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Should we know more about a political candidate’s religion
before we vote? That is a question that will certainly surface
in this election cycle.

When John Kennedy ran for the presidency he said: “I believe
in  a  President  whose  religious  views  are  his  own  private
affair.” While that may have satisfied some back in 1960, I
doubt it will be sufficient in this election.

Michael Kinsley recently wrote about this important topic in
Time magazine as he discussed Governor Mitt Romney. Although I
would probably disagree with Kinsley on many political and
theological issues, I think he rightly points out that the
religious faith of a candidate cannot be kept private because
it affects his or her worldview.

He says it is important for three reasons. First, we need to
know the details of a candidate’s faith and the extent to
which  those  details  are  accepted.  He  notes  that  Catholic
liberal politicians since Mario Cuomo have said they accept
the  doctrine  of  the  church  but  nevertheless  believe  in  a
woman’s  right  to  choose.  He  concludes  that  either  these
politicians are lying to their church, or they are lying to
us.

Second,  since  some  doctrines  of  various  religions  may  be
offensive to the general public, they have a right to know if
a  candidate  agrees  with  those  doctrines.  Michael  Kinsley
applies this only to Mitt Romney’s Mormonism, but it should
also be applied to the religious faith of every candidate.

Third,  candidates’  religious  faith  also  will  affect  their
character. Voters should take character into account before
they cast their vote for a particular candidate.
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This election season it has been popular for candidates to
talk about their faith. But how does that faith affect his or
her views on social and political issues? So far, the media
has been content to let them talk about their faith in a vague
way, but voters deserve to know more. Back in 1960, John
Kennedy dodged the question of how his faith affected his
decision-making.  We  cannot  allow  candidates  to  dodge  the
question now.
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God in Our Nation’s Capital

U.S. Capitol Building
In  our  minds,  lets  take  a  walking  tour  through  Americas
capital city, Washington, DC. What we will be seeing in our
minds eye comes from the book Rediscovering God in America:
Reflections on the Role of Faith in Our Nations History and
Future.{1} As we consider what religious symbols are found in
the buildings and monuments, I think we will gain a fresh
appreciation for the role of religion in the public square.

We  will  begin  with  the  U.S.  Capitol  Building.  No  other
building in Washington defines the skyline like this one does.
It has been the place of formal inaugurations as well as
informal and spontaneous events, such as when two hundred
members of Congress gathered on the steps on September 12,
2001, to sing God Bless America.

President  George  Washington  laid  the  cornerstone  for  the
Capitol in 1793. When the north wing was finished in 1800,
Congress was able to move in. Construction began again in 1803
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under the direction of Benjamin Latrobe. The British invasion
of Washington in 1812 resulted in the partial destruction of
the Capitol. In 1818, Charles Bulfinch oversaw the completion
of the north and south wings (including a chamber for the
Supreme Court).{2}

Unfortunately, the original design failed to consider that
additional states would enter the union, and these additional
representatives were crowding the Capitol. President Millard
Fillmore  chose  Thomas  Walter  to  continue  the  Capitols
construction  and  rehabilitation.  Construction  halted  during
the first part of the Civil War, and it wasnt until 1866 that
the canopy fresco in the Rotunda was completed.

The religious imagery in the Rotunda is significant. Eight
different historical paintings are on display. The first is
the painting The Landing of Columbus that depicts the arrival
on the shores of America. Second is The Embarkation of the
Pilgrims that shows the Pilgrims observing a day of prayer and
fasting led by William Brewster.

Third is the painting Discovery of the Mississippi by DeSoto.
Next to DeSoto is a monk who prays as a crucifix is placed in
the  ground.  Finally,  there  is  the  painting  Baptism  of
Pocahontas.

Throughout the Capitol Building, there are references to God
and  faith.  In  the  Cox  Corridor  a  line  from  America  the
Beautiful is carved in the wall: America! God shed His grace
on thee, and crown thy good with brotherhood, from sea to
shining sea!{3}

In the House chamber is the inscription, In God We Trust. Also
in the House chamber, above the Gallery door, stands a marble
relief of Moses, the greatest of the twenty-three law-givers
(and the only one full-faced). At the east entrance to the
Senate chamber are the words Annuit Coeptis which is Latin for
God has favored our undertakings. The words In God We Trust



are also written over the southern entrance.

In the Capitols Chapel is a stained glass window depicting
George Washington in prayer under the inscription In God We
Trust. Also, a prayer is inscribed in the window which says,
Preserve me, God, for in Thee do I put my trust.{4}

The Washington Monument
The tallest monument in Washington, DC, is the Washington
Monument.  From  the  base  of  the  monument  to  its  aluminum
capstone are numerous references to God. This is fitting since
George Washington was a religious man. When he took the oath
of office on April 30, 1789, he asked that the Bible be opened
to Deuteronomy 28. After the oath, Washington added, So help
me God and bent forward and kissed the Bible before him.{5}

Construction of the Washington Monument began in 1848, but by
1854 the Washington National Monument Society was out of money
and construction stopped for many years. Mark Twain said it
had the forlorn appearance of a hollow, oversized chimney. In
1876, Congress appropriated money for the completion of the
monument which took place in 1884. In a ceremony on December
6, the aluminum capstone was placed atop the monument. The
east side of the capstone has the Latin phrase Laus Deo, which
means Praise be to God.

The cornerstone of the Washington Monument includes a Holy
Bible, which was a gift from the Bible Society. Along with it
are copies of the Declaration of Independence and the U.S.
Constitution.

If you walk inside the monument you will see a memorial plaque
from the Free Press Methodist-Episcopal Church. On the twelfth
landing  you  will  see  a  prayer  offered  by  the  city  of
Baltimore. On the twentieth landing you will see a memorial
offered by Chinese Christians. There is also a presentation
made by Sunday school children from New York and Philadelphia



on the twenty-fourth landing.

The  monument  is  full  of  carved  tribute  blocks  that  say:
Holiness to the Lord; Search the Scriptures; The memory of the
just  is  blessed;  May  Heaven  to  this  union  continue  its
beneficence; In God We Trust; and Train up a child in the way
he should go, and when he is old, he will not depart from it.

So what was George Washingtons faith? Historians have long
debated the extent of his faith. But Michael Novak points out
that Washingtons own step-granddaughter, Nelly Custis, thought
his words and actions were so plain and obvious that she could
not understand how anybody failed to see that he had always
lived as a serious Christian.{6}

During  the  first  meeting  of  the  Continental  Congress  in
September 1774, George Washington prayed alongside the other
delegates. And they recited Psalm 35 together as patriots.

George Washington also proclaimed the first national day of
thanksgiving in the United States. In 1795 he said, When we
review the calamities which afflict so many other nations, the
present condition of the United States affords much matter of
consolation and satisfaction. He therefore called for a day of
public thanksgiving and prayer. He said, In such a state of
things it is in an especial manner our duty as people, with
devout reverence and affectionate gratitude, to acknowledge
our many and great obligations to Almighty God and implore Him
to continue and confirm the blessings we experience.{7}

The Lincoln Memorial
The idea of a memorial to the sixteenth president had been
discussed almost within days after his assassination, but lack
of finances proved to be a major factor. Finally, Congress
allocated  funds  for  it  during  the  Taft  administration.
Architect  Henry  Bacon  wanted  to  model  it  after  the  Greek
Parthenon, and work on it was completed in 1922.



Bacon  chose  the  Greek  Doric  columns  in  part  to  symbolize
Lincolns fight to preserve democracy during the Civil War.{8}
The thirty-six columns represented the thirty-six states that
made up the Union at the time of Lincolns death.

Daniel Chester French sculpted the statue of Abraham Lincoln
to show his compassionate nature and his resolve in preserving
the Union. One of Lincolns hands is tightly clenched (to show
his determination) while the other hand is open and relaxed
(to show his compassion).

Lincolns speeches are displayed within the memorial. On the
left side is the Gettysburg Address (only 267 words long). He
said, We here highly resolved that these dead shall not have
died in vain, that this nation, under God, shall have a new
birth of freedom.

On the right side is Lincolns second inaugural address (only
703 words long). It mentions God fourteen times and quotes the
Bible twice. He reflected on the fact that the Civil War was
not controlled by man, but by God. He noted that each side
looked for an easier triumph, and a result less fundamental
and astounding. Both read the same Bible, and pray to the same
God; and each invokes his aid against the other.

He concludes with a lament over the destruction caused by the
Civil War, and appeals to charity in healing the wounds of the
war.  With  malice  toward  none,  with  charity  for  all,  with
firmness in the right as God gives us to see the right, let us
strive on to finish the work we are in, to bind up the nations
wounds, to care for him who shall have borne the battle and
for his widow and his orphan, to do all which may achieve and
cherish a just and lasting peace among ourselves and with all
nations.

It is fitting that one hundred years after Lincolns second
inaugural, his memorial was the place where Reverend Martin
Luther King, Jr. delivered his most famous speech, I have a



dream. An inscription was added to the memorial in 2003 that
was based upon Isaiah 40:4-5: I have a dream that one day
every valley shall be exalted, and every hill and mountain
shall be made low, the rough places will be made plain, and
the crooked places will be made straight and the glory of the
Lord shall be revealed and all flesh shall see it together.

At a White House dinner during the war, a clergyman gave the
benediction and closed with the statement that The Lord is on
the Unions side. Abraham Lincoln responded: I am not at all
concerned about that, for I know that the Lord is always on
the side of the right. But it is my constant anxiety and
prayer that I and this nation should be on the Lords side.{9}

The Jefferson Memorial
Thomas Jefferson was Americas third president and the drafter
of the Declaration of Independence, so it is surprising that a
memorial to him was not built earlier than it was. In 1934,
Franklin Delano Roosevelt persuaded Congress to establish a
memorial commission to honor Jefferson. After some study the
commission decided to honor Pierre LEnfants original plan,
which called for the placement of five different memorials
that would be aligned in a cross-like manner.{10}

The  architect  of  the  memorial  proposed  a  Pantheon-like
structure that was modeled after Jeffersons own home which
incorporated the Roman architecture that Jefferson admired.
The  original  design  was  modified,  and  the  memorial  was
officially dedicated in 1943.

When  you  enter  the  Jefferson  Memorial  you  will  find  many
references to God. A quote that runs around the interior dome
says, I have sworn upon the altar of God, eternal hostility
against every form of tyranny over the minds of man.

On the first panel, you will see the famous passage from the
Declaration of Independence: We hold these truths to be self-



evident: That all men are created equal, that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

On the second panel is an excerpt from A Bill for Establishing
Religious  Freedom,  1777.  It  was  passed  by  the  Virginia
Assembly in 1786. It reads: Almighty God hath created the mind
free.  .  .  .  All  attempts  to  influence  it  by  temporal
punishments or burdens . . . are a departure from the plan of
the Holy Author of our religion. . . . No man shall be
compelled to frequent or support any religious worship or
ministry or shall otherwise suffer on account of his religious
opinions of belief, but all men shall be free to profess, and
by  argument  to  maintain,  their  opinions  in  matters  of
religion. I know but one code of morality for men whether
acting singly or collectively.

The third panel is taken from Jeffersons 1785 Notes on the
State of Virginia. It reads: God who gave us life gave us
liberty. Can the liberties of a nation be secure when we have
removed a conviction that these liberties are the gift of God?
Indeed I tremble for my country when I reflect that God is
just, that His justice cannot sleep forever. Commerce between
master  and  slave  is  despotism.  Nothing  is  more  certainly
written in the book of fate than that these people are to be
free.

The Supreme Court
Of the three branches of government, the Supreme Court was the
last to get its own building. In fact, it met in the Capitol
building for over a hundred years. During that time, it met in
many different rooms of the capitol until it finally settled
in the Old Senate Chamber in 1860.

Supreme Court Justice William Howard Taft (who also had served
as president) persuaded Congress to authorize funds for the



Supreme Court building. It was modeled after Greek and Roman
architecture in the familiar Corinthian style and dedicated in
1935.

It is ironic that the Supreme Court has often issued opinions
which have stripped religious displays from the public square
when these opinions have been read in a building with many
religious displays. And it is ironic that public expressions
of faith have been limited when all sessions of the court
begin with the Courts Marshal announcing: God save the United
States and this honorable court.

In a number of cases, the Supreme Court has declared the
posting of the Ten Commandments unconstitutional (in public
school classrooms and in a local courthouse in Kentucky). But
this same Supreme Court has a number of places in its building
where there are images of Moses with the Ten Commandments.
These can be found at the center of the sculpture over the
east portico of the Supreme Court building, inside the actual
courtroom, and finally, engraved over the chair of the Chief
Justice,  and  on  the  bronze  doors  of  the  Supreme  Court
itself.{11}

Nevertheless, the Supreme Court has often ruled against the
very kind of religious expression that can be found in the
building that houses the court. Former Speaker of the House
Newt Gingrich says in his book Rediscovering God in America,
that we see a systematic effort . . . to purge all religious
expression from American public life. He goes on to say that
for  the  last  fifty  years  the  Supreme  Court  has  become  a
permanent constitutional convention in which the whims of five
appointed  lawyers  have  rewritten  the  meaning  of  the
Constitution. Under this new, all-powerful model of the Court,
and by extension the trail-breaking Ninth Circuit Court, the
Constitution and the law can be redefined by federal judges
unchecked by the other two coequal branches of government.{12}

This is the state of affairs we find in the twenty-first



century. If five justices believe that prayer at a public
school  graduation  is  unconstitutional,  then  it  is
unconstitutional. If five justices believe that posting the
Ten Commandments is unconstitutional, it is unconstitutional.

If the trend continues, one wonders if one day they may rule
that  religious  expression  on  public  monuments  is
unconstitutional. If that takes place, then you might want to
invest in sandblasting companies in the Washington, DC, area.
There are lots of buildings and monuments with words about
God, faith, and religion. It would take a long time to erase
all of these words from public view.

The next time you are in our nations capital, make sure you
take  a  walking  tour  of  the  buildings  and  monuments.  They
testify to a belief in God and a dynamic faith that today is
often under attack from the courts and the culture.

Notes

1. Newt Gingrich, Rediscovering God in America: Reflections on
the  Role  of  Faith  in  Our  Nation’s  History  and  Future
(Nashville,  TN:  Integrity  House,  2006).
2. Ibid., 77.
3. Ibid., 81.
4. Ibid., 2.
5. Ibid., 35.
6. Ibid., 39.
7. Ibid., 40.
8. Ibid., 50.
9. Ibid., 54.
10. Ibid., 44.
11. Ibid., 87.
12. Ibid., 132.
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“Aren’t  All  Religions  Man-
Made?”
Let  me  get  this  straight:  your  view  is  that  “man-made
religions lead to spiritual death and only one [i.e., yours]
leads to life.” Aren’t all religions man-made? Without man,
there is no religion, because religion is a man-made concept.
Animals have no concept of Deity, or anything beyond their own
survival, so it cannot be a “God-given” concept innate to all
creatures; otherwise, the creatures of the wild would spend
more time worshipping and less time surviving. Thus, we have
proved religion is a concept restricted only to mankind. Man
has been interested in this concept for about the last 12,000
years.  This  interest  was  sparked  when  the  hunter-gatherer
societies  (concerned  with  survival  only)  evolved  into
agricultural societies. They saw the existence of a power
greater than themselves which made the crops grow and the
rains fall. If we look to the first man-made interpretations
of Deity, most of which were female, they date from about the
7,000 BC on. If all the concepts of Deity and religion from
7,000 BC to the birth of Christ were man-made religions, then
Christianity  is  one  in  an  ongoing  series  of  man-made
religions. Which brings me back to my original point, being
that since religion was created by man to bring him into
contact with That which was Greater then himself, all of the
world’s religions, from the oldest to the newest, are ALL man-
made, including Christianity. And if man-made religions lead
to spiritual death… how can any one religion claim to offer
the only way to life, especially one so young in the overall
history of religion? May God bless you with a history lesson.

Peace.
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Dear ______,

Our view is that Christianity leads to life because it is
about Jesus Christ, who defined Himself as life. All religions
are  not  man-made  because  Christianity  (with  its  roots  in
Judaism) comes from God to man. God communicated with people
through His written word (the Bible) and by sending His son
Jesus from heaven. In other words, He pierced our space-time
continuum and communicated with us.

All other religions are man’s way of attempting to find God.
Christianity is God reaching US.

The evidence for this is that the Bible is the only holy book
that  includes  true  prophecy,  history  written  in  advance,
because  an  all-knowing  God  knew  what  would  happen  in  the
future and made sure it was written down before it happened.
More evidence for this is that when Jesus came to earth, He
claimed to be God and said He would be crucified and come back
to life three days later, which He did.

Christianity  is  not  man-made  because  it  is  a  religion  of
revelation—the truth of God and not the invention of man.

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

“Who Are You to Say Who the
TRUE God Is?”
Who I am is irrelevant and this letter is meant with no intent
on  harming  anyones  feelings,  as  the  matter  of  religious
preferences is a very delicate one. I have to say that I was
offended by the advice given to a couple taking care of a
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young Wiccan . I came across this part, “tell her about what
the TRUE God is like.” Now in all fairness who are you to say
who the true God is??? Are you saying that all other religions
are  wrong?  Maybe  I  am  jumping  to  conclusions.  This  next
sentence  also  grabbed  my  attention:  “Those  who  refuse  to
acknowledge a personal devil are more vulnerable to spiritual
warfare than anybody.” Now I realize that there is not one
ultimate devil in Wicca, but there is one in Christianity.
Because this girl does not share your beliefs or even those of
her parents, there is no need to tell this as advice to
someone. The people of Wicca believe that evil is created by
man-kind, but they still know it is there and try to use their
gifts to do good and never harm anyone or thing. If a Wiccan
uses their power to give anything bad or take anything good
they are forbidden to use the craft and are no longer allowed
in their coven to practice The Craft. Also I feel the need to
point out that you do not need to practice ‘Magik’ to be
Wiccan.

I have friends of all faiths, Christians, including people
from  Pentecostal,  Mormon  and  Orthodox  churches,  Muslims,
people from the Jewish faith and to no surprise I do know many
Wiccans.  I  have  to  say  that  we  all  talk  and  share  our
different views on religion and I have never heard any one try
to convince someone that their God is the true God or that
because  they  do  not  believe  in  “Satan”  they  are  “more
vulnerable to spiritual warfare” than anybody. I just want you
to think more clearly about what you are writing. I do not
want to start an argument, I just wanted you to hear my views.
I am sure I am not the only one who thinks this. One more
thing, you also said, “We believe that there is one God.” Well
this is obvious as you are Christian as I believe it, but not
everyone does think there is one God. Rather that trying to
convert this girl shouldn’t this couple have been told to
tolerate her religious beliefs and help to practice it safely
and carefully with the respect that she deserves. This girl
does not have Christian beliefs, it should not be put upon her
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to change her mind and her beliefs. By all means use your
faith to help people not change people.

Dear friend,

If you didn’t like what we say on our website, you’re probably
not going to like my reply either. I am not seeking to offend
you or anyone else, but it makes sense you would take offense
given your worldview.

The root of the problem in the difference between our position
and what you believe is our extremely different perception of
religion and truth. I would guess that you see these issues
like a restaurant menu where everyone can choose whatever they
prefer, and it’s inappropriate to tell the other diners that
their choice of an entrée is wrong. Our perception of religion
and of truth is more like a team of doctors looking at a
patient’s symptoms; when it’s a matter of life and death,
they’d  better  get  the  diagnosis  right  instead  of  merely
settling for personal preference! (“Oh, it looks like acne to
me.” “Well, I think it’s eczema, but you can call it acne if
you want.” “I know a melanoma when I see one, and this is skin
cancer!” “Naw, cancer’s too harsh a diagnosis, nobody likes to
hear that, so I’m gonna stick with acne.”)

Just as cancer will kill a person and thus a doctor does him
no favors to tell him anything except the painful truth, our
worldview is that man-made religions lead to spiritual death
and only one—a personal relationship with God through Jesus
Christ–leads  to  life.  We  don’t  base  this  simply  on  our
preference, but on historical evidence that God has spoken to
us through His word and through Jesus Christ.

I know you were concerned at my advice to the couple who were
caring for a girl who was dabbling in Wicca. If all religions
were equally valid, then my advice would certainly be off-
base. But we are staking our lives on the belief that they are
not. For this couple to tolerate her religious beliefs when



they  are  completely  committed  to  the  ultimate  truth  of
Christianity would be like seeing a cancerous lesion on her
skin and “tolerating” her skin condition by ignoring it. What
appears to be kindness would end up being the cruelest thing
in the world when they knew what would save her.

I know our worldview is unpopular in today’s world, but we are
convinced it is far more in alignment with reality than the
one that says “everybody do what they want, it’s all okay.” We
believe it’s not okay.

It leads to a kind of spiritual death far worse than cancer.

Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

Why  Dr.  Laura  is  (Usually)
Right

Why Dr. Laura Is Popular
Dr. Laura Schlessinger’s call-in radio show is wildly popular
in North America. According to her web site, Dr.Laura.com, the
purpose  of  her  program  is  to  dispense  morals,  values,
principles and ethics. Her refusal to coddle people’s self-
centered behavior and immoral or stupid choices is either
highly entertaining or absolutely infuriating, depending on
your worldview. She’s opinionated and not afraid to fly in the
face of the culture. Most of the time I agree with her, but
sometimes she misses the boat. In this essay I’ll be looking
at why Dr. Laura is usually right–not because she agrees with
me (I mean, how arrogant is that?), but because her positions
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are consistent with what God has revealed in the Bible.

Dr.  Laura  rejects  the  victim  mentality.  She  says,
“Victimization  status  is  the  modern  promised  land  of
absolution  from  personal  responsibility.  Nobody  is
acknowledged to have free will or responsibility anymore.”{1}
Instead  of  coddling  people  because  of  past  difficult
experiences, she calls her audience to make right choices. In
her book How Could You Do That?, she writes, “I don’t believe
for a minute that everything that happens to you is your doing
or your fault. But I do believe the ultimate quality of your
life, and your happiness, is determined by your courageous and
ethical choices, and your overall attitude.”{2} This call to
assume  responsibility  for  our  choices  and  our  behaviors
resonates with us because it is consistent with the dignity
God endowed us with when He gave us the ability to make
significant choices and not be His puppets. Joshua encouraged
the Israelites, “Choose ye this day whom ye shall serve: but
as for me and my house, we will serve the Lord” (Josh. 24:15).
It was a real choice with real consequences. That’s because we
live in a cause-and-effect universe where “God is not mocked:
a man reaps what he sows” (Gal. 6:7).

There is a most interesting postscript in Dr. Laura’s book How
Could You Do That? She quotes from the Genesis 4 passage where
God confronts Cain for his bad attitude after He would not
accept Cain’s offering. God tells Cain, “If you do what is
right, will you not be accepted? But if you do not do what is
right, sin is crouching at your door; it desires to have you,
but you must master it.” (Gen. 4:7) She makes the point that
God seems to be teaching that there is joy in doing right, and
“God also reassures us that we do have the capacity to rise
above  circumstance  and  attain  mastery  over  our  weaker
selves.”{3} It’s a good observation, and this passage makes a
strong statement about what God expects of every person, as a
moral creature made in His image. He wants us to do what is
right and resist the pull of sin’s temptation.



In a culture that gets increasingly secular every day, where
we have lost our moral compass, listeners are relieved to hear
someone who has a strong commitment to God-given absolutes.
Dr. Laura acts like an anchor of common sense for many who
find life’s choices too confusing and overwhelming in today’s
postmodern world.

Much of Dr. Laura’s “preaching, teaching and nagging” (her
words) is directed at helping people decide to make good moral
choices. Even if they don’t know God, their lives will work
better simply because they will be more in line with how God
created us to live. (Of course, from a Christian perspective,
this has no value in light of eternity if a life that “works
better” is lived separated from the life of God through Jesus
Christ.)

Dr. Laura’s emphasis on honor, integrity and ethics strikes a
nerve in eighteen million listeners.{4} No surprise, really:
that  nerve  is  common  to  all  of  us–the  nerve  called
morality–because we are made in the image of a moral God.

Self-Esteem
One reason why Dr. Laura’s values and beliefs attract millions
of listeners to her daily radio program is her common-sense
approach to the whole issue of self-esteem. When a caller
complains, “I don’t feel very good about myself,” Dr. Laura
will fire back a great question: “Why should you feel good
about yourself? What have you done that gives you a reason to
feel good about yourself?” In a culture where people want to
believe they’re wonderful and worthwhile without any basis for
such  an  assessment,  Dr.  Laura  has  a  completely  different
approach: self-esteem is earned.

In her books and radio show, she suggests several means of
earning the right to enjoy self-respect, and all of them are
good ideas from a pragmatic perspective.



Dr.  Laura  points  out  that  we  derive  pleasure  from  having
character. We need to choose high moral values and then honor
them during times of temptation. She writes, “There is no fast
lane to self-esteem. It’s won on . . . battlegrounds where
immediate  gratification  comes  up  against  character.  When
character triumphs, self-esteem heightens.”{5}

She  also  says  that  choosing  personal  and  professional
integrity over moral compromise will make us feel good about
ourselves in the long run. So will valuing and honoring our
responsibilities, which she calls “the express route” to self-
esteem.{6}  We  build  self-respect  by  choosing  loyalty,
sacrifice,  and  self-reliance  over  short-term  self-
indulgence.{7}

In her book Ten Stupid Things Women Do to Mess Up Their Lives,
Dr. Laura astutely demonstrates one of the differences between
the sexes: “Women tend to make a relationship their life,
their identity, while men make it a part of their lives.”{8}
She’s  absolutely  right.  The  reason  a  relationship  cannot
provide true self-esteem for a woman is the same reason a
man’s job or accomplishments can’t do it: it is idolatry to
look  to  relationships  or  accomplishments  for  meaning  and
purpose. God will never honor our false gods.

But self-esteem is only part of the equation for a healthy
view of ourselves. Self-esteem is how we feel about ourselves;
it needs to be built on the foundation of how we think about
ourselves, which is our sense of self-worth. How valuable am
I? What makes me significant? It doesn’t matter how good we
feel about ourselves if on a purely human level, we’re in
actuality worthless.

Pastor  Don  Matzat  tells  of  a  woman  who  came  to  him
complaining, “I feel like I am completely worthless.” He blew
her away with his response. Gently and slowly, he said, “Maybe
you are completely worthless.”{9} Are you shocked? This lady
was. But it’s true. We are only valuable because God made us,



not because of anything within ourselves. We are infinitely
precious because He made us in His image, able to be indwelled
by  God  Himself.  And  He  proved  our  value  by  paying  an
unimaginable price for us: the lifeblood of His very Son.
Apart from God, we are completely worthless.

C. S. Lewis put it so well:

Look for yourself and you will find in the long run only
hatred, loneliness, despair, rage, ruin and decay. But look
for Christ and you will find Him, and with Him everything
else thrown in.{10}

Dr. Laura’s right: we earn our self-respect. But our sense of
worth is one of God’s great gifts to us, because He’s the one
who determines our value.

Man as a Moral Creature
If you call Dr. Laura’s radio program, the screener will ask,
“What is your moral dilemma? What is the issue of right and
wrong that you want to discuss?” Zeroing in on moral problems
and not psychological ones sets her call-in talk show apart
from most others. Dr. Laura sees man as a moral creature,
capable of choosing good and evil. This is what she wrote in
her book, How Could You Do That?:

Why do people do good things?

In contrast to all other creatures on earth, only humans
measure themselves against ideals of motivation and action.
We are elevated above all other creatures because we have a
moral sense: a notion of right and wrong and a determination
to bring significance to our lives beyond mere existence and
survival, by actions that are selfless and generous.{11}

It’s true, we are indeed elevated above all other creatures by
our moral sense. We are far, far more than animals. But where



does that morality come from?

Human beings are moral creatures because God created us in His
image. That means we can choose between good and evil because
God chooses between good and evil. We can think on a higher
level, contemplating abstracts and ideals like goodness and
nobility,  because  our  minds  are  a  reflection  of  God’s
unimaginably complex mind. We can choose to love others by
serving them sacrificially because that’s what God is like,
and He made us like Himself. Dr. Laura thinks it’s because
we’re lapsing into our animal natures.{12} But we are not the
product of evolution. We were never animals. People do bad
things because we are born as fallen image-bearers. I love the
way Larry Crabb described it: “When Adam sinned, he disfigured
both himself and all his descendants so severely that we now
function far beneath the level at which we were intended.
We’re something like an airplane with cracked wings rolling
awkwardly down a highway rather than flying through the air.
The image has been reduced to something grotesque. It has not
been lost, just badly marred.”{13} But our airplanes keep
wanting to wander off the runway and go our own way because we
let our flesh rule us. That’s why we do bad things.

Why do people do bad things?

But  although  Dr.  Laura  is  right  about  man  being  a  moral
creature, she misses the boat on what it means to be human:

When Adam and Eve were in the Garden they were not fully
human because they made no choices between right and wrong,
no value judgments, no issues of ethics or morality. Leaving
Eden, though, meant becoming fully human.{14}

They certainly did make a moral choice in the Garden. They
chose wrong over right and chose disobedience over fellowship
with God. Actually, when Adam and Eve were still living in the
Garden, they were more fully human than we’ve ever been since,
because God created man sinless, perfect and beautiful. When



we look at the Lord Jesus, the Second Adam, we see just how
sinless, perfect and beautiful “fully human” is.

Dr. Laura is right to insist that we see ourselves as moral
creatures, because a moral God has made us in His image.

Dr. Laura’s Wisdom
Dr. Laura’s strong positions on certain topics has made some
people  stand  up  and  applaud  her  while  others  fume  in
frustration  at  her  bluntness.

She makes no bones about the sanctity of marriage and that sex
belongs only within a committed relationship sealed with a
sacred vow. People living together and having sex without
marriage are “shacking up.” She’s right because God ordained
sex  to  be  contained  only  in  the  safe  and  committed
relationship  of  marriage.

Another of her well-known positions is that abortion is wrong
because it’s killing a baby. The much better alternative is
adoption. She gets particularly frustrated with women who say,
“Oh, I could never do that. I could never give up my baby once
it was born.” Her answer to that is, “You can kill it but you
can’t wave goodbye?” Here again, she’s right because abortion
is the deliberate taking of a human life. God’s Word clearly
commands us not to murder (Ex. 20:13).

Her strong views on abortion continue in her commitment to
children, and her disdain for the way so many parents indulge
their own whims and agendas at the expense of their kids. In a
day when divorce is so prevalent, she makes an impassioned
case for doing what’s best for the children, with parents
remaining active and involved in the raising of their kids.
She  believes  that  the  family  is  the  cornerstone  of
civilization, and this is consistent with the biblical view
starting right in the first chapter of Genesis.(Gen. 1:28)

Part of the way parents should take care of their children is



to make sure they raise them in a religious faith shared by
both  parents.  Dr.  Laura  warns  people  not  to  enter  into
interfaith marriages because usually the kids end up with no
religion at all. Both the Old and New Testaments warn against
being unequally yoked; God knows it’s a recipe for heartbreak
at best and disaster at worst.

She  shows  practical  wisdom  in  many  ways.  She  makes  a
distinction  between  those  who  are  evil  and  those  who  are
merely weak. In the same way, the book of Proverbs goes into
great detail about the difference between the wicked and the
fool.

Another evidence of her wisdom is her response to the fact
that some people are uncomfortable keeping secrets, believing
it’s dishonest to not tell everything you know. Dr. Laura says
there  is  a  difference  between  maintaining  privacy  and
withholding truth. The question to ask is, “Will this benefit
the person I tell?” If not, don’t tell. The reason this works
is that this is how God operates. Everything He tells us in
His Word is truth, but it’s not exhaustive truth. Plus, God
doesn’t owe it to us to tell us everything He knows, and He’s
not being dishonest when He keeps information from us, like
the “whys” of our trials and sufferings, or the exact details
of how the endtimes will play out.

Finally, Dr. Laura exhorts people to choose “as if” behavior.
“What a radical idea: choosing how to behave regardless of how
you feel–and discovering that behaving differently seems to
change how you feel.”{15} In 2 Corinthians 5:7 we are told to
“walk  by  faith,  not  our  senses”  (a  paraphrase),  which  is
another way of urging us to act as if something were already
true instead of being limited by our feelings. I do love Dr.
Laura’s practical wisdom.

Where Dr. Laura’s Wrong
Most of the time, Dr. Laura’s views are right on the mark



because  they  are  consistent  with  the  laws  and  values  of
Scripture. A fairly recent convert to conservative Judaism,
she is still developing her own belief system, yet she can be
fair and open- minded in considering other viewpoints. But
there  are  some  areas  where  she  departs  from  the  Bible’s
teachings.

For example, Dr. Laura believes that all religions are equally
effective for establishing morality. If a young mother calls,
looking for a religion in which to raise her children, Dr.
Laura  doesn’t  care  if  it’s  Hinduism  or  Islam  or
Presbyterianism, just as long as there is a religion. To her
the issue is what works, or what seems to work, and most
religions are the same to her in the area of shaping behavior.
On the other hand, the truthfulness of religious claims is
apparently not as important to her. Yet only one religion
offers a personal relationship with God on His terms, by His
own definition. Only one religion is God reaching down to man:
Christianity, with its roots in Judaism.

Dr. Laura misunderstands biblical Christianity. She rejects
the notion that Jews can believe in Christ. Many rabbis teach
that to be Jewish is to reject Jesus as Messiah; they teach
that Jesus is the God of the Gentiles. Two thousand years of
unjust  persecution  feeds  a  heartbreaking  “anti-Jesus”
mentality. But Jesus Christ was a Jew, and almost all of the
first believers were Jewish. As one messianic rabbi put it, to
believe in the Jewish Messiah is the most Jewish thing someone
can do!{16} Dr. Laura is mistaken in her belief here. When a
Jew trusts Christ as Savior, he does not stop being Jewish.
What  he  discovers,  in  an  intensely  personal  way,  is  that
Judaism is the root, and Christianity is the fruit. He feels
“completed” in ways many Gentiles never can.

What is the purpose of life? Dr. Laura has told many people
who are floundering without personal meaning that they need to
find their niche in life to do their job, which is to perfect
the world. This sounds noble . . . but there is nothing in



Scripture that calls us to perfect an unperfectable world. In
fact, God plans on scrapping the whole thing and starting over
(Rev. 21:1). Perfecting the world is not our purpose in life:
the  reason  we  are  here  is  to  bring  glory  to  God  (Eph.
1:6,12,14).

One other area where Dr. Laura misses the boat is in dealing
with guilt. I remember one caller who was filled with remorse
and regret over her abortion, and she asked what to do with
her guilt. But since Dr. Laura’s belief system doesn’t offer a
way of handling it, she advised the woman to just carry the
guilt. This is her usual advice in such circumstances because
she believes the person will learn a deep life lesson from the
continual pain. I grieve that she has no understanding of the
cleansing that comes with Christ’s forgiveness. Jesus paid for
our sins on the cross, and when we come to Him in belief and
trust, He not only forgives the sin but cleanses us of the
guilt. We don’t have to carry guilt that He washed away!

There are a few subjects where Dr. Laura departs from the
Scriptures, most notably about Jesus and salvation, and we
can’t agree with her. But for the most part, as far as her
positions and beliefs, Dr. Laura is usually right, and I think
she honors God as she proclaims His laws and ways. I just pray
she will respond to the light of the WHOLE truth.

 

Addendum on why I left out Dr. Laura’s views on homosexuality
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Looking for God
If God had a name, what would it be?
And would you call it to His face?
If you were faced with Him in all His glory,
What would you ask if you had just one question?
Yeah, yeah, God is great.
Yeah, yeah, God is good.

God has made a comeback in pop music in recent years. In her
song “One of Us,” Joan Osborne wonders what we might ask God
if we stood face-to-face with Him.{1} Writer Tom Beaudoin sees
a spilled pitcher of milk in the music video for R.E.M.’s
“Losing My Religion” as a symbol of the loss of religious
authority in the lives of Gen-Xers.{2} Madonna’s video for the
song “Like a Prayer” is full of religious symbolism: an altar,
a crucifix, candles, and other icons.{3}

Tom  Beaudoin,  a  member  of  Generation  X  himself,  says  his
generation  is  “strikingly  religious.”  They  express  their
spirituality  through  pop  culture  rather  than  through
institutional religion.{4}The shift from the word religion to
spirituality is significant here. Having lost confidence in
institutional  religion  to  provide  satisfactory  answers  to
important issues, Xers look elsewhere; often mixing ideas and
religious expressions from a variety of sources as each person
chooses for him or herself what to believe.

Beaudoin says Xers are on an “irreverent spiritual quest.”
Feeling abandoned by parents, churches, politicians, and even
technology, they seek their own path in finding meaning for
their lives. Campus minister Jimmy Long writes, “Xers are
twice as likely as people in [the Boomer] generation to be
children  of  divorce.  Between  1960  and  1979  the  American
divorce rate tripled.” He continues, “Fifty percent of today’s
teenagers are not living with both birth parents.”{5}



Looking outside the home, Xers feel let down as they look at
what the Boomer generation left them.{6} They were alarmed by
the TV movie The Day After that was about the results of
nuclear war. The spaceship Challenger blew up shortly after
takeoff;  Watergate  was  fresh  in  our  cultural  memory;
environmentalists were pointing to the severe damage to nature
caused by technology. Xers thus see themselves as fixers, as
those who have to clean up the mess preceding generations
made. But since their own backgrounds were often so difficult,
many simply hope to take charge of their own lives.

Finding  little  stability  around  them  to  give  them  any
confidence that there is such a thing a objective truth which
remains the same, and thus no ultimate truth which makes sense
of everything, they feel the burden of providing their own
meaning of life and establishing their own moral standards.
Jimmy Long quotes Eric, a Gen-Xer who speaks of the stress
this puts on him. “There’s too much pressure from outside,” he
says.

“Life  gets  pretty  complicated  when  you  have  to  think
carefully about everything you do, deciding for yourself
whether it’s right or wrong. In the end there can be so many
conflicts going on inside of you that you can’t do anything,
it becomes impossible to be happy with what you think at any
point.”{7}

As a result of all this, when they want to find their place in
this world, Xers turn to friends. Their small communities of
friends provide a structure for truth and meaning. Consensus
means more with respect to “truth” than logic and facts.{8}
“Busters  process  truth  relationally  rather  than
propositionally,” say Celek and Zander.{9} The emphasis on
community in Xer culture reveals their desire to get along,
not get ahead; to connect, not conquer.{10}

The modernistic search for utopia without invoking God has



been turned on its head with the Buster generation. Their
horizons and ambitions might be smaller than those of their
parents, but they have an openness to the transcendent that
their parents didn’t have. Spirituality is now an accepted
aspect of life; Xers are open to a sense of fellowship with
something bigger than themselves.

In  his  collection  of  short  stories,  Life  After  God,  Doug
Coupland allows a man he calls Scout to tell about himself and
his  small  group  of  friends.  Scout  tells  about  the  early,
carefree days of fun and camaraderie, a time of living in
paradise  in  which  “any  discussion  of  transcendental  ideas
[was] pointless.”{11} As time went by, however, they all saw
their dreams fade in the realities of everyday life. Scout had
this to say about his life:

Sometimes I want to go to sleep and merge with the foggy
world of dreams and not return to this, our real world.
Sometimes I look back on my life and am surprised at the lack
of kind things I have done. Sometimes I just feel that there
must be another road that can be walked–away from this person
I became–either against my will or by default. . . .

He continues:

Now–here is my secret: I tell it to you with the openness of
heart that I doubt I shall ever achieve again, so I pray that
you are in a quiet room as you hear these words. My secret is
that I need God–that I am sick and can no longer make it
alone. I need God to help me give, because I no longer seem
to be capable of giving; to help me be kind, as I no longer
seem capable of kindness; to help me love, as I seem beyond
being able to love.{12}

This first fully postmodern generation needs to understand
that they aren’t alone: we all need God.The good news is that
God has not left us wandering in a dark place but has come



looking for us. He is not aloof, off making other worlds, or
too busy gussying up heaven to notice us down here. He has
taken on our flesh and become one of us. What if God was one
of us, Joan Osborne? He was! He looked like us, hurt like us,
laughed like us. In this article I’m going to look at some of
the characteristics of this God who became like us, to show
how He has the answers Xers need.

God: A Person Who Sees and Feels
If God had a face, what would it look like?
And would you want to see,
If seeing meant that you would have to believe,
In things like Heaven and in Jesus and the Saints,
And all the Prophets and . . .
Yeah, yeah, God is great.
Yeah, yeah, God is good.
Yeah, yeah, yeah, yeah, yeah” {13}

What does God look like? He doesn’t have a physical body. But
what does He “look” like character-wise? Those of us born
before Gen-X have a hard time understanding that many in this
generation have no real understanding of the God of the Bible,
the one in whom we ask them to commit their very souls. Who is
this God, anyway? Let’s consider some of His characteristics.

A Person, Not a Force

First of all God is a Person, not some Star Wars “force.”
Because we’re created in His image we can learn some things
about Him from looking at ourselves. As we are persons, He is
a  Person.  “He  possesses  life,  self-consciousness,  freedom,
purpose, intelligence, and emotion,”{14} just like us. Thus it
could rightly be said that the Old Testament patriarch Abraham
could be called “the friend of God” (James 2:23). One cannot
be a friend with a “force.” Because God is a Person He can be



involved in our lives, unlike a force, which cannot relate to
us on a personal level.

One Who Sees . . .

Furthermore, this is a God who sees. The Bible teaches, “The
eyes of the Lord are in every place, watching the evil and the
good.” (Prov. 15:3) We’re told that He knows completely. God
knows when the sparrow falls from the sky; He even knows the
number of hairs on our heads! (Matt. 10:29-31)

More importantly, God knows our hearts (Acts 1:24). Those who
recognize their need see this as great news. If, on the other
hand, this makes us fearful because we know the badness in our
hearts, we’re also told that “He knows how we are formed; he
remembers that we are dust” (Psa. 103:14). God doesn’t look
for those who meet His standard, for none of us can. He looks
for the one who will believe and then obey. In fact, it’s at
the place of our greatest need that He meets us.

. . . With a Father’s Eyes

Beyond that, God presents Himself to us as a father, as the
Father. Unlike many fathers today, God takes His fatherhood
seriously. He provides for our needs (Matt. 7:11). Like a
shepherd looking for a lost sheep, God looks for the one who
strayed away; not wishing that any should remain lost. There’s
a story in the New Testament about a father whose younger son
asks for his inheritance only to squander it on wild living.
He winds up feeding pigs to earn his food. Finally, he comes
to his senses and returns home, prepared to be as one of the
hired  men,  to  give  up  his  rights  as  a  son.  As  he  is
approaching his home, his father sees him coming down the
road. In his joy, the father gathers up his robe and runs down
the road to embrace the son (and in those days men didn’t



typically act in such an undignified way), and he welcomes his
son home. The father in the story represents God the Father.

One Who Feels

Even more than seeing, God feels. He truly “knows our pain.”
In Jesus, we see a God who weeps over the hardness of His
people, who has compassion on those who are sick and on those
caught in sin. He knows the feeling of rejection, having been
rejected even by those who were close to him. When he was put
to death by crucifixion he felt the weight of sin even though
he  had  never  sinned.  And  while  bearing  our  sin,  he  felt
forsaken by God, alienated, as it were, from his own Father.

In short, God is a Person who reveals Himself as the Father
who knows all about us, as one who understands our hurts and
who cares. This is a God who is in touch. This is a God to
believe in.

The God Who Reaches Out

Loves and Cares

The character Scout in Doug Coupland’s book, Life Without God,
says he needs God. One reason, he says, is “to help me love,
as I seem beyond being able to love.”{15} The implication, of
course, is that God has the capacity to help people love. To
do this He must be a God of love Himself.

The Bible says that God is love (I John 4:8,16). It is a part
of His very nature to love. This love is shown throughout
Scripture in God’s dealings with His people. Some critics see
God in the Old Testament as angry and vengeful. But they are
selectively focusing on the actions of a just and holy God in
responding to wrongdoing. They overlook the love of God poured



out on His people as He cared for them, protected them, and
provided for their needs. Lovingkindness is a word used many
times  in  descriptions  of  God.  “But  You,  O  Lord,  are  a
compassionate and gracious God, slow to anger, abounding in
love and faithfulness,” (Ps. 86:15).

This love isn’t just for the elite, for “super people.” God
cares for the “regular people.” “For there is no partiality
with God,” the Bible says (Rom. 2:11; Acts 10:34). In fact, He
chastises His people for treating the influential differently
than others (James 2:1-7), and for attending to all their
religious duties, but not demonstrating true love to those in
need. “Learn to do right!” He says. “Seek justice, encourage
the oppressed. Defend the cause of the fatherless, plead the
case  of  the  widow”  (Isa.  1:17).  The  second  greatest
commandment, in fact, is to love our neighbor as ourselves
(Luke 10:27-37), and our neighbor is anyone who is in need.
Jesus  reached  out  to  the  outsiders:  the  prostitutes,  the
lepers, and the poor. Those who knew their problems were the
one’s most drawn to him.

Reaches Out by Identifying and Drawing Near

What this reveals is a God that doesn’t stand aloof, but who
draws near. From the beginning of the human race, He has been
reaching out to us. When the first people sinned, God took the
initiative to repair the breach. He established the people of
Israel, and constantly sought after them, even when they were
in open rebellion. This was all a precursor to God’s most
astonishing move. His love for us was so great that He chose
to become one of us; He didn’t stay apart from us, but rather
He identified with us in the person of Jesus of Nazareth.
Although he was God, He emptied Himself, and was “made in
human likeness,” and became a servant (Phil. 2:7).

As the shepherd searches for his sheep, God came looking for



us. “Being in very nature God,” the Bible says, Jesus “did not
consider equality with God something to be grasped, but made
Himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant, being
made in human likeness. And being found in appearance as a
man, He humbled Himself and became obedient to death–even
death on a cross!” (Phil. 2:6-8). Jesus became a man so he
could bring mankind to Himself. And He did it by becoming one
of us. This is a God to believe in.

The  God  Who  Receives,  Redeems,
Reconciles, and Restores

Receives

One of the problems many Gen-Xers have is the feeling that
they  aren’t  acceptable.  The  child  saw  the  departure  of  a
parent through divorce as a personal rejection. Such familial
rejection, whether real or just perceived, colors a child’s
attitude about himself and his acceptability. Sadly enough,
many  Gen-Xers  deal  with  feelings  of  shame,  thinking  they
aren’t good enough. “If Dad or Mom left, I must not be worth
much,” they think.

Even in cases where both parents were present, children were
often left to raise themselves because of their parents’ jobs.
“They  were  the  first  full-blown  ‘latchkey  children,'”  say
Celek and Zander, “coming home to a house where nobody was
home.”{16} What might at first seem like wonderful freedom
often resulted in fear and a sense of aloneness. Even day care
wasn’t always enough to relieve the sense of being alone.
Again, this felt like abandonment to many kids.

God isn’t like fallen people, however. He receives anyone who
will come to Him. He never turns anyone away, and He never
leaves. We need not fear enemies from without, difficult tasks
ahead, or the lack of provision for our needs (Deut. 31:6;



Josh. 1:5; Heb. 13:5). “I will never fail you or forsake you,”
is His promise, a promise that has been affirmed by His people
for centuries.

Redeems

The value God places on us is revealed by the fact of Jesus’
death by crucifixion. By His death He redeemed us; He bought
us out of slavery only to make us children of God. We are no
longer “owned” by our old way of life. The slave standing on
the block has been bought and paid for–not to remain as a
slave but to become a child! The price we couldn’t pay, Jesus
did.

Reconciles

Gen Xers can have problems getting close to people because of
the  rejection  they  have  felt.  After  all,  for  many,  even
parents were aloof from them; why should they get close to
others? They may not feel like they can get close to others.

We’re told in the book of Romans that God has taken the
initiative  to  bring  us  close  to  Him,  to  reconcile  us  to
Himself. Whereas formerly we were alienated from Him, now we
can come near to Him in open communication. “We have peace
with God through our Lord, Jesus Christ,” the apostle Paul
wrote (Rom. 5:1). God breaks down the walls for us.

Restores

Once our sin is taken care of through faith in Christ and we
are reconciled with God we begin the process of being restored
in the image of Christ. There is a fundamental change in us
when our spirits are made alive through Christ. Building upon
that, the Spirit of God begins slowly changing us from the
inside out, conforming us to the image of Jesus, and making us
like Him. This restoration will be complete when we are with
Him.



Summed Up in the Cross and Resurrection

All this is summed up in the work of Jesus on the cross. He
paid  the  ultimate  price  for  us,  and  enabled  us  to  be
reconciled to the Father. And we’re told that in His death He
called all people to Himself (John 12:32). Furthermore, when
He rose from the grave, coming to life never to die again, He
showed us what our hope is: our own resurrection, revealing
our full restoration in His image. This restoration begins
here on earth through the work of God’s Spirit in us. It will
be made complete when we are raised up, never to die again.

In the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, we see God
receiving, redeeming, reconciling, and restoring. God has done
the work. This is a God to believe in.

The God Who Can be Trusted
When those who are the most important to them have lied to
people, they become distrustful. David Hocking tells of a
woman who, after her parents had divorced, had been put in a
special institution. Her parents rarely visited. When she was
old enough to be on her own she began wandering from town to
town, experiencing abuse and broken promises. As a result she
didn’t trust anyone. Rev. Hocking says, “As I began telling
her of God’s love for her, she asked, ‘Can He be trusted?’ I
answered, ‘Of course. He’s God!’ She countered, ‘Why should I
trust Him? Everyone else has let me down!’{17}

What does it take to build trust in a person? Hocking gives
three factors: telling the truth, doing what is right and
fair, and being reliable. Do these characteristics describe
God?

Tells the Truth

Because God is holy or separate from all that is sinful, He is
morally pure. As such He cannot lie. “It is impossible for God
to lie,” says the New Testament (Heb. 6:18). If He says He



will do something, He will do it (Num. 23:19). The people of
Israel discovered that God was true to His word in fulfilling
His promises. He gave them the land He had promised them, and
over and over He spared them when they turned away from Him
because of the covenant He had made with their forefathers.
And because He cannot lie, those who believe can rest in the
promises of His constant presence and of eternity with Him
(Titus 1:2; Matt. 28:20).

Does What is Right and Fair

We also can count on God to do what is fair or just. If He
couldn’t be depended on to do that, we would have no reason to
trust Him. What if He arbitrarily changed the rules on us and
judged us by a different standard? A student complains that
his teacher grades inconsistently. She seems to be arbitrary
in assigning values to projects, and often gives no clear word
on what she expects. He says she isn’t being fair. A boss
shows favoritism among his employers, advancing those who are
his friends, while leaving the truly worthy behind. Not fair,
we say.

God is not like this. He plays straight. He tells us what He
expects,  and  He  shows  no  partiality  in  His  judgments.
“Righteous are You, O Lord,” says the Psalmist, “and Your laws
are right,” (Ps. 119:137). Likewise, He demands justice of us:
“How blessed are those who maintain justice, who constantly do
what is right,” (Ps. 106:3).

Can Be Depended Upon

Finally, God can be counted on. He is faithful to His word and
His character. Knowing what He is like teaches us what He
does. And one of His characteristics is being always the same:
“For I, the Lord, do not change,” He says (Mal. 3:6). He is
the one “who does not change like shifting shadows” (James.
1:17). God is faithful forever to his own nature.

He  is  also  faithful  to  his  decrees  and  his  promises.  “I



foretold the former things long ago, my mouth announced them
and I made them known;” He said. “[T]hen suddenly I acted, and
they came to pass,” (Isa. 48:3). He promised Sarah a child in
her old age, and He gave her one (Gen. 21:1). King Solomon
said, “not one word has failed of all the good promises he
gave through His servant Moses,” (1 Kings 8:56).

God can be trusted. He tells the truth, He does what is fair,
and He can be counted on. This is a God you can believe in.
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A  Short  Look  at  Six  World
Religions  –  Understand  the
Beliefs of Non-Christians
An overview of Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, Judaism, Mormonism
and  Jehovah’s  Witnesses  from  a  conservative  Christian
perspective.

Islam
There are three monotheistic religions in the world, religions
that teach that there is only one God: Christianity, Judaism,
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and Islam.

The term “Islam” means “submission” to the will of God, and
the person who submits is called a “Muslim.”

The founder of Islam is Muhammad, who was born in 570 A.D. At
age 40 he claimed to begin receiving revelations from a spirit
being he believed was the angel Gabriel. These later were
recorded and became the Qur’an, Islam’s holy book.

There are Six Articles of Faith that all Muslims hold to. The
first is that “there is no God but Allah.” The second Article
of Faith is belief in a hierarchy of angels, of which the
archangel Gabriel is the highest. Each Muslim is assigned two
angels, one to record his good deeds and the other to record
the bad deeds. At the bottom of the angelic hierarchy are the
jinn, from which we get the word “genie.” They are a Muslim
version of demons.

The third Article of Faith is belief in 104 holy books, with
the Koran as the final revelation. The fourth is belief in the
prophets. According to the Qur’an, God has sent a prophet to
every nation to preach the message that there is only one God.
124,000 prophets have been sent, most of them unknown but some
of  them  biblical  characters,  including  Jesus.  Muhammed,
though,  is  the  prophet  for  all  times,  the  “Seal  of  the
Prophets.”

The fifth Article of Faith is belief in predestination. All
things, both good and evil, are the direct result of the will
of Allah. Islam is a very fatalistic religion.

The sixth Article of Faith is the day of judgment. Those whose
good deeds outweigh their bad will be rewarded with Paradise;
those whose bad deeds outweigh their good will be judged to
hell. Islam is a religion of human works. The Bible tells us,
though, that we can never earn God’s acceptance on the basis
of our deeds.



There are Five Pillars of Islam, obligations every Muslim must
keep. The first is reciting the creed, “There is no God but
Allah, and Mohammed is his messenger.” The second is prayer:
17 cycles of prayer, spread out over five times of prayer each
day. They must wash in a prescribed manner before they kneel
down and face toward Mecca.

The third pillar is almsgiving, 2.5% of one’s income for the
poor. The fourth pillar is fasting during the lunar month of
Ramadan.  Muslims  must  forego  food,  water  and  sex  during
daylight hours. The fifth pillar is making the pilgrimage to
Mecca at least once in their lives.

Sometimes you will hear people say that Allah is another name
for the God of the Bible. Is it the same? “Allah” is the
Arabic name for God, and Arab Christians use the name Allah to
describe the God of the Bible. Mohammed taught that there is
one true God who is the same God that Jews and Christians
(“the People of the Book”) worship. He began Islam on the
foundation  of  the  God  of  the  Bible.  We  can  say  that  in
principle,  we  worship  the  same  God.  Islam  began  on  the
foundation of belief in the one true God to combat the pagan
polytheism of the area. However, Mohammed departed from this
foundation, and we differ in our understanding of how God has
fully revealed Himself. In the Qur’an, Allah is a distant
spiritual being, but Yahweh is a Father to His children. Allah
does not love wrongdoers, but God demonstrates His love for us
in that while we were still sinners, Christ died for us. Allah
has predetermined everything about life; the God of the Bible
invites us to share our hearts with Him.

Hinduism
Hinduism may seem like an alien religion of people on the
other side of the world, but it has infiltrated our culture in
all sorts of ways. You’re probably familiar with most of the
basic Hindu concepts without even realizing it. Have you seen
the Star Wars movies? They are filled with Hindu ideas. Ever



watch Dharma and Greg on TV? “Dharma” is an important Hindu
term  for  moral  duty.  30%  of  Americans  believe  in
reincarnation,  which  is  a  Hindu  concept.  Transcendental
Meditation  is  thinly  disguised  Hinduism.  George  Harrison’s
song “My Sweet Lord” invokes a Hindu chant. New Age philosophy
is Hinduism wrapped in Western garb.

Hinduism is tremendously diverse. It encompasses those who
believe in one reality, Brahman, as well as those who believe
in many gods–as many as 330 million! Some Hindus believe the
universe is real; most believe it is illusion, or maya. (This
world  view  isn’t  consistent  with  reality.  You  won’t  find
Hindus  meditating  on  railroad  tracks,  for  instance.)  Some
believe Brahman and the universe are one; others see them as
two distinct realities.

Despite the diversity within Hinduism, there are five major
beliefs of this religion. The first is that ultimate reality,
called  Brahman,  is  an  impersonal  oneness.  In  The  Empire
Strikes Back, Yoda tells Luke that everything–the tree, the
rock, etc.–is all part of “The Force.” This is monism: the
belief that all is one. Nothing is distinct and separate from
anything else.

Another Hindu belief is that just as the air in an open jar is
identical to the air around the jar, we extend from and are
one with Brahman. All is one, all is god–and that means that
we are god. In her book and movie “Out on a Limb,” Shirley
MacLaine relates a time when she stood on a beach, embracing
this concept and declaring, “I am god! I am god!” It’s a very
Hindu concept.

Humanity’s primary problem, according to Hinduism, is that we
have forgotten we are divine. The consequence is that we are
subject to the Law of Karma, another important Hindu belief.
This is the moral equivalent to the natural law of cause and
effect. You always reap what you sow. There is no grace, there
is  no  forgiveness,  there  is  never  any  escape  from



consequences. It’s a very heavy burden to carry. Not only
that, but Hinduism says that the consequences of our choices,
both bad karma and good karma, follow us from lifetime to
lifetime. This is another Hindu concept: samsara, the ever-
revolving wheel of life, death, and rebirth, also known as
reincarnation.  A  person’s  karma  determines  the  kind  of
body–whether human, animal, or insect–into which he or she is
incarnated in the next lifetime.

The final major Hindu concept is liberation from the wheel of
birth,  death,  and  rebirth.  One  can  only  get  off  the
reincarnation merry-go-round by realizing that the idea of the
individual  self  is  an  illusion,  and  only  the  oneness  of
Brahman is real. There is no heaven, though–only losing one’s
identity in the universal oneness.

Praise God that through the Lord Jesus, Christianity offers
hope, forgiveness, grace, and a personal relationship with a
personal God in heaven. Jesus means there’s a point to life.

Buddhism
Buddhism does not believe in a personal God. It does not have
worship, prayer, or praise of a divine being. It offers no
redemption, no forgiveness, no hope of heaven, and no final
judgment. Buddhism is more of a moral philosophy, an ethical
way of life.

In his essay “De Futilitate,” C.S. Lewis called Buddhism “a
heresy  of  Hinduism.”  Buddhism  was  founded  by  a  Hindu,
Siddhartha Gautama, during the sixth century B.C. After being
profoundly impacted by seeing four kinds of suffering in one
day, Siddhartha committed himself to finding the source of
suffering and how to eliminate it. One day he sat down under a
fig tree and vowed not to rise again until he had attained
enlightenment.  After  some  time,  he  did  so  and  became  the
Buddha, which means “enlightened one.” He started teaching the
“The Four Noble Truths,” the most basic of Buddhist teachings.



The First Noble Truth is that life consists of suffering. The
Second Noble Truth is that we suffer because we desire those
things that are impermanent. This is absolutely central to
Buddhism:  the  belief  that  desire  is  the  cause  of  all
suffering.

The Third Noble Truth is that the way to liberate oneself from
suffering is by eliminating all desire. (Unfortunately, it’s a
self-defeating premise: if you set a goal to eliminate desire,
then you desire to eliminate desire.) The Fourth Noble Truth
is that desire can be eliminated by following the Eight-Fold
path.

In the Eight-Fold Path, the first two steps are foundational
to all the others. Step one is Right Understanding, where one
sees the universe as impermanent and illusory and believes
that the individual does not actually exist. If you ever hear
someone say, “The world is an illusion, and so am I. I don’t
really exist,” they’re probably exploring Buddhism. (You might
want to pinch them and see what they do.) Right Thought means
renouncing  all  attachment  to  the  desires  and  thoughts  of
oneself, even as he recognizes that the self doesn’t exist.

Other parts of the Eight-Fold path are Right Speech, Right
Action, Right Livelihood, Right Effort, Right Awareness, and
Right  Meditation.  Ethical  conduct  is  very  important  in
Buddhism. There are commands to refrain from the taking of any
life (that includes ants and roaches in your house), stealing,
immorality, lying, and drinking.

The Eight-Fold Path is a set of steps that describe not only a
good life but one which will move the follower toward Nirvana,
the goal of Buddhism. Nirvana is not heaven; it is a state of
extinction, where one’s essence–which does not actually exist
in  the  first  place–is  extinguished  like  a  candle  flame,
marking the end of desire and thus the end of suffering.

One of the important concepts in Buddhism is samsara, a cycle



of birth, death and rebirth. It differs from the Hindu concept
of reincarnation in that Buddhism teaches there is no self to
continue from one life to the next. Another important concept
is karma, the belief that you reap what you sow, and your
karma follows you through the cycles of samsara. Note the
inherent inconsistency here: there is no self to continue from
one life to the next, but one’s karma does?!

Buddhism says there are many paths to the top of the mountain,
so there are many ways to God. Jesus says, “I am the way, the
truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father but through
Me.”

Judaism
Both  Christianity  and  Judaism  have  their  roots  in  Old
Testament faith. But Christianity is really a sister, rather
than a daughter, to Judaism, which is the religion developed
by rabbis from 200 B.C. on.

When the Temple was destroyed in 70 A.D., that spelled the end
of sacrifices and the priesthood. Instead of being guided by
prophets,  priests  and  kings,  the  Jewish  people  turned  to
rabbis as their authorities on matters of laws and practice.

There was basically one kind of Judaism until the eighteenth
century when the Age of Enlightenment swept through Europe.
That’s when the three major branches of Judaism arose.

That one basic kind of Judaism is what is now called “Orthodox
Judaism.” It has a strong emphasis on tradition and strict
observance of the Law of Moses.

Reform  Judaism  began  in  Germany  at  the  time  of  the
Enlightenment. Reform Judaism is the humanistic branch. In
fact, there are many Reform Jews who don’t believe in God at
all. For them, Judaism is a way of life and culture with a
connection to one’s ancestors that is about legacy, not faith.



The  middle-ground  branch,  seeking  to  find  moderate  ground
between the two extremes of the Orthodox and Reform branches,
is Conservative Judaism.

If there is any religious principle that Judaism explicitly
affirms and teaches, it is the unity of God. You may have
heard of the Shema, found in Deuteronomy 6:4¾“Hear O Israel,
the Lord our God, the Lord is One.” This one all-important
principle is the reason so many Jewish people have a hard time
understanding Christianity, which they see as a religion of
three gods, not one God in three Persons.

The Old Testament is the Scripture of Judaism. Many Jews,
though, do not consider the Old Testament to be the Word of
God or inspired, although they do give it respect as a part of
Jewish tradition and history.

There are some lifestyle practices that set people apart as
distinctively Jewish. Traditional Jews, usually Orthodox but
including some from other branches, observe the Sabbath. This
means abstaining from work, driving, and lighting a fire from
Friday  night  to  Saturday  night.  Orthodox  Jews  also  keep
kosher, which means keeping the Old Testament dietary laws.
The most well known is the prohibition against mixing meat and
milk at the same meal, although many people are also aware
that most Jewish people do not eat pork or shellfish.

It is difficult for Jewish people to place their faith in
Jesus as Messiah because it is not considered a Jewish thing
to do. In fact, they see “Jewish Christian” as an oxymoron.
For many, being Jewish equals “Not Christian.” But there’s
another big reason it is so hard for Jewish people to come to
faith  in  Christ.  They  don’t  see  a  need  for  “salvation,”
because there is nothing to be saved from. If there is a God,
then Jewish people already have a special relationship with
Him as His chosen people. Jesus is superfluous for Jews.

If you know someone who is Jewish, pray that God will cause



the scales to fall from the eyes of their heart and they will
see the truth: that there’s nothing more Jewish or more godly
than submitting in faith to one who was, and is, the very Son
of God, and who proved His love for them by dying in their
place on the cross.

Mormonism and Jehovah’s Witnesses
Have you ever answered your door to find a couple of nicely-
dressed people asking to talk to you about spiritual things?
Chances are they were either Mormons or Jehovah’s Witnesses.
Since  both  groups  send  many  missionaries  not  only  into
American homes but to foreign countries, it makes sense to
cover them in a discussion of world religions.

Many  people  think  of  Mormons  and  Jehovah’s  Witnesses  as
Christians in slightly different denominations, but this is
not the case. To put it bluntly, both religions teach another
gospel  and  another  Jesus.  They  are  cults,  not  Christian
denominations.

Mormonism was founded by Joseph Smith, a teenage boy in New
York. He claimed that he was visited by first God the Father
and the Son, and then by the angel Moroni, who gave him golden
plates, which he translated into the Book of Mormon. He said
that Christianity had been corrupted since the death of the
last apostle, and God appointed him to restore the truth. But
Joseph Smith provided nine different versions of these events,
which set the tone for the rest of his teachings.

Deuteronomy 18:22 gives God’s standards for His prophets: 100%
accuracy. Joseph Smith wrote a lot of prophecies, many of
which  never  came  true.  He  was  a  false  prophet,  and  the
religion he founded is not from God.

Mormonism  is  not  Christian  because  it  denies  some  of  the
essential doctrines of Christianity, including the deity of
Christ and salvation by grace. Furthermore, Mormon doctrine



contradicts the Christian teaching that there is only one God,
and it undermines the authority and reliability of the Bible.

Jehovah’s  Witnesses  was  founded  by  Charles  Taze  Russell,
another false prophet. His Watchtower Bible and Tract Society
has  produced  a  prodigious  amount  of  literature.  It  has
prophesied  the  return  of  Christ  in  1914,  1925,  and  1975.
Again,  by  God’s  standards,  the  representatives  of  the
Watchtower  Society  are  false  prophets.

Jehovah’s Witnesses deny the basics of the Christian faith.
They deny the Trinity. They believe there is one singular God,
Jehovah.  Jesus  is  actually  the  created  being  Michael  the
Archangel, and who became flesh at the incarnation. The Holy
Spirit is not God but an active force much like electricity or
fire.  They  deny  the  bodily  resurrection  of  Christ.  Like
Mormons,  they  deny  the  existence  of  hell  and  eternal
punishment.

Both of these religions teach salvation by works, not God’s
grace. And they teach that salvation is only found in their
organizations.

What do you do if they come to your door? First, don’t do
anything without sending up a prayer of dependence on God. If
you are not well-grounded in your own beliefs, unless you know
not only what you believe but why it’s true, then you should
probably politely refuse to talk to them, and work on your own
understanding  of  your  faith.  Both  Mormons  and  Jehovah’s
Witnesses are very successful at drawing in church-goers who
can’t recognize false teaching because they don’t know what’s
true.

If  you  do  know  the  Bible  and  what  you  believe,  then
prayerfully and humbly answer their questions and comments by
showing them what the Bible says. And pray that God’s Spirit
will show them the truth. He is grieved that people for whom
Jesus died are so deceived.
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The  Coming  Revolution  in
Science

The Design Inference

True  scientific  revolutions  that  impact  more
than  a  single  discipline  rarely  occur  more  than  once  a
century. Newton’s Principia, published in the 17th century,
truly  qualifies.  Darwin’s  Origin  of  Species,  published  in
1859, also belongs on the list. Standing in the wings, ready
to join these esteemed works and perhaps even overturn the
latter, stands William Dembski’s The Design Inference.{1} This
impressive  work  published  by  the  distinguished  Cambridge
University  Press  outlines  the  mathematical  principles
necessary  to  distinguish  intelligently  caused  events  from
natural events.

ust listen to some of the comments from the dust jacket of the
book from secular philosophers and mathematicians. One wrote,
“Dembski has written a sparklingly original book. Not since
David Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion has someone
taken such a close look at the design argument.” Being put in
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the  same  sentence  as  David  Hume  is  no  small  potatoes.
Mathematician David Berlinski warns, “Those who agree with its
point of view will read it with pleasure, and those who do not
will ignore it at their peril.”

Dembski  has  rigorously  detailed  the  key  trademark  of
intelligent causes, what he calls specified complexity. The
term specified refers to the notion that an event conforms to
an independently given pattern. Complexity refers to an event
of  small  probability.  For  instance,  people  win  improbable
lotteries all the time. The odds are usually in the millions
to  one.  But  when  the  number  of  tickets  purchased  is
considered, nobody questions the legitimacy of someone holding
the  winning  ticket.  This  would  be  an  event  of  small
probability without any specification. Somebody will win, but
nobody  can  predict  whom.  But  let’s  propose  that  the  same
person wins the same lottery three times in a row! Suddenly
there is an independent pattern and we immediately become
suspicious that more than just chance is involved. We now have
an event of extremely small probability that also conforms to
a pattern or is specified. The most likely cause for such an
event is that someone has intelligently tampered with the
lottery.

Dembski boldly suggests that these same principles can be
applied  to  the  question  of  the  origin  of  life  and  other
evolutionary questions and still maintain the integrity of
science. While Dembski has been sharply criticized by the
evolutionary  establishment,  to  their  discredit,  their
critiques have been largely emotional and dismissive. No one
has successfully challenged the heart of his thesis.

Now before you decide to run out a get a copy, please be
advised that this book is not for the casual reader. Loaded
with technical jargon and symbolic logic, you had better haven
eaten  your  mental  Wheaties  before  tackling  this  one.  But
Dembski has written a scaled down version, which I will now
discuss.



Hasn’t Science and Philosophy Ruled Out
Design?

William  Dembski’s  groundbreaking  book,  The  Design
Inference  from  Cambridge  University  Press,  is  highly
technical.  Dembski  has  therefore  written  a  follow-up  book
titled, Intelligent Design: The Bridge between Science and
Theology,{2} which is more accessible to the general reader.
Christianity Today has named it their 1999 Book of the Year in
the “Christianity and Culture” category.

Listen  to  a  few  sound  bites  from  comments  of  those
recommending Dembski’s Intelligent Design. A quantum chemistry
professor  from  the  University  of  Georgia  says,  “William
Dembski is perhaps the very brightest of a new generation of
scholars.” A professor of philosophy from the University of
Texas  says,  “William  Dembski  is  the  Isaac  Newton  of
information  theory.”  Another  university  professor  proclaims
“If  Dembski  is  right,  and  I  believe  he  is,  then  it  is
unscientific to deny the existence of God.” Wow! Unscientific
to deny God! Do you think that comment is rankling a good
number of evolutionary biologists? Finally, another University
of Texas professor of government goes further by claiming that
“Dembski strengthens the case for saying that our deepest
moral inclinations not only look designed, they are.”

Let me now begin to satiate your curiosity by telling you a
little  more  about  this  groundbreaking  work.  The  book  is
divided into three parts. In the first part Dembski gives a
historical backdrop to the current controversy over design. In
academia, the design argument has been considered dead for
over 150 years. Dembski identifies two major reasons for this
demise  of  design.  The  first  was  the  continual  attack  on
miracles,  which  culminated  in  the  18th  and  19th  century.
Dembski cogently explains that their arguments don’t work.

The  second  blow  to  design  came  from  Darwin’s  Origin  of



Species.  Darwin  dismissed  the  prevalent  British  natural
theology  of  his  day  by  not  so  much  refuting  it,  but  by
announcing that it simply wasn’t scientific. Dembski quotes
evolutionary  philosopher  David  Hull,  “He  dismissed  it  not
because  it  was  an  incorrect  scientific  explanation,  but
because it was not a proper scientific explanation at all.”
Darwin’s faulty conception of science is still with us and
Dembski sets out to refute it.

The criteria used by the British natural theologians were
naive in the sense that they believed that design was self-
evident. This led to far too many false positives, that is,
assignments  of  design  that  were  later  proved  to  be
naturalistic. The design argument was forced to retreat. In
the second part of Intelligent Design, Dembski articulates the
principles  laid  out  in  his  The  Design  Inference  for  the
general reader.

What Does a Theory of Design Look Like?
Having told you about Dembski’s work and the impact it is
beginning to have, I will summarize Dembski’s prescription or
cure for the rule of naturalism in science.{3}

No one in the design movement as far as I know seeks to invoke
God at every turn as an explanation for natural phenomena. So
why bring God into the picture at all? For most scientists,
God is only a hypothesis, and an unnecessary one at that. But
beyond the ordinary operation of nature is its order. Dembski
references Einstein’s remark that the most incomprehensible
thing about the universe is that it is comprehensible. This
order must come from outside the universe or from within. But
science tells us today that the only allowable answer is that
it comes from within. This naturalistic philosophy has become
a form of idolatry. Nature becomes the do all and end all. As
Dembski says, “Rather it is a matter of investing the world
with a significance it does not deserve.”{4}



Naturalism is pervasive in the culture. Even most Christians
think and live naturalistically without realizing it. So how
can naturalism be defeated? What is needed, says Dembski, is a
means of detecting God’s actions in the natural world. In
other  words  there  must  be  a  reliable  way  to  distinguish
natural causes from intelligent causes. Some sciences already
employ such methods such as forensic medicine, cryptography,
archeology,  and  even  the  SETI  program,  the  search  for
extraterrestrial intelligence. SETI depends on the ability to
distinguish  an  intelligent  message  from  space  from  the
surrounding radio noise. This can be done without necessarily
understanding the message or knowing the message sender.

This brings up another crucial point of intelligent design.
Dembski  says  that  intelligent  design  is  theologically
minimalist.{5}  By  this  he  means  that  intelligent  design
empirically  detects  design  without  speculating  about  the
nature of the intelligence. This is crucial to answer the
critics who accuse design theorists of simply wanting to bring
the Bible into science. If one detects design or concludes
that a particular natural phenomena contains the necessary
earmarks of design, that’s all that needs to be said. One can
personally reflect on the nature of this intelligence, but it
is not a part of the scientific test.

Dembski  calls  for  a  new  generation  of  scholars  open  to
pursuing intelligent causes in the universe. Here at Probe
we’re  committed  to  helping  find,  select,  and  train  such
potential  scholars  to  take  part  in  a  true  scientific
revolution.

Does  Intelligent  Design  Offer  a  Bridge
between Science and Theology?
In this review and summarization of Dembski’s insights let’s
now  explore  the  future  Dembski  foresees  for  the  dialogue
between science and theology.{6}



Of course most within the scientific community see no future
at all for such a discourse. Most within modern academia hold
to either of three models that Dembski labels as conflicting,
complementing,  or  compartmentalizing.  Most  of  us  are  very
familiar with the conflict model. Most who call themselves
rationalists  or  secular  humanists  would  subscribe  to  this
view. Basically they see science as having explained all of
reality and that there is no room for theology at all. I once
attended  a  conference  where  a  theology  professor  was  so
intimidated by this view that he said that theology was a dead
discipline and would cease to exist in twenty years.

Stephen J. Gould, a Harvard paleontologist, and the National
Academy of Sciences have advocated the compartmentalization
view. Basically they maintain that science and theology inform
different parts of reality–science the realm of facts and
theology the realm of morals and faith. There is no conflict
and also no dialogue between the two. It is also not hard to
see  that  this  view  basically  rules  theology  out  of  any
important discussions about real facts. Theology inhabits only
the  fuzzy  world  of  morals,  which  must  be  relative  if
naturalism  rules  in  science.

Similar is the complementarity view, which essentially states
that  science  and  theology  can  actually  inform  the  same
reality, but their language is so foreign to the other that no
meaningful discourse can take place. Both are necessary to
give a complete account of reality, but you can forget about
the two ever talking to each other.

In  one  way  or  another,  each  of  these  three  views  will
eventually  rule  theology  as  irrelevant  to  the  important
questions and a fully naturalistic science will eventually be
the wellspring for all useful information and discourse. But
as you might expect, Dembski offers a fourth view and argues
that it is the only proper view of the two disciplines.

Dembski compares science and theology to two different windows



that view the same reality. Since the windows are different,
they gain a different perspective. But since they are viewing
the same reality, what is seen from each window can in many
cases be meaningfully related. Both science and theology may
on occasion, be capable of further explaining observations
from each window. He offers the current discussion concerning
the cosmology’s Big Bang and theology’s act of Creation as an
example. If the Big Bang is true, then Christianity’s theology
of  creation  ex  nihilo  is  a  better  explanation  than
naturalism’s attempt to explain something from nothing.

There is much more work to be done here as Dembski readily
admits, but the tone and direction is very refreshing.

What  Are  the  Standard  Objections  to
Design in Science?
There is the potential of the intelligent design movement
bringing about a revolution in science. I have summarized the
work of William Dembski, a double Ph.D. in philosophy and
mathematics with a Master’s of Divinity thrown in for good
measure.  In  the  appendix  of  his  much  acclaimed  book,
Intelligent Design: The Bridge between Science and Theology,
Dembski investigates several of the more common objections to
intelligent design. To conclude this review I will examine one
of these objections.

Dembski  states  the  first  objection  this  way,  “Design
substitutes  extraordinary  explanations  where  ordinary
explanations will do and thereby commits a god-of-the-gaps
fallacy.” Those believing that God used evolution as His means
of  creation  usually  voice  this  objection.  This  view  is
motivated by the tremendous history of naturalistic science in
explaining very difficult natural phenomena by natural means.
This  often  occurs  after  someone  has  claimed  that  God  was
necessary to explain a particular observation. Isaac Newton
thought  divine  intervention  was  necessary  to  explain  the



irregularities of planetary orbits. It was eventually shown
that these irregularities were periodic and not random and
thus explainable by natural law.{7}

Newton  was  widely  criticized  for  this  view,  and  many
Christians fear that appealing to design now will end up in
ridicule  later  when  natural  processes  may  also  explain
contrivances of intelligent design later. While this fear is
understandable in the light of history, there are considerable
differences. Design does not claim to simply explain what we
do not understand. Rather, intelligent design is attempting to
demonstrate a real solution to problems based on what we know
about  design,  not  what  we  don’t  know  about  natural
explanations.

Besides, if we believe that the laws of nature are incapable
of producing certain natural phenomena, such as the genetic
code of DNA, just how long are we supposed to keep looking for
a naturalistic solution instead of looking elsewhere? This
puts shackles on scientific inquiry and stifles new ideas.
Certainly we should attempt to exhaust all known naturalistic
possibilities before pursuing a design answer. But fear of
failure should not be our deterrent. There is always risk in
proposing new scientific ideas and hypotheses. The risk is
that you just might be wrong. But this has never permanently
hindered the proposal of a new idea. Failure should be a
constant risk in science. Otherwise nothing new will ever be
discovered.

“Not all gaps are created equal. To assume that they are is to
presuppose  the  very  thing  that  is  in  question,  namely,
naturalism.”{8} William Dembski has issued a strong challenge
through his books and more are to follow from others dealing
with the philosophy and science of intelligent design. The
next several years should be very exciting indeed.
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St. Augustine
Former Probe intern Tim Garrett explains that St. Augustine’s
The  City  of  God  and  his  Confessions  reveal  not  only  a
brilliant  mind,  but  demonstrate  his  abiding  concern  to
announce God’s righteousness in His dealings with man.

Who Was St. Augustine?
One of the most remarkable things about a close reading of
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Church history is that no one is beyond the reach of God’s
grace. In the New Testament we find that a man who called
himself “the chief of sinners” due to his murderous hatred
toward Christians was saved when Christ Himself appeared to
him on the road to Damascus. What is clear from the account in
the ninth chapter of the Book of Acts is that it was not Saul
who was seeking Christ: instead, it was Christ who was seeking
Paul.

In modern times we see a similar situation in the life of C.
S. Lewis. In Surprised by Joy, he recounts the night that he
knelt to admit that God was God by calling himself “the most
dejected  and  reluctant  convert  in  all  England.”  Like  the
Apostle Paul, we can see that Lewis was perfectly prepared to
be an apologist for the faith, but that preparation occurred
before he ever became a Christian! It is only after the fact
that we see how God was actively seeking the sinner.

In this article we will examine another reluctant convert, a
man  whose  life  and  ministry  has  been  crucial  to  church
history. His name was Aurelius Augustine: we know him as St.
Augustine of Hippo. But until his conversion, Augustine was
anything but a saint! Born in the year 354 in North Africa,
Augustine was raised by a Christian mother and a pagan father.
The  father’s  main  desire  was  that  his  son  get  a  good
education, while his mother constantly worried about her son’s
eternal  destiny.  Augustine  indeed  received  a  first  class
education,  but  his  mother  was  tormented  by  his  indulgent
lifestyle. Augustine became involved with a concubine at the
age of seventeen, a relationship which lasted thirteen years
and  produced  one  son.  Recognizing  that  sexual  lust  was
competing with Christ for his affections, Augustine uttered
the famous prayer “Make me chaste Lord . . . but not yet.”

While sexual passion ruled his heart, Augustine sought wisdom
with his mind. After suffering enormous internal conflicts,
Augustine submitted himself to Christ at the age of thirty-
two, and soon thereafter became Bishop of Hippo. Augustine



became a tireless defender of the faith, diligent in his role
as a shepherd to the flock as well as one of the greatest
intellects the Church has ever known.

In this look at the life of Augustine we will focus on two of
his greatest books–the Confessions, and The City of God. As we
will see, Augustine’s life and work is a testimony to the
boundless mercy and grace of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Augustine’s Youth
In a gripping television interview recently broadcast on 60
Minutes, the man convicted of the Oklahoma City bombings spoke
of his grievances against the federal government. During the
interview,  Timothy  McVeigh  revealed  that  his  lawyers  have
filed  an  appeal  that  maintains  that  pre-trial  publicity
prevented him from getting a fair trial. Like many of us,
McVeigh seems intent on avoiding the penalty of his actions;
but rather than doing so by insisting upon his innocence, he
is  attempting  to  have  the  verdict  thrown  out  due  to  a
technicality.

It was truly disturbing to see an articulate young man such as
McVeigh coldly dismiss the mass murder of innocents on the
basis of a legal technicality. In many respects, his demeanor
reflects the contemporary shift in attitude toward sin and
guilt that has had devastating consequences for society. As a
nation, America has seen a shift from a worldview primarily
informed  by  biblical  Christianity  to  one  in  which  the
individual is no longer responsible for his actions. Now it is
either society or how one is raised that is given emphasis.

Against this cultural backdrop it is truly therapeutic to read
Augustine’s Confessions. Throughout this wonderful book, which
is written in the form of a prayer, Augustine freely admits
his willful disobedience to God. Augustine’s intent is to
reveal the perversity of the human heart, but specifically
that  of  his  own.  But  Augustine  was  not  intent  on  just



confessing his sinfulness: this book is also the confession of
his faith in Christ as well. Augustine, as he is moved from a
state  of  carnality  to  one  of  redemption,  marvels  at  the
goodness of God.

One  of  the  most  telling  incidents  in  the  Confessions  is
Augustine’s recollection of a decisive event in his youth. He
and an assortment of friends knew of a pear tree not far from
his house. Even though the pears on the tree didn’t appeal to
Augustine, he and his friends were intent on stealing the
pears simply for the thrill of it. They had no need of the
pears, and in fact ending up throwing them to some pigs.
Augustine’s account of this thievery reveals a penetrating
insight into our dilemma as human beings. Whereas today many
want to blame their parents or their environment for their
problems, Augustine admits that his sole motive was a love of
wickedness: he enjoyed his disobedience.

This  reflects  one  of  Augustine’s  major  contributions  to
Christian theology: his emphasis on the perversity of the
human  will.  We  would  all  do  well  to  read  Augustine’s
Confessions if only to remind us that evil isn’t simply a
sickness but a condition of the heart that only Jesus Christ
can heal.

Augustine’s Search for Wisdom
In his fascinating book entitled Degenerate Moderns, author
Michael  Jones  convincingly  documents  how  many  of  the
intellectual gurus of the modern era have conformed truth to
their own desires. Jones research reveals how Margaret Mead,
Alfred Kinsey, and other prominent trend-setters intentionally
lied in their research in order to justify their own sexual
immorality. Sadly, contemporary culture has swallowed their
findings, leading many to conclude that sexual immorality is
both normal and legitimate.

However,  when  we  turn  to  Augustine’s  Confessions,  we  see



someone who has subordinated his own desires to the truth. The
Confessions  is  an  account  of  how  Augustine  attempted  to
satisfy the longings of his heart with professional ambition,
entertainment,  and  sex,  yet  remained  unfulfilled.  One  of
Augustine’s most famous prayers is therefore the theme of the
whole book: “Our hearts are restless until they find their
rest in Thee, O God.” Only by submitting his own desires to
the Lordship of Christ did Augustine find the peace that he
was seeking.

But that submission did not come easy. Throughout most of his
adult life, Augustine had been seeking to discover wisdom. But
two questions were especially disturbing for him: What is the
source  of  evil,  and  How  can  a  Being  without  physical
properties  exist?  Obviously,  this  second  question  was  a
barrier to his belief in the God of the Bible. In his search
for answers, Augustine became involved with a group known as
the  Manichees,  who  combined  Christian  teaching  with  the
philosophy  of  Plato.  Plato’s  philosophy  helped  convince
Augustine that existence did not require physical properties,
but he found their answer to the question of evil problematic,
and after eight years as a seeker left the Manichees.

Still,  the  most  difficult  barrier  for  Augustine  was  not
intellectual, but a matter of the heart. He eventually came to
the point where he knew he should submit himself to Christ,
but  was  reluctant  to  do  so  if  it  meant  giving  up  his
relationship  with  his  concubine.  One  day,  while  strolling
through a walled garden, Augustine heard from the other side
of the wall what sounded like a child’s voice, saying “pick up
and read, pick up and read.” At first he thought it was a
children’s game. Then, acknowledging what he took to be a
command of the Lord, he picked up a nearby Bible, and upon
opening it immediately came to Romans 13:13-14, words tailor
made for Augustine: “Not in riots and drunken parties, not in
eroticisms and indecencies, not in strife and rivalry, but put
on the Lord Jesus Christ and make no provision for the flesh



in its lusts.” Augustine’s search for wisdom was complete, as
he acknowledged that wisdom is ultimately a person: Jesus
Christ. The wisdom of God had satisfied his deepest longings.

Augustine’s  Philosophy  of  History:  The
City of God
The United States is currently going through what some call a
“culture war.” On the one hand there are those who believe in
eternal truth and the importance of maintaining traditional
morality. At the other end of the spectrum are those who
believe that the individual is autonomous and should be free
to live as he pleases without anyone telling him what is right
or wrong. Until thirty years ago the first group held sway.
Today, that same group is considered divisive and extreme by
the “politically correct” mainstream culture.

But culture wars are not unique to modern America. In the year
410, mighty Rome was sacked by an invading army of Goths. Soon
thereafter, the search was on for a scapegoat. In the year 381
Christianity superceded the ancient religion of the Romans as
the state religion. This enraged those who favored the old
state  religion,  who  claimed  that  Rome  had  gained  world
supremacy due to the favor of the ancient gods. When Rome
officially accepted the Christian God and forsook the gods,
the gods were said to have withdrawn their favor and allowed
the invading armies to breach the walls of Rome in order to
demonstrate their anger at being replaced by the Christian
God. Educated Romans found such an argument silly, but an even
more serious charge was that Christians were disloyal to the
state,  since  their  allegiance  was  ultimately  to  God.
Therefore, Christianity was blamed for a loss of patriotism
since Christians believed themselves to ultimately be citizens
of another kingdom¾the Kingdom of God.

Augustine  responded  to  these  accusations  by  writing  his
philosophy of history in a book entitled The City of God.



Augustine spent thirteen years researching and writing this
work, which takes it title from Psalm 87:3: “Glorious things
are spoken of you, O City of God.” Augustine’s main thesis is
that  there  are  two  cities  that  place  demands  on  our
allegiance. The City of Man is populated by those who love
themselves and hold God in contempt, while the City of God is
populated  by  those  who  love  God  and  hold  themselves  in
contempt. Augustine hoped to show that the citizens of the
City of God were more beneficial to the interests of Rome than
those who inhabit the City of Man.

For  anyone  interested  in  the  current  debate  between
secularists and the “Religious Right,” Augustine’s argument is
a masterful combination of historical research and literary
eloquence. Christians in particular would be well served by
studying this important document, since believers are often
accused  of  being  divisive  and  extreme,  characteristics
considered by some as un-American.

In  Augustine’s  time,  it  was  asserted  that  the  values  of
Christianity were not consistent with good Roman citizenship.
But Augustine’s historical investigation revealed that it is
sin that is at the root of all our problems: starting with
Cain’s murder of Abel, the sin of Adam has borne terrible
consequences.

Much of Augustine’s task was to demonstrate the consequences
of a society that loses its moral compass. Augustine took it
upon himself to demonstrate the falsity of the assertion that
the Christian worldview is incompatible with civic life. Those
who maintained that the acceptance of Christian virtues had
had a direct bearing on Rome’s fall did so primarily from a
very  limited  perspective.  The  clear  implication  was  that
Christianity, a religion that asks its adherents to love their
neighbor and pray for their enemies, had fostered a society
incapable  of  defending  itself  against  its  more  vicious
neighbors.



Augustine’s response was to demonstrate that Rome had suffered
through numerous catastrophes long before Christianity ever
became the religion of the Romans. Actually, it was due to the
respect of the Goths for Christianity that their attack wasn’t
worse  than  it  was:  they  relented  after  only  three  days.
Against those who claimed that Christians could not be loyal
citizens due to their higher allegiance to God, Augustine
reminded  them  that  the  Old  and  New  Testament  Scriptures
actually command obedience to the civil authorities. And any
assertion that Christianity had weakened the defense of the
empire  failed  to  acknowledge  the  real  cause  of  Rome’s
collapse, namely that Rome’s moral degeneracy had created a
society where justice was no longer valued. Augustine quotes
the Roman historians as themselves recognizing the brutality
at the very root of the nation, beginning with Romulus’ murder
of his brother Remus.

Augustine’s analysis came to conclude that the virtues of
Christianity are most consistent with good citizenship, and
then went on to show the biblical distinction between the
founding of Rome and that of the City of God. Just as Rome’s
origins date back to the dispute between Romulus and Remus,
the City of God had its origin in the conflict between Cain
and  Abel.  The  City  of  Man  and  the  City  of  God  have
intermingled ever since, and only at the final judgment of
Christ  will  “the  tares  be  separated  from  the  wheat.”  For
Augustine, the ultimate meaning of history will be borne out
only when each one of us acknowledges who it was that we loved
most: ourselves, or God.

©2000 Probe Ministries.



Politics and Religion
Nearly everywhere you go, it seems, you hear statements like,
“You can’t legislate morality,” or “Christians shouldn’t try
to legislate their morality.” Like dandelions, they pop up out
of nowhere and sow seeds of deception in the fertile, secular
soil of our society.

Unfortunately, I have also heard these cliches repeated in
many churches. Even Christians seem confused about how they
are to communicate a biblical view of issues to a secular
world.

Part of the confusion stems from blurring the distinctions
between law and human behavior. When a person says, “You can’t
legislate morality,” he or she might mean simply that you
can’t make people good through legislation. In that instance,
Christians can agree.

The law (whether biblical law or civil law) does not by itself
transform human behavior. The apostle Paul makes that clear in
his epistle to the Romans. English jurists for the last few
centuries have also agreed that the function of the law is not
to make humans good but to control criminal behavior.

But if you understand the question in its normal formulation,
then Christians can and should legislate morality. At the more
basic level, law and public policy is an attempt to legislate
morality. The more relevant question is not whether we should
legislate  morality  but  what  kind  of  morality  we  should
legislate.

Much  of  the  confusion  stems  from  our  country’s
misunderstanding of democratic pluralism. Our founders wisely
established  a  country  that  protected  individual  personal
beliefs with constitutional guarantees of speech, assembly,
and religion. But undergirding this pluralism was a legal
foundation  that  presupposed  a  Judeo-Christian  system  of
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ethics.

Thus, in the area of personal ethics, people are free to think
and believe anything they want. Moreover, they are free to
practice a high degree of ethical pluralism in their personal
life. To use a common phrase, they are free “to do their own
thing.” But that doesn’t imply total ethical anarchy. Not
everyone can “do his own thing” in every arena of life, so
government must set some limits to human behavior.

This is the domain of social ethics. To use an oft-repeated
phrase, “a person’s right to freely swing his or her arms,
stops at the end of your nose.” When one person’s actions
begin to affect another person, we have moved from personal
ethics to social ethics and often have to place some limits on
human behavior.

Government is to bear the sword (Rom. 13:4) and thus must
legislate  some  minimum  level  of  morality  when  there  is  a
threat to life, liberty, or property. An arsonist is not free
“to do his own thing” nor is a rapist or a murderer. At that
point,  government  must  step  in  to  protect  the  rights  of
citizens.

Perhaps the most visible clash between different perceptions
of ethics can be seen in the abortion controversy. Pro-choice
groups generally see the abortion issue as an area of personal
morality. On the other hand, pro-life advocates respond that
the fetus is human life, so something else is involved besides
just personal choice. Thus, government should protect the life
of the unborn child.

Promoting Christian Values
Christians must consider how to communicate biblical morality
effectively to a secular culture. Here are a few principles.

First,  we  must  interpret  Scripture  properly.  Too  often,
Christians have passed off their sociological preferences (on



issues like abortion or homosexual behavior) instead of doing
proper biblical exegesis. The result has often been a priori
conclusions buttressed with improper proof-texting.

In areas where the Bible clearly speaks, we should exercise
our prophetic voice as we seek to be salt and light (Matt.
5:13-16). In other areas, concessions should be allowed.

The  apostle  Paul  recognized  that  the  first  priority  of
Christians  is  to  preach  the  gospel.  He  refused  to  allow
various distinctions to hamper his effectiveness and tried to
“become all things to all men” that he might save some (1 Cor.
9:22). Christians must stand firm for biblical truth, yet also
recognize the greater need for the unsaved person to hear a
loving presentation of the gospel.

Second,  Christians  should  carefully  develop  biblical
principles which can be applied to contemporary social and
medical  issues.  Christians  often  jump  immediately  from
biblical passages into political and social programs. They
wrongly neglect the important intermediate step of applying
biblical principles within a particular social and cultural
situation.

In  recent  years,  there  has  been  a  dangerous  tendency  for
certain Christians to identify their message with a particular
political party or philosophy of government. Christians must
be more careful to articulate the connection between biblical
principles and specific programs. While Christians may agree
about  the  goal,  they  may  reasonably  disagree  about  which
program  might  best  achieve  that  goal.  In  these  non-moral
areas, a spirit of freedom may be necessary.

Third, Christians should articulate the moral teachings of
Scripture  in  ways  that  are  meaningful  in  a  pluralistic
society. Philosophical principles like the “right to life” or
“the dangers of promiscuity” can be appealed to as part of
common  grace.  Scientific,  social,  legal,  and  ethical



considerations  can  be  useful  in  arguing  for  biblical
principles  in  a  secular  culture.

Christians can argue in a public arena against abortion on the
basis of scientific and legal evidence. Medical advances in
embryology and fetology show that human life exists in the
womb. A legal analysis of the Supreme Court’s Roe v. Wade
decision shows the justices violated a standard principle of
jurisprudence. The burden of proof is placed on the life-taker
and the benefit of the doubt is given to the life-saver. Since
the Court never determined when life begins, they erroneously
ruled  that  states  could  not  prohibit  first  trimester
abortions.

Likewise,  Christians  can  argue  against  the  depravity  of
homosexuality  on  the  basis  of  the  dangers  of  sexual
promiscuity  in  an  age  of  AIDS.  Epidemiological  and
sociological data can provide a convincing case for public
health measures that will prevent the spread of AIDS.

This does not mean we should sublimate the biblical message.
But our effectiveness in the public arena will be improved if
we  elaborate  the  scientific,  social,  legal,  and  ethical
aspects of a particular issue instead of trying to articulate
our case on Scripture alone.

In conclusion, Christians should develop effective ways to
communicate biblical morality to our secular culture. Law and
public policy should be based upon biblical morality which
results from an accurate interpretation of Scripture and a
careful application to society.

Role of Religion in Politics
What should be the role of religion in politics? A number of
years ago I participated in a panel representing a Baskin-
Robbins  variety  of  religious  opinion  that  considered  this
controversial question. The scenario we were to consider was



that of “a candidate running for office who comes from the far
religious right and uses his religious beliefs as a major part
of his political credentials.”

I  was  intrigued  by  the  addition  of  the  adjective  “far,”
especially since the moderator, Hodding Carter, served in the
administration  of  an  evangelical  president.  Jimmy
Carter–hardly  considered  a  member  of  the  “far”  religious
right–became the only Democrat to win a presidential election
in the last twenty years because he successfully used his
“born-again” beliefs to influence voters.

Moreover,  how  plausible  is  the  scenario?  Pat  Robertson
withdrew  from  the  1988  presidential  primaries  with  few
delegates.  Jerry  Falwell  has  withdrawn  from  his  previous
active role in the Moral Majority. And many surveys suggest
that American voters still have some misgivings about mixing
politics and evangelical Christianity.

The Williamsburg Charter Survey on Religion and Public Life
(taken a number of years ago) showed that while only 8 percent
of Americans would refuse to vote for a Roman Catholic on the
basis of religion, 13 percent would refuse to vote for a
“born-again  Baptist”  and  21  percent  wouldn’t  vote  for  a
candidate who has been a minister of a church.

Nevertheless, two ministerial candidates did campaign for the
presidency in 1988, perhaps hoping that voters who shared
their convictions would overlook their lack of experience in
public office. Although they both achieved some minor success,
the delegate counts confirmed American voters’ wariness of
ministers in public office.

Is it possible too much is being made of the religious factor
in elections? While it may make great copy for ACLU or PAW
fund raising letters warning of “religious ayatollahs” taking
over  the  government,  the  reality  is  that  the  American
electorate  may  be  looking  more  for  competence  than



convictions.

Two notable evangelicals in Congress in the last few years
have been Senator Bill Armstrong and Senator Mark Hatfield.
Both come from states geographically removed from the Bible
Belt, suggesting that they are elected for more than just
their religious convictions.

Certainly the evangelical vote has played a factor in past
presidential elections. Jimmy Carter won one of the closest
elections in American history because of the “born-again” vote
and  lost  it  four  years  later  when  many  of  those  voters
abandoned  him  for  Ronald  Reagan.  American  voters,  perhaps
because of the Carter experience, seem less inclined to use
religious conviction as the litmus test for public office.

If anything, the Williamsburg Charter Survey seems to show
that Americans are applying an inverse religious test. The
Constitution prohibits a religious test for public office, but
the  voters  may  be  reversing  that  idea  and  really  wanting
someone who doesn’t take his faith too seriously.

This is indeed unfortunate because religious ideals should
undergird this republic. Yet voters seem willing to settle for
a president with nothing more than a lukewarm Christian faith.

Thirty years ago, President Eisenhower declared a national day
of  prayer  and  then  used  the  day  to  go  golfing.  Later
revelations from the Reagan White House suggest the president
spent  more  time  consulting  the  stars  than  praying  to  the
Creator of those stars. Perhaps nothing has changed. If so,
then the hypothetical scenario we were asked to consider on
the panel will remain hypothetical.

Pluralism in this Country
This country was founded on the idea of a tempered pluralism
that allowed for a civil debate among the citizens. Although
we  take  this  pluralism  for  granted,  it  is  instructive  to



remember  how  radical  this  concept  was  in  the  history  of
political  philosophy.  In  the  past,  secular  political
philosophers argued that a legitimate state could not tolerate
much freedom and diversity. After all, how would the dictator
or monarch rule effectively if that much dissent were allowed?

Foundational to this idea is the belief that government should
not  be  the  final  arbiter  of  truth.  It  should  not  be  an
institution  that  settles  by  force  the  truthfulness  of  an
issue.  This  is  why  the  framers  of  the  Constitution
specifically provided freedom of speech, freedom of the press,
and freedom of religion. Government should not have power to
impose its version of truth by force.

Christians  should  be  strong  supporters  of  this  idea.  We
believe that God governs this world by His grace. His final
judgment awaits, and we should not take His judgment into our
hands. Overly anxious Christians often want to pull up the
tares in the field instead of allowing the wheat and the tares
to grow together.

Tyranny results when an authoritarian leader comes along who
wants to impose his brand of truth on others. It is wrong for
secularists to try to remove religion from the public sphere,
and  it  is  equally  wrong  for  religious  leaders  to  impose
religion on others by force. In either case the political
arena becomes a religious battleground.

What we should develop is a civil debate where Christians are
allowed to promote biblical morality without imposing it. This
has been made more difficult by the current anti-religious
climate in our society.

Richard John Neuhaus talks of the “naked public square,” where
religious values have been stripped from the public arenas of
discourse. In this case, the tempered pluralism of the framers
has been replaced by a radical pluralism which assumes that
all values are relative. Public moral judgments, therefore,



seem out of place. In recent years, we have seen a great deal
of prejudice against such pronouncements simply because they
are rooted in biblical morality.

So, the “naked public square,” where religious values are
excluded,  is  wrong.  Likewise,  the  “sacred  public  square,”
which seeks to impose religious values, is also wrong. What
Christians should be arguing for is a “civil public square”
that allows an open, civil debate to take place. In such an
arena, controversial ideas can be discussed and debated in a
civil manner.

This form of pluralism must be more than just window dressing.
Christians  and  non-Christians  alike  must  be  dedicated  to
maintaining a pluralism that allows vigorous interchange and
debate. Unfortunately, there is some indication that many in
our society see pluralism as merely a means to an end. English
historian E. R. Norman believed that “pluralism is a name
society gives itself when it is in the process of changing
from one orthodoxy to another.”

If this is what secularists really want, then pluralism is in
trouble. When religion is excluded in the name of pluralism,
then pluralism no longer exists.

Biblical Principles
Christians should first develop a comprehensive program of
social involvement. The Lordship of Jesus Christ is not a
temporary, issue-oriented crusade. Christians are not merely
to march against injustice and then cease their involvement.
They  have  an  on-going  responsibility  to  build  positive
alternatives to existing evil.

Second, social and political involvement based upon biblical
absolutes  must  be  realistic.  We  should  not  fall  prey  to
utopian political philosophies but squarely face the sinful
nature of man and the important place government has in God’s



creation. Because of a general cynicism about the role of
government, Christians are often guilty of neglecting their
role in society.

As Christians we must remember that although the times are
evil, God’s common grace restrains sin. Even though perfect
justice  cannot  be  achieved  until  Christ  returns,  we  are
nevertheless responsible for doing what we can. If we co-labor
with God, we can have a measure of success in achieving a
better society.

Third,  Christians  should  focus  attention  not  only  on
individual change but on societal change. Changing lives is
fundamental but not completely sufficient to change society.
Revival must lead to reformation. Christians should not merely
be  content  with  Christians  thinking  biblically  about  the
issues  of  life.  They  must  also  be  acting  biblically  and
building institutions with a Christian framework. A Christian
world view implies a Christian world order.

Christian obedience goes beyond calling for spiritual renewal.
We have often failed to ask the question, What do we do if
hearts are not changed? Because government is ordained of God,
we need to consider ways to legitimately use governmental
power. Christians have a high stake in making sure government
acts justly and makes decisions that provide maximum freedom
for the furtherance of the gospel.

In situations in which governmental redress is not available,
civil disobedience becomes an option. When such conditions
exist, Christians might have to suffer the consequences as did
their first-century counterparts in a hostile Roman culture.

We are to obey God rather than man (Acts 5:29) when civil
government  and  civil  law  violate  God’s  commands  and  law.
Christians therefore were correct when they hid Jews from the
Nazis during World War II. Hitler’s Germany did not have the
right to take innocent life or persecute the Jews.



Finally,  the  major  focus  of  social  involvement  should  be
through the local church. Social action in the church is best
called social service, since it attempts to move from the
theoretical area of social ethics to the practical level of
serving others in need. While evangelicals are to be commended
for giving to the poor and others faced with adversity, our
duty does not stop there. A much neglected area is personal
involvement with people who need help.

The local church is the best place to begin to meet many
social needs of a society. In the New Testament, the local
church was the training ground for social involvement and
provided a context by which the needy were shown compassion.
Christians, therefore, should begin their outreach to society
from the church and work together to be the salt of the earth
and the light of the world.
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