace, prosperity, health,
well-being and blessing, Jesus’ miracles of healing, as well as his demonstrations
of power over nature, indicate that He is indeed capable of ushering in such a
wonderful kingdom.{5} And if Jesus has the power to bring in an era of health
and well-being, both for our physical bodies and for the physical universe, and if

he in fact will do so, then he clearly provides a solution to the problem of natural
evil. Ultimately, in the new heaven and new earth, which God will give to those
who love Him, we are promised that there “will be no more death or mourning or
crying or pain, for the old order of things has passed away” (Rev. 21:4).

Physical Death
The apostle Paul, in his first letter to the Corinthians, described death as an
“enemy” (1 Cor. 15:26). People fear death for any number of reasons. Some fear
that the process of dying will be painful. Others dread the thought of leaving
behind the ones they love. Some may fear that death is simply the end, that
whatever joys and pleasures this life holds, death takes them away forever. But
others may fear that there is an afterlife and worry that things may not go well for
them there. For many people, however, death is feared as the great unknown.{6}
Friends and relatives die and we never see or hear from them again. For these
people, death is like the ultimate black-hole, from which nothing and no one can
ever escape.
But according to the Bible, Christ did escape the snares of death, and in doing so
He dealt our mortal enemy a mortal blow of his own. I said that Paul describes
death as an “enemy,” but this is simply to inform us of the fact that our enemy has
been conquered by Christ. “The last enemy that will be abolished,” he writes, “is
death” (1 Cor. 15:26). But how has Christ conquered this enemy? And how does
His victory help us?
Christ conquered death through his resurrection from the dead and all who put
their trust in Him can share in his victory. Pastor Erwin Lutzer has written:
Thus the resurrection of Jesus is the cornerstone of the Christian faith.
Standing at the empty tomb, we are assured of the triumph of Jesus on the
Cross; we are also assured that He has conquered our most fearsome enemy.

Yes, death can still terrify us, but the more we know about Jesus, the more its
power fades.{7}
Consider the life and death of the great Reformation theologian Martin Luther. As
a young Augustinian monk, Luther struggled with a very sensitive conscience and
a terrible fear of death. But once he understood the gospel and placed his trust in
Christ, his fear gradually began to fade. By the time he died, his fear was gone.
It’s reported that on his deathbed, he recited some promises from the Bible,
commended his spirit to God, and quietly breathed his last.{8} Believing that
Christ had conquered death and given him eternal life, he was able to die at
peace and without any fear. And this is the hope of all who trust in Christ!

The Weight of Glory
Christian theologians sometimes describe the knowledge of God as “an
incommensurable good.”{9} By this they mean that knowing God in an intimate,
personal way is quite literally the greatest good that any created being can
experience. It is an “incommensurable” or “immeasurable” good—a good so great
that it surpasses our ability even to comprehend. The apostle Paul once prayed
that the Ephesians might “know the love of Christ which surpasses knowledge”
(Eph. 3:19). He understood that “intimate relationship with God . . . is
incommensurately good-for created persons.”{10}
Of course, this doesn’t mean that one who is intimately related to God will never
experience any of the trials and difficulties of life. In fact, it’s possible that such a
person will actually experience more trials and difficulties than would have been
the case had they not been intimately related to God! Knowing the love of Christ
doesn’t make one immune to suffering. It does, however, provide indescribable
comfort while going through it (see 2 Cor. 1:3-5).
The apostle Paul understood this quite well. In his second letter to the
Corinthians, he described himself as a servant of God who had suffered afflictions,

hardships, beatings, imprisonments, labors, sleeplessness, and hunger (2 Cor.
6:4-5). In spite of this, however, he did not lose heart. He famously wrote that
“momentary, light affliction is producing for us an eternal weight of glory far
beyond all comparison” (2 Cor. 4:17).
But how could Paul describe his sufferings as just a “momentary, light affliction”?
Because, says Craig, he had an eternal perspective. “He understood that the
length of this life, being finite, is literally infinitesimal in comparison with the
eternal life we shall spend with God.”{11}
The greatest hunger of the human heart is to know and experience the love and
acceptance of God and to enjoy Him forever. In his magnificent sermon “The
Weight of Glory,” C.S. Lewis wrote, “In the end that Face which is the delight or .
. . terror of the universe must be turned upon each of us either with one
expression or . . . the other, either conferring glory inexpressible or inflicting
shame that can never be . . . disguised.”{12} Incredibly, just as Christ has dealt
with the problems of sin, suffering, and death, He has also acted decisively to
reconcile us to God. Through faith in him, anyone who wants can eventually
experience “an eternal weight of glory far beyond all comparison” (2 Cor. 4:17).
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Into the Void: The Coming
Transhuman Transformation
Dr. Lawrence Terlizzese
In the TV show The Six Million Dollar Man, Lee Majors played Steven Austin, a
crippled astronaut who was rehabilitated through bionic technology that gave him
superhuman strength and powers. The show, like so much science fiction,
presents us with the dream that technology will enhance all our facilities from
sight to memory, hearing to strength, and lengthen our life span to boot. The
bionic man represents a fictional forerunner of the transhuman transformation.
The Transhumanist school believes that technology will not only enhance the
human condition, but eventually conquer death and grant us immortality. Human
enhancement technology performs wonders in allowing the lame to walk, the
blind to see, the deaf to hear and the sick to be well, but even immortality is out

of the reach of technology. In striving to enhance our physical existence we may
lose our souls in the process.
In his famous book, The Abolition of Man published in the 1940s, C. S. Lewis
wrote that modern society is one step away from “the
void”{1}—”post–humanity,”{2} a state of existence from which there will be no
return. Lewis argues that when we step outside of what he calls the Tao{3}, we
lose all sense of value for human life that has always governed civilization. What
Lewis calls the Tao, we might call Natural Law or Traditional Morality—that
internal moral understanding of right and wrong which God has written on the
hearts of all people (Romans 2), the Logos by which all things were created (John
1, see especially verse 4).{4}
In leaving traditional spiritual values behind, Lewis argues, modern technological
civilization has reduced human value to only what is natural, and we have lost our
spiritual quality. Modern society has striven to conquer nature and largely
succeeded, but at a great cost—with each new conquest, more losses in human
dignity, more of the human spark extinguished. Lewis offers the example of
eugenics from his time in the 1930’s and 40’s.{5} Eugenics is now a debunked
science of racial manipulation and something we know was practiced with
particular ferocity in Nazi Germany.{6} But the driving philosophy of
manipulating nature and humanity into something new and final remains
prominent. Lewis underestimated the truth of his own prophecy. He thought that
maybe in 10,000 years the final leap will be taken when mankind will solidify
itself into some kind of inert power structure dominated by science and
technology.{7}
However, the 21st century may prove to be the era of posthumanity that Lewis
foresaw in his time. The current movement of transhumanism, or human
enhancement, asserts that humanity will eventually achieve a new form as a
species through its adaption to modern computer technology and genetic
engineering in order to reach a higher evolutionary condition. Our present state is

not final. Transhumanism derives from Darwinian doctrine regarding the
evolution of our species. Evolutionary forces demand that a species adapt to its
environment or become extinct. On this view, many species experience a
pseudo–extinction in which their adaptation gives way to another kind of species
leaving its old form behind. Many evolutionists believe this happened to the
dinosaurs on their way to becoming modern birds and that humanity faces the
same transformation on its way up a higher evolutionary path.{8} Primates
evolved into humans so humans will eventually evolve into something higher
(posthuman).

Metaman
Our present condition will give way to the cyborg (which is short for cybernetic
organism) as we join our bodies and minds to technological progress.
Transhumanists believe that because Artificial Intelligence (computing power)
advances at such a rapid pace, it will eventually exceed human intelligence and
humanity will need to employ genetic engineering to modify our bodies to keep
pace or become extinct. Therefore, the cyborg condition represents humanity’s
inevitable destiny.
The two predominant pillars in transhumanism revolve around Artificial
Intelligence (AI) and genetic engineering. One represents a biological change
through manipulating genes. The other presents the merging of human
intelligence with AI. The biological position (through use of genetic engineering)
claims that through transference of genes between species, we eradicate the
differences and create a global superorganism that encompasses both kinds of
life—the natural and the artificial. Biophysicist Gregory Stock states that once
humanity begins to tamper with its genetic code, and the codes of all other plants
and animal species, that “the definition of ‘human’ begins to drift.”{9} Through
genetic engineering we will transform the human condition by merging humanity
with the rest of nature, thereby creating a planetary superorganism. A
superorganism operates like a bee hive or an anthill as a collection of individual

organisms united as a living creature. Stock calls this Metaman, the joining of all
biological creatures with machines, making one giant planetary life form. This
superorganism encompasses the entire globe.
Transhumanism presupposes that no distinction exists between humanity, nature
or machines. Metaman includes humanity, all it creates, and also the natural
world. It acknowledges humanity’s key role in the creation of farms and cities, but
includes all natural elements, such as forests, jungles and weather. Metaman
includes humanity and goes beyond it.{10} Stock envisions a greater role for
genetic engineering in redefining biological life as different species are crossed.
Humanity may now control the direction of its evolution and that of the entire
planet.
Stock states that through “conscious design” humanity has replaced the
evolutionary process.{11} This leads us to Post–Darwinism where people have
supplanted the natural order with their own technological modification of
humanity and the entire ecological system. “Life, having evolved a being that
internalizes the process of natural selection, has finally transcended that
process.”{12} Humanity may now, through the agency of technological progress,
seize direction of its development and guide it to wherever it wants itself to go.
No other species has ever controlled its own destiny as we do.

The Singularity
A second transhumanist belief argues for the arrival of an eventual technological
threshold that will be reached through the advancement of Artificial Intelligence.
The argument goes like this: because AI develops at a rapid pace it will achieve
equality with the human brain and eventually surpass it. Estimates as to when
this will happen range from the 2020’s to 2045. The evolutionary process will
reach a crescendo sometime in the 21st century in an event transhumanists call
“the Singularity.”{13} There will be a sudden transformation of consciousness
and loss of all distinction, or Singularity, between humanity and its creations, or

the absence of boundaries between the natural and artificial world. Singularity
watchers expect that this event will mark the ultimate merging of humans and
machines. Renowned inventor and AI prophet Ray Kurzweil states, “The
Singularity will allow us to transcend these limitations of our biological bodies
and brains. . . . There will be no distinction, post–Singularity, between human and
machine. . . .”{14}As the fictional CEO and mastermind behind a cutting edge AI
company in the year 2088 crowed, “My goal is for us to end death as we know it
on earth within 50 years—for the essence of every person to live perpetually in an
uploaded state. . . . The transhuman age has dawned.”{15}
Both of these positions, one emanating from genetic engineering that seeks to
enhance the body, the other from Artificial Intelligence that seeks to supersede
and even supplant the need for bodies, argue for the eventual replacement of
humanity with biological–machine hybrids. Metaman and Singularity systems are
direct heirs of the modern idea of progress. They present the dawning of a
technological Millennium, but they also share a long history dating back into
medieval Christendom. In the early Church, technology, or the “mechanical arts,”
was never considered as a means to salvation or Edenic restoration. Historian
David Noble argues that from Charlemagne to the early Early Modern period
technology became associated with transcendence as the means of restoring the
lost divine image or imago dei.{16}
Theologian Ernst Benz argues similarly that the Modern technological project was
founded on a theological notion in which humanity believed itself to be the fellow
worker with God in establishing His kingdom on earth through reversing the
effects of the Fall.{17} We are fellow workers with God; however, this position
overemphasized humanity’s role in restoration to the point of becoming a
works–based salvation of creation.
Despite the apparent secularity of the super science behind all the technological
wonders of our time, the notions of modern progress and transhumanism remain
grounded in an aberrant form of Christian theology. Noble summarizes this well

when he states, “For modern technology and modern faith are neither
complements nor opposites, nor do they represent succeeding stages of human
development. They are merged, and always have been, the technological
enterprise being, at the same time, an essentially religious endeavor.”{18} The
theology behind Modern technological progress remains rooted in Medieval and
Early Modern notions of earthly redemption when the “useful arts,”{19} which
ranged anywhere from improved agricultural methods to windmills, were invested
with redemptive qualities and humanity began to assume an elevated status over
nature. “In theological terms, this exalted stance vis-à-vis nature represented a
forceful reassertion of an early core Christian belief in the possibility of mankind’s
recovery of its original God–likeness, the ‘image–likeness of man to God’ from
Genesis (1:26), which had been impaired by sin and forfeited with the Fall.”{20}
Technology becomes the means of restoring the original divine image.
Technological development was expected to reverse the effects of the Fall and
restore original perfection. This theology also serves as the impetus behind
Millennial thought which believes technology helps humanity recover from the
Fall and leads to an earthly paradise. Transhumanism extends this Millennial
belief into the twenty–first century.

Redeeming Technology
We are faced with the problem of how to redeem all the advances of technology
such as human enhancement without losing ourselves in the process. Idolatry
preoccupies our central concern with technology. Biblically speaking, idolatry
exalts the work of humanity, including individual human beings, over God; we
commit idolatry when we serve the creature rather than the Creator. “Professing
to be wise, [we] became fools, and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible God
for an image in the form of corruptible man and of birds and four–footed animals
and crawling creatures” (Rom. 1:22-23). Theologian Paul Tillich offers a keen and
insightful definition of idolatry when he states, “Idolatry is the elevation of a
preliminary concern to ultimacy. Something essentially partial is boosted into

universality, and something essentially finite is given infinite existence.”{21}
Transhumanism presents us with a spiritualization of technology believed to grant
us immortality through shedding our bodies and adopting machine ones or
through genetic engineering that will prolong bodily life indefinitely. Our Modern
age defines technology as a source of material redemption by placing finite
technical means into a divine position, thus committing idolatry.
In seeking to reconcile technology with a biblical theology we have three possible
approaches. Technophobia represents the first position. This view contends that
we should fear technological innovation and attempt to destroy it. The
Unabomber Manifesto offers the most radical, pessimistic and violent expression
of this position, arguing for a violent attack against the elites of technological
civilization such as computer scientists in an effort to return society to primitive
and natural conditions in hopes of escaping the kind of future transhumanists
expect.{22} However, the entire tenor of our times moves in the opposite
direction, that of technophilism, or the inordinate love for technology.
Transhumanism optimistically believes that through technological innovation we
will restore our God–like image. A third position asserts a mediating role between
over–zealous optimism and radical morose pessimism. {23}

Technocriticism
Technocriticism offers the only viable theological position. By understanding
technology as a modern form of idolatry we are able to place it in a proper
perspective. Technocriticism does not accept the advances of innovation and all
the benefits new technology offers without critical dialogue and reflection.
Technocriticism warns us that with every new invention a price must be paid.
Progress is not free. With the invention of the automobile came air pollution,
traffic and accidents. Computers make data more accessible, but we also suffer
from information overload and a free–flow of harmful material. Cell phones
enhance communication, but also operate as an electric leash, making
inaccessibility virtually impossible. Examples of the negative effects of any

technology can be multiplied if we cared enough to think through all the
implications of progress. Technocriticism does not allow us the luxury of
remaining blissfully unaware of the possible negative consequences and
limitations of new inventions. This approach is essential because it demonstrates
the fallibility of all technological progress and removes its divine status.
Technocriticism humanizes technology. We assert nothing more than the idea that
technology expresses human nature. Technology is us! Technology suffers the
same faults and failures that plague human nature. Technology is not a means of
restoring our lost divine image or reasserting our rightful place over nature. This
amounts to a works–based salvation and leads to dangerous utopian and
millennial delusions that amount to one group imposing its grandiose vision of the
perfect society on the rest. Such ideologies include Marxism, Technological
Utopianism and now Transhumanism. We are restored to the divine “image of His
Son” by grace through faith alone (Rom. 8:29). Technology, serving as an
extension of ourselves, means that what we create will bear our likeness, both as
the image-bearers of God and in sinful human identity. It contains both positive
and negative consequences that only patient wisdom can sort through.
Through criticism we limit the hold technology has on our minds and free
ourselves from its demands. We use technology but do not ascribe salvific powers
of redemption to it. A critical approach becomes even more crucial the further we
advance in the fields of genetic engineering and AI. We do not know where these
fields will lead and an uncritical approach that accepts them simply because it is
possible to do so appears dangerous. We live under the delusion that technology
frees us, but as Lewis warns, “At the moment, then, of Man’s victory over Nature,
we find the whole human race subjected to some individual men, and those
individuals subjected to that in themselves which is purely ‘natural’—to their
irrational impulses.”{24} The famous science–fiction writer Frank Herbert echoes
Lewis’s sentiments in his epic novel Dune: “Once men turned their thinking over
to machines in the hope that this would set them free. But that only permitted
other men with machines to enslave them.”{25} Genetic engineering or merging

humanity with AI only exchanges one condition for another. We will not reach the
glorified condition transhumanists anticipate. A responsible critical approach will
ask, Into whose image are we transforming?
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Hell: The Horrible Choice
Dr. Patrick Zukeran

Dr. Pat Zukeran presents the biblical teaching on hell so that we can present a
sound response when challenged.

The Importance of Understanding the Doctrine of
Hell
Why study the doctrine of hell? Very few sermons today are preached on this
topic, and most Christians try to avoid the subject. However, this is an important
doctrine for Christians to understand especially if we are going to share our faith
in the postmodern culture that despises this teaching.
Dr. Peter Kreeft and Ron Tacelli write:
Of all the doctrines in Christianity, hell is probably the most difficult to
defend, the most burdensome to believe and the first to be abandoned. The
critic’s case against it seems very strong, and the believer’s duty to believe it
seems unbearable. . . . Heaven is far more important than hell, we know much
more about it, and it is meant to occupy our mind much more centrally. But in
a battle an army must rush to defend that part of the line which is most
attacked or which seems the weakest. Though other doctrines are more
important than this one, this one is not unimportant or dispensable.{1}
Several critics of Christianity grew up in the church but eventually abandoned the
faith, and many of them cite the teaching on hell as a key factor. Atheist
philosopher Bertrand Russell wrote in his work Why I Am Not a Christian:
I do not myself feel that any person who is really profoundly humane can
believe in everlasting punishment. . . . I must say that I think all this doctrine,
that hell-fire is a punishment for sin, is a doctrine of cruelty. It is a doctrine
that put cruelty into the world and gave the world generations of cruel
torture: and the Christ of the Gospels, if you could take Him as His chroniclers
represent Him, would certainly have to be considered partly responsible for
that.{2}
Charles Darwin grew up and was baptized in the Church of England. Despite his

rejection of Christianity, he was buried in Westminster Abbey. Darwin has pointed
to the doctrine of hell as one of the significant reasons for his abandonment of the
faith. He stated in his autobiography, “I can indeed hardly see how anyone ought
to wish Christianity to be true; for if so plain language of the text seems to show
that the men who do not believe, and this would include my father, brother and
almost all my friends, will be everlastingly punished. And this is a damnable
doctrine.”{3}
I am sure that many of us have friends who find the Bible’s teaching on hell to be
offensive and use this doctrine to paint the God of the Bible as a cruel and
vindictive being. However, most unbelievers’ attacks of this doctrine are built on
a false understanding of hell. Christians also have difficulty defending the justice
of hell with the love of God because we lack a proper understanding of what the
Bible teaches. In this article, I will present the biblical teaching on hell so that we
can present a sound response when challenged.

The Nature of Hell
Hell is basically a place of eternal separation from God. 2 Thessalonians 1:9 states
that those without God “will be punished with everlasting destruction and shut
out from the presence of the Lord and from the majesty of His power.” To be
separated from God is to be separated from all that is good. A person in hell is
separated from all the joy, love, and meaning for which we were created. Instead
of knowing God as a loving father, one will know God as judge (Romans 2: 5-8).
That is the attribute of God an unbeliever will know for eternity.
Many, including Christians, believe that God tortures people in hell. However, a
significant thing to note is that in the New Testament, hell is not described as a
place of torture but rather a place of torment (Luke 16:23-28, Revelation 14:11).
Torture is inflicted against one’s will, while torment is self-inflicted by one’s own
will. Torment comes from the mental and physical anguish of knowing we used

our freedom for evil and chose wrongly. The anguish results from the sorrow and
shame of the judgment of being forever away from God and all that is meaningful
and joyful. Everyone in hell will know that the pain he or she is suffering is selfinduced. The flames of hell are generated by the individual who has rejected God.
It is not a place where people are forced against their will to undergo agonizing
pain. Unbelievers often use this image to portray God as a cruel and vindictive
being. However, the torment of hell comes from the individual who chooses not to
love God and now must live with the sorrow of being aware of all that was lost.
One of the most severe punishments leveled on a criminal is the sentence of
solitary confinement. One of the reasons this is a feared sentence is that the guilty
are left to sit alone in their cells and live with the regret and sorrow of their
crimes with no one to comfort or minister to them. Pain comes from within as they
wrestle alone with their thoughts and emotions. It must be a horrible realization
to see lost forever what could have been.
Such is the anguish of hell. The pain comes from the regret of all that was lost. A
person experiences separation from God, the ultimate good. This is why hell is
such a horrible place and a horrible choice.

Why Hell Is Necessary and Just
Is hell necessary? How is this doctrine consistent with a God of love? These are
questions I face when I speak on the fate of unbelievers. The necessity and justice
of hell can be recognized when we understand the nature of God and the nature
of man.
Hell is necessary because God’s justice requires it. Our culture focuses mostly on
God’s nature of love, mercy, and grace. However, God is also just and holy, and
this must be kept in balance. Justice demands retribution, the distribution of
rewards and punishments in a fair way. God’s holiness demands that He separate
himself entirely from sin and evil (Habakkuk 1:13). The author of Psalm 73

struggles with the dilemma of the suffering of the righteous and the prosperity of
the wicked. Joseph Stalin was responsible for the death of millions in the Soviet
Union, but he died peacefully in his sleep without being punished for his deeds.
Since evil often goes unpunished in this lifetime, it must be dealt with at a future
time to fulfill God’s justice and holiness.
A second reason hell is necessary is that God’s love requires it. Love does not
force itself on an individual, but honors the option of rejecting the love of another.
Those who do not wish to love God must be allowed not to do so. Forcing oneself
upon another is to dishonor the dignity and right of the individual. Those who do
not want to be with God in this lifetime, will not be forced to be with Him for all
eternity. It is important to understand that heaven is where God dwells and being
the Lord of all creation, He is the heart and focus of heaven. His glory fills the
entire realm, and inhabitants of heaven will be in His immediate and intimate
presence for eternity. One cannot be in heaven and not know the presence of God.
Therefore, those who do not want to be with God in this lifetime will not be forced
to be in His presence for all eternity. Instead, God will honor their desire and let
them dwell apart from Him in hell. Love honors the right of the other person to
reject that love.
Third, God’s sovereignty requires hell. If there is no hell, there would be no final
victory over evil. If there were no ultimate separation of good from evil, good
would not ultimately triumph and God would not be in ultimate control. God
declares He will have victory over evil (1 Corinthians 15:24-28 and Revelation
20-22). God will defeat evil by quarantining evil and separating it from good
eternally.
The biblical teaching on hell fulfills the justice, holiness, and sovereignty of God
and remains consistent with His character of love.

Why Hell?
Hell is also necessary because of the nature of man.
Human depravity requires hell. The only just punishment for sin against the
eternal God is eternal punishment. God is absolutely perfect and mankind is
sinful.
Romans 3:23 states that all are guilty of sin and fall far short of God’s perfect
standard. Sinful, unrepentant man cannot stand before a holy and perfect God. In
order for God to maintain His perfection and the perfection of heaven, sin must be
accounted for. For those who have received the gift of God’s grace, sin has been
cleansed by the payment of Christ’s life. Those who have rejected Christ remain
guilty of sin. Heaven cannot be a perfect paradise if sin is present. Therefore,
man’s sin requires separation from God.
Second, human dignity requires hell. God created us as free moral creatures, and
He will not force people into His presence if they do not want to be there. If a
person chooses not to be with God in his or her lifetime, He will respect that
decision. In Matthew 23:37-39, Jesus weeps over the city of Jerusalem and the
nation of Israel because they rejected their savior and thus were not willing to
accept the love of God. Christ as Lord of creation could have forced His will on
His creatures, but instead respected their decision even though it broke His
heart.
My grandfather suffered a stroke as the result of high blood pressure, a high level
of cholesterol, and a few other ailments. While in the hospital, the doctors
recommended a diet and treatment program. However, he found the diet and
treatment not to his liking. The doctor explained the treatment and the
ramifications if my grandfather would not change his lifestyle. He chose not to
follow the doctor’s prescription. Even though the doctor knew the serious
consequences that would follow, he respected my grandfather’s wish and allowed

him to return home. In the same way, although God knows the consequences of
our choice, He respects our dignity and honors our decision.
Romans 1 states that all have had an opportunity to respond to God’s invitation
and are therefore without excuse. Human beings are created in God’s image and
are creatures of incredible value. God does not annihilate beings of value even
though they rejected His love. Instead He respects their decision, honors their
dignity, and allows them to dwell eternally apart from Him as they have chosen.
God’s justice and love plus man’s nature requires a hell.

How Can a Loving God Send People to Hell?
Recently I was in a enjoying a pleasant discussion with an atheist named Gus.
After answering most of his objections against Christianity, he paused for a
moment of contemplation. He then leaned over the table and said, “I find it hard
to believe in a God of love who says, ‘Love me or I will throw you into the fire!'”
This statement represents a common misunderstanding. God does not send
anyone to hell; people choose to go there.
I explained that God is a loving God, and His earnest desire is that all turn from
sin and receive His gift of eternal life. 2 Peter 3:9 states, “The Lord is not slow in
keeping his promise, as some understand slowness. He is patient with you, not
wanting anyone to perish, but everyone to come to repentance.” God desires all to
be saved and has made the way possible by sending His son to die in our place.
He invites everyone to accept His free gift of eternal life through Christ.
Since God’s desire is that all be saved and He has made this possible for all men,
God cannot bear the blame for people going to hell. People go to hell because
they knowingly choose to reject His love. C. S. Lewis said, “There are only two
kinds of people in the end: those who say to God, ‘Thy will be done,’ and those to

whom God says, in the end, ‘Thy will be done.’ “{4}
God’s love also keeps Him from imposing His will on individuals. If a person does
not want to be with God in this lifetime, He will not force that person to be with
Him for all eternity. In other words, the door of hell is locked from the inside.
After a brief moment, Gus asked, “Do people really have a choice since the Bible
states that we are all born sinners and cannot help but sin?” I acknowledged that
we are born in sin (Psalm 51) and have a bent to sin. However, our sin nature
does not force us to sin. We are sinners and it is inevitable that we will disobey
God. However, we can avoid sinning and often do so because disobedience to God
involves a choice we make. We can choose otherwise. In a similar way although
we are on the road to destruction, we can decide to get off that road and choose
life.
What about predestination, some may ask? Does that not negate one’s ability to
choose? There are various views on this doctrine but it does not negate our
responsibility to repent. God holds us accountable for our decisions, and this
responsibility implies the ability to respond. Although we as finite beings may not
fully comprehend this doctrine, that does not excuse us from the choice we must
all make about Christ.
The sad news is that all who go to hell could avoid going there, but they make a
horrible choice.
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Problems and Promises
Petitionary Prayer

of

Dr. Michael Gleghorn

Experimenting With Prayer
We pray for all sorts of reasons. When we’ve done something wrong, we may
unburden our conscience by confessing our sin to God. When we’re grateful for
some blessing, we may offer up a prayer of thanksgiving. When we’re
contemplating God’s work in creation, we may offer up a prayer of worship or
adoration. But one reason that almost all of us pray is to ask God for something.
Granted, we may often do this selfishly, or foolishly, or with all manner of wrong
motives. But the thing itself, our making requests of God, is a perfectly legitimate
thing to do. Indeed, when Jesus taught his disciples to pray, he taught them
(among other things) to make requests, such as “Give us each day our daily
bread” (Lk. 11:3).
Although heaven undoubtedly receives millions of requests each day, there’s
possibly none more common than that which asks God for healing. While I was
writing this article, my father was admitted to the critical care unit of a local
hospital. Each day, I (along with many other Christians) prayed that he might be

healed. But after two weeks, he went to be with the Lord. Naturally, this raises a
very serious question. Do our prayers really make any difference, or are we just
wasting our time?
Recently the New York Times ran a story with an intriguing title: “Long-Awaited
Medical Study Questions the Power of Prayer”.{1} “Prayers offered by
strangers,” the story began, “had no effect on the recovery of people who were
undergoing heart surgery. . . . And patients who knew they were being prayed for
had a higher rate of post-operative complications like abnormal heart rhythms.”
What are we to make of this? Are prayers for healing to no avail? Might they even
be counterproductive?
In a fascinating essay titled “The Efficacy of Prayer,” C. S. Lewis questioned the
value of such experiments. He realized, of course, that one could set up such an
experiment and ask people to pray. But he doubted the wisdom of it. “You must
not try experiments on God, your Master,” he wrote. He also observed:
Simply to say prayers is not to pray; otherwise a team of properly trained
parrots would serve as well as men for our experiment. . . . You are not doing it
in order that suffering should be relieved; you are doing it to find out what
happens. The real purpose and the nominal purpose of your prayers are at
variance. . . . The experiment demands an impossibility.{2}

Although on one level such experiments with prayer might be interesting,
nevertheless, for those who have witnessed dramatic answers to their prayers,
such studies aren’t likely to be convincing. But can we know whether or not
prayer is really effective?

Providence or Coincidence?
A few years ago I was traveling to Kansas to attend a friend’s wedding. The sun
was just about to set for the evening when I suddenly got a flat tire. I pulled to the
side of the road, got out, and prepared to change the flat. I soon realized,
however, that this was going to be a bit tricky. Although I had a spare tire, I had
no tools to change it!
Now there have been many times when this would have really made me angry.
But on this occasion, I simply bowed my head in prayer and asked God for his
help. I then sat down on the hood of my car to wait. I was a bit concerned because
I knew it would soon be dark. But since there wasn’t anything that I could do
about that, I simply determined to trust the Lord.
In less than a minute, a friendly looking guy with two kids pulled to the side of the
road. I explained my situation, and before I fully understood what was happening,
he had his tools out and began to change my tire for me. Within about five
minutes I was back on the road, praising God for his help in my time of need!
Now understandably, I looked upon this incident as a direct answer to my prayer.
But can I really know if this interpretation is correct? Was it really God who
helped me, in response to my prayer? Or would that man have stopped and
changed my tire anyway? Unfortunately, apart from God telling me one way or
another, there just doesn’t seem to be any way to know for sure.
But I don’t think we should be troubled by this. The fact that we can’t prove a
strict causal connection between what we ask God for in prayer and what actually
happens in the world shouldn’t really surprise us. After all, we can’t always prove
a causal connection between what we ask our neighbor for and what actually
happens! Your neighbor may feed your cat while you’re away on vacation because
you asked. Then again, “Your neighbor may be a humane person who would not
have let your cat starve even if you had forgotten to make any arrangements.”{3}

Of course, it may sometimes be possible to prove a causal connection between
what I ask my neighbor and what he actually does. But this isn’t always the case.
“Thus in some measure the same doubt that hangs about the causal efficacy of
our prayers to God hangs also about our prayers to man. Whatever we get we
might have been going to get anyway.”{4} On the other hand, the Bible also
assures us that sometimes we don’t have because we don’t ask (James 4:2). So in
the end, we may just have to learn to live with a bit of mystery about our prayers.

Whatever We Ask?
The most radical promises about prayer found anywhere in Scripture occur on the
lips of Jesus. The nature of these promises is nothing short of staggering. Just
listen to what Jesus tells his disciples: “And I will do whatever you ask in my name
. . . . You may ask me for anything in my name, and I will do it” (John 14:13-14).
Or again, “I tell you the truth, my Father will give you whatever you ask in my
name” (John 16:23).
What are we to do with such incredible promises? On the surface, Jesus seems to
be saying that he or the Father will do whatever the disciples ask. But is this
really what Jesus meant? If so, it seems to raise a very serious problem. After all,
do we always get what we ask for? And would it really be good if we did?
If my own experience can be trusted, then it seems to me that Christian
philosopher William Lane Craig is quite correct when he writes, “If we are
ruthlessly honest with ourselves, every one of us knows that sometimes God does
not answer our prayers.”{5} Indeed, he continues, sometimes God “cannot
answer our prayers because Christians are praying for contradictory things.”{6}
He asks us to imagine “two Christian athletes playing on opposite sides in the
Super Bowl . . . . Each would naturally be disposed to pray that his team would
win, and yet both prayers could not be answered, for the two athletes would be
praying for contradictory results.”{7}

In addition, it’s not very hard to think of examples in which it might be unwise for
God to give us whatever we ask. After all, finite and fallible human beings are
often inclined to ask God for rather foolish things. It wouldn’t always be best for
God to give us whatever we requested. For example, suppose a godly young man
who desperately wants to serve the Lord as a foreign missionary is praying that
God will grant him a particular young lady to be his wife. But suppose that this
young lady has a passion to serve the Lord here in some way. Finally, suppose
that they would both be miserable and spiritually unproductive if they married
each other, but they would both be deeply satisfied and productive in the work of
the Lord if they each married someone else. Would it really be wise for God to
grant this young man’s request? It sure doesn’t seem like it. Sometimes, as Garth
Brooks observed, we can all thank God for unanswered prayers!

Qualifying Christ’s Promises, Pt. 1
But if all this is so, then what’s become of Jesus’ radical promise to do whatever
we ask in his name? It seems to me, quite simply, that Jesus’ promise must be
qualified somehow. But is it really wise to tamper with Scripture this way?
Let me suggest two responses to this. First, I think that when his words are
properly interpreted, Jesus himself qualifies his promises right from the start.
Second, the other qualifications I will mention are all firmly rooted in the
Scriptures. In other words, we won’t be tampering with the Bible. We’ll rather be
looking at its teachings to see if there are any qualifications expressed elsewhere
in its pages that might qualify Jesus’ promises in some way.
But let’s go back to that first point. Notice what Jesus says in John 14:13: “And I
will do whatever you ask in my name, so that the Son may bring glory to the
Father.” Immediately we see that Jesus hasn’t really given a blanket promise to do
whatever we ask. Rather, he’s qualified his promise to do whatever we ask in his
name, so that the Son may bring glory to the Father.

What does it mean to ask for something in Jesus’ name? Many people treat this
phrase as something akin to a magical formula. By saying the right words, in the
proper sequence, they think that God is somehow obligated to give them what
they’ve asked for. But this is certainly not what Jesus had in mind! Instead, to
pray for something in Jesus’ name is to pray for something that’s consistent with
the character and purposes of Christ in the world. As Merrill Tenney observes, “In
prayer we call on him to work out his purpose, not simply to gratify our whims.
The answer is promised so that the Son may bring glory to the Father.”{8} So
when Jesus promises to do whatever we ask in his name, He’s not promising to do
whatever we ask—period! He’s qualified his promise to do whatever we ask that’s
consistent with his character and purposes in the world.
But there’s more. As we search the Scriptures we find yet other principles that
appear to qualify Jesus’ promise. Dr. Craig mentions several of these in his book
Hard Questions, Real Answers.{9} For instance, our requests might be denied
because of unconfessed sin in our lives. The psalmist wrote, “If I had cherished
sin in my heart, the Lord would not have listened” (Ps. 66:18). Further, our
requests might also be denied if they arise from impure motives. James states
quite pointedly, “When you ask, you do not receive, because you ask with wrong
motives” (4:3).

Qualifying Christ’s Promises, Pt. 2
What are some more reasons why our requests to God might sometimes be
denied?
First, our prayers may sometimes not be granted because of our lack of faith.
Jesus told his disciples, “Whatever you ask for in prayer, believe that you have
received it, and it will be yours” (Mk. 11:24). This verse makes it clear that the
Lord expects our prayers to be joined with faith in his ability to grant them.
Second, as William Lane Craig observes, “Sometimes our prayers are not

answered because, quite frankly, we don’t really care whether they are.”{10}
This was certainly not the pattern of the great prayers recorded in Scripture.
Consider the example of Hannah, who prayed out of “great anguish and grief” for
a son (1 Sam. 1:16). Or Daniel, who upon learning from the writings of Jeremiah
the prophet “that the desolation of Jerusalem would last seventy years . . . turned
to the Lord . . . and pleaded with him in prayer and petition, in fasting, and in
sackcloth and ashes” (Dan. 9:2-3). If we’re honest, many of us would probably
have to admit that our own prayers are often just a pale reflection of the earnest
examples we find in Scripture.
So too with perseverance in prayer. We tend to give up far too quickly and easily.
Apparently, things weren’t much different in Jesus’ day. Indeed, he told his
disciples the parable of the persistent widow “to show them that they should
always pray and not give up” (Luke 18:1).
These are a few more reasons why our prayers to God might not be granted. But
what if none of these reasons applies in our case? What if we’ve confessed all
known sin, our motives are pure, and we’ve prayed earnestly, with perseverance,
and in faith, and still our heartfelt requests to God are denied? What should we
conclude then? That God doesn’t really care? Or that he doesn’t even exist?
Although we might be tempted to doubt God in such times, it’s important to
remember one last qualification that the Bible puts on our requests to God;
namely, they must be consistent with his will. The apostle John wrote that “if we
ask anything according to his will . . . . we have what we asked of him” (1 Jn.
5:14-15). But sometimes our requests to God just aren’t consistent with his will. In
cases like these, although it may not be easy, we need to trust that our loving
heavenly Father really does know what’s best and that he can be counted on to do
it. In other words, we may not always know his mind, but we can always trust his
heart.
Notes
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The Lion, the Witch and the
Wardrobe: Reflections on Its
Meaning
Dr. Michael Gleghorn

A Very Brief Overview
With the recent release of the movie The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe, the
public fascination with all things “Narnian” has once again been raised. But what
are we to make of this wonderful story? What deeper truths might it contain?
In order to answer these questions, we must begin with a very brief overview of
the story. Four children—Peter, Susan, Edmund and Lucy—are evacuated from
London to the house of an old professor during World War II. Once there, they
soon discover a magic wardrobe that leads to another world! First Lucy, then
Lucy and Edmund, and then all four of the children find their way into the
enchanted land of Narnia. The country is ruled by the White Witch, who has
placed it under a spell so that it’s always winter but never Christmas.
Once in Narnia the children learn of Aslan, the great lion and true king of the
country. After a long absence, he’s now returned. He will deal with the Witch,
they’re told, and put everything right again. They also learn of an ancient
prophecy, that when two Sons of Adam and two Daughters of Eve sit enthroned at
the castle of Cair Paravel, then the Witch’s reign (as well as her life) will be over.
It’s believed that the time for this must be near, since Aslan and the four children
are now in Narnia.
But Edmund threatens to ruin everything. Unbeknownst to the others, on a
previous visit to Narnia he’d met the Witch, eaten her food, and come under her
power. Although he really knows that the Witch is bad, he nonetheless betrays his
siblings, hoping the Witch will one day make him king. Knowing about the
prophecy, however, she eventually decides to kill Edmund. But before she can do
so, he’s rescued by forces loyal to Aslan!
Not to be outdone, the Witch then appears before Aslan, demanding the traitor’s
life. Aslan acknowledges the validity of the Witch’s claim on a now repentant
Edmund, but gets her to renounce it by offering to die in his place. The Witch

agrees, and that night she slays Aslan on the Stone Table. She believes her rule in
Narnia is now assured. But with the rising of the sun, Aslan rises from the dead!
He leads his army to victory against the Witch and her forces. After personally
dispatching the Witch, he installs the four children as kings and queens of Narnia,
thus fulfilling the ancient prophecy.
This, in a nutshell, is the story. But did the author, C. S. Lewis, intend some
deeper meaning? And if so, what is it?

The Search for a Deeper Meaning
It seems that Lewis had at least three objectives in writing his famous Chronicles.
First, he simply wanted to tell a good story. And almost everyone who’s read the
Chronicles will agree that he succeeded admirably here, for they’re among the
best-loved books of all time. Second, Lewis also aimed at using his stories to
communicate moral truth, both by precept and example. In this regard, Paul Ford
observes that Lewis is something of a Christian Aesop. Like Aesop, he’s more than
just a storyteller; he’s “also a moral educator.”{1} As Gilbert Meilaender notes:
Lewis . . . believes that moral principles are learned indirectly from others
around us, who serve as exemplars. . . . . the Chronicles of Narnia . . . are not
just good stories . . . they serve to enhance moral education, to build character.
. . . To overlook the function of the Chronicles of Narnia in communicating
images of proper emotional responses is to miss their connection to Lewis’s
moral thought.{2}
Finally, Lewis also purposed to communicate important truths of the Christian
faith by translating them into the imaginary landscape of Narnia. But here we
must be careful. Lewis insisted that the Chronicles should not be read as
Christian allegories. Paul Ford observes that in an allegory there are “one-to-one
correspondences between philosophical or religious concepts and the characters

or events or objects in a story.”{3} The Chronicles, said Lewis, are not allegories.
They’re rather what he called “supposals.” He explained the difference in a letter,
with special reference to the great lion Aslan:
[Aslan] is an invention giving an imaginary answer to the question, ‘What might
Christ become like, if there really were a world like Narnia and He chose to be
incarnate and die and rise again in that world as He actually has done in ours?’
This is not an allegory at all. . . . The incarnation of Christ in another world is
mere supposal.{4}
So while the Chronicles should not be read as allegories, it’s still quite true that
they’re informed throughout by Lewis’s Christian faith and imagination. They are
Christian “supposals”—and Aslan is supposed to be what Christ might look like if
He became incarnate in a land like Narnia.
Having discussed Lewis’s purposes in writing the Chronicles, and having seen
that they do indeed contain a deeper meaning, we’re now ready to look more
closely at the most famous of these: The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe.

Temptation and Sin
Two of the major themes developed by Lewis are temptation and sin. By carefully
weaving these into his story, Lewis is able to address issues of importance both
for basic morality and for the Christian faith.
When Edmund first stumbles into Narnia through the wardrobe, he finds himself
alone in a snow-covered wood. Cold, and not much liking the look of the place, he
almost decides to go home when he hears the sound of bells in the distance.
Shortly thereafter a sleigh comes into view, and in it sits the White Witch.
The Witch stops the sleigh and questions Edmund. She knows of the ancient
prophecy that, when two Sons of Adam and two Daughters of Eve sit enthroned at

Cair Paravel, then her reign (and life) will be over. When she learns that Edmund
is human, she raises her wand as if she intends to turn him into stone. But she
changes her mind and with feigned friendliness invites Edmund to sit in her
sleigh. She asks if he would like something to eat and Edmund requests Turkish
Delight (which she magically produces).
As he devours the sweets, the Witch continues to question him. She learns that he
has a brother and two sisters. Together, the siblings could fulfill the prophecy
that would spell her doom! But the Turkish Delight is enchanted; whoever tastes
it will want more and more. Knowing this, the Witch tempts Edmund. She says
that if he will bring his siblings to her house, then she will give him more Turkish
Delight—something Edmund desperately wants. She also says that she would like
to make Edmund a prince. And later, when she’s gone, he will even be king! So
the Witch tempts him by appealing to his desire for power and pleasure.
And it works! Before Edmund returns home, “he [is] already more than half on the
side of the Witch.”{5} Later, when all four siblings get into Narnia together,
Edmund slips away from the others and goes to betray them to the Witch. His
desire for Turkish Delight and to be king leads him to yield to temptation—and
sin. It reminds one of what James says in the New Testament: “But each one is
tempted when, by his own evil desire, he is dragged away and enticed. Then, after
desire has conceived, it gives birth to sin; and sin, when it is full-grown, gives
birth to death” (1:14-15).
Though we might not like to admit it, there’s something of Edmund in all of us.
Like Edmund, we’ve all sinned (Rom. 3:23). And unless Someone intervenes who
can change both us and our circumstances, then like Edmund we’re also doomed
to die (Rom. 6:23; Rev. 20:14-15).

Sacrifice and Redemption
Lewis claimed that the idea for his story, The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe,
“all began with a picture of a Faun carrying an umbrella and parcels in a snowy
wood.” “At first,” he wrote, “I had very little idea how the story would go. But
then suddenly Aslan came bounding into it. . . . [and] He pulled the whole story
together.”{6} It’s a good thing He did. For without Aslan the traitorous Edmund
would have met a very different fate than that which actually befell him.
You see, Aslan’s Father, the great Emperor-Beyond-the-Sea, put some Deep Magic
into Narnia at its beginning. The Witch, who accuses Edmund before Aslan, is
quite knowledgeable about this Deep Magic. “Every traitor,” she insists, “belongs
to me as my lawful prey. . . . Unless I have blood as the Law says all Narnia will . .
. perish in fire and water.”{7} Aslan agrees that her claim is valid.
Although it looks like Edmund is as good as dead, Aslan, in a private conversation
with the Witch, gets her to renounce her claim on Edmund’s blood. It’s only later
that we learn why. The great lion made the Witch an offer she couldn’t refuse. He
offered to die in Edmund’s place. True to His word, He arrives that night at the
Stone Table and there He is slain by the Witch.
But that’s not the end of the story. Early the next morning, as the sun peers over
the horizon, the Stone Table cracks in two and Aslan is raised from the dead. He’s
conquered death through an even Deeper Magic, unknown to the Witch. As Aslan
explains, “Her knowledge goes back only to the dawn of Time. But if she could
have looked . . . into . . . the darkness before Time dawned . . . She would have
known that when a willing victim who had committed no treachery was killed in a
traitor’s stead, the Table would crack and Death itself would start working
backwards.”{8}
It’s a beautiful picture of substitutionary atonement. Aslan willingly lays down His
life for the traitorous Edmund, thereby redeeming him from the just demands of

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

Reflections on the Movie
As many fans of Lewis’s classic story The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe have
already observed, the movie is really quite good and well worth seeing. It is a
generally faithful rendition of Lewis’s beautiful and imaginative original. Indeed
the film is really at its best when it adheres most closely to the book. It was
reported that at one time another group of filmmakers was planning to produce a
very different version of the story. Supposedly their plan was to set Lewis’s
wonderful children’s classic “in present-day Brentwood. Instead of a White Witch
wooing young Edmund with Turkish Delight, a cool Californian would win him
with cheeseburgers.”{9} If this is really true, we can all rejoice that such an
absurd retelling of Lewis’s famous story never saw the light of day. All those
involved with bringing The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe to the big screen
are to be commended for adhering so closely to Lewis’s original vision.
But of course no movie is perfect, and The Lion is no exception. Possibly two of
the biggest disappointments for fans of the book are the diminished role given to
some of Lewis’s most important dialogue and the diminished importance of the
great lion himself. For example, compared to his counterpart in the book, wise old
professor Kirke has precious little to say in the movie.
Even more troubling, the extended conversation which the four children have
with Mr. and Mrs. Beaver about Aslan lacks many of the Beavers’ most important
declarations. Unlike the book, the movie never refers to Aslan as “the son of the
great Emperor-Beyond-the-Sea.” And Mr. Beaver is also denied his famous

response to Lucy’s question about whether Aslan is actually safe. “Safe?” he asks,
“Who said anything about safe? ‘Course he isn’t safe. But he’s good. He’s the
King, I tell you.”{10} Not only was such important dialogue cut, but as Jeffrey
Overstreet noted, Aslan’s appearances are “painfully brief.” He doesn’t “have the
time onscreen to earn our affection and awe the way we might have hoped.”{11}
In spite of such shortcomings, however, the movie still possesses much of the
book’s magic. What’s more, it retains the crucially important themes of
temptation and sin, sacrifice and redemption. Aslan still dies as a substitute for
the traitorous Edmund, thereby redeeming him from the just demands of the Law.
Finally, as Overstreet observed, “Those who respond to the movie’s roar by
running to Lewis’s book will find Deeper Magic in its pages. Meeting them there,
Lewis himself will lead them ‘further up, further in’.”{12} If the movie leads a
new generation of readers to tackle this classic story, then it will indeed have
served as a fitting tribute to its author.
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C.S. Lewis and the Riddle of Joy
Dr. Michael Gleghorn
Dr. Michael Gleghorn asks, What if nothing in this world can satisfy our desire
because the object of our desire is other-worldly?

The Riddle of Joy
Over forty years after his death, the writings of C. S. Lewis continue to be read,
discussed, and studied by millions of adoring fans. There seems to be something
in Lewis that appeals to almost everyone. He is read by men and women, adults
and children, Protestants and Catholics, scholars and laymen. A new movie, based
on his best-selling children’s classic The Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe, is
expected to be a mega-hit in theatres.{1} It’s difficult to think of another writer
who is read (and appreciated) by such a broad spectrum of humanity as C. S.
Lewis.
But what accounts for this broad, popular appeal? Doubtless many reasons could
be given. Lewis wrote on such a wide variety of topics, in such a diversity of
literary genres and styles, that almost anyone can find pleasure in something he
wrote. Further, he wrote for a general audience. Even when he’s discussing very
heady philosophical and theological topics, he remains quite accessible to the
intelligent layman who wants to understand. Nevertheless, I tend to agree with
Peter Kreeft, who notes that while “many virtues grace Lewis’s work . . . the one
that lifts him above any other apologetical writer . . . is how powerfully he writes
about Joy.”{2}
Now it’s important to understand that when Lewis writes of Joy, he’s using this
term in a very particular way. He’s not just speaking about a general sort of
happiness, or joyful thoughts or feelings. Rather, he’s speaking about a desire,
but a very unique and special kind of desire. In Surprised by Joy, his spiritual
autobiography, Lewis describes it as “an unsatisfied desire which is itself more
desirable than any other satisfaction.”{3}
But what did he desire? The question haunted Lewis for years. What was it that
he wanted? Through trial and error he came to realize that he didn’t simply want
a feeling, a subjective, inner experience of some kind. Indeed, he later said that
“all images and sensations, if idolatrously mistaken for Joy itself, soon confessed

themselves inadequate. . . . Inexorably Joy proclaimed, ‘You want—I myself am
your want of—something other, outside, not you or any state of you.'”{4}
In an attempt to find the mysterious object of his desire, Lewis plunged himself
into various pursuits and pleasures. But nothing in his experience could satisfy
this desire. Ironically, these failures suggested a possible solution to Lewis. What
if nothing in this world could satisfy his desire because the object of his desire
was other-worldly? A radical proposal, and we turn to it now.

The Argument from Desire
What was Lewis to make of this rather mysterious, intense, and recurrent desire
that nothing in the world could satisfy? Did the desire have any real significance?
Did anything actually exist that could satisfy this desire? Or was the whole thing
just a lot of moonshine? Although this question haunted Lewis for years and took
him down many dead-end streets in pursuit of the mysterious object of his desire,
he eventually came to believe that he had discovered the answer.
In The Pilgrim’s Regress, he wrote of his remarkable solution to the riddle of
Joy—the desire we are now considering—as follows:
It appeared to me . . . that if a man diligently followed this desire, pursuing the
false objects until their falsity appeared and then resolutely abandoning them,
he must come out at last into the clear knowledge that the human soul was
made to enjoy some object that is never fully given—nay, cannot even be
imagined as given—in our present mode of subjective and spatio-temporal
experience. This Desire was, in the soul, as the Siege Perilous in Arthur’s
castle—the chair in which only one could sit. And if nature makes nothing in
vain, the One who can sit in this chair must exist.{5}
In other words, Lewis reasoned from this intense desire, which nothing in the
world could satisfy, to an object of desire that transcended the world. He
gradually became convinced that this Supreme Object of human desire is God and

heaven!
Following Peter Kreeft, we can formulate the argument as follows:{6}
1. Every natural or innate desire we experience has a corresponding real object
that can satisfy the desire.
2. We experience an innate desire which nothing in this world can satisfy.
3. Therefore, there must be a real object that transcends the world which can
satisfy this desire.
Now this is a valid argument in which the conclusion follows logically from the
premises. So if someone wants to challenge the argument’s conclusion, they must
first challenge one of its premises. And, as I’m sure you can imagine, the
argument has certainly had its detractors. But what sort of objections have they
raised? Have they shown the argument to be unsound? And how have Lewis’s
defenders responded to their objections? We’ll now turn to consider some of these
questions.
Thus, it’s important to understand that Lewis is not arguing that all our desires
have real objects of satisfaction. He’s claiming only that all our natural and innate
desires do. Having clarified this issue, we’ll return to consider objections to this
first premise in a moment.
But first, what if someone objects to Lewis’s second premise, namely, that we
have an innate desire which nothing in the world can satisfy?{10} For example,
what if someone admitted that they were not perfectly satisfied now, but believed
they would be if only they had the best of everything money can buy? Well,
unfortunately this experiment has already been tried—and has repeatedly failed.
Just think of all the people who are very wealthy, but still not perfectly satisfied.
Indeed, some of them are downright miserable!

But what if one of them isn’t? What if someone claimed that he is perfectly
satisfied right now? Admittedly, we can’t really argue with such a person. We can
only ask him to be honest—if not with us, at least with himself. Even so, however,
this would not necessarily show that Lewis’s argument is false. It may only show
that the person who makes such a claim is somehow defective, like a colorblind
person claiming that there is no such thing as color. If most people experience an
innate desire which nothing in the world can satisfy, then Lewis’s conclusion may
still follow. But before we can be sure, we must first revisit that problematic first
premise.
You’ll remember that Lewis argued that every natural or innate desire (like our
desire for food, drink, or friendship) has a corresponding object that can satisfy
the desire. Thus, there really are such things as food, drink, and friends. There
seems to be a correlation between our natural desires and objects that can satisfy
them.
But there’s a problem. As John Beversluis observed:
How could Lewis have known that every natural desire has a real object
before knowing that Joy has one? I can legitimately claim that every student in
the class has failed the test only if I first know that each of them has
individually failed it. The same is true of natural desires.{11}
In other words, why think that every natural desire has an object that can satisfy
it? Such questions appear to raise difficulties for Lewis’s argument. So how have
Lewis’s supporters responded?
Peter Kreeft has written:
[T]he proposition “every natural, innate desire has a real object” is understood
to be true because nature does nothing in vain, and this . . . is seen to be true
by understanding the concept expressed in . . . the word “nature.” Nature is

meaningful . . . full of design and purpose . . . arranging a fit between
organism and environment . . . desire and satisfaction . . .{12}

The Value of the Argument
In order to effectively reason from a deep, unsatisfied natural desire that nothing
in the world can satisfy, to something beyond the world which can satisfy it, one
must first know, or at least have good reason to believe, that all our natural
desires have real objects of satisfaction. If they don’t, then maybe there’s just not
any object that can satisfy the desire we’re considering.
Now, of course, someone might well say, “Look, if all the natural desires we can
check on, like our desires for food, drink, sex, and knowledge, have real sources
of satisfaction, then wouldn’t it be reasonable to infer that in the case of this one
mysterious desire, which nothing in the world can satisfy, that there’s also a real
source of satisfaction?” Well, yes, I think this would be quite reasonable. Of
course, the conclusion is only probable, not necessary. But in some places this is
all Lewis himself claimed. In Mere Christianity he wrote:
The Christian says: Creatures are not born with desires unless satisfaction for
these desires exists . . . If I find in myself a desire which no experience in this
world can satisfy, the most probable explanation is that I was made for
another world.{13}
Now this is an interesting argument and it may suggest an additional premise
which has been assumed, but not directly stated. For why does the Christian say
that creatures are not born with desires unless satisfaction for these desires
exists? Isn’t it because we believe that there’s a benevolent Creator and Designer
of the natural world and its creatures? And if this is true, then it seems quite
plausible that things have been intentionally designed so that there’s a match
between our natural desires and sources of satisfaction. And actually, there are
very good reasons, completely independent of Lewis’s argument, for believing

that a Creator and Designer of nature does exist!
So it seems that the primary value of Lewis’s argument may lie in showing us that
it’s reasonable to believe that our Creator and Designer is also the Supreme
Object of our desire. And this resonates quite well with the oft-quoted words of
Augustine, “Thou hast made us for Thyself and our hearts are restless until they
rest in Thee.”{14}
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Continuing in ‘The Need to Read‘ series, Todd Kappelman examines the writings
of G.K. Chesterton, a writer admired by both C.S. Lewis and Francis Schaeffer.

A Christian for the Twentieth Century
This article is another installment in our continuing Need to Read series. The
purpose of the series is to introduce people to authors they might enjoy and to
offer some help by way of navigating through the themes developed in the works
written by these individuals. It is regrettable that many people who enjoy C. S.
Lewis and Francis Schaeffer neglect the writings of Gilbert Keith, or G. K.
Chesterton (1874-1936), a man who was admired by both Lewis and Schaeffer.
George Bernard Shaw called him a “colossal genius” and Pope Pius XI called him
“a devoted son of the Holy Church and a gifted defender of the faith.”{1}
Until his death at the age of seventy-two, Chesterton was a dominant figure in
England and a staunch defender of the faith, and Christian orthodoxy, as well as

an enthusiastic member of the Roman Catholic church. In addition to nearly one
hundred books, he wrote for over seventy-five British periodicals and fifty
American publications. He wrote literary criticism, religious and philosophical
argumentation, biographies, plays, poetry, nonsense verse, detective stories,
novels, short stories, and economic, political, and social commentaries.{2}
An excellent introduction to Chesterton can be found in a book titled Orthodoxy,
published in the United States in 1908, and affectionately dedicated to his
mother. In Orthodoxy Chesterton gives an apologetic defense of his Christian
faith. He believed this defense was necessary to answer some of the criticism
directed at his previous book, Heretics.{3}
Before Schaeffer wrote Escape From Reason, Chesterton titled the third chapter
of Orthodoxy “The Suicide of Thought,” a chronicle of the demise of modern man.
Chesterton believed that what we suffer from today is humility in the wrong
place. “Modesty has moved from the organ of ambition. Modesty has settled on
the organ of conviction; where it was never meant to be. A man was meant to be
doubtful about himself, but undoubting about the truth; this has been exactly
reversed. Nowadays the part of a man that a man does assert, is exactly the part
he ought to doubt¾himself. The part he doubts is exactly the part he ought not to
doubt–the Divine Reason.”{4}
Chesterton believed that man’s autonomy had been elevated beyond the reason of
God; each individual has become his or her own master. The sages can see no
answer to the problem of religion, but that is not the trouble with modern sages.
Modern man, and his sages, said Chesterton, cannot even see the riddle.
Modern men, he believed, had become like small children who are so stupid that
they do not even object to obvious philosophical contradictions.{5} Chesterton,
like C. S. Lewis and Francis Schaeffer after him, understood that religion in the
twentieth century would become very philosophical even for the average man.
Chesterton reminds us that Christians would be living in a time when many of

their friends, family, and neighbors, as well as their co-workers and spouses,
would no longer be living as though man had to be reasonable. Later Francis
Schaffer would call this same cultural phenomenon the age of non-reason.
Chesterton was very proud of being a Roman Catholic, and frequently defended
his denomination as much as he did the faith in general. He was a Roman Catholic
who was also deeply concerned about the universal church and will probably be
enjoyed by most people who like C. S. Lewis and a “Mere Christianity” type of
approach to the faith.

Chesterton and a Reasonable Christianity
In his book The Everlasting Man one can find the mature Chesterton. It was
written in 1925 just three years after the Roman Catholic church had received
him at the age of almost fifty. In this book Chesterton employs a style of
argumentation called the reductio ad absurdum.{6} He assumes some of the
claims of rationalists and agnostics to show the absurdity of their point of view.
He begins with a demonstration that if man is treated as a mere animal the result
would not only be ridiculous, but the world would not exist in its present state.
Men do not really act as though there is nothing special and significant about
human beings. They act as though man is unique and that he is the most superior
and crowning achievement in the known universe.
In a section titled “The Riddles of the Gospel” Chesterton attempts to show what
it would be like if an individual were to approach the Gospels and really confront
the Christ of history who is presented there. He would not find a Christ who looks
like other moral teachers. The Christ presented in the New Testament is not dull
or insipid, He is dynamic and unparalleled in history. The Christ of the Gospels is
full of perplexities and paradoxes.
The freethinker and many nonbelievers, said Chesterton, object to the apparent
contradictions found in the Bible, especially as it pertains to Christ. Jesus

admonished His followers to turn the other cheek and take no thought for
tomorrow. However, He did not turn the other cheek with respect to the money
changers in the Temple and was constantly warning people to prepare for the
future. Likewise, Christ’s view of the marriage bond is unique and unparalleled in
history. Jews, Romans, and Greeks did not believe or even understand enough to
disbelieve the mystical idea that the man and the woman had become one
sacramental substance in the matrimonial union.{7} Christ’s view of marriage is
neither a product of His culture or even a logical development from the time
period. It is an utterly strange and wonderful teaching which bears the stigma of
being from another world.
Before C. S. Lewis had formulated his observations that Christ is either a liar, a
lunatic, or Lord, Chesterton had laid out the very same problem. The Christ of the
New Testament, said Chesterton, is not a mere mythical figure. He cannot be
merely another ethical teacher or even a good man; these options are not open to
anyone who would honestly consider the Christ who is encountered in the
Scriptures. The question remains, Who is Christ?
In The Everlasting Man Chesterton maintains that each of the aforementioned
explanations are singularly inadequate. The belief that Christ was a delusional
lunatic, or even a good teacher, suggests something of the mystery which they
miss.{8} There must be something to a person who is so mysterious and
confusing that he has inspired as much controversy as Christ.
Christ is who He said He was and is infinitely more mysterious than the finite
human mind can fully comprehend. In his writings G. K. Chesterton demonstrates
that he is a Christian writer who possessed those rare and necessary gifts which
allow difficult theological and philosophical problems to be understood and
discussed by the average man.

Chesterton’s Reflections on America
Chesterton’s writings cover theological, philosophical, social, political, and
economic trends simultaneously with particular attention to a Christian
worldview. In the two works What I Saw In America and Sidelights, Chesterton
offers the reader his reflections on America during the early part of the twentieth
century.
On January 10, 1921 Chesterton and his wife Frances began a three month tour of
America. Their first stop was in New York City. Here Chesterton examined the
lights of Broadway and proclaimed: “What a glorious garden of wonders this
would be to anyone who was lucky enough to be unable to read.”{9} This begins
the great man’s observations and impressions of the New World, skyscrapers,
rural America, Washington politics, and the nation’s spiritual condition.
Some of the central themes that emerge in Sidelights, and especially in What I
Saw In America, are Chesterton’s views of the effects of rationalism,
commercialism, and the general spiritual poverty of many Americans. Although he
is painting with extremely large brush strokes, there is much that can be learned
about who we were at the early part of the twentieth century and how we became
what we are today.
Chesterton was able to see both sides of the American experiment: the dream as
well as the nightmare. He appears to dwell on the down side to balance the kind
of utopian optimism that frequently blinds Americans to the true realities of their
living conditions. Chesterton said that his first impression of America was of
something enormous and rather unnatural, and was tempered gradually by his
experience of kindness among the people. Additionally, and with all sincerity, he
added that there was something unearthly about the vast system which seemed to
be a kind of wandering in search of an ideal utopia of the future. He said “the
march to Utopia, the march to the Earthly Paradise, the march to the New
Jerusalem, has been very largely the march to Main Street. [T]he latest modern

sensation is a book,” referring here to Sinclair Lewis’s 1920 novel Main Street,
“written to show how wretched it is to live there.”{10}
Chesterton thought about America frequently and she would be one of his favorite
subjects for almost twenty-five years after his first visit. His frequent discussion
about drinking and smoking may strike many readers as peripheral, a kind of
antiquated masculine fun. But these matters were crucial to Chesterton’s view of
a complete life and for him represented a misguided moralism in the United
States. The puritanical incongruity of Americans would serve Chesterton as a
point of departure for all of his thinking about the New World.
Chesterton was an Englishman and is in a position to offer criticism from the
point of view of a foreigner without the difficulties of a language barrier. Although
he understood that his native England and Europe at large were going through
the same philosophical and social changes, it is the speed at which America was
rushing to embrace all things new that alarmed him. In What I Saw in America
one will really discover what Chesterton found alarming and dangerous about our
country in the early twentieth century.
Chesterton was confronted with prohibition on both of his trips to America and
was deeply concerned with its effects on both Christian and secular aspects of
society. He never tired of the extended metaphor of prohibition as the condition of
religion in the United States. Making a comparison between the Carrie Nation
style of saloon smashing prohibition and the Nonconformists in his native
England, Chesterton believed that both groups suffered from an astoundingly
fixed and immovable notion of the nature of Christianity.{11}
Chesterton saw in this legalistic stance toward liquor an indicator of what was
truly wrong Protestant religion in America. He said it is a pretty safe bet that if
any popular American author has mentioned religion and morality at the
beginning of a paragraph, he will at least mention liquor before the end of it. To
men of different creeds and cultures the whole idea would be staggering.{12}

The natural result was that the man on the street frequently equated Christianity
with a strong stance against drinking, smoking, and gambling. As a consequence,
salvation has as much to do with abstinence as it does with regeneration.
The Victorian hypocrisy was that there were family prayers and the form of
religion, but only so far as it was a cover-up for an anti-traditionalist mentality.
The average Christian, believed Chesterton, was professing his religion on the
one hand and embracing a pervasive and destructive industrial commercialism on
the other.{13} The astute observation of Chesterton was of a man witnessing a
strange new phenomenon, Christians reconciling their prosperity with their faith.
In spite of a Great Depression, one World War that would soon lead to another,
and numerous social injustices, the twentieth century in the early thirties was still
a time when personal ownership of cars, regular vacations, and numerous other
opportunities were increasingly available to more Americans. This was the true
formation of the American dream, and it would be closely tied to materialism in
the most crass form.
Chesterton was vindicated in his harsh observations about America on several
fronts. First, there was then and still remains a large segment of the Christian
population that believes Christian faith to be little more than a list of prohibitions.
It is not that there are not things Christians should and should not participate in,
rather it is the stifling of the Christian imagination with respect to the many ways
which faith can manifest itself. For Chesterton the belief that good Christians do
not drink would be tantamount to saying that one must wear a tie on Sunday
morning to be in good standing in the faith. In the same way that some consider
the latter statement to be ridiculous it was puzzling to Chesterton, as well as C. S.
Lewis, why some American Christians failed to recognize the same in the former
statement.
As for the American dream, Chesterton’s words are still a sober warning for the
unique way in which Americans, both Christian and non-Christian, have largely

become a nation of consumers. We may read his words during the early part of
the twentieth century as warnings not to repeat the same mistakes now.

The Unreasonableness of Modern Man
Chesterton was a prolific journalist whose books and contributions to over one
hundred American and British journals and periodicals continue to be read by
Christians throughout the world. The need to return to this seminal thinker can
be seen in the relevance some of his shorter works still have today.
In the T. P. Weekly in 1910, Chesterton wrote a small piece titled What is Right
with the World? In it he acknowledges the fact that the world does not appear to
be getting very much better in any vital aspects and that this fact could hardly be
disputed.{14} However, Chesterton does not leave the reader with the
pessimistic observation that the world is not a very nice place. He adds that the
only thing that is right with the world is the world itself. Existence itself as well as
man and woman are right inasmuch as they were created right. The fact that so
much is wrong did not distress Chesterton; it was merely an occasion
to demonstrate that the world bears the stigma of having been good at one time
and now being evil. The blackness of the world, said Chesterton, is not so black if
we recognize how and why things are like they are.
At one point in a work titled The Common Man Chesterton attempts to show why
it is necessary for every individual to have a philosophy. The best reason being
that certain horrible things will happen to anyone who does not possess some
kind of coherent worldview.{15} Sounding very much like a contemporary
Christian apologist, Chesterton said that a man without a philosophy would be
doomed to live on the used-up scraps of other men’s thought systems.{16}
Chesterton continues to challenge the idea that philosophy is for the few, arguing
that most of our modern evils are the result of the want of a good philosophy.
Philosophy, he said, was merely thought which had been thoroughly thought

through. All men test everything by something. The question is whether the test
has ever been tested.{17} One can see in Chesterton the same vigorous call to
reflective thinking that Francis Schaffer used fifty years later to call an entire
generation of Christians to become more philosophic and begin engaging the
culture at a more substantive level.
We have been attempting to make a case for the need to read G. K. Chesterton’s
works, and have urged those who enjoy C. S. Lewis, Francis Schaeffer, Os
Guinness, or Peter Kreeft to give Chesterton a look. In closing, Chesterton’s poem
The Happy Man from his book The Wild Night will serve as a conclusion.
To teach the grey earth like a child,
To bid the heavens repent,
I only ask from Fate the gift
Of one man well content.
Him will I find: though when in vain
I search the feast and mart,
The fading flowers of liberty,
The painted masks of art.
I only find him as the last,
On one old hill where nod
Golgotha’s ghastly trinity–
Three persons and one God.
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