
History  and  the  Christian
Faith
For many people in our world today “history,” as Henry Ford
once said, “is bunk.” Indeed, some people go so far as to say
that we really can’t know anything at all about the past! But
since the truth of Christianity depends on certain historical
events (like the resurrection of Jesus, for example) having
actually occurred, Dr. Michael Gleghorn shows why there is no
good reason to be so skeptical about our knowledge of the
past.

The Importance of History
Can  we  really  know  anything  at  all  about  the  past?  For
example, can we really know if Nebuchadnezzar was king of
Babylon in the sixth century B.C., or if Jesus of Nazareth was
an actual historical person, or if Abraham Lincoln delivered
the  Gettysburg  Address?  Although  these  might  sound  like
questions that would only interest professional historians,
they’re actually important for Christians too.

 But why should Christians be concerned with such
questions? Well, because the truth of our faith
depends on certain events having actually happened
in the past. As British theologian Alan Richardson
stated:

The Christian faith is . . . an historical faith . . . it is
bound up with certain happenings in the past, and if these
happenings could be shown never to have occurred . . . then
the . . . Christian faith . . . would be found to have been
built on sand.{1}

Consider an example. Christians believe that Jesus died on the
cross for the sins of the world. Now, in order for this belief
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to even possibly be true, the crucifixion of Jesus must have
occurred in history. If the account of Jesus’ death on the
cross is merely legendary, or otherwise unhistorical, then the
Christian proclamation that he died on the cross for our sins
cannot be true. As T. A. Roberts observed:

The truth of Christianity is anchored in history: hence the .
. . recognition that if some . . . of the events upon which
Christianity has been traditionally thought to be based could
be  proved  unhistorical,  then  the  religious  claims  of
Christianity  would  be  seriously  jeopardized.{2}

What actually happened in the past, therefore, is extremely
significant  for  biblical  Christianity.  But  this  raises  an
important question: How can we really know what happened in
the past? How can we know if the things we read about in our
history books ever really happened? How can we know if Jesus
really was crucified, as the Gospel writers say he was? We
weren’t there to personally observe these events. And (at
least so far) there’s no time machine by which we can visit
the  past  and  see  for  ourselves  what  really  happened.  The
events  of  the  past  are  gone.  They’re  no  longer  directly
available for study. So how can we ever really know what
happened?

For the Christian, such questions confront us with the issue
of  whether  genuine  knowledge  of  the  past  is  possible  or
whether  we’re  forever  doomed  to  be  skeptical  about  the
historical events recorded in the Bible. In the remainder of
this  article  I  hope  to  show  that  we  should  indeed  be
skeptical, particularly of the arguments of skeptics who say
that we can know nothing of the past.

The Problem of the Unobservable Past
It  shouldn’t  surprise  us  that  the  truth  of  Christianity
depends on certain events having actually happened in the
past. The Apostle Paul told the Corinthians: “if Christ has



not been raised, our preaching is useless and so is your
faith” (1 Cor. 15:14). For Paul, if the bodily resurrection of
Jesus was not an actual historical event, then faith in Christ
was  useless.  What  happened  in  the  past,  therefore,  is
important  for  Christianity.

But some scholars insist that we can never really know what
happened in the past. This view, called radical historical
relativism, denies that real, or objective, knowledge of the
past is possible. This poses a challenge for Christianity. As
the Christian philosopher Ronald Nash observes, “. . . the
skepticism  about  the  past  that  must  result  from  a  total
historical  relativism  would  seriously  weaken  one  of
Christianity’s  major  apologetic  foundations.”{3}

But why would anyone be skeptical about our ability to know at
least some objective truth about the past? One reason has to
do with our inability to directly observe the past. The late
Charles Beard noted that, unlike the chemist, the historian
cannot directly observe the objects of his study. His only
access to the past comes through records and artifacts that
have survived to the present.{4}

There  is  certainly  some  truth  to  this.  But  why  does  the
historian’s inability to directly observe the past mean that
he can’t have genuine knowledge of the past? Beard contrasts
the historian with the chemist, implying that the latter does
have objective knowledge of chemistry. But it’s important to
remember  that  individual  chemists  don’t  acquire  all  their
knowledge through direct scientific observation. Indeed, much
of it comes from reading journal articles by other chemists,
articles that function much like the historical documents of
the historian!{5}

But can the chemist really gain objective knowledge by reading
such articles? It appears so. Suppose a chemist begins working
on a new problem based on the carefully established results of
previous experiments. But suppose that he hasn’t personally



conducted all these experiments; he’s merely read about them
in scientific journals. Any knowledge not directly verified by
the  chemist  would  be  indirect  knowledge.{6}  But  it’s  not
completely lacking in objectivity for that reason.

While  historical  knowledge  may  fall  short  of  absolute
certainty (as most of our knowledge invariably does), this
doesn’t make it completely subjective or arbitrary. Further,
since most of what we know doesn’t seem to be based on direct
observation, our inability to directly observe the past cannot
(at  least  by  itself)  make  genuine  knowledge  of  history
impossible.  Ultimately,  then,  this  argument  for  historical
relativism is simply unconvincing.

The Problem of Personal Perspective
I recently spoke with a young man who told me that he gets his
news from three different sources: CNN, FOX, and the BBC. When
I asked him why, he told me that each station has its own
particular perspective. He therefore listens to all three in
order to (hopefully) arrive at a more objective understanding
of what’s really going on in the world.

Interestingly,  a  similar  issue  has  been  observed  in  the
writing  of  history.  Historical  relativists  argue  that  no
historian can be completely unbiased and value-neutral in his
description of the past. Instead, everything he writes, from
the selection of historical facts to the connections he sees
between those facts, is influenced by his personality, values,
and even prejudices. Every work of history (including the
historical books of the Bible) is said to be written from a
unique  viewpoint.  It’s  relative  to  a  particular  author’s
perspective and, hence, cannot be objective.

How  should  Christians  respond  to  this?  Did  the  biblical
writers reliably record what happened in the past? Or are
their writings so influenced by their personalities and values
that  we  can  never  know  what  really  happened?  Well,  it’s



probably true that every work of history, like every story in
a newspaper, is colored (at least to some extent) by the
author’s worldview. In this sense, absolute objectivity is
impossible. But does this mean that historical relativism is
true? Not according to Norman Geisler. He writes:

Perfect objectivity may be practically unattainable within the
limited resources of the historian on most if not all topics.
But . . . the inability to attain 100 percent objectivity is a
long way from total relativity.{7}

While historians and reporters may write from a particular
worldview  perspective,  it  doesn’t  follow  that  they’re
completely incapable of at least some objectivity. Indeed,
certain  safeguards  exist  which  actually  help  ensure  this.
Suppose a historian writes that king Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon
did not capture Jerusalem in the sixth century B.C. His thesis
can be challenged and corrected on the basis of the available
historical and archaeological evidence which indicates that
Nebuchadnezzar did do this. Similarly, if a newspaper runs a
story which later turns out to be incorrect, it might be
forced to print a retraction.

While complete objectivity in history may be impossible, a
sufficient degree of objectivity can nonetheless be attained
because the historian’s work is subject to correction in light
of the evidence. The problem of personal perspective, then,
doesn’t  inevitably  lead  to  total  historical  relativism.
Therefore, objections to the historical reliability of the
Bible  that  are  based  on  this  argument  are  not  ultimately
persuasive.

Problems with Historical Relativism
We’ve seen that historical relativism denies that we can know
objective truth about the past. While this poses a challenge
to biblical Christianity, the arguments offered in support of
this  position  aren’t  very  convincing.  Not  only  are  the



supporting  arguments  unconvincing,  however,  the  arguments
against this position are devastating. Let’s look at just two.

First, there are many facts of history that virtually all
historians  agree  on  –  regardless  of  their  worldview.  For
example, what responsible historian would seriously deny that
George  Washington  was  the  first  president  of  the  United
States,  or  that  Abraham  Lincoln  delivered  the  Gettysburg
Address? As one historical relativist admitted, “there are
basic facts which are the same for all historians.”{8} But
consider  what  this  means.  If  a  Christian,  a  Buddhist,  an
atheist, and a Muslim can all agree on certain basic facts of
history, then it would seem to follow that at least some
objective knowledge of history is possible. But in that case,
total historical relativism is false, for it denies that such
knowledge is possible.

Another reason for rejecting historical relativism is that it
makes it impossible to distinguish good history from poor
history, or genuine history from propaganda. As Dr. Ronald
Nash observes, “If hard relativism were true, any distinction
between truth and error in history would disappear.”{9} Just
think about what this would mean. There would be no real
difference between history and historical fiction! Further,
there would be no legitimate basis for criticizing obviously
false  historical  theories.  This  reveals  that  something  is
wrong with historical relativism, for as Dr. Craig reminds us,
“All  historians  distinguish  good  history  from  poor.”  For
example,  he  recalls  how  Immanuel  Velikovsky  attempted  “to
rewrite  ancient  history  on  the  basis  of  world-wide
catastrophes  caused  by  extra-terrestrial  forces  .  .  .
dismissing  entire  ancient  kingdoms  and  languages  as
fictional.”{10}

How did historians react to such ideas? According to Edwin
Yamauchi,  who  wrote  a  detailed  critical  analysis  of  the
theory, most historians were “quite hostile” to Velikovsky’s
work.{11} They were irritated by his callous disregard for the



actual historical evidence. In a similar vein, one need only
remember  the  tremendous  critical  response  to  some  of  Dan
Brown’s more outrageous claims in The Da Vinci Code. It’s
important to notice that when scholars criticize the theories
of  Velikovsky  and  Brown,  they  tacitly  acknowledge  “the
objectivity of history.”{12} Their criticism shows that they
view these theories as flawed because they don’t correspond to
what really happened in the past.

Well,  with  such  good  reasons  for  rejecting  historical
relativism,  we  needn’t  fear  its  threat  to  biblical
Christianity.

Determining Truth in History
How can we determine what actually happened in the past? Is
there any way to separate the “wheat” from the “chaff,” so to
speak, when it comes to evaluating competing interpretations
of a particular historical person or event? For example, if
one writer claims Jesus was married, and another claims he
wasn’t, how can we determine which of the claims is true?

Well as you’ve probably already guessed, the issue really
comes  down  to  the  evidence.  For  information  about  Jesus,
virtually all scholars agree that our most valuable evidence
comes from the New Testament Gospels. Each of these documents
can be reliably dated to the first century, and “the events
they record are based on either direct or indirect eyewitness
testimony.”{13}  They  thus  represent  our  earliest  and  best
sources of information about Jesus.

But  even  if  we  limit  our  discussion  to  these  sources,
different  scholars  still  reach  different  conclusions  about
Jesus’ marital status. So again, how can we determine the
truth? We might employ a model known as inference to the best
explanation. Simply put, this model says that “the historian
should  accept  the  hypothesis  that  best  explains  all  the
evidence.”{14} Now admittedly, this isn’t an exact science.



But as Dr. Craig reminds us, “The goal of historical knowledge
is to obtain probability, not mathematical certainty.”{15} To
demand  more  than  this  of  history  is  simply  to  make
unreasonable demands. Even in a court of law, we must be
content with proof beyond a reasonable doubt -– not beyond all
possible doubt.{16}

Keeping these things in mind, does the evidence best support
the hypothesis that Jesus was, or wasn’t, married? If you’re
interested  in  such  a  discussion  I  would  highly  recommend
Darrell Bock’s recent book, Breaking the Da Vinci Code. After
a careful examination of the evidence, he concludes that Jesus
was definitely not married — a conclusion shared by the vast
majority of New Testament scholars.{17}

Of course, I’m not trying to argue that this issue can be
decisively settled by simply citing an authority (although I
certainly  agree  with  Dr.  Bock’s  conclusion).  My  point  is
rather that we have a way of determining truth in history. By
carefully  evaluating  the  best  available  evidence,  and  by
logically inferring the best explanation of that evidence, we
can determine (sometimes with a high degree of probability)
what actually happened in the past.

Christianity is a religion rooted in history. Not a history
about which we can have no real understanding, but a history
that we can know and be confident in believing.
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What’s the Meaning of Life?
Former Probe staffer Jerry Solomon explains how Christianity
answers the biggest question of them all: What is the meaning
of life?

Cathy has been married to her husband Dan for twenty years and
is  the  mother  of  two  teenagers.  She  is  very  involved  in
family, church, and community activities. Many consider her to
be the model of one that “has it together,” so to speak.
Unknown to her family and her many friends, lately she has
been thinking a lot about her lifestyle. As a result, she has
even  questioned  whether  there  is  any  ultimate  meaning  or
purpose underlying her busyness. At lunch one day she finds
herself in an intimate conversation with a good friend named
Sarah. Even though they have never talked about such things,
Cathy  decides  to  see  how  Sarah  will  respond  to  her
questioning.  Lets  eavesdrop  on  their  conversation.

Cathy: Sarah, I’ve been doing some serious thinking lately.

Sarah: Is something wrong?

Cathy: I don’t know that I would say something is wrong. I
just don’t know what to make of these thoughts I’ve been
having.

Sarah: What thoughts?

Cathy: This may sound like Im going off the deep end or
something, but I promise you Im not. Ive just started asking
some really heavy questions. And I haven’t told another soul
about it.

Sarah: Well, tell me! You know you can trust me.
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Cathy: Okay. But you promise not to laugh or blow it off?

Sarah: Stop being so defensive. Just say it!

Cathy: Sarah, why are you here? I mean, what is your purpose
in life?

Sarah:  (She  pauses  before  responding  flippantly.)  You’re
right, you have gone off the deep end.

Cathy: Sarah, I need you to be serious with me here!

Sarah: Okay! I’m sorry! I’m just drawing a blank. Actually, I
try not to think about that question.

Cathy: Yeah, well, denying it doesn’t work anymore. It just
keeps rolling around in my head.

Sarah: Cant you talk to Dan about it?

Cathy: I’ve thought about it, but I don’t want him to think
there’s something wrong between us.

Sarah: Well, what about talking to your pastor? I bet he’d
have some answers.

Cathy: Yeah, I’ve thought about that too. Maybe I will.

Is Cathy really “weird,” or is she an example of people that
rub shoulders with us each day? And what about Sarah? Was her
nervous response typical of how most of us would respond if we
were asked questions about meaning and purpose?

James Dobson relates an intriguing story about a remarkable
seventeen-year-old girl who achieved a perfect score on both
sections of the “Scholastic Achievement Test, and a perfect on
the tough University of California acceptance index. Never in
history has anyone accomplished this intellectual feat, which
is  almost  staggering  to  contemplate.”{1}  Interestingly,
though, when a reporter “asked her, What is the meaning of
life? she replied, I have no idea. I would like to know



myself.”{2}

This  intellectually  brilliant  young  lady  has  something  in
common with Cathy and Sarah, doesn’t she? She is able to
understand complicated subject matter, but she has no idea if
life has any meaning.

Our goal in this essay is to see if there is an answer for
them, as well as all of us.

The Questions Around Us
As I was driving to my office one day I heard a dramatic radio
advertisement for a book. It began something like this: “Would
you like to find meaning in life?” As I listened to the
remainder of the ad I realized that the books author was
focusing on New Age concepts of purpose and meaning. But the
striking thing about what was said was that the advertisers
obviously believed that they could get the attention of the
radio audience by asking about meaning in life. Some may think
it is advertising suicide to open an ad with such a question.
Or perhaps the author and her publicists are on to something
that “strikes a chord” with many people in our culture.

Questions of meaning and purpose are a part of the mental
landscape as we enter a new millennium. Some contend this has
not always been the case, but that such questions are an
unprecedented legacy of the upheavals of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries.{3} Others assert that such questions are
a result of mans rejection of God.{4}

Even though most of us don’t make such issues a part of our
normal conversations, the questions tend to lurk around us.
They can be heard in songs, movies, books, magazines, and many
other media that permeate our lives. For example, Jackson
Browne, an exceptionally reflective songwriter of the 60s and
70s, wrote these haunting lyrics in a song entitled For a
Dancer:



Into a dancer you have grown
From a seed somebody else has thrown
Go ahead and throw
Some seeds of your own
And somewhere between the time you arrive
And the time you go
May lie a reason you were alive….{5}

Russell  Banks,  the  author  of  Affliction  and  The  Sweet
Hereafter, both of which became Oscar-nominated films, has
this to say about his work: “I’m not a morbid man. In my
writing,  I’m  just  trying  to  describe  the  world  as
straightforwardly as I can. I think most lives are desperate
and  painful,  despite  surface  appearances.  If  you  consider
anyone’s life for long, you find its without meaning.”{6}

Woody  Allen,  the  film  writer,  director,  and  actor,  has
consistently  populated  his  scripts  with  characters  who
exchange dialogue concerning meaning and purpose. In Hannah
and Her Sisters a character named Mickey says, “Do you realize
what a thread were all hanging by? Can you understand how
meaningless  everything  is?  Everything.  I  gotta  get  some
answers.”{7}

Even television ads have focused on meaning, although in a
flippant  manner.  A  few  years  ago  you  could  watch  Michael
Jordan running across hills and valleys in order to find a
guru. When Jordan finds him he asks, “What is the meaning of
life?” The guru answers with a maxim that leads to the product
that is the real focus of Jordan’s quest.

Even though such illustrations can be ridiculous, maybe they
serve to lead us beyond the surface of our subject. We often
get  nervous  when  we  are  encouraged  to  delve  into  subject
matter  that  might  stretch  us.  When  we  get  involved  in
conversations  that  go  beyond  the  more  mundane  things  of
everyday  life  we  may  tend  to  get  tense  and  defensive.
Actually, this can be a good thing. The Christian shouldn’t



fear such conversations. Indeed, I’m confident that if we go
beyond the surface, we can find peace and hope.

Beyond the Surface
Listen to the sober words of a famous writer of the twentieth
century:

There is but one truly serious philosophical problem, and
that  is  suicide.  Judging  whether  life  is  worth  living
amounts  to  answering  the  fundamental  question  of
philosophy…. I see many people die because they judge that
life is not worth living. I see others paradoxically getting
killed for the ideas or illusions that give them a reason
for  living  (what  is  called  a  reason  for  living  is  an
excellent reason for dying). I therefore conclude that the
meaning of life is the most urgent of questions.{8}

These  phrases  indicate  that  Albert  Camus,  author  of  The
Plague, The Stranger, and The Myth of Sisyphus, was not afraid
to go beyond the surface. Camus was bold in exposing the
thoughts many were having during his lifetime. In fact, his
world  view  made  it  obligatory.  He  was  struggling  with
questions of meaning in light of what some called the “death
of God.” That is, if there is no God, can we find meaning?
Many have concluded that the answer is a resounding “No!” If
true, this means that one who believes there is no God is not
living consistently with that belief.

William Lane Craig, one of the great Christian thinkers of our
time, states that:

Man cannot live consistently and happily as though life were
ultimately without meaning, value or purpose. If we try to
live consistently within the atheistic worldview, we shall
find ourselves profoundly unhappy. If instead we manage to
live  happily,  it  is  only  by  giving  the  lie  to  our
worldview.{9}



Francis  Schaeffer  agrees  with  ‘  analysis,  but  makes  even
bolder assertions. He also maintains that the Christian can
close the hopeless gap that is created in a persons godless
worldview. Listen to what he wrote:

It is impossible for any non-Christian individual or group
to be consistent to their system in logic or in practice.
Thus, when you face twentieth-century man, whether he is
brilliant or an ordinary man of the street, a man of the
university or the docks, you are facing a man in tension;
and it is this tension which works on your behalf as you
speak to him.{10}

What happens when we go “beyond the surface” in order to find
meaning? Can a Christian worldview stand up to the challenge?
I believe it can, but we must stop and think of whether we are
willing to accept the challenge. David Henderson, a pastor and
writer, gives us reason to pause and consider our response. He
writes:

Our lives, like our Daytimers, are busy, busy, busy, full of
things to do and places to go and people to see. Many of us,
convinced that the opposite of an empty life is a full
schedule, remain content to press on and ignore the deeper
questions. Perhaps it is out of fear that we stuff our lives
to the walls—fear that, were we to stop and ask the big
questions, we would discover there are no satisfying answers
after all.{11}

Let’s jettison any fear and continue our investigation. There
are satisfying answers. It is not necessary to “stuff our
lives to the walls” in order to escape questions of meaning
and purpose. God has spoken to us. Let us begin to pursue His
answers.

Eternity in Our Hearts
The book of Ecclesiastes contains numerous phrases that have



entered our discourse. One of those phrases states that God
“has made everything appropriate in its time. He has also set
eternity  in  their  heart.  .  .”  (3:11).  What  a  fascinating
statement! Actually, the first part of the verse can be just
as accurately translated “beautiful in its time.” Thus “a
harmony  of  purpose  and  a  beneficial  supremacy  of  control
pervade all issues of life to such an extent that they rightly
challenge our admiration.”{12} The second part of the verse
indicates that “man has a deep-seated sense of eternity, of
purposes and destinies.”{13}But man can’t fathom the vastness
of  eternal  things,  even  when  he  believes  in  the  God  of
eternity. As a result, all people live with what some call a
“God-shaped hole.” Stephen Evans believes this hole can be
understood through “the desire for eternal life, the desire
for eternal meaning, and the desire for eternal love:”{14}

The  desire  for  eternal  life  is  the  most  evident
manifestation of the need for God. Deep in our hearts we
feel death should not be, was not meant to be. The second
dimension of our craving for eternity is the desire for
eternal  meaning.  We  want  lives  that  are  eternally
meaningful. We crave eternity, and earthly loves resemble
eternity enough to kindle our deepest love. Yet earthly
loves are not eternal. Our sense that love is the clue to
what its all about is right on target, but earthly love
itself merely points us in the right direction. What we want
is an eternal love, a love that loves us unconditionally,
accepts us as we are, while helping us to become all we can
become.  In  short,  we  want  God,  the  God  of  Christian
faith.{15}
We must trust God for what we cannot see and understand. Or,
to put it another way, we continue to live knowing there is
meaning, but we struggle to know exactly what it is at all
times. We are striving for what the Bible refers to as our
future glorification (Rom. 8:30). “There is something self-
defeating about human desire, in that what is desired, when
achieved, seems to leave the desire unsatisfied.”{16} For



example, we attempt to find meaning while searching for what
is  beautiful.  C.S.  Lewis  referred  to  this  in  a  sermon
entitled The Weight of Glory:

The books or the music in which we thought the beauty was
located will betray us if we trust to them; it was not in
them, it only came through them, and what came through them
was longing. These things–the beauty, the memory of our own
past–are good images of what we really desire; but if they
are mistaken for the thing itself they turn into dumb idols,
breaking the hearts of their worshippers. For they are not
the thing itself; they are only the scent of a flower we
have not found, the echo of a tune we have not heard, news
from a country we have not visited.{17}

Lewis’s remarkable prose reminds us that meaning must be given
to us. “Meaning is never intrinsic; it is always derivative.
If my life itself is to have meaning (or a meaning), it thus
must  derive  its  meaning  from  some  sort  of  purposive,
intentional activity. It must be endowed with meaning.”{18}
Thus we return to God, the giver of meaning.

Meaning: Gods Gift
Think of all the wonderful gifts that God has given you. No
doubt you can come up with a lengthy record of God’s goodness.
Does your list include meaning or purpose in life? Most people
wouldn’t think of meaning as part of Gods goodness to us. But
perhaps we should. This is because “only a being like God—a
creator of all who could eventually, in the words of the New
Testament, work all things together for good—only this sort of
being could guarantee a completeness and permanency of meaning
for  human  lives.”{19}So  how  did  God  accomplish  this?  The
answer rests in His amazing love for us through His Son, Jesus
Christ.

Consider the profound words of Carl F.H. Henry: “the eternal
and self-revealed Logos, incarnate in Jesus Christ, is the



foundation of all meaning.”{20} Bruce Lockerbie puts it like
this: “The divine nature manifesting itself in the physical
form  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  is,  in  fact,  the  integrating
principle to which all life adheres, the focal point from
which all being takes its meaning, the source of all coherence
in the universe. Around him and him alone all else may be said
to radiate. He is the Cosmic Center.”{21}

Picture a bicycle. When you ride one you are putting your
weight on a multitude of spokes that radiate from a hub. All
the  spokes  meet  at  the  center  and  rotate  around  it.  The
bicycle moves based upon the center. Thus it is with Christ.
He is the center around whom we move and find meaning. Our
focus is on Him.

When the apostle Paul reflected on meaning and purpose in his
life in Philippians 3, he came to this conclusion (emphases
added):

7…whatever things were gain to me, those things I have
counted as loss for the sake of Christ. 8 More than that, I
count all things to be loss in view of the surpassing value
of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord, for whom I have suffered
the loss of all things, and count them but rubbish in order
that I may gain Christ, 9 and may be found in Him, not
having a righteousness of my own derived from the Law, but
that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness
which comes from God on the basis of faith, 10 that I may
know  Him,  and  the  power  of  His  resurrection  and  the
fellowship of His sufferings, being conformed to His death;
11 in order that I may attain to the resurrection from the
dead.

Did you notice how Christ was central to what Paul had to say
about both his past and present? And did you notice that he
used phrases such as “knowing Christ,” or “that I may gain
Christ?” Such statements appear to be crucial to Paul’s sense
of  meaning  and  purpose.  Paul  wants  “to  know”  Christ



intimately, which means he wants to know by experience. “Paul
wants to come to know the Lord Jesus in that fulness of
experimental knowledge which is only wrought by being like
Him.”{22}

Personally,  Paul’s  thoughts  are  important  words  of
encouragement in my life. God through Christ gives meaning and
purpose to me. And until I am glorified, I will strive to know
Him and be like Him. Praise God for Jesus Christ, His gift of
meaning!
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Student Mind Games Conference
(radio transcript)

Conference Overview
There’s one thing we do here at Probe that is our favorite
part of ministry. Our Student Mind Games Conference is a week-
long,  total  immersion,  give-it-all-we’ve-got  experience  for
high school and college students that changes minds and hearts
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forever.

We teach Christian students how to think biblically
on  a  wide  range  of  subjects:  worldviews,  basic
apologetics, creation and evolution, human nature,
the differences between guys and girls, the problem
of  evil,  the  value  of  suffering,  campus
Christianity, and even how to watch a movie without swallowing
it whole. They learn about world religions, a compassionate
but biblical view of homosexuality, science and Earth-history,
feminism, and genetic engineering. We talk about how not to
lose their faith in college and give specific, practical help
connecting  with  the  campus  ministries  at  whatever  college
they’re headed to.

The Probe teachers don’t just give the lectures, though; we
continue conversations at meals where we eat and visit with
the students instead of each other. We assign readings by
authors who don’t have a Christian worldview, and break up
into discussion groups to help the students develop their
discernment skills and tune up their baloney detectors. There
is free time every afternoon for everybody to hike, swim, play
basketball or card games, read or nap. They learn how to be
discerning  in  watching  movies,  and  get  practice  at  it  by
watching several movies during the evenings.

The students are delighted to meet other thinking Christians
from all over the country, students eager to think and grow in
their  faith  as  they  learn  to  love  God  with  their  minds
together. They enjoy getting to know us as the instructors,
too. We’re not only available the whole week; we look for
opportunities to engage in conversations that will encourage
and affirm what God is doing in the minds and hearts of these
precious young people.

In  what  follows  you’ll  hear  a  little  bit  from  several
lecturers, and also from several of our Mind Games alumni.

http://www.ministeriosprobe.org/mp3s/mind-games.mp3


Sneak Peek of Probe Lectures
Here are snippets from lectures of four of our Probe Mind
Games instructors, speaking on Apologetics, Origins, The Value
of Suffering, and Nietzsche for Beginners:

Dr. Pat Zukeran:

When we begin apologetics, when you engage the non-Christian
world, where do we begin? Worldviews. Very good. Now there
are three major worldviews; what are they? The first one is.
. . ? Theism. Theism teaches what? God made all. The second
one is. . .? Naturalism, or atheism: no God at all. And the
third one is Pantheism, God is all. Remember all three of
those.

Dr. Ray Bohlin:

That is why many were upset for a long time. Many rejected
the Big Bang because of the philosophical implications of a
beginning. Where does this particle come from? Here’s the
problem. See, something must be eternal. Something has to
have always been here. Otherwise, something had to come from
absolutely nothing.

Sue Bohlin:

Pat explained to you the philosophical aspects of suffering
and pain, and now I want to get intensely practical. l want
to share with you five of the things that God showed me over
a five-year period about the value of suffering. God never
wastes our suffering, not a scrap of it. He redeems all of it
for His glory and for our benefit. We have a God who scoops
us up, and holds us to His chest where we can hear His heart
beating, and says, “It’s okay. l love you, buddy. Dad knows
the way home. It’s gonna be okay.” And in the midst of our
suffering, that’s when God is holding us the closest.



Todd Kappelman:

What Nietzsche says is, “Listen, there are smart people,
there are strong people, there are the artistically gifted,
there are geniuses which comprise one percent or less of the
population, and then there’s the ninety-nine percent.” What
Nietzsche as an atheist wants to do is, he wants to look at
good art. He wants to make a place in our culture for good
art to be produced. The problem with good art being produced
is you need a good audience that appreciates good art in
order for good art to be produced.

Comments from Alumni, Part 1
Sarah relates how she happened to come:

I’m Sarah, l have an older sister, this is her third year,
and she got me into this. She’s, like, “This, is the most
awesome thing ever, you gotta go.” I’m like, “Whatever.” I
came because she would always come back saying that she had
this awesome time and everything. l was just like, “Okay,
I’ll go, I’ve been to other conferences before so I don’t
think it’ll be anything different.” This was really amazing
because other conferences that I’ve been to, it’s been just
lectures, lectures, lectures. But like Sue and Pat and Todd
and Heather and Ray, they would talk back to you. They wanted
to get to know you, they wanted to know what you thought,
they let you ask questions and they would answer it in the
best way that they do, and it was just really nice to have
someone older and wise that could give their information to
where  you  could  understand  it,  and  it’s  free  to  ask
questions.

Here’s Kayla:

I really enjoyed the variety of the workshops, realizing that
Christianity does apply to all aspects of life, that we have



a worldview that is livable, and that whether it be about
homosexuality  or  abortion  or  genetic  engineering,  our
worldview applies to that too, and knowing those answers will
help me that much more in the secular university.

Austin shares what helped him the most:

It especially helped with the readings, the secular readings.
It helped me to point out the flaws in their teachings and to
see, okay, he’s wrong here, here, here, here; he’s kinda
right here; this is where he needs to change a little. It
helps me interpret what I’m reading better.

And Bekah responds to my question: Do you feel equipped to
handle  the  anti-Christian,  the  hostile  influences  on  the
college campus?

Yes, because we had to interact with the “devil’s advocate”
so much here, and I think it really just prepared us for
situations we’re actually going to face.

We love and enjoy the students who come to Mind Games, and
they know it.

Comments From Alumni, Part 2
Here are a few more: Jon, Ashli, Jonathan and a returning
alumnus, Daniel:

Jon:

It was more than I expected. I thought I was going to come
here and learn ways to defeat people’s arguments and destroy
what they believe, but that’s not what I learned. I actually
learned WHY people believe what they believe, and so because
I can understand what they believe better, I can love them
better as a person, and that’s really how you witness to



them: you love them first and then they’ll ask you, “What‘s
so special,” and then you can do it. So Mind Games for me was
about learning and understanding more of what other people
believe so I could understand and love them better.

Ashli:

The lectures—l loved them, because my dad’s always about, he
wants you to gain the knowledge, he wants you to know stuff,
and I . . . don‘t. I learned so much, and I got so much out
of it, and I had so many questions that I had answered. I was
almost embarrassed by the questions, that I should already
know the answer, but I felt comfortable enough to ask them,
and they answered them clearly, and it was awesome.

Jonathan:

There’s  just  something  amazing  about  this  place  where
everyone wants to be here. The lectures were really great,
there’s just so much emotion and information to it. They just
tell sides of things you never hear in the culture, it’s just
so informative. Like Ashli said, you really get just a zeal
for learning about this stuff and you realize how little you
know about your faith, and how much you want to learn, so I’m
definitely going to come back and try and learn some more.

Daniel:

I  thought  Mind  Games  was  fantastic.  It  was  a  great
experience, and while I did go to some of the same classes, I
took more away from them than I did last year, partly because
I stayed awake during different parts but mostly because I
was paying better attention and you take different things
away every time you go to the same lesson. So that was still
valuable even though I’d been here before. And there were
definitely talks that l hadn’t attended last year that were
really, really interesting, downright fascinating actually,



which l was very glad to be a part of, some of which l felt
pretty  strongly  about,  so  I  was  glad  to  be  able  to
participate  in  those  discussions.

Why Go to Mind Games?
We now know that three out of four high school seniors who had
been part of a church youth group drop out of church within a
year.{1} One reason for this is that they don’t own their
faith; they don’t know that Christianity is true, and they
don’t know why it’s true. They tend to equate faith with a
warm fuzzy feeling that doesn’t stand up to the challenges of
life. Many students are afraid to express their doubts so they
never  learn  that  there  are  good,  solid  answers  to  their
questions. They are sensitive to the disconnect that happens
when  those  who  profess  to  be  Christ-followers  act  no
differently  from  unbelievers.

For over fifteen years, Probe’s Mind Games conferences have
been preparing young people for the challenges to their faith.
In  that  time,  we  have  witnessed  firsthand  the  incredible
thirst for a reliable trustworthy faith. Again and again we
hear that some had despaired of ever finding something like
Mind Games. The conference consistently exceeds expectations,
and students often tell us they wish they had brought their
friends.

Alumni from these summer conferences are going on to become
leaders on their campuses and beyond. This weeklong immersion
truly changes lives, giving them a new confidence in their
God, His Word, and in their role as His ambassadors. We know
this because some of them come back as alumni a second or
third year, and because they contact us from college and let
us know how Mind Games continues to impact them. Others have
gone  on  to  become  leaders  in  ministry  and  heroes  in  the
military.



Mornings start with an informal devotional by Probe staff and
a time of prayer. They receive twenty-five hours of lecture
using video clips, role play, Q and A, and other teaching
techniques. They build their discernment muscles and sharpen
their  critical  thinking  skills  by  reading  and  analyzing
articles by non-Christians, which we discuss in small groups.
They worship together, they play together, and they make dear
friends. We instructors share our meals and some of our free
time with the students, which allows us to get to know and
truly love them.

The  Student  Mind  Games  Conference  is  for  those  who  have
finished their junior or senior years of high school, and for
college freshmen and sophomores. [Note: especially motivated
students younger than that are welcome, though!] Please go to
our  Web  site,  Probe.org,  and  check  out  the  reports  and
pictures of the last few Mind Games conferences. You can look
at a typical schedule, and find out all the details. And then
register someone you love. It will make a difference in time
and eternity.

Note

1. Steve Cable, Is This the Last Christian Generation?
www.probe.org/last-christian-generation.htm
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“What If God Doesn’t Exist?”
I have been a Christian for a very long time. I enjoy arguing
for the truth of my faith. However, I run into a lot of
trouble when it comes to doubt. I have read many of the
articles on your site talking about things like, “Why Isn’t
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the Evidence Clearer?” The problem that I have is that it is
difficult to fully devote myself to the Lord in the presence
of the plausibility of His non-existence. I believe there is
very  good  evidence  for  the  historical  reliability  of  the
scriptures and so forth but there is such a huge possibility
still open for this not to be true. Just because there is a
reliable historical record about something doesn’t make that
thing true. It just seems that the every day experience that I
have as a Christian can be interpreted in any number of ways.
In fact many other people of other antithetical religions to
Christianity and schools of thought explain answered prayer
and things like that in seemingly acceptable ways. It seems
that to simply say that our evidence is the “best” isn’t good
enough.  I  know  I  have  made  mistakes  about  things  that  I
believe in the past because I wasn’t careful enough about
examining the arguments against it. Therefore I think that it
is possible that there are other ways to interpret my beliefs.

Lots  of  people  struggle  with  doubt,  so  you  are  in  good
company.

You’re right, it is POSSIBLE that other religions and other
worldviews may explain what happens in life. It’s possible
there is no God and we are all one giant cosmic accident
(except that we wouldn’t be a giant accident, we would be a
small,  insignificant,  meaningless  accident,  right?).  It’s
possible there is no heaven, that we all go into another life
form in reincarnation. These things are, indeed, possible.

My challenge to you is, what evidence can you find that these
explanations are better than the revelation from God in the
Bible? Don’t just look at it in your own head, thinking, “Oh
yeah, that could be true.” Actively pursue the evidence for
the truth of alternate worldviews.

If your biggest problem is that it’s possible God doesn’t
exist, then you might want to explore other expressions of
Christianity.  Is  it  possible  that  you  have  only  been  in
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churches where people live in their heads, like many Baptist
or  Bible  churches?  Do  you  have  any  experience  with
supernatural manifestations of the Holy Spirit? Do you have
any experience with churches that truly understand the depth
of reverence and holiness in worship?

I have a hunch that your problem may well be that your God is
too small. That you have only had a peek at the true God, the
God who is a consuming fire as well as a passionate Lover as
well as one who speaks in a still, small voice.

I suggest you start seeing what else you can learn of God’s
heart and personality and experience by trying different types
of Christian churches. Go to a charismatic or Pentecostal
church  if  you’ve  never  done  that.  Go  find  a  Catholic  or
Episcopalian  church  where  the  leadership  knows  Christ  and
seeks to make Him known. If you’ve never known a church with
excellent Bible teaching, try that. Especially look for a
church  with  deeply  meaningful  worship  where  people  are
intentionally and effectively drawn into greater intimacy with
Jesus Christ. Get outside the box of your experience up to
this point. And at the same time, ask God to reveal Himself to
you in ways you’ve never seen or heard or experienced.

Is it possible there’s no one there to answer? Sure. But if
that is the case, why is there such a deep longing to know
Him?  We  have  stomachs  because  of  food,  and  we  have  eyes
because there is so much to see. . . and we have longing
hearts because God made us for Himself.

I hope this helps. I send this with a prayer that the God Who
is there will touch you in such a deeply intimate part of your
heart that you will KNOW He is there.

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries



American  Government  and
Christianity  –  A  Biblical
Worldview Perspective
Kerby Anderson looks at how a Christian, biblical framework
operated as a critical force in establishing our constitution
and governmental system. The founders views on the nature of
man  and  the  role  of  government  were  derived  from  their
biblical foundation.

America’s Christian Roots
The founding of this country as well as the framing of the key
political documents rests upon a Christian foundation. That
doesn’t necessarily mean that the United States is a Christian
nation, although some framers used that term. But it does mean
that the foundations of this republic presuppose a Christian
view of human nature and God’s providence.

In previous articles we have discussed “The Christian Roots of
the  Declaration  and  Constitution”  [on  the  Web  as  “The
Declaration and the Constitution: Their Christian Roots” ] and
provided an overview of the books On Two Wings and One Nation
Under God. Our focus in this article will be to pull together
many of the themes of these resources and combine them with
additional facts and quotes from the founders.

First, what was the perspective of the founders of America?
Consider some of these famous quotes.

John Adams was the second president of the United States. He
saw the need for religious values to provide the moral base
line for society. He stated in a letter to the officers of the
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First  Brigade  of  the  Third  Division  of  the  Militia  of
Massachusetts:

We have no government armed with power capable of contending
with  human  passions  unbridled  by  morality  and  religion.
Avarice, ambition, revenge, or gallantry, would break the
strongest cords of our Constitution as a whale goes through a
net. Our Constitution was made only for a moral and religious
people. It is wholly inadequate to the government of any
other.{1}

In fact, John Adams wasn’t the only founding father to talk
about  the  importance  of  religious  values.  Consider  this
statement from George Washington during his Farewell Address:

And  let  us  with  caution  indulge  the  supposition,  that
morality can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be
conceded to the influence of refined education on minds of
peculiar structure, reason and experience both forbid us to
expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of
religious principle.{2}

Two hundred years after the establishment of the Plymouth
colony in 1620, Americans gathered at that site to celebrate
its bicentennial. Daniel Webster was the speaker at this 1820
celebration. He reminded those in attendance of this nation’s
origins:

Let us not forget the religious character of our origin. Our
fathers were brought hither by their high veneration for the
Christian religion. They journeyed by its light, and labored
in its hope. They sought to incorporate its principles with
the elements of their society, and to diffuse its influence
through  all  their  institutions,  civil,  political,  or
literary.{3}

Religion,  and  especially  the  Christian  religion,  was  an



important foundation to this republic.

Christian Character
It is clear that the framers of this new government believed
that  the  people  should  elect  and  support  leaders  with
character and integrity. George Washington expressed this in
his Farewell Address when he said, “Of all the dispositions
and habits which lead to political prosperity, Religion and
Morality are indispensable supports.”

Benjamin Rush talked about the religious foundation of the
republic that demanded virtuous leadership. He said that, “the
only foundation for a useful education in a republic is to be
laid on the foundation of religion. Without this there can be
no virtue, and without virtue there can be no liberty, and
liberty  is  the  object  and  life  of  all  republican
governments.”{4}

He went on to explain that

A Christian cannot fail of being a republican . . . for every
precept of the Gospel inculcates those degrees of humility,
self-  denial,  and  brotherly  kindness  which  are  directly
opposed to the pride of monarchy. . . . A Christian cannot
fail  of  being  useful  to  the  republic,  for  his  religion
teaches him that no man “liveth to himself.” And lastly a
Christian cannot fail of being wholly inoffensive, for his
religion teaches him in all things to do to others what he
would wish, in like circumstances, they should do to him.{5}

Daniel  Webster  understood  the  importance  of  religion,  and
especially the Christian religion, in this form of government.
In his famous Plymouth Rock speech of 1820 he said,

Lastly, our ancestors established their system of government
on  morality  and  religious  sentiment.  Moral  habits,  they
believed, cannot safely be trusted on any other foundation



than religious principle, nor any government be secure which
is not supported by moral habits. . . .Whatever makes men
good Christians, makes them good citizens.{6}

John Jay was one of the authors of the Federalist Papers and
became America’s first Supreme Court Justice. He also served
as the president of the American Bible Society. He understood
the relationship between government and Christian values. He
said, “Providence has given to our people the choice of their
rulers, and it is the duty, as well as the privilege and
interest  of  our  Christian  nation  to  select  and  prefer
Christians  for  their  rulers.”{7}

William  Penn  writing  the  Frame  of  Government  for  his  new
colony said, “Government, like clocks, go from the motion men
give them; and as governments are made and moved by men, so by
them they are ruined too. Wherefore governments rather depend
upon men, than men upon governments. Let men be good, and the
government cannot be bad.”{8}

The founders believed that good character was vital to the
health of the nation.

New Man
Historian C. Gregg Singer traces the line of influence from
the seventeenth century to the eighteenth century in his book,
A Theological Interpretation of American History. He says,

Whether we look at the Puritans and their fellow colonists of
the  seventeenth  century,  or  their  descendants  of  the
eighteenth century, or those who framed the Declaration of
Independence  and  the  Constitution,  we  see  that  their
political programs were the rather clear reflection of a
consciously held political philosophy, and that the various
political  philosophies  which  emerged  among  the  American
people  were  intimately  related  to  the  theological
developments which were taking place. . . . A Christian world



and life view furnished the basis for this early political
thought  which  guided  the  American  people  for  nearly  two
centuries  and  whose  crowning  lay  in  the  writing  of  the
Constitution of 1787.{9}

Actually, the line of influence extends back even further.
Historian Arnold Toynbee, for example, has written that the
American  Revolution  was  made  possible  by  American
Protestantism. Page Smith, writing in the Religious Origins of
the American Revolution, cites the influence of the Protestant
Reformation. He believes that

The  Protestant  Reformation  produced  a  new  kind  of
consciousness and a new kind of man. The English Colonies in
America,  in  turn,  produced  a  new  unique  strain  of  that
consciousness.  It  thus  follows  that  it  is  impossible  to
understand  the  intellectual  and  moral  forces  behind  the
American  Revolution  without  understanding  the  role  that
Protestant  Christianity  played  in  shaping  the  ideals,
principles and institutions of colonial America.{10}

Smith  argues  that  the  American  Revolution  “started,  in  a
sense, when Martin Luther nailed his 95 theses to the church
door  at  Wittenburg.”  It  received  “its  theological  and
philosophical underpinnings from John Calvin’s Institutes of
the Christian Religion and much of its social theory from the
Puritan Revolution of 1640-1660.{11}

Most people before the Reformation belonged to classes and
social groups which set the boundaries of their worlds and
established their identities. The Reformation, according to
Smith, changed these perceptions. Luther and Calvin, in a
sense, created a re- formed individual in a re-formed world.

Key to this is the doctrine of the priesthood of the believer
where each person is “responsible directly to God for his or
her own spiritual state…. The individuals who formed the new



congregations established their own churches, chose their own
ministers, and managed their own affairs without reference to
an ecclesiastical hierarchy.”{12}

These  re-formed  individuals  began  to  change  their  world
including their view of government and authority.

Declaration of Independence
Let’s look at the Christian influence on the Declaration of
Independence.  Historian  Page  Smith  points  out  that  Thomas
Jefferson was not only influenced by secular philosophers, but
was also influenced by the Protestant Reformation. He says,

Jefferson and other secular-minded Americans subscribed to
certain propositions about law and authority that had their
roots  in  the  Protestant  Reformation.  It  is  a  scholarly
common-place to point out how much Jefferson (and his fellow
delegates to the Continental Congress) were influenced by
Locke. Without disputing this we would simply add that an
older and deeper influence — John Calvin — was of more
profound importance.{13}

Another important influence was William Blackstone. Jefferson
drew heavily on the writings of this highly respected jurist.
In fact, Blackstone’s Commentaries on the Laws of England were
among Jefferson’s most favorite books.

In his section on the “Nature of Laws in General,” Blackstone
wrote,  “as  man  depends  absolutely  upon  his  Maker  for
everything, it is necessary that he should, in all points,
conform to his Maker’s will. This will of his Maker is called
the law of nature.”{14}

In addition to the law of nature, the other source of law is
from divine revelation. “The doctrines thus delivered we call
the revealed or divine law, and they are to be found only in
the Holy Scriptures.” According to Blackstone, all human laws



depended either upon the law of nature or upon the law of
revelation found in the Bible: “Upon these two foundations,
the law of nature and the law of revelation, depend all human
laws.”{15}

Samuel Adams argues in “The Rights of the Colonists” that they
had certain rights. “Among the natural Rights of the Colonists
are these: First, a Right to Life; second, to Liberty; third,
to Property; . . . and in the case of intolerable oppression,
civil or religious, to leave the society they belong to, and
enter into another. When men enter into society, it is by
voluntary consent.”{16} This concept of natural rights also
found  its  way  into  the  Declaration  of  Independence  and
provided the justification for the American Revolution.

The Declaration was a bold document, but not a radical one.
The  colonists  did  not  break  with  England  for  “light  and
transient causes.” They were mindful that they should be “in
subjection to governing authorities” which “are established by
God” (Rom. 13:1). Yet when they suffered from a “long train of
abuses and usurpations,” they believed that “it is the right
of the people to alter or abolish [the existing government]
and to institute a new government.”

Constitution
The Christian influence on the Declaration is clear. What
about the Constitution?

James Madison was the chief architect of the Constitution as
well as one of the authors of the Federalist Papers. It is
important to note that as a youth, he studied under a Scottish
Presbyterian, Donald Robertson. Madison gave the credit to
Robertson for “all that I have been in life.”{17} Later he was
trained  in  theology  at  Princeton  under  the  Reverend  John
Witherspoon.  Scholars  believe  that  Witherspoon’s  Calvinism
(which emphasized the fallen nature of man) was an important
source for Madison’s political ideas.{18}



The Constitution was a contract between the people and had its
origins in American history a century earlier:

One of the obvious by-products [of the Reformation] was the
notion of a contract entered into by two people or by the
members of a community amongst themselves that needed no
legal sanctions to make it binding. This concept of the
Reformers made possible the formation of contractuals or, as
the  Puritans  called  them,  “covenanted”  groups  formed  by
individuals who signed a covenant or agreement to found a
community.  The  most  famous  of  these  covenants  was  the
Mayflower Compact. In it the Pilgrims formed a “civil body
politic,” and promised to obey the laws their own government
might pass. In short, the individual Pilgrim invented on the
spot a new community, one that would be ruled by laws of its
making.{19}

Historian Page Smith believes, “The Federal Constitution was
in this sense a monument to the reformed consciousness. This
new sense of time as potentiality was a vital element in the
new consciousness that was to make a revolution and, what was
a good deal more difficult, form a new nation.”{20}

Preaching  and  teaching  within  the  churches  provided  the
justification for the revolution and the establishment of a
new nation. Alice Baldwin, writing in The New England Clergy
and the American Revolution, says,

The teachings of the New England ministers provide one line
of  unbroken  descent.  For  two  generations  and  more  New
Englanders had . . . been taught that these rights were
sacred and came from God and that to preserve them they had a
legal right of resistance and, if necessary a right to . . .
alter and abolish governments and by common consent establish
new ones.{21}

Christian  ideas  were  important  in  the  founding  of  this



republic  and  the  framing  of  our  American  governmental
institutions. And I believe they are equally important in the
maintenance of that republic.
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Freudian Slip

His “True Enemy”
In 1937, shortly before World War II, a Jewish doctor had a
colleague who urged him to flee Austria for fear of Nazi
oppression. The doctor replied that his “true enemy” was not
the Nazis but “religion,” the Christian church. What inspired
such hatred of Christianity in this scientist?{1}

His  father  Jakob  read  the  Talmud  and  celebrated  Jewish
festivals. The young boy developed a fond affection for his
Hebrew Bible teacher and later said that the Bible story had
“an enduring effect” on his life. A beloved nanny took him to
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church  as  a  child.  He  came  home  telling  even  his  Jewish
parents about “God Almighty”. But eventually the nanny was
accused of theft and dismissed. He later blamed her for many
of his difficulties, and launched his private practice on
Easter Sunday as (some suggest) an “act of defiance.”

Anti-Semitism hounded the lad at school. Around age twelve, he
was horrified to learn of his father’s youthful acquiescence
to Gentile bigotry. “Jew! Get off the pavement!” a so-called
“Christian” had shouted to the young Jakob after knocking his
cap into the mud. The son learned to his chagrin that his dad
had complied.

In secondary school, he abandoned Judaism for secular science
and humanism. At the University of Vienna, he studied the
atheist philosopher Ludwig Feuerbach and carried his atheism
into his career as a psychiatrist. Religion for him was simply
a  “wish  fulfillment,”  a  fairy  tale  invented  by  humans  to
satisfy their needy souls.

This psychiatrist was Sigmund Freud. He became perhaps the
most influential psychiatrist of history, affecting medicine,
literature, language, religion and culture. Obsessed with what
he called the “painful riddle of death,” he once said he
thought of it daily throughout life. His favorite grandson’s
death brought great grief: “Everything has lost its meaning to
me…” he wrote. “I can find no joy in life.” He called himself
a “godless Jew.” In 1939, he slipped into eternity, a willful
overdose of morphine assuaging his cancer’s pain.

What  factors  might  have  influenced  Freud’s  reaction  to
Christianity? Have you ever been discouraged about life or
angry with God because of a major disappointment or the way a
Christian has treated you? In the next section, we’ll consider
Freud’s encounter with bigotry.



Anti-Semitism
Have you ever observed a Christian acting in un-Christlike
ways? How did you feel? Disappointed? Embarrassed? Disgusted?
Maybe you can identify with Sigmund Freud.

When Freud was about ten or twelve, his father Jakob told him
that during his own youth, a “Christian” had knocked Jakob’s
cap into the mud and shouted “Jew! Get off the pavement!”
Jakob had simply picked up his cap. Little Sigmund found his
father’s acquiescence to Gentile bigotry unheroic. Hannibal,
the Semitic general who fought ancient Rome, became Sigmund’s
hero. Hannibal’s conflict with Rome came to symbolize for
Freud the Jewish-Roman Catholic conflict.{2}

In his twenties, Freud wrote of an ugly anti-Semitic incident
on a train. When Freud opened a window for some fresh air,
other passengers shouted for him to shut it. (The open window
was on the windy side of the car.) He said he was willing to
shut it provided another window opposite was opened. In the
ensuing negotiations, someone shouted, “He’s a dirty Jew!” At
that  point,  his  first  opponent  announced  to  Freud,  “We
Christians consider other people, you’d better think less of
your precious self.”

Freud  asked  one  opponent  to  keep  his  vapid  criticisms  to
himself and another to step forward and take his medicine. “I
was quite prepared to kill him,” Freud wrote, “but he did not
step up…{3}

Sigmund’s son Martin Freud recalled an incident from his own
youth that deeply impressed Martin. During a summer holiday,
the Freuds encountered some bigots: about ten men who carried
sticks  and  umbrellas,  shouted  “anti-Semitic  abuse,”  and
apparently attempted to block Sigmund’s way along a road.
Ordering Martin to stay back, Sigmund “without the slightest
hesitation  …  keeping  to  the  middle  of  the  road,  marched
towards  the  hostile  crowd.”  Martin  continues  that  his



“…father, swinging his stick, charged the hostile crowd, which
gave way before him and promptly dispersed, allowing him free
passage.  This  was  the  last  we  saw  of  these  unpleasant
strangers.”  Perhaps  Sigmund  wanted  his  sons  to  see  their
father boldly confronting bigotry rather than cowering before
it, as he felt his own father had done.{4}

Jews in Freud’s Austria suffered great abuse from so-called
Christians. No wonder he was turned off toward the Christian
faith. How might disappointment and loss have contributed to
Freud’s anti-Christian stance?

Suffering’s Distress
Have you ever been abandoned, lost a loved one, or endured
illness and wondered, “Where is God?” Perhaps you can relate
to Freud.

Earlier, I spoke about Freud’s Catholic nanny whom he loved
dearly, who was accused of theft and was dismissed. As an
adult,  Freud  blamed  this  nanny  for  many  of  his  own
psychological  problems.{5}  The  sudden  departure–for  alleged
theft–of a trusted Christian caregiver could have left the
child  with  abandonment  fears{6}  and  the  adult  Freud  with
disdain for the nanny’s faith. Freud wrote, “We naturally feel
hurt that a just God and a kindly providence do not protect us
better from such influences [fate] during the most defenseless
period of our lives.”{7}

Freud’s daughter, Sophie, died suddenly after a short illness.
Writing  to  console  her  widower,  Freud  wrote:  “…it  was  a
senseless, brutal stroke of fate that took our Sophie from us
. . . we are . . . mere playthings for the higher powers.{8}

A beloved grandson died at age four, leaving Freud depressed
and grief stricken. “Fundamentally everything has lost its
meaning for me,” he admitted shortly before the child died.{9}

Freud’s many health problems included a sixteen-year bout with



cancer  of  the  jaw.  In  1939,  as  the  cancer  brought  death
closer, he wrote, “my world is . . . a small island of pain
floating  on  an  ocean  of  indifference.”{10}  Eventually  a
gangrenous  hole  in  his  cheek  emitted  a  putrid  odor  that
repulsed his beloved dog but attracted the flies.{11}

Like many, Freud could not reconcile human suffering with a
benevolent God. In a 1933 lecture, he asserted:

It seems not to be the case that there’s a power in the
universe which watches over the well-being of individuals
with parental care and brings all their affairs to a happy
ending. On the contrary, . . . Obscure, unfeeling, unloving
powers determine our fate.{12}

Freud’s suffering left him feeling deeply wounded. Could that
be one reason he concluded that a benevolent God does not
exist? Do you know people whose pain has made them mad at God,
or has convinced them He doesn’t exist? Intellectual doubt
often has biographical roots.

Spiritual Confusion
Hypocritical Christians angered Sigmund Freud. The deaths of
his loved ones and his own cancer brought him great distress.
His loss and suffering seemed incompatible with the idea of a
loving God. So what did he think the main message of the
Christian faith was?

In the book, The Future of An Illusion, his major diatribe
against  religion,  Freud  outlined  his  understanding  of
Christianity. He felt it spoke of humans having a “higher
purpose”; a higher intelligence ordering life “for the best”;
death not as “extinction” but the start of “a new kind of
existence”; and a “supreme court of justice” that would reward
good and punish evil.{13}

Freud’s summary omits something significant: an emphasis on



human restoration of relationship to God by receiving His free
gift of forgiveness through Jesus’ sacrificial death on the
cross for human guilt.

Discussions of the biblical message often omit or obscure this
important concept. I used to feel I had to earn God’s love by
my  own  efforts.  Then  I  learned  that  from  a  biblical
perspective, no one can achieve the perfection necessary to
gain eternal life.{14} Freud’s view of Christianity at this
point seemed to be missing grace, Jesus, and the cross.

Two years after he wrote The Future of An Illusion, he seemed
to have a clearer picture of Christian forgiveness. He wrote
that  earlier  he  had  “failed  to  appreciate”  the  Christian
concept of redemption through Christ’s sacrificial death in
which  he  took  “upon  himself  a  guilt  that  is  common  to
everyone.”{15}

Freud also attacked the intellectual validity of Christian
faith.{16}  He  objected  to  arguments  that  one  should  not
question the validity of religion and that we should believe
simply because our ancestors did. I don’t blame him. Those
arguments  don’t  satisfy  me  either.  But  he  also  felt  the
biblical writings were untrustworthy. He shows no awareness of
the  wealth  of  evidence  supporting,  for  example,  the
reliability  of  the  New  Testament  documents  or  Jesus’
resurrection.{17}  His  apparent  lack  of  familiarity  with
historical evidence and method may have been a function of his
era, background, academic pursuits or profession.

Perhaps confusion about spiritual matters colored Freud’s view
of the faith. Do you know anyone who is confused about Jesus’
message or the evidence for its validity?

Freud’s Christian Friend
Freud often despised Christianity, but he was quite fond of
one Christian. He actually delayed publication of his major



criticism  of  religion  for  fear  of  offending  this  friend.
Finally,  he  warned  his  friend  of  its  release.{18}  Oskar
Pfister,  the  Swiss  pastor  who  had  won  Freud’s  heart,
responded, “I have always believed that every man should state
his honest opinion aloud and plainly. You have always been
tolerant  towards  me,  and  am  I  to  be  intolerant  of  your
atheism?”{19} Freud responded warmly and welcomed Pfister’s
published  critique.  Their  correspondence  is  a  marvelous
example  of  scholars  who  differ  doing  so  with  grace  and
dignity,  disagreeing  with  ideas  but  preserving  their
friendship.  Their  interchange  could  well  inform  many  of
today’s political, cultural and religious debates.

Freud’s longest correspondence was with Pfister. It lasted 30
years.{20} Freud’s daughter and protégé, Anna, left a glimpse
into the pastor’s character. During her childhood, Pfister
seemed “like a visitor from another planet” in the “totally
non-religious  Freud  household.”  His  “human  warmth  and
enthusiasm” contrasted with the impatience of the visiting
psychologists who saw the family mealtime as “an unwelcome
interruption”  in  their  important  discussions.  Pfister
“enchanted” the Freud children, entering into their lives and
becoming “a most welcome guest.”{21}

Freud respected Pfister’s work. He wrote, “[Y]ou are in the
fortunate position of being able to lead . . . [people] to
God.”{22}

Freud called Pfister “a remarkable man a true servant of God,
. . . [who] feels the need to do spiritual good to everyone he
meets. You did good in this way even to me.”{23}

“Dear Man of God,” began Freud after a return home. “A letter
from you is one of the best possible things that could be
waiting for one on one’s return.”{24}

Pfister was a positive influence for Christ. But in the end,
so far as we know, Freud decided against personal faith.



People reject Christ for many reasons. Hypocritical Christians
turn some off. Others feel disillusioned, bitter, or skeptical
from personal loss or pain. Some are confused about who Jesus
is  and  how  to  know  Him  personally.  Understanding  these
barriers to belief can help skeptics and seekers discern the
roots of their dilemmas and prompt them to take a second look.
Examples like Pfister’s can show that following the Man from
Nazareth might be worthwhile after all.
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Wicca: A Biblical Critique
Dr.  Michael  Gleghorn  examines  some  of  the  fundamental
doctrines  of  Wicca,  offers  a  biblical  critique  of  those
doctrines, and highlights the differences between Wicca and
Christianity.

 This article is also available in Spanish.

The Goddess and the God
By some estimates, Wicca “appears to be the fastest growing
religion in America.”{1} But what exactly is “Wicca” anyway?
One scholar writes, “The modern religion of Wicca, otherwise
known as Old Religion, Magick, Witchcraft, the Craft, and the
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Mysteries, is part of the neo-pagan movement.”{2} In this
article I hope to accomplish two things. First, I want to
outline some of the fundamental doctrines of Wicca; second, I
want to offer a biblical critique of those doctrines.

Let’s begin with Wiccan theology. Although some Wiccans are
devoted exclusively to the Goddess, most worship both the
Goddess and the God. Raven Grimassi, a Wiccan scholar, has
written, “The Source of All Things, also known as the Great
Spirit, is generally personified in Wiccan belief as a Goddess
and a God.”{3}

It’s important to point out that the Goddess and God are
merely personifications of this ultimate source of all things.
The  Source  itself  is  both  “unknowable”  and
“incomprehensible.”{4} It is perhaps for this reason that some
“Neo-Wiccans”  have  simply  abandoned  such  personifications
altogether,  choosing  rather  to  view  the  gods  as  simply
“detached metaphysical concepts.”{5} But for those who embrace
such personifications, the Goddess has often been associated
with the moon (and has thus sometimes been called the Queen of
Heaven).{6} She is also known in three aspects, corresponding
to the three stages of a woman’s life: Maiden, Mother, and
Crone.{7} She was alleged to have reigned “with a male consort
called The Horned One who was a nature god and was also
associated with the sun.”{8} Interestingly, this god was not
only viewed as the consort of the Goddess, he was also her son
as well. Each year he was born of the Goddess, became her
lover, and died-only to be reborn once more the following year
from his own seed! This was known as the Year God cycle and
was associated with the fertility of the land and the annual
cycles of seedtime and harvest.{9}

Interestingly, modern Wicca shares many similarities with the
ancient fertility religions of Canaan, religions specifically
condemned by God in the Bible.{10} For instance, the Wiccan
Goddess is revered by some as the Queen of Heaven, by others
as Astarte.{11} But in the Bible, the worship of Ishtar, the



queen of heaven, and Astarte, or Ashtoreth, is repeatedly
condemned, as is the worship of her consort, known sometimes
as Baal, sometimes as Tammuz.{12} Thus in Judges 2:11-13 we
read: “Then the sons of Israel did evil in the sight of the
Lord . . . they provoked the Lord to anger . . . they forsook
the Lord and served Baal and the Ashtoreth.” But if the only
true God rejected the ancient Canaanite religions and their
practices, would His reaction to modern Wicca likely be any
different?

The Watchers
“The Watchers is a concept common to most Wiccan Traditions,
although they are viewed differently by the various systems
within Wicca.”{13} Raven Grimassi describes these “Watchers”
as “an ancient race who have evolved beyond the need for
physical  form.”{14}  However,  he  is  quick  to  add  that,
historically,  the  “Watchers”  have  been  conceived  in  a
diversity of ways. For instance, in the early Stellar myths
the  Watchers  were  “gods  who  guarded  the  Heavens  and  the
Earth.”{15} Later, he says, “the Greeks reduced them to the
Gods of the four winds, and the Christians to principalities
of the air.”{16}

The  connection,  observed  by  Grimassi,  between  the  Wiccan
concept of the Watchers and the Christian concept of angels
may find some validation in the Bible. In Daniel 4:13-17, the
pagan king Nebuchadnezzar relates a dream to Daniel. He tells
him that during the dream a “watcher, a holy one, descended
from heaven” and pronounced a judgment that is said to be “by
the decree of the watchers . . . a command of the holy ones .
. . that the living may know that the Most High is ruler over
the  realm  of  mankind.”  Most  conservative  commentators
understand the “watchers” in this passage to be angels. One
commentator writes, “The king is probably referring to the
angels  which  were  known  to  him  through  the  Babylonian
religion.”{17} But that these beings are indeed the biblical



angels seems evident from the fact that they are acting as
messengers of the Most High God.{18}

In light of this connection between the “watchers” and angels,
it is interesting to note that “Rabbinic and Cabalistic lore”
made a distinction between good and evil Watchers.{19} This
distinction parallels the biblical distinction between good
and evil angels, or angels and demons. Indeed, Grimassi notes,
“In the Secret Book of Enoch, the Watchers . . . are listed as
rebellious  angels  who  followed  Sataniel  in  a  heavenly
war.”{20} We find a similar incident recounted in Revelation
12:7-9, where we read of a heavenly war in which Michael and
his angels cast Satan and his angels from heaven to earth.

With this in mind it is interesting to note that Richard
Cavendish, in his book The Powers of Evil, “lists the Watchers
as the Fallen Angels that magicians call forth in ceremonial
magick.”{21} This remark is especially noteworthy when one
considers  Grimassi’s  comments  concerning  “the  relationship
that exists between a Wiccan and the Watchers.”{22} Grimassi
points out that “every act of magick that a Wiccan performs is
observed and noted by the Watchers.”{23} Furthermore, he says,
“There is a definite link between the ‘powers’ of a Wiccan and
their rapport with the Watchers.”{24} But since the God of the
Bible  clearly  prohibits  magic,  is  it  likely  that  these
“Watchers” should be thought of as good spirits (inasmuch as
they oppose the ordinance of God)?{25}

The Art of Magick
Wiccans  view  magick  as  a  genuine  possibility  because  of
humanity’s  intrinsic  connection  both  to  Deity  and  a
supernatural order. Raven Grimassi states: “The art of magick
is one of creation. . . . The power to create from thoughts is
linked to the divine spark within us. We create in accordance
with the divine formula that created all things.”{26}

But how is this possible? Grimassi explains, “The astral plane



is the link between the divine world and the physical. . . .
Whatever  manifests  on  the  astral  plane  will  eventually
manifest on the physical plane.”{27} And human thought can
manifest on the astral plane.{28} Thus, for one accomplished
in the art of Wiccan magick, the power to secure a desired
effect in the physical world is alleged to begin with the
careful creation of a thought-form on the astral plane.{29}
Grimassi  continues:  “Thought-forms  begin  to  appear  in  the
astral material, which then become vehicles for the spirits or
deities  that  have  been  invoked  (through  which  they  will
respond to the desire of the magickal intent).”{30} If done
properly, “the magickal seeds planted in the astral plane”
will eventually bear fruit on the physical plane.{31} This is
the basic theory behind Wiccan magick. And one practitioner
has boasted, “No matter what type of coven magic is used, it
is usually effective.”{32}

Might there actually be some truth to this? Indeed, there
might. The book of Exodus tells us that the Egyptian magicians
were able to duplicate, by means of “their secret arts,” the
initial plagues God brought upon Egypt!{33} Furthermore, the
text never hints that this was done by any means other than
some genuine secret power. In light of this we might ask why
God  is  so  opposed  to  the  practice  of  magic.  After  all,
couldn’t such power be used for good, as well as evil? But God
specifically warned the Israelites: “There shall not be found
among  you  anyone”  who  practices  divination,  witchcraft,
sorcery, or spiritism.{34} Why is this?

Could it be that the “secret power” of magick is due, not to
its various rituals, symbols and gestures, but rather to the
supernatural intervention of spirit beings? In Acts 16 we read
of a demon-possessed slave-girl described as “having a spirit
of divination . . . who was bringing her masters much profit
by fortunetelling.”{35} This passage clearly ties the power of
divination to demons. With this in mind, it’s interesting to
remember  Grimassi’s  admission:  “There  is  a  definite  link



between the ‘powers’ of a Wiccan and their rapport with the
Watchers.”{36} Wiccans view the Watchers as a race of highly
evolved spiritual beings.{37} But these beings are linked with
angels and demons in other religious literature (including the
Bible).{38} Is it possible that God prohibits magic because He
wants to protect people from involvement with demons?

The Summerland and Reincarnation
Like Christians, Wiccans do not believe that physical death is
the end of personal existence. Nevertheless, in its details
the Wiccan doctrine of the “afterlife” differs substantially
from the biblical view. How so?

To begin, Wiccans do not accept the biblical doctrines of
heaven and hell. Rather, they believe that after physical
death,  “Wiccans  pass  into  a  spirit  world  known  as  the
Summerland  .  .  .  a  metaphysical  astral  realm  of  meadows,
lakes, and forests where it is always summer. It is a Pagan
paradise filled with all the lovely creatures of ancient lore,
and the gods themselves dwell there.”{39} The Summerland is
viewed as a place of rest and renewal for the soul before its
rebirth into the physical world.{40}

The belief in the soul’s rebirth into the physical world, also
known  as  reincarnation,  is  another  way  in  which  Wiccan
doctrines differ from those of biblical Christianity. Though
the doctrine of reincarnation is completely unbiblical, many
Wiccans actually believe it is taught in the Bible. Raven
Grimassi cites John 9:1-3 as evidence that even Jesus and His
disciples  believed  in  reincarnation!{41}  In  this  passage
Jesus’ disciples ask Him about a man born blind: “‘Rabbi, who
sinned,  this  man  or  his  parents,  that  he  should  be  born
blind?’ Jesus answered, ‘It was neither that this man sinned,
nor his parents; but it was in order that the works of God
might be displayed in him.'” Grimassi comments: “Jesus does
not denounce the question of this man’s existence prior to
this birth, but explains that [his blindness] had nothing to



do with his sins prior to his present life.”{42} But is this
interpretation correct? Is Jesus really affirming that this
man existed prior to his present life?

It’s important to understand both the disciples’ question, and
Jesus’ response, from within the historical context of first
century Judaism. “The Jewish theologians of that time gave two
reasons for birth defects: prenatal sin (before birth, but not
before  conception)  and  parental  sin.”{43}  In  other  words,
first century Jewish rabbis did not believe that birth defects
resulted from bad karma in a previous incarnation! Rather,
they thought such defects arose either from the sins of the
parents being visited upon their children, or from the sin of
the child while still in the mother’s womb.{44} Although Jesus
denies that either of these causes was responsible for this
man’s blindness, we must still bear in mind that His disciples
were asking this question from within a first century Jewish
context.  We  must  also  remember  that  elsewhere  the  New
Testament explicitly affirms, “[I]t is appointed for men to
die once and after this comes judgment.”{45} Thus, far from
affirming  the  Wiccan  doctrine  of  reincarnation,  the  New
Testament clearly denies it.

Is Wicca Another Way to God?
Scott Cunningham claimed, “All religions have one ideal at
their core: to unite their followers with Deity. Wicca is no
different.”{46} He also wrote, “Perhaps it’s not too strong to
say that the highest form of human vanity is to assume that
your religion is the only way to Deity.”{47} But is it really
true that there are many ways to God, or is there only one?

Although it’s quite common in today’s pluralistic society to
assume that all the enduring religious traditions of mankind
are equally valid ways to God or Ultimate Reality, there are
tremendous philosophical difficulties with this belief. Since
we are here concerned with both Wicca and Christianity, let’s
briefly compare some of the fundamental tenets of these two



religions and see what we come up with.

Wiccans appear to believe in the essential divinity of human
nature. Raven Grimassi writes, “[E]verything bears the ‘divine
spark’ of its creator.”{48} He also claims, “Souls are like
brain cells in the mind of the Divine Creator, individual
entities and yet part of the whole.”{49} Thus, there doesn’t
seem to be any clear distinction in Wicca between humanity and
Deity. This explains why the Witch Starhawk could confidently
declare, “there is nothing to be saved from . . . no God
outside the world to be feared and obeyed.”{50}

Christianity, however, maintains a firm distinction between
God and man. Man is created in God’s image, but he is neither
God nor a part of God. Furthermore, although man bears God’s
image, his nature has been corrupted by sin, which separates
him from God. Man’s need, therefore, is to be saved from his
sins and reconciled to God. This explains the significance of
Christ for Christianity. As Peter put it, “Christ . . . died
for sins once for all . . . that He might bring us to
God.”{51} Christians believe that God dealt fully and finally
with  man’s  sin  through  the  death  and  resurrection  of  His
Son.{52} Thus, contrary to Wicca, Christianity teaches that
there is something to be saved from and that there is a God
outside the world to be both feared and obeyed.

Because of their differences, the law of non-contradiction
makes it impossible for both of these religions to be true.
It’s  therefore  interesting  to  note  Charlotte  Allen’s
observation: “In all probability, not a single element of the
Wiccan story is true. The evidence is overwhelming that Wicca
is . . . a 1950s concoction . . . of an English civil servant
and  amateur  anthropologist”  named  Gerald  Gardner.{53}  But
surely such questionable historical origins cast doubt on the
truth  of  Wiccan  religious  beliefs  as  well.  Christianity,
however, is firmly rooted in the historical reality of Jesus
of Nazareth, whose claim to be the only way to God was clearly
vindicated when God “furnished proof to all men by raising Him



from the dead.”{54}
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Eastern Orthodoxy

Introduction to Eastern Orthodoxy
In a previous article I spoke of the conversation now going on
between  Evangelicals  and  Roman  Catholics  prompted  by  the
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culture war. A third tradition is participating in such talks
as well, namely, the Eastern Orthodox Church. For many if not
most of us, Eastern Orthodoxy is a real mystery. Images of
bearded priests and candles, and the sounds of chanting come
to mind. They are so far removed from us, it seems. Are we
really part of the same church? Such a question would be
absolutely preposterous to them, of course, for Orthodox are
fond of pointing out that they stand closer to the ancient
church than do Catholics or Protestants.

In this article I’d like to introduce you to the Eastern
Orthodox Church. I will simply present some of Orthodoxy’s
history and beliefs as an introduction without offering any
critique.{1}

History
Orthodox Christians trace their lineage back to the apostolic
church. The apostles, of course, founded only one church.
Since  the  founding  of  the  church  there  have  been  three
significant divisions. The first occurred in the fifth and
sixth centuries when what are known as the Oriental Orthodox
churches split off over theological issues. These include the
churches in Iran and Iraq, sometimes called the “Nestorian” or
“Chaldean” churches. Also included were the Syrian Church of
Antioch and the Coptic Church of Egypt. The churches that were
left comprise what we know of as the Eastern Orthodox Church.
These  are  the  churches  that  remain  in  communion  with  the
Patriarchate of Constantinople.{2}

The next division, typically dated in the eleventh century,
was  between  the  Eastern  Church  and  the  Western  or  Roman
Catholic Church. Rome was one of the five main centers, or
sees, of the Church. Although it was the most important of the
five,  it  was  different  from  the  others.  For  example,  the
Western Church based in Rome used Latin, whereas the Eastern
Church used the languages of the people. Rome had more of a
legal  mindset  in  its  theology,  whereas  the  East  was  more



mystical. In addition, various cultural and political issues
set it apart. The barbarian invasions of the fifth century and
the establishment of the Holy Roman Empire in the West further
separated the West from the East.

Such things as these set the stage for division. Two major
issues brought it to a head. One was the power of the pope in
Rome.  The  bishops  of  the  Church  had  long  been  seen  as
generally  equal;  all  the  bishops  had  a  vote  in  decisions
affecting  the  whole  Church.  However,  a  few  wielded  more
influence than others. The Roman See was at the top. Thus, the
pope was considered the first among equals among the bishops
of the Orthodox world. However, some of the popes came to
desire universal supremacy. For example, Pope Nicholas wrote
in 865 that he had authority “over all the earth, that is,
over every Church.”{3}

The other theological problem was that of the relationship of
the Holy Spirit to the Father. Does He proceed from the Father
only  or  both  the  Father  and  the  Son?  The  Nicene  Creed
originally said that the Spirit “proceeds from the Father.” A
clause was added later by the Church in the West, without the
agreement of the other bishops, to make it read, “proceeds
from the Father and from the Son.” Later I’ll look at this a
little more closely. For now we should note the importance of
the clause for the unity of the Church.

The clause seems to have originated in Spain and was accepted
by Charlemagne as part of the Creed. The seriousness of the
matter can be seen in the antagonism it produced between East
and West. For example, when the Greeks wouldn’t include the
phrase, writers in Charlemagne’s court began accusing them of
heresy. For another, in 867, Pope Nicholas’ backing of the
inclusion of the Filioque clause in opposition to the rest of
the Church brought about his excommunication by Photius, the
patriarch  of  Constantinople,  although  communion  was  later
restored.



The East resented its inclusion for two reasons. First, this
act revealed the extent of power the Pope was trying to claim
in allowing the addition on his own authority. Second, it was
thought to be incorrect theologically. (I will return to these
later.)

In the eleventh century relations between the East and the
West worsened severely. Rome gained new power politically in
the  West,  reviving  the  belief  that  it  had  universal
jurisdiction. The Normans gained power in Italy and forced the
Greeks  there  to  conform  to  Latin  methods  of  worship.  In
retaliation, the patriarch of Constantinople forced the Latin
churches there to adopt Greek practices. After a few more
events further heightened tensions, on July 16, 1054 some
legates of the pope laid a Bull of Excommunication on the
altar of the Church of the Holy Wisdom in Constantinople. This
is the date commonly given for the great schism between the
East and the West. It was a landmark occasion, but the end
didn’t finally come in fact until the early thirteenth century
following a few tragic events in the Crusades. Now there was
the Roman Church and the Eastern Church, the one headed by the
pope, the other headed by the patriarch of Constantinople.

The Godhead
Space does not permit a full description of the theology of
the Orthodox Church. Let’s touch briefly on its doctrine of
God.

The Trinity

The Holy Trinity is of supreme importance in Orthodox theology
and life. It “is not a piece of ‘high theology’ reserved for
the professional scholar, but something that has a living,
practical importance for every Christian.” Because we’re made
in the image of God, we can’t understand ourselves if we don’t



understand this doctrine. God’s triune nature also makes clear
that He is personal–that He experiences personal communion
within the Godhead, and thus can commune with us as well.

The Father

Below I’ll speak further about the role of the Father in the
Trinity. Here I’ll just touch on the Orthodox understanding of
the  knowability  of  God.  Orthodox  believe  that  God  is
unknowable to us in His essence for He is so much higher than
we are: He is absolutely transcendent. For that reason we can
only employ negative language when speaking of Him: we can say
what He is not in His being, but not what He is.

However, God is not cut off from His creation. While God’s
essence is the core of His being and cannot be known, His
energies, which permeate creation, enable us to experience
Him.  His  energies  “are  God  Himself  in  His  action  and
revelation to the world.” Through these “God enters into a
direct and immediate relationship with humankind.”{4}

The Incarnate Son

The whole of the sacramental theology of Orthodoxy is grounded
in  the  Incarnation  of  Christ.  The  Incarnation  is  so
significant that Orthodox believe it would have occurred even
if Adam and Eve hadn’t fallen into sin. It was an act of
love–God sending His Son to commune with us. Because of sin,
however, it also became an act of salvation.

Orthodoxy seeks to give proper weight to both Christ’s deity
and His humanity. One must recall the weight given to the
Nicene Creed and its clear declaration of both natures. He is
“true God and true man, one person in two natures, without
separation and without confusion: a single person, but endowed



with two wills and two energies.” The divinity of Christ is of
utmost importance to Orthodox. “‘Behind the veil of Christ’s
flesh, Christians behold the Triune God’ . . . perhaps the
most  striking  feature  in  the  Orthodox  approach  to  the
Incarnate Christ [is] an overwhelming sense of His divine
glory.“{5} He is the face of God for us. This revelation was
seen  most  strikingly  in  the  Transfiguration  and  the
Resurrection.{6} On the other hand, the places where He lived
and ministered and the Cross upon which He died are pointers
to His humanity, and they are revered highly.

The Holy Spirit

The importance of the Holy Spirit in the Orthodox Church can
hardly be overstated. They believe, in fact, that it is one
thing that sets the Eastern Church apart from the Western.
Whereas the Western Church put greater emphasis on the power
of  theological  understanding,  Orthodox  depend  more  on  the
activity of the Spirit. St. Seraphim of Sarov said that such
things as prayer and fasting and other Christian practices are
not the aim of the Christian life. “The true aim of the
Christian  life  is  the  acquisition  of  the  Holy  Spirit  of
God.”{7}  In  the  corporate  setting,  the  Spirit  is  invoked
repeatedly  in  Church  worship.  On  the  individual  level,
believers place themselves under His protection each morning
in their prayers.

Earlier I talked about the split in the Church in the eleventh
century. One of the key issues was the clause the Western
Church added to the Nicene Creed, which said that the Spirit
was sent by the Father and by the Son. This was called the
Filioque clause. The Eastern Church rejected this addition
because it was inserted without the support of the universal
Church and because it was seen as incorrect theologically. For
Orthodox theologians, the clause confused the roles of the
Father  and  the  Son  in  the  economy  of  the  Trinity.  “The



distinctive characteristic of the first person of the Trinity
is Fatherhood,” says Timothy Ware. “He is the source in the
Trinity. The distinctive character of the second person is
Sonship; . . . [He] has His source and origin in the Father, .
.  .  The  distinctive  character  of  the  third  person  is
Procession: like the Son, He has His source and origin in the
Father; but His relationship to the Father is different from
that  of  the  Son,  since  He  is  not  begotten  but  from  all
eternity He proceeds from the Father.”{8} To the Orthodox,
then, to say the Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son
is to give those two persons the same function. They point
out, too, the scriptural teaching that “the Spirit of truth .
. . proceeds from the Father.” (Jn. 15:26)

Furthermore, the clause seemed to imply a subordination of the
Spirit to the Son, which could result in a diminution of the
Spirit in the Church. But the ministry of the Spirit and the
Son are “complementary and reciprocal.” “From one point of
view,” says Ware, “the whole ‘aim’ of the Incarnation is the
sending of the Spirit at Pentecost.”{9}

The Church in Eastern Orthodoxy
Eastern  Orthodox  Christians  believe  that  true  belief  and
worship  are  maintained  by  the  Orthodox  Church.  “Orthodoxy
claims to be universal–not something exotic and oriental, but
simply Christianity,” says Orthodox bishop Timothy Ware.{10}
They believe that Orthodoxy has maintained the teachings of
the  apostles  and  the  early  Church  faithfully  through  the
centuries.

Three Defining Characteristics

Something one notices soon after beginning an investigation of
the Orthodox Church is its attempt to let its theology inform
its practice in life and in worship.



The Orthodox Church can be described generally under three
headings:  Trinitarian,  Christological,  and  Pneumatological.
Regarding the Trinity, beyond simply holding it as a correct
understanding  of  God,  the  Church  attempts  to  emulate  the
Trinity in its practices. As the Trinity is both one and many,
the  Church  is  thought  of  as  both  one  and  many–unity  in
diversity.  This  applies  to  both  individuals  and  to  local
churches all taken together. Orthodoxy is made up of a number
of independent autocephalous churches, as they are called.
“Just as in the Trinity the three persons are equal,” says
Ware, “so in the Church no one bishop can claim to wield
absolute power over all the rest; yet, just as in the Trinity
the Father enjoys pre-eminence as source and fountainhead of
the deity, so within the Church the Pope is ‘first among
equals’.”{11}

Further, the Orthodox Church is Christological. It sees itself
as “the extension of the Incarnation, the place where the
Incarnation perpetuates itself.” It is “the centre and organ
of Christ’s redeeming work . . . it is nothing else than the
continuation and extension of His prophetic, priestly, and
kingly power . . . The Church is Christ with us.”{12}

Finally, the Church is Pneumatological. It is the dwelling
place of the Spirit. The Spirit is the source of power in the
Church. In addition, He both unites the Church and ensures our
diversity. We are separately given the Spirit, but so that we
might come together. “Life in the Church does not mean the
ironing out of human variety, nor the imposition of a rigid
and uniform pattern upon all alike, but the exact opposite.
The  saints,  so  far  from  displaying  a  drab  monotony,  have
developed the most vivid and distinctive personalities.”{13}

Authority in the Church

The Orthodox Church is at once popular and hierarchical. It is



popular in the sense that the focus is on the people, and
authority resides in the Church, which is the people of God.
However, the Church is represented in its leadership, and here
one finds a strong hierarchy. Major decisions are made by the
bishops with a special place of honor going to the Ecumenical
Patriarch of Constantinople. “Where Rome thinks in terms of
the supremacy and the universal jurisdiction of the Pope,”
says Ware, “Orthodoxy thinks in terms of the five Patriarchs
and of the Ecumenical Councils.”{14}

While the decisions of bishops are binding in general, it is
understood  that  they  aren’t  infallible.  The  Church  is
infallible, but its bishops aren’t. As Paul said, the church
is “the pillar and ground of the truth.” (I Tim. 3:15)

For the Orthodox, the Church is the bearer and guardian of
truth,  which  is  passed  on  through  Tradition.  Included  in
Church Tradition are the Bible, the ecumenical councils of the
early centuries, and the writings of the Fathers, the Canons
or laws, the Icons–“in fact,” says Timothy Ware, “the whole
system of doctrine, Church government, worship, spirituality
and art which Orthodoxy has articulated over the ages.”{15}
The Bible forms a part of this Tradition; it is seen as a
product  of  the  Church  and  derives  its  authority  from  the
Church. “Among the various elements of Tradition, a unique
pre-eminence  belongs  to  the  Bible,  to  the  Creed,  to  the
doctrinal  definitions  of  the  Ecumenical  Councils.”{16}  As
another writer says, “It is neither subordinate nor superior
to tradition, not can there be any contradictions between
them.”{17}

When challenges were made to what had been taught by the
Church from the beginning, answers were provided by various
councils through the early centuries. The most important was
the Council of Nicaea. Thus the Nicene Creed has preeminence,
although the Apostles’ Creed and the Athanasian Creeds are
also used. At these councils important doctrines of the faith
were hammered out. Nicaea, for example, dealt with the person



of Christ. Was He God or man or both? If both, how did the two
natures  relate  in  one  person?  The  determinations  of  the
councils,  which  were  universally  accepted,  became
authoritative  for  the  Church.

The Church Fathers also provided authoritative teaching about
Christian doctrine. Sometimes, however, they were in error. It
became  necessary,  then,  for  the  church  to  distinguish
“patristic  wheat  .  .  .  from  patristic  chaff.”{18}

The Worship of the Church

A  close  look  at  the  Orthodox  Church  reveals  quickly  the
importance of the Church as a whole, as the functioning body
of Christ. The priority of the Church in Orthodoxy–not the so-
called  “invisible”  or  universal  Church,  but  the  visible
worshipping community–might seem a bit odd to evangelicals. In
evangelicalism  the  emphasis  is  more  upon  the  individual’s
relationship to Christ, whereas in Orthodoxy, the Christian
life revolves around the Church as the locus of the ministry
of Christ and the Spirit.

The Church is thought of as a reflection of heaven on earth.
This belief underlies the elaborate nature of the worship
experience.  This  reflection  is  seen  first  of  all  through
beauty. A peculiar gift of the Orthodox, it is said, “is this
power of perceiving the beauty of the spiritual world, and
expressing that celestial beauty in their worship.”{19}

The worship service has supreme importance in Orthodoxy; it is
more  important  than  doctrine  and  the  disciplines  of  the
Christian life. “Orthodoxy sees human beings above all else as
liturgical creatures who are most truly themselves when they
glorify  God,  and  who  find  their  perfection  and  self-
fulfillment in worship.” The liturgy is the contents of the
worship service including the readings, actions, music, and
all else involved. Says Timothy Ware: “Into the Holy Liturgy



which expresses their faith, the Orthodox peoples have poured
their whole religious experience.” It is what inspires “their
best poetry, art, and music.”{20} Further, the liturgy of
worship  attempts  to  embrace  both  worlds–heaven  and  earth.
There is “one altar, one sacrifice, one presence” in both. It
is in the Church that God dwells among humans.

Orthodoxy  is  thoroughly  sacramental.  Holding  that  God  has
graced the physical world through the Incarnation of Christ,
Orthodox see the whole of the created order as somehow graced
by God and usable for revealing Himself. For the life of the
Church there are special sacraments that are channels of God’s
grace. Through particular physical means, such as through the
elements of Communion or the water of Baptism, God extends His
grace in a special way. The sacraments are “effectual signs of
grace,  ritual  acts  which  both  express  and  bring  about  a
spiritual reality. Just as in the Incarnation the eternal Word
of God was united with human nature in Jesus Christ, so in the
sacraments spiritual gifts are communicated through tangible
realities.”{21}

The  Liturgy  of  worship  reaches  its  highest  point  in  the
sacrament of the Eucharist. The Eucharist creates the unity of
the Church; it is “a Eucharistic society, which only realizes
its true nature when it celebrates the Supper of the Lord,
receiving His Body and Blood in the sacrament.”{22} “It is no
coincidence,”  says  Ware,  “that  the  term  ‘Body  of  Christ’
should mean both the Church and the sacrament.” Where the
Eucharist is, the Church is.{23}

There  are  other  sacraments,  too,  in  Orthodoxy,  such  as
baptism,  Chrismation  (their  equivalent  roughly  of
Confirmation),  Confession,  and  marriage.  Customarily  seven
sacraments are listed, although there is no final word on the
number. They aren’t all equal in importance; some are more
significant than others, Baptism and the Eucharist being the
most important. But all serve to convey the grace of Christ to
His Church.



The Orthodox concept of the Church is extremely rich. There
are aspects of their worship that many Evangelicals would find
odd or uncomfortable (such as standing throughout the service)
or even objectionable. But the attempt to bring the fullness
of the kingdom into the worship service creates a rich and
meaningful  experience  for  the  participants.  Orthodoxy  is
unabashedly  mystical.  The  worship  service  works  to  bring
believers closer to a kind of mystical union with God. Here,
the believer is to experience the presence of God and through
it to eventually partake of the nature of God.

Icons and Deification
Let’s look at two beliefs of the Orthodox Church that are
quite unusual to evangelicals.

I’ve already noted the importance of the Incarnation for the
sacramental view of Christianity and of the world. It is also
important for understanding the Orthodox use of icons. An
icon,  Timothy  Ware  tells  us,  “is  not  simply  a  religious
picture  designed  to  arouse  appropriate  emotions  in  the
beholder; it is one of the ways whereby God is revealed to us.
Through icons the Orthodox Christian receives a vision of the
spiritual world.”{24} The use of icons reveals their view of
matter, the created order. “God took a material body,” says
Ware, “thereby proving that matter can be redeemed. . . . God
has ‘deified’ matter, making it ‘spirit- bearing’; and if
flesh has become a vehicle of the Spirit, then– though in a
different way–can wood and paint. The Orthodox doctrine of
icons is bound up with the Orthodox belief that the whole of
God’s  creation,  material  as  well  as  spiritual,  is  to  be
redeemed and glorified.”{25} Ware says that Nicolas Zernov’s
comments about the Russian Orthodox view of icons is true for
Orthodoxy in general:

They were dynamic manifestations of man’s spiritual power to
redeem creation through beauty and art. The colours and lines
of the [icons] were not meant to imitate nature; the artists



aimed at demonstrating that men, animals, and plants, and the
whole cosmos, could be rescued from their present state of
degradation and restored to their proper ‘Image.’ The [icons]
were pledges of the coming victory of a redeemed creation
over the fallen one. . . . The artistic perfection of an icon
was not only a reflection of the celestial glory–it was a
concrete example of matter restored to its original harmony
and beauty, and serving as a vehicle of the Spirit. The icons
were part of the transfigured world.{26}

Orthodox don’t worship icons, but rather venerate or reverence
them. They are intended to remind the believer of God. Even
those without theological training can learn from icons. But
icons are more than a convenient teaching tool for Orthodox;
they are thought to “safeguard a full and proper doctrine of
the Incarnation.” The Iconoclasts, it is thought (those who in
the Orthodox Church fought against the use of icons), fell
into  a  kind  of  dualism  between  defiled  matter  and  the
spiritual  realm.  “Regarding  matter  as  a  defilement,  they
wanted  a  religion  freed  from  all  contact  with  what  is
material; for they thought that what is spiritual must be non-
material. But this is to betray the Incarnation, by allowing
no place to Christ’s humanity, to His body; it is to forget
that  our  body  as  well  as  our  soul  must  by  saved  and
transfigured.”{27}

Deification

One of the oddest teachings of Orthodoxy to evangelicals is
that of the deification of man or theosis. The central message
of  Christianity  is  the  message  of  redemption  in  Christ.
Orthodox take quite literally the apostle Paul’s teachings on
sharing  in  the  message  of  redemption.  “Christ  shared  our
poverty that we might share the riches of His divinity; ‘Our
Lord Jesus Christ, though He was rich, yet for your sake



became poor, that you through His poverty might become rich,
(2 Corinthians viii, 9). . . . The Greek Fathers took these
and similar texts in their literal sense, and dared to speak
of  humanity’s  ‘deification’  (in  Greek,  theosis).”  We  are
“called to become by grace what God is by nature.” For this to
happen, of course, Christ had to be fully man as well as fully
God. “A bridge is formed between God and humanity by the
Incarnate Christ who is divine and human at once.”{28} Thus,
“For  Orthodoxy,  our  salvation  and  redemption  mean  our
deification.”{29}

Underlying the idea of deification or divinization is the fact
of our being made in “the image and likeness of God the Holy
Trinity. . . . Just as the three persons of the Trinity
‘dwell’ in one another in an unceasing movement of love, so we
humans,  made  in  the  image  of  the  Trinity,  are  called  to
‘dwell’ in the Trinitarian God. Christ prays that we may share
in the life of the Trinity, in the movement of love which
passes between the divine persons; He prays that we may be
taken up into the Godhead.”{30} Jesus prayed “that all of them
may be one, Father, just as you are in me and I am in you.”
(Jn. 17:21) As Peter wrote: “Through these he has given us his
very great and precious promises, so that through them you may
participate in the divine nature and escape the corruption in
the world caused by evil desires.” (2 Pet 1:4)

As  the  image  of  God,  we  are  icons  of  God.  There  is  a
reflection of God in us by nature. However, we grow in the
likeness of God, or “the assimilation to God through virtue.”
If we make proper use of our ability to have communion with
God, “then we will become ‘like’ God, we will acquire the
divine likeness. . . . To acquire the likeness is to be
deified, it is to become a ‘second god’, a ‘god by grace’.”
This is a goal we only acquire by degrees. “However sinful we
may be, we never lose the image; but the likeness depends upon
our moral choice, upon our ‘virtue’, and so it is destroyed by
sin.”{31}



But will we be fully like God ourselves? To understand this
doctrine,  we  must  understand  the  difference  between  God’s
essence and His energies. God’s essence is the core of His
being. His energies are those characteristics by which we
experience  Him.  “They  are  God  Himself  in  His  action  and
revelation to the world.” Through these “God enters into a
direct and immediate relationship with humankind.” We cannot
know  His  essence,  but  we  can  know  His  energies.  Our
deification consists in our “union with the divine energies,
not the divine essence: the Orthodox Church, while speaking of
deification and union, rejects all forms of pantheism.” We do
not become one being with God. Nor do we become separate gods
in our very essence. “We remain creatures while becoming god
by grace, as Christ remained God when becoming man by the
Incarnation.” We are thus created gods.{32}

This  deification  involves  the  body,  too.  We  will  be
transformed as Christ was in the Transfiguration, but the full
transformation of our bodies will not come until the Last Day.

Several  points  can  be  made  about  the  significance  of
deification. First, it is meant for all believers, not just a
few. Second, the process doesn’t mean we won’t be conscious of
sin in our lives. There is a continual repentance in the
Christian  life.  Third,  the  means  of  attaining  deification
aren’t extraordinary. They are simple: “go to church, receive
the  sacraments  regularly,  pray  to  God  ‘in  spirit  and  in
truth’,  read  the  Gospels,  follow  the  commandments.”{33}
Fourth, it is a social process. The second most important
commandment is to love our neighbors as ourselves. We don’t
become divinized by ourselves. We realize the divine likeness
as we live a common life with other believers such as that of
the Trinity. “As the three persons of the Godhead ‘dwell’ in
one another, so we must ‘dwell’ in our fellow humans.”{34}
Fifth, deification is very practical. It involves the hands on
application of Christian love, such as feeding the hungry,
caring for the sick, etc. Sixth, it “presupposes life in the



Church,  life  in  the  sacraments,”  for  it  is  here  that  we
commune  with  God.  “Church  and  sacraments  are  the  means
appointed by God whereby we may acquire the sanctifying Spirit
and be transformed into the divine likeness.”{35}

Evangelicals  who  are  used  to  emphasizing  a  rational
understanding of doctrine grounded in Scripture might find all
this too vague. How can we hold to a doctrine of deification
without falling into polytheism or pantheism? Once again we
must  take  note  of  Orthodox  mystical  theology.  Significant
doctrines  aren’t  always  clearly  parsed  and  laid  out  for
understanding.  Orthodox  have  a  very  “face  value”  kind  of
theology: if Scripture says we are gods, then we are gods.

Concluding Remarks

This look at the Eastern Orthodox Church has been necessarily
brief and rather surface. I have attempted to provide a simple
introduction without adding an Evangelical critique. It is my
hope that listeners will seek to learn more about Orthodoxy,
both  for  a  better  understanding  of  the  history  of  the
Christian church, and to prompt reflection on a different way
of  thinking  about  our  faith.  While  we  might  have  serious
questions about certain doctrines and practices of Orthodoxy,
we can’t help but be enriched by others. The centrality of
corporate worship as contrasted with our primary focus on the
individual; the importance of beauty grounded in Christian
beliefs contrasted with either the austerity of Protestant
worship in the past or our present focus on personal tastes in
aesthetics; the way fundamental doctrines such as that of the
Trinity  and  the  Incarnation  weave  their  way  throughout
Christian belief and life in contrast to our more pragmatic
way of thinking and living; these things and more make a study
of the Orthodox Church an enriching experience. Even if one is
simply challenged to rethink one’s own beliefs, the effort is
worthwhile. Furthermore, in the context of the current culture
wars it can only help to get to know others in our society who
claim Jesus as Lord and seek to live according to the will of



the one true God.
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Yoga  and  Christianity:  Are
They Compatible? – A Biblical
Worldview Perspective
Michael Gleghorn takes a hard look at yoga to determine if the
practice is compatible with Christian living. After examining
the spiritual underpinnings of yoga and the relationship of
the physical aspects to the spiritual teaching, he concludes
that Christians seeking physical exercise would be wise to
consider techniques other than yoga.

 This article is also available in Spanish.

What is Yoga?
What is yoga? For many in the West, yoga is simply a system of
physical  exercise,  a  means  of  strengthening  the  body,
improving  flexibility,  and  even  healing  or  preventing  a
variety of bodily ailments. But if we inquire into the history
and philosophy of yoga we discover that “much more than a
system of physical exercise for health, Yoga is . . . [an]
ancient path to spiritual growth.” It is a path enshrined in
much of the sacred literature of India.{1} Thus, if we truly
want a better understanding of yoga, we must dig beneath the
surface and examine the historical roots of the subject.
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Before we begin digging, however, we must first understand
what the term “yoga” actually means. “According to tradition,
‘yoga’  means  ‘union,’  the  union…of  the  finite  ‘jiva’
(transitory  self)  with  the  infinite’…Brahman’  (eternal
Self).”{2}  “Brahman”  is  a  term  often  used  for  the  Hindu
concept of “God,” or Ultimate Reality. It is an impersonal,
divine  substance  that  “pervades,  envelops,  and  underlies
everything.”{3} With this in mind, let’s briefly look at three
key texts that will help us chart the origin and development
of yoga within India.

It appears that one can trace both the practice and goal of
yoga all the way back to the Upanishads, probably written
between 1000-500 B.C.{4} One Upanishad tells us: “Unite the
light within you with the light of Brahman.”{5} Clearly, then,
the goal of yoga (i.e. union with Brahman) is at least as old
as the Upanishads.

In addition, the word “yoga” often appears in the Bhagavad
Gita, a classic Hindu text possibly written as early as the
fifth century B.C.{6} In chapter 6, Krishna declares: “Thus
joy supreme comes to the Yogi . . . who is one with Brahman,
with God.”{7}

Finally, in about A.D. 150, the yogi Patanjali systematized
yoga into eight distinct “limbs” in his Yoga Sutras. These
eight limbs are like a staircase, supposedly leading the yogi
from ignorance to enlightenment. In order, the eight limbs
are:  yama  (self-control),  niyama  (religious  observances),
asana (postures), pranayama (breathing exercises), pratyahara
(sense  control),  dharana  (concentration),  dhyana  (deep
contemplation),  and  samadhi  (enlightenment).{8}  It’s
interesting to note that postures and breathing exercises,
often considered to be the whole of yoga in the West, are
steps three and four along Patanjali’s “royal” road to union
with Brahman.

We see that yoga is an ancient spiritual discipline deeply



rooted in the religion of Hinduism. This being so, we may
honestly wonder whether it’s really wise for a Christian to be
involved in yoga practice. Next, we’ll continue our discussion
by  examining  some  of  the  important  doctrinal  differences
between yoga and Christianity.

Yoga  and  Christianity:  What  are  the
Differences?
Many people today (including some Christians) are taking up
yoga practice. We’ll later consider whether yoga philosophy
can truly be separated from yoga practice, but we must first
establish that there are crucial doctrinal differences between
yoga and Christianity. Let’s briefly look at just a few of
these.

First, yoga and Christianity have very different concepts of
God. As previously stated, the goal of yoga is to experience
union with “God.” But what do yogis mean when they speak of
“God,” or Brahman? Exactly what are we being encouraged to
“unite” with? Most yogis conceive of “God” as an impersonal,
spiritual substance, coextensive with all of reality. This
doctrine is called pantheism, the view that everything is
“God.”  It  differs  markedly  from  the  theism  of  biblical
Christianity.  In  the  Bible,  God  reveals  Himself  as  the
personal Creator of the universe. God is the Creator; the
universe,  His  creation.  The  Bible  maintains  a  careful
distinction  between  the  two.{9}

A second difference between yoga and Christianity concerns
their  views  of  man.  Since  yoga  philosophy  teaches  that
everything is “God,” it necessarily follows that man, too, is
“God.”  Christianity,  however,  makes  a  clear  distinction
between God and man. God is the Creator; man is one of His
creatures. Of course man is certainly unique, for unlike the
animals he was created in the image of God.{10} Nevertheless,
Christianity  clearly  differs  from  yoga  in  its  unqualified



insistence that God and man are distinct.

Finally,  let’s  briefly  consider  how  yoga  and  Christianity
differently conceive man’s fundamental problem, as well as its
solution. Yoga conceives man’s problem primarily in terms of
ignorance; man simply doesn’t realize that he is “God.” The
solution is enlightenment, an experience of union with “God.”
This solution (which is the goal of yoga) can only be reached
through  much  personal  striving  and  effort.  Christianity,
however,  sees  man’s  primary  problem  as  sin,  a  failure  to
conform  to  both  the  character  and  standards  of  a  morally
perfect God. Man is thus alienated from God and in need of
reconciliation. The solution is Jesus Christ, “the Lamb of God
who takes away the sin of the world.”{11} Through Jesus’ death
on the cross, God reconciled the world to Himself.{12} He now
calls men to freely receive all the benefits of His salvation
through faith in Christ alone. Unlike yoga, Christianity views
salvation as a free gift. It can only be received; it can
never be earned.

Clearly,  Christianity  and  yoga  are  mutually  exclusive
viewpoints. But is every kind of yoga the same? Isn’t there at
least one that’s exclusively concerned with physical health
and exercise? Next, we’ll take a closer look at hatha yoga,
the one most often believed to be purely physical in nature.

What Is Hatha Yoga?
Here  we’ve  learned  that  yoga  is  an  ancient  spiritual
discipline  rooted  in  a  belief  system  that  is  utterly
incompatible with Christianity. But is this true of all yoga?
Isn’t hatha yoga simply concerned with physical development
and good health?

Hatha  yoga  is  primarily  concerned  with  two  things:  asana
(physical postures) and pranayama (breathing exercises). But
it’s important to realize that both asana and pranayama also
play a significant role in Patanjali’s raja (or “royal”) yoga.



In  the  traditional  eight  “limbs”  of  Patanjali’s  system,
asana and pranayama are limbs three and four. What then is the
relationship of hatha to raja yoga?

Former yoga practitioner Dave Fetcho states that yoga postures
“evolved as an integral part of Raja . . . Yoga.”{13} He
points out that the author of the famous handbook, the Hatha
Yoga Pradipika, “presents Hatha . . . solely and exclusively
for the attainment of Raja Yoga.”{14} He also cites a French
yoga scholar who claims, “the sole purpose of . . . Hatha Yoga
is to suppress physical obstacles on the . . . Royal path of
Raja Yoga and Hatha Yoga is therefore called ‘the ladder to
Raja  Yoga.'”{15}  Fetcho  concurs,  noting  that  the  physical
postures  are  “specifically  designed  to  manipulate
consciousness…into  Raja  Yoga’s  consummate  experience  of
samadhi: undifferentiated union with the primal essence of
consciousness.”{16}  These  statements  should  make  it  quite
clear that hatha, or physical, yoga has historically been
viewed simply as a means of aiding the yogi in attaining
enlightenment, the final limb of raja yoga.

This is further confirmed by looking at Iyengar yoga, possibly
the most popular form of hatha yoga in the U.S. The Web site
for the Iyengar Yoga Institute of San Francisco states: “BKS
Iyengar  studies  and  teaches  yoga  as  unfolded  in  the  Yoga
Sutras of Patanjaili [sic] and the Hatha Yoga Pradipika among
other classical texts. Thus Asana, or postures, are taught as
one  of  the  eight  limbs  .  .  .  of  yoga  defined  by
Patanjali.”{17} In fact, the ultimate goal of Iyengar hatha
yoga  is  precisely  the  same  as  that  of  Patanjali’s  raja
yoga.{18} Both aim to experience union with “God,” Brahman, or
universal consciousness.

If all these things are so, it seems increasingly apparent
that hatha yoga may ultimately involve its practitioners in
much  more  than  physical  exercise.  Although  it  may  not  be
obvious at first, the ultimate goal of hatha is the same as
every  other  form  of  yoga:  union  of  the  self  with  an



impersonal, universal consciousness. We must remember that the
Bible never exhorts Christians to seek such an experience. If
anything, it warns us of the potential dangers in doing so.
Next, we’ll consider whether yoga practice might, in fact, be
dangerous–and why.

Can Yoga be Harmful?
Despite  its  touted  health  benefits,  there  are  numerous
warnings in authoritative yoga literature which caution that
yoga can be physically, mentally, and spiritually harmful if
not practiced correctly.

For instance, Swami Prabhavananda warns of the potentially
dangerous  physical  effects  that  might  result  from  yoga
breathing exercises: “Unless properly done, there is a good
chance of injuring the brain. And those who practice such
breathing  without  proper  supervision  can  suffer  a  disease
which no known science or doctor can cure.”{19}

In addition, many yogis warn that yoga practice can endanger
one’s  sanity.  In  describing  the  awakening  of  “kundalini”
(coiled serpent power) Gopi Krishna records his own experience
as  follows:  “It  was  variable  for  many  years,  painful,
obsessive…I  have  passed  through  almost  all  the  stages
of…mediumistic, psychotic, and other types of mind; for some
time I was hovering between sanity and insanity.”{20}

Finally, however, from a Christian perspective it seems that
yoga could also be spiritually harmful. To understand why,
let’s return to the experience of “kundalini.” Yoga scholar
Hans Rieker declares, “Kundalini [is] the mainstay of all yoga
practices.”{21} But what exactly is kundalini and why is it so
central to yoga practice?

Swami  Vivekananda  summarizes  the  kundalini  experience  as
follows:  “When  awakened  through  the  practice  of  spiritual
disciplines,  it  rises  through  the  spinal  column,  passes



through the various centres, and at last reaches the brain,
whereupon the yogi experiences samadhi, or total absorption in
the  Godhead.”{22}  And  researcher  John  White  takes  the
importance  of  this  experience  even  further  declaring:
“Although the word kundalini comes from the yogic tradition,
nearly all the world’s major religions, spiritual paths, and
genuine occult traditions see something akin to the kundalini
experience as having significance in “divinizing” a person.
The word itself may not appear…but the concept is there…as a
key to attaining godlike stature.”{23}

Reading such descriptions of the kundalini, or coiled serpent
power, the Christian can almost hear the hiss of that “serpent
of old…who deceives the whole world.”{24}In Eden, he flattered
our first parents by telling them: “You will be like God.”{25}
And  though  Christianity  and  yoga  have  very  different
conceptions of God, isn’t this essentially what yoga promises?

Swami Ajaya once said, “The main teaching of Yoga is that
man’s true nature is divine.”{26} Obviously this is not the
Christian view of man. But if the goal of yoga is to realize
one’s  essential  divinity  through  union  with  “God,”  then
shouldn’t the Christian view the practice that leads to this
realization as potentially spiritually harmful? Next, we’ll
conclude our discussion by asking whether it’s really possible
to separate yoga philosophy from yoga practice.

Can Philosophy and Practice be Separated?
We’ve seen that yoga is an ancient spiritual discipline whose
central  doctrines  are  utterly  incompatible  with  those  of
Christianity.  Even  hatha  yoga,  often  considered  to  be
exclusively  concerned  with  physical  development,  is  best
understood as merely a means of helping the yogi reach the
goal of samadhi, or union with “God.” Furthermore, we’ve seen
that  all  yoga,  including  hatha,  has  the  potential  to  be
physically, mentally, and spiritually harmful.



In  light  of  such  evidence,  it  may  appear  that  this
question–“Can  yoga  philosophy  be  separated  from  yoga
practice?”–has already been answered in the negative. And this
is certainly the view of many yoga scholars. Dave Fetcho,
formerly  of  the  Ananda  Marga  Yoga  Society,  has  written,
“Physical yoga, according to its classical definitions, is
inheritably and functionally incapable of being separated from
Eastern  religious  metaphysics.”{27}  What’s  more,  yoga
authorities Feuerstein and Miller, in discussing yoga postures
(asana)  and  breathing  exercises  (pranayama),  indicate  that
such practices are more than just another form of physical
exercise; indeed, they “are psychosomatic exercises.”{28} Does
this  mean  that  separating  theory  from  practice  is  simply
impossible with yoga?

If one carefully looks through an introductory text on hatha
yoga,{29} one will see many different postures illustrated. A
number of these may be similar, if not identical, to exercises
and stretches one is already doing. Indeed, if one is engaged
in a regular stretching program, this is quite probable. This
raises  an  important  question:  Suppose  that  such  beginning
level yoga postures are done in a context completely free of
yogic philosophy. In such a case as this, doesn’t honesty
compel  us  to  acknowledge  at  least  the  possibility  of
separating  theory  from  practice?

While I hate to disagree with scholars who know far more about
the subject than I do, this distinction does seem valid to me.
However, let me quickly add that I see this distinction as
legitimate only at the very beginning of such practices, and
only with regard to the postures. The breathing exercises, for
various reasons, remain problematic.{30} But this distinction
raises yet another question, for how many people begin an
exercise program intending never to move beyond the most basic
level? And since by the very nature of yoga practice, such a
distinction  could  only  be  valid  at  the  very  earliest  of
stages, why would a Christian ever want to begin this process?



It seems to me that if someone wants an exercise program with
physical  benefits  similar  to  yoga,  but  without  all  the
negative spiritual baggage, they should consider low-impact or
water aerobics, water ballet, or simple stretching.{31} These
programs  can  be  just  as  beneficial  for  the  body,  without
potentially  endangering  the  soul.  In  my  opinion,  then,
Christians would be better off to never begin yoga practice.

[Note  from  the  webmistress:  Also  see  Why  a  Christian
Alternative to Yoga? on the PraiseMoves.com website for an
excellent  treatment  of  this  subject  from  a  former  yoga
instructor who explains why the two are incompatible.]
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The Edgar Cayce Readings
By  all  accounts  Edgar  Cayce  was  truly  a  remarkable  man.
Beginning in 1901 and continuing until his death in 1945 he
gave thousands of psychic readings. Broadly speaking, these
readings were of two types: health readings and life readings.
The health readings consisted of a psychic diagnosis of a
patient’s physical ailments and a prescription for how these
ailments should be treated. The life readings consisted of
answers to all sorts of personal, religious, and philosophical
questions. One rather interesting aspect of these readings is
the manner in which they were given: Cayce would lie down on
the  couch  and  put  himself  into  a  trance  state  resembling
sleep. It was this manner of giving readings that led one of
his  biographers,  Jess  Stearn,  to  refer  to  Cayce  as  “The
Sleeping Prophet.”{1}

Just  how  accurate  were  these  readings?  Although  it  is
impossible to verify everything Cayce said, some contend that
his accuracy rate was over ninety percent!{2} But “with all
his vaunted powers,” writes Stearn, “Cayce was a humble man,
religious, God-fearing, who read the Bible every day of his
life.”{3} Indeed, Cayce read through the entire Bible every
year and regularly taught Sunday school throughout his life.
It is probably for reasons such as these that many people
believe  that  the  worldview  of  the  readings  is  generally
consistent with biblical Christianity. But is this really so?
How  well  does  the  worldview  of  the  Edgar  Cayce  readings
compare with that of the Bible?

Herbert Puryear writes, “The content of . . . the Edgar Cayce
readings  is  .  .  .  always  Christ-centered,  supporting  the
ultimate  importance  of  the  unique  work  of  Jesus  of
Nazareth.”{4} But as I hope to demonstrate in this article,
such a claim can only be true by redefining the person and
work of Jesus Christ to mean something quite different from
what the Bible teaches.



For instance Thomas Sugrue, Cayce’s earliest biographer and
long-time friend, begins his chapter on the philosophy of the
readings by stating, “The system of metaphysical thought which
emerges from the readings of Edgar Cayce is a Christianized
version of the mystery religions of ancient Egypt, Chaldea,
Persia, India, and Greece.”{5} The worldview of the readings
actually has much more in common with New Age metaphysics and
occult philosophy than it does with biblical Christianity.

Although I have little doubt that, as a person, Cayce was kind
and humble and motivated by a sincere desire to help his
fellow man, it obviously does not follow that the worldview
revealed  in  the  readings  is  therefore  true.  And  while  I
certainly acknowledge that Cayce regularly read and taught the
Bible, it by no means follows that the philosophy of the
readings is therefore biblical.

The Nature of God
According  to  Dr.  Herbert  Puryear,  “More  consequences  for
thought and action follow from the affirmation or denial of
God than from answering any other fundamental question.”{6}
It’s  difficult  to  overestimate  the  importance  of  this
observation. Equally important, however, for those affirming
the existence of God, is the kind of God they affirm to exist.

There can be no doubt that God is of primary importance in the
Edgar  Cayce  readings.  The  readings  certainly  affirm  the
existence of God, an affirmation that they obviously share
with biblical Christianity. This being said, however, there is
a marked difference in what each source affirms about the
nature of God.

Dr. Puryear writes, “The clearly articulated philosophy of the
Edgar  Cayce  readings  is  a  thoroughgoing  monism.”{7}  The
doctrine of monism claims that all reality is of the same
essence.  In  other  words,  “All  is  one.”  Indeed,  in  the
introduction to his book Dr. Puryear claims that “the oneness



of  all  force”  is  the  “first  premise  of  the  Edgar  Cayce
readings.”

What effect does this first premise have on the view of God
presented  in  the  readings?  Dr.  Puryear  writes,  “With  the
premise of the oneness of all force we affirm that God is,
that He is all that is, and all that is, is God.”{8} This view
is known as pantheism. It comes from two Greek words: pan,
meaning “all” or “every,” and theos, meaning “God.” In other
words pantheism, like the Edgar Cayce readings, teaches that
everything is God — a view substantially at odds with the
biblical doctrine of God. Let’s look, then, at what the Bible
does say about God.

Let’s first acknowledge that the Bible, like the Edgar Cayce
readings, does indeed affirm that God is one. Moses wrote,
“Hear, O Israel! The Lord is our God, the Lord is one!” (Deut.
6:4)  But  the  biblical  affirmation  means  something  very
different from the doctrine of pantheism espoused in the Cayce
readings. The Bible is affirming that there is only one Lord
God. It is not teaching that “All is One,” nor that the name
we should give to this all-inclusive Oneness is “God.” The
biblical view that the Lord is one is sometimes referred to as
monotheism. It holds that there is only one God — not many, as
Israel’s polytheistic neighbors believed. It also holds that
God, as the Creator of all that exists (other than Himself),
is not to be identified with any created thing.{9} This view
contrasts with the doctrine of pantheism, which clearly blurs
the distinction between Creator and creation.

Since the view of God presented in the Edgar Cayce readings is
basically pantheistic,{10} it is also, by virtue of this fact,
clearly  unbiblical.  Next  we’ll  see  how  this  effects  the
readings’ presentations of both Christ and men.

Christ and Men
How  did  the  view  of  a  pantheistic  God  influence  Cayce’s



doctrines of Christ and men?

Thomas Sugrue, in summarizing the philosophy of the readings,
says that in the beginning God “projected from Himself the
cosmos  and  souls.”{11}  Thus,  according  to  this  view,
everything that exists (including man) is somehow part of God.
Or as Cayce put it in one of his readings: “Each person is a
corpuscle in the body of that force called God.”{12}

But if the readings affirm the divinity of man, what becomes
of  the  Christian  belief  in  the  uniqueness  of  Jesus?  Dr.
Puryear  declares,  “In  Jesus  we  are  told  that  God  became
incarnate. If we could only see clearly that Jesus’ claim for
divinity is a claim for the divinity of us all, we would
understand that His relationship to God is a pattern which all
of us may and one day must attain.”{13} Thus, contrary to the
Bible, the readings do not understand Jesus’ uniqueness in
terms of His being God’s one and only Son.{14} In fact, the
readings actually deny that there is any essential difference
between Jesus and the rest of humanity. All souls — yours,
mine, and Christ’s — were projected from God, and all share
the same divine essence. The Christ soul was simply the first
to complete its earthly experiences and return to God.{15} But
concerned with the plight of its brother souls, the Christ
soul decided to return and help us. According to Sugrue, the
Christ soul incarnated as Enoch, Melchizedek, Joseph, Joshua,
Jeshua, and finally — Jesus!{16} As Jesus, He triumphed over
death and the body and once again returned to God, becoming
“the pattern we are to follow.”{17}

How do such teachings square with the Bible? Not very well,
I’m afraid. The Bible maintains a careful distinction between
God and man. God is the Creator; man is His creature. God
created man in His image (Gen. 1:27); He did not project him
from His essence. The Bible also maintains a clear distinction
between Jesus and other men. Jesus is the completely unique
God-man; no other man is like Him. He was both fully divine
and fully human (John 1:1, 14). We are merely human. He was



sinless (Heb. 4:15); we are sinful (Rom. 3:23). He claimed to
have come not merely to be our example, but “to save that
which was lost” (Matt. 18:11) and “to give His life a ransom
for many” (Mark 10:45). We, of course, are the lost sinners He
came to ransom and to save (Rom. 5:6-11). Thus it’s clear,
even from this brief summary, that the readings’ doctrines of
Christ and men differ substantially from those of the Bible.

Problems and Solutions
The Bible identifies man’s primary problem as sin, a state of
moral corruption that has infected our very nature. It is our
sinful nature (and the sinful acts arising from it) that is
the source of so many of our problems. The Bible warns us that
“the wages of sin is death” (Rom. 3:23). Death is understood
primarily  as  separation.  Physical  death  is  the  spirit’s
separation from the body (Jas. 2:26); spiritual death is a
person’s  separation  from  God  (Eph.  2:1-7).  All  men  are
conceived in a state of spiritual death, alienated from their
Creator and in need of reconciliation with Him (Ps. 51:5; Rom.
5:12; 2 Cor. 5:20).

The Bible presents Jesus as the solution to our problem. It
tells us that He died for our sins and, as Divine confirmation
of this fact, that He was raised for our justification.{18} It
assures us that whoever believes in Jesus will receive God’s
forgiveness and the free gift of eternal life!{19}

The Edgar Cayce readings offer a very different perspective on
man’s fundamental problem and how it should be solved. Before
exploring this perspective, however, it’s helpful to remember
that  the  doctrine  of  God  presented  in  the  readings  is
essentially pantheistic: God is everything and everything is
God.{20} We’ve already shown that this view is substantially
different from that of the Bible. And as Douglas Groothuis
observes: “Differing descriptions of ultimate reality lead to
differing descriptions of the human problem and to differing
prescriptions for its solution.”{21} Let’s now see how the



different  descriptions  of  God  in  both  the  Bible  and  the
readings contribute to their different perspectives on man’s
problem and its solution.

Having declared that God “projected from Himself the cosmos
and souls,”{22} Thomas Sugrue goes on to observe: “At first
there was little difference between the consciousness of the
new  individual  and  its  consciousness  of  identity  with
God.”{23} Over time, however, there was a “gradual weakening
of the link between the two states of consciousness.”{24}
Eventually, “The individual became more concerned with . . .
his own creations than God’s. This was the fall in spirit . .
.”{25}

According to Dr. Puryear, these unfortunate souls “were cutoff
from an awareness of their oneness with the whole.”{26} And
while the full explanation is more involved, the readings seem
to ultimately identify this ignorance of our oneness with God
as our fundamental problem.{27} Of course, if this is so, the
solution is rather obvious: we must remember and reaffirm this
inherent oneness. Dr. Puryear claims that it is “God’s quest”
to bring us back into a remembrance of our divine heritage
“and into full accord with Him.”{28}

Our summary reveals that while the readings’ perspective on
man’s problem and its solution is unique, it more strongly
resembles  the  viewpoint  of  non-dualistic  Hinduism  than
biblical  Christianity.  It  is  important  that  Christians  be
aware of these differences.

Death and Beyond
One of the greatest human mysteries concerns the experience of
death and what (if anything) happens afterward. The book of
Hebrews declares, “it is appointed for men to die once, but
after this the judgment” (Heb. 9:27). Most biblical scholars
agree that this verse leaves no room for the doctrine of
reincarnation — a doctrine explicitly affirmed in the Edgar



Cayce readings. But if this is so, then how did Cayce conclude
“that an acceptance of reincarnation in no way went against
Holy Writ”?{29}

When Cayce gave his first “life reading” for Arthur Lammers,
he spoke of reincarnation as a fact.{30} On waking from his
trance and being told what he had said, Cayce was shocked. He
even  considered  that  the  Devil  might  be  trying  to  trick
him.{31} But after thinking the matter over, Cayce eventually
concluded that even Jesus had taught about reincarnation!{32}

In Matthew’s Gospel, immediately after the appearance of Moses
and  Elijah  to  Jesus  on  the  Mount  of  Transfiguration,  His
disciples ask, “Why . . . do the scribes say that Elijah must
come first?” Jesus answers: “Elijah has come already, and they
did not know him.” But notice how the passage concludes: “Then
the disciples understood that He spoke to them of John the
Baptist” (Matt. 17:10-13). Reflecting on this passage, Cayce
wondered how the disciples could draw such a conclusion. Had
they understood John to be the reincarnation of Elijah?{33}
And why did they draw this inference so quickly? Had Jesus
already taught them “the laws of reincarnation?”{34}

There are several difficulties with this position. First, the
theological context of first century Judaism was decidedly
theistic — not pantheistic.{35} We should thus be very careful
before  concluding  that  Jesus  taught  His  disciples  about
reincarnation. His statement probably meant no more than that
John had come “in the spirit and power of Elijah” – just as
the angel Gabriel had said He would.{36} Second, Jesus made
His  remarks  after  Elijah’s  appearance  on  the  Mount  of
Transfiguration. But “since John had already . . . died by
then, and since Elijah still had the same name and self-
consciousness, Elijah had obviously not been reincarnated as
John . . .”{37} If he had, then we should have read about
Moses and John appearing to Jesus — not Moses and Elijah!
“Third, Elijah does not fit the reincarnation model, for he
did not die.”{38} The Bible tells us that he was taken up into



heaven  while  still  alive!{39}  And  finally,  such  an
interpretation would clearly contradict the passage in Hebrews
cited earlier. Thus, I think we can safely conclude that Jesus
did not teach the doctrine of reincarnation.

We’ve seen that while Edgar Cayce was a kind and humble man,
the worldview of his readings is “world’s apart” from that of
the Bible. Christians must carefully avoid being taken captive
by this philosophy.{40}
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