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)I A SUGGESTED DELINEATION 

 ----------------------- 

 1) „Lover of Wisdom and Truth‟ 

   (i) Beethoven, Music and Philosophy 

   In the early part of the 19th Century the magisterial musician, Ludwig 

von Beethoven (1770-1827), said: 

   “Music is a greater revelation than the whole of wisdom and 

philosophy...Philosophy is a striking of music‟s electrical spirit...All that is electrical stimulates 
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the mind to musical, flowing, surging creation...What we obtain from (musical) art comes from 

God, (and) is divine inspiration.” (P. Johnson. The Birth of the Modern. World Society, 1815 - 

1830. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991, p.120) 

   However much one sympathysizes with Beethoven‟s view that music is 

a „creative inspiration‟, and even, using the word in its widest and most popular sense, that 

there is a „diviness‟ about the beauty of music, it is quite wrong to view music - on its own - as 

the summum bonum of „philosophy.‟ 

   It is a common mistake to narrow philosophy down to a certain 

subject-area or discipline. No one will argue with the fact that one can speak of and examine a 

„philosophy of music‟ or a „philosophy of education‟ or of „existentialism‟, „epistemology‟, 

„ethics‟, etc., (which we hope to do in these Chapters) 

   But we must be extremely careful NOT to START OFF WITH a study 

of philosophy from OUR particular vocation, interests, perspective or „specialization‟ ALONE. 

For various reasons we may END UP there, but AT THE BEGINNING we must, like wise 

fishermen, cast the net of our thinking and consideration and inquiry as WIDE as possible. 

  (ii) „Sophia‟ 

   Pythagoras (c.580-500 B.C.), the Greek thinker, was supposedly the 

first to call himself a „philosopher.‟ In coining this term, he intended to use it literally, ie. a 

„philosopher‟ is a „lover of wisdom.‟ Certain implications (especially regarding the Christian) 

flows from this approach. 

   First: Regarding the Christian such things as „true and absolute 

knowledge‟ (i.e. the „theory‟ of all existing truth), and „wisdom‟ (i.e. the wise „application‟ of 

all existing truth) does really exist. Consequentially, the examination of „knowledge‟ and 

„wisdom‟ is not, as modern surrealist and existential writers and novelists would have it, futile 

and meaningless. It is full of expectancy and hope of fulfilment. We may securely launch our 

ship on the ocean of „Sophia.‟! 

   You will notice that we immediately start from a Christian 

pre-suppositional basis, or from within the framework of „Christian thinking.‟ 

   Why? Because, as I pointed out in the Course on the Inspiration of 

Scripture, the Christian OUGHT NEVER , indeed - if he is consistent - CAN NEVER, „think‟ 

in any other way! Even where so-called (note!) „secular‟ and „sacred‟ thinking overlap. It is a 

sheer hard, UNDENIABLE FACT that Christian HAS a „NEW MIND‟ (Rom. 8:5-17; 1 Cor. 2: 

6-16) How can he then possibly „think‟ as if he doesn‟t have one!? 

   Second: It is never enough to merely search for and then possess the 

knowledge and the wisdom. One must also be a „lover‟ of „sophia.‟ 

   One of the profoundest, yet least pondered verses in Scripture, is John 

8:32, where Jesus, in arguing with the Jews, says to them: “Then you will know the truth, and 

the truth will set you free.” 

   What „Truth‟ and „Freedom‟ is Jesus speaking about? From the 

surrounding context this includes, inter alia, „the light of life‟ (Jesus, himself), (v.12); the 

knowledge of God the Father (vv. 16-19); forgiveness of sins, because „if you do not 

believe...(in me)..you will indeed die in your sins...‟ (v. 23); the knowledge of Christ‟s person 

and work (v. 28); freedom from slavery to sin (34-36), and so on. 

   What has this to do with „freedom‟ and „love‟? Let‟s focus on Christ. 

   NOT to know him means you are a slave to the controlling principle of 

sin in your life; NOT to know him means you are in spiritual darkness; NOT to know him 

means you are under God‟s righteous anger; NOT to know him means that you are in a state of 

spiritual death, etc. In other words all these spiritual, intellectual and moral „chains‟ BIND you. 

   But to really „know‟ (theologically and experientially) such „Truth‟ - 

that is to say Christ - instaneously results in „freedom‟ from these binding „chains‟ of slavery; 

freedom from sin as the controlling power of my life (Rom. 6:20-22); true spiritual light (2 Cor. 

4:6); deliverance from God‟s wrath (Gal. 3:10-13); the recipience of genuine spiritual life (Jn. 

8:12) 

   And to really „know‟ (theoretically and experientially and personally) 

the „truth‟ and the „freedom‟ He, Christ, brings, is to „love‟ Christ with an overwhelming love 

which the Spirit pours out into our hearts. 
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 -------------------- 

 

   But, for the Christian, (although his first and ripest love is always 

reserved for Christ), he can be a „philosopher‟ or a „lover‟ of wisdom in EVERY AREA OF 

KNOWLEDGE AND WISDOM, that God has created in the ENTIRE COSMOS. 

   Indeed, he OUGHT to be! Why? Because having been set „free‟ from 

the controlling principle of sin, he - because he is a Christian - ought to rejoice more and 

understand more purely (in a spiritual and moral and metaphysical sense) the „truths‟ that 

govern and control God‟s Cosmos. He „sees‟ (in his new „freedom‟) MORE of GOD IN 

EVERYTHING! 

   Thus, he loves: logic (yes - logic!) and the laws of logic; the wisdom of 

ethics, epistemology, botany, biology, astronomy, astro-physics, EVERY possible aspect of 

science and medicine; the beauty of art, poetry, all that covers aesthetics and music...he loves to 

discuss and ponder upon EVERYTHING that touches upon God, Man, the Cosmos, and ALL 

the facets and laws and governing principles of EVERY subject within the Cosmos. He is a 

„lover‟ of „sophia.‟ 

   As A.F. Holmes says: 

   “...its goal of wisdom, „sophia‟, brooks neither idle curiosity nor a 

coldly impersonal amassing of miscellaneous information. Rather, philosophy addresses 

questions that are basic to man‟s understanding of himself, his world and his God, that is, 

questions that are basic to life itself.” (A.F. Holmes. Philosophy: A Christian Perspective. IVP, 

1976, p.9) 

   Third: Taking our cue from this meaning of the word „sophia‟, we may 

go on to add that the popular concept of a „philosophy of life‟ or a „WORLD VIEW‟, is a 

justified implication. It suggests a reflective outlook on life as a whole so that what we know 

and believe and consider to have value is given meaning, significance and direction. 

 2) The Nature of Philosophy 

   (i) Foundational Questions 

   Although we will have opportunity to return to these questions, this is 

perhaps an apposite point at which to state, in a very simplified form, just what philosophy‟s 

„foundational questions‟ are. A.F. Holmes summarises them as follows: 

   “They include (1) questions about knowledge and truth and the 

justification of belief (epistemology), (2) questions about the essential nature of man, nature 

and God (metaphysics), (3) questions about the basis of moral values (ethics), (4) questions 

about aesthetic values (aesthetics), (5) questions about the bases and purposes of organised 

society (social and political philosophy)..” (Holmes, ibid., p.11) 

  (ii) System and Clarity 

   But philosophy involves more than „foundational questions‟. It also 

involves intellectual objectives and the abstract reasoning that distinguishes it from the 

empirical, experimental and statistical methods of science. 

   First: A philosophical „world view‟ or system must Systematic. 

   The word „systematic‟ suggests that to transact philosophy involves a 

carefully developed, thought-interlinked, logically developing and coherent explanation of the 

„fundamental questions.‟ 

   A philosophical „world view‟ must therefore, from a given point, be 

constructed and erected by way of a logically developing argument or arguments until a 

completely coherent foundation and superstructure is attained. This has been the objective of 

all the major philosophers, from Thales to Bertrand Russell. 

   Rene Descartes (1596-1650), for example, began from his famous 

dictum „Cogito ergo sum‟ - „I think, therefore, I am‟ - and built out his philosophy from there. 

Leibniz (1646-1716), had his „Monads.‟ Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), his „Concepts‟, 

„Categories‟ and „Categorical Imperative.‟ Hegel (1770-1831), his „Dialectical principle‟, and 

so on. 

   In this connection it is important to remember Francis Schaeffer‟s 

dictum that for a philosophy to be „Truth‟ it must „fit‟ the given facts already existing in the 

Cosmos. This is one reason why so many philosophies „leak‟ or are not totally coherent. 
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   An example of this latter point concerns the theory of the „Big Bang‟, 

which, so it is suggested, occurred when an immense of matter, condensed to an infinitesimal 

point (with all its energy), and located at a certain point in the Universe, exploded. From this 

explosion were formed galaxies, stars, planets, cosmic „dust‟, etc. 

   I do not want to question the „Big Bang‟ theory since that is not the 

problem I am trying to highlight. What I‟m trying to highlight is that scientists allege that the 

dense package of matter at zero point simply existed „by chance.‟ Yet in NO SINGLE piece of, 

either, theoretical science or practical, experimental scientific tasks, do scientists ACT on that 

„by chance‟ concept in their daily activities. They DO NOT because they know that you 

CANNOT practice science like that! It does not „fit‟ reality! 

 

   What about the Christian „world view‟? To whet your appetite, - we 

are still coming to that! 

   Second: A philosophical „world view‟ or system must have Clarity. 

   This means precisely what the word „clarity‟ is intended to mean. On 

the one hand one‟s philosophical thinking, reasoning and arguments must not be so obscure, so 

ambiguous, so complex as to be both unintelligible and impractical. On the other hand - ideally 

- one‟s „world view‟ ought to be so lucid, transparent, and explicit as to be intelligible and 

practical. 

 

 II SOME ISSUES IN PHILOSOPHY 

 ------------------------- 

 1) Unity and Diversity 

   (i) Diversity 

   “There have always been and there will always continue to be thinkers 

and observers who are deeply impressed by the presence of diversity in the world.” (H. Stob. 

Theological Reflections. Eerdmans, 1981, p.35) 

   Such men and women try to make a case by appealing to the admitted 

individuality of all existing things. From such a foundation they conclude that only the 

„particular‟ exists unto itself, and that the whole that one perceives in the mind‟s eye is merely 

a convenient human construction/reconstruction in the brain to „explain‟ the apparent whole. 

   In other words, what we observe is really a multitude of unconnected 

„particulars‟, objects existing in a non-connecting manner with other „individual‟ objects. 

Persons who view the nature of reality in this light may, upon reflection, be led so far as to 

deny to the world any unity, plan, order, or structure. They may even end up, not merely 

confirming the „particularity‟ of everything, but going a step further conclude that the cosmos is 

a „chaos of unrelated parts.‟ 

   “Real existence, they might conclude, is nothing but a quantity of 

...unorganized entities, a chaos that becomes a world only after the intervention of an ordering 

human mind.” (Stob, ibid., p.36) 

   This is what lies at the heart of medieval „nominalism‟, and is 

represented, albeit in a different form, in the logic of Duns Scotus and Occam. It also underlies 

Kant‟s epistemological doctrine of unordered sensations and formative categories. 

   This philosophical stance does however raise some important 

questions. 

   1) If the world really consists of masses of unorganized, 

unconnected „particulars‟ that is really no more than a large chaotic mess, then why does the 

world not consistently „act‟ or „behave‟ chaotically? Why the extraordinary suggestion of 

„design‟, of „architecture‟, of „planning‟, of „order‟ in, for example, the world of nature? 

   2) How does the human brain go about reconstructing „order‟ out 

of „chaos‟? What power or ability does it possess to do this? 

   3) If this is what the mind does, then we must conclude that the 

mind reconstructs a world of „unreality‟ (i.e. the world of „order‟ it mentally constructs), from a 

world of „reality‟ (i.e. the world of „particularity‟ and „chaos‟ which is the real world) Why 

would it do this if the world of „particularity‟ and „chaos‟ is the „REAL‟ world? If „chaos‟ IS 

reality, then why change it into „order‟? 
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  (ii) Unity 

   Opposed to diversity is the notion of unity. In men‟s thinking there has 

always been an irresistible urge towards synthesis and coherence. The world itself reveals itself 

„in parts‟, but in parts of a unity,- elements of a larger whole. Both intellectually and 

empirically we have a deep sense of the „oneness‟ of everything, ie. the deep interdependence 

and dependence of all aspects of nature, life and existence. We observe the interrelation and 

interaction of all things. 

   This unity is particularly important in the field of knowledge, since 

knowledge is one the integrating grounds of our being and existence. Sadly, and largely because 

of the emphasis upon specialization and the need for proficiency in limited areas of knowledge, 

(which is understandable, up to a point), the prevailing methodology of thought is, as Norman 

De Jong points out, broken up into mutually exclusive „clusters.‟ 

   “The prevailing situation, and one which draws far too little attention, 

is that many young persons leave our schools thinking „in clusters.‟ Their thoughts and beliefs 

are neatly arranged into separate little packages, variously called subjects, cores, specialities, or 

disciplines, including Science, Politics, Literature, Religion, History, Philosophy, Business and 

Psychology...” 

   “These students and teachers, ALIENATED FROM ANY UNIFYING 

ELEMENT, cannot see any relationship between the areas of thought, the „disciplines‟ to which 

they are subjected...they are blind to the interrelationships of these different processes...(or 

disciplines)..IN THE BODY OF REALITY...(Thus, for example)..Christianity has nothing to 

say to education or to psychology, they say, because Christianity, education, and psychology 

are all separate...” (N. De Jong. Education In The Truth. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1969, 

pp.37-38) 

   Obviously - in one sense - psychology differs from history, and 

medicine from astronomy! But on a much deeper level there is a profound unity of all 

knowledge because of its Original Grounding and Origin in God. This, at least, is the Christian 

position or formulation. 

   We may put it in the form of a Syllogism: 

     : God is One Unity 

     : All Knowledge is from God 

     : All Knowledge is One Unity 

 (iii) The Principle of Unity 

   What then is the „principle‟ of this unity? The answers are very 

diverse. The earliest Greek thinkers sought a solution in, what one might call, the conception of 

„primeval stuff‟, out of which all things were supposed to originate and consist. Some thought 

of this „primeval stuff‟ as being water, others as air, still others as fire. Later the „principle‟ 

became more abstract, an example being Plato‟s realm of „Ideas.‟ 

   The Christian believes that the unity and order is ultimately to be found 

in the upholding and sustaining power of God. All creation is grounded in God in that it has its 

origin and bonding from him; however, God and his creation are NOT the same in substance 

and being. That is pantheism. God upholds, sustain and binds his creation into a unity, yet is a 

separate Being or Person from his creation. 

   This also means that the Christian believes that the cosmos embodies a 

purpose and a plan. This is embedded in the very concept of unity and interaction. This is also 

its character. The Christian, therefore, denies that the cosmos is a loose and sprawling jumble 

just tumbling endlessly and aimlessly through space. 

 2) Idealism and Materialism 

   (i) The Antithesis 

   „Idealism‟ and „materialism‟ is often cast as an antithesis, with relation 

to the „principle‟ of unity. Some believe the ground of this unity is spiritual, not in the Biblical 

usage of that word, but rather in the sense of „non-material‟, - which brings it very close to a 

Platonic position. Others believe the ground or principle is purely a question of matter; all that 

exists consists ONLY of atoms, protons, electrons, etc. There is no non-material aspect at all. 

   “The unity of the world demands that...the phenomena concerned... be 

regarded as (either) real,...(or)...as only apparent. That which is mere appearance, says the 



 6 

materialist, is mind; that which is mere appearance, says the idealist, is matter. For the one, soul 

is the function of body; for the other, body is function of soul.” (Stob, op. cit., p.37) 

  (ii) Equally Real 

   There is no basic reason why the Christian should take sides. He has a 

quarrel neither with matter nor with mind. He recognizes both aspects as factually part of the 

cosmos, or rather, that out of which the cosmos consists; he is not interested either in reducing 

or in subordinating the one to the other. He is content to let them stand side by side as equally 

real and legitimate aspects of the cosmos. 

   The relation between them is not one of unilateral domination, but of 

mutual dependence and co-operation. Both are the result of creation, and neither of them is 

absolute, either in terms of existence, principle of unity or dominance in the cosmos. They are 

correlative to each other. 

   “It is only by recognizing this, and not by exalting one at the expense 

of the other, that the true unity of the cosmos is seen. That unity lies not in the lordship of one 

cosmic aspect over another, but in the lordship of God over all,...” (Stob, ibid., p.38) 

 

III THE NECESSITY OF A SUPREME METAPHYSICAL BEING: GOD 

 --------------------------------------------------- 

 I should mention my indebtedness (like many countless others) to some of the thinking 

of Dr. F. Schaeffer. 

 The Christian, in examining the Universe and all life and thought in it, is driven to the 

conclusion of the „necessity of the existence of God‟ as he is described and defined in the 

Bible. If, however, you deny the existence of a Supreme Metaphysical Being in the Person of 

God, then you are left with very few options to explain the existence of the Universe and all 

within it. 

 Dr. Schaeffer suggests that one is left with only two options. I do not want to enter into 

a debate as to whether there are any more; the two he suggests are devastating enough. 

 We must be quite clear here: these are the answers or options the non-Christian either 

voluntarily adopts or is forced to adopt. 

 )I. EXISTENCE: AN IRRATIONAL ABSURDITY 

  1) Below the Line of Despair 

   “The first...answer is that there is no logical rational answer (to 

„Existence‟)..The solution commonly proposed is that there is no logical, rational answer - all is 

finally chaotic, irrational, and absurd. This view is expressed with great finesse in the 

„existential‟ world of thinking, and in the Theatre of the Absurd... there are no 

answers...everything is irrational and absurd.” (The Complete Works Of Francis A. Schaeffer. 

A Christian World View. Vol. One. A Christian View of Philosophy and Culture. Book Three: 

He Is There and He Is Not Silent. Crossway, 1982, p.280) 

   You will notice from the above that this is basically the thinking of 

those class of writers, poets, painters, film directors, philosophers, etc. who belong to the 

„Existential‟ school of thought. Now, DV, we will still come to a far more thorough 

examination of „Existentialism‟ in another Chapter. In the meantime let me give you a 

statement from „Existentialism‟, edited by Robert C. Solomon. 

   By way of introducing the subject, he says: 

   “Existentialism...is a philosophical realization of...self-consciously 

living in a „broken world‟ (Marcel), an „ambiguous world‟ (de Beauvoir), a „dislocated world‟ 

(Merleau-Ponty), a world into which we are „thrown‟ and „condemned‟ yet „abandoned‟ and 

„free‟ (Heidegger and Sartre), a world which appears to be indifferent or even „absurd‟ 

(Camus)..The existential attitude begins with a disorientated individual facing a confused world 

that he cannot accept.” (R.C. Solomon, Ed. Existentialism. The Modern Library (Random 

House), 1974, p.ix) 

   This is (literally) a devastating situation to find oneself in since 

EVERYTHING - existence, morality, ethics, justice, purpose and direction in and of life, 

history, personal relationships such as love and marriage and domestic life, values, and 

obviously death - is MEANINGLESS. Nothing and no one has answers. Life is not even a 

mystery, it is just a „no-thing.‟ 
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  2) Question: Inconsistent? 

   An all-important point now raises its head: can one consistently LIVE 

in the light of the „fact‟ that everything is „broken‟, „ambiguous‟, „dislocated‟, „absurd‟, or, in 

plain English, irrational and meaningless, and that there are finally and ultimately no answers to 

ANY of life‟s most important questions? 

   The answer to that question is surely the following: it can be held 

THEORETICALLY, but it cannot be held in PRACTICE that everything is chaotic, irrational, 

absurd and meaningless. We may thus answer as follows. 

   (1) For the greater part of their lives those who embrace 

„existentialism‟ do not live according to its tenets. Why not? For the simple reason that they 

cannot. 

    To have lived chaotic, irrational, pointless, meaningless lives, 

Sartre, Camus, Picasso, de Beauvoir, Marcel, Heidegger, etc.,would have had to have 

descended to the typical and complete life style of hobo‟s and social drop-outs! Yet they 

continued to live normal lives, - eating, drinking, dressing, writing Chapters, novels and stories, 

taking part in political meetings and rallies, arguing and debating in the realms of sociology, 

politics and literature, addressing meetings, falling in love, giving interviews, expressing their 

views, et al. 

   (2) The next reason Dr. Schaeffer puts as follows. This position 

cannot be held consistently in practice because the fact is: 

    “...that the external world is there and it has form and order. It 

is not a chaotic world. If it were true that all is chaotic, unrelated, absurd, science as well as 

general life would come to an end...” 

    “To live at all is not possible except in the understanding that 

the universe that IS there - the external universe - has a certain form, a certain order, and that 

man conforms to that order and so can live within it.” (Schaeffer, He Is There...etc., op.cit., 

p.280) 

    He then gives the example of the film „Pierrot le Fou‟ directed 

by Jean-Luc Godard. (See also: D. Robinson. The History of World Cinema. Stein and Day, 

1981, pp.278ff.) 

    In the film he has people going out through windows, instead 

of through doors. But the significant thing is that he does not have anyone going out of the 

building through solid walls! Existentialist that he is Godard is saying that, on the one hand, life 

is irrational, yet, on the other hand, people cannot go out of a building through a solid wall. In 

other words, they must conform to what is really and already THERE. 

   (3) Thirdly, it is also significant that existentialists are „Selective.‟ 

    Thus John Cage composed music through the tossing of coins 

in order to emphasize the „irrational‟ and „chance‟ aspects of life and music. On the other hand 

he is also a foremost amateur expert on mushrooms ( a mycologist) BUT...in collecting, 

collating and eating mushrooms he is orderly and scientific! 

    Thus, we see once again, that existentialism can be held 

theoretically but not in practice. To hold the position one must consistently be highly selective. 

   (4) Finally, faced as they are (according to Sartre) with the 

extraordinary fact that the cosmos IS THERE („something IS there‟), they are forced to concede 

that everything that exists has come out of absolutely nothing! 

    “Now, to hold this view, it must be „absolutely‟ nothing. It 

must be what I call „nothing‟ nothing. It cannot be nothing something or something nothing. If 

one is to accept this answer, it must be nothing nothing, which means there must be no energy, 

no mass, no motion, and no personality.” (Schaeffer, He Is There...etc., op.cit., p.282) 

  II. EXISTENCE: IMPERSONAL BEGINNING 

  1) Impersonality 

   The second possible answer in the area of existence is that ALL that 

now IS had an IMPERSONAL beginning. 

   This impersonality may be mass, energy, or motion, but they are all 

impersonal and equally impersonal. Some have implied that because they begin with energy 

particles rather than old-fashioned mass, they have a better answer. But even such a beginning 
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does not remove the impersonality. Energy is just as impersonal as mass or motion. 

  2) Impersonal plus Time plus Chance? 

   The great problem in beginning with the „impersonal‟ is finding any 

meaning for the „particulars.‟ What are „particulars‟? A „particular‟ is any individual „factor‟ or 

individual „thing‟. In other words, the separate parts of the whole, i.e. an arm, a finger, a leg, a 

drop of water, an individual person in the form of a man or a woman. 

   But if we begin with the „impersonal‟, then how do the „particulars‟ 

that now exist - such as a man or woman - have any meaning or significance? Something that is 

„impersonal‟ is basically something without personality, and ULTIMATELY something 

without value or meaning. 

   Or, to put it differently: How can the „impersonal‟ PLUS „time‟ PLUS 

„chance‟ result in „personality‟, which in turn has value, meaning or significance? No 

philosophy (outside of a Christian perspective) can give any meaningful or satisfactory answer 

to such a question. 

  III EXISTENCE: PERSONAL BEGINNING 

  1) The Opposite: Meaning 

   The third possible answer is to begin with a Personal beginning and a 

Personal Being. With this we have exhausted the possible basic answers in regard to the 

problem of „existence.‟ 

   If we begin with less than personality, we MUST logically end up 

finally reducing personality to the impersonal. You cannot begin with anything LESS than 

personality and yet end up with something MORE than that, namely, personality. There is no 

way that you can move from „impersonality‟ to „personality‟, or in the other direction from 

„personality‟ to „impersonality.‟ 

   The Christian position is to begin, unashamedly, from that which is 

„Personal.‟ This is the very opposite of arguing that the Impersonal + Time + Chance = 

Personal/ Personality. 

   It is important to add here that what gives man „value‟ is not merely 

that he is a „personal‟ being, but more specifically that he is made in the Image of God. Viewed 

as a pure BIOLOGICAL mass of cells man is a creature - like all other creatures - of no special 

significance or intrinsic value. His value stems directly from his relationship with and to God. 

Viewed in this light man is NOT a zero. 

  2) Personal-Infinite God 

   Man, we have stated above, has had a „personal‟ beginning to his 

existence. One aspect of this „personal‟ beginning is his creation in the Image of God. A further 

aspect is the necessity of God as a Personal Infinite Being. 

    (i) Infinity 

    Here we draw a distinction between, on the one hand, God - 

then a chasm - and on the other hand, man, fauna, flora and the machine. On the side of 

„infinity‟ God stands alone. In THAT sense he is the absolute Other. He is, in His infinity, 

contrary and opposite to all else: Creator - creature, Infinite -finite, Independent - dependent, 

Absolute - transitory. But of more immediate importance is his „Personality.‟ 

   (ii) Personal 

    Here the division and chasm is slightly, but very significantly, 

different. Here the chasm is between, on the one hand, God and man - then the chasm - and on 

the other hand, the animal, the plant and the machine. 

    “Man is made in the image of God; therefore, on the side of the 

fact that God is a personal God the chasm stands not between God and man, but between man 

and all else...So we have the answer to man‟s being...personal...” 

    “It is not that this is the best answer to existence; it is the 

ONLY answer. That is why we may hold our Christianity with intellectual integrity. The only 

answer for what exists is that He, the infinite-personal God, really is there.” (Schaeffer, He Is 

There...etc., ibid., p.288) 

 

QUESTIONS 

--------- 
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1. In an Essay delineate what Philosophy basically involves. 

2. Under the heading „Some Issues in Philosophy‟ elaborate on (i) Unity and Diversity, 

and, (ii) Idealism and Materialism. 

3. Discuss „The Necessity of a Supreme Metaphysical Being in the Person of God.‟ 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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)I A GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO EPISTEMOLOGY 

 -------------------------------------- 

  I DEFINITION 

  1) Definition 

   “Epistemology has traditionally been defined as the study of the 

possibility and nature of knowledge. Additionally, knowledge was seen to have intimate 

connections with notions such as belief (knowledge was regarded as a kind of belief), 

justification (...of that knowledge...) and truth.” (D.L. Wolfe. Epistemology. IVP, 1982, p.14) 

   To enlarge somewhat: „Epistemology‟ is derived from the Greek word 

for „knowledge‟ or „science‟, namely „episteme‟. Epistemology is the study of the nature and 

basis of primarily knowledge and belief and secondarily, but closely linked, experience. 

   Thus epistemology has to do what a person professes to „KNOW‟, 

what JUSTIFICATION they have for believing in that knowledge, and whether that knowledge 

is in fact - as far as we can ascertain - „TRUE.‟ But epistemology, from the very innate 

character of the case (i.e.‟I believe pre-marital sex is wrong‟), also involves „VALUES‟. And 

this in turn leads us to add that epistemology is also a „WORLD VIEW.‟ 

  2) Importance 

   You may well ask: „Is the study of epistemology‟ necessary, let alone 

important?‟ The answer in this latter part of the 2Oth Century is, - YES! IT IS ABSOLUTELY 

CRUCIAL! Why? BECAUSE, TODAY, THE SINGLE GREATEST PROBLEM IN THE 

REALM OF THOUGHT, MORALS, ETHICS, AND DAILY LIVING IS AN 

„EPISTEMOLOGICAL PROBLEM.‟ Let me explain. 
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   Prof. Allan Bloom begins his classic book on higher education the U.S. 

with the following statement: 

   “There is one thing a professor can be absolutely certain of: almost 

every student entering the university BELIEVES, or says he believes, that TRUTH is 

RELATIVE.” (A. Bloom. The Closing of the American Mind. Penguin, 1987, p.25) 

   What does he mean and what does this have to do with categorical 

statement made in the first paragraph of this point? The following. 

   Here are two people with different, antithetical statements:........  

   John Brown: „I believe and know the Bible to be the true Word of 

God.‟ 

      „I believe that Adam was a literal, historical 

person.‟ 

      „I believe that the Resurrection was literal, 

physical and took place in time and space (i.e. history and geography) 

      = These are all „Absolutes.‟ 

   David Smith: „I believe that the Bible may be just Mythical.‟ 

      „I believe Adam is perhaps just a Symbol for 

mankind.‟ 

      „I believe that Christ probably never literally 

or physically rose from the dead in history or at a certain geographical place.‟ 

      = These are all „Relatives.‟ 

   Thus in John Brown‟s case there is an absolute certainty about his 

knowledge or his epistemology. In his „world view‟ he accepts the Bible as God‟s Truth. 

Because there is no uncertainty we say that his views and beliefs and knowledge consists of 

„Absolutes.‟ 

   In David Smith‟s case there is uncertainty - which really amounts to 

rejection - of John Brown‟s beliefs. Instead there is „may‟, „perhaps‟ and „probably‟. Because 

there is uncertain which leans strongly toward rejection, we say that his beliefs and knowledge 

are „Relatives.‟ 

   Involved in these two totally different epistemologies is „knowledge‟, 

„belief‟, „absolutes‟, „theological verities‟, „truth‟, „values‟, „a World View.‟ THE QUESTION 

OF „WHAT IS THE TRUTH‟ IS THE BURNING EPISTEMOLOGICAL PROBLEM OF 

TODAY. Just think of the extraordinary implications and consequences for „all of life‟ if you 

accept or reject the Bible as the Word of God! There is NOTHING in your life which is not 

implicated in taking one position or the other! 

   We could go further and examine epistemology in such areas as the 

mo-views or films, advertising, TV, literature, all the different news media (newspapers, 

magazines, etc), art, music (especially „Pop‟), drama, daily conversations at work, etc., - and at 

EVERY point whether you adopt a Christian epistemology or not the results are critical. 

   I close with one example. Recently on SATV the generally good, well 

crafted, intelligent and entertaining film „War Games‟(1983) was screened. I saw it with my 

children when it first came out. However, in the film David Lightman (Matthew Broderick, also 

one of the leading stars in an absolute gem of a film „Ladyhawke‟), gains entrance to the 

school‟s computer system and changes his „girlfriend‟s‟, Jennifer, marks in one exam from an F 

to an A! 

   Don‟t put that down as just a side-laugh in the film! Millions of 

teenagers see a film like that, and by a process of thought and influence and illusion (which we 

can‟t go into here), get a subtle message, - „Hey! It‟s not so bad to outfox (read „cheat‟) the 

school authorities!‟ I‟m not suggesting the film producer intended this, but in the „REALITY of 

the movie world‟ that IS IMMATERIAL; it‟s what they SEE that counts. 

   Here then is an example of „Unethical Epistemology‟, with all the 

implications and consequences in the millions of thinking, absorbing teens who see it. I hope 

you get the point. 

 II TRADITIONAL EPISTEMOLOGIES 

 -------------------------- 

   (I) RATIONALISM 
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   1) The Position Defined 

    This approach to „knowledge‟ has a long history stretching 

back to the time of Plato (c.427-348) It functions on certain bases. They are, generally 

speaking: 

    (1) A firm belief in the power (if not infallibility) of man‟s 

Reason or Rationality. 

    (2) Rationalism begins with an absolute certain starting 

point (i.e. „reason‟), that is not dependent upon the ambiguities (uncertainties) of experiences, 

which could be logically doubtful. Faced with the same „set of circumstances‟ different people 

have different „experiences‟. 

     Which „experience‟ is the right one? The rationalists 

believe that no one can be certain, thus „experience‟ is NOT the right point from which to 

begin. 

     “Thus, he thinks, there must be an alternative - some 

form of knowledge that is not derived from sense-experience and that is not distorted by human 

subjectivity.” (J.M. Frame. The Doctrine of the Knowledge of God. Presbyterian and 

Reformed, 1987, p.111) 

    (3) The premises are elaborated by steps using a clear 

deductive, logical technique. 

     A classic example of rationalism is the case of Rene 

Descartes (1596-1650) He was concerned to put the infant science of mathematical physics on a 

firm footing. To do this, he felt that he must prove beyond any possible doubt that the real, 

measurable, physical world exists. 

     He therefore decided that he needed a „rational‟ 

starting point in order to ensure that he did not accept any idea that was in principle possible or 

open to doubt. Thus he hoped to find a foundation for the structure of his proof. 

     He concluded that while the world‟s existence (coming 

to him through „sense-experiences‟) was questionable, his own existence was unquestionable. 

He is known for his famous statement „cogito ergo sum‟ - I think, therefore I am. In other words 

if „I doubted my own existence, then who was doing the doubting?!‟ Thus he could also say - „I 

doubt, therefore I am.‟ 

     Another, more modern figure is that of Bertrand 

Russell (1872-1970) Of him Paul Johnson, the historian, says: 

     “No man ever had a stronger confidence in the power 

of the intellect, though he tended to see it almost as an abstract, disembodied force...It was 

Russell‟s general position that the ills of the world could be largely solved by logic, reason and 

moderation. If men and women followed their reason...then war would become impossible...and 

the condition of mankind could be steadily improved.” (P. Johnson. Intellectuals. Weidenfeld 

and Nicolson, 1988, pp.199, 203) 

   2) The Weaknesses 

    The „reason‟ is undoubtedly the highest gift God has given 

man. Experience, emotions and will must always take a secondary - though important - place. 

Why? Because it is precisely the „reason‟ that sets man apart from all animal and plant species. 

    Here‟s a simple test. Everyday you DO dozens of different 

things, - cook the breakfast, work in your science laboratory, attend business meetings, make 

decisions, operate on a patient, teach a class or go shopping. 

    What lies at the foundation of all this „doing?‟ Do you ON 

EVERY OCCASION that you know you have to DO something first spend 10 minutes alone 

consulting your moods and emotions or trying to crank up your will? Granted we often do, but 

in far the majority of cases we simply sit down and THINK about „what‟ we have to do and 

„how‟ we are to set about doing it, and then go and do it. Our „reason‟ is the PRIMARY 

functioning entity of our personality. But it has weaknesses! They are: 

 

    (1) From a strictly Christian position when Adam fell his 

mind too was severely damaged spiritually. This is sometimes referred to as the „noetic‟ fall, 

from „nous‟ (Greek for „mind‟) 
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     When our Lord, in Jn. 3:19, said that “...men love 

darkness instead of light,...”, and when Paul, in Rom. 8:7, points out that “...the sinful mind is 

hostile to God...”, the first objective is obviously the things and truths of God we call 

„Spiritual.‟ 

     However, I suggest, there is a secondary objective, and 

that is truth and knowledge in general. While the rolling centuries testify to the many, many 

scientists who - in their integrity - sought to advance truth, there are nevertheless instances of 

scientists being less than ethical in order to get their views accepted. Why? Because of their 

„noetic‟ falleness. One example will suffice. 

     Time, June 1, 1987, p.47 ran a story “It was too good 

to be true.” It involved Dr. Stephen Breuning, Assistant Professor of child psychiatry at the 

University of Pittsburgh, who was doing research on the treatment of the mentally retarded. His 

colleagues thought there was something „odd‟ about his work. But let me rather quote Time at 

this point, to guarantee accuracy of words: 

     “The results of his studies were almost too orderly, too 

pat, and the work was completed with remarkable speed. The doubts came to a head in 1983 

when Breuning‟s supervisor, Robert Sprague, then director of the Institute for Child Behaviour 

and Development at the University of Illinois, reported his suspicions of his young colleague‟s 

methods to the National Institute of Mental Health...” 

     “This month, after a painstaking 2-and-a-half year 

investigation, a five-member senior NIMH panel charged that Breuning „knowingly, wilfully, 

and repeatedly engaged in misleading and deceptive practices in reporting results of 

research...On the basis of all the facts, Dr. Stephen E. Breuning has engaged in serious 

scientific misconduct.‟” 

     (Other examples are to be found in, (i) 

Newsweek/April 28, 1986, „Back from the Stone Age? A supposed tribe of cave dwellers may 

be a hoax‟, and (ii) Science Digest, May 1986, „Cancer Cover-Up‟ by Michael Gold.) 

    (2) On a similar note, rationalists are sometimes given to 

inconsistencies between what is rationally truthful and logical and their emotional actions. Of 

Betrand Russell, Johnson says: 

     “At every great juncture, his views and actions were as 

liable to be determined by his emotions as by his reason. At moments of crisis logic was thrown 

to the winds...in a corner, he was liable - indeed likely - to try and lie his way out of it...” 

     “...his pacifism...found expression in highly emotional, 

not to say combative, ways...As his biographer Ronald Clark has established, he advocated a 

preventative war against Russia not once but many times and over several years.” (Johnson, 

Intellectuals, op.cit., pp.203-204, Footnote 23) 

    (3) Thirdly, 

     “Genuinely certain starting points are...elusive, and 

those we can find are...skimpy. For example, that I now have a headache may be undoubtable to 

me, but what can I possibly infer on the basis of logic alone from this fact? “ (Wolfe, op. cit., 

p.21) 

    (4) Fourthly, there is a large amount of human experience 

that falls strictly outside the „rational‟ and „logic‟ of science. What must we make of such 

experiences? 

     Thus when a physicist leaves his laboratory at night, 

hangs up his white gown, and goes home, - he is immediately involved in such experiences as 

„love‟, „kindness to his family‟, the „enjoyment of music‟, relishing a leg of lamb, domestic 

decisions and a host of other „experiences‟ (including reading Dr. Suess to his children!) 

     Are we really to believe that all these experiences do 

not form part of the first-order of „reality‟ and „true knowledge‟? Are we really to believe that 

because the tender and precious love of a young couple, newly married, and consummated in 

the sexual act, does not fall strictly within the circle of „rationalism‟ that it is therefore merely 

an illusion!? 

     Our very innate and perhaps inarticulate logic tells us 

the very opposite. If this argument holds water then Frame is right when he says: 
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     “If one argues that sensation (i.e. „sense-experience‟) 

is fallible and therefore inadequate as a source...for criteria (i.e. rational „starting point‟), 

then...rational criteria can be JUST as fallible as sense-experience and that it is by no means 

obvious that we should be guided by a philosopher‟s REASONING in preference to our own 

SENSE-EXPERIENCE.” (Frame, op. cit., p.113) 

    (5) If we had to act ONLY upon rationalistic grounds, then 

- especially in large and complex matters - we would NEVER act with certainty. Why? Because 

we would need the whole fabric of human knowledge, and even for one subject that would be 

impossible to know. 

    (6) There is also the problem of what is called „The 

Paradox of Analysis‟. Suppose, for example, that I try to gain knowledge of kangaroos by 

formulating different equations such as: „kangaroo = mammal‟, „kangaroo = marsupial 

mammal‟, „kangaroo = marsupial mammal found in Australia‟, etc. 

     This argument or formulation works until I decide that 

there must be an ABSOLUTE identity between the two sides of the equation, which is the 

desire for perfect knowledge of the kangaroo. Having made that demand, I can only satisfy it 

with the equation „kangaroo = kangaroo‟ - stalemate! It is therefore theoretically and practically 

possible to reach NO final answer through rational means. 

    (7) An important aspect which is often overlooked is that 

mankind is „growing‟ in knowledge. But more, „growing‟ in a manner that means previous 

knowledge becomes outdated or even wrong. 

     Over the past decade (and more) we have seen the 

Apollo missions to the moon, the landing of a mechanical device on Mars which sent back the 

first photographs of that rocky and barren planet, the launching of innumerable satellites into 

deeper space giving extraordinary photographic views of, inter alia, Jupiter, Venus and 

Mercury. 

     What is the constant refrain from scientists viewing 

this new material? Invariably, „We are going to have to (radically) reassess our previous 

scientific views!‟ 

     We must conclude that ALL „rational‟ theories now 

accepted by scientists are „open‟ to change and even rejection, new „theories‟ taking their 

place...as the future decades come rolling in. 

    (8) Finally, to complete the cycle, we link up with point 

(1) And here I must resort, once again to Frame, who points out an aspect seldom given enough 

notice: 

     “From a Christian point of view, it is evident that the 

rationalist‟s difficulties have a SPIRITUAL origin. The rationalist seeks certainty outside of 

God‟s Word. He seeks the ultimate criteria for thought within HIS own innate ideas and 

deductive reasoning. In Biblical terms, the rationalist‟s quest is idolatrous because it is the 

attempt to deify human thought. “ (Frame, ibid., p.114) 

 (II) EMPIRICISM. 

  1) The Position Defined 

   (1) This is the view that knowledge arises primarily from human 

sense-experience and not from reason. The phrase „sense-experience‟ simple refers to the five 

„senses‟, namely, sight, smell, taste, sound and touch. 

    “Empiricism repudiates the rationalistic notion of a mind 

„prestamped‟ with knowledge (such as Plato‟s perfect circle) and closed to the effect of the 

senses in its search for certainty. On the contrary, empiricism supposes that whatever 

knowledge is to be found in the mind („Intellect‟) must have originated first in one or more of 

the five senses.” (A.W. Hoffecker, Ed. Building a Christian Word View. Vol.1. God, Man and 

Knowledge. Part Two - Epistemology. Chapter III. 13. Rationalism and Empiricism by V. 

James Mannoia, p.268. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1986) 

    Thus, we can put it the following diagram: 

       EXPERIENCE OF SENSES 

        Sight 

        Smell 
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    TREE =   Taste  = KNOWLEDGE 

        Sound 

        Touch 

   (2) John Locke (1632-1704) is a good example of an empiricist 

thinker. In his second book of his major work on epistemology „An Essay Concerning Human 

Understanding‟, Locke presented his alternative to rationalism. 

    He described the mind as a blank tablet (the famous „tabula 

rasa‟) upon which the 5 senses write whatever knowledge is to be found impressed upon it, like 

sticks or stones might leave impressions on the smooth surface of sand as waves retreat from 

the beach. Such tracings created on the mind are the ideas we call „knowledge.‟ The mind itself 

is passive as the senses draw these representations upon it. 

   (3) Sometimes, especially in the area of religious experience, it is 

claimed that the „knowledge‟ is gained from a direct encounter with „God‟, and “...is not 

capable of being expressed in language, that language is inherently incapable of capturing it.” 

(Wolfe, op.cit., p.23) 

    This is particularly crucial today in the area of „existential 

religious experience‟, Eastern Mysticism, and even in (note) SOME cases of a „charismatic 

experience.‟ It is claimed that the experience or „Spiritual Encounter‟ is of such a nature that it 

cannot be linguistically described. 

    As Francis Schaeffer puts it, 

    “The fact that it is an „existential‟ experience means that it 

cannot be communicated. It is not possible to communicate content with regard to the 

experience which they have had.” (F.A. Schaeffer. The God Who Is There. Hodder and 

Stoughton, 1968, p.23) 

   (4) Empiricism also gains much of its credibility because, as is 

argued, is this not THE method that has made the modern age a time of enormous scientific 

advance in terms of „experiment‟, „observe‟, „measure‟, „weigh‟, „quantify‟, and then 

experiment some more. Gradually - and there is considerable truth in this - observed facts will 

accumulate into a dependable body of knowledge. 

    What greater certainty, empiricists argue, is there than that 

which arises from direct encounter with the facts of experience? Empiricism, therefore, seeks to 

avoid speculation and fantasy, seeking to test all our ideas by the standard of hard reality - „the 

facts and nothing but the facts.‟ 

    For all this emphasis, however, empiricism, like rationalism 

has failed to supply us with a FINAL AND ADEQUATE basis of knowledge, as well as a final 

and adequate METHODOLOGY of acquiring „final‟ knowledge in many areas. Please read that 

previous sentence again. That „empiricism‟, especially in science, is invaluable as a method of 

garnering facts and knowledge would be foolish to question. But that „empiricism‟ has its 

weaknesses is also true. Let‟s examine a few of them. 

  2) The Weaknesses 

   (1) Do we know something ONLY after we have personally 

verified it empirically, ONLY after we have checked it out fully and directly by checking all the 

facts OURSELVES? Surely not. We know many things and accept them within the circle of 

knowledge without having or being able to check them out personally. Such as? 

    Historical facts, for example. None of us reading this Chapter 

can go back to Queen Victoria‟s time (similarly, to Beethoven‟s, the Duke of Wellington‟s, 

Napoleon‟s, etc. time), yet we accept the historical accuracy and resultant „knowledge‟ about 

them! Have you seen a nuclear particle such as atom or a neutrino or stood on the moon? Yet 

we accept the „knowledge‟ that exists about such subjects. 

     “...to make...a general requirement for knowledge would mean 

that EVERY verification would have to be verified...(in its totality).. ...(and)...ad infinitum.” 

(Frame, op. cit., p.116) 

   (2) Many philosopher‟s have correctly pointed out that our senses 

are often deceptive, and that it is not as easy as it seems to „check out the facts‟ by 

sense-experience. 

    A simple test will prove this. Ask any four witnesses to give 
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their version of motor car collision or a film they have just seen, or ask members of the same 

family to describe a burglary, - and in a large percentage of cases you will receive four different 

answers. 

   (3) Returning to point no (3) above, which deals with „religious 

existential encounters with God‟ or „mystical experiences‟ in eastern religions, which, so 

people say, cannot be described linguistically. 

     (i) If language fails to apply to the experience, then we 

can justifiably suggest that such an experience could not be used (as justification) for saying 

one thing rather than another, or even acting one way or another. 

     Thus, the „experience‟ becomes its own „verifier!‟ 

There is no OBJECTIVE standard (such as the Scriptures) against which to measure such an 

„internally verified experience.‟ So, for example, three different people can have (in their 

„spiritual encounter‟), a „vision‟ of - alternatively - Jesus, Buddha and the Virgin Mary. And 

because you cannot „describe‟ it linguistically, and because the „experience‟ has become its 

own verifier, you cannot pass judgement or even evaluate such an „experience.‟ 

    (ii) Neither will it do to claim that, since all who SHARE 

the „experience‟ know what the others mean by „it‟, and therefore language is unnecessary. If 

the „experience‟ cannot be described or talked about, how could „they‟ possible know that they 

have all had the same „experience.?‟ How can you possibly have a similar knowledge if you can 

even communicate about it? 

   ))(iii) This can lead into deep despair, however sincere they may be. 

As Schaeffer puts it: 

     “...the individual (cannot) verbalise to himself what 

has happened. Tomorrow morning (he) may say, „I had an experience.‟ The day after (he) still 

says(s), „I had an experience.‟ A month and a year later they are still hanging on grimly TO 

THEIR ONLY HOPE OF SIGNIFICANCE AND CERTAINTY OF BEING by repeating, „I 

know I had an experience.‟ The horror of this situation is due to their putting their hope on a 

nonrational, non-logical, non-communicable experience.” (Schaeffer, ibid, p.23) 

   (4) Furthermore empiricism is too limited. If we consistently 

followed empiricism we would have to exclude or abandon many claims to knowledge. 

    For example, empiricism cannot justify or validate a „general‟ 

proposition, such as „all men are mortal.‟ Such general (and correct) propositions always go 

beyond anything we can „observe‟, „measure‟, or „quantify.‟ The same is true about 

propositions of logic and mathematics. Neither can empiricism justify any statements about the 

future (we have not got there yet), or ethical goodness or badness, right or wrong (you cannot 

„weigh‟ or „measure‟ it) 

   (5) From a Christian perspective we must say the following. 

     (i) Empiricism also rules out claims to know God, since 

you cannot put God through any empirical „checking procedures.‟ 

    (ii) Like the problems encountered with rationalism, the 

problem of the empiricist is essentially a spiritual problem. 

   “Like rationalists, empiricists have tried to find certainty apart from 

God‟s revelation, and that false certainty has shown itself to be bankrupt. Even if the laws of 

logic are known to us (and it is unclear how they could be on an empirical basis), we could 

deduce nothing from statements about sensation except, at most, other statements about 

sensation.” (Frame, op.cit., p.119) 

 

III A CHRISTIAN EPISTEMOLOGY 

 ------------------------ 

 (I) PRINCIPLE ONE: PREAMBLE AND POSITION 

  I do not intend to get involved in too much controversy in this section, although 

some may be necessary at certain points. For that there are the suggested books mentioned in 

the Bibliography. 

  Some may wonder why we adopt the approach in this section that we do, 

namely, an approach and a concept of epistemology that is not propped up by masses of rational 

argumentation and „proofs‟, - for this is the method that we are used to in the West. 
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  In science, medicine, sociology, anthropology, etc., „theses‟ are put forward 

and then „proved‟ by masses of theorems, laboratory tests, statistics, and so on. This has been 

the pattern for decades and it is - in most areas of study - absolutely essential and necessary. 

That has been the way science and technology has functioned AND grown to the undeniably 

high level it has reached today. 

  However, concerning Christian epistemology the position, simple as it may 

seem is that NO amount of „proof‟ will make a non-Christian accept a Christian epistemology, 

and NO amount of „proof‟ is necessary or ought to be necessary for the Christian to embrace it. 

Let me lay it out like this. 

  (1) In terms of the SUBJECT MATTER „Christian‟ epistemology is 

PECULIAR to the Christian. That is to say ONLY the Christian can properly understand and 

accept it. To the non-Christian the particular and peculiar „Christian‟ aspect of the Christian‟s 

epistemology is basically unacceptable. He does not „understand‟ it‟s principles (1 Cor. 1:14), 

and is in any case „hostile‟ to anything involving God (Rom. 8:7), „suppressing the truth by 

their wickedness‟ (Rom. 1:18) 

   Take a practical example in the person of the brilliant American 

novelist, Ernest Hemingway. He was raised in a home where both parents (Edmunds and 

Grace) adhered to very strong Christian principles. At the age of seventeen he privately 

abandoned every single aspect of Christianity. 

 

   Yet when he left home for his first job on the „Kansas City Star‟, he 

wrote to his mother in 1918, when he was nearly twenty to assure his her: 

   “ „Don‟t worry or cry or fret about my being a good Christian. I am just 

as much as ever, and pray every night and believe just as hard.‟ But this was a lie, told for the 

sake of peace...” 

   “He not only did not believe in God but regarded organized religion as 

a menace to human happiness...He published blasphemous parodies of the „Our Father‟ in his 

story „A Clean, Well-Lighted Place‟ and of the Crucifixion in „Death in the Afternoon‟;...All 

his adult life he lived, in effect, as a pagan, WORSHIPPING IDEAS OF HIS OWN 

DEVISING.” (Johnson, Intellectuals, op.cit., pp.144-145. Footnote 17) 

   Thus, there is a certain „futility‟ in trying to „prove‟ the „Christian‟ 

epistemology‟s basic principles to the unregenerate man. The man or woman HAS to be 

born-again IF they are ever going to grasp „Christian‟ epistemology. I am not saying that we 

should never challenge the non-Christian, or confront him with Christian epistemological 

principles, but I am suggesting, from Scripture, that he will not truly understand them before 

regeneration has taken place. 

  (2) However - and THIS is where we must START with the non-Christian 

- the preaching of the Gospel to him is bound to involve a great deal of Christian epistemology. 

Thus we CAN and MUST use Christian Truth and Knowledge (i.e. epistemology) in 

PREACHING to him, allowing the Holy Spirit to employ the „truth‟ to convert him. He must 

first be brought to repentance and faith in Christ, and only then will he be able to understand 

the subject matter of Christian epistemology. 

   Let me give you an example of what I mean by suggesting that we can 

and must use Christian truth and knowledge (epistemology) to PREACH the Gospel to 

non-Christians, thus making IT a „point of contact‟ between the „living‟ Gospel and the 

„spiritually dead‟ non-Christian. 

   Daniel Rowland (1711-1790), was one of the greatest preachers in 

Wales when Revival broke out there in the 1730s. In one incident a local country squire was 

extremely hostile to Rowlands, showing it visibly, both outside and inside the church. 

   However, Rowland refused to be intimidated, and Edward Morgan tells 

us, (and what Rowland did is the „point of contact‟) that: 

   “But Rowland soon ENTERED INTO HIS SUBJECT (the Law, sin, 

repentance, faith in Christ, i.e. the Gospel) IN HIS USUAL WAY...(the squire) ...began to 

blush, fear and quake exceedingly...ashamed and confounded ...weeping most bitterly...” 

(Eifion Evans. Daniel Rowland. Banner of Truth, 1985, p.42) He was soon converted. 

   Can you see the order? Rowland first preached Christian truth and 
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knowledge (epistemology), secondly the Holy Spirit used that epistemology to bring the man to 

regeneration, and thirdly the man began to understand Christian epistemology himself. 

  (3) Thus, when we come to the subject of Christian epistemology it is very 

much a „family‟ matter within the circle of God‟s children. That pre-supposes that being a 

Christian you will have already accepted the Scriptures as the Word of God. With that 

foundational principle settled we can therefore now proceed to our subject. 

 (II) PRINCIPLE TWO: GOD‟S EPISTEMOLOGICAL AUTHORITY 

  1) God‟s Lordship in All Epistemology 

   For the Christian God‟s Lordship is all-embracing and totally 

comprehensive. That Lordship extends to all knowledge, thoughts and beliefs (i.e. the totality 

of epistemology) This further implies: 

   (1) God is the Origin of all possible knowledge. Of great 

importance here is the theological truth that since God is One, all Knowledge is therefore a 

Unity as well. ALL knowledge is ultimately interconnected and interrelated. Thus, when we 

think of knowledge we must think in terms of totality, not division. 

    Norman De Jong has pointed out that one of the dangers 

prevailing in education today has been the „atomizing‟ of knowledge so that children, from a 

young age, learn to think in „clusters‟ of different subjects, thereby not seeing the organic unity 

of knowledge as it is in God. He goes on to add: 

    “Knowledge is unified by nature...Knowledge is not divided by 

nature...The dividing of knowledge into (different) disciplines and subjects and studies is 

purely a human invention...God‟s knowledge is one, and it is characterized by no divisions (in 

his mind)” (Norman De Jong. Education In The Truth. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1969, pp. 

38-39) 

    We may put this in the form of a Syllogism: 

     Major statement: God is One Unity. 

     Minor statement: All knowledge is from God. 

     Conclusion))): All knowledge is One Unity. 

   (2) God‟s Lordship in epistemology further teaches us that God 

must always PREVAIL in any dispute about „truth.‟ What does that mean? It refers to the 

sanctity and final authority of God in his special revelation i.e. the Holy Scriptures. 

    Here his Lordship in epistemology comes to full flower. The 

Scriptures are the final standard against which we measure all „truth.‟ Here we need to be 

careful. John Frame correctly says: 

    “But I would not seek to derive all human knowledge from the 

Bible, either by a deductive or an inductive process.” (Frame, op. cit., p.129) 

    Thus, we would not seek - in the Bible - a lengthy exposition 

of quantum physics, etc. That would be foolish, and it is not Scripture‟s intention to teach such 

subjects. The point I‟m making is that Scripture is the FINAL STANDARD against which ALL 

knowledge must be MEASURED. 

    That is why - although the Bible is not a science textbook - we 

nevertheless must reject the „Theory of Evolution‟, since (i) it clashes with the Scriptural 

teaching about man‟s origin, and (ii) in such an instance God‟s epistemological Lordship in 

Scripture must prevail. 

  2) The World‟s „Spiritual‟ Wisdom 

   God‟s Lordship also means that he rejects the spiritual, ethical, moral 

and philosophical epistemology (i.e. knowledge) of this world‟s humanistic, rationalistic and 

empirical belief. “Where is the wise man? Where is the scholar? Where is the philosopher of 

this age? Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the world? “ (1 Cor. 1:20) 

   This is a touchy subject in today‟s world in which people highly prize 

their „individual liberty‟ and „rights.‟ Intellectual and academic freedom, freedom of speech and 

thought do not sit comfortably under the epistemological authority of Another! 

   Nevertheless, man being what he is, must stand under some 

epistemological „authority‟. If we reject God‟s authority, then we must fall back upon our own 

(i.e. humanism), the reason (i.e. rationalistic), sense-experience (i.e. empiricism), the standard 

of our own inner feelings (i.e. subjectivism) or „the will to do in our existence‟ (existentialism) 
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   Humanistic epistemology limits us to our own „humanness‟, 

„limitations‟ and above all our fallen nature, and inevitably leads to fearful uncertainty; 

rationalism is crippled by our „noetic‟ fall and also brings us into bondage to intellectual human 

systems; empiricism because of the uncertainty of sense-experiences, leads to scepticism; 

subjectivism links epistemology to moods and emotions, and thus to unreliability; 

existentialism (as we shall see) leads to despair. 

   Only when we accept God‟s epistemological authority will we know 

certainty and peace, or, as Frame puts it, „cognitive rest.‟ 

) (III) PRINCIPLE THREE: PRESUPPOSITIONAL POSTURE 

  1) The Case Stated 

   We begin with a definition from Frame: 

   “A presupposition is a belief that takes precedence over another, (i.e. 

any „other belief‟) and therefore serves as a criterion for another. An ultimate presupposition is 

a belief over which no other (i.e. presupposition or belief) takes precedence...” 

   “FOR A CHRISTIAN, THE CONTENT OF SCRIPTURE MUST 

SERVE AS HIS ULTIMATE PRESUPPOSITION...This doctrine is merely the outworking of 

the Lordship of God in the area of human thought. It merely applies the doctrine of Scriptural 

Infallibility to the realm of knowing (i.e. epistemology)” (Frame, ibid., p.45) 

   I would like to suggest that the key words in the above definition are 

„belief‟ and „Christian.‟ We simply MUST try to grasp that the Christian is in a totally different 

category to the non-Christian. 

   The non-Christian‟s MIND is in such hostile darkness that - until the 

Holy Spirit „renews‟ that mind - he cannot and will not PRESUPPOSITIONALLY accept 

Scripture as God‟s Word. 

   Only when he has „believed‟ in Christ, only when he has become a 

Christian, only when his mind has been, “...renewed in knowledge in the image of its Creator “ 

(Col. 3:10), will he have a radically different view of the Scripture! Only then will the authority 

of Scripture presuppositionally take precedence over all other authorities. 

  2) Servant-Knowledge Epistemology 

   What are we basically affirming in adopting, as Christians, such a 

presuppositional view of God‟s Word? We are affirming that human knowledge is 

„servant-knowledge‟ or „servant-epistemology.‟ In other words when faced with „knowledge‟ or 

„truth‟ our first concern is to discover what our Lord thinks about it and then to agree to his 

judgement, to think his thoughts after him, to have, “..the mind of Christ.” (1 Cor. 2:16) 

   Thus this presuppositional approach purely and simply asserts the 

Lordship of God and Christ OVER HUMAN THOUGHT. Anything less than this is 

unacceptable. 

 

  3) Fideist? 

   This is one of the accusations brought in against the presuppositional 

position. What does it mean? A „fideist‟ is someone who believes something without any 

preceding evidence. Thus - to use an extreme example - a sinner who comes forward at an 

evangelistic campaign is NOT confronted with the doctrines of the Gospel, BUT simply 

exhorted forthwith to „accept Jesus‟ through a „leap of faith.‟ 

   But notwithstanding this charge „presuppositionalists‟ emphatically do 

not adopt their position without „evidence.‟ Their evidence arises from the „Correspondence‟ 

and „Coherence‟ evidence WITHIN the Scripture itself. And, as we shall see (even from a 

secular philosophical stance), such evidence is valid evidence by which to test the truth. 

  4) Presuppositional thinking amongst non-Christians 

   (1) It is largely overlooked that non Christians, in certain 

circumstances, also act pre-suppositionally. Thus rationalists presuppose the rationality and 

reliability of REASON in their scientific and other areas of research. 

    No scientist FIRST submits to a battery of „tests‟ to prove the 

„reliability‟ of his mind and reason BEFORE he begins his research. He simply assumes it! A 

research scientist or physicist or mathematician goes straight from gaining his Doctorate into 

his chosen field, never doubting the rationality and reliability of his mind. THAT is a 
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presuppositional step of „faith‟ in his reason! 

   (2) There are, (and this touches the Empiricists), “...axioms in 

mathematics, which cannot be proved but are indispensable for the rest of geometry. The idea 

that parallel lines in the same plane never meet, for example, is an axiom of Euclidean 

geometry that cannot be proved empirically...” 

    “We cannot extend a plane far enough to ascertain by means of 

our senses whether or not parallel lines ever meet. Even though the axiom is unproved and 

unprovable, it serves as an essential first principle; no problems can be solved in Euclidean 

geometry without it.” (Hoffecker, Epistemology, op. cit., pp.193-194) 

   (3) I am somewhat hesitant about this point, but nevertheless feel 

it carries enough positive weight and validity to include it here. 

    It concerns Plato‟s „Forms‟ or „Ideas‟ - I am aware of the 

danger that full-blown „Idealism‟ can degenerate into pantheism. Nevertheless it seems curious 

that people (even from a relatively early age and before they have had time to construct a 

logical framework or pattern of thought), are aware of such concepts as „beauty‟, „harmony‟, 

„balance‟, „symmetry‟, „ugly‟, „love‟, „fear‟, „wrong and right‟ (in an aesthetical, ethical and 

even moral sense), - BEFORE they could rationally or empirically PROVE their „existence‟ and 

„rightness.‟ 

    In other words they did not have to SEE „beauty‟, „harmony‟, 

„wrong and right‟ to PROVE their valid existence. The deeper one probes into the 

psychological make-up of man‟s personality, the more it seems that such concepts are part of 

the very warp and woof of man from his birth! Certainly, any parent can bear testimony to the 

fact that children „know‟ what it is to be „naughty‟ LONG BEFORE they can define or 

intellectualise the „concept‟! 

  5) 2 Tim. 3:16 

   Paul‟s opening words are, “ All Scripture is God-breathed...”. It is of 

the utmost importance, in terms of the debate between „presuppositionalists‟ and „classical, 

natural theology‟ proponents (such as Sproul, Gerstner and Lindsley in their admittedly fine 

and helpful „Classical Apologetics‟), to grasp that in relation to Scripture the immediate stance 

that Paul adopts IS PRESUPPOSITIONAL. 

   Paul does NOT endeavour to gather „proof‟ or „evidence‟ that all 

Scripture is in fact „God-breathed.‟ He does NOT enter into long debates or systematic, 

logic-orientated arguments about the validity or not of Scripture being „God-breathed.‟ HE 

PRESUPPOSES IT! 

   This is NOT to say (as I indicated in point 3) on „fideism‟) that, (i) 

there is no evidence, or (ii) that we should not seek for evidence and use it. All I am doing is to 

point out the VALIDITY for adopting the „Presuppositional‟ position. If Paul - under the 

guidance of the Holy Spirit - could adopt such a stance, then we are surely permitted to do the 

same? If it was valid for him, it is valid for us. 

   Indeed, I would suggest that Paul‟s presuppositional approach to the 

„truth‟ ABOUT Scripture, as well as the „truth‟ WITHIN Scripture, is an indicator of what our 

PRIMARY approach to the epistemology of God in his Word SHOULD BE. 

  6) Authority 

   Finally, there is the aspect of „final‟ Authority. Perhaps, at this point, I 

should quote from the book „Classical Apologetics‟ mentioned above. In Chapter 18 

„Presuppositionalism and Verification‟ the authors state the following, with reference to the 

„presuppotionalists‟: 

   “Scripture is arbitrarily (that is, for no reason) accepted...as the Word 

of God...On this nonrational foundation, Scripture is accepted as if it did carry rational weight 

and when applied to factual matters called evidence. So still there is no evidence for evidence.” 

(R.C. Sproul, J. Gerstner and A. Lindsley. Classical Apologetics. A Rational Defense of the 

Christian Faith and a Critique of Presuppositional Apologetics. Zondervan, 1984, p.305) 

   The passage is set in the context of „the knowledge of God‟ and more 

particularly the views of Cornelius Van Til, John Frame, et al. This does not, however, 

materially affect either the contents of the above quotation and our evaluation of it. We will do 

so point-by-point. 
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   (1) We are not here evaluating what these writers have to say 

about „Theistic proof‟, that is, the various arguments classically used for the existence of God. I 

think it should be noted that their Chapter 7 on the Cosmological and Teleological „Proofs‟ are 

very helpful. But that is not the issue here; the issue is our approach to the Holy Scriptures. 

   (2) If I understand their statement (in the quotation) correctly, then 

it is simply not true that „Scripture is arbitrarily (...for no reason) accepted...as the Word of 

God...(on a) nonrational foundation ...‟, by „presuppositionalists.‟ In dealing with THIS very 

issue, John Frame, inter alia, gives close attention to „Correspondence‟ and „Coherence‟ 

arguments (as we shall see in our next Chapter) 

    As a non-Christian philosopher, Harold H. Titus in his „Living 

Issues in Philosophy‟ specifically states, the „Correspondence‟ and „Coherence‟ arguments are 

valid tests in the field of epistemology. (He will also be considered in the next Chapter) In this 

light it seems to me to be both inaccurate and unfair to accuse „presuppositionalists‟ of building 

their case on a „nonrational foundation.‟ 

   (3) The statement, „...Scripture is accepted as if it did carry 

rational weight...‟, seems to suggest that Scripture carries no INTERNAL weight or authority 

that it IS the Word of God. This seems to me a most dangerous position. 

    What are we to make of: 2 Tim 3:16 or the fulfilment of the 

Messianic and other prophecies or of the prophet‟s constant refrain „Thus says the Lord‟ or of 

our Lord‟s own acceptance of the O.T. as God‟s Word? Do those assertions and beliefs 

(especially Christ‟s) carry no rational weight? Do they have no validity, create no reliability 

and carry no authority as to whether the Bible is God‟s Word or not? 

   (4) The phrases „arbitrarily‟ and „for no reason‟ are also 

troublesome. Why? Because they seem to suggest that we need a higher authority than 

Scripture to validate Scripture. And that, of course, places such an „authority‟ on a higher level 

than the authority of Scripture itself! We thus end up with a „higher authority‟ (call it „X‟), and 

a „lesser authority‟ (the Bible) 

    And this cannot but rob Scripture of the „FINALITY‟ of its 

authority, which is a very serious step in the wrong theological and practical direction. It forces 

us to ask the question: „But what then does the Authority of Scripture consist of and mean in 

the great questions regarding God, Man, Sin, Salvation and Creation?‟ 

 ---------------------- 

We will continue with some of these issues in the next Chapter and only append a Bibliography 

at the end of this particular philosophical subject of epistemology. 

 

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

QUESTIONS 

1. In an Essay, (i) define „Epistemology‟, (ii) explain why epistemology is so important, 

and (iii) suggest further examples than the one given. 

2. Discuss EITHER, (A) the traditional epistemology of Rationalism, OR, (B) the 

traditional epistemology of Empiricism. 

3. Elaborate, (i) on the Preamble and Position of Christian Epistemology (i.e. Principle 

One), and (ii) God‟s Epistemological Authority (i.e. Principle Two) 

4. Discuss the „Presuppositional Posture.‟ 
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III A CHRISTIAN EPISTEMOLOGY (CONT.) 

 -------------------------------- 

 (IV) JUSTIFICATION FOR GOD‟S NORMATIVE EPISTEMOLOGY 

  1) Certainty 

   Does it mean that because we approach God‟s epistemology (i.e. God‟s 

Word), on a „presuppositional‟ level that we must always consider our knowledge of that 

Divine epistemology as tentative and uncertain? The answer is an emphatic No! God wants us 

to be certain about that knowledge (1 John 3:2; 2 Pet. 1:1O; 2 Tim. 1:1O; Luke 1:4) 

   “The very nature of an ultimate presupposition is that it is held with 

certainty. An ultimate presupposition is an ultimate criterion of truth, and therefore it is a 

criterion by which all other alleged certainties are tested...Thus by its very nature, such a 

presupposition is the most certain thing that we know.” (Frame, op.cit., p.134) 

   However, we do not, always FEEL certain! Our sense of certainty rises 

and falls, for several reasons. 

   (1) Because in this life we are not sinlessly perfect, we are not 

pure in our allegiance to our Lord. Thus the presupposition of the truth of God‟s epistemology 

in his Word competes in our minds with a contrary presupposition or „truth‟ that creates doubt 

and uncertainty. 

    Faith is imperfect. At its weakest it is sufficient for our 

salvation, but a weak faith will be accompanied by many doubts. It is VERY significant that 

strong, mature Christians who regularly read and study their Bibles, and meet with the Lord in 
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regular times of devotion and prayer, have, as time goes on, increasingly LESS doubts. The 

reverse is true of weak, immature Christians who seldom study the Word. 

   (2) Additionally, there are often intellectual problems. Some 

Christians have honestly confessed Christ as their Lord, which is the ultimate pressuposition, 

but they have not thought through the implications of Christ‟s Lordship in the intellectual 

realm. 

    In other words their faith and knowledge and assurance 

encircles their own salvation, but they have not - out of ignorance and poor guidance from other 

Christians - pushed out the line of that assurance to also encircle the acceptance of God‟s 

epistemology in his Word. 

    Thus, they have not yet moved from the wholly „subjective‟ 

experience of salvation, to the „subjective‟ experience PLUS the „objective‟ intellectual 

assurance of presupposing Scripture to be God‟s Word. You will notice that this 

presuppositional assurance of Scripture is both subjective and objective. 

    What about other genuinely difficult intellectual problems 

about the veracity of Scripture in such areas as historical accuracy or conflicting statements in 

Scripture that seem to contradict each other? 

    Here too the Christian‟s position should remain unchanged, 

namely his full acceptance of the Word (since he is under the Lordship of God and Christ), an 

increased effort to seek a solution, but if the problem remains he accepts it as an antinomy (an 

„apparent‟ but not „real‟ contradiction), and cognitively „rests‟ in the full veracity of Scripture. 

He learns „to live‟ with the fact that he will not solve all his problems about Scripture in his 

lifetime. 

  2) Scripture Justifies Itself to the Christian 

   Under this point we will consider what is the PRIMARY 

PRESUPPOSITION. 

    (i) The Secret, Inner Testimony of the Spirit 

    A human word can have authority as God‟s Word ONLY if 

God himself, as its true Author, is the source of this authority. In the final, final analysis a 

Christian NEVER comes to accept God‟s epistemology in his Word PRIMARILY through 

human rationality, reasoning, judgements, opinions or evidence. (These DO have a part to play, 

and are important, but, as we shall see they are SECONDARY EVIDENCES) 

    In the life of ever Christian there comes a point, consciously or 

unconsciously, when they cross over an invisible line to come to the final and full acceptance of 

the full veracity and inerrancy of God‟s epistemology in his Word. 

    How does this come about? 1 Cor. 2:12 gives the answer: “We 

have not received the spirit of the world but the Spirit who is from God, that we may 

understand what God has freely given us.” And what is there to „understand‟? Paul tells us: 

“...we speak of God‟s...wisdom...”,(v.7), “...the deep things of God...”, (v.1O), “...the thoughts 

of God...”, (v.11) Thus, “...God has revealed IT (God‟s epistemological truth in his Word) to us 

by his Spirit.” (v.1O) 

    As Calvin puts it, 

    “...our conviction of the truth of Scripture must be derived 

from a higher source than human conjectures, judgments, or reasons; namely the secret 

testimony of the Spirit.” (Institutes of the Christian Religion, John Calvin. Clarke, 1957, 

Vol.1.I.7.4., p.71) 

    Again, 

    “Let it therefore be held as fixed, that those who are inwardly 

taught by the Holy Spirit acquiesce implicitly in Scripture;...” (Calvin, Institutes, ibid., I.7.5., 

p.72) 

    You will notice that Calvin uses the words „secret testimony‟ 

(first quote), and „inwardly taught‟ (second quote) Does this mean that our „evidence‟ or 

„assurance‟ rests upon a mystical, subjective, existential experience? In other words does the 

final assurance of the Word as God‟s epistemology WHOLLY rest UPON MY 

„EXPERIENCE‟, per se? The answer is emphatically no. How then must we understand these 

phrases? 
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    Let G.W. Bromiley answer that: 

    “...Calvin is not saying that the BASIS of the authority, or even 

our assurance of it, is the fact that WE EXPERIENCE it. The testimony of THE SPIRIT forms 

the basis...This is an inner testimony, for it takes place within. Yet it is outward,too, for the 

Spirit is outside us and giving his testimony IS AN ACTION FROM WITHOUT....The Spirit‟s 

testimony is not one and the same thing as our experience of it.” (G.W. Bromiley. Historical 

Theology. An Introduction. Eerdmans, 1978, p.224) 

    Put differently we can perhaps say that a „mystical, subjective‟ 

experience is the experience of an „experience‟ bearing testimony only of and to itself. The 

„experience‟ BEGINS from within, is „experienced‟ only within, and is directed towards itself 

and validates or authenticates only itself. It is thus from start to finish an inner spiral within the 

personality. 

    The Spirit‟s „secret‟ testimony BEGINS from outside ourself 

and so works within us that we „experience‟ an assurance or a validation (not directed back 

towards itself), but direct OUTWARD AGAIN to another OBJECTIVE ENTITY, namely the 

knowledge or epistemology of Scripture. 

   (ii) Scripture‟s Self-authentication 

    “A final reason why the Spirit‟s testimony cannot be 

subjectivistic or mystical is that in and with the Spirit‟s ministry, Scripture authenticates itself 

as God‟s Word and is thus a basis of its own authority...Scripture authenticates itself (to the 

Christian under the Lordship of God) because it has in fact sprung from God.” (Bromiley, ibid., 

p.224) 

    To which we may add the words of Calvin: 

    “How shall we learn to distinguish light from darkness, white 

from black, sweet from bitter? Scripture bears upon the face of it as clear evidence of its truth, 

as white and black do of their colour, sweet and bitter of their taste.” (Calvin, Institutes, op.cit., 

I.7.2.,p. 69) 

    In other words, taking the last analogy in the quote, something 

sweet, like sugar, authenticates itself from the sweetness of the taste. It CANNOT be anything 

other than what it is. So, “...Scripture (carries) its own evidence along with it...because we feel 

a divine energy living and breathing in it...” (Calvin, Institutes, ibid., I.7.5.,p.72) 

  3) Contributory Evidence 

   Under this heading we will consider SECONDARY EVIDENCES. 

Having settled the fact of the „Primary- Presuppositional‟ position, we can however go on to 

add that there is nothing wrong with the use of „Secondary-Evidences‟ to confirm the Truth of 

God‟s Epistemology in his Word. 

   Thus, as Bromiley notes: 

   “Calvin thought that good human reasons might also be found for 

Scripture‟s authority...especially...the superiority of Scripture, its content, its antiquity, its 

truthfulness, miracles, prophecy, the providential transmission of the law and the prophets, 

etc.,...They are secondary aids...” (Bromiley, op.cit., p.225) 

   To this we may add: archaeology, history, philosophy (if viewed from 

a Christian perspective), nature, God‟s great historical judgments, miracles, the resurrection of 

Christ, the fulfilment of prophecy, etc., (Frame, op.cit., pp.131+142) 

   Some may be tempted to categorize the „Primary-Presuppositional‟ 

position as the „spiritual‟ position, and the „Secondary-Evidences‟ as the „rational‟ position, 

thus (i) driving a wedge between „spiritual‟ and „rational‟, and (ii) suggesting that the „spiritual‟ 

position is actually non-rational or even irrational, and the „rational‟ position as being 

non-spiritual. 

   This is an incorrect and quite unnecessary assumption or conclusion. 

The two may be different, but they are not separated from each other or hostile to each other. 

Let Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones explain from his messages on Ps.73: 

   “While I draw a distinction between rational thinking and spiritual 

thinking, I am not for a moment suggesting that spiritual thinking is irrational. The difference 

between them is that rational thinking is on ground-level only; spiritual thinking is EQUALLY 

rational, but it takes in a higher level as well as well as the lower level. It takes in ALL the facts 
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instead of merely some of them.” (D.M. Lloyd-Jones. Faith on Trial. IVP, 1965, p.34) 

  4) Coherence of God‟s Epistemology 

   This is a perfectly acceptable method of establishing the validity of 

„knowledge‟. Thus, the secular philosopher, H.H. Titus says: 

   “The coherence, or consistency, theory is the test of truth quite 

generally accepted by idealists, although its acceptance is not confined to that school of 

thought...the coherence theory places its trust in the consistency or harmony of all our 

judgments...” 

   “A judgment is true if it is consistent with other judgments that are 

accepted as true...The simplest form of the coherence theory demands an inner or formal 

consistency in the particular system under consideration...For example...The principle of 

consistency...underlies our systems of mathematics and formal logic and, to a considerable 

extent, ANY...organized body of knowledge.” (H.H. Titus. Living Issues in Philosophy. 

American Book Co., 1964, pp.58-59) 

   Applying this to God‟s truth or epistemology in his Word, we may go 

on to say that God‟s truth in his Word is coherent or consistent. God is a God of order, not 

chaos. He speaks truth, not falsehood. He cannot be at odds with himself. That is why so-called 

„contradictions‟ in Scripture are really only „antinomies‟, but never REAL contradictions. 

   All that God does and says reflects an infinitely, internally consistent, 

coherent and wise eternal plan. God is rational and logical. Thus, coherence is a mark of his 

truth. In Scripture coherence is used as a test of (God‟s) Truth: Deut. 18:2O-22; Matt. 12:22-28; 

1 Cor. 15:12-2O. 

   As Bible Scholars and theologians (and „pastor-preachers‟!), ponder 

the truths of Scripture, they come to see more and more the deep inter-connecting relations 

between the different doctrines and truths of Scripture. Full understanding of the doctrine of 

God, for example, requires an interrelated understanding of the doctrines of Scripture, Man, sin, 

Christ, salvation and eschatology, - to name but a few. 

   A good example is the old problem of God‟s divine sovereignty and 

human freedom. 

   “Although at first glance those doctrines „appear‟ to be opposed to one 

another, a closer look shows that without divine soveignty there would be no meaning in human 

life and THEREFORE no meaningful form of freedom...” (Frame, op.cit., p.268) 

  5) Correspondence in God‟s Epistemology 

   “The test of truth called the correspondence theory is the one most 

widely accepted by the realists. According to this theory, truth is „fidelity to objective 

reality.‟...” 

   “Truth is the agreement between the statement of fact and actual 

fact...If I state that the United States is bounded on the north by Canada, my statement is 

true...not because it happens to agree with other statements previously made or because it 

happens to work, but because it corresponds to the actual geographical situation.” (Titus, 

op.cit., p.57) 

   The correspondence theory can also be described or defined as a theory 

which defines truth as a correspondence between „idea‟ and „reality.‟ 

   In Christian epistemology there is also a place for „correspondence‟, as 

there is a place for „coherence‟. Scripture teaches that through Divine Revelation, we DO have 

access to the „real world‟ not only through sense-experience but also through rational concepts 

and particularly through Scripture, our supreme criterion of reality. 

   This „correspondence‟ is very much a kind of „comparison‟, and in 

Christian epistemology moves on two levels. 

   (1) We compare OUR present idea of truth with that which God is 

leading us toward in SCRIPTURE. Thus there is always a process of comparison between our 

thoughts and what God has revealed and is revealing or showing us through the Scriptures. It is 

thus a comparison between our „ideas‟ and „reality.‟ This, admittedly, is based on the 

presuppositional stance of Scripture being God‟s Word. 

   (2) Furthermore the Christian can compare his „idea of reality‟ in 

the Cosmos with what is REALLY there in „reality in the Cosmos‟, and he will find that they 
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„correspond‟. To quote Schaeffer again: 

    “...in practice...the external world IS there and it HAS form 

and order. It is not a chaotic world. If it were true that all is chaotic, unrelated, and absurd, 

science as well as general life would come to an end...” 

    “To live at all is not possible except in the understanding that 

THE UNIVERSE IS THERE - the external universe - HAS a certain form, a certain order, and 

that man conforms to that order and so CAN live within it.” (Schaeffer, He is There and He is 

not Silent, op.cit.,p.28O) 

  6) Circularity and God‟s Epistemology 

   Adopting a „presuppositional‟ stance does, however, carry with it the 

problem-baggage of the accusation of „circularity.‟ And since circular arguments are generally 

considered fallacious, how can the Christian justify his position? 

   I don‟t think that the Christian can ever FULLY - IN THE EYES OF 

THE WORLD - „justify‟ his position any more than he (or anyone else) can ever „PROVE‟ the 

existence of God, 1OO% . In the FINAL analysis the Christian‟s acceptance of God and 

Scripture are OF NECESSITY „by faith.‟ If they are not FINALLY „by faith‟ then the Christian 

has become (probably unknowingly) a „rationalist‟, - in which case he does not need „faith‟! 

   There are NO FINAL ARGUMENTS that can, on a PURELY rational 

basis, „prove‟ either God‟s existence or that Scripture is God‟s Word. But there are arguments 

that go far enough to be taken seriously! „Circularity‟, I suggest falls into that same category. 

Granted its „circular‟ nature, it nevertheless has certain inherent truths and arguments that deem 

it necessary to be taken seriously. Let me elaborate. 

   (1) No Alternative for the Christian 

    Criticism of the methodology of an argument is really only 

effective or even valid when the critic can suggest a better, and in the Christian‟s case, a more 

Scriptural methodology of argument. But to the Christian who is bound by a „presuppositional‟ 

view to the validity and veracity of the truth of God‟s epistemology in the Scriptures, there 

really is no alternative. Why is this? 

     (i) A „presuppositional‟ stance, which is circular in 

argument, (ie.‟I believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God because they are by 

self-authentication the Word of God), is methodologically a stance of „FAITH.‟ 

     And, as was suggested above, the Christian - in the 

FINAL analysis - MUST accept the Scriptures as God‟s final epistemology BY FAITH, (1) 

because he cannot offer 1OO% „proof‟ to back his belief, and (2) if he could he would have no 

need of „faith‟; in which case he would cease to hold a specifically „Christian‟ position (where 

ALL is „by faith‟) and would have adopted a „rationalistic‟ position, thus denying the essential 

character of „Grace.‟ 

    (ii) Secondly, he has no alternative, because of his 

allegiance to the Lordship of Christ, which demands his total loyalty. But what is the essential 

quality and character of that loyalty? Its quality is revealed in his ESSENTIAL relationship to 

Christ which is PRIMARILY one of „faith‟, and only secondarily one of „reason.‟ 

     The first („faith‟) does NOT and must never exclude 

the second („reason‟) but „faith‟ must precede „reason‟ since that is the essential quality that 

makes the Christian a participant of „Grace.‟ „Faith‟ and „Grace‟ cannot be severed in the life, 

experience and realm of thought of the Christian. 

     The Christian‟s allegiance to the Lordship of Christ 

drives him „by faith and through grace‟ to accept the Scriptures as God‟s final epistemological 

Word for him. 

   (2) Other „Circularity‟ methodologies 

    There are a number of „systems‟, „statements‟ and „arguments‟ 

which are, as far as I can judge, „circular‟ in structure, but nevertheless acceptable. 

     (i) Thus a „rationalist‟ can prove the primacy of reason 

only by using a rational (and NOT an empirical or subjective) argument. An „empiricist‟ can, 

likewise, prove the primacy of sense-experience only by some kind of appeal to 

„sense-experience.‟ 

    (ii) The same is true of certain kinds of Syllogisms, for eg., 
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      Major thesis: Socrates is a man. 

      Minor thesis: All men are mortal. 

      Conclusion): Socrates is a mortal man. 

     The argument begins and ends with the „mannish‟ 

quality of Socrates which is „mortality.‟ 

    Another possible „circular‟ statement involves Music. You can 

start with a certain note and a certain lyric-sentence, and end with the SAME note and 

lyric-sentence with everything in between being factually true (i.e. a love song or a song about 

Wales or the Highlands of Scotland) The whole „statement‟ in the song may be circular, but 

nevertheless true! 

   (3) Narrow and Broad Circles 

    “It is important to distinguish between „narrow‟ and „broad‟ 

circles. „Scripture is the Word of God because it is the Word of God‟ is a „narrow‟ circle...But 

it is possible to broaden the circle...by bringing more Biblical data into the argument...” 

    “(Thus)..we can broaden the circle...(to say)..: „Scripture is the 

Word of God because archaeology, history, and philosophy verify its teachings.‟ If used rightly, 

that argument will still be circular, because the archaeology, history, and philosophy will be 

„Christian‟ sciences that presuppose the Biblical view. But the argument will be more 

persuasive than a „bare‟ circle.” (Frame, op.cit., p.131) 

   (4) „Evidentialist‟ information 

    The „Circular‟ argument is PRIMARY because it is 

presuppositional which in turn is the Christian acting „by faith through grace.‟ 

    But as Frame (ibid., p.353) correctly points out, the 

presuppositional position does NOT rule out of court the SECONDARY uses of „evidentialist‟ 

information and data such as is found in books by Josh McDowell, Montgomery, Hackett, 

Pinnock, Gerstner and Sproul. 

    “For example, when we speak to unbelievers about the 

Resurrection of Christ, we may very well use arguments similar to some of those used by 

McDowell, et al.,...Using those sort of arguments does not, in itself, compromise our Biblical 

presuppositions.” (Frame, ibid., p.353) 

 

IV THE CHRISTIAN‟S EPISTEMOLOGY OF GOD 

 ----------------------------------- 

 1) Limitations of our Knowledge of God 

  As the Christian, paradoxically, comes to know more about God, he becomes 

more and more aware of how little he really knows, of how much God and the knowledge of 

God transcends the reach of his servant like mind. There are various reason for these 

limitations. 

  (1) Firstly, although the Christian is a „new creation‟ (2 Cor. 5:17), sin and 

its power has not been eradicated from every part of the Christian (1 Jn. 1:8,1O) There is still 

an element of „falleness‟ about us, which means that even Christians tend, at times, to distort 

the truth, to flee from it, to exchange it for a lie, and to misuse it. 

   Thus even though we are no longer „slaves to sin‟ (Rom. 6:14,17), the 

remaining „falleness‟ is a potent source of falsehood and ignorance, even in the redeemed mind. 

   (2) Next, errors in our knowledge arise from immaturity and weakness. 

Even if Adam had not fallen, his acquisition of „the knowledge of God‟ can safely be presumed. 

God‟s command to him „to subdue the earth‟ (Gen. 1:28) would surely have been, inter alia, an 

epistemological process; a process wherein his „knowledge‟ would have advanced in stages. 

And if he needed to advance in his knowledge of „the earth‟ how much more in the „knowledge 

of God.‟ 

   The newly-born Christian starts on yet a lower level than the unfallen 

Adam. That he is „righteous‟ and „justified‟ in his POSITION before God (Rom. 8:1), is 

thankfully true, but in PRACTICE he must grow, “... more and more in knowledge and depth of 

insight...”, regarding God and the truths of God (Phil. 1:9) 

   ALL Christians, no matter how long they have been Christians or how 

deep they have trodden God‟s spiritual paths, are still morally and spiritually imperfect. Paul‟s 
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heartfelt evaluation of himself and heart rendering cry in Rom. 7:21-24, is one that every 

balanced and Biblically-orientated Christian echoes. And if they are imperfect then they are de 

facto immature as well. And that, in turn, automatically means that their epistemology of God is 

limited. 

   Put differently: To be a creature (even a Christian of many years 

standing) is to be limited in thought and knowledge. We are limited even in our Christian 

creaturehood by the very fact of our creaturehood standing over against God‟s Fullness in his 

Trinityhood. 

   Thus, we have a beginning in time, but He does not; He is wholly 

Independent and Infinite, while we are under His control and the limitation of our finitehood. 

God, if we dare say it reverently, is always at the maximum of all that his Godhood implies, 

which includes maximum Maturity; we are only as mature as far as our restoration to the Image 

of God has progressed. 

  (3) For these reasons Bible scholars have spoken of God‟s 

„incomprehensibility‟. „Incomprehensibility‟ is NOT „inapprehensibility‟ (i.e. unknowability) 

To say that God is incomprehensible is to say that our knowledge of God is never equivalent to 

God‟s own knowledge about himself, that we never know God precisely as he knows himself. 

 2) The Christian‟s Discontinuous Epistemology 

  What does this mean? It means that Scripture teaches that there are 

„discontinuities‟ between God‟s thought and our thought. If you like, they are „different‟ in 

various ways, but the difference viz-a-viz „epistemology‟ (knowledge), between God‟s and ours 

is important to grasp. I am thankful to prof. John Frame for help here. 

  What then are these „discontinuities‟? 

 

  (1) God‟s thoughts, like his Being, are uncreated and eternal. God never 

thinks „new‟ thoughts. Why not? Because, (i) that would mean God had „advanced‟ or 

„progressed‟ from NOT knowing something TO knowing something „new‟ (which would imply 

that God is imperfect), and (ii) because God „knows‟ ALL KNOWLEDGE that exists. He is 

Omniscient. 

   By contrast, our thoughts are, (i) created, (ii) our knowledge grows 

progressively from one level to a higher level, and (iii) our thoughts and knowledge are limited 

by our intellectual limitations and by the element of time which limits our knowledge-intake to 

an average 6O-7O years, before we die. 

  (2) God‟s thoughts are „dynamically creative‟ in the sense that what he 

thinks he also decrees to come to pass. God‟s thoughts „CAUSE‟ the truths he contemplates to 

come into existence, ie.the Creation (Gen. 1:1ff) This stresses God‟s Lordship attribute of 

creation and control in the realm of epistemological knowledge. All creation then, of things and 

of knowledge, are „the offspring of His Thought.‟ 

   By contrast, our thoughts do not possess the property of „creationship.‟ 

We may think of something (i.e. a coffee table) and then go and make it, but we cannot „think 

it‟ into existence. 

  (3) God‟s thoughts (i.e. his knowledge), therefore, are self-validating 

truths. That is to say, they serve as their own standard or criteria of truth; God‟s thoughts are 

true simply because they are his. There is no validating authority higher than God himself. 

   The same can certainly not be said of human thought. Our thoughts are 

not necessarily true, and when they are true (in EVERY sphere of life) it is only because they 

agree with God‟s thoughts and knowledge, who furnishes the criteria for our thinking. This is 

God‟s Lordship-Authority is the entire area of epistemology or knowledge. 

  (4) God‟s thoughts are the originals of which ours are only copies or 

images. To put it differently, ALL KNOWLEDGE (theological, scientific, medical, and 

EVERY other subject) flows directly and originally from God‟s all-comprehensible 

epistemology. 

   It is therefore not strictly true to say that the epistemological 

contributions of Newton, Einstein, Hawking, Fleming, Salk, etc. are „original.‟ They did not 

„create‟ the knowledge they contributed to the world, they only „discovered‟ knowledge that 

was already in existence, - in existence from eternity; knowledge co-eternal with God‟s eternal 
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existence. 

 

  (5) God does not need to have anything „revealed‟ to him; he knows -as we 

said above - all knowledge simply by virtue of being God. God‟s knowledge has ALWAYS 

been an inherent part of his Mind and Being. 

   On the other hand, ALL the knowledge we possess is „revealed‟ to us, 

(i) through the „Special Revelation‟ of his Word, or, (ii) through the „General Revelation‟ of 

Creation and Discovery and Nature. Our knowledge is therefore initiated by God, and is really 

part of God‟s Grace towards non-Christians (Common Grace) and Christians (Common and 

Special Grace) 

  (6) God has chosen not to reveal all truth to us. For example, there are 

truths about God‟s existence, functioning and Being that we will NEVER fully understand, 

even in glory one day. This gives new meaning to 1 Cor. 2:11, “...In the same way no one 

knows the thoughts of God except the Spirit of God.” 

   Furthermore, we do not, for example, know the future beyond what 

Scripture teaches; nor do we know all the facts about God, or even Creation and Nature. There 

is thus a „quantitative difference‟ between God‟s knowledge and ours. 

  (7) God‟s thoughts, when taken together, constitute „perfect‟ wisdom. 

„Perfect‟, as used here, means not only „complete‟, but in perfect, logical Order. God‟s thoughts 

are coherent, never chaotic. Divine thinking agrees with divine logic. 

   Physicists and mathematicians have for decades now been searching 

for what they call the „Grand Unified Theory‟ or GUT. They are searching for a theory that will 

link together gravity, electromagnetic, nuclear and other „forces‟ into one, inter-connecting 

„force‟. God‟s epistemology does not only comprehend GUT, but equally and at the same time 

comprehends how ALL KNOWLEDGE is inter-connected in a perfect and logical Unity. 

   Again, by contrast, man - whether Christian or not - does not know 

everything in perfect, logical order. The Christian has the advantage of God‟s Special 

Revelation and the gift of the Spirit to understand it. 

   Yet, even here, Christians will differ. Indeed, while some Christians 

have an orderly and logical (though imperfect) mind, other Christians seem to live in a 

permanent condition of theological and spiritual illogicality and disorder in their minds. They 

seem incapable of relating, in a coherent, systematic and logical manner, the truths revealed to 

us by God. 

   So much then, for a brief glance at the „discontinuities‟ between God 

and ourselves in the realm of epistemology. 

 

 3) The Christian‟s Continuous Epistemology 

  Scripture teaches the following „continuities‟, ie.the ways that divine and 

human thought are alike, or the „similarity‟ between God‟s thought (and therefore 

epistemology) and ours. In other words, there are some senses in which man‟s thought can 

„agree‟ or be „continuous‟ with God‟s; in which we can think God‟s thought after him. 

  (1) Divine and human thought are bound by the same standard of „Truth.‟ 

In other words, Scripture implies that the „reference point‟ or „standard‟ for any proposition is 

the same for both God and man. 

   This „reference point‟ is NOT some third being or entity or authority 

OUTSIDE God, for that would place this „authority‟ over God himself. That is impossible since 

it would lower, if not destroy, the Godhood of God as well as his Sovereignty OVER ALL 

thought, creation and being. 

   The „reference point‟ is, of course, God‟s own self-validating and 

self-authenticating thoughts or knowledge. We must be careful here, though, that we don‟t 

assert that God - as it were - „consults himself.‟ Because God is the „I Am‟ he is always, in his 

dimension, in the „present tense‟, so to speak. He always just „Knows.‟ 

   For man it is different. As humans our thoughts „progress‟, for eg., 

from vague sub-conscious ideas to more conscious and substantial thoughts to a point where we 

can put down in writing or via an architectural blueprint, or in some other way, definite and 

concrete propositions. God‟s thoughts never „progress‟, they simply „Are.‟ 
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   Nevertheless, to return to the first paragraph, God and man both have 

the same „reference point‟ of Truth, - God‟s epistemology. Man‟s thoughts are „True‟ insofar as 

they conform to God‟s „Truth.‟ Both Divine and human thinking must accord with „Norms‟, 

and in both cases those „Norms‟ are Divine, ie.in accordance with Deity‟s epistemology. 

  (2) Divine and human thought may be about the same things or objects. 

Put differently: there are „shared‟ areas of epistemology between God and man. 

   “When a man thinks about a particular rose and when God thinks about 

it (He is always thinking about it, of course, since He is always - eternally - omniscient), they 

ARE thinking about the SAME thing.” (Frame, ibid., p.26) 

   At this point we must add some riders: 

 

    (i) God‟s thoughts about the same object are qualitatively and 

quantitatively different from man‟s. His knowledge about a rose or an atom or the human brain 

goes much deeper and is more extensive than man‟s knowledge is at present or will be in the 

future. He knows, for e.g., just how a particular rose, a particular atomic particle and a 

particular human brain form part of the united organism of the whole Cosmos. That level of 

knowledge and understanding we will never reach. 

   (ii) God‟s thoughts are different „redemptively.‟ Both God and the 

sinner „know‟ about the Incarnation, the Atonement on the Cross and the Resurrection. But 

God‟s knowledge is an „about‟ knowledge (it actually goes deeper than that, but just let it stand 

like that for moment.) 

    Our knowledge, by contrast, is both an „about‟ knowledge, but 

more deeply and specifically it is a „redemptive knowledge.‟ Our „knowing‟ goes over into 

„believing‟ both the truths of the incarnation, the atonement and the resurrection and the Person 

around whom they spin, our Lord Jesus Christ. 

    However to return to the emphasis of the „continuous‟, both 

God and man have the same „subject‟ or „object‟ in mind. If God and man could not think about 

the SAME thing there would be no possibility of communication between God and man. That 

would - inter alia - make communion with God in prayer impossible. 

    It would also make spiritual growth in grace impossible. It is 

because God and I know the same language (English, Russian, Chinese, etc.,) that he can 

communicate to me through his Word and thus instruct and teach me more and more about 

Himself, so that I may grow in, “...the grace and knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

 

V THE CHRISTIAN‟S PRACTICE OF GOD‟S EPISTEMOLOGY 

 ---------------------------------------------- 

 1) God‟s Epistemology and Obligation 

  An aspect often overlooked in the discussion of Christian epistemology is the 

„practical‟ aspect of it. Discussing the „knowledge of God‟ is never to be stopped once we have 

the theoretical or propositional aspects of it under the knee. 

  We must ALWAYS go on to ask: What kind of „practice‟ is consistent with the 

Lordship of God in the area of Knowledge? One of the most striking things about God‟s 

revelation in Scripture is the fact that Moses and David and the Prophets, the writers of the 

Gospels, the Epistles of Paul, Peter, John, etc.,are all highly practical. 

  We are not just exhorted to see the glory of God in the heavens, we are at the 

same time called upon to worship and obey him. Ps. 119 not only tells us of the beauty of the 

laws and precepts of God, we are also exhorted to follow the laws scrupulously, applying them 

to our hearts. When Paul has laid down his theological propositions he always goes on to say, 

“Therefore, brethren...” in which he exhorts us to love God and one another, to be full of faith, 

joy, kindness, compassion, honesty and godliness. 

  To put it differently: Knowledge - for the Christian - always implies 

Obligation! Leaving aside the non-Christian for the moment (who also has responsibilities to 

God from the very fact of his being a creature made by God), let‟s concentrate upon the 

Christian. 

  The Lordship of God, the Epistemology or Knowledge of and about God, and 

the Christian‟s Obligation are all irrevocably linked together. When the Christian is born-again 



 31 

he is transferred from the kingdom and dominion of Satan to the dominion and kingdom God in 

Christ, Col. 1:12-14. 

  That immediately bestows on him both Sonship and Servanthood. The 

servanthood involves submission to God‟s immediate and personal Lordship. But the 

servanthood also involves submission to God‟s Knowledge or Epistemology. The reason for 

this is that in our fallen state we were „spiritually blind‟, living in „spiritual darkness‟ (2 Cor. 

4:4) In regeneration our minds are quickened and we emerge into a new world of „spiritual 

light‟ and „understanding‟ (2 Cor. 4:6) 

  Now, for the first time, the newly born Christian‟s mind is placed directly 

under the light of God‟s Knowledge, in order to, (i) grow in the knowledge of the God whom 

we never knew before, and (ii) to learn obedience to God‟s will and knowledge, both as a son 

and as a servant. Coming to grips with God‟s epistemology therefore immediately places us 

under an obligation to that epistemology. 

  But what does this „obligation‟ involve? 

 2) Knowledge under God‟s control 

   (i) Source 

   First, throughout the Christian‟s whole spiritual life, he derives his 

„knowledge of God‟ (by which I mean the entire body of Christian knowledge and experience), 

from God‟s General and Special Revelation. In our coming to know God, it is he who takes the 

initiative, - that lies at the very heart of all „Revelation.‟ God does not passively wait for us to 

discover him, for the Fall has fatally damaged any faculties of man that he could use to that 

end. God‟s epistemology is a revealed epistemology. 

   Furthermore this revealed epistemology is an act of God‟s grace; we do 

not deserve it, but God gives it to us as a favour, which is part of his redemptive mercy. Thus 

God‟s revealed epistemology is also a redemptive epistemology, flowing from God‟s Grace. 

   This revelatory epistemology entails, “ the knowledge of the Son of 

God “ and becoming “ mature, attaining to the whole measure of the fullness of Christ “ (Eph. 

4:13); “ that your love may abound more and more in knowledge and depth of insight “ of the 

things of God, Christ and the Gospel “ (Phil. 1:9f); being filled “ with the knowledge of his 

(God‟s) will, through all spiritual wisdom and understanding “ (Col. 1:9) 

   Furthermore, it entails putting “ on the new self, which is being 

renewed in knowledge in the image of its Creator “ (Col. 3:1O); also that “ Grace and peace 

(may) be yours in abundance through the knowledge of God and of Jesus our Lord “ (2 Pet. 

1:2); and that this knowledge of God may lead us to “ love one another...Everyone who loves 

has been born of God and knows God “ (1 Jn. 4:7) 

  (ii) „Illumination‟ and „Enlightenment‟ 

   This revelatory epistemology also involves what the Bible calls 

„illumination‟ or „enlightenment‟ - the work of the Holy Spirit that initially opened our hearts, 

so that we acknowledged, understood and still rightly use God‟s truth (2 Cor. 4:6; Eph. 1:18) 

   This revelatory epistemology is a Trinitarian action. The Father knows 

all and reveals truth to us by the grace of his Son through the work of the Spirit in our hearts. 

 ))(iii) This Knowledge produces Obedience 

   But - and this is important - this „revealed knowledge‟ (ie.‟revelatory 

epistemology) of God and about God is a knowledge „under God‟s control‟, in the sense that 

the very knowledge, because it has its origin in the Fountain of all Knowledge and Authority, 

„calls forth‟ an obedience on our part to the Divine Source of the Knowledge, as well as to the 

knowledge itself. 

   Knowledge of God, therefore, produces obedience, “If you love me, 

you will obey what I command...Whoever has my commands and obeys them, he is the one who 

loves me.” (Jn. 14:15,21) It is significant, and in this I suggest that Christianity is unique, that 

the „obedience‟ - in Christ‟s teaching - is linked primarily to „loving‟ him, and not to a soulless 

legalistic system. 

   The theological linkage is: 1st. Command (Christ is at the peak of this 

linkage or chain), - 2nd. Love (the Christian loves the Lawgiver) and, -3rd. Obedience (the 

Christian freely and willingly obeys the Law-giver BECAUSE he Loves Him) 

   Or, looked at from another angle. The Christian cannot obey what he 
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does not know. But his knowledge is a process of „illumination-in-sanctification‟ which has 

come to him from the Christ he loves (Christ does not share spiritual drink and food with those 

who do not love him!) And the knowledge so gained instructs the Christian what to obey. 

  (iv) The Cycle of Obedience and Knowledge 

   What is this „cycle‟? It is simply that obedience to God is like a 

doorway that leads to greater knowledge of God (personally) and about God (theologically) 

But, to complete the „cycle‟, it is equally true that the more spiritual, devotional and theological 

knowledge the Christian receives the more obedient he will become. Thus: Obedience leads to 

Christian Knowledge, and Christian Knowledge leads to Obedience. 

   (1) Obedience leads to Knowledge 

    Thus Jesus promised that if a man, “...chooses to DO God‟s 

will, he will find out whether my TEACHING comes from God...” (Jn. 7:17) The obedience- 

knowledge cycle is basically based upon the servant-Master format. The Master will only share 

more of his own mind and thinking with the servant who is increasingly subject, submissive and 

obedient to him. He will not take a disobedient servant into his confidence. 

    The same truth is laid down in Ps. 111:1O, “The FEAR of the 

Lord is the beginning of WISDOM, all who FOLLOW his precepts have GOOD 

UNDERSTANDING...”. „FEAR‟ and „FOLLOW‟ is another way of talking about obedience; 

„WISDOM‟ and „GOOD UNDERSTANDING‟ refers to knowledge. 

    We must however be clear about the ethos of „FEAR‟. With 

regard to God‟s children it must never be equalled with „terror‟. God NEVER terrorizes his 

children, as must be quite clear from Elijah‟s experience on Mount Horeb (1 Kings 19:11-13) 

Within the whole Biblical ethos „fear‟ as used in Ps. 111, means „to stand in loving awe.‟ 

   (2) Knowledge leads to Obedience 

    This is equally true, though not stressed enough, in evangelism. 

Hence Paul writes to Timothy that, “...the Lord‟s servant must not quarrel; instead...Those who 

oppose him he must gently INSTRUCT, in the hope that God will grant them REPENTANCE 

leading them to a KNOWLEDGE of the truth.” (2 Tim. 2:24f) 

    There is an important truth here relating to BOTH the practice 

and theology of evangelism. A great deal of time is spent today, in evangelistic addresses, in 

„exhorting‟ the sinner to turn to Christ. This is NOT wrong! But it is shortsighted. 

 

    There is a sense in which the convert is as strong and mature as 

the process that led up to his conversion. A poorly instructed convert will more than likely 

struggle for years in his or her spiritual life, prayer life, and relationship to God, the Church and 

other Christians. 

    And - please note - lying at the heart of his „struggling‟ 

spiritual life is the matter of „obedience.‟ And there is no way that such a Christian will move 

from „struggling‟ to „maturity‟ WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE and INSTRUCTION! 

 

 

 

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

QUESTIONS 

1. Under the heading „Justification for God‟s Normative Epistemology‟, discuss (i) 

Certainty, and (ii) the fact that Scripture Justifies itself to the Christian. 

2. Under the same heading as in 1., discuss (i) Contributory Evidence, (ii) Coherence, (iii) 

Correspondence, and (iv) Circularity in relation to God‟s Epistemology. 

3. Write an Essay on „The Christian‟s Discontinuous and Continuous Epistemology in 

relation to God‟s Knowledge‟. 

4. Outline the Christian‟s Practice of God‟s Epistemology. 
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“For the hobbits each day, each mile, was more bitter than the one before, as their strength 

lessened and the land became more evil. They met no emmies by day. At times, by night, as 

they cowered or drowsed uneasily in some hiding beside the road, they heard cries and the 

noise of many feet or the swift passing of some cruelly ridden steed. 

“But far worse than all such perils was the ever-approaching threat that beat upon them as they 

went: the dreadful menace of the Power that waited, brooding in deep thought and sleepless 

malice behind the dark veil about its Throne. Nearer and nearer...looming blacker, like the 

oncoming of a wall of night at the last end of the world.” 

  - J.R.R. Tolkien. The Lord of the Rings. Unwin, 1984, p.97O. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 I INTRODUCTION 

 ------------ 

 Item: “In his State of the Union address, Bush offered proposals that could quickly cut 

each arsenal by more than half, to roughly 4,7OO strategic warheads and bombs for the United 

States and about 4,4OO for the former Soviet Union. That is far below the levels called for by 

the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START)” (Newsweek/Feb.1O, 1992. „A Farewell to 

Arms?‟, p.1O) 

 Item: “Experts at the American Association for the Advancement of Science meeting 

here (Chicago) said computers could diagnose some diseases better than doctors and more 

accurately predict which patients would live or die. A veteran doctor might recall thousands of 

cases to make a tricky diagnosis, but a computer could scan its stored memory of millions of 

cases and in seconds make...(a)... more accurate diagnosis,...”. (Cape Times, Monday, Feb. 1O., 

1992) 

 Item: “Physicists from California‟s Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory (have) reported that 

they used...a laser to take a „snap-shot‟ of (a) chemical reaction...The reaction was clocked by 

the L.B.L. team at 2OO femtoseconds, which are millionths of a billionth of a second.” (Time, 

Dec. 3O, 1991.‟Adventures in Lilliput‟, p.58) 

 Item: “Today CNN has a staff of more that 1,7OO, a global reach of in excess of 75 

million homes and a budget that keeps growing while the three (other) U.S. broadcast networks 

cut back... the gulf war was a watershed event for CNN (ratings hit a one-day peak of 9.5, 

meaning 5.4 million homes were tuned in during an average minute,...)..” (Time, Jan.6, 1992. 

„Inside The World of CNN‟, p.19) 

 Item: “The concept of egg donation has only arisen within the last decade, as a direct 

consequence of IVF („in vitro‟ fertilisation) While the sperm donation is relatively easy for 

both donor and recipient, egg donation not only involves an operation to obtain eggs, but also 

requires much of the technology of „in vitro‟ fertilisation. This is because the eggs will have to 

be either transferred to the recipient‟s fallopian tube, or fertilised „in vitro‟, and the resulting 

pre-embryos transferred to the patient‟s uterus.” (J. Allen, Ed. Inside Science. BBC Books, 

1988, p.49) 

 --------------------------------------- 

 What do these snippets of news viz-a-viz nuclear arms, medicine, physics and 

communications have in common? 

 (1) They are all part of the world of science and technology that have come to 

characterize the latter half of the 2Oth Century and that will (DV) only accelerate in the 2lst 

Century. This technology covers everything from Archaeology to Winter Olympics. 

  A 1984 photograph from the space shuttle Challenger of a part southern Arabia 

helped to reveal ancient caravan routes, not visible on the ground, leading to the discovery of 

the ancient, lost city of Ubar, famed in antiquity for its Frankincense. (Time, Feb.17, 1992, 

p.57) 

  The new, faster Luge (used in the Winter Olympics) is built of spaceage 

materials and together with spiked gloves provide for better traction during the launch of the 

Luge, all helping to cut valuable tenths of a second off its speed. 

  In the 194O‟s I was approximately 8 years old before our family first owned a 

refrigerator, - and that was the common experience of my friends. Today, from the moment we 

step out of bed in the morning, right throughout the day and until we go to sleep at night, we are 

tightly surrounded by the marvels and discoveries and inventions and implementations of 

science and technology. 

  It is not too far-fetched to suggest that a if a man could be transported in a 

time-machine from the Middle Ages into a modern city like Johannesburg, the culture shock 

would unhinge his mind. Yet we are becoming more and more blase about the new miracles of 

technology that are finding their way into our homes almost every day. 

 (2) From the „Items‟ we also see something of the implications and problems that 

such technology raises. We learn about nuclear warfare and the terrible danger this poses to 

humanity. Is this how the world will end,- in some nuclear holocaust? Yet, the splitting of the 
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atom has also given us the blessing of nuclear energy to use in our homes and in „nuclear‟ 

medicine. 

  We hear that computers can predict when we will die. But is that not the 

prerogative of God who created us? Such computer predictions inevitably casts a shadow of 

fear over our lives. Who, we ask, is finally responsible for birth and life and death? God or a 

machine? Has life and death descended to such an impersonal level? Yet, on the other hand, in 

many areas, computers are a „Common Grace‟ blessing from God. 

  In physics we marvel at the discovery and use of laser technology, and we 

acknowledge the creative gifts and talents God has given men of science. But has the rapid 

development of science not led to increased dependence upon science and technology for ALL 

things in life? Is God, the Origin of all science and technology, not being pushed further and 

further into the background while men pride themselves upon THEIR discoveries and 

brilliance; developing a „scientific mentality‟ in which God has no place? 

  With „Communications‟ going „global‟ it also means that ideas, value-systems, 

ethical views, philosophies, religious views, etc., will also „go global.‟ The current 

epistemological (i.e. „knowledge‟) views of: materialism, moral permissiveness, humanism, 

rationalism, relativism, existentialism, eastern religions such as Zen Buddhism and the different 

aspects of the New Age „Religion‟ and philosophy, will therefore have a colossal advantage 

over ALL former epistemological, religious, and philosophical views, namely, rapid 

communication around the world! It is science and technology that has thus made it possible for 

both the Truth of Christianity and all other „non-truth‟ to disseminate so rapidly. 

  The whole question of IVF („in vitro‟ fertilisation) is a deeply sensitive one, 

touching - as it does - on a number of different ethical issues. For e.g: What is the „human‟ 

status of the egg and sperm at the moment of „conception?‟ Should it have the same rights as a 

living person? Should the „donor‟ sperm be confined to the legal father? What happens if he is 

biologically impotent? Should the child be told how it was conceived? Again, it is technology 

that has made IVF possible (thus making it an object of thanks to God), but also raising ethical 

issues (thus making it an area of concern) 

 

 ------------------------------------------ 

  In the ensuing sections we will (DV) look at some aspects of science and 

technology, as well as a Christian philosophy for the industrial scientific-technological world 

we live in. 

 ------------------------------------------ 

 

 II A NEW ERA IN WORLD CIVILIZATION 

 ------------------------------- 

  (I) A NEW ERA 

  1) A New Dawn 

   “We stand at the dawn of a new era. Before us is the most important 

decade in the history of civilization, a period of stunning technological innovation, 

unprecedented economic opportunity, surprising political reform, and great cultural 

rebirth...The 199Os present a new world view. The cold war ended in the last years of the 

198Os. The postwar period of nationalism and ideological cold war is over, and a new era of 

globalization has begun.” (J. Naisbitt and P. Aburdene. Megatrends 2OOO. Sidgwick and 

Jackson, 199O, pp.1,4) 

   In 1981 Alvin Toffler, the „futurist‟ thinker, said: 

   “A new civilization is emerging in our lives...This new civilization 

brings with it new family styles; changed ways of working, loving and living; a new economy; 

new political conflicts; and beyond all this an altered consciousness...Some speak of a looming 

Space Age, Information Age, Electronic Era, or Global Village..a „technetronic age‟ ...a 

„post-industrial society‟...the „scientific-technological revolution‟...” (A. Toffler. The Third 

Wave. Pan/Collins, 1981, p.23) 

   It is, I think, generally agreed, that in the West, as well as Europe, large 

parts of Asia, what is now called the „Pacific Rim‟ (Eastern and Far Eastern countries) and in 

Australasia, there has been a turning point in World Civilization. What is called „New 
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Megatrends‟ are being discerned. 

   These involve such suggested areas as: the global economy, a 

renaissance in the arts, far-reaching social and moral upheavals, the emergence of „free-market‟ 

forces, the privatization of the Welfare State, the rise of the Pacific Rim, unprecedented 

political changes (i.e. the demise of the former U.S.S.R.), as well as changes in many other 

areas. 

   What we want to specifically concentrate on is the growth, impact and 

implications related to science and technology. Why? 

   For one reason, because theoretical thinking and practical 

implementation of science and technology unquestionably HAS and IS HAVING a global 

impact. Thus, for example, „cultures‟ (in the artistic sense) and „languages‟ may remain 

virtually unaltered in America, Sweden, Germany and Japan. But when it comes to science and 

technology they are ALL dealing with the SAME Creation and creative forces set in motion by 

God. 

   A (note) possible historical division may run as follows. 

   First, a Pre-Industrial period running from about 8,OOO B.C. to around 

about 175O-18OO A.D. 

   Second, an incubation period of very vigorous technological movement 

between 1815-183O, which laid the foundation of the Industrial era. This is the historian Paul 

Johnson‟s claim in his most recent book. Of this period he says: 

   “I present the fifteen years 1815-3O as those during which the matrix 

of the modern world was largely formed...It is true that modernity was conceived in the 178Os. 

But the actual birth, delayed by the long, destructive gestation period formed by the Napoleonic 

Wars, could begin in full measure only when peace came and the immense new resources in 

finance, management, science and technology which were now available could be put to 

constructive purposes.” (P. Johnson. The Birth of the Modern. World Society 1815-183O. 

Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1991, p.xvii) 

   This period, for example saw the beginnings of Communications on an 

international level, the beginning of steam power, the theory of flight, and many other 

technological beginnings.(Johnson, ibid., pp.165f, 188f and 198f) 

   The incubation period (1815-3O) led into the Industrial Period, which 

lasted, according to Alvin Toffler, until about 1955 (Toffler, op.cit. p.28) 

   What Toffler calls „The Third Wave‟ - our scientific and technological 

era - began about 1955, and today is in full flood. 

  2) Definitions 

   Before we continue it might be wise to gain some clarity about the use 

of the words „Science‟ and „Technology‟. How can we define them? 

   (1) We begin with „Science.‟ The uniqueness of science lies in the 

fact that: 

    “It is a systematic and coherent organization of 

knowledge..(mostly of the natural world of matter)..built up from generation to generation; it is 

objective (knowledge), not subjective; it can at any time be put to the test (empirically) 

anywhere in the world.” (T.I. Williams, Ed., Science. Invention and Discovery in the 2Oth 

Century. Harrap, 199O, p.8) 

    We owe the word „scientist‟ to William Whewell, Master of 

Trinity College, Cambridge: “ We very much need a name to describe a cultivator of science in 

general. I should incline to call him a Scientist.” (Williams, ibid., p.9) 

    The French similarly signalled a change of direction; their 

„savants‟ became known as „hommes de science.‟ Likewise, the „Wissenschaftler‟ appeared in 

Germany, although his interests and field of research was somewhat wider than his counterparts 

in Britain and France. 

    By 19OO four main strands of scientific investigation had 

emerged: Chemistry, Physics, Biology and Geology. As the 2Oth Century progressed, however, 

a divergence into more and more specialized fields became pronounced, so much so that 

specialists in a major field could no longer understand each other clearly. 

    Chemistry, for example, was divided into inorganic and 
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physical chemistry, while research branched out into, inter alia, plastics, sulfonamide drugs, 

polyamide (nylon) and polyester (terylene) fibres, polythene, the laser, the transistor, 

agrochemicals, astronomy, electrodynamics, geophysics, jet propulsion, bacteriology, radar, 

telecommunications, meteorology, semiconductors, - and many other areas. 

   (2) But what then is „Technology?‟ 

    “The technology concerns itself with turning the acquired 

(scientific) knowledge to a practical industrial end, whether it be a new chemical process or a 

new or improved machine. This is a matter for specialist engineers - mechanical, electrical, 

civil and chemical.” (Williams, ibid., p.8) 

    At its simplest and most basic level „science‟ consists of 

academic theories and empirical, scientific experiments, while „technology‟ is putting that 

knowledge to practical use in factories, industries and homes. 

    Thus Marconi, the pioneer of practical radio communication at 

the turn of the century, was directly inspired by the scientific experiments of Heinrich Hertz. 

And, nearly half a century later, the vast Manhattan Project - which produced the first useable 

atomic bombs - stemmed directly from the published accounts of academic experiments in 

atomic physics. 

 (II) FACTORS WHICH HAVE MADE THIS POSSIBLE 

  What are some of the factors that have made possible the incredible advances 

in science and technology, especially over the last few decades? The following is a very brief, 

suggestive, but not complete, list. Space hinders any more extensive discussion of such 

„Factors.‟ 

  1) Peace, not War 

   If we leave aside the upheavals in some of the previous countries in 

what was the USSR, as well as the unrest in some of the former Eastern Block countries, we 

arrive at the startling fact that Europe has been at peace for over 45 years now - longer than at 

any other time in its history! 

   Again, with the exception of the remarkably short Gulf War, there has 

been no war between the majority of the world‟s approximately forty richest countries since 

1945. 

   Furthermore in countries like the USA, the UK, France, Germany and 

Japan - all major league players in the development of science and technology - there has, 

generally speaking, been internal peace and stability. The USA had its race riots and protest 

movements in the 6Os, the UK has suffered from strikes, France had its student demos in the 

late 6Os, Japan had its „Red Army‟ factions, etc.but looked at in the OVERALL, these 

countries have had decades of stability, - all of which was highly conducive to scientific and 

technological development. 

  2) English as a Universal language 

   One of the single most important factors in the development and 

acceleration of science and technology has been the fact that English has been their universal 

language. Language is a great agent in homogenization. Wherever International Symposia have 

gathered, whether in the field of medicine, physics, astrophysics, geography, metallurgy, space 

travel, genetics, etc., the „frequency‟ used for communication is invariably English. 

   Consider the following. 

   + Today there are about 1 billion English speakers in the worlds. By 

the year 2OOO that figure is likely to) exceed 1.5 billion. 

   + In 89 countries English is either a common second language or 

widely studied. 

   + There are 13OO English-language schools in Tokyo, with 

approximately 1OO new schools opening every year. 

   + Six of the largest broadcasters - CBS, NBC, ABC, the BBC, the CBC 

(Canadian Broadcasting Corporation) and now CNN - reach a potential audience of 

approximately 55O million, of which a sizeable proportion is international. 

   + More than 8O% of all information stored in the more than 1OO 

million computers around the world is in English. 

   + Today more that 8O% of all scientific papers are published first in 
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English. 

   + English is the „lingua franca‟ commonly used by scientists of ALL 

nations when communicating with scientists of other countries. 

  3) The Unique role of California 

   Time, Jan.27, 1992 had as its leading article the „arrival‟ of the 

so-called „Pacific Rim‟ countries as a leading „block‟ of nations. These countries include China, 

Taiwan, South Korea, Japan, Australia and New Zealand, all leaders in the fields of science and 

technology. 

   What is significant is the view of Naisbitt/Aburdene: 

   “For all practical purposes California is a Pacific Rim „country‟, not a 

state...California is the leading US exporter of both manufactured and agricultural goods and is 

a LEADER in aerospace, defense, tourism, construction and high technology....One-third of 

America‟s high-tech companies are in California, as are about one-third of its biotech firms...” 

   “California has more scientists and engineers than the next two most 

scientifically peopled American states combined...A quarter of a million LA (Los Angeles) 

businesses employ some 6.5 million people, the greatest concentration of mathematicians, 

scientists, engineers and skilled technicians in the country (i.e. the USA)” (Naisbitt/Aburdene, 

op.cit., pp.182-183) 

   California‟s relationship with Japan (one of the world‟s leaders in 

science and technology) is particularly significant. California is a veritable mecca for Japanese 

interests. 

   There are more than 75O subsidiaries of Japanese firms and 9 Japanese 

-affiliated banks whose assets total more than $1O billion. More than 4O% of total Japanese 

investment in the USA is in California. Eight of Japan‟s largest car companies have their 

headquarters in the LA area. 

   California is Japan‟s largest trading partner next to the US itself - $41.5 

billion in 1987. A significantly large amount of this trading, if not the largest, is built directly or 

indirectly around the twin pillars of science and technology. 

  4) A New International Network of Communications 

   There was a time when scientists from different nations had little 

contact with each other. They had to take the trouble of travelling, sometimes long distances, to 

attend and International Symposium. Or they had to wait for years before an eminent man 

published a book on his work. There were few international science, engineering or 

technological magazines. In other words, poor communication retarded progress. Today all that 

has changed. 

   There is currently in progress the linking up - on a global basis - of 

both personal and work computers. The result is that in an increasing and accelerating manner 

American scientists can „talk‟ directly via PCs to German, British, French, Japanese or 

Australian scientists. Indeed, provided they use the same Program a number of men and women 

can be discussing a common problem, all at the same time, even though they are separated by 

1OOOs of kilometers. It is tantamount to having a Macroscopic-cum-International Symposium 

without moving from your office or desk or laboratory. 

   The same is true of the development of mobile cellular telephone 

technology that will link individuals in different countries)‟directly‟, ie.without going through 

the national network system of the particular country they are in. Telephones can also be linked 

up in „clusters‟ so that a number of scientists, who know each other and are working on the 

same problem, can spend a hour or more in „mutual‟ discussion. 

   Another modern „miracle‟ that is accelerating the speed of scientific 

and technological development is the „Fax Machine.‟ 

   “„Why pay $14 and absolutely, positively wait until tomorrow when 

you can fax it in seconds?‟ asks Bill McCue of Public Fax Inc.” (Naisbitt/Aburdene, ibid., 

p.282) 

   Indeed, why? With fax machines spreading throughout the civilized 

world like rice growing in a Chinese rice-field, scientists can exchange articles, blueprints, 

intricate mathematical and physics problems, chemical equations, drawings of proposed 

medical or genetic machines, in fact ANY kind of information INSTANTLY! And receive 
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answers as quickly as they are ready! 

 

III DIMENSIONS IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

 ------------------------------------ 

 The „Dimensions‟ or areas of science and technology that we could investigate are 

virtually endless; it would be quite impossible to look at each one individually. The choice has 

fallen on a few which those who research future trends suggest may become - if they not 

already are - major focal points of development. 

 It is important to keep in mind that we are not simply studying this subject in order to 

be better informed (although that is perfectly correct in and of itself), but so that we may be 

able to INTELLIGENTLY and BIBLICALLY suggest a „Christian Philosophy‟ with which to 

approach the scientific and technological world in which we live. We cannot do that if we 

remain ignorant. 

 The Moral and Ethical implications - from a Christian perspective - will follow (DV) in 

the next Chapter. 

 Here then are a few such „Dimensions‟ that in most cases are already - and will more 

than likely increasingly become - areas of research and practical development. Of necessity I 

have had to lean heavily on others for information. 

  (I) ELECTRONICS 

  1) Magnitude 

   In 1981, Alvin Toffler was „prophesying‟ that electronics and 

computers were poised to become a major growth industry. His prophecy has come true in a 

seemingly endless number of ways. Multiplicitly is the name of the game. 

 

   Electronics encompassed and encompasses: transistors, laser 

experimentation, computers, calculators, magnetic recordings, microprocessors, 

semiconductors, the famous silicon „chip‟, thermionic tubes or valves, particle research, etc. 

Electronics form the functional heart and core of: computerization, satellites, radio, television, 

astronomy, radio astronomy, the US Space Shuttles, rocket engines, radar, thermonuclear 

weapons, „smart‟ bombs, modern aircraft, ships, submarines, micro-ovens and all forms of 

telecommunications, - plus a vast host of other devices. (Computers will be considered 

separately) 

  2) One Example: The Transistor 

   During the 193Os, at the Bell Telephone Laboratories in the USA, 

W.H. Brattain began detailed studies of the properties of semiconductors; that is, materials that 

have an electrical resistance between that of conductors (low resistance) and insulators (high 

resistance) 

   After WW II, Brattain and J. Bardeen discovered that with two 

contacts on a piece of germanium, they could control the current flowing through the 

semiconductor. In 1947 they demonstrated that their device could also act as an amplifier; its 

behaviour depended on regions devoid of electrons forming in the surface layer of the 

semiconductor, beneath the contacts. 

   “Because the device worked by transferring current across a resistor 

they called it a transistor....(i.e. „trans‟ = „over‟ a resistor)” (Williams, ibid., p.128) 

   This was one of the greatest „breakthroughs‟ in the history of scientific 

experimentation and discovery. The versatility and miniaturization made possible by the 

transistor were literally phenomenal and gave rise to a new multibillion dollar industry for the 

manufacture of silicon chips. It ranks as one of the most important inventions of all time. 

  3) High-Tech Novels 

   It is very interesting and significant to note the vast quantities of 

„high-tech‟ novels (Tom Clancy, Dale Brown, Larry Collins, Craig Thomas - of „Firefox‟ fame) 

and „science-fiction‟ novels (Isaac Asimov, Frank Herbert, Ray Bradbury, Brian Aldiss) that 

are being written and devoured by millions of people. Many of these books are extremely 

detailed in their „technical‟ descriptions; yet they are still read. 

   This, I suggest, is an indication of the fact that technical scientific 

knowledge has both increased and is understood by a much larger section of the population 



 41 

than was conceivable 5O years ago. „Science-Fiction‟ literature has become a literary genre in 

its own right; something very difficult to achieve. 

 

   Much the same can be said of the public‟s fascination with „high-tech‟ 

and „science-fiction‟ films, such as: THX-1138 (1971); 2OO1:A Space Odyssey (1968); and the 

„Star Wars‟ trilogy (1977 onwards), as well as the continuing fascination (for almost 3 decades) 

with the „Star-Trek‟ television series. 

   Here, for example, is an extract from a „high-tech‟ novel, which centres 

in futuristic fighter aircraft. The discussion takes plan between a researcher Alan Carmichael 

and a pilot, Ken James (who in reality is a Russian spy, Maraklov) Carmichael is explaining: 

   “Cheetah makes extensive use of multi-function computer screens, 

voice-recognition and artificial intelligence, as well as high-manoeuvrability technology...Well, 

we‟ve been working on the NEXT generation of fighters after Cheetah, things like 

forward-swept-wing technology, hyperstart engines, super-conducting radar. But the most 

fascinating aspect of the new generation of fighters will be ANTARES - that‟s an acronym for 

Advanced Neural Transfer and Response...” 

   “Inwardly, Maraklov was tingling with excitement...They were actually 

working on THOUGHT-CONTROLLED AIRCRAFT...?” (Dale Brown. Day of the Cheetah. 

Grafton, 199O, p.51) 

 (II) THE SPACE AGE 

  1) Potted History 

   A conspicuous feature of modern science has been the speed with 

which the impossible has become an everyday occurrence and the pundits consequently 

confounded. Thus, for example: 

   “When the newly appointed British „astronomer royal‟ arrived in 

England from South Africa in 1956 and the press invited his opinion on space travel, he 

described it as „bunkum.‟ “ (Williams, ibid., p.168. Williams does not name him, - perhaps for 

ethical reasons.) 

   Only 5 years later the Soviets put Yuri Gagarin into orbit in Sputnik I, 

and 13 years later Neil Armstrong and Edwin Aldrin set foot on the moon! (So much for the 

so-called prophetic „bunkum‟!) 

   It is also not without significance (since it demonstrates again the 

terrific acceleration of science and technology in the last few decades), that the Moon landing 

was watched by an estimated 6OO million viewers on TV, the latter a public service itself 

barely 3O years old! By the early 198Os (less than 3O years after the Astronomer Royal‟s 

authoritarian, but ignorant „bunkum‟), more than 1OO people had already ventured into space! 

 

   August 1977 saw the beginning of a new era in space travel, with the 

advent of the US Space Transportation System (STS), better known to us as the „Space 

Shuttle.‟ It took ten years to develop and cost about $7 billion to get off the ground. Although, 

sadly, the Shuttle suffered a severe setback with the „Challenger‟ explosion in Jan., 1986 

(flights were suspended for 3 years), the program is back on course with regularly scheduled 

flights. It is estimated that a single Shuttle craft can be recycled up to approximately 1OO 

times. 

   Finally there have been the „Space Probes‟, by Mariner 1O of Mercury 

and Venus in 1974, the Soviet spacecraft Venera 9 and 1O which actually landed on Venus in 

1975; the US Vikings 1 and 2 that orbited Mars in 1976 and whose „landers‟ touched down 

safely on the planet itself, and Voyager 2, in the 198Os, which flew past Jupiter, Saturn, 

Uranus, and Neptune (August 24, 1989) before heading off towards Sirius, 8.7 million light 

years from Earth. 

   The pictures sent back to Earth from these probing spacecraft (the 

radio signals from Neptune took more than 4 hours to reach Earth, even at the speed of light, - 

3OO million km.per second), has forever changed many of the views scientists had about outer 

space and the different planets. 

  2) Technological Implications 

   As a result of all this research „space manufacturing‟ has become a hot 
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topic of discussion amongst scientists and industrialists. 

   According to „Business Week‟: 

   “Another group of industries only now is beginning to understand 

what...(a space orbiter)..may mean to them - manufacturers and processors whose products 

range from semi-conductors to medicine...Many high-technology materials require delicate, 

controlled handling, and the force of gravity can be a nuisance...” 

   “In space, there is no gravity to worry about, no need for containers, 

and no problem with handling poisons or highly reactive substances. And there is a limitless 

supply of vacuum, as well as superhigh and super-low temperatures.” (Toffler, op.cit., p.153) 

  3) The Future 

   Brian Stableford and David Langford have sketched some of the future 

possibilities in the „coming‟ Space Age, trying to project decades into the future. For example 

they project a floating „Spacelab‟ of the year, approximately, 235O AD. 

   “Spacelab grew by slow and painful accretion...until it was a large 

industrial complex in free fall. Up there, many valuable materials could be uniquely produced, 

from the semi-infinite „whiskers‟ of pure crystalline iron and carbon which revolutionized the 

science of materials, to...rare alloys...” 

   “Among these were was Dvorek‟s neutron sink which until the 235Os 

was essential in fusion cells, and was the mainstay of orbital trade from the twenty-second to 

the twenty-fifth century, but could only be prepared in zero gravity...” (B. Stableford and D. 

Langford. The Third Millennium. A History of the World: A.D.2OOO-3OOO. Paladin/Grafton, 

1988, p.165) 

   They go on to discuss: Settlements on the Moon, Lunar government, 

The greening of the Moon (all around 23OO onwards), the Great meteor disaster that struck the 

Moon in 2321, Space Colonies, Colonies on Mars (the 24th Century), and many other 

„futuristic‟ possibilities in outer space, even beyond Mars. 

   Leaving aside the cost factor for the moment, does all this seem to be 

the result of merely heated imaginations? Then it would be salutory to remember the 

Astronomer Royal‟s „bunkum‟ about space travel, - only 5 years before Sputnik I. 

))(III) THE BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES 

  1) Major Advances: One Example 

   “In science it is very rare indeed for a discovery to be made which 

suddenly opens up new prospects...One such change can be clearly seen in the biological 

sciences around 196O, when, following the discovery of the structure of DNA, molecular 

biology came decidedly into the ascendant.” (Williams, op.cit., p.174) 

   In 1961 Sydney Brenner and Francis Crick firmly established the 

nature of the genetic code which determines the inheritance of natural characteristics. 

   They showed that the double helix structure of DNA (deoxyribonucleic 

acid), consists of a sequence of amino acids and nitrogenous bases and that it is the precise 

nature of this sequence - the genetic code - that controls the synthesis of proteins. In 1968 J.D. 

Watson, who had collaborated with Watson in research since 1953, interpreted their new 

discoveries to a general readership in his book „The Double Helix.‟ 

   At the time it was assumed that the sequence DNA-RNA-protein was a 

one-way system. In 197O, the American virologist David Baltimore showed that „reverse 

transcription‟ is possible, ie.RNA can be transcribed into DNA. The enzyme responsible is 

known as „reverse transcriptase.‟ 

   Finally, in 1973, Herbert Boyer developed the technique of 

recombinant DNA. He discovered that an active DNA can be created by splicing together 

fragments of different DNAs (plasmids) 

   This new variety of DNA could then be introduced into a 

microorganism known as „Escherichia coli‟ (popularly known as „E.coli‟), which then acquired 

synthetic powers derived from both plasmids. In this way the E.coli could be made to 

synthesize valuable biological products, eg. insulin. This was the foundation of what became 

known as biotechnology. 

  2) Eugenics Revisited 

   We have already seen that the deciphering of the genetic code - with its 
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instructions for building, running, and reproducing bodies - may well prove to be the greatest 

scientific achievement in this century. The practical, biotechnological consequences are already 

being felt, especially in such fields as agriculture and medicine. 

   A human‟s „genome‟ (all the genes taken together) contains from 

5O,OOO to 1OO,OOO genes, all stored on 23 pairs of chromosomes. What is important from a 

biotechnological point of view (and which has significant ethical and moral implications), is 

that once a gene is located, it can, for example, be copied, - that is, „cloned.‟ 

   “Cloned genes are loaded with information. They can tell scientists 

how to spot carriers of genetic diseases, diagnose genetic abnormalities, and even identify a 

person‟s predisposition for some diseases.” (Naisbitt/Aburdene, op.cit., p.235) 

   One of the basic pre-foundations to biotechnology is the mapping of 

the human genome. This was given a boost in Oct.1988, when Dr. James D. Watson (already 

mentioned) agreed to help organize a US-funded project to do just that. The objective of the 

genome project is to map and chemically to define all human genes. It is projected that this task 

will take at least 15 years and billions of US dollars. 

   The consequences are expected to be far-reaching. 

   For example, parents could arrange to have their own embryos, or their 

children‟s, „programmed‟ with „genetically designed‟ customized packages that ensure the 

correction of any genetic defects or that their children will all be six feet tall, blond, with blue 

eyes. 

   With this in mind, it would theoretically be possible to „programme‟ 

whole families or - in the wrong hands - a whole community (a sort biotechnological extension 

of the scenario in the film „The Stepford Wives‟, in which the men in a small community, by 

mutual consent and the help of a powerful drug, „programme‟ all the wives to all act in a 

parallel, similar manner; the wives, naturally, get their revenge!) 

   A rather ominous preview of this took place on 13 April, 1988, when: 

   “...the US Patent and Trademark Office issued to Havard University 

...Patent No. 4,736,866, the world‟s first patent for a higher form of life, a mouse created 

through genetic manipulation. Dr. Philip Leder, a geneticist, and Dr. Timothy A. Stewart, a 

senior scientist at Genentech, Inc., had succeeded in isolating a gene that causes cancer in 

humans and other mammals and had injected it into fertilized mouse eggs. This new mouse (at 

the time of writing) is now being supplied to laboratories around the country for 

experimentation.” (Naisbitt/Aburdene,ibid, p.238) 

  3) Business and Biotech 

   Biotechnology is becoming big business! In the US over 4OO 

biotechnology companies and 77 other corporations have „significant investments‟ in 

biotechnology. During 1987 the US private sector spent approximately $2 billion on research 

and development. Federal AND private spending exceeded $4.5 billion. Biotech sales exceeded 

$1 billion. 

   Biotechnology is a magic word in Japan. In 1987 Mitsubishi Chemical 

Industries, Ltd., had a $233 million research and development budget - 4O% of that budget was 

devoted to biotechnology! 

   Japanese scientists are trying to automate the job of reading the human 

genetic blueprint. Since launching the project in 1981, Japan‟s Science and Technology Agency 

has given 766 million Yen ($5.8 million) to five companies, including Seiko (watches) and Fuji 

(films), to design machines that automatically decipher DNA. The mere fact that Seiko and Fuji 

are diversifying by going into biotechnology suggests that they see a very bright future in it. 

  4) What about the future? 

   Here too Stableford and Langford have put their minds to work. Some 

of their „possibilities‟ include: 

   (1) A breakthrough toward increased human lifespan. Their 

scenario is set in the year 2359 A.D. when, 

    “Hardly anyone noticed...an obscure Chinese biotechnologist, 

working in a laboratory at the University of Lanzhou...(producing)..a variant of the technique 

pioneered by Firdaussi and Naishapur which increased the factor of lifespan-extension to a 

1,OOO.” (Stableford and Langford, op.cit., p.196) 
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    The technique is first used on animals, and then on humans 

with dramatic promise of ultra-longevity. 

 

   (2) The first artificial human. By the 23rd Century scientists were 

at last able to put together a „mechanical package‟ of the same size and complexity as the 

human brain. However, duplicating its organization and functions was still far from perfect. 

    Between 2241 A.D. and the end of the century several 

universities throughout the world produced what were popularly known as „talking heads.‟ 

Many exhibited astonishing abilities, claiming self-awareness and the ability to feel emotions; 

yet they all failed to be entirely convincing as a „human analogue.‟ 

    The first convincing human analogue was built at Columbia 

University in the year 231O; the first „sentient‟ human „analogue-android‟ to become 

internationally known and accepted. The Americans decided to call him „Mac‟. He made his 

media debut in 2321 A.D. The Russians followed 18 months later with their own version of 

biomechanical intelligence in a humanoid form, called „Lev.‟ In 2324 A.D.the Japanese 

produced „Ito‟, complete with tinted skin and plastoid eyes. 

   (3) Artificial wombs. Technology, so Stableford and Langford 

„predict‟, will have advanced so far by approximately 222O A.D.that biotechnical engineering 

will lead to the use of ectogenic (ie.literally „outside‟ the uterus or womb) techniques in 

„hatcheries‟ in animal husbandry. By that time it was well known that embryos in artificial 

wombs could be provided with ideal conditions much more easily than those in natural wombs. 

    “Randleson argued that human foetuses would benefit just as 

much from ectogenetic rearing as animal foetuses. And there was a substantial minority of 

women who were attracted to the idea of having their children develop in high-technology 

splendour instead of carrying them inside their bodies.” (Stableford/Langford, ibid., p.2O5) 

    The first ectogenetic human baby was born in 2227 A.D. 

Gynaecologists were quick to exploit the precedent; 

    “...it was not difficult to find good medical reasons for advising 

mothers to surrender their babies to plastic wombs, and many were easily persuaded. 

Ninety-two ectogenic pregnancies were successfully completed by the end of 2228 A.D., 

although the matter remained clouded by controversy and a degree of superstitious dread.” 

(Stableford/ Langford, ibid., p.2O5) 

    (Note: It is perhaps important to note that the prediction of 

ectogenetic biotechnological engineering is NOT the same as, what is termed in medical 

circles, „Ectopic Gestation.‟ 

    „Ectopic gestation‟ occurs when the fertilised ovum embeds 

outside the normal woman‟s uterus, and is known as ectopic or extra-uterine pregnancy. Most 

commonly the fertilisation is tubal, but it may occasionally be abdominal and very rarely 

ovarian. It is thus an „abnormal‟ pregnancy. (M.F. Myles. Textbook for Midwives. Churchill 

Livingstone, ELBS Edition of Ninth Edition, 1981, p.172) 

    „Ectogenetic gestation‟ would, so it seems, occur when (i) the 

fertilisation process takes place in an artificial womb, outside the mother, or (ii) if the embryo 

is removed from the mother and then „raised‟ in an artificial womb. There is no „inherent‟ 

biological malfunction as in an ectopic pregnancy.) 

 

 

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

QUESTIONS 

1. Write (i) an „Introduction‟ similar to the Introduction of this Chapter, BUT using your 

own examples, and (ii) Outline the so-called „New Era in World Civilization‟, giving 

definitions of „Science‟ and „Technology.‟ 

2. Outline the „Factors‟ that has made this scientific and technological advance possible. 

3. Under the heading „Dimensions in Science and Technology‟, outline the present and 

„possible future‟ developments in (i) Electronics, and (ii) The Space Age. 
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4. Under the same heading as mentioned in the 3rd Question, outline the present and 

„possible future‟ developments in The Biological Sciences. 
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“Here the swaying Pendulum is flanked by the nightmare of a deranged entomologist - chelae, 

mandibles, antennae, proglottides, and wigs - a cemetery of mechanical corpses that look as if 

they might all start working again at any moment - magnetos, monophase transformers, 

turbines, converters, steam engines, dynamos...Take heart, I said to myself:...ask the help of 

Science.” (Umberto Eco. Foucault‟s Pendulum. Picador, 1989, pp.8-9) 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 I COMMON GRACE GRATITUDE 

 ---------------------- 

 1) Introduction 

  In our previous Chapter we looked, all too briefly, at some aspects of the world 

of Science and Technology. But how is the Christian to view this „world?‟ Let me again, at the 
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outset, say that it is quite impossible to cover THIS aspect of our examination exhaustively. 

Consequently, we can only touch on certain main - but important - views, issues and attitudes 

that we suggest the Christian should adopt in fitting „science‟ and „technology‟ into his World 

View. 

  I would therefore like to start on a positive note. All too often, so it seems, 

Christians view science and scientific technology in a negative light; as the great „enemy‟ of the 

Christian. And immediately the theory of the biological „Evolution‟ from primate to human 

man, is flourished in our faces, as an example of the anti-Christian nature of science. 

  I do not accept the theory (!) of Evolution, and it must be acknowledged that no 

scientific field is perfect. Those who view science as an impregnable castle or as infallible 

suffer from myosis. If there is space we will look at examples of such imperfection. 

  BUT, having given that warning it is equally wrong to go to the other extreme 

of condemning science outright. After all, palaeoanthropology (which falls into the study of 

„Evolution‟) is only one part of a vast array of „sciences‟, which, if you will forgive my 

boldness, finds it origin of „knowledge‟ in God himself! 

  For these Chapters I came (unless I have seriously misunderstood the 

gentlemen), across what seemed to me an excessive, exaggerated and very negative illustration 

of just such an example of dismissing science outright, as anti-Christian. It is a book on the 

philosophy of science from a „Christian‟ perspective. 

  What must we make of statements such as these? 

  “That is to say, ALL scientific laws are based on FALLACIOUS arguments.”... 

“Science is ALWAYS FALSE, but often useful.” (Gordon H. Clark. The Philosophy of Science 

and Belief in God. The Trinity Foundation, Second Edition, 1987, pp.xi and 113. The first 

quote is from the Foreward by J.W. Robbins; the second from Gordon Clark himself) 

  Perhaps I am doing the two men an injustice by not minutely putting the 

statements into their „context‟ for you. I am not, however, convinced that it would substantially 

alter the interpretation of such dogmatic, gung-ho statements. Why not? 

  The statements are (i) not ambiguous or couched in a careful, suggestive, 

thought-provoking manner, as befits the gravity of the subject („ALL scientific laws‟) There is, 

particularly with the first quote, no cautious, qualifying clause. It seems to me to be, what one 

might term, a „summarising sentence‟, ie.a sentence which summarises and concludes a 

previous argument. As such it seems dogmatic and final, and not open to any other 

interpretation than its blunt message. 

  The second quote, (ii), is equally dogmatic. It is, in fact, the final „summary 

sentence‟ of the book! Once again, there is no qualifying clause; only a blunt, unambiguous 

statement, ie.‟Science is ALWAYS FALSE...‟. 

  If there is any modifying position in the previous section of the book, then why 

end on such a pointed, decisive manner? Surely we must take a man‟s words at their face value, 

and if he intends differently then it is up to him to say so. The second quotation, furthermore, so 

I would suggest, is really self-destructive. One question will make my point: “How can 

anything „FALSE‟ be „USEFUL‟? “ 

  I do not believe that such statements are helpful, fair, balanced or of any help to 

Christians struggling with the problem of „Science versus Christianity.‟ Must we REALLY 

believe that ALL the science practised in chemistry, biology, medicine, physics, mathematics, 

geography, meteorology, metallurgy, electronics - you name it - is ALL FALSE AND 

FALLACIOUS? And if that was „not meant‟, then the dogmaticism is highly misleading and 

unhelpful! 

 2) Definition of Common Grace 

  It is important to distinguish between „Special Grace‟ and „Common Grace.‟ 

The first is applicable to the realm of salvation and redemption; it concerns the individual 

sinner coming to repentance and faith in Christ, - it is unique, individualized, and „special.‟ The 

second is all the „general‟ blessings God pours out upon all mankind, - it is „common‟ (ie.not in 

the sense of mediocre!) to everyone on planet Earth. 

  “...He (God) causes his SUN to rise on the evil (men and women) and the good 

(the men and women „justified and righteous in Christ‟), and sends RAIN on the righteous 

AND the unrighteous.” (Matt. 5:45) 
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  Perhaps a little more on the subject will clarify „Common Grace‟. There are 

two essential characteristics to note. 

 

  (1) Restraint 

   Discussing Abraham Kuyper‟s doctrine of common grace as outlined 

in Kuyper‟s „De Gemene Gratie‟, Cornelius Van Til says of Kuyper‟s thinking on this subject: 

   “In the first volume he speaks of the essence of common grace as being 

a certain restraint of God upon the process of the sinful development of history...‟ ...common 

grace...keeps down but does not quench (sin) It tames, but does not change the nature. It keeps 

back and holds the leash,...It trims the wild shoots, but does not trim the root ...It leaves the 

inner impulse of the „ego‟ of man to its wickedness.It is a limiting, a restraining, a hindering 

power, which brakes and brings to a standstill.‟ I, p.251.” (C. Van Til. Common Grace and the 

Gospel. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1974, pp.15-16) 

   This, I think, is clear enough. The „restraint‟ aspect of common grace is 

that gracious action of God by which he restrains and hinders the possible unhindered 

sinfulness of man to go completely out of control. 

   IF God, like the Deists suggest, simply set man going, and thereafter 

totally withdrew and allowed man‟s sinful nature to „express‟ itself as fully as he, the sinner, 

would like, then sin would increase so rapidly and alarmingly, that the words of Gen. 6:5 would 

become a literal, total, never-ending scenario: “The Lord saw how great man‟s wickedness on 

the earth had become, and that EVERY inclination of the thoughts of his heart was ONLY evil 

ALL THE TIME.” Civilized life would - as in some futuristic science-fiction films and novels - 

cease. 

   But God restrains and hinders this powerful „gravitational‟ pull of 

man‟s sinful nature to spin totally out of control. 

   Let me, by way of illustration, point to an interesting and perhaps very 

significant fact. The first atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima on the 6th August, 1945; the 

second, a few days later, on Nagasaki. Since that time there has been a veritable mushrooming 

of thermonuclear devices in the USA, the now defunct USSR, the UK, France, etc. 

   There is very strong evidence that Israel was prepared to use nuclear 

weapons in its various Arab-Israeli Wars if their position became untenable. The Cuban Missile 

crises during the presidency of John F. Kennedy was another brush with an atomic holocaust. 

   YET - in nearly half-a-century - with thousands of weapons in different 

parts of the world (nuclear- carrying submarines could be anywhere!) only a button or switch 

away from a miscalculation, a misunderstood command, a malfunction in the chain of 

commands, etc., NOT ONE other nuclear weapon has been detonated in anger! 

   Given man‟s desperate sinfulness, given the very real hostility of 

nations, given the wars that have taken place, I would suggest that this is nothing short of a 

miracle: perhaps a „common grace‟ miracle in which God, in his kindness to mankind at large, 

has literally restrained the fingers of hundreds, perhaps thousands of men, who might have, 

accidently, pushed the wrong button or flicked the wrong switch!? 

  (2) Common Blessings 

   The second characteristic concerns the generosity of God towards ALL 

mankind by pouring out upon them many blessings, many of which are not, technically 

speaking, „spiritual‟, but scientific and technological. Let John Calvin sum it up with his usual 

lucidity: 

   “Moreover, let us not forget that there are most excellent blessings 

which the Divine (Holy) Spirit dispenses TO WHOM HE WILL for the COMMON BENEFIT 

OF MANKIND...the Lord has been pleased to assist us by the work and ministry of the 

UNGODLY in PHYSICS, DIALECTICS, MATHEMATICS, and OTHER similar 

SCIENCES,...let us avail ourselves of (them), lest by neglecting the GIFTS OF GOD 

spontaneously offered to us, we be justly punished for our sloth...” (J. Calvin. Institutes of the 

Christian Religion. Volume One. James Clarke, 1957, Book II, 16, pp.236-237) 

   Calvin adds a significant point here, namely, that God gives these gifts 

and blessing in the expectation that they be USED! “...Physics, Dialectics, Mathematics, and 

other similar Sciences...”, are not given to be admired, but to be vigorously and energetically 
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UTILIZED, “..for the common benefit of mankind.” 

   A classic example of so „using‟ your gifts and talents is the life and 

work of Thomas Alva Edison (1847-1931), who, to the best of my knowledge never professed 

to being a „born-again‟ Christian.He nevertheless made full use of his prolific and prodigious 

talents, being a major contributor to the development of the cinema camera and a vast array of 

other electronics devices, taking out well over 1,OOO patents on his inventions. 

  3) Modern Examples 

   How can we see God‟s „Common Grace‟ both in „action‟ today, and as 

a „possibility‟ in cases of need? 

   (1) The Micro-Chip in Computers 

    This first contribution is from Sir Fred Catherwood (of whom 

we will hear again) Educated at Cambridge, he is a thorough-going Evangelical Christian, who 

has been, inter alia, MD of the British Alumiium Co., Ltd., Director-General in the UK of the 

National Economic Development Council, and Member of the European Parliament. He speaks 

therefore with considerable experience. He gives a number of examples of which we will take 

the second. 

    “My second example is a Midlands tube plant where the 

computer sorts out daily orders...allocates them to machines,...compares them with existing 

orders on those machines, and, taking into account the capacity of each machine, puts the 

orders on the machine in an optimum production run in order to achieve minimal tool changes 

and the lowest down time...” 

    “The result of this systemisation is to enable the plant to run 

with lower stocks of raw materials, shorter delivery dates, more reliable delivery times and 

lower running costs. It produces a better performance on the machinery available, giving a 

much higher potential output from the plant...” 

    “The considered view of most companies today is that the 

computer enables them to handle their business from the production process through to 

distribution much more precisely, with less waste and much better performance, and that on the 

whole it is more likely to add jobs, as the companies expand...than it is to lose jobs.” (J. Stott, 

Ed. The Year 2OOO AD. Chapter 5. THE NEW TECHNOLOGY: The Human Debate, Sir 

Fred Catherwood. Marshalls, 1983, p.132) 

    What was Calvin‟s phrase, again? “For the common benefit of 

mankind...”. I have deliberately chosen the example of the micro-chip in the computer, in an 

industrial setting, to emphasis that God‟s gifts must not always be looked for in the exotic and 

spectacular, such as the „space age‟ technologies; God‟s gifts of common grace are for the 

daily, nitty-gritty dimensions of life as well. 

   (2) Medicine and Genetics 

    We have already touched on this in our first Chapter. But 

where does common grace enter the picture in this field? Here is what is predicted. 

    “As the first decade of the of the new century unfolds, adults 

and children will be routinely screened for genes that make them susceptible to killer diseases 

like cancer. To prevent and treat scores of other diseases, defective genes will be replaced with 

normal ones....” 

    “Biotechnology will help solve the mysteries of multigene 

disorders, like heart attacks...About a dozen genetic aberrations linked to mental disorders and 

cancer have already been found; many more will be added.” (Naisbitt/Aburdene, op.cit., p.236) 

    I came across a tragic story in the Cape Times, Friday 14, 

1992, p.1, which might show more graphically just how biotechnology can almost certainly be 

of „practical‟ help, (always keeping in mind the „common grace‟ aspect!) 

    The prestigious New England Journal of Medicine reports the 

discovery of an Italian family (location not disclosed), seven members of which suffer from a 

rare genetic mutation that causes fatal „famlial insomnia.‟ The disease has been traced in this 

family to the early 19th Century. 

    The disease usually strikes in middle age with symptoms which 

begin with sleeplessness and end about a year later; lack of sleep becomes progressive, leading 

to wakeful nightmares, hallucinations, irregular heartbeat, till both body and mind breakdown 
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in chaos and death. 

    It is believed that a rogue protein gene in the brain causes the 

condition which may be a distant relative of the neurological disorder known as „mad cow 

disease‟ in cattle. Four other families - in France, Finland and America - have been identified as 

suffering from the same disease with the same gene mutation. 

    Why have I given you this example? To reinforce the fact that 

if done ethically and within the boundaries of responsible medical research, HERE is a terrible 

affliction which someone using God‟s „common grace‟ biotechnological research methods - in 

genetics - can find an ANSWER and a CURE for! This is God‟s generosity to ALL mankind, - 

just as was the discovery of penicillin by Alexander Fleming, and Dr. Jonas Salk‟s polio 

vaccine. 

))))))))) ------------------------- 

I want to end this section on a positively provocative note. 

(i) It is an undisputed, practically shown fact, that many Christians - still today - are so 

concerned with „prophecy‟ and Christ‟s Second Coming that they have literally turned their 

backs on the world of scientific and technological research, to wait in the „spiritual comfort‟ of 

their inner rooms for that Great Event to take place. They have written off the „world‟ as 

Satan‟s property, and only work in it to „make a living.‟ 

 God forbid that anyone should dampen their enthusiasm for the Second Coming! I do 

want to stress that! The Second Coming will be the last and final and very wonderful climax to 

Redemptive history. 

 Yet, at the same time, they (you and I) are in serious danger of disobeying God by not 

using every skill that we have, in whatever sphere he has placed us, „for the common benefit of 

mankind‟, or as Paul puts it, not doing „everything to the glory of God‟ (1 Cor. 1O: 31) 

 Paul‟s argument is from the lesser to the greater: if we can „eat and drink‟ to his glory 

then we MUST (NOT „MAY‟) do EVERY SINGLE THING WE ARE GIFTED AND 

TALENTED FOR, ALSO, TO GOD‟S GLORY AND THE BENEFIT OF OUR MASTER‟S 

CREATURES IN THE REALM OF „COMMON GRACE.‟  

(ii) It may be true that Satan is loose upon the earth to wreak havoc, chaos and disaster. 

Remember, Satan is no friend to man; he will cause men to sin, AND he will hold back any 

progress in the alleviation of man‟s physical and material suffering or need. 

 We need to be reminded that THE EARTH and the HEAVENS are the LORD‟S 

possession, - not Satan‟s. “In the beginning you laid the foundation of the EARTH, and the 

HEAVENS are the work of your hands.”(Ps. 1O2:25) 

 We must take the words „Earth‟ and „Heavens‟ in their literal meaning which includes 

all the laws and dimensions of physics, man‟s body, mathematics, engineering, chemistry, the 

biological sciences - you name it! The entire Cosmos is our God and Master‟s possession. With 

the fall came spiritual, scientific and technological darkness. One of the reasons God has gifted 

YOU with your particular gifts is TO ROLL BACK THAT DARKNESS! 

 Tragically, Christians have become so inward-looking that they have abandoned the 

field to non-Christians humanists, agnostics and atheists! It is time for individual Christians to 

retake the high ground of science and technology, so that God‟s glory may flourish their as well 

as in the Church! 

 

 II DANGERS OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

 --------------------------------- 

  (I) LOOSING SIGHT OF THE LORDSHIP OF GOD 

  1) The New Blasphemy 

   In his now famous „Dune‟ series, science-fiction writer Frank Herbert, 

has set his story about the powerful, ruling family of Atreides, on the „planet‟ Arrakis. They 

rule vast Galaxies over thousands of years. In one of his novels in the series, „God Emperor of 

Dune‟, we overhear a discussion between a certain Moneo and Idaho concerning the current 

ruler Leto Artreides. 

   “Prayer as hubris,” Moneo said. “Intercession on demand.” 

   “How can he be a god?” Idaho demanded. “By his own admission he is 

not immortal.” 



 51 

   “I will quote the Lord Leto on that,” Moneo said. “I am all of God that 

need be seen. I am all of my ancestors. Is that not miracle enough?...” 

   “Empty words, “ Idaho sneered. 

   “I sneered at him too,” Moneo said. “I threw his own words from the 

Oral History back at him: „Give to the greater glory of God!‟”. 

   “He (Lord Leto) laughed at me,” Moneo said. “He laughed and asked 

how I could give WHAT ALREADY BELONGED TO GOD.” 

   - (F. Herbert. God Emperor of Dune. New English Library, 1985, 

p.363) 

   What kind of „mentality‟, what kind of „World View‟ does this 

suggest? 

   Surely the mentality that dethrones the God and Father of our Lord 

Jesus Christ, and places its faith in mere mortal man as „God Emperor‟, who not only is God of 

his own Cosmos, but the „miracle-worker‟, the Lord over all the science and technology of that 

Cosmos. Not only was he (Lord Leto) to be worshipped, but that worship was justified because 

every part of the Cosmos, including all „Knowledge‟ and „Power‟ was his! 

   And this same „mentality‟ is found consciously or subconsciously in 

many men of science today in the optimistic, but ungodly and humanistic, expression: „WE can 

do virtually ANYTHING, if not now, then in the future.‟ Listen to the words of Emmanuel 

Mesthene: 

   “WE have now, or know how to acquire, the technical capability TO 

DO VERY NEARLY ANYTHING WE WANT. Can we transplant hearts, control personality, 

ORDER THE WEATHER that suits us, travel to Mars and Venus? OF COURSE WE CAN, if 

not now or in five years or ten years, then CERTAINLY in 25 or in 5O or in 1OO.” (Theodore 

Rosza. Where The Wasteland Ends. Politics and Transcendence in PostIndustrial Society. 

Faber and Faber, 1972, p.19) 

   The message, put somewhat simplistically but nevertheless very real is: 

„Glory to Man in the highest.‟ The depth of our fall into sin and darkness is exactly in 

proportion to our arrogance to control all knowledge and science and technology and the 

necessary power to subdue the Cosmos to „our‟ will and pleasure. 

   Dr. Jim Packer states this idolatry, this new blasphemy very neatly 

when he says: 

   “Satan stirs up pride, the desire to be superior to all and inferior to 

none; and pride prompts us, as it did in Adam and Eve, the desire to be like God, to play God, 

to function as God...Pride also leads us to imagine that we have enough strength and wisdom 

actually to play the divine role...Our whole race suffers from delusions of grandeur, WHICH 

MODERN TECHNOLOGY SERVES MERELY TO CONFIRM.” (J.I. Packer and T. Howard. 

Christianity: The True Humanism. Word Publishing, 1985, pp.24-25) 

  2) The Lordship of God in the Cosmos 

    (i) The Biblical Basis. One of the great themes of the Scriptures 

that we sometimes overlook, is the sobering and instructive fact that the Earth, indeed the 

whole Cosmos, is the creation and property and territory of the Lord God Almighty. 

    (1) The very FIRST words of Scripture confirm this truth: 

“ n the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” (Gen. 1:1) Almost at the END of the 

Bible the writer to the Hebrews is still maintaining the same truth: “By faith we understand that 

the universe was formed at God‟s command, so that what is seen was not made out of what was 

visible.” (Heb. 11:3) 

     God is “the hope” of the whole earth (Ps. 65:5); the 

Object of its song (Ps. 68:32); He “ established “ it (Ps. 78:69); “The Lord reigns, let the earth 

be glad;..” (Ps. 97:1); He “set the earth on its foundations” (Ps. 1O4:5); His “works” in the 

earth are many (Ps. 1O4:24); In “wisdom you made them all “ (Ps. lO4:24); the heavens not 

only declare the glory of God, but night after night they display “ knowledge “ (Ps. 19:1-2) 

     So far, so good. There are no Christians who would 

dispute the Creationship of God. But there is another dimension to Creation and Cosmos that 

we don‟t often think about. And that is? It concerns not so much the physical world of matter, 

and the world of time and space God created. Nor, so much our knowledge of God. It concerns 



 52 

rather GOD‟S OWN KNOWLEDGE WITHIN HIMSELF OF THE COSMOS. 

    (2) Why am I emphasising this truth? Let me put it like 

this. As far as „knowledge‟ goes Christians are quite clear (i) that all knowledge that has to do 

with God‟s Nature, Man‟s sinfulness and Christ‟s work of Redemption is FROM God, and (ii) 

they are equally clear that all knowledge that is carnal, impure, unethical, immoral, etc., is 

FROM the Devil. And, of course, they are quite right. 

     But when it comes to the „knowledge‟ of such things 

as: the composition of blood or the DNA, the atom, the laser, X-rays, leprosy vaccines, 

antibiotics, the transistor and micro-chip, certain procedures in chemical engineering, proven 

methods and principles of education, nursing techniques, the fundamentals of architecture, the 

basic facts of nutrition and geography and algebra, the total structure of a rose or tulip, the 

ozone layer, - and all the vast array of „knowledge‟ that fills an encyclopedia - THEN, more 

often than not, it seems, the Christian very often does not know how to „classify‟ that 

„knowledge.‟ 

     His problem is that he feels he cannot, strictly 

speaking, classify such knowledge as „spiritual‟ (from God) or „unspiritual‟ (from the Devil) So 

he remains, at best, uncertain, at worst, confused, and most likely slaps all such „knowledge‟ 

into a kind of „neutral, grey area‟ and shrugs - figuratively speaking - his shoulders. So, how we 

to resolve this dilemma? 

     (3) Look again at the paragraph listing verse after verse of 

God CREATING the world, laying the foundation of the earth, upholding the heavens which 

display God‟s glory, and especially the words, “night after night they display KNOWLEDGE.” 

What does this mean? 

     It means (i) that God CREATED everything in the 

Cosmos, and (ii) that (and this is crucial), the KNOWLEDGE of the composition and structure 

and functioning of everything in the Cosmos ORIGINATES FROM WITHIN GOD HIMSELF. 

Thus ALL - ALL! - KNOWLEDGE that is pure and correct and true of WHATEVER 

SUBJECT is KNOWN by God, ORIGINATES from God, is FROM God. 

     Paul puts it slightly differently (but since the Son is 

like the Father, and the Father like the Son, it makes no real difference) Speaking of Christ, he 

says of Him, “...IN WHOM are hidden ALL - ALL! - the treasures of WISDOM AND 

KNOWLEDGE.” (Col. 2:3) And the word „ALL‟ makes it quite clear that Paul is not limiting 

the „treasures‟ to just „spiritual‟ or „theological‟ wisdom and knowledge. 

    (4) What then are the implications for the vast amount of 

knowledge and truth that as Christians we allocate to the „Grey‟ areas, because „technically 

speaking‟ they do not fall into the sphere of „Biblical‟ or „Spiritual‟ or „Theological‟ 

knowledge? 

     From the Biblical evidence we can now quite safely 

move this knowledge into a circle which classifies BOTH „theological‟ and „spiritual‟ 

knowledge, AND ALL other good, true, pure and correct knowledge AS FROM GOD, as 

INHERENT TO GOD, as ORIGINATING FROM God. 

     Thus, to make it as clear as possible we must state that 

God‟s Knowledge or the Knowledge that springs FROM God encompasses: Adam‟s Fall AND 

the composition of the blood and DNA; encompasses the Atonement AND the transistor and 

the micro-chip; encompasses Regeneration AND chemical engineering; encompasses the 

Atonement AND the biological sciences; encompasses Holiness AND geography and algebra! 

     To this fact I must add (i) a Qualification, (ii) an 

Explanation and (iii) an Implication. 

      (i) Qualification. Although ALL true knowledge 

has its origin in God, it is necessary to qualify that by pointing out that „Biblical‟, „Spiritual‟ 

and „Theological‟ knowledge is of a different order or quality than any other knowledge. That 

is to say it has an „eternal‟ quality about it. 

      I would even venture to suggest that it is more 

important because it deals with God‟s Nature, God and man‟s relationship in Salvation, and the 

Person, Nature and Work of)Christ. It is clearly - in Redemptive terms - on a different level 

than any other kind of knowledge. It is „knowledge‟ that will continue to exist and grow 
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throughout all eternity, whereas other knowledge “...will pass away...” (1 Cor. 13:8) 

     (ii) Explanation. Why am I suggesting that ALL 

knowledge (both „Spiritual‟ AND Scientific and technological), ORIGINATES from GOD? For 

the simple reason that God is a Unity; He is ONE God, with ONE all-embracing 

OMNISCIENCE. Since you cannot divide God up, neither can you divide his „Knowledge‟, 

his)‟Omniscience‟, his „Epistemology‟ up into different parts. While different aspects of that 

knowledge may have a qualitative difference - in relation to us and our Salvation - it is 

nevertheless found WITHIN GOD as ONE BODY OF OMNISCIENT KNOWLEDGE AND 

TRUTH. And for that we worship and praise God! 

    ))(iii) Implication. This great truth should help every 

Christian to view his „secular‟ work and skills and knowledge in a new light. It is not just a 

„grey‟ area that you put up just to „make a living.‟ It is also God‟s knowledge which you can 

work with and rejoice in. And because it is God‟s knowledge - scientific, educational, medical, 

nursing, business management, computerization, biological, medical, chemical engineering or 

technology - you can happily work WITH it and IN IT‟S CIRCLE to bring glory to God! 

      As an illustration, I offer the following. Dr. M. 

Lloyd-Jones and his daughter Elizabeth (while she was at Cambridge) seems to have discussed 

this very issue in a number of letters between them. I quote from Iain Murray‟s biography of 

Dr. Lloyd-Jones: 

      “For example, there was the idea that, with the 

exception of business, „we should not give our minds to anything except what is distinctly and 

specifically Christian.‟ „The fallacy there,‟ as ML-J wrote to Elizabeth afterwards, „is that ALL 

things are from God and glorify Him. That is how I would justify your studying English, 

etc.‟...” (I.H. Murray. David Martyn Lloyd-Jones. Volume II.The Fight of Faith 1939-1981. 

Banner of Truth, 199O, p.172) 

 ----------------------------- 

   (ii) In Time and History 

    We are dealing, you may recall, with the Lordship of God in 

the Cosmos. We have just looked at the Biblical basis and its consequences. We must however 

spend a brief moment on a further aspect. 

    Stableford and Langford, you may recall from our previous 

Chapter, project „futuristic‟ possibilities - in science and technology - right up to the year 

3OOO A.D. Thus they predict Lunar Colonies, Lunar Government, Colonies on Mars, 

longevity amongst humans of hundreds of years, and many other „predicted‟ possibilities. 

    This is all very interesting, and there is nothing basically 

non-Christian about it. We must, however, ALWAYS, as Christians, remind ourselves that God 

is not only the God of Science, but also the God of Time and History. GOD will determine the 

future of mankind‟s path, - socially, politically, scientifically and in technology! 

    I close this section with a word from Denis Alexander: 

    “Science is restored to its rightful place ONLY when the God 

of the whole universe is made the God of science. It is only then that science itself ceases to be 

god. When the world‟s fundamental reference-point is restored, then the main reason for the 

reaction against science is removed.” (D. Alexander. Beyond Science. Lion, 1972,p.2O3) 

 (II) TRUSTING IN TECHNOLOGY: UTOPIA 

  1) The Question: Utopia? 

   Although made in a different context, i.e. that of the dangers facing 

mankind through the depletion of the Ozone Layer, it is the kind of question uppermost in many 

people‟s minds when they look out upon a world that has seen two World Wars, the 

Korean-Vietnam-Gulf War, hundreds of local wars, terrorism, the vast number of refugees, the 

relentless drug „warlords‟ and drug epidemic, the breakdown in thousands if not millions of 

marriages, the protracted social and political upheavals, etc - all in this century. 

   And the question is? 

   “Why can‟t technology rescue the world from the mess that technology 

created? Isn‟t there a quick fix? Scientists (i.e. „some‟ scientists) know there isn‟t, but that 

doesn‟t stop them from musing about fanciful schemes...” (Time, Feb.17, 1992, „In Search of a 

Magic Bullet‟, p.5O) 
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   This question is cast in a modern idiom, about a particular problem. 

Yet, for centuries, men and women have dreamed of a „Utopian‟ solution to the pain and 

suffering and ills and hurts of mankind. The only difference today is that millions are looking to 

„Scientific Technology‟ to rescue us from the blights that are besieging our cities, our 

communities, our families, and our own personality „disorders.‟ 

  2) Roots and Movements: General 

   It will be useful to trace the roots of „Utopianism‟, for it will place the 

modern „Trust in Science and Technology Utopianism‟ in its context. We will follow the usual 

pattern of successive points. 

   (1) What is „Utopia?‟ 

    “In the most common definition, it is a word-picture of a good 

society, an image of a desirable future. But more broadly, any set of ideas, policies or 

programmes could be described as utopian if they point to an ideal alternative which can be 

used to criticize the present.” (D. Lyon. Future Society. Lion, 1984, p.37) 

    It is, in short an „ideal‟ society, free, on the one hand, from 

crime, disorder, social upheavals, poverty, illiteracy, needs and wants, and on the other hand a 

society in which men and women live peacefully, in harmony with each other, in a just, free 

and fair community, where only peace reigns and justice is done. 

   (2) Social, Political, Economic and Biological „Utopia‟s‟ 

    For many centuries the most important vision for such a „good‟ 

society was Plato‟s „Republic.‟ Plato‟s essential question was „What is Justice?‟ He suggested 

the formation of an aristocratic society, one in which the best-qualified ruled the others. (This 

already opens it up to misuse and abuse) 

    In the „Republic‟, the state becomes the source and guardian of 

justice. Plato advocated community of property and insisted that women should be communal 

(thus devaluing them) Children, if „fit‟ should be cared for communally; if not, they should be 

removed to an unknown place of hiding. 

    There is more, but this will suffice. Obvious objections come 

to mind: Who will determined who the aristocracy consists of? By what standards shall men be 

deemed „best-qualified‟? What will prevent the „state‟ becoming like George Orwell‟s „Big 

Brother, ending up as a Dystopia? How can he justify breaking up one of cornerstones of a 

stable society, ie.the family? 

    This „visionary‟ Utopia was followed centuries later by Sir 

Thomas More‟s „Utopia‟, a fictional island, where men have all things in common (obviously 

borrowed from Plato), where property-ownership is abolished, so clearing the way for a 

harmonious life of „community.‟ 

    The next example is that of Gerrard Winstanley in the 17th 

Century. On April 1st, 1649, Winstanley, a bankrupt cloth merchant turned cattle herdsman, led 

a small number of men in digging up common land at St. George‟s Hill near London. So began 

the „Diggers‟ movement. Winstanley maintained that he had, 

    “...had a vision in a trance telling him to publish abroad that 

„the earth should be made a common treasury of livelihood to whole mankind, without respect 

of persons.‟” (C. Hill. The World Turned Upside Down. Radical Ideas During the English 

Revolution. Penguin, 1974, p.112) 

    To which he added, 

    “True freedom lies in the community in spirit and the 

community in earthly treasure, and this is Christ the true mankind spread abroad in creation, 

restoring all things unto himself.” (Hill, ibid., p.1O7) 

    ++ It is obvious from these three examples that they were 

aimed at political and social ideals, and that there are undertones of semi-communism-in- 

embryo present. 

    Karl Marx (1818-83), applied the principle of cause and effect 

by proposing that man was completely determined by his social and political environment. In 

the first three example‟s (Plato, More and Winstanley) man is free to create his own utopia. 

With Marx comes a radical change - he is „deterministic‟; man is the slave of historical 

movements and developments. 
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    “According to Marxist theory, just as man‟s body is controlled 

by the laws of nature, so in his thought and consciousness he obeys the laws of society. These 

social laws are in turn determined by the material processes of production and by the human 

relationships which arise out of these economic occupations of mankind.” (Alexander, op.cit., 

p.76) 

    ++ We now have visions of a utopia, (i) of free association to 

achieve social and political health, and (ii) a „deterministic‟ utopia where men and women are 

at the mercy of social,historical and economic laws. 

    Finally, we have the beginnings of an „Evolutionary Utopia‟, 

whose origins find their roots in Charles Darwin (18O9-82) and „The Origin of Species‟, 

published in 1859. „Biological evolution‟ has outlived even Communism, and is today 

profoundly entrenched in all sectors of the scientific community. 

    Denis Alexander makes a very valuable observation, when he 

says: 

    “Another impression given by the biological theory of 

evolution was that it appeared to provide a SCIENTIC basis for the PHILOSOPHY OF 

PROGRESS... This air of OPTIMISM dominated the latter part of the 19th Century and the 

first part of this century...man was going somewhere ...there seemed greater scope for realizing 

his full potential...for building a better society...” (Alexander, ibid., p.8O) 

    This observation is valuable because it suggest that the 

optimism engineered with „biological evolution‟ became the natural foundation upon which a 

„scientific and technological utopian vision‟ has and is being built. 

   (3) Scientific and Technological „Utopia‟s‟ 

    One of the starting points for scientic and technological 

utopianism and optimism can be traced back to the early 19th century, which saw a tremendous 

spurt of scientific research and particularly technological development. 

    It was the beginning of better road-building (John Loudon 

McAdam 1756-1836), canal and bridge building (Thomas Telford (1757-1834), the steam 

engine (George Stephenson 1781-1848), the „Davy‟ lamp for coal miners (Humphry Davy 

1778-1829), electrical science (Michael Faraday (1791-1867), the French authority on 

electricity (Andre-Marie Ampere 1775-1836), chemistry experimentation (John Dalton 

1766-1844), geology (Charles Lyell 1797-1875), mathematics and the first crude „computer‟ 

(Charles Babbage 1792-1871), etc. 

    Paul Johnson picks up the story: 

    “But there are, as (Samuel Taylor) Coleridge (1772-1834) saw, 

two kind of utopia, the political and the scientific. (Now note...)..By 18OO he recognized that 

the political utopia would not work - would produce horrors, indeed - but he was toying with 

the idea of scientific effecting, by its advances, a complete transformation of the material 

existence of humanity...” 

    “Science was to become the great redemptive force! And, 

within science, chemistry was to become the chief instrument whereby human misery would be 

reduced and new marvels created...” (Johnson, op.cit., p.545) 

 ------------------------------------- 

   3) Trusting in Science and Technology 

    Theodore Roszak 

sums up the modern stance: 

    “Already in the 

Western world and Japan millions of city-dwellers and suburbanites have grown accustomed to 

an almost hermetically sealed and sanitized pattern of living in which very little of their 

experience ever impinges on non-human phenomena...” 

    For those of us BORN 

to such an existence, it is all but impossible to believe that ANYTHING IS ANY LONGER 

BEYOND HUMAN ADJUSTMENT, DOMINATION, AND IMPROVEMENT...THE MORE 

ARTIFICE, THE MORE PROGRESS; THE MORE PROGRESS, THE MORE SECURITY...” 

(Roszak, op.cit., pp.1O-11) 

    Thus, so we reason 
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today, the scientists can manufacture vitamins and wonder drugs - can they not!? They can spin 

cloth and building materials out of pure chemicals. Have they not already promised us 

programmed genetics and surgical immortality by way of organ transplants? 

    So, by imperceptible 

degrees, we license scientific and technological „intelligence.‟ And this „intelligence‟ - at 

present epitomised by the multi-million, CRAY super-computers - are moving so fast, in so 

many different fields that we may reach the dangerous position of having our entire 

surrounding social context and ethos „orchestrated‟ for us. 

    Here are two 

examples of trusting to the „orchestration‟ by science and technology. I express my gratitude to 

Theodore Roszak for them. 

    (1) Personality 

Automation. Behaviourial research claims to be nearer than ever to its long-sought goal of a 

„fully engineered human psychology.‟ 

    “„I believe‟, says 

Prof.James V.McConnell of the Univ.of Michigan, „that the day has come when we can 

combine sensory DEPRIVATION with drugs, hypnosis and astute MANIPULATION of reward 

and punishment to gain ABSOLUTE CONTROL over an individual‟s behaviour...” 

    “„It should be possible 

then to achieve a very rapid and highly effective type of POSITIVE BRAINWASHING that 

would allow us to make dramatic CHANGES in the person‟s BEHAVIOUR and 

PERSONALITY.‟ His purpose is „to learn how to FORCE people to love one another and to 

FORCE them to behave PROPERLY.‟ “ (Roszak, ibid., p.265, quoting from: James v. 

McConnell, „Criminals Can Be Brainwashed - Now,‟ Psychology Today, April 197O) 

   (2) Physical Control of 

the Mind. It is now possible to fit both animals and humans with remote-controlled, 

microminiaturized, electronic stimulators wired directly to selected areas of the brain. It is 

called ESB. As this physical manipulation of the brain increases, the REALITY of emotion and 

the AUTONOMY of the person seems to grow progressively more ILLUSORY. 

    Prof. John Taylor of 

Kings College, London, is working towards a „relational theory‟ of the mind which allows 

feelings and thoughts to be „given purely in terms of the physical states of the brain and (which) 

leads to a BREAKDOWN of the completely subjective nature of mental states.‟ He 

enthusiastically predicts brain manipulation as a way of rehabilitating criminals and thus 

ELIMINATING THE USE OF IMPRISONMENT. (Roszak, ibid., pp.267-269, quoting from: 

John Taylor, „The Shadow of the Mind,‟ New Scientist, London, Sept. 3O., 1971) 

 ---------------------------------- 

“We cannot duplicate God‟s work,‟ a medical researcher quoted in the Newsweek/April 24, 

1967, tells us, „but we can come very close.” 

)))))))) -------------------------------- 

III A CHRISTIAN RESPONSE 

 -------------------- 

  (I) COMMON GRACE GRATITUDE 

  I am inserting this point here to encourage you read the First Section, i.e. I., at 

the beginning of this Chapter AGAIN, - BEFORE you carry on. It will, I suggest, help you to 

have a balanced view of what the Christian‟s response to „science and technology‟ should be. 

  On the one hand, POSITIVELY, we should have an attitude of deep gratitude 

and praise to God for his „Common Grace Blessings‟; on the other hand, UNHAPPILY AND 

NEGATIVELY we should be very aware of the real weaknesses and dangers in the „science 

and technology‟ of the age we live in and must keep in sight. We will list these below, starting 

with (II) 

 (II) THE IMPERFECTION OF SCIENCE 

  To be fair, more scientists today, than „lay-people‟ or those with a 

non-scientific mind, are prepared to acknowledge that „Science‟ does not carry the magic aura 

of perfection that J.H. Huxley‟s generation may have been prepared to trumpet forth in the 

„heady‟ days when evolution and other new sciences burst of the scene. 
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  There is, for example - and I can say it now since these men have all passed on 

- a very real, unfeigned humility in the life and personality of Einstein, which seems distinctly 

lacking in the lives of, for example, J.H. Huxley and later Betrand Russell. 

  (1) FIRST EXAMPLE: BIOLOGICAL EVOLUTION - 

INTERMEDIATES 

   My first example, in the field of biological evolution, comes from 

Francis Hitching, a member of the Royal Archaeological Institute and Prehistoric Society (UK), 

who does not accept an Evangelical position (this is apparent from Chapter Five of his book, to 

which we shall refer), although to be fair he treats the „Creationist‟ position with what appears 

to be an even hand. 

   Now, the touchstone of neo-Darwinian theory is that evolution results 

from the natural selection of small, accidental, cumulative changes. Logically, then, the fossil 

record ought to show this progression. The rocks should contain: finely graduated fossils 

leading from one group of creatures to another group of creatures at a higher level of 

complexity. 

   “But this isn‟t so. In fact the opposite is the case, as Darwin himself 

complained: „Innumerable transitional forms must have existed but why do we not find them 

embedded in countless numbers in the crust of the earth?‟ “ (F. Hitching. The Neck of the 

Giraffe or Where Darwin went wrong. Pan, 1982, p.17) 

   Again, he adds: 

   “But the curious thing is that there is a consistency about the fossil 

gaps: the fossils go missing in all the important places. When you look for links between major 

groups of animals, they simply aren‟t there; at least not in enough numbers to put their status 

beyond all doubt...there are lengthy periods of history when there is every reason to expect 

plenty of intermediates...” (Hitching, ibid., p.19) 

  (2) SECOND EXAMPLE: THE KBS TUFF INCIDENT - DATING 

   This incident is described by Dr. Roger Lewin in his book, „Bones of 

Contention: Controversies in the Search for Human Origins‟. Penguin, 1987, Chapters 9 and 

1O. 

   Once again I must point out that Dr. Lewin does NOT contend for an 

Evangelical position. He is a biochemist, has been the editor for „New Scientist‟ magazine in 

London and editor of research news for „Science‟ magazine in the USA. He has co-authored 

several scientific books. 

   I am only going to give the bare bones of the controversy up to a 

certain point, plus the conclusion. I have tried to be scrupulously careful in relating the 

incident. My intention is NOT to belittle either palaeoanthropology or geochronical dating. It is 

quite simply done to point out that Science is „Imperfect‟ and that even amongst highly 

qualified scientists there can be sharp differences. 

   Is this necessary? Yes! Why? Because „science‟ exists on two levels. 

On the surface the scientist is „king‟ of the castle; but on a lower level, in the murky waters 

below the surface, where most people have no entrance, there is often tremendous differences 

of opinion, made worse, as Dr.Lewin points out, by „vested interests.‟ Let‟s look then at the 

„KBS Tuff Incident‟. It is most instructive. For obvious reasons everything has been simplified, 

but I trust not incorrectly. 

    1) The Main People Involved 

    These include, inter alia, the famous Richard Leakey, Kay 

Behrensmeyer (who gave the incident its name), Jack Miller (a geophysicist at Cambridge), 

Frank Fitch (a geologist at Birbeck College, London), Basil Cooke (a paleontologist, Dalhousie 

Univ., Canada), Alan Walker, John Harris (a paleontologist), Clark Howell, Glynn Isaac (an 

archaeologist), Brent Dalrymple (of the US Geological Survey), Ian McDougle (a leading 

geochronologist at the Australian National University, Canberra), and others too numerous to 

mention. 

   2) Methods of Geochronological Dating 

    (1) The argon/potassium method. Potassium contains a 

small proportion of a radio-active isotope, potassium-4O, which slowly, but regularly decays to 

form the inert gas argon-40. The amount of argon-4O present in a fossil can thus be dated; the 
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more argon-4O present, the older the rock. 

    (2) A refinement of this method known as the 

argon-40/argon-39 method. 

   3) The Physical „Matter‟ Concerned 

    A volcanic ash layer or „tuff‟, ancient tools, pumice and 

feldspar crystals, skull 147O, animal pig fossils, etc. 

   4) The Dating Progression 

    + 1969: Leakey and Behrensmeyer collect two samples of 

volcanic tuff East of Lake Turkana, Koobi Fora. Sent to Miller and Fitch for geochronological 

dating. DATE obtained is 200 million years old (from now letters m.y. will be used) Date is 

obviously wrong. 

    + 1969: Two more samples (new KBS Tuff) of pumice and 

feldspar crystals sent. NEW DATING pinned at about 2.4 m.y. 

    + 1969: Using the „new‟ dating procedure ( 2),(2) ), NEW 

DATE of 2.6 m.y. reached, refined to 2.61 plus or minus 0.26 m.y. 

    + 1971: Enter Basil Cooke. DATING: How can KBS Tuff be 

2.61 m.y., if fossil pigs found BELOW KBS Tuff, are according to his judgement, only 2 m.y. 

old? 

      Enter Frank Brown, geologist at Univ.of Utah: 

“Basil‟s numbers were about as shaky as the radiometric dating numbers.” (Lewin, ibid., p.197) 

    + 1973: MORE DATING CONFUSION. At Nairobi 

Conference, “..they (Miller and Fitch) presented 41 (!) separate age terminations on the KBS 

Tuff, which varied between 223 million and 0.91 m.y.” (Lewin, ibid., pp.194-195) They 

explained these errant dates to „overprinting‟, i.e. when specific events of heat, pressure or the 

chemical environment alter the composition of the exposed minerals. If the K.B.S. Tuff was so 

exposed the DATE could be 1.9 m.y. instead of 2.6 m.y. 

    + 1973: Their paper submitted to three parties for examination. 

      Brent Dalrymple: “...it is my opinion that the 

interpretations of age spectra in the Fitch-Miller paper are untested hypotheses, not proven 

facts. 

      The geophysicist (unnamed) at the 

Smithsonian Institution‟s Astrophysical Laboratory, took a totally different view; they were 

pushing the „new‟ dating techniques,”...ahead in new fields...explaining carefully what they are 

doing..being reasonably prudent...” (Lewin, ibid., p.204) 

      Ian McDougal, “...one of the most)respected 

potassium/argon geochronologists in the world...”, said, “In summary in my view this paper 

does not even approach the standards required of a scientific journal.”! (Lewin, ibid., p.204) 

    + 1987: The DATE was finalized at 1.87 m.y.! 

   5) Confession 

    John Harris, from Leakey‟s team, spoke for more than one 

participant in this drama when he said: “I can now see that we were seeking ways of 

JUSTIFYING THE DATE rather than objectively trying to clarify the evidence.” (Lewin, ibid., 

p.199) 

))(III) EVIL UNDERESTIMATED 

  1) Personal Integrity of Scientists 

   I must make it VERY clear that under the heading „EVIL 

UNDERESTIMATED‟ I am NOT thereby questioning the integrity or ethics of any one 

scientist or scientific-technologists as a „body.‟ Too many Evangelical Christians have 

dismissed scientists as „pompous, intellectually arrogant and untrustworthy.‟ As Christians we 

should stop viewing every „scientist‟ as someone with horns who wants to „destroy‟ our faith! 

Or, view the word „scientist‟ as a dirty word! 

  2) Broader View: The Noetic Fall 

   One of the areas affected very severely by Adam‟s fall was his mind 

and reason; this we call the „noetic fall‟ (from „nous‟, Greek for „reason‟ or „mind‟) ALL 

mankind has fallen noetically. 

   Scientists are no more and no less fallen noetically than any other 
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profession. So for the sake of perspective and balance we must view scientists as „normal‟ 

people, with the same characteristics, likes, fallibilities, prejudices, presuppositions and sinful 

perversity in heart, will and MIND, just like the rest of us. 

   They are not a separate, elite breed that stand above everyone else, in 

rational, disciplined and objective majesty. Their minds might be light years ahead of the 

factory-bench worker, but they are equally sinful, liable to mistakes, vested interests, envy, 

arrogant ambition, social climbing, and unwilling to change. Paul Johnson‟s book 

„Intellectuals‟ is a vivid expose of „intellectual objectivity.‟ 

   A leading Essay in Time, 1O June, 1991, by Lance Morrow, deals with 

the problem of „Evil.‟ Mr. Morrow has obviously put a lot of thought into the subject and dealt 

with it, from a secular stance, seriously. My response is: 

    (i) The article deals with evil in terms of natural disasters, 

morality, its mysterious nature (the „mysterium iniquitatis‟), its immanence, its transcendence, 

its transpersonal nature, etc. 

   (ii) It does not deal with „Evil‟ - which is after all a metaphysical 

issue - in terms of any Theological examination. This is fatal, for, it ignores: the Holiness of 

God, evil as the breaking of God‟s Law, the Cause of Evil, Personal evilness, Personal 

proclivity to sin because of the Fall, Inherited sin and evil, a Solution to Evil (which is surely 

crucial), or to any extent with Personal responsibility. 

  3) The Christian, Science and Evil 

    (i) Firstly, we must be clear that, at their deepest and most exact 

and correct epistemological levels, there is NO conflict whatever between true Christianity and 

true Science. Why not? Because as we saw earlier God is a Unity (God is One), and therefore 

God‟s Knowledge or Epistemology in a Unity. Let‟s try to put it into a Syllogism. 

    Major thesis: God is One Unitary Being. 

    Minor thesis: God‟s Knowledge is similar to his Being. 

    Conclusion): God‟s Knowledge is One Unitary Body. 

    I would suggest that many of the present „conflicts‟ are 

antinomies (supposed but not „real‟ conflicts), and temporary. 

    Where there are (for the present!) irreconcilable differences, 

we are (i) to trust God‟s Word as infallible and as final authority, while at the same time (ii) 

accepting the science in question, while waiting for further light. This is simply a variation of 

the supposed „conflict‟ between „election‟ and „man‟s responsibility‟, or calling upon a 

„spiritually dead‟ sinner to „believe‟ in Christ. 

    However, where the science in question categorically DENIES 

Scripture, ie., the biological evolution of man from the primates, the historicity of Creation, the 

existence of a historical, time-space Adam, the miracles of Jesus, etc. then, as Christians under 

God‟s Lordship we are to reject such science. 

   (ii) The Christian must - in principle - accept that there is a 

Science which IS perfect! This is because „a perfect science‟ is part of God‟s perfect 

knowledge. All „perfect science‟ is held as one perfect body of knowledge in God‟s Mind. 

    God, through common grace, is slowly revealing parts of that 

perfect knowledge. However, men, being sinful and noetically fallen, at times practice an 

imperfect and even wrong science. 

    The Bjork-Shiley Heart Valve (C-C model) was taken off the 

market in 1986 as a result of its malfunction. Pfizer has set aside $5OO million to settle claims, 

while Bolar‟s „Generic Dyazide‟ pill were recalled in 199O and the company fined $10 million. 

(Both cases in the US, and these facts are not meant to impugn either Company‟s integrity. I am 

dealing with the facts theologically, not ethically) (Time, February 17, 1992, p.53) 

   (iii) The Christian who is a scientist or scientific technologist should realize 

that in research and practice he is actually dealing with the living edge of God‟s General 

Revelation about the physical world, and quite possibly regaining knowledge that Adam had. 

    That he is dealing SO directly with knowledge from God, 

should encourage and motivate him in his work as well as bringing praise and glory to God in 

his heart for every new step forward in science. It should increase, not injure his Evangelical 

Christian faith and trust in God. He should not be afraid of using, to the utmost, his God-given 
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Reason, but he should guard against becoming „Rationalistic‟, i.e. the use of reason with God 

and his General Revelation cut out. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Write an Essay on „Common Grace Gratitude.‟ 

2. Discuss, in broad outline, „The Dangers of Science and Technology.‟ 

3. Outline „A Christian Response‟ to science and technology. 
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“There is no room in Christendom for a culture of the spirit which neglects the mind, for a 

discipline of the will which by-passes the intellect. It may be that the dominant evil of our time 

is neither the threat of nuclear warfare nor the mechanization of society, but the disintegration 

of human thought...the Christian mind should be recognized for what it is: something different, 

something distinctive, something with depth...a pleasure to fight with...” 

  - H. Blamires. The Christian Mind. SPCK., 1982, p.80. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

In this Chapter we will be looking at, inter alia, Christianity and the Rise of Science, and a 

Warrent for a Theology in a Scientific Age. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 I CHRISTIANITY AND THE RISE OF SCIENCE 

 ------------------------------------ 

  (I) THE WEBER-TAWNEY PROTESTANT ETHIC THESIS 

  1) Introduction 

   Industry, science and scientific-technology has, over the past five 
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centuries, been built on the hard work and labour of hundreds of leaders and millions of 

employees. 

   There has been no magic Merlin to wave it into existence with a swish 

of his wand. An incalculable amount of qualitative and quantitative labour, time, research, 

experimentation, discussions, thinking, conferences, talent and practical implementation, is the 

foundation upon which successive industrial-scientific-technological eras have arisen, brick 

upon brick, level upon level, decade after decade. 

   How did this come about? Forces in history that have a practical 

outcome (such as the 1789 French Revolution) always have a driving cause behind them. 

Science and technology is no different. Would you, for example, agree with the following 

statement?: 

   “Materialistic thought would never have produced modern science. 

Modern science was produced on the Christian base. That is, because an intelligent Creator had 

created the universe we can in some measure understand the universe and there is, therefore, a 

reason for observation and experimentation to be optimistically pursued.” (F.A. Schaeffer. A 

Christian Manifesto. Crossway, 1981, p.44) 

   Does such a strong, sweeping statement have any real, historical 

foundation? I would suggest that, broadly speaking, enough evidence exists to indicate that 

Francis Schaeffer‟s statement is substantially true. 

   In his book „The Christian in Industrial Society‟, Sir Fred Catherwood 

examines this possibility more closely. We turn then to his argument, which, in a nutshell, is 

that the Protestant work ethic, which emerged at the Reformation, underlies the rise of the 

Industrial Society and which in turn underlies the rise of the Scientific-Technological Society 

of today. 

  2) The Weber-Tawney Thesis: Work Ethic and „Calling‟ 

   At the beginning of this century, the German social historian, Max 

Weber, made a major study entitled „The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism.‟ 

   In the UK, Prof. R.H. Tawney wrote the introduction to the English 

translation of Weber‟s book, and in the 1930s published his own „Religion and the Rise of 

Capitalism.‟ More recently Prof. Christopher Hill (now retired) of Balliol, Oxford, has 

contributed, inter alia, „The Century of Revolution. 16O3-1714‟ and „Society and Puritanism in 

Pre-Revolutionary England.‟ 

   “Weber had noted that business leaders, higher grades of skilled labour 

and the higher technically and commercially trained personnel in any country of mixed 

religions were predominantly Protestant.” (H.F.R. Catherwood. The Christian In Industrial 

Society. Tyndale Press, 1964, p.114. Footnote 1) 

   Weber concluded that the underlying ATTITUDE OF MIND of 

Protestants was of a different order and quality. Their ethos was more dynamic than that of any 

other preceding trading system. 

   Weber then looked for the background or cause for the mind-set and 

ideas that drove these business leaders, etc., and found it, according to him, in the Protestant 

conception of „vocational calling.‟ The idea of your work being a „Calling‟, he came to see, was 

a product of the Reformation. 

   The fulfilment of „duty in worldly affairs‟, such as your vocation and 

responsible contribution to your community was one of the highest forms of moral activity. To 

Luther, „labour in a „calling‟ or vocation (the two are inextricably linked) appears as the 

outward expression of brotherly love‟, in contrast to monasticism‟s selfish renunciation of 

temporal obligations. 

   Prof. Tawney‟s book was written in the 1930s as a political challenge 

to „laissez-faire‟ economics and as an appeal for a morality in economic life to replace the 

morality which the medieval Catholic Church had once tried to impose. The early Protestant 

leaders, he argued, had to a definite extent, by their „work ethic‟ caused an economic explosion, 

and had enlarged and diversified economic life beyond anything the medieval Church was 

capable of, given their simpler business outlook and practices. 

   The Calvinistic theology of the Reformers, Tawney concluded, was 

intensely practical. 
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   “Good works are not a way of attaining salvation, but they are 

indispensable as proof that salvation has been attained...The Puritan „has within himself a 

principle at once of energy and of order which makes him irresistible, both in war AND in the 

struggles of commerce‟...” 

   “The conception which sprang from the very heart of Puritan theology 

was the „calling‟...‟The rational order of the universe is the work of God and its plan requires 

that the individual should labour for God‟s glory.‟ “ (Catherwood, ibid., pp.115-116. Footnotes 

7,2 and 4) 

   One of the latest contributions to the subject have been by Christopher 

Hill, one of the greatest authority‟s in the world on 17th Century Puritan history. In his book he 

says the following: 

   “Calvinism liberated those who believed themselves to be the elect 

from a sense of sin (pandemic in members of the medieval Church), of helplessness; it 

encouraged effort, industry, a sense of purpose. IT PREPARED THE WAY FOR MODERN 

SCIENCE...” 

   “Historians have noted the Protestant origins of many of the early 

scientists. The Puritan preachers insisted that the universe was law abiding...It was man‟s duty 

to study the universe and find out its laws...Francis Bacon was the son of an intensely Puritan 

mother. His programme of industriously collecting facts with the object of ultimately building 

up a body of knowledge which would help to improve man‟s lot on earth was entirely in the 

Puritan tradition...” 

   “„The empire of man over things depends wholly on the arts and 

sciences. For we cannot command nature except by obeying her‟...His belief...helped to make 

possible a theory of progress, an optimistic confidence in man for which Puritanism had 

already, paradoxically, prepared...Acceptance of this novel doctrine constituted THE 

GREATEST INTELLECTUAL REVOLUTION OF THE CENTURY.” (C. Hill. The Century 

of Revolution 1603-1714. Abacus, 1978, pp.87-89) 

   Prof. E.G. Rupp summed up the whole question in an article in „The 

Times‟ (in the UK), on the anniversary of Calvin‟s death in 1964. 

   “So far from belief in predestination breeding an enervating fatalism, it 

rather engendered a robust taste for liberty, a race of free men, a crop of free institutions in one 

country after another, in Holland, Scotland, France and in the New World...it is true that 

Calvin‟s doctrine of vocation is, more than Luther‟s, apt for a citizen in the world of trade and 

commerce...” (Catherwood, op.cit., p.125) 

   Finally we hear from Sir Fred Catherwood himself, this time from his 

book „The Christian Citizen‟: 

   “Many factors contributed to the industrial revolution, but the 

contribution to the scientific method by men who believed in a rational Creator...by men who 

felt a divine calling to work and to thrift must both be reckoned important prime causes..” 

(H.F.R. Catherwood. The Christian Citizen. Hodder and Stoughton, 1969, p.58) 

 

II CHRISTIAN-THEOLOGICAL AFFIRMATIONS IN A SCIENTIFIC AGE 

 ------------------------------------------------------ 

 (A) SECULAR SCIENCE: STATEMENTS AND STRESSES 

  Have you noticed - on the issues of Creation and Evolution, for example - how 

confident, even vehement, purely secular-humanist scientists are in stating their own views, 

while sharply dismissing the Christian position? 

  And have you further noticed, how - not always, but far too often - Christians 

respond meekly, half-heartedly, apologetically? And this in the factual face of the humanist 

scientists not being able to answer the MOST FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION OF ALL, BY 

USUALLY IGNORING IT? What question is that? To whet your appetite, we‟ll leave it for the 

moment and raise it later. 

  Perhaps this is a good enough point to suggest that it is high time that we as 

Evangelical Christians should stop responding meekly and apologetically, should cease our 

subconscious feeling of embarrassment and inferiority, come out of the closet, firmly state our 

position, which is eminently rational, and ask some sharp questions ourselves. 
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  We need, as we shall later see, what Henry Stob calls “...a rehabilitation of 

Christian theology...” 

  But let‟s first hear from the secular scientists. The „Humanist Manifesto I‟, 

(1933), says, for example: 

  “Religious (sic!) humanists regard the universe as self-existing and not created. 

Humanists assert that the nature of the universe depicted by modern science makes 

unacceptable any supernatural or cosmic guarantees of human values.” (Schaeffer, A Christian 

Manifesto, op.cit., p.53) 

  To which, Sir Julian Huxley adds: 

  “Science, as Dr. Bronowski stresses, is not merely a discovery of pre-existent 

fact: it is also...a creation of something new...Scientific laws are not something existing from 

eternity in their own right or in the mind of God, waiting to be discovered by man: THEY DID 

NOT EXIST BEFORE MEN OF SCIENCE FORMULATED THEM. The same is true of 

scientific concepts, like „atom‟, or „electric potential‟...” (J. Huxley, Ed. The Humanist Frame. 

Allen and Unwin, 1961. Chapter One, „The Humanist Frame‟ by Sir Julian Huxley, p.36) 

  And Carl Sagan, 

  “...indoctrinated millions of unsuspecting viewers with this humanistic final 

view of reality in the public television show „Cosmos‟:... „The cosmos is all that is or ever was 

or ever will be.‟ “ (Schaeffer, A Christian Manifesto, op.cit., p.53) 

  Now, there are certain statements in the above quotations that need a brief, but 

definite, question-mark placed against them. 

  (1) How, for example, can anyone be a „religious humanist?‟ I would 

suggest that this phrase is a contradiction of terms. The words „religion‟ and „religious‟ are 

defined by the Oxford Advanced Learner‟s Dictionary of Current English (A.S. Hornby, Ed., 

Oxford Univ. Press, 1980), as meaning, inter alia, 

   “...belief in the existence of a supernatural ruling power, the creator 

and controller of the universe...one of various systems of faith and worship.. e.g. Christianity, 

etc.,...(of a person) devout; God-fearing ...etc.,...” (p.712) 

   The term „Secular Humanist‟, 

   “...is a philosophy which holds that God is nonexistent or irrelevant to 

human affairs...that man must choose or invent his own ethics; secular humanism makes man 

the measure of all things.” (Franky Schaeffer. A Time for Anger. The Myth of Neutrality. 

Crossway, 1984, p.24) 

   The two words, „religious‟ and „humanist,‟ have about as much in 

common as salt and honey, that is, nothing at all! It is merely a semantic noise to soften the full 

flavour and reality of what „humanist‟ REALLY means. The „Humanist Manifesto‟ has NO 

right, semantically, theologically or philosophically to use the two words in the same sentence 

together. 

  (2) Next, Sir Julian Huxley tells us that (i) „scientific laws did not exist 

before men of science formulated them, (ii) „these laws did not exist from eternity in their own 

right‟, (iii) „science is the creation of something new.‟ These are mind-boggling statements, of 

which more than one seems to defy plain logic. 

    (i) If Sir Julian means that „scientific laws‟ (like the Theory of 

Relativity) were not actually formulated and written down in a paper or Chapter or book, until 

men of science literally did so, we would have no quarrel with him. IF THIS is what he really 

meant, then why did he not SAY SO is simple, plain English? Why obfuscate things? 

    But that, apparently, is NOT what he means. From the phrases 

„these laws did not exist from eternity, in their own right‟ and „science is the creation of 

something new‟, - it seems that we must conclude that scientists did NOT „discover‟ (he 

actually says so) these scientific laws, but actually „created‟ them as something „new‟, 

something that was not „pre-existent.‟ He actually mentions „atoms‟! 

   (ii) Now, if this is how we are to understand him, then we must ask 

the following questions: 

    (a) Must we really, for example, believe that the „double 

helix‟ structure, DNA, did NOT actually EXIST, was not actually DISCOVERED by Crick and 

Watson, but was actually CREATED BY THEM!? IF this is what Huxley means, then it is 
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thorough-going nonsense. How did people, we may ask, actually live and exist before Crick and 

Watson came on the scene? AND - ONCE AGAIN - IF HE DID NOT „MEAN‟ THIS, WHY 

DOES HE USE SUCH CONFUSING CONCEPTS AND LANGUAGE!? 

    (b) Along the same lines, we must ask, “If when Crick and 

Watson „came across‟ or „found‟ the DNA structure, and if they were NOT DISCOVERING 

what was already in existence („they did not discover pre-existing facts‟), - then WHAT 

EXACTLY WERE THEY DOING? “ 

  (3) This brings us finally back to the phrase in „The Humanist Manifesto I‟ 

(AND ALSO TO THE MOST „FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION‟ OF ALL), namely “ Religious 

humanists regard the universe as self-existing and not created.” 

   The HARD FACT is that the secular scientist has NO answer 

whatsoever regarding the ORIGIN of Life, Matter and the Cosmos, - while the Christian HAS a 

reasonable and rational explanation! 

   Let me quote from Francis Hitching again, a man IN the Evolution 

camp, but an honest man who faces up to this all-important question. In dealing with the 

question of the origin of life and in particular with the question, „How did the first amino acids 

survive?‟, he says the following: 

   “The amino acids must link together to form proteins; and other 

chemicals must join up to make nuceic acids, including the vital DNA. The seemingly 

insurmountable OBSTACLE is the way the two reactions are inseparably linked - one can‟t 

happen WITHOUT THE OTHER. Proteins depend on DNA for their formation. BUT DNA 

cannot form without pre-existing (!) protein...” 

   “his biological treadmill greatly worries all biologists actively 

concerned in research into the origin of life. The puzzle was put succinctly (by Harold F. Blum 

in „American Scientist‟, 43 (1955), p.595): „How when NO LIFE EXISTED, did substances 

COME INTO BEING which, today, are absolutely essential to living systems, yet which can 

only BE FORMED BY THOSE SYSTEMS?‟ No one knows the answer...” 

   “Frank B. Salisbury in „American Biology Teacher‟, using different 

calculations, concluded that the odds of the CHANCE EVOLUTION of a medium-sized protein 

of 3OO amino acids was about one in 1O to the power of 6OO (1O - 6OO) - a number 

„completely beyond our comprehension‟.” (Hitching, op.cit., pp.66-67. Footnotes 4 and 7) 

   Hitching goes on to quote Prof. Murray Eden of MIT (Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology), as saying: 

   “The CHANCE emergence of man is like the probability of typing at 

random a meaningful library of 1,OOO volumes using the following procedure: Begin with a 

meaningful phrase, retype it with a few mistakes, make it longer by adding letters; then 

examine the result to see if the new phrase is meaningful. Repeat this process until the library is 

complete.” (Hitching, ibid., p.83. Footnote 25) 

  (4) The lowest, most basic bottom line that secular scientists, particularly 

in the biological sciences (but not restricted to them) ask us to accept AS FACT is the 

following. 

   We are being asked to believe - by scientists(!) - that SOMETHING 

CAME OUT OF NOTHING! Now the important point here is that THIS is the ONLY POINT 

IN ALL SCIENCE AND SCIENTIFIC TECHNOLOGY THAT WE ARE ASKED TO 

ACCEPT SUCH AN ILLOGICAL, UNSCIENTIFIC AND PREPOSTEROUS STATEMENT! 

   From THIS POINT on, in EVERY scientific field, in ALL scientific 

and technological research, thinking, definitions, experimentation and practical implementation 

WE ARE NEVER AGAIN ASKED TO ACCEPT THAT „SOMETHING‟ AROSE OUT OF 

„NOTHING.‟ 

   But why not? If we have been asked ONCE to accept this „fact‟, then 

why not ask us - or ASK THEMSELVES AND THEIR FELLOW SCIENTISTS - to once again 

accept such a „fact‟ in:biology, in chemistry, in physics, in medicine, etc? Why not? For the 

simple reason that the “Something out of Nothing” formula CANNOT, DOES NOT AND 

NEVER will work at any point in any kind of science. It is logically and scientifically A 

NON-STARTER. Its very illogicality makes it self-destruct itself! 

   Our argument is as follows: 
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   Nothing can come out of Nothing. 

   Something can come out of Something. 

   But: Something cannot come out of Nothing. 

 

   To repeat a previous point: the possibility of „something‟ arising from 

„nothing‟ by chance is 1O to the power of 6OO, i.e. 1O followed by 6OO noughts. And 

scientists (who would never dream of working under such odds in their daily work) are asking 

us to accept it; they might as well ask us to accept that „intelligence‟ can come forth out of a 

„non-intelligent source.‟ They are asking mankind to accept the impossible and the absurd. 

   It is time for Evangelicals to stand up and ask for one good reason to 

accept such illogical, impossible, non-rational and absurd „science!‟ It is time that we stopped 

being apologetical and embarrassed, and demanded (in the light of scientists expecting people 

to give them a fair hearing), that Christians be given a fair hearing as well. As Evangelicals we 

DO HAVE a much stronger case than many of us realize. 

 (B) THEOLOGICAL AFFIRMATIONS IN A SCIENTIFIC AGE 

  (I) KNOWLEDGE AND TRUTH: INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL 

   Among the many things that characterize secular science and 

technology is (i) the unjustified adoption of the view that the employment of the 

empirical-scientific method of observation, research and experiment is the ONLY Source of 

ALL POSSIBLE KNOWLEDGE, and, (ii) that since we cannot empirically observe the Person 

of God, he consequently does not exist. 

   “This secularism has typically taken control of the modern thinking 

man, and the presence of it has put religion and Christianity on the defensive and made 

theologians (AND „lay‟ Christians) nervous and uneasy.” (H. Stob. Theological Reflections. 

Eerdmans, 1981, p.75) 

   What can we say about these claims, and where do we stand, as 

Evangelical Christians? 

   (1) The first and most obvious reply - to the strict, empirical, 

secular scientist or thinker - is that „Knowledge‟ or „Epistemology‟ is NOT ONLY obtained by 

the single method of an empirical process of observation, research and experiment. 

    Let the brilliant Professor of Mathematics at Cambridge 

University, Stephen Hawking, explain: 

    “Any physical theory is always provisional, in the sense that it 

is only a hypothesis: you can never prove it. No matter how many times the results of 

experiments agree with some theory, you can never be sure that the next time the result will not 

contradict the theory.... you can disprove a theory by finding even a single observation that 

disagrees with the predictions of the theory.” (S.W. Hawking. A Brief History of Time. 

Bantam, 199O, p.1O) 

    There are therefore limitations to the certainty of knowledge 

gained by empirical-scientific methods. This is NOT a sweeping condemnation of Empiricism, 

or the science and technology gained through empirical methods. Any SUCH condemnation 

would be very foolish and reveal an arrogant ignorance. No Christian should be guilty of that. 

    All we are trying to say is (i) that the use of empiricism is not 

the ONLY way to gain knowledge, and (ii) it is not an infallible method. BUT having said all 

the above, we happily concede that there are thousands upon thousands of occasions where 

empirical-science has steadily given evidence of being in a very high percentage of cases, 

correct. That is why so much medical help is so successful! 

   (2) The second thing to suggest is that there is NO RATIONAL 

reason why Christians cannot claim Scripture as the Inspired, Revealed Word of God. 

    For a BODY OF KNOWLEDGE TO BE ACCEPTABLE, it 

must (i) have a very high degree of INTERNAL „coherence‟, i.e. it must rationally „fit‟ 

together, and (ii) it must prove that the „internal‟ coherence of that body of knowledge can be 

practically applicable to EXTERNAL reality, ie.the „internal‟ must not stop at just words and 

descriptions and definitions and explanations, the „internal‟ must be able to extend to the 

„outward‟ world of reality and actually be seen to „work‟ there as well. 

    Thus, to use the simplest possible example, yet one that will 
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demonstrate what is meant (above) by the phrase „BODY OF KNOWLEDGE TO BE 

ACCEPTABLE‟, take a drop of Water. Water consists of 2 atoms of Hydrogen and 1 atom of 

oxygen (H2O) 

    Now, INTERNALLY there is a perfect „fitting together in 

coherence‟ of the hydrogen and oxygen. No other combination of other atoms (iron and 

uranium, for example,) will result in what is commonly know as „Water‟. But the INTERNAL 

construction and coherence of „water‟ is not just an untested theory; OUTWARDLY it is linked 

to reality in that it can be drunk to quench one‟s thirst. The „internal‟ coherence and purpose of 

water is matched by the „outward‟ fact that its purpose IS accomplished in the world of reality. 

    The Scriptures conform to these two demands splendidly and 

perfectly. 

     (i) INWARDLY the Scripture consists of an intelligent, 

harmonious and coherent „Biblical Theology‟. 

     “Nothing can rightly be called science that is not held 

together by logical bonds which correlate its parts and exclude all inner contradictions. Now, 

(Scriptural) theology in principle fulfils this demand. It...(is an)..assemblage of harmonius 

truths...In a responsible theology there are „paradoxes‟ aplenty, but there are no 

„contradictions‟...” (Stob, op.cit., p.81) 

     In other words, to change the metaphor, Scripture is 

like a giant Jigsaw Puzzle. If - when you are half-way through putting it together - you JUST 

concentrate on CERTAIN PARTS, you may very well feel that the various parts don‟t „fit‟ 

together. They „seem‟ to contradict the other „parts‟. But once you have completed the 

puzzle,stand back and view it AS A WHOLE, you see its coherent unity. 

     And once you have a full, whole picture of Scripture, 

the studious Christian will see just how wonderfully ALL the teaching, all the truth, all the 

theological bits of the Scriptures „fit‟ snugly, aptly, and congruently together. There is an 

INTERNAL harmonization, mutual consonance, harmony and logical compatibility that says 

only one thing: „Only God himself could have written this.‟ 

    (ii) But we don‟t stop at the INTERNAL theological 

harmony. When Scripture is applied OUTWARDLY it acts in harmony with its internal 

purpose. The internal chemical composition of water MUST FULFIL its purpose, namely, to 

quench thirst, otherwise the internal does not relate to the outward need and reality. Both 

internal structure and purpose must be congruent with the outward fulfilment of its purpose in 

the world of reality. 

     Thus, to take one major example, the internal 

theological teaching of Scripture is that men and women who trust Christ will be „born again‟ 

of the Holy Spirit and become new „creations‟ in Christ (2 Cor. 5:17) And this precisely what 

happens. NOTE: The non-Christian does not understand this (how could he when he is in 

spiritual darkness), BUT he may very well SEE that an enormous change has taken place! 

     In other words the INTERNAL becomes an 

EXTERNAL fact in the world of reality! „Internal‟ Scripture fulfils its purpose in „outward‟ 

reality. 

 ---------------------------------------- 

 

It should perhaps at this stage be pointed out that the next Section may or may not be 

convincing to the non-Christian. That depends entirely upon whether the Holy Spirit sees fit to 

„apply‟ it to someone who has not yet put their faith in Christ. You may recall that we are 

SPECIFICALLY busy with a CHRISTIAN‟S philosophical approach to Science and 

Technology. 

Nevertheless, I would urge both Christian and non-Christian to study it, since - under God - the 

purpose has been to make it interesting, perhaps a little provocative and fresh. Above all it is to 

God‟s glory, and my prayer is that He will honour that motive. So, to work! 

 

 ---------------------------------------- 

 

 (II) CENTRAL THEOLOGICAL AFFIRMATIONS 
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  1) God Exists: God is Lord: God is Creator 

   “God exists, is real. He is an infinitely good, wise, and powerful 

Personal Being, who, lifted above the world in true transcendence, is yet always present...in 

grace and judgment...” 

   “The need of the hour, therefore, is for a rehabilitation of theology. 

Theology, conscious of its anchorage in a transcendent reality, MUST BOLDLY AFFIRM THE 

EXISTENCE OF GOD, and explicate the meaning of his Being and acts for the entire 

world...Theology must also reassert its right to be heard by...(a).. science- orientated 

generation......” (Stob, ibid., pp. 76 and 75) 

   (1) God, Man and Creation. We start off with two basic premises. 

    The FIRST is borrowed from Francis Schaeffer: No one has 

yet been able to explain how the NON-PERSONAL (if their is no Personal God) plus TIME 

plus CHANCE brought forth Man who is a thinking Person; or, how the NON-PERSONAL 

resulted in PERSONALITY. This is important because both „Man‟ and „Science‟ presume 

„Intelligence.‟ Man is person who - in the realm of science and technology - „thinks‟; indeed in 

those two realms „thought‟ is essential! But how is the aspect of „thought‟ in a person possible 

if every person has evolved from the Non-Personal and therefore the Non-Thinking? 

    The SECOND premise, which flows out of the First, is: How 

can NON-INTELLIGENCE (if their is no Intelligent God) result in a Creation and Science 

(covering all fields), of which the hallmark is INTELLIGENCE? 

    Stephen Hawking again: (NB -read this very carefully) 

    “They would say that God, being omnipotent, could have 

started the universe off any way he wanted. That may be so, but in that case he also could have 

made it develop in a completely arbitrary way. YET IT APPEARS THAT HE CHOSE TO 

MAKE IT EVOLVE IN A VERY REGULAR WAY ACCORDING TO CERTAIN LAWS.” 

(Hawking, op.cit., p.11) 

    And LAWS imply INTELLIGENCE, - God‟s Intelligence 

which is part of his Person and Personality. It is inconceivable that the „intelligence‟ displayed 

in the DNA structure, in the structure within protons and neutrons which helped to establish 

„quarks‟ as basic constituents of matter (in the detectors of the Stanford Linear Accelerator 

Center in 1969),- has arisen from Non-Intelligence! 

    From the above flows an important stance the Christian is 

compelled to adopt. John Stott puts his usually precise finger upon it: 

    “That is why the popular cult of meaninglessness is so deeply 

offensive to Christians. There is indeed a cluster of popular attitudes which are fundamentally 

incompatible with Christian faith: e.g. the concept of blind evolutionary development, the 

assertion of human autonomy in art, science and education, the declarations that history is 

random and life is absurd.” (J. Stott. Issues Facing Christians Today. Marshalls, 1984, p.35) 

    There is a Personal God. This implies that his Creation (which 

includes science) is Intelligent. And Intelligence implies Purpose. 

   (2) God, Creation, Science and Knowledge: Further Premises. 

    The FIRST premise concerns the Scope of God‟s Creation. 

Once again I am indebted to Stephen Hawking. God, if we might put it like this, is responsible 

for both Macro and Micro Creation. 

    Today, Hawking points out, scientists describe the universe in 

terms of two basic partial theories. 

    There is first of all the „general theory of relativity‟ which 

describes the force of gravity and the MACRO or, “...large-scale structure of the universe, that 

is, the structures of scales from only a few miles to as large as a million million million million 

(1 with 24 zeros after it) miles, the size of the observable universe.” 

 

    Then, secondly, there is the theory of quantum mechanics, 

which, “... deals with phenomena on extremely small (i.e. MICRO) scales, such as a millionth 

of a millionth of an inch.” (Hawking, op.cit., p.11) 

    He goes on to point out that these two theories appear to 

contradict each other, and that one of the major endeavours in physics today is the search for a 
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new theory that will incorporate them both - “...a quantum theory of gravity. We do not yet 

have such a theory... but we do already know many of the properties that it must have...” 

(Hawking, ibid., p.12) 

    Significantly he goes on to add: 

    “Now, if you believe that the universe is NOT ARBITRARY, 

BUT IS GOVERNED BY DEFINITE LAWS, you ultimately have to combine the partial 

theories into a complete unified theory that will described everything in the universe.” 

(Hawking, ibid., p.12) 

    God‟s creative hand, thus, encompasses - on the one hand - the 

vast distances and depths of our own „Milky Way‟ Galaxy, and the approximately (known) 

1OO Million other Galaxies (i.e. Macro-Creation), and - on the other hand - the minute world 

of atomic particles, protons, electrons, neutrons, quarks and neutrinos (i.e. Micro-creation) 

    The SECOND premise is that God‟s Creation CAN be known. 

This comes about when God „allows‟ the fundamental aspects and laws of science and 

technology to be „discovered.‟ Why am I emphasising „allows‟ and to be „discovered?‟ 

    The reason is one of the most important basic principles that a 

Christian, who is in the scientific or scientific-technological fields,MUST ALWAYS keep 

before him, namely the Lordship of God over his Creation and consequently the fact that the 

„rate of discovery‟- in science - is controlled by a Sovereign God! 

    At this point we must again cross swords with Sir Julian 

Huxley, who as we saw earlier, did not believe that scientic principles and laws exist in their 

own (let alone God‟s) right, that they were not „discovered‟ but rather „formulated‟ in a kind of 

„tabula rasa‟ manner, i.e. nothing existed „a priori‟. 

    This position we must, as Christians, reject totally. All 

„Knowledge‟, therefore also all scientific knowledge, resides „a priori‟ in God‟s Mind and in 

the warp and woof of his Creation and Cosmos. WE only „discover‟ what already exists, and 

that programme of „discovery‟ is controlled by a generous God. In Common Grace terms we are 

„permitted‟ into the secrets of nature, matter and universe as God, who is Sovereign, 

determines. God „times‟ the discovery, not we! 

    A further aspect, under this SECOND premise, already hinted 

at, is elucidated by Denis Alexander: 

    “There are a number of profound implications which stem 

from adopting the Biblical concept of God as our basic presupposition...there is the fact that 

science IS POSSIBLE...A God who is consistently upholding the universe makes rational 

science conceivable. The scientist is no longer faced with an unconscious step of faith before he 

can begin his science; instead his belief that experiments are reproducible stems directly from 

his belief in a rational God.” (Alexander, op.cit. p.146) 

  2) Science, and Man Created in God‟s Image 

   (1) Developing God‟s Gifts 

    The command of Jesus “...to be the salt of the earth...” (Matt. 

5:13), is directed to ALL Christian‟s, - including the Christian involved in any branch of 

science. And one of the aspects of being „the salt of the earth‟ is the simple (yet profound) duty 

just to WORK and to DEVELOP THE TALENTS God has given us, for like all men we have 

been made in God‟s Image AS WELL AS „re-born‟ as „new creations‟ with new 

responsibilities. 

    Sir Fred Catherwood spells it out: 

    “The Christian believes that man was made in the image of 

God, that God has given the world to him to develop, that he has gifts which he must use to 

create MORE than he was originally given. He must, before he leaves this earth, ADD to the 

sum total of human wisdom and knowledge...” 

    “Our Lord in the parable of the talents made it clear that we are 

entrusted, EACH ONE OF US, with talents; that He expects us to ADD to those talents...The 

Christian therefore, does not regard his life on earth as SIMPLY a means of earning a 

living...He must try to leave the world a better place than he found it. He has got to CREATE 

something to help society which was not there before.” (Catherwood, The Christian Citizen, 

op.cit., p.31) 
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    You may, at this point, ask „Why?‟ The next point answers 

that. 

   (2) Tending God‟s Creation 

    The principle here is straightforward. Man (even fallen man) is 

made in the „Image of God‟ (Gen. 1:26f) Because of this man is not (as the Existentialists 

would have us believe) an absurdity or a nothing or a zero. He has value in God‟s sight, 

ie.anything made by God automatically has value (GOD could not create anything WITHOUT 

value;that would deny his creative and quality-enduing Godhood) 

    Consequently, any science or scientific-technology that is of 

help to mankind (via medicine, agriculture, laser-technology for eye operations, the restoration 

of a sound ecological and environment structure, etc. etc.,) is NOT just helping man, it is also 

glorifying the God who made men and women! 

    In this way we are tending God‟s creation. In a sense the 

scientist is really a kind of „Shepherd-scientist‟ tending to God‟s flock of sheep (mankind) This 

„shepherding‟ is NOT redemptive; it falls into the category of God‟s common grace and 

kindness to all men. Let‟s, for example, focus specifically on the branch of sience that 

encompasses „Medicine.‟ 

    Prof. John Frame, first dealing with the „Negative‟ aspect of 

„Medical Ethics‟, says: 

    “Scripture teaches us that God‟s world is meaningful and 

valuable. ...Because man is made in the image of God, human life is precious to God. No 

human may take the life of another...It can be right, even praiseworthy...to put one‟s life at risk 

for others...” 

    “The moral obligation to be supremely careful with human life 

and not to take it accidently is the fundamental principle of medical ethics: „primum non 

nocere‟ - „first, do no harm.‟ Those who administer medical treatment must seek to avoid even 

the RISK of harm.” (J. Frame. Medical Ethics. Principles, Persons, and Problems. Presbyterian 

and Reformed, 1988, pp.21-22, 12) 

    Then, going on the „Positive‟, and especially Medical 

Research, he suggests the following criteria as guidelines for those employed in medical 

research; (this is where the concept of the scientist as a „Shepherd‟ tending God‟s creation 

comes in): 

    a. Research should be conducted by qualified persons.) 

    b. Human subjects should be used ONLY when necessary 

and ONLY after sufficient laboratory and animal experimentation. 

    c. The perceived benefits should outweigh the possible 

risks. 

    d. Informed consent should be obtained from subjects. 

    e. Rigorous safeguards should be taken to prevent harm; 

unintended psychological alteration should especially be guarded against. 

    f. There should be a morally important reason for the 

research. 

    g. There should be a reasonable prospect that the 

experiment will achieve its goal. 

    h. There should not be a disproportionate number of 

powerless, poor, weak, imprisoned, or institutionalized subjects so that the burdens of research 

may be fairly distributed throughout society. 

    “When the goal of research is healing, I believe that the model 

of the Good Samaritan indicates that....the research should be completed quickly for the sake of 

those who need the treatment that is under investigation.” (Frame, ibid., pp.54-55) 

  3) Creation: Subject to Man‟s Dominion 

   (1) Creation ought to be known 

    In Gen. 1:28f. and 2:15f., God instructs Adam and Eve, to, (i) 

reproduce and increase, (ii) to fill and subdue the earth, (iii) to utilize plants and fruit trees as 

food, (iv) and instructs Adam to name every living creature. God, we suggest communicated a 

great deal more to Adam and Eve, than is written down in those Scripture portions. 
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    This is based on the statement in Gen. 3:8, “...the man and his 

wife heard the sound of the Lord God as he was walking in the garden in the cool of the day...”. 

The fact that they recognized God‟s „walking‟ or „presence‟, indicates that this had taken place 

before, and quite likely on a regular basis. It is only reasonable to think that during such times 

God and Adam and Eve „communicated‟ in intimate „fellowship‟ and „discussion.‟ 

    Hence the suggestion of much more „communication‟ than the 

few words recorded in Gen. 1 and 2. It is also, I further suggest, reasonable to believe that the 

instructions (mentioned in the opening paragraph above) were greater in quantity and scope. To 

put it simply: the instructions presupposed and included a directive, to Adam and Eve, to 

increase in their „knowledge‟ of creation, - in „knowledge‟ of human reproductivity, of 

agriculture and horticulture, of diet and food consumption, and of animal husbandry. 

 

    And note: These were specific „instructions‟ and „commands‟ 

from God, NOT merely „suggestions‟, i.e. 1:28, “ God blessed them and said...BE 

FRUITFUL...FILL the earth and SUBDUE it...” etc. In short: They were to grow in their 

knowledge of creation. It was an „ought‟! 

    “Nature (the Reformers taught, quite correctly), was a book to 

be read or, more dynamically considered, a discourse to be heard;and no Christian with the 

requisite talents may absolve himself from attending to it. The traces of God‟s steps, the 

patterns of his wisdom, the signs of his power, and the evidence of his glory ARE IN 

NATURE, and these ARE TO BE CAREFULLY OBSERVED.” (Stob, op.cit., p.5) 

   (2) Pit Stop: Practical Application 

    A PRACTICAL APPLICATION IS APPROPRIATE HERE, - 

BUT NOTE - IN SOME PLACES BELOW THE STATEMENTS AND APPLICATION 

WILL, FROM TIME TO TIME ENCOMPASS A WIDER FIELD THAN JUST STRICT 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY. THIS IS DELIBERATE, SINCE MANY OF THE TRUTHS 

TOUCH CHRISTIANS IN EVERY SPHERE OF LIFE, - BOTH STRICTLY SCIENTIFIC AS 

WELL AS NON-SCIENTIFIC. 

    There are very few Christians who do not go through the very 

real agony of „guidance!‟ Every Pastor will tell you of the many young (and not so young!) 

people who beat a path to their study door with the agonizing question,” What is God‟s will for 

my life? “ 

    Leaving aside those who have a clear call to „full time 

Christian service‟, large numbers of Christians would be helped if they kept three key 

principles in mind: 

     (i) God will NEVER guide you into any action or 

vocation that is in conflict with his revealed will in Scripture. 

    (ii) God has - as I tried to show above - given each 

Christian a clear mandate and command to increase his knowledge (and dominion) of his 

Creation. It is therefore an insufficient motive to view your work (as a doctor, a teacher, an 

economics adviser in a bank, an engineer, a scientist in physics, - YOU NAME IT!) simply as a 

job to get money to support your family (I said „insufficient‟, not „wrong‟) 

     We must MASTER every aspect of our vocation and 

grow in our KNOWLEDGE of it, because by doing that we are getting to know God‟s Creation! 

This should immediately settle and determine the fact that your work (WHATEVER it is) is 

NOT „secular‟ - in the sense that it is not specifically „Christian‟ and thus pegged at a LOWER 

spiritual level! 

     Thus, to return to „guidance‟, you can happily go into 

ANY BIBLICALLY LEGITIMATE VOCATION (ie.any „vocation‟ that does not break any of 

the laws and principles of God, in Scripture), AND GLORIFY GOD FULLY IN IT! Why? 

Because you are carrying out God‟s command to „know‟ and „master‟ his creation! 

    ))(iii) The solution - and this is a little understood but crucial point - 

to the search for „guidance‟ is MORE OFTEN THAN NOT FOUND IN WHAT YOU ARE 

GIFTED FOR. In God‟s Providence he „gives‟ Christian men and women the „talent‟ for, - 

teaching, economics, mathematics, engineering, business administration, plumbing, electrical 

work, insurance, and gifts in a thousand other fields! Ask yourself, perhaps through a 
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vocational guidance test: what has God GIFTED ME with!? 

     You find this hard to accept? Does God stoop to the 

„mundane‟, like this? Isn‟t this very „unspiritual‟? My answer is twofold: 

     (a) What could be more „mundane‟ than God 

asking Adam to „name‟ the animals? But, in doing it he obeyed and glorified God; 

     (b) Why in the world do we have men who are 

outstanding in engineering, but would be hopeless as business men or doctors, - or - why do you 

have women who are excellent as teachers and nurses, but would be a menace in a bank? 

BECAUSE God has „gifted‟ each man and woman DIFFERENTLY! 

    One last word. Because of the very Nature of His Being, God 

DOES EVERYTHING with a PURPOSE in mind. That is one of the basic principles of a 

Christian view of History. In God‟s Nature and Actions there is a total absence of „chance.‟ 

Thus, when a Christian becomes aware of his „gift‟ in one field or another, he ought to realize 

that - according to the Parable of the Talents - he has that gift as a „sacred trust‟ from God 

Almighty himself. He dare not neglect or misuse it! He is under a sacred, categorical, divine 

imperative; HE MUST USE IT! 

   (3) Driving back the consequences of sin! 

    NOTE: HERE TOO THE CIRCLE OF THOUGHT WILL BE 

WIDENED TO ENCOMPASS BOTH SCIENTIFIC AND NON-SCIENTIFIC FIELDS. THIS 

TOO IS DELIBERATE SO ALL CHRISTIANS IN ALL WALKS OF LIFE ARE INCLUDED. 

     (i) Creation is in “ bondage to decay” 

     There is a very fascinating passage in Romans 8:18-23. 

We cannot fully exegete the whole passage, but I want to draw your attention to what Paul says 

about the „Creation.‟ The creation, “ waits in eager expectation “ (v.19), it is “ subject to 

frustration “ (v.2O), the creation is in “bondage to decay” (v.21), and “the whole creation has 

been groaning” (v.22) 

     I am aware that this „bondage‟ is linked with the 

„liberation of the children of God‟, and that in one sense the „groaning‟ (particularly of v.22), is 

like the joyous groaning of a woman giving birth. 

     Yet, there is also a darker side. Paul is also describing 

the fact that when Adam fell, not only he, but the whole creation suffered the consequences of 

sin. God in fact says so in Gen.3: the ground would be „cursed‟, it would produce thorns and 

thistles‟ (Gen. 3:17) Eden was literally a paradise. Earth has been struck by disease, pests, 

poisonous plants and creatures, blight, decay and death. 

     SIN is the cause all deterioration, disintegration, 

decomposition in all organic and inorganic life and matter. To sin we can ascribe all infection, 

all pollution, all that is toxic, all putrefaction, - in a word, every possible kind of breakdown, 

decay, and disintegration of ALL life-forms and in ALL matter. 

     But, we should go further, into what one might call the 

„socio-metaphysical‟ world as well. That is the worlds of,- philosophy, politics, psychology, 

epistemology, the Arts, literature, theology (!), etc. 

     All this too suffers from „disease‟: crooked thinking, 

unethical behaviour, the curse of surrealism and the artistic destruction of man‟s humanity, 

existentialism which curses life as absurd, nihilism that banishes hope and God from the 

cosmos, psychological determinism where man is a prisoner to his genes and therefore not 

responsible for his deeds, „liberal‟ theology that denies the Fall, the Atonement, the 

Resurrection, literature which glories is lust, and the idolatry of Eastern and New Age 

Pantheism in which All is God and God is All. 

     The creation is in “ bondage to decay “ (Rom. 8:21) 

    (ii) The Christian‟s responsibility 

     Earlier on we spoke of the Christian‟s responsibility to 

„tend creation‟ (the „Shepherd-scientist‟) I would now like to change that metaphor to a 

Medical Model, namely the „Doctor-scientist.‟ I also want to link this concept with the fact that 

every Christian is „gifted‟ and the practical use of that „gift‟ or „talent.‟ 

     What does a medical doctor do when confronted by a 

sick person? Inter alia, the following: (i) He diagnoses, (ii) establishes what the disease is that 



 73 

is causing the infection and physical breakdown, (iii) prescribes the correct antibiotics, thus 

extending control over the disease, in order (iv) to drive back the infection, (v) to restore health 

to the patient. 

     I would to go on to suggest that every Christian - in 

whatever field - is really like a „doctor-scientist.‟ Sin has invaded the Cosmos. It is the 

Christian‟s responsibility to mobilize every aspect of his „gift‟ - right there is the market place 

of the world where his job is - and to use it as a physician; drive back sin, immorality, unethical 

behaviour, wrong thinking; research for new drugs to heal the sick; develop new pesticides to 

aid the farmer; develop new economic strategies to help the poor...all the time taking back and 

bringing health to those areas of God‟s Cosmos and Creation that Satan has spoilt. 

     Let me close with two quotes, from men who say it all 

much better. 

     First, Dr. Jim Packer: 

     “God made us with the intention that we should 

control our environment by harnessing...the forces of nature...God summons men to create a 

culture, a civilization...(which is)..richer...Technology is not intrinsically sinful or 

soulless...‟Let them have dominion‟ is in effect God‟s directive to us to develop a technology as 

a means of mastery. The Creator is glorified when the possibilities of his creation are 

realized...” (J.I. Packer. Knowing Man. Cornerstone, 1978, pp.23-24) 

     Finally, Henry Stob: 

     “Stimulated and driven forward...men like Bacon, 

Boeckman, Boyle, Harvey, Newton, and Ray - men of massive intellect...and authentic 

Christian piety - went out to nature and helped determine the structure and direction of modern 

science. And men of like mind and similar Christian faith have appeared upon the plane of 

science in every generation...” 

     “In the 19th Century it was Davey, Faraday, Joule, 

Kelvin, Maxwell. They were devout Christians all, and it was their religion which enlisted them 

for science.” (Stob, op.cit., p.5) 

 ---------------------------------- 

 I must make it absolutely clear that the necessity of being „born-again‟ of the Holy 

Spirit; of trusting Christ as personal Saviour is the HIGHEST OF ALL PRIORITIES. But in 

these Chapters I have not dealt with that because, as I pointed out earlier, I have been dealing 

with the attitude and philosophy towards Science and Technology of those who are ALREADY 

Christians. 

 Having said let me close off by saying: A decaying world is desperately in need of 

Christians to enter every legitimate walk of life to drive back that decay and disintegration, and 

bring health where the evilness of sin has spoilt God‟s glorious Creation. 

  “ .....Fill Thou my life, O Lord my God, 

  In ev‟ry part with praise, 

  That my whole being may proclaim 

  Thy being and Thy ways. 

  Praise in the common things of life, 

  Its goings out and in; 

  Praise in each duty and each deed, 

  However small and mean. 

  So shall no part of day or night 

  From sacredness be free; 

  But ALL MY LIFE, IN EVERY STEP, 

  Be fellowship with Thee. “ 

   - Horatius Bonar (18O8 - 1889) 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Discuss the „Weber-Tawney Thesis.‟ 



 74 

2. Under the heading „Theological Affirmations in a Scientific Age‟, discuss „Knowledge 

and Truth: Internal and External.‟ 

3. Under „Central Theological Affirmations‟, elaborate on the truth: „God Exists: God is 

Lord: God is Creator.‟ 

 - OR - 

 „Science, and Man Created in God‟s Image.‟ 

4. Under the same heading as Question 3, elaborate on: „Creation: Subject to Man‟s 

Dominion.‟ 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Metternich: „I have seen your soldiers. They are not more than children.‟ At this point 

Bonaparte threw his hat into a corner and shouted: „You know nothing of what goes on in the 

soldier‟s mind. I grew up on the field of battle. A man like me cares little for the lives of a 

million men.‟ Metternich: „If only the words you have just spoken could be heard from one end 

of Europe to the other.‟ Bonaparte: „I may lose my throne. But I shall bury the whole world in 

its ruins.‟ Metternich: „Sire, you are a lost man.‟ “ 

   - Paul Johnson. „The Birth of the Modern.‟ 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 I DEFINITION OF SECULAR HUMANISM 

 ------------------------------ 

 1) What it is not 

  “The secular humanism that we meet today is not the same thing as the 

Renaissance humanism which one sees in such men as Erasmus and Leonardo da Vinci. 

(Renaissance humanism, despite some murky streaks, was...a plea for...a...Christian culture.)..” 

  “Nor should we equate secular humanism with the humanism professed by 

those who teach the humanities professionally; nor...with the spirit of sympathetic concern for 

others‟ welfare which is often called humanism in these days.” (J.I. Packer and T. Howard. 

Christianity: The True Humanism. Word, 1985, p.14) 

  It is perhaps necessary to qualify Packer and Howard‟s somewhat uncritical 

statement (to quote them in full) that, “Renaissance humanism...was in essence a plea for a rich 

and robust Christian culture.” This, I would respectfully suggest, is both too simplistic and too 
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optimistic an evaluation, of the Renaissance; in terms of factual history it is only partly true. 

  J.H. Plumb, for example, says of the Renaissance leaders: 

  “They ceased to look for answers to the fate of man in the dogmas of the 

Church. They searched the histories of antiquity for precedents that might guide them to the 

truth,...they also sought to explain, as Machiavelli did, the world in which they lived by what 

they knew to be the nature of man.” (J.H. Plumb. The Penguin Book of the Renaissance. 

Penguin, 1978, p.29) 

  The „humanities‟ that Packer/Howard refer to are the studies of literature, art, 

music, etc. And the „sympathetic concern for other‟s welfare‟ is more accurately described as 

„Humanitarianism.‟ Thus neither the words and concepts of the „humanities‟ and 

„humanitarianism‟ must be confused with „Secular Humanism.‟ 

  Francis Schaeffer is therefore quite correct, when he says: 

  “...Christians should be the most humanitarian of all people. And Christians 

certainly should be interested in the humanities as the product of human creativity, made 

possible because people are uniquely made in the image of the Great Creator. In this sense of 

being interested in the humanities it would be proper to speak of a Christian humanist.” (F.A. 

Schaeffer. A Christian Manifesto. Crossway, 1981, p.23) 

 2) A Brief History of Western Secular Humanism 

  According to Os Guinness there are at least Four milestones in the rise of what 

he calls „Optimistic (Secular) Humanism.‟ 

  The First is to be found in the 5th century in Greece, also known as „The 

Golden Age‟. Here, 

  “...for the first time in Europe the use of objective reason freed science and 

philosophy from the shackles of superstition and religion.” (Os Guinness. The Dust of Death, 

IVP, 1973, p.4) 

  The Second was the Renaissance, during which men and women broke away 

from the stranglehold of Medieval thinking, philosophy, art, architecture, and an ecclesiastical 

worldview, seeking guidance and fresh inspiration for life and existence, by returning to the 

classical Greek and Roman writers, poets, dramatists, and philosophers. 

  It was an explosion of confidence in Man. It‟s rallying cry was „Homo 

Mensura‟, - „Man is the measure of all things.‟ Or, 

  “As Leon Battista Alberti, a typical early Renaissance thinker, expressed it, „A 

man can do all things if he will.‟” (Guinness, ibid., p.5) 

  Six centuries later, a modern „secular humanist‟, Emmanuel Mesthene, echoes 

virtually the exact, same sentiments: 

  “We have now, or know how to acquire, the technical capability to do very 

nearly anything we want.” (T. Roszak. Where the Wasteland Ends. Faber and Faber, 1972, 

p.19) 

  The word „humanist‟ was coined during the Renaissance. Initially the leaders 

of the Renaissance had no intention of splitting off from the Church. Most of them, like 

Erasmus, remained in the Medieval Roman Catholic Church until death. But in their thinking 

they grew apart from the Church. 

  There was, for example, a split between reason and religion in the area of 

science as Galileo supported the cosmology of Copernicus, and between reason and authority in 

theology with the appearance of the famous Greek text of the New Testament, compiled by 

Erasmus, which revealed that the Latin Vulgate was frequently in error. Thus, in both areas the 

„authority‟ of the Catholic Church was attacked. 

  It was basically a new spirit of criticism, which continued to gather force, 

elevating man‟s reason and rationality above everything else. 

  The Third milestone was the period of the Enlightenment onwards, i.e. from 

the beginning of the 18th century. Its roots lay both in Classical antiquity and the Renaissance. 

It comprised the used of irony and satire, ridiculing all that the previous centuries had been 

taught to believe, love and revere (ie.from the Reformation on) 

  Its chief influence lay with the „philosophes‟, ie.the articulate, sociable, secular 

men of letters and literature. Kant, in 1784, defined the era as man‟s emergence from his 

„infancy‟, and suggested the motto „Sapere Aude!‟ - „Dare to know!‟. It was a struggle between 
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„Hellene‟ versus „Hebrew‟, light versus darkness, reason versus superstition, rationalism versus 

faith, the secular versus Christianity. 

  The 19th century saw the rise of astronomy and physics and evolutionary 

biology, all of which did away with the need of God as a scientific hypothesis. It also saw the 

rise of „Higher Criticism‟ which destroyed the Bible as a „Revelation from God.‟ 

  The Fourth milestone saw the birth of a more self-conscious, definite and 

militant form of „humanism.‟ In 1896 the Ethical Union was founded to form a link between all 

existing humanist-secular societies. In 1899 the Rationalist Press was launched. 1961 saw the 

publication, under the editorship of Sir Julian Huxley, of the now famous book „The Humanist 

Frame‟, while the British Humanist Association was formed in 1963. 1933 and 1973 saw the 

publication of the „Humanist Manifestos I and II.‟ 

 3)  What Humanism is: General Aspects 

   (i) Features 

   Today‟s Western, secular, optimistic humanism, has basically the same 

motto of that of the Renaissance, „Homo Mensura‟, - „Man is the measure of all things.‟ It is the 

product of Western philosophy and science. It believes that religion is irrational and hostile to 

human happiness. 

   “The thought is that only those who know they are on their own in the 

universe, with no God to worship...will ever take the bold steps that are needed to set their lives 

straight...to help people realize their potential is to disillusion them about religion and so free 

them from inhibiting suggestions and restrictions. Then, by rational reflection...a wiser code 

can be devised, and a happier generation will be bred.” (Packer/Howard, op.cit., pp.14-15) 

   Humanism sets human beings at the centre of the universe, maintaining 

that Nature, of which man is the most highly developed biological species, is ALL that exists. 

Happiness and enrichment of human life is all we should aim for. Scientific reason is the only 

tool needed for this task. 

   „Working hypotheses‟, which humanists embrace include, inter alia: 

the universe is eternal and infinite; the evolution of man and society to a higher level of 

science, social health and personal happiness (sometimes known as „evolutionism‟ with the 

basic idea that by inevitable upward progress mankind will get better and better); the autonomy 

of man (alone) as lord of Nature, Creation and Matter; personal welfare and comfort as the 

ultimate value; and the innate goodness and wisdom of man, who with better education can 

reach virtually any height,- scientifically, socially and personally. 

   As Sir Julian Huxley has put it: 

   “Today, in 2Oth century man, the evolutionary process is at last 

becoming conscious of itself...Human knowledge, worked over by human imagination, is seen 

as the basis to human understanding and belief, and the ultimate guide to human progress.” 

(Guinness, op.cit., p.9. Footnote 9) 

  (ii) Reactionary 

   One of the notable features of humanism is its „reactionary‟ nature; 

reaction, so it seems, of hurt, resentment, outrage and disgust at the track record of organised 

Christianity. 

   The humanist feels that Christianity is at heart basically hostile to 

science; is really only interested in the coming delights of heaven (the „world‟ is sinful and 

without value); is not interested in real friendship with non-Christians, but is only concerned to 

„save‟ their souls (i.e. their motive for befriending non-Christians is dishonest); is enmeshed in 

stuffy tradition and liturgy; is irrelevant in a space/scientific/technological age. 

   Thus, H.J. Blackham, says: 

   “Is this secular faith (sic! - secular humanism) in conflict with the older 

faiths of traditional religion, particularly the Christian faith? Yes, IF it belongs to the Christian 

faith TO „SIT LOOSE TO CIVILIZATION.‟ That is the test.” (J. Huxley, Ed. The Humanist 

Frame. Allen & Unwin, 1961. Chapter 7, „The Human Programme‟ by H.J. Blackham, p.141) 

   What is our reply? Threefold: (i) there is no point in denying that too 

many Christians ARE guilty of such accusations, (ii) that such Christianity is emphatically 

NOT the Christianity of the N.T. It is a tragic distortion of what the „real‟ relationship between 

the Christian and science, the non-Christian and civilization should be, and (iii) the Christian‟s 
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failure does not justify the rejection of the valid and robust claims of God on the non-Christian. 

   Packer and Howard point out the fact that „modern‟ humanism, in 

contrast, for example, to late Victorian humanism, is much more visible, openly militant, 

belligerent and ferociously anti-Christian (Packer/ Howard, op.cit., pp.15-16) 

 ))(iii) Influence 

   We will just look briefly at the American scenario since 

Packer/Howard claim that, “Nowhere is humanist reaction currently more visible than in the 

United States” (op.cit., p.15), and secondly, because it is a fact that what happens in the U.S. 

has a profound influence elsewhere in the world. 

   Although secular humanists (whom George Marsden calls „nontheistic 

secularists‟) do sometimes organise formal conventions, 

   “...the illusion of a much wider impact is created because they speak 

explicitly and forcefully for an idea that is typically held by a large number of religious people 

as well-namely, that public business is best conducted according to objective scientific 

principles (to use the term „scientific‟ broadly) without any reference to religious or spiritual 

considerations - what Jacques Ellul describes as the „technological principle.‟ “ 

   “The overwhelming and all-pervasive force in modern society, says 

Ellul, is the principle of finding the most rational and efficient technique to get the job done. 

Everything falls to the onslaught of this principle.” (R.J. Neuhaus, Ed. Unsecular America. 

Eerdmans, 1986. Chapter 3, „Are Secularists the Threat? Is Religion the Solution?‟ by George 

M. Marsden, p. 33) 

   This is seen, for example, in the business community, where, with few 

exceptions, professedly religious people do not manage their businesses any differently than 

anti-religious secularists manage theirs. In each case the bottom line is finding the best 

technique to maximize profits. Moral considerations are low on the list in determining policy. 

   The same is largely true of the media:the market determines the 

content. The actual behaviour of the people - whatever they may profess in terms of 

Christianity - nevertheless indicates satisfaction with media entertainment that is thoroughly 

secular and often subversive to the „absolute‟ standards of Biblical morality. 

  (iv) Self-Gratification: The Popular Mood 

   This is best seen in the popular „glossy‟ magazines, and particularly in 

the adverts which stress, - self-gratification, pleasure (hedonism), self-enjoyment, 

self-pampering, self-protection, self-love and personal beauty and self-realization through 

acquiring sunglasses, cigarettes, skin lotions, cars, nail polish, shoes, perfumes, etc. 

   Key words used over and over in adverts emphasize the secular 

absorbtion with „SELF‟: „luxury‟, „unique‟, „rich‟, „improvement‟, „mild‟, „pleasure‟, 

„superior‟, „different‟, „feeling good‟, „exciting‟, „dramatic‟, „elegance.‟ 

   This may be viewed by some as just „advertising language‟ and 

therefore relatively harmless. This is a very superficial assessment. Advertisers (this must 

surely be obvious) persistently use the same words and phrases and expressions BECAUSE 

they have an impact! Otherwise they would summarily abandon them; why use words, etc., that 

don‟t make money!? 

   The persistent use of the same kind of images, metaphors, analogies, 

words, phrases („You can‟t beat the feeling!‟), etc., all indicate a profound concern with „Self‟, 

which - albeit on a popular level - nevertheless is the pulse beat of secular humanism. 

 

 II SECULAR HUMANISM: SPECIFIC ASPECTS 

 ----------------------------------- 

 (I) THE EVOLUTIONARY BASIS: FOUNDATION AND FRAMEWORK 

  Man, says Sir Julian Huxley, 

  “...is embarked on the psychosocial stage of evolution.....it has been frankly 

faced that ALL aspects of REALITY are subject to evolution, from atoms and stars to fish and 

flowers, from fish and flowers to human societies and values...ours is the first period in which 

we have acquired sufficient knowledge to begin to see the outline of this vast process as a 

whole.” (Huxley, Ed., op.cit., The Humanist Frame. Chapter 1, „The Humanist Frame‟ by J. 

Huxley, pp.13 + 15) 
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  It is important to remember that secular humanists firmly anchor such features 

as the „psychosocial evolution‟, „values‟, the growth of societies, knowledge, indeed „all 

reality‟ in BIOLOGICAL evolution. 

  The evolutionary vision begins with the discovery that biological advance 

exists, that it takes place in a series of biological steps or grades, each grade occupied by a 

successive group of animals or plants sprung from a pre-existing one and characterized by a 

new and improved pattern of organization. 

  Darwin‟s position was that: 

  “If you went back through the fossil record...you would find that today‟s 

perfectly adapted life forms had emerged as victors over previous less perfect forms.” (F. 

Hitching. The Neck of the Giraffe. Pan, 1982, p.11) 

  Sir Julian Huxley‟s argument is that the psychosocial organization of man 

sprang from the biological in an ever-spiralling upward movement. Major steps in the human 

phase of evolution are achieved by breakthroughs to new patterns of mental organization, 

knowledge, ideas, values and beliefs. 

  A number of consequences spring from this evolutionary progress of man. 

  (1) Dominance and Chance 

   “Man‟s destiny is to be the sole agent for the future evolution of this 

planet. He is the highest dominant type to be produced by...the slow biological improvement 

effected by the blind opportunistic workings of natural selection.” (Huxley, The Humanist 

Frame, op.cit.,p.17) 

   One aspect that is highlighted here is the phrase, „the blind 

opportunistic workings of natural selection.‟ The „blind opportunistic‟ advance of biological 

evolution does not remain in the purely biological. However paradoxical the phrase 

„opportunistic WORKING‟ may appear the secular humanist, nevertheless, transposes that 

element of „blind chance‟ upon man as a social being as well. 

   Thus, all of man‟s existence, life, thought, experiences, relations with 

other men and women, family life, work and history - from birth to death - falls into the 

category of fortuity, inexplicability, randomness, and, very important, unpredictability. All life, 

on this basis, becomes uncertain, unaccountable, and could very well be a monstrous blunder! 

Life is thus literally reduced to a fluke. 

   But this has, inter alia, serious social and moral implications. 

   On the social side it must irrevocably render all social structures, 

culture and civilization valueless. Social patterns and social structures are a mere convenience, 

not a necessity for ordered living. Similarly culture (the arts, literature, poetry, architecture) - 

seen strictly from a humanist viewpoint - has no real value, identity and forms no real basis for 

„enjoyment.‟ 

   There is no REAL reason, from a secular humanist position, why we 

should not consign Rembrandt, Wordsworth and Beethoven to the rubbish dump of 

non-valuable junk. For the Christian an absolutely essential principle is that „something‟ only 

has value in relation to an Absolute Point of Value outside itself. 

   You cannot compare something with itself and then give it a „value‟! 

That is why painting and music and poetry, for example, always gains its value and meaning 

and authenticity IN RELATION to the great painters, musicians and poets of history. We are 

„measured‟ against them. 

   The Christian goes a step further and measures all „creativity‟ against 

the „Creativity‟ of the Absolute Point of the Person and Work of God. Ultimately, all „beauty‟ 

is measured against the „Beauty‟ of the Person and Work of God. (We will hopefully return to 

this point towards the end of the Chapter) 

 ---------------------------- 

   On the moral side there are also serious implications that flow from an 

evolution that is based upon „blind opportunism.‟ 

   A recent Newsweek article will bring this point into focus. In 

Newsweek/February 24, 1992, in an article entitled „Born or Bred‟, some medical scientists are 

claiming that „Gayness‟ begins in the chromosomes. In particular, Dr. Simon LeVay, a 

neuroscientist at the Salk Institute in La Jolla, California. 
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   Scanning the brains of 41 cadavers, including 19 homosexual males, 

LeVay apparently determined that a tiny area believed to control sexual activity was less than 

half the size in the gay men than in heterosexuals. 

   It was, says Newsweek, 

   “...perhaps the first direct evidence of what some gays have long 

contended - that whether or not they CHOOSE to be different, they are BORN different.” 

(Newsweek/Feb. 24, 1992, „Born or Bred‟, p.38) 

   This would strip homosexuality of all moral implications, and if we 

were consistent, equally of all moral responsibility. As Dr. Richard Pillard, of the Boston 

University School of Medicine, puts it: 

   “A genetic component in sexual orientation says, „This not a fault, and 

it‟s not your fault.‟ “ (Newsweek/Feb. 24, 1992, ibid., p.4O) 

   One more quote clinches it: 

   “„It would reduce being gay to something like being left-handed, which 

is in fact ALL that it is,‟ says gay San Francisco journalist and author Randy Shilts.” 

(Newsweek/Feb. 24, 1992, ibid., p.4O) 

   This then, is the strong contention of a science that is basically secular 

and humanist. 

   It is not necessary to point out that a Biblical and Christian attitude to 

those who are struggling with their homosexuality should be one of personal understanding, 

compassion and love without condoning the act. Such an attitude, one hopes, goes without 

saying. 

 

   But it must be pointed that by locating homosexuality in a genetic base 

ALONE, means that the secular humanist has removed it from the circle of morality, and 

consequently from the circle of what Paul in Romans clearly argues is an abuse of our natural 

God-given physiological constitution as well as making it a profound offense to God. In short: 

homosexuality is morally sinful and evil. 

   One is bound to go further and - in the growing tendency to locate 

„moral‟ actions in „genetic‟ codes - ask: „At WHAT point are we going to draw the line and 

define immorality AS immorality, murder AS murder, sexual deviance AS moral deviance, and 

not explain it in terms of genetics or insanity or emotional instability, thus making the 

„explanation‟ an „excuse‟ for old-fashioned, Biblical sin?‟ 

  (2) The Elimination of Purpose (Teleology) 

   The secular humanist inextricably chains biological evolution to ALL 

other „reality‟. Thus, to be consistent, if biological evolution is „blind opportunism‟, then all 

other reality is equally ruled by the same „blind opportunistic‟ impulses. And THAT includes 

ALL life and experience and history. ALL „reality‟ is blindly blundering on without any 

objective or purpose. 

   At stake here is nothing less than the reality of God‟s superintending 

Providence. Of this Darwin said: 

   “There seems to be no more design in the variability of organic beings, 

and in the action of Natural Selection, than in the course which the wind blows.” (C. Russell. 

Cross-currents. Interactions between Science and Faith. IVP, 1985, p.153. Footnote 11) 

   Prof. Russell then continues: 

   “Whereas the natural theologians had proclaimed „design‟ and 

„purpose‟ in every part of the natural world, Darwin was to protest this was really wishful 

thinking. The „design‟ is illusory and the patterns in nature of no more significance than (say) 

the random arrangement of tea-leaves at the bottom of a cup. Huxley used the metaphor of 

pellets from a shotgun, some which happened to hit the target.” (Russell, ibid. p.153) 

   This same approach is taken up by Blackham, who says: 

   “The relevance to Humanist thinking...is that Humanists hold...to be 

true: (i)..that the order discovered in nature is not properly teleological; (ii) that men are free to 

introduce valid purposes of their own,...; (iii)..there is no reason for thinking that the temporal 

order of nature is not, first and last, the condition of all HUMAN experience and achievement.” 

(Huxley, Ed. The Humanist Frame, op.cit., Blackham, p.131) 
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   In other words „human‟ purposes, experience and achievement replace 

the ordered, teleological purpose and direction of God and his Providential dealings with man 

and nature in history. 

   And just where does this „purposeless‟ humanist philosophy take us IN 

PRACTICAL TERMS? 

   I stress the „practical‟ aspect because it is fatal to think of secular 

humanism (and particularly its denial of any Providential guidance of and purpose in history by 

God) as merely a theoretical or academic philosophy. EVERY „idea‟, EVERY set of „ideas‟, 

EVERY „philosophy‟ ALWAYS results in PRACTICAL consequences, first in the so-called 

„intellectual‟ circles, and then without failure in the life of the ordinary citizen! 

   A helpful example is to be found in the personal biography of a literary 

figure such as Samuel Beckett whose plays „Waiting for Godot‟ and „Breath‟ explicitly and 

deliberately express the emptiness, absurdity and purposelessness of man‟s life and history. Of 

Beckett himself we hear the following (and this concerns him already as a young man in Paris, 

where he went for further studies after Trinity College, Dublin): 

   “He was a deeply troubled person...McGreevy‟s (Beckett‟s life-long 

and closest friend) perpetual motion and chatter were valuable to Beckett because they cloaked 

his solitude and despair; they made his silence and morbidity seem the...behaviour of a young 

man new in Paris and slightly unsure of himself...” 

   “Richard Aldington, McGreevy‟s close friend, was one of the first to 

meet Beckett, and he described him as, „..the splendidly mad Irishman...who wanted to commit 

suicide,...‟” 

   “Suicide...had first intrigued Beckett at Trinity, when he eagerly 

cornered anyone who came to his rooms for long,..gloomy discussions on all aspects of the 

subject...He himself, given to protracted periods of depression wondered aloud for hours on end 

about the value (sic!) of ending life.” (D. Bair. Samuel Beckett:A Biography. Vintage, 199O, 

pp.68-69) 

   A final all-important feature, under this heading, follows quite 

naturally, namely the elimination of God Himself. This is logical, given the secular humanists 

views of „blind opportunistic biological evolution‟, and its twin, the elimination of all 

teleological purpose in history, life and experience. Secular Humanism is ultimately Godless, in 

the literal and moral meanings of that word! 

 

   Sir Julian Huxley spells it out clearly and categorically: 

   “Evolutionary man can no longer take refuge from his loneliness by 

creeping for shelter into the arms of a divinized father-figure whom he has himself created, nor 

escape from the responsibility of making decisions by sheltering under the umbrella of Divine 

Authority, nor absolve himself from the hard task of meeting his present problems and planning 

his future by relying on the will of an omniscient but unfortunately inscrutable Providence.” 

(Huxley, Ed. The Humanist Frame, op. cit., p.19) 

   These words reveal secular humanism to be, not only Godless and 

atheistic, but profoundly cruel. One final observation is therefore necessary, and, I trust, 

apposite. 

   The FACT is that sin HAS introduced „thorns and thistles‟ into life on 

earth. It HAS caused loneliness, appalling suffering, disease, war, incalculable pain and 

centuries of pain and misery. The FACT is that sin HAS left us lonely, alienated from men and 

(more importantly) God, unprotected from the consequences of sin, and desperately weak. 

   Under such circumstances it is a highly dubious argument to imply that 

there is something „wrong‟, something „unmanly‟ about a weak, sinful, suffering person seeking 

for and solace and comfort in the arms of a caring and compassionate God. It is like arguing 

that we must not weep or seek comfort at the grave of a loved one! Such a view is absurd and 

inhuman. And insofar as humanism seeks to wrench us away from God in his capacity as 

compassionate Father, secular humanism is both cruel and inhuman. 

   As Christians let us never forget the practical, personal and human 

dimension of God‟s love, as expressed in Ps. 1O3:13, “ As a father has compassion on his 

children, so the Lord has compassion on those who fear (stand in awe of) him; for he knows 
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how we are formed, he remembers that we are dust.” 

   The Christian faith is not a „weak‟ faith; it is rather a supremely 

REALISTIC faith. Humanism is a romantic, optimistic view of the upward progress of man, - 

but with no empirical foundation to base such optimism on. Evangelical Christianity squarely 

faces the real, hard, factual, empirical „falleness‟ - and consequently - the suffering of man; and 

in the face of sin, falleness, and suffering it calls upon all men to find their solace and comfort 

in God, through the Atoning death of Christ on Calvary. 

 

 (II) THE „PERSONHOOD‟ OF THEODORE ROSZAK 

  (1) Introduction 

   A word of explanation is necessary here. Theodore Roszak, at the date 

of writing, is Professor of History and Chairman of General Studies at California State 

University. Three of his major works, brilliantly written and filled with passionate arguments 

and analyses, are, „The Making of a Counter Culture‟ (197O), (a classic analysis of the various 

and varied „Protest Movements‟ in the U.S. in the 196Os), „Where the Wasteland Ends‟ (1972), 

and „Person/Planet‟ (1979) 

   He is articulate, has a penetrating mind of unusual ability and depth, an 

excellent grasp of his subject and is very persuasive. He holds - as far as one can judge - a 

unique position in what, in very „broad‟ terms, is the New Consciousness movement of which 

the „New Age‟ movement is part. He is certainly one of the most articulate and widely read 

„leaders‟ of the New Consciousness movement, and indirectly a mentor to many in the New 

Age movement. 

   To be fair to him, he is sharply critical of the „SCIENTIFIC secular 

humanist‟ position. Thus, for example, he says: 

   “Burdened as they are by a single vision, the secular humanists simply 

do not see the crucial links that bind them to reductionist intellect (i.e. put very simply: a 

scientific intellectual approach that reduces life and experience to no more than atoms, protons 

and electrons;pure matter) They cannot trace alienation back to its germ in the objectified 

worldview of natural science.” (T. Roszak. Where the Wasteland Ends. Faber and Faber, 1974 

ed., p.455) 

   The question, therefore, arises: why examine him? 

   The answer to that is (i) because he is strongly anti-Christian, and (ii) 

because he holds very deeply and passionately to the self-discovery of each individual person‟s 

„personhood‟, „authenticity‟, „personalist values‟, „personalist autonomy‟, etc. 

   Consequently, as I hope will become apparent, it does not seem unfair 

to place his thinking in the category of a „humanism‟ that is profoundly anti-Theistic (ie.anti a 

Personal God), and equally)profoundly „man-centred‟, which after all, is what „humanism‟ is all 

about. Only - in his case - his „personalist humanism‟ ends up as full-blown „pantheism‟! 

  (2) Preliminary Framework 

   Before looking at his „Personhood‟ teaching, we must briefly construct 

a framework of his thinking. 

   Perhaps the following quotation sums up some of his basics as much as 

any other: 

   “But I believe science has more to do than live down its reductionist 

and mechanist vices; it must also PURGE itself of the idolatrous sensibility it inherits from its 

JUDEO-CHRISTIAN background. No change in scientific mind will go far enough that does 

not return us to the SACRAMENTAL VISION OF NATURE.” (Roszak, Where the Wasteland 

Ends, ibid., p.4O5.) 

   There are two aspects of this quote that we must examine. 

    (i) The Judeo-Christian aspect. The aspect of Judeo-Christian 

religion that Roszak attacks, in particular, is its emphases upon „historicity.‟ 

    “From Judaism, Christianity inherited a passionate concern for 

the historicity of belief...For Christians, this inherited prejudice in favour of historicity became 

the very foundation of their soteriology (ie.doctrine of salvation)..In Christianity uniquely, 

matters of fact become the basis for articles of belief and doctrine - AS IF NO OTHER 

REALITY THAN THAT OF THE HISTORICAL RECORD COULD HOLD TRUTH.” 
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(Roszak, „Wasteland..‟, ibid., pp.131-132) 

    This immediately makes it clear that to Roszak „Truth‟ can be - 

indeed from the quotations thus far - OUGHT to be separated from „facts‟ and „historicity.‟ In 

fact he calls this aspect „pathological‟ and a „liability.‟ Why? Because Roszak‟s „locus‟ of 

„truth‟ lies in what he calls the „TRANSHISTORICAL MYTHOPOEIC POWERS.‟ 

    What does this - admittedly a mouthful - mean? Because of 

Roszak‟s whole ethos, his „mysticism‟, his (seemingly) „existential‟ approach, and his constant 

habit of describing his views in a rich, luxuriant and extremely complex variety of ways, it is 

not always easy to „pin‟ down his views in a rational and logical manner. 

    I don‟t therefore want to get bogged down in the total 

complexity of what „transhistorical mythopoeic powers‟ may or may not mean. However, from 

the quotations of Roszak thus far, as well as from further reading of him, we can, at this point 

with some certainty, suggest the following interpretation and understanding: 

    (a) One‟s EXPERIENCE OF TRUTH is found or 

experienced BEYOND the merely HISTORICAL OR SCIENTIFIC FACTS. He speaks of 

„TRANShistorical‟, i.e. „trans‟ or going over the head of, crossing over the river of history to 

some „truth‟ that lies beyond the other side of the riverbank. 

    (b) „Truth‟ is RELATIVE to each individual person; there 

is no FINAL or ABSOLUTE truth for ALL mankind, in ONE place or experience or fact for 

evermore. He says quite clearly: 

     “Myth makers, unlike historians, are able to say to 

each other, „YOU tell the story THIS way, I tell it THAT way. But BOTH are true.‟ The 

meaning of myths lies IN THE VISION of life and nature they hold at their core. Either ONE 

(i.e. each separate individual) RE-EXPERIENCES THAT VISION, or ONE has missed the 

message...” (Roszak, „Wasteland...‟, ibid., p.132) 

     BUT JUST WHAT EXACTLY OUGHT THE 

INDIVIDUAL TO „EXPERIENCE‟ THAT THEN BECOMES HIS OR HER „TRUTH‟? HIS 

ANSWER IS „THE SACRAMENTAL VISION OF NATURE.‟ This leads to our next point. 

    (ii) The Sacramental Vision of Nature 

    What does this mean? Roszak uses a variety of phrases to try to 

explain himself: „mythopoeic consciousness‟, „myths...are motifs in dreams‟, „the truth of 

mythical thought is...perennial insight‟, „the vision of life and nature‟, „the old wisdom‟, „fact is 

not the truth of myth; myth is the truth of fact‟, „universal continuum‟, „gnosis‟ (hidden truth or 

even „truth that is hidden behind surface facts‟) 

    However, the phrase „Sacramental vision of nature‟ is an 

important clue, since Roszak is very careful in the choice of his vocabulary. All three words, ie. 

„sacramental‟, „vision‟, and „nature‟ are crucial keywords in his thinking. 

    First: „Nature.‟ Put simply, Roszak, is talking about the, 

“..cosmos, the meaningful whole.” (Roszak, „Wasteland...‟, ibid., p.398) This is thus what we 

would call, - nature, the totality of earth with its fauna and flora, all creation, the universe, the 

cosmos. 

    But to Roszak nature and creation and the cosmos - and here 

we come across a powerful seam of „cosmic mysticism‟ - is infinitely more than just atoms and 

matter. To him the cosmos is virtually a „living personality‟ endued with „consciousness‟, 

„power‟ and „living forces.‟ 

    Thus using the Red Indian Shaman (i.e. a kind of priest or 

special person relating to „spirits‟ and supernatural forces), he says that the Shaman 

„communes‟ with, 

    “...the forces of nature as if THEY were MINDFUL, 

INTENTIONAL PRESENCES, as if THEY possessed a will that requires coaxing, argument, 

imprecation...the shaman is addressing these presences AS IF ONE ADDRESSES A 

PERSON...the world is a place alive with mighty, invisible PERSONALITIES...(he)..is on 

intimate terms with the presences he addresses...He speaks of them as „YOU,‟ not „IT.‟” (T. 

Roszak. The Making of a Counter Culture. Faber & Faber, 197O, p.244) 

    Put in plain language, so it seems, this is pure Pantheism, - 

„God‟ is all, all is „God‟. This will emerge more clearly in a moment. 
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    Second: „Vision.‟ This too is hard to explain to 

empirically-minded Westerners, and is probably one reason why he takes many of his examples 

(the Shaman, Lao Tzu, the Vedic wisdom, Buddha, and poets like Blake) from outside that 

empiricism. 

    „Vision‟ is the „perennial insight‟, the „old wisdom‟, the 

„gnosis‟ experience that enables us to LOOK BEYOND (remember the word „Trans‟) historical 

facts, empirical scientific facts about the Cosmos and experience the Cosmos as a „living 

consciousness.‟ Thus: 

    “We must be prepared to entertain the astonishing claim men 

like Blake lay before us: that here are eyes which see the WORLD NOT as commonplace sight 

or scientific scrutiny sees it, but see it TRANSFORMED, MADE LUSTROUS beyond 

measure, and in seeing the world SO, see it AS IT REALLY IS.” (Roszak, „Counter Culture...‟, 

p.24O) 

    Third: „Sacramental.‟ One of the basic features of a 

„sacrament‟ (like Baptism and the Lord‟s Supper) is PARTAKING of it; being BATHED in the 

water; EATING and DRINKING in Communion. 

    Roszak takes the „sacramental‟ concept (particularly in the 

Roman Catholic sense) to its existential conclusion of „symbiosis.‟ In fact he specifically says 

so. Still using the Shaman as an example, he says of him: 

    “He enters wholly into the grand SYMBIOTIC system of 

NATURE, letting its currents and nuances flow through him.” (Roszak, „Counter Culture...‟, 

ibid., p.247) 

    This means nothing less than „becoming ONE with the 

cosmos‟; merging with it, uniting with it, fusing with it. He says: 

    “But it is nonetheless another expression of mankind‟s 

perennial love affair with the supreme symbol of Oneness...Think of the heritage 

of...UNITARY vision...Lao Tzu teaching how „the great Tao flows everywhere‟...the mighty 

Hermetic Uroborus inscribed „ONE IS ALL‟...” (Roszak, „Wasteland...‟, op.cit., pp.397-398) 

    Thus, we become „One‟ with „God‟ (NOT the Christian God; 

the „God‟ of Pantheism); the „God of the Living Cosmos‟. Quoting Martin Buber, Roszak puts 

the final touch on it all: “Primitive man is a naive PANSACRAMENTALIST.” (Roszak, 

„Counter Culture...‟, op.cit., p.248) 

 -------------------------------- 

    And where does „Personhood‟ fit in? There are many facets to 

his teaching here, but at heart it is the „SELF-DISCOVERY OF YOUR ONENESS WITH THE 

COSMOS.‟ In this sense we are still very much concerned with „humanism‟, because the whole 

focus - perhaps more widely stated - is still „Man-Centred.‟ To that we now turn. 

  (3) Personhood 

   Roszak‟s key book here is: „Person/Planet‟, Granada, 1978, and unless 

otherwise stated the quotations will come from it. 

    (i) Keywords and phrases 

    It might be helpful to mention these at the beginning since they 

indicate how thoroughly individual-and man-centred his thinking is. Thus, he speaks, inter alia, 

of man‟s: 

    “Rights (p.32), uniqueness (33), personal identity (48, 53, 55), 

authentic personality (48, 55), self-discovery (41, 52, 55), self(55), potentiality (55), 

self-knowledge (9O), personalist ethos (92), personalist values (94), personal autonomy 

(36),...(to which he adds that we should realise that)..‟You are real‟(33), „Yo matter‟(32) and „I 

am human‟(35)” 

    In fairness, one should point out that used in the „ordinary‟ and 

in their Biblical sense, every man and woman created by God, also possesses certain „rights‟, is 

„unique‟, has an „identity‟, is „human‟ and „matters.‟ 

    But such phrases, which refer to the dignity and nobility of 

man, spring directly from (a) being made in the image of God, and (b) from a relationship of 

creature - Creator. In other words man‟s „standing‟ springs from a relationship to a point, or 

rather Person, OUTSIDE of himself. In Roszak‟s case man‟s „status‟ springs from WITHIN 
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himself;man is unique BECAUSE, (a) HE IS inherently unique, and (b) because he is part of 

the living, cosmic, pantheistic „Consciousness.‟ 

   (ii) Characteristics of „Personhood‟: Personalist Ethos 

    (a) Self-Discovery 

     Roszak maintains that as individual persons, we don‟t 

really know just how special and important we are; we have never really looked inwardly at 

ourself in an act of REAL „self-discovery.‟ However, 

     “Those who have awakened to the summons of 

self-discovery, who have found their way to the point of saying, „I matter, I am special, there is 

something more in me waiting to be discovered, named, liberated,‟ will never take back the 

words.” (ibid., p.52) 

     We will see later where this „self-discovery‟ leads to. 

    (b) Rights 

     As a person, 

     “...you have a RIGHT to be handled with care, a 

RIGHT to the employment, education, time and space you need to find your peculiar style, a 

RIGHT to participate directly in the decisions that shape your life even if exercising that right 

means endless delay and disruption.” (ibid., p.32) 

     He does not, however, stop there (at a point most of 

will grant) This „right‟ is also the right to „be‟ what you are, and „live out‟ what you are. Here 

he tips a humanistic hand. It is only in our time that people have begun, 

     “...to LIVE the idea as a true insight, and so to live 

their way through and OUT OF their assigned roles...Women‟s lib, men‟s lib, gay lib, kids‟ lib, 

mad lib, fat lib...even animal lib...the dynamic flow of contemporary awareness as it moves 

deeper and deeper into these... victimized identities - ethnicity, femininity, homosexuality...‟” 

     “Fat is beautiful‟, „Bald is beautiful‟, „GAY IS 

BEAUTIFUL‟, „Ugly (sic) is beautiful: all these...are somebody‟s way of standing up 

UNASHAMED in the world, reaching out RIGHTEOUSLY towards a peculiar 

destiny...‟Rights‟. The word is among the brightest stars of the Western political tradition...The 

right NOT to be made ashamed.....proud and open defiance,... even a passionate determination 

to make one‟s story known, one‟s life style visible.” (ibid., pp.89-92) 

     There are apparently no moral or aesthetic boundaries 

in Roszak‟s definition of „rights‟; there is, apparently, not even a distinction between human 

and animal! 

     With the „Preliminary Framework‟ (the previous point) 

in mind, it is important to realise what Roszak‟s rationale seems to be. Man is part of Mother 

Nature or Mother Earth - who is symbiotically, mystically fused with the „Living Cosmos‟- and 

this Mother Earth has given us birth (ibid., p.63ff) 

     There is NO MORALITY involved here, only the 

FACTUAL EXISTENCE OF BEING BORN „AS YOU ARE.‟ You are - man, female, 

heterosexual, homosexual, fat, thin, ugly, beautiful - what Mother Earth HAS MADE YOU! 

Consequently, you need never be ashamed of WHAT you ARE. „Evil‟ or even „Good‟ is 

entirely irrelevant. 

    (c) Innocence 

     It is not really surprising, therefore, that Roszak 

reaches this position in his thinking. 

     Under the sub-title, „A Liberation of Innocence‟, 

Roszak uses the person, teaching and disciples of Swami Muktananda as an illustration. It is not 

an important issue, he states, whether the Swami‟s disciples authentically experience the fact or 

truth that „God lives within you as you‟ (although his pantheist trend contradicts this) What is, 

however, important, 

     “...is the unaccountable spontaneity with which these 

people rush towards religions and therapies OF GUILTLESSNESS. „THEY DARE TO BE 

INNOCENT.‟...Joy and innocence...‟Human nature‟, Abraham Maslow, one of founding fathers 

of Humanistic Psychology (note!), suggests, „is not nearly so bad as it has been thought to be.‟” 

(ibid., p.114) 
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     (Abraham Maslow, incidentally, is one of the „New 

Consciousness‟, „Transcendence‟, „Holistic‟, etc., - i.e. Pantheistic, leaders. See here, M. 

Ferguson. The Aquarian Conspiracy. Granada, 1981, Index) 

     Moving to a climax, vis-a-vis „Innocence‟, Roszak 

quite logically concludes that, 

     “...some 2OOO years of Christian moral theology is 

being called into question by such voices, and by all those to whom personhood means having 

nothing to be ashamed of, nothing that makes one afraid to stand up in the world and display 

one‟s uniqueness.” (ibid., p.114) 

    (d) Incipient Pantheism 

     At the end of (a) we noted that, in time, we would see 

where man‟s „self-discovery‟ leads to. In reality we have already seen that in (2) „The 

Preliminary Framework‟; man‟s „self-discovery‟ leads to a „consciousness‟ that he is 

symbiotically part of a pantheistic „living Cosmos.‟ 

     To round off this point, Roszak, speaking about 

himself, says: 

     “The „Romanticism‟, „mysticism...with which I have 

often found myself charged seems FINALLY to be directed at my CONVICTION that there is a 

self...a person...whose identity includes a TRANSCENDENT vocation - hence, my concern in 

this work to salvage the best values of SELF-DISCOVERY.” (ibid., p.1O3) 

     Here is a clear linkage between „self-discovery‟ and 

man‟s „transcendent vocation‟, ie.his calling to realise his „oneness‟ with the „Cosmic 

Oneness.‟ 

     To this end he asks the following RHETORICAL 

questions: 

     “How does personhood relate to the Christian 

conception of the soul as a SPECIALLY CREATED and eternal entity SET RADICALLY 

APART FROM GOD and the other? And how does this traditional Western sense of identity 

relate to the EASTERN teaching that PSYCHIC SEPARATENESS is an ILLUSION, that THE 

HUMAN AND THE DIVINE ARE „ONE‟? “ (ibid., p.54) 

     In asking the questions he really answers them: the 

„soul‟ is NOT set „radically apart from God‟, indeed, the „human‟ and the „divine‟ ARE „ONE.‟ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Define and discuss „Secular Humanism‟ in broad, general terms. 

2. Discuss the Foundations and Framework of Secular Humanism‟s Evolutionary Basis. 

3. Write an Essay on Theodore Roszak‟s „Personhood.‟ 
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“All the horrors of all the ages were brought together, and not only armies but whole 

populations were thrust into the midst of them. Neither peoples nor rulers drew the line at any 

deed which they thought could help them to win. Every outrage against humanity or 

international law was repaid by reprisals - often of a greater scale and of longer 

duration...When all was over, Torture and Cannibalism were the only two expedients that the 

civilized, scientific, Christian States had been able to deny themselves: and they were of 

doubtful utility.”  

  - Winston Churchill. (After World War I) 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

We have now, I trust, had time to assimilate some of the important principles upon which 

„Secular Humanism‟ is built. What follows is (DV) a Christian Critique of many of these 

principles and assumptions. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 I THE BASICS: „FROM THE BEGINNING...‟ 

 ----------------------------------- 

 1) Secular Man: Finite - Weak - Evil 

  Secular Humanism, as we saw, has at its heart the same motto that the 

Renaissance man had, namely „Homo Mensura‟ - „Man is the measure of all things.‟ Based 

upon the principle of biological and psychosocial evolution, modern secular humanists view 

man - in his irrevocable upward progress - with much optimism; man is developing, man is 

growing in scientific, and other knowledge, man is increasingly able to control his environment, 

man is (viewed over his long history) increasingly, virtually able to do anything, man is 

powerful, man is central. 

  That man has progressed in many fields of human knowledge, science and 

technology is perfectly true. What the Christian maintains, however, is, (i) that all such 

progression (although through men) is ultimately (!) due to God‟s Common Grace blessings, 

and (ii) such progression cannot ignore the fact of man‟s moral and spiritual finiteness and 

weakness, due to the Fall of mankind into sin, through Adam. 

  This is a sad but factual, historical truth. Any study of „Man at War‟ - down 

through the running centuries - will confirm that. Read again what Winston Churchill said 

about WW I (he was Secretary of State for War at the time) World War II was vastly more 

malevolent and ferocious, and before it was over some 57 million people had lost their lives 

(H.P. Willmott. The Great Crusade. A New Complete History of the Second World War. 

Michael Joseph, 1989) 

  Since then - apart from literally hundreds of localized wars - we have had, inter 

alia, the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the War in Afghanistan, the Israeli-Arab Wars, the 

mindless massacre in Cambodia under Pol Pot and the Gulf War. Add to that the ferocious 

suppression of millions in Marxist- Communist countries, the millions of refugees (as a result 

of the various wars), the growth of modern terrorism, - and once again the number of dead leaps 

into the millions. 

  It has been estimated (conservatively) that since WW I over 2OO million 

people have lost their lives around the globe because of greed, disharmony, suppression, hatred 

and naked aggression and ambition for power. 

  When you have examined all the legitimate or illegitimate reasons - political, 

economic, social, ideological - you are, sooner or later, brought up short to ONE 

OVERRIDING REASON for all this catalogue of misery, suffering and death: man‟s deepest 

being is controlled by a power and principle of Evil. There is NO other reasonable, alternative 

explanation. What he DOES to other men is evil BECAUSE his heart and mind is evil. WHAT 

„OTHER‟ POSSIBLE EXPLANATION IS THERE!? NONE! 

  Some may think that the statement that men and women are sinful and evil is 

an unjustifiable and too harsh a verdict. However, consider the following, - and think again. 

  Item: In the 12th Century with the crowning of Richard the Lionheart as King 

of England, an incident in London set off violent anti-Jewish pogroms in London, Lincoln, 

Norwich, Lynn, Stamford and many other cities. „Ordinary‟ citizens sacked Jewish homes and 

synagogues, killing, looting, lynching and burning them alive. (A. Bridge. Richard The 

Lionheart. Grafton, 1989, p.11O) 

  Item: In the 179Os, nearly 9,OOO babies, per year, were deliberately exposed 

to death by the „ordinary‟ people of Peking who did not want them. One of the duties of the 

„ordinary‟ policemen were to go round the streets in the early morning hours, collect the babies 

- dead or still alive - and then unceremoniously tip them into a common pit outside the city 

walls. (C. Hibbert. The Dragon Wakes. China and the West 1793-1911. Penguin, 1984, 

pp.4O-41) 

  Item: With the fall of Berlin in 1945, „ordinary‟ privates in the S.S. corps went 

around Berlin deliberately shooting and hanging other German soldiers retreating from the 

Russian troops, while the Russian troops were already crashing through the suburbs of Berlin! 

(C. Ryan. The Last Battle. Four Square, 1967, pp.355-356) 

  Item: At 7.3O on the morning of April 17, 1975, „ordinary teenage‟ Khmer 
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Rouge troops entered Phnom Penh, Cambodia, and began a brutal, inhuman, ruthless reign of 

terror that would ultimately leave 2 million Cambodians dead, and Phnom Penh literally a ghost 

city for the next 4 years. A young student was executed for smiling. (J. Pilger. Heroes. Pan, 

1987, p.375ff) 

  What do these people in 12th Century England, 18th Century China and 2Oth 

Century Germany and Cambodia - all vastly different in culture, time, ages, language etc., - 

have in common? 

  At least three things, (i) they were „ordinary‟ people (thus eliminating the 

charge that a Hitler or a Stalin were „exceptions‟ in the realm of evil and cruelty), (ii) they were 

all guilty of the same murderous acts, and (iii) they ALL possessed the SAME human nature. 

  By squarely facing these facts, and using Occam‟s Razor in our thinking, we 

are driven to only one conclusion: men, „ORDINARY‟ men of whatever age DO evil 

BECAUSE they ARE evil at HEART; only a thin veneer of culture and civilization keep men 

and women in check, given the circumstances, sin can sprout into evil very quickly. 

  Put differently, this violence against others of the human race reveals a deep 

emotional instability and disregard for the rights of other persons. And this instability reveals a 

severely flawed personality; and the flaw is the result of sin profoundly damaging and tearing 

the fabric of human personality and nature (you cannot separate them) apart. 

  If this answer does not satisfy you, then you are obliged to find a reasonable 

alternative that will reasonably and rationally explain the four examples above. You will NOT 

find one more sensible and justifiable than the Christian explanation of Original Sin, i.e. that 

due to Adam‟s fall all men and women inherit, from their sinful parents, a sinful, evil fallen 

nature. 

  J.I. Packer can therefore, with accuracy and justifiable certainty, say: 

  “From the beginning, man has forgotten that he is finite, limited, and weak. 

That he is so is a fact that nothing can alter, BUT it is a fact that he will not face. „Eat the 

forbidden fruit,‟ said the tempter, „and you will be like God‟ - wise enough and strong enough 

to get on without God...” 

  “(So) Satan stirs up pride...the desire to be like God, to play God, to function as 

God, and to have everything and everybody revolving round us all as all created things should, 

and do, revolve round their Maker...Our whole race suffers from delusions of grandeur, which 

modern technology serves merely to confirm.” (Packer/Howard, „Christianity:The True 

Humanism‟, op.cit., pp.24-25) 

  I must close off with a precautionary note. Does this mean that men are 

monsters od demonically-depraved dimensions? Certainly not! THAT is an unfair and 

unjustifiable accusation almost always levelled at the Christian doctrine of total depravity. 

  For one thing the „depravity‟ is quantitative, rather than qualitative, i.e. 

EVERY part of man‟s being, nature and personality is infected. For another thing, Scripture 

clearly teaches (however paradoxical it might sound) that man is God‟s highest and most noble 

creation. Even though fallen he is capable of great and noble deeds, much creative knowledge 

and ability, and to be treated with courtesy and dignity!  

  2) Secular Man: Privilege - Yet Self-Destruction 

   From the very beginning, and particularly today, secularized man has 

forgotten that glorifying God and having fellowship with him is his highest responsibility and 

privilege. 

   The attempt in the Garden of Eden to snatch wisdom in order to live a 

life that would (supposedly) be enhanced by giving man independence from God was a recipe 

not for human nobility, but for human degradation. 

   The truth that the humanist must face up to is that, given man‟s fallen 

condition, evil HAS NEVER strengthened any man or woman, it has only WEAKENED them; 

so-called „independence‟ from God has not enriched them, only made them poorer. 

   This is why so many brilliantly gifted men and women who have 

defied God, denied their highest responsibility to glorify God, demanded to live independently 

from God and His Laws, turned their backs on God in open defiance, have, often at a tragically 

early age, sunk into drugs, degradation, promiscuity, obscenity, depression, obscurity, insanity, 

and have ultimately brought about their own death, either by excessive self-degradation or 
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outright suicide. 

   This is especially true of those who, one might say, lived on the 

„existentialist-emotional edge.‟ 

   Lenny Bruce (1925-1966), American comedian, - suicide, 3 August; 

Hart Crane (1899-1932), American poet, - suicide by drowning, 27 April; Sergei Esenin 

(1895-1925), Russian lyric poet, - suicide by hanging, 28 December; Judy Garland 

(1922-1969), American singer and actress, - suicide, drug overdose, 22 June; Jack Kerouac 

(1922-1969), American novelist and poet, - blood haemorrhaging, 2O October. 

   Yokio Mishima (1925-197O), Japanese writer, - suicide by 

self-inflicted dagger „hara kiri‟, 25 November; Amadeo Modigliani (1884-192O), Italian painter 

and sculptor, - died on 24 January, aged 35; Vaslav Nijinsky (188O-195O), Russian ballet 

dancer, - died on 7 April, he had been insane for 3O years; Dylan Thomas (1914-1953), Welsh 

lyric poet, - died 9 November after drunken stupor of several days; Simone Weil (19O7-1943), 

French social philosopher, - suicide on 24 August. (K. Matson. Short Lives. Picador, 1981, 

pp.26, 59, 99, 125, 158, 214f., 226, 25O, 319, 341) 

   Nothing illustrates the secular humanist tragedy more graphically or 

explicitly. C.H. Spurgeon, viewing the issue from another angle says very pointedly (in an 

illustration): 

   “This is a feeble image of the incapacity of the unregenerate man for 

the enjoyments of the world to come, and as he is incapable of enjoying them, so he is 

incapable of longing for them.” (C.H. Spurgeon. The Early Years, 1834 - 1859. Banner of 

Truth, 1962 ed., pp.7-8) 

  3) Secular Man: The Abolition of Morality and Truth 

   Speaking of Christians in the U.S., Francis Schaeffer says (and this is 

generally true of Christians in „Western-orientated‟ countries elsewhere too): 

   “The basic problem of the Christians in this country in the last 8O 

years or so, in regard to society and in regard to government, is that they....have seen things in 

bits and pieces instead of TOTALS.” (Schaeffer, „The Christian Manifesto‟, op.cit., p.17) 

   What does he mean? He goes on to point out that Christians have 

(quite rightly) been disturbed over „single‟ issues, such as, permissiveness, pornography, the 

breakdown of the family, abortion, etc. They have - however - not always seen these individuals 

issues as part of the „totality‟ of secular humanistic thought and activity; each being only a part, 

a symptom, of a much larger problem. 

   In his now-familiar language he points out that this „totality‟ is really a 

vast and fundamental „shift‟ in the overall way people think and view the world and view life as 

a whole. The shift has been an overall shift from a world view, which included certain 

principles, that was at least vaguely Christian in people‟s memory (even if they were not 

individually regenerate), toward, 

   “...a world view based upon the idea that the final reality is impersonal 

matter or energy shaped into its present form by impersonal chance...These two world views 

(i.e. the Christian and the Secular Humanist) stand as totals in complete antithesis to each other 

in content and also in their natural results...” 

   “They...inevitably produce totally different results. The operative word 

here is „inevitably.‟ It is not just that they happen to bring forth different results, but it is 

absolutely „inevitable‟ that they WILL bring forth different results.” (Schaeffer, „Christian 

Manifesto...‟, ibid., p.18) 

   It is, he continues, to our shame that secular humanists like Julian and 

Aldous Huxley, and George Bernard Shaw, saw and understood much earlier than Christians 

that these two world views are two totally different concepts of REALITY set against each 

other, and not just a few isolated and separate differences. 

   They stand in antithesis in many areas, but we will look at just two, - 

morality and truth. 

 

   (1) Morality 

    The example he uses here is particularly unhappy because it 

reveals just how far secularist thinking has invaded the more „liberal‟ and „modernistic‟ 



 91 

theological thinking as well. 

    The moral issue is that of abortion. The magazine is „The 

Christian Century‟ of Jan. 21, 1981, pp.42-45. The article, „Concerning Abortion, An Attempt 

at a Rational View.‟ The writer, Charles Hartshorne. 

    At this point it is better to quote Schaeffer (writing about 

Hartshorne) in full: 

    “He begins by equating the fact that the human fetus is alive 

with the fact that mosquitoes and bacteria are also alive. That is, he begins by assuming that 

human life is not unique. He then continues by saying that EVEN AFTER THE BABY IS 

BORN it is not fully human until its social relations develop (though he says the infant does 

have some primitive social relations an unborn fetus does not have...” 

    “His conclusion is, „Nevertheless, I have little sympathy with 

the idea that infanticide is just another form of murder. Persons who are already functionally 

persons in the full sense have more important rights even than infants‟...” 

    “He then, logically, takes the next step: „Does this distinction 

apply to the killing of a hopelessly senile person or one in a coma? FOR ME IT DOES.‟ No 

atheistic humanist could say it with greater clarity. It is significant at this point to note that 

many of the denominations controlled by liberal theology have come out, publicly and strongly, 

in favour of abortion.” (Schaeffer, „Christian Manifesto‟, ibid., pp.21-22) 

    In terms of morality and ethics, the words of Francis Schaeffer 

speak for themself. 

   (2) Truth 

    Here too the secular humanist is often inconsistent, if not 

downright deceitful. This is particularly true of the communications media. Accordingly Franky 

Schaeffer (the son of the late Dr. Francis Schaeffer) says: 

    “Our world is deeply deceitful. The „liberal‟ (or „secular‟) 

humanistic elements of...society do not play by the rules THEY espouse: the rules of 

open-mindedness, fair-play, and equality under the law. ...The words „right wing‟ 

(theologically, not politically), „fundamentalist‟, „prolife‟, „absolutist‟, and „deeply 

religious‟....are PUT DOWNS more than categories.” (Franky Schaeffer. A Time for Anger.The 

Myth of Neutrality. Crossway, 1982, p.15) 

    To illustrate his remarks, he points to the truncated, - and 

therefore incomplete, only partially truthful account of the reported appointment of the 

Evangelical Christian, Dr. Everet Koop, to the position of Surgeon General of the U.S. under 

the Reagan Administration in 1981. 

    His appointment was reported in various media. One of the 

worst examples (because of what it DID NOT SAY, thereby creating a rather poor image of Dr. 

Koop BECAUSE he was an Evangelical) appeared on the NBC television network news on 

Sunday, 15 March, 1981. In their report they, 

    “...featured Dr. Koop (who is strongly anti-abortionist) as a 

recent Reagan appointee and referred to him unflatteringly as someone who „had appeared in a 

prolife propaganda film.‟ (This was the anti-abortion, prolife film „Whatever happened to the 

Human Race.‟) NBC could not bring themselves to mention the name of the film...or ANY of 

Dr. Koop‟s credentials...” (Franky Schaeffer, ibid., p.33) 

    The credentials included, inter alia, that: Dr. Koop was 

surgeon-in-chief of the Children‟s Hospital in Philadelphia, where the surgical centre is named 

in his honour; that has pioneered many new surgical (paediatric) techniques; that for his 

contributions to medical practice he has been made a member of the „Legion d‟Honeur‟ by the 

French government; that he had administered countless Third World medical relief efforts; and 

that he was the founder and editor-in-chief of the „Journal of Paediatric Surgery.‟ 

    Why is this kind of TV reporting so dangerously one-side, 

unbalanced and deceptive? Veteran American political reporter, Jules Witcover, in a book 

covering the Jimmy Carter campaign for President, puts his finger right on the button, when he 

says, 

    “The campaigners often lost sight of this fact, but for the great 

majority of the voters, the presidential campaign WAS what they SAW on television...The 
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presentation of the candidates by way of TV would have been acceptable...if TV had functioned 

as a mirror of the ACTUAL campaign. But this was not the case...” 

    “It is, of course, the essence of paid advertising to put any 

product, including a candidate, in the best possible light and, as well, to exaggerate the 

shortcomings of the opposition. But the public is not always equipped to discriminate fact from 

fancy...The bare arithmetics of campaigning in the TV era...was overwhelmingly 

PERSUASIVE.” (J. Witcover. Marathon. The Pursuit of the Presidency, 1972-1976. The 

Viking Press, 1977, pp.14-15) 

    Finally, this leaves us with a very important principle 

concerning deceitfulness, relativism and truth, - (the relation of the latter two are expanded 

upon in the next section) The principle explains, to some extent, the reason for such 

deceitfulness and lack of integrity in witholding the full truth as in the example given above. 

    The principle is this: Relativism (i.e. „there is no final and 

absolute truth‟) breeds deceitfulness because it does not have a high enough view for the 

NECESSITY of absolute truth. Thus, if you are intolerant of the concept of „Absolute Truth‟ 

you irrevocably become intolerant of the NECESSITY of personal truthfulness and integrity in 

PRACTICE. In other words, you end up with, what one might call, „selective ingrity‟ and 

„selective truthfulness.‟ 

 

II THE DRIFT: FEATURES AND CONSEQUENCES 

 1) The Drift was Inevitable 

  That is to say, the drift into Secular Humanism. Considering the issue Dr. Jim 

Packer explains: 

  “The streams of Western culture are flowing away from godliness. Society is 

being increasingly secularized: that is, it is undergoing the change which sociologists call 

„secularization‟, and define (it) as transition from a state in which religious faith (i.e. the 

Christian Faith) shaped community life to one in which religion is just a private hobby for 

minority interest groups, and community life is controlled by nonreligious considerations (i.e. 

non-Christian principles)” (J.I. Packer. Knowing Man. Cornerstone, 1979, p.39) 

  Now, given the historical circumstances, but more especially, given the change 

in epistemological thinking (i.e. thinking about „knowledge‟ and „truth‟, and its validity) in the 

West over the last 8O-9O years, the „drift‟ was absolutely inevitable. 

  Why? Because men shifted in their epistemology from the principles of 

Christian „absolutes‟ (i.e. that „good‟ and „evil‟, „truth‟ and „nontruth‟ actually EXIST and are 

opposites or antithetical to each other), to non-Christian „relatives‟ (i.e. „good‟ and „evil‟, 

„truth‟ and „non-truth‟ does not really exist; they are „relative‟ to each individual person. What 

is „Truth‟ for me may not be so for you. There is no Universal, Cosmic Absolute Truth; nothing 

is hard and fast.) 

  Dietrich Bonhoeffer, during his visit to the U.S. in 193O-31, summed up the 

American „way of life philosophy‟ in one short sentence: “ Truth is not „valid‟, but „works‟, 

and THAT is their criterion.” (E. Bethge. Dietrich Bonhoeffer. Fount, 1985, p.12O. NB:This is 

not an endorsement of Bonhoeffer‟s theology, but it shows that he had a measure of 

discernment.) 

  Paul Johnson points out that Einstein‟s Theory of Relativity (in the realm of 

Physics) became, unhappily, confused with „relativism‟ (in Moral and Ethical and 

Epistemological realms): 

  “No one was more distressed than Einstein...He believed passionately in 

absolute standards of right and wrong...(unhappily though).. It formed a knife, inadvertently 

wielded...to help cut society adrift from its traditional moorings in the faith and morals of 

Judeo-Christian culture.” (P. Johnson. A History of the Modern World. Weidenfeld and 

Nicolson, 1984, pp.4-5. He also discusses it in pp.698-699) 

  It is, Johnson adds, an example of the „law of unintended consequence.‟ It is 

also an example of the law of „cause and effect‟, ie.if you deny the existence of „absolute‟ truth, 

you MUST INEVITABLY drift into „relativistic‟ and then „secular humanistic‟ thinking. 

 2) The Drift is Impoverishing 

  The drift into secular humanism has brought spiritual, moral, intellectual, 
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theological, emotional and psychological poverty. 

  (1) Secular man has lost God 

   In doing so he has had to sacrifice absolute standards and concepts of 

„Beauty‟, „Holiness‟, „Love‟, „Kindness‟, „Compassion‟, „Mercy‟, „Forgiveness‟, etc., for 

outside the Being and Nature of God these characteristics have no REAL basis or foundation or 

final concept or formulation. 

   As was said earlier, a concept or characteristic can only be evaluated 

against a point OUTSIDE itself. You cannot evaluate the „beauty‟ of something against or in 

comparison with itself. That is why, at, for example, a flower competition roses or tulips are 

measured against standards outside a particular rose or tulip; an objective criterion to which the 

flower must conform and which the judges use as a yardstick or standard. It would be absurd to 

measure a rose against itself! 

   Having lost God we are cut adrift in a sea of relativism in which we 

CANNOT be sure what REAL „love‟, real „beauty‟, real „mercy‟, etc. is. So we fall back on 

human examples and measure these characteristics against a Ghandi or a Mother Theresa or 

some other sage or guru. But in doing so we are measuring such characteristics against a 

less-than-perfect, fallible (and in some cases a „fallen‟) human creature. And that means 

measuring it against „imperfection‟. That is impoverishment. 

   In particular it means that we have no absolute standard of „Holiness‟ - 

which in turn results in an impoverished concept of what is REALLY „Holy‟ and what is 

REALLY „Sin.‟ And this, in turn, must lead to a low concept of „Grace‟ as well as the person 

and work of Christ. 

  (2) Man has been devalued 

   If man is no more than a jumble of genes, that - through blind 

opportunistic biological evolution - has become what he is now, then he is the product of 

„chance‟ not Purpose. This being so you cannot explain his part in history, his very existence or 

his purpose for living. He has no REAL identity or value since he just „happened.‟ This would, 

ironically, give a wooden toy more value than a living man, since it, at least, has a maker and a 

purpose! 

   Sir Julian Huxley, in his contribution „The Humanist Frame‟ (which is 

also the title of the book), blandly says the following: 

   “Man therefore is of immense significance..the evolution of mind....is 

an extremely rare event in the vast meaninglessness (sic!) of the insentient („inanimate‟, 

therefore „mindless‟) universe...He is a reminder of the existence, here and there, in the 

quantitative vastness of cosmic matter...of a trend towards mind, with its accompaniment of 

quality and richness of existence; and,... a proof of the importance of mind and quality in the 

all-embracing evolutionary process.” (Huxley, „The Humanist Frame‟, op.cit., p.18) 

   This is an astonishing piece of „logic‟ from a man who prided himself 

on a rational mind. But it raises a flurry of questions, chief of which is: „WHY is man of such 

immense significance?‟ Because of the evolution of his mind? Because it is such a rare event? 

Because he is a reminder of the „quantitative vastness of cosmic matter‟? Because he is part of 

the „all-embracing evolutionary process‟? 

   In making such statements Huxley is only elaborating on the subject of 

evolution; he is basically arguing, so it seems, in a circle, i.e. man has value because he is part 

of the evolutionary process, or if you like, the evolutionary process makes man a creature of 

value. He starts with „man‟ moves on to „evolution‟ and then moves back to „man.‟ 

   Put differently: „man‟ has value because he is part of the process of 

evolution because the process of evolution has value. But what gives the process of evolution 

value? Besides, how - in the name of logic - can he speak of the „vast MEANINGLESSNESS of 

the insentient universe‟ and in the light of THAT belief suddenly imbue Man (who has evolved 

within that „meaninglessness‟) with meaning, value and significance!? That is tantamount to 

saying that „meaninglessness‟ has „value‟! 

   Or, if he means that man has significance because the evolutionary 

process has resulted in, as he says, „a trend towards mind‟, then we are still no closer to an 

answer. Why? Because once again all he is saying is that man has significance because of a 

trend towards mind because the trend towards mind has value. 
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   But that too is a tautological argument. He is smuggling in - 

WITHOUT ANY VALID AND RATIONAL REASON - the presuppositional idea that „mind‟ 

as „mind‟ HAS value! But why should it? We are back to the principle of the necessity of a 

point OUTSIDE the object against which to evaluate it. If you cannot argue that a tulip 

measured against itself has value, then, by the same token, you cannot infer that a man‟s mind 

measured against itself has value. 

   Indeed, if we understand the doctrine of God properly, then we will at 

once realize that NOTHING in and of ITSELF has value and significance. EVERYTHING in 

the Cosmic Universe ONLY has value because (i) God created it, (ii) because it reflects the 

glory of God, and, (iii) because in man‟s case he is created in the Image of God. GOD is the 

OUTSIDE or OBJECTIVE POINT OF PERFECT MEASUREMENT. 

  3) The Drift into Mirages 

  Dr. Jim Packer uses this metaphor. 

  “A mirage is the appearance of an oasis in the desert. The parched traveller 

takes heart when he sees it...and plods groggily towards it, longing for water to relieve his 

thirst; but he finds there is NOTHING there. The mirage deludes, and SO do the alternative 

prospects of human fulfilment to which men turn when they abandon Christianity.”(Packer, 

„Knowing Man‟, op.cit., p.45) 

  (1) The First Mirage: Utopianism 

   This is the hope of achieving a perfect society, whether by 

socio-biological evolution, such as many Western liberals who put their trust in man‟s 

perfectibility, envisage, or by socio-political revolution such as the remaining Communist 

countries (China, Cuba, North Korea) anticipate. 

   It is significant that, in terms of achieving an Utopia, NO SOCIAL OR 

POLITICAL SYSTEM of any kind has ever reached its goal. Viewed historically it has not 

been for want of motivation, effort or time! 

   Dr.Packer explains that, 

   “...I have to say that George Orwell‟s „Animal Farm‟ and „1984‟... 

really do seem to speak the last word as to what must happen when in a technological age an 

attempt is made to implement a utopian program. 

   Power...may change hands, but after that it inevitably comes to be used 

for selfish and brutal purposes again. Power still corrupts, and absolute power still corrupts 

absolutely, and in that respect there is nothing new under the sun.” (Packer, „Knowing Man‟, 

op.cit., pp.46-46) 

   It is all too easy to take for granted the colossal failure of 

Marxist-Communist systems in the 199Os, and to forget that they were experimental utopias 

built upon a secular-atheistic-humanism, which in turn had close philosophical ties with the 

„historical inevitability of upward progress‟, inherent in Darwinian biological-evolution. 

   The failure of Communism not only demonstrates its political 

bankruptcy, but - and this sometimes overlooked in learned discussions and analyses - it is a 

striking and powerful revelation of sin and evil run riot on the basic, personal level. 

   This emerges when you examine a man like Lenin. He was not 

prepared to allow the „historical-dialectical‟ forces to yeast their way through the masses to 

bring them to the „truth.‟ He forced the pace with an outright, brutal reign of terror. As early as 

19O1 he had said: 

   “We‟ll ask the man, where do you stand on the question of the 

revolution? Are you for it or against it? If he‟s against it, we‟ll stand him up against a wall.” 

(Johnson, op.cit., p.67) 

   In 1917, the Russian „utopia‟ was brought in by force: 22 November, 

house searches authorized; 11 Dec., all schools taken from the Church and handed to the state; 

14 Dec., state monopoly of all banking activity and all industry subjected to „workers‟ control; 

16 Dec., all army ranks abolished; 21 Dec., new law code for „revolutionary courts‟, etc. etc., 

(Johnson, ibid., p.65) 

   Johnson point out two crucial reasons (amongst others) why Lenin 

acted as he did, - and this brings us back to the revelation of personal evil playing an important 

role in Lenin‟s setting up of a „Communist Utopia‟, incidentally also confirming Orwell‟s 
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vision of how power (in the hands of fallen, sinful men) corrupts. 

   Firstly,... “Within a few months of seizing power, Lenin had 

abandoned the notion of individual guilt and with it the whole Judeo-Christian ethic of personal 

responsibility.” (Johnson, ibid., p.7O) As M.Y. Latsis put it: “The first question we ask is - to 

what CLASS he belongs, what are his origins, upbringing...or profession? These define the fate 

of the accused.” (Jonson, ibid., p.71) 

   Secondly,... “Both his parents were Christians (Johnson means they 

were pious members of the Russian Orthodox Church) Religion was important to him (i.e. 

Lenin), in the sense that he HATED it...saying...‟There can be....nothing more abomible than 

religion.‟” (Johnson, ibid., p.5O) And by „religion‟ Lenin meant Christianity. We are reminded 

of our Lord‟s words, “..men loved darkness, instead of light..”(Jn. 3.19) 

  (2) The Second Mirage: Aestheticism - Hedonism (Pleasure) 

   In this, the secular humanist of today (as also in the Renaissance) is 

seeking to enlarge pleasurable individual experience, maximizing the „pleasure‟ sensation and 

experience, and tasting has many different activities and feelings as he or she can, in the belief 

that this is the way to personal, aesthetic happiness. 

   Thus, for example, Jerry Rubin, well-known one time associate leader 

of the „Yippies‟ (one of the many bizarre movements that characterized the U.S. in the late 

6Os/early 7Os), has gone on record as saying: 

   “In five years, from 1971 to 1975, I directly experienced, - est, gestalt 

therapy, bioenergetics, rolfing,...jogging, health foods, tai chi, Esalen, hypnotism, modern 

dance, meditation, Silva Mind Control, Arica, acupuncture, sex therapy, Reichian therapy, and 

More House - a smorgasbord course in New Consciousness.” (C. Lasch. The Culture of 

Narcissism. American Life in an Age of Diminishing Expectations. Abacus, 198O, p.14) 

   The formula sounds magic, but what really happens? Bitter experience 

confirms the principles announced centuries ago in the Biblical book of Ecclesiastes. The writer 

explicitly states, “I thought in my heart, „Come now,....I will test you with pleasure to find out 

what is good‟..I denied myself nothing my eyes desired; I refused my heart no pleasure...” 

(Eccles. 2:1 +1O) The upshot? “...everything was meaningless, a chasing after the wind...” 

(2:11) 

   As Lasch says of Jerry Rubin, 

   “Yet this „massive self-examination‟ has produced few indications of 

(real) self-understanding...” (Lasch, ibid., p.15) 

   Another example (one into which Jerry Rubin fitted) was the „counter-

culture‟ movement of young people in the U.S. in the 196Os. 

   Although the „hippies‟, „beatniks‟, „flower-children‟, etc., spoke of 

themselves, rather grandly, as seekers of „true love‟, „fulfilment‟, „self-discovery‟, „personal 

consciousness‟, „reality‟, „liberation‟ (from middle-class values), „joy‟, „enlightenment‟, 

„cosmic awareness, - through, inter alia, TM (Transcendental Meditation), Zen Bhuddism, 

LSD, psychedelic experiments, etc., the hard facts are that IN PRACTICE they wanted nothing 

less than „personal, aesthetic pleasure.‟ That - at heart - is the real meaning of „feeling Groovy.‟ 

   The result? Theodore Roszak, who did extensive research into the 

counter-culture movement, sums it up: 

   “But when all the balloons have gone up and gone pop, what is there 

left behind but the yearning to see (i.e. „experience‟) more pretty balloons? And so one reaches 

again for the little magic tube (i.e. of LSD, for example,)..again and again...At the level of 

disaffiliated adolescence, the prospect held forth by psychedelic experience..is... bound to 

prove abortive...” 

   “The psychedelics...(do not „expand consciousness‟ or pleasure). they 

diminish consciousness by way of FIXATION. The WHOLE of life comes to CENTRE 

despotically on ONE ACT, one mode of EXPERIENCE..” (Roszak, „Counter Culture...‟, 

op.cit., pp.159-16O) 

   In other words, from a Christian perspective, ALL „earthly‟ or 

„personal experience‟ of „creature dimension‟ (i.e. an experience rooted in „earthly creation‟, 

such one‟s own personality, nature or LSD) ALWAYS reaches a point of SATIATION, 

because its „depth‟ is limited, and once you hit the point of limitation you cannot go any deeper. 
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   Simply put: Pleasure is like eating chocolate. By the time you‟ve eaten 

your tenth or fifteenth slab of chocolate, you‟ve had enough! You are satiated! By the time 

you‟ve had the fifteenth „experience‟ of the same pleasure, there is always the danger of hitting 

the bottom, and wanting something stronger or something else...and so you move incessantly 

from one pleasure to another, never satisfied. Each particular pleasure is only one-dimensional, 

as the „Jet-set‟ always discovers! 

   The Christian is in a totally different situation. The ultimate source of 

the Christian‟s enjoyment is God himself. As the Westminster Shorter Catechism, so accurately 

puts it in its very first question; „What is the chief end of man?‟ Answer: „To glorify God AND 

ENJOY HIM forever.‟ 

   God - in the Trinity - is not „one-dimensional‟ (like earthly aesthetic 

and personal pleasure); God is multi-dimensional in his attributes and Infinite in his Being. 

Consequently, neither on earth or in glory will we ever plumb the full depths of „enjoying God.‟ 

That is why the Psalmist, speaking of the Christian, says: “ He is like a tree planted by streams 

of water...whose leaf does not wither...” (Ps. 1:3) 

 4) The Drift into Meaninglessness: Self-Discovery 

  We spent some time in Chapter I examining Theodore Roszak‟s humanistic 

belief in man‟s „Personhood.‟ At heart you discover, he maintains, the richness of your 

„personhood‟ through the process of „self-discovery.‟ 

  He says, for example: 

  “„I matter. I‟m special. There‟s more in me to be discovered.‟ These are mighty 

words. To speak them is to assert the luxuriant POTENTIALITY of human nature, our 

CAPACITY for unpredictable GROWTH AND ORIGINALITY...we are...a 

MEANING-SEEKING species, creatures who must have a PURPOSEFUL IDENTITY in the 

universe as urgently as we must have air to breathe,....food to eat.” (Roszak, „Person/Planet‟, 

op.cit., p.53) 

  (1) Self-Discovery: Loss of Value 

   Given Roszak‟s (apparent) vision of a self-discovery leading to a new 

„consciousness‟ with the „Cosmic Consciousness‟, that psychic separateness between the 

human and the divine is really an illusion (ie.that they are really One), - given all this - we must 

question the premise that „self-discovery‟ leads to human „potentiality‟, „meaning‟, „purposeful 

identity‟ and „authenticity.‟ 

   The problem is quite straightforward, and it is one which a „mystical - 

pantheism‟ must always face, namely, if I am ultimately no more than a symbiosis, a fusion 

with „God‟, then „I‟ cannot have a personal „identity‟(because my identity is lost within the 

Identity of the pantheistic „God‟); then I cannot have a SEPARATE „meaning‟ or „potentiality‟ 

(because all that is lost within the fusion of the „Greater Meaning‟ and „Greater Potentiality‟, 

which is „God.‟) 

   From that we must deduce that any „value‟ I might have is really 

swallowed up by being spiritually or psychically or metaphysically ingested by „God‟ the 

„Greater, All-Embracing Value.‟ It is simply the „Greater‟ absorbing the „smaller‟, so that the 

„smaller‟ CEASES TO EXIST. It is like one drop of water falling into the Ocean, it is 

immediately absorbed by the greater body of water, and in that act of absorbtion the 

„individuality‟, the „uniqueness‟, the „potentiality‟ of the single drop ceases to exist. 

   The same holds true if we use Roszak‟s own metaphor of „Mother 

Earth.‟ He sympathetically quotes Margot Adler, who observes: 

   “...they (the neopagans) are usually polytheists or)animists or 

PANTHEISTS, or several of these things at once. They share a goal of living in attunement and 

harmony with nature and they tend to view humanity‟s „advancement‟ and SEPARATION from 

nature as the prime source of alienation.” (Roszak, „Person/Planet‟, ibid., p.65) 

   To be fair to Roszak, he does point out that the „neopagan‟ belief in 

„Mother Earth‟, “...can sometimes look like an anthropological college of myths and rituals...” 

(Roszak, ibid., p.65); yet he adds, “ But I believe, among all its follies...this fascination for the 

extraordinary...ought to participate...in our authentic knowledge of the world; it...personalizes 

knowledge, lending it the force of metaphysical security...” (Roszak, ibid., p.66) 

   One is bound to ask: how - if we are one with Mother Earth (Gaia) - 
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can our knowledge ultimately be „personalized‟(is our personality not absorbed into Gaia?); 

what metaphysical „security‟ is there in knowing that I don‟t REALLY have an identity that is 

separate from Gaia? That „I‟ am really nothing less than a manifestation of „Another‟, to wit, 

„Mother Earth.‟ „I‟ am not „Me‟, „I‟ am essentially, finally only „part of Gaia.‟ 

  (2) Self-Discovery: Meaninglessness 

   The argument here is that if the „individuality‟ ceases then so does the 

„value‟ attached to that „uniqueness‟ attached to that „individuality.‟ It is a striking historical 

fact that in countries where any kind of „Pantheism‟ is believed, individual human life is not 

highly valued. How CAN it have „value‟ if it is really „Another‟? 

   But we must take the argument two steps further. 

    (i) If by wiping out „individuality‟, you end up wiping out 

„uniqueness‟ and „value‟, then - the next logical step - is, that by destroying the „value‟ attached 

to man you must automatically render him, his life, his history and his existence „meaningless.‟ 

Something without „value‟ is also something without „meaning.‟ But this is not the end of the 

story. 

   (ii) It is Christianity‟s contention that men and women have 

„value‟ BECAUSE they are made in the Image of God. The argument is that if God has value, 

then anything made in his „image‟ must have value, - hence, created men and women have 

„value.‟ Thus, we are once again evaluating man against a point and a Person outside himself. 

    However if you (even tacitly) accept a pantheistic position then 

there is no objectively-existing, personal God OUTSIDE the fabric of creation. The universe is 

a „closed system‟ or „closed organism‟ with no point beyond itself to use as measurement, 

either „morally‟, „metaphysically‟, „psychically‟, „personally‟)or „ethically.‟ 

    If, James Sire, points out, 

    “God is just the structure of the universe...or (if) God is 

inseparable from all its (i.e. the universe‟s) activities...(then)..at the level of the cosmos 

DISTINCTIONS between good and evil disappear.” (J.W. Sire. The Universe Next Door. A 

Guide to World Views. IVP, 1977, pp.197-198) 

    In other words you cannot call man OR any of his actions 

either „good‟ or „evil‟; what he IS and what he DOES is of no „value‟ either way. It is just 

„neutral‟, another way of saying that it is without „meaning.‟ 

    However, a point often overlooked here is that while such 

neutrality may not always say very much about the „good‟, the „valuable‟ and the „meaningful‟ 

(although, of course, it should!), - it is important to grasp that such „neutrality‟ does not, indeed 

cannot, call ANYTHING „evil.‟ In the existentialist sense it simply „IS‟. ALL ethical and moral 

concepts of „good‟ and „evil‟ vanish. This means that in PRACTICE something „evil‟ (not 

being condemned as such) can end up as „good.‟ 

    In any event, the removal of God as the „Final and Supreme 

Value‟ results in man having no value, and consequently being „meaningless.‟ 

    The concept of a world without God is picked up by Jean-Paul 

Sartre in his novel „Nausea‟. The ultimate consequence in such a world? 

    “Walking in the park one day, Roquentin (the main character) 

was overcome by the nausea of the meaninglessness of life. Looking around him, he concluded, 

„Every existent (which includes „man‟) is born without reason, prolongs itself out of weakness 

and dies by chance.‟” (Guinness, op.cit., p.25. Footnote 5O) 

    Roquentin is forced to the unhappy conclusion that the key to 

life is its fundamental absurdity. Man as man has to reach towards God in order to fulfil his 

aspirations, 

    “...yet with God dead and the world as it is these aspirations 

are limitations cast back in his face as an absurdity. Sartre‟s reluctant conclusion is that „man is 

a useless passion.‟” (Guinness, ibid., p.26. Footnote 51) 

  (3) Self-Discovery: The Hard Reality of Evil 

   The one thing that becomes clearer and clearer as you read, for 

example, books like „The Humanist Frame‟ (ed. by Sir Julian Huxley), the otherwise incisive 

and penetrating writings of Theodore Roszak, or a novelist like Jean-Paul Sartre, is that - 

astonishingly similar to the leaders of Europe‟s medieval Renaissance movement - there is 
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virtually no „moral‟ or „ethical‟ dimensions viz-a-viz MAN himself. 

   Much is said about man as a biological creature, as a historical being 

with a social dimension, about psychological relationships, about man‟s „personhood‟ and 

„uniqueness‟, about man as an existential existent. However when you look for the REASONS 

why men and women reveal by their ACTIONS of sin and evil that they ARE sinful down to 

the centre core of their heart, being, mind and nature, - THEN there is stunning silence! 

   Take, for example, the area of „power‟ and examine man historically 

and socially, examine him as a President of a country or a lowly clerk, examine him as a 

General or a Private, examine him in terms of race, caste, class or social standing, examine him 

as either „rich‟ or „poor‟, examine him at primary or high school, examine him as „blue-collar‟ 

or „white collar‟ worker, examine him as a highly intellectual academic or as an unskilled 

artisan, etc.etc. 

   What do you find viz-a-viz „power?‟ You find over and over that either 

indirectly (ie.using legal or bureaucratically laid down channels) or directly (ie.using „brute‟ 

force), men and women oppress, dominate, intimidate, threaten, abuse, subjugate or take unfair 

advantage of other men or women. 

   „But‟...you say, „I know many, many people who, all their lives were 

kind, gentle and considerate.‟ Yes, that is true, given the RIGHT circumstances! Such an 

evaluation is seriously misleading with regard to ANY and EVERY individual. Why? Because, 

when social restraints break down, when the local community‟s structure breaks down in times 

of unrest, rioting, danger, upheaval, or war, a strange but truly tragic personal and social fact 

emerges, often without warning. And what is that? 

   It is the sad truth that - often with little warning - the very people that 

we describe as „kind‟, „gentle‟, „considerate‟ become the very opposite of what they have been 

for perhaps 3O or 4O years. Suddenly they become demanding, selfish, self-seeking, display 

unthought of anger, hatred, meanness of spirit, corruption, a complete disregard for anyone 

except themselves, even an animal-like brutishness. 

   We call it, euphemistically, a „personality change‟ or „personality 

disorder‟; the Bible, ever realistic, defines it as the evil actions of a sinful nature that, because 

of certain social circumstances and restraints, has only been lying dormant. The removal of the 

outward restraints allows the TRUE (but hitherto dormant) nature to emerge from the shadows. 

   Returning to the concept of „power‟, Dostoevsky in his „House of the 

Dead‟, gathers together all our previous thoughts, when he says: 

   “Whoever has experienced the power, the unrestrained ability to 

humiliate another human being...automatically loses power over his own sensations. Tyranny is 

a habit, it has its own organic life...” 

   “The habit can kill and coarsen the very best man to the level of a 

beast. Blood and power intoxicate...The man and the citizen die with the tyrant forever;...the 

return to human dignity, to repentance...becomes almost impossible.” (Johnson, „A History of 

the Modern World..‟, op.cit., p.86) 

   And where does this lead us to? It leads us back to square one, to the 

utterly realistic Biblical doctrine of sin. 

   “From the beginning, man has thought that he could escape from God 

and so avoid the consequences of having defied and disobeyed him..From the beginning, man 

has been unwilling to accept responsibility for his actions and admit that he deserves 

retribution.” (Packer/Howard, „Christianity: The True Humanism‟, op.cit., pp.26-27) 

   Genesis 3 - as already stated, the Bible is always very realistic - tells us 

that Adam and Eve, even in the BEST of circumstances, rebelled against the authority of God 

and His command not to eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. They wanted to 

extend their already considerable (but delegated) „authority‟ and „power‟ to cover themselves 

as well, making them autonomous from God. This was outright rebellion against the highest, 

existing authority, i.e. God‟s. 

   It was not only rebellion (i.e. trying to take „authority‟ into their own 

hands by an act of „power‟), it was also an act of the highest disobedience, because at a certain 

moment they refused to obey God and instead „obeyed‟ their own selfish, self-centred 

inclinations. This to was a deliberate attempt to establish their own authority and power (i.e. 
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their own „commands‟ in which they were answerable only to themselves) 

   The results were - and they are still passed on from generation to 

generation - were appalling. 

   First, God acted in righteous and holy anger (because God is the Final 

Authority in the Cosmos and Creation HE HAS CREATED, he really does have the right to 

become angry when we rebel against him!) We read: “You are not a God who takes pleasure in 

evil; with you the wicked cannot dwell. The arrogant cannot stand in your presence; you hate 

all who do wrong.” (Ps. 5:4-5) “God is a righteous judge, a God who expresses his wrath every 

day.” (Ps. 7:11) 

   Second, Adam and Eve fell into sin, disobedience, rebellion, guilt and 

condemnation. They felt the guilt and shame at the moment of their fall, and more intensely in 

God‟s Holy Presence (Gen. 3:7-8) This becomes obvious from their feeble attempts to cover 

themselves and „hide‟ from the all-seeing, omniscient eye of God. 

   Third, they were expelled from Eden; the land became a paradise for 

weeds; spiritual and physical death became their portion; and they began the process of passing 

their sinful natures on to their children (Ps. 51:5; Rom. 5:12ff) 

   And what is the sum total of all this in relation to „Self-Discovery‟? 

This: that when we REALLY examine our hearts and minds and nature, when we really 

examine our motives and deeds, then - in the final analysis - we have to cry out with David: 

“Wash me from all my iniquity and cleanse me from my sin...Against you, you only, have I 

sinned and done what is evil in your sight...so that you are..justified when you judge” (Ps. 

51:2-4) 

 

 

 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

QUESTIONS 

1. Discuss, “The Basics: „From the Beginning...‟”. 

2. Under „The Drift, etc..‟, discuss why the Drift was, (i) Inevitable, and (ii) 

Impoverishing. 

3. Elaborate on „The Mirages‟ that the Drift resulted in. 

4. Outline the different aspects of: „The Drift into Meaninglessness: Self-Discovery.‟ 



 100 

 

 THE BIBLE INSTITUTE OF SOUTH AFRICA 

 ----------------------------------- 

 BIBLE STUDY CORRESPONDENCE COURSES COURSE NO: O31 

 ------------------------------------------------- 

 by the 

 ------ 

 REV. JIM VAN ZYL M.A. 

 --------------------- 

 A CHRISTIAN VIEW OF PHILOSOPHY 

 ------------------------------ 

 CHAPTER IX 

 ---------- 

 A CHRISTIAN VIEW OF HUMANISM 

 ---------------------------- 

 PART THREE - THE REAL HUMANITY 

 ------------------------------ 

 

 

 I BEING HUMAN: PERSON AND MEANING 

 -------------------------------- 

 1) Human and Animal: The Crucial Difference 

  (1) Absolute Difference: Being and Nature 

  (2) Absolute Difference: Aesthetically and Morally 

 2) The Closed Circle: „Ought‟ 

II REDEEMED MAN: THE REAL HUMANITY - THE IMAGE OF GOD 

 --------------------------------------------------- 

  (I) A PERSONAL BEING: RIGHT IDENTITY 

  (1) A Personal Being 

  (2) Redeemed Man: Identity 

 (II) A RATIONAL BEING: RIGHT THINKING 

  (1) The Necessity of God‟s Rationality 

  (2) Redeemed Man: Rationality, Right Thinking, A New epistemology 

))(III) A SPIRITUAL AND MORAL BEING: RIGHT LIVING 

  (1) Redeemed Man: A Spiritual Being 

  (2) Redeemed Man: A Moral Being 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Then God said, „Let us make man in our image, in our likeness..‟ So God created man in his 

own image, in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them.” (Gen. 

1:26-27) 

“Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation; the old has gone, the new has come!” (2 

Cor. 5:17) 

 

----------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 I BEING HUMAN: PERSON AND MEANING 

 -------------------------------- 

 1) Human and Animal: The Crucial Difference 

  (1) Absolute Difference: Being and Nature 

   “All humans are hominids (i.e. an erect-walking primate), but not all 

hominids are human beings...I am a hominid. I am a human being. I belong to the genus „Homo‟ 

and to the species „sapiens‟: thinking man. ...‟Homo sapiens‟ began to emerge a 1OO,OOO - 
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perhaps two or 3OO,OOO - years ago...” 

   “Before him in time was a less advanced type: „Homo Erectus‟...Before 

„Homo Erectus‟ was a really primitive type, „Homo habilis‟...All of the above are 

hominids...Some were human, even though they were of exceedingly primitive types. Others 

were not human...On the hominidline the earliest ones are too primitive to be called humans...” 

(D.C. Johanson and M.A. Edey. Lucy. The Beginnings of Humankind. Granada, 1982, 

pp.23-25) 

   It is not my intention to marshall evidence against the theory of 

biological evolution. To do that would require scientific schooling in - inter alia - paleontology, 

palaeoanthropology, zoology, and the biological sciences. 

   It is however appropriate, I suggest, to start the Christian view of 

„Humanism‟ - which I would prefer to call „The Real Humanity‟ - by noting the profound (a 

very apposite word here) difference between „Man‟ and „Animal.‟ 

   From the above quotation of Johanson and Edey this distinction is one 

of evolutionary gradation. To be fair, they do use the phrase, „I am a human being‟, ie.‟Homo 

sapiens.‟ However, they class „Homo Habilis‟, „Homo Erectus‟ and „Homo Sapiens‟ as being 

ALL hominids, some of whom were human and some too primitive to be called humans. In 

doing this they irrevocably „blur‟ the line between „human‟ and „primate‟, and between 

„human‟ and „animal.‟ 

   It is Evangelical Christianity‟s premise and claim that there is not a 

distinction between „man‟ and „animal‟ on the grounds of „gradation‟, but rather on the 

„absolute‟ grounds of creation. Genesis 1 indicates that AFTER God had created all fauna and 

flora, he THEN said: “ Let us make MAN in OUR IMAGE...So...male and female he created 

them.” 

   The Christian, therefore, insists upon an absolute, complete and 

nonviable DIFFERENCE between man and primate, and man and animal that reaches down 

into the very core, the very heart, the very „nature‟ and „being‟ of men and women and 

categorically defines them as thoroughly and totally and comprehensively DIFFERENT, as well 

as uniquely and unconformably DIVERGENT. 

   The essence of that difference and divergence is to be found locked 

into the Biblical definition of man as „made in the IMAGE of God.‟ It is THIS fact that makes 

him so wholly different and unique. It is not merely a biological difference (i.e. size of the 

brain, for example); it is rooted in something infinitely deeper, namely, that of origin, of 

likeness, of image, of nature, of being. In many ways it is summed up in the German word, i.e. 

man‟s „dasein‟ - his „beingness.‟ 

   “Three things are plain from this passage (i.e. Gen. 1:26f): (1) man is 

the last of God‟s creatures to be brought into existence and the crown or peak of creation; (2) 

man alone is created in the image of God and in this crucial respect is unique among God‟s 

creatures; and (3) man‟s creaturely supremacy and uniqueness find expression in the dominion 

which he alone is given, and which he alone is fitted to exercise, „over all the earth.‟ “ (P.E. 

Hughes. The True Image. The Origin and Destiny of Man in Christ. Eerdmans/IVP, 1989, p.3) 

   The radical difference between man and all other creatures is further 

indicated, by the manner in which man is spoken of as a SPECIAL creation of God. Of the 

animals God said, “Let the earth bring forth...” (Gen. 1:24), whereas of man God said, “Let us 

make man in our image.. ..”, thus indicating the vastly differing origins of man and all other 

earthbound creatures. 

   Apart from this basic recognition that man is constituted in the „image 

of God‟, man cannot be said to exist truly as MAN, since for man to deny God and the divine 

image stamped upon his being and to assert that man is merely part of a gradated biological 

evolution of primates is to deny his unique constitution, and thus to dehumanize him. Put 

differently: animals are not made in the image of God! 

   The difference and superiority of man is further highlighted by the fact 

that God calls upon Adam to „name‟ the animals (Gen. 2:19f) Their naming is itself a mark of 

man‟s dominion and ability to train and organize them. The „naming‟ indicates quite clearly 

that „man‟ is much more than a „fellow animal‟, or even a „higher animal‟. This is further 

driven home by the fact that God had to specially create a woman to be his mate and helper, i.e. 
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someone similar in being and nature to himself; no animal was able or competent to be man‟s 

fellow or true partner. 

  (2) Absolute Difference: Aesthetically and Morally 

   Dr. Jim Packer puts it like this: 

   “Once you get a dog fed he can manage. Give a puffin or a gazelle 

freedom to range around and it will cope without raising awkward questions about esteem and 

meaning...A dog at the end of his chain may wag his tail more and more feebly as the car 

disappears down the street, and we may say that he is disappointed....But no dog has ever 

„reflected‟ on that experience and written so much as a letter, let alone a sonnet or a drama 

about it.” (Packer/Howard, „Christianity: The True Humanism‟, op.cit., pp.37-38) 

   In the final analysis it is only man who, for example, concerns himself 

with such concepts as „Truth‟ (verity, veracity, validity, honesty, integrity), „Error‟ (falsehood, 

fallacy, deception, misconstruction, misrepresentation, untruth, misleading, dissembling); with 

„Beauty‟ (loveliness, comeliness, gracefulness, symmetry, elegance), „Ugliness‟ (unsightful, 

repulsive, gracelessness, deformity, unlovely, repellent, loathsomeness, unaesthetic) 

   The aesthetics of literature, music, poetry, drama, painting, ballet - and 

a host of other features of aesthetics - is utterly beyond the intellectual and emotional 

comprehension of creatures other than man. If man is nothing but a higher form of the primates 

then this is very curious; where does his sense of the „aesthetic‟ come from? To say that it is 

part of the evolutionary process is merely a statement, not an explanation. 

   These are deep, abstract and idealistic „concepts‟, and the mere 

enlargement of the size of the brain is no explanation. Why? Because to root such „concepts‟ in 

the size of the brain is to root it in biological evolution, and thus in opportunistic and 

mechanistic „chance.‟ But how can „pure matter‟ give rise to „aesthetics?‟ 

   An atom is an atom is an atom. IN and of itself ITSELF it has no 

„intellect‟ or „emotion‟ or „desire‟ or „sense of destiny‟ or „sense of beauty‟. It is pure 

MATTER, nothing more. And it cannot give rise to more than what it itself is. A piece of „pure 

matter‟ is in and of itself inherently incapable of „abstract concepts.‟ 

   Something more - in man - is necessary to give birth to the rise of 

„concepts‟ and „aesthetics.‟ The Christian‟s contention that THIS is because man is made in the 

image of God, and that he has a soul, is a viable, reasonable, rational alternative. God is the 

ultimate source of the „Aesthetic‟, and since man is made in God‟s image, it is not unreasonable 

to trace man‟s sense of the „aesthetic‟ back through the „Image of God‟ to God, and thereby 

back to the Ultimate Source of all that is „Aesthetic.‟ 

   (Later on we will look more closely at what this „Image of God‟ is) 

   The same is true in the realm of „Morals‟(as is true in „Aesthetics‟) 

   Ultimately the animal kingdom is not concerned with 

„goodness‟,‟vice‟, „cruelty‟, „conflict‟, „esteem‟, „joy‟, „meaning‟, „purpose‟, „identity‟, 

„authenticity‟, „morality‟, „ethics‟, „good‟, „evil‟, etc., as CONCEPTS. 

   The most obvious illustration, to underscore this point, is the realm of 

„Justice.‟ No one, for example, holds an animal to be „morally guilty‟ if it kills another animal, - 

especially in their wild, natural habitat. We don‟t always realize that WE TAKE IT FOR 

GRANTED that animals will kill other animals for food. This also holds true in the domestic 

realm. We don‟t punish a cat for killing a mouse! And we feed sardines to tame dolphins! 

   We can, indeed, take it even further. An animal that attacks and kills a 

human being is NOT „put down‟ because they have committed a „moral offence‟, but quite 

simply because they are dangerous. In fact we can argue, from another perspective, that the 

animal is „put down‟ because the human person killed is a „MORAL‟ being! 

   Furthermore, if an animal is severely injured or critically ill a 

Veterinary doctor will at a certain point not hesitate to recommend that the animal be put down, 

and his action is not considered a „moral‟ or „ethical‟ issue, while active euthanasia in the 

human realm is very much a „moral‟ and „ethical‟ issue! 

   To quote P.E. Hughes again: 

   “Unlike human life, animal life is not personal and sacrosanct. It 

subserves human life without being answerable to God. Only man who bears the divine image 

stands in a position of responsibility before God; and because of this special personal 
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relationship of accountability to the Creator the life of man has a holy value. The prohibition of 

the 6th commandment, accordingly, is a prohibition against manslaughter, not against the 

killing of brute beasts.” (Hughes, op.cit., p.6) 

 2) The Closed Circle: „Ought‟ 

  The word „ought‟ points to „choices‟ and reasons for such choices. There is a 

strange contradiction in men and women that seems to be one of consequences of the Fall. 

  Absolutely honest secular humanists and existentialists are often willing to go 

as far as stating that there is no point or purpose beyond „that which is.‟ In our own time we 

have seen this spirit in such figures as Camus, Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir. To them, since 

there is no „outside‟ point to which the jumble of life may be referred, the only thing a person 

can do is to make courageous choices in the time span he has here and thus somehow 

„authenticate‟ his existence. 

  Rather than shuffle through seventy odd years in an apathetic manner - they 

suggest - we should rise up and seize hold of the absurdity of existence and in a deliberate, 

clear-eyed choice LIVE in a specific and determined manner. The INDIVIDUAL will thus coax 

SOME shape out of an amorphous mass which is life. 

  Put differently - Camus, for example, will say that - we must admit the yawning 

abyss beneath our feet, yet we „OUGHT‟ not to settle for a barren, self-pitying life which cares 

for nothing and no one else. 

  But the very use of the word „OUGHT‟ raises an immediate question: Where 

did it come from!? If, ultimately, „nothing‟ MEANS „nothing‟ then how or on what basis can 

we introduce the word „ought‟ into our discussion, let alone way of life? 

  Packer and Howard concur, here, with a point already made previously: 

  “We can only have an „ought‟ if there is some fixed point OUTSIDE the 

jumble that suggests that one pattern (selflessness, say) is better than some other (cruelty, say) 

NO ONE has ever been able to find any footing for „ought‟....inside the closed circle of present 

experience. You cannot infer „what OUGHT to be‟ simply from studying „what HAS been or 

IS.‟” (Packer/Howard, „Christianity: The True Humanism,‟ op.cit., p.45) 

  The Christian faith maintains that there is just such a point, or rather such a 

Person outside the circle from whom we CAN infer what „ought‟ to be, and who WILL enable 

us to make moral (in contrast to immoral) choices. 

  “God, who at sundry times and divers manners SPAKE in times past unto the 

fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days SPOKEN unto us by his Son,...by WHOM also 

he made the worlds...the express image of his person...” (Heb. 1:1-3. KJV) 

  “In the beginning was the WORD, and the Word was with God, and the Word 

was God...Through him (i.e. the Word) all things were MADE...The Word BECAME flesh and 

lived for a while AMONG us. We have seen his glory...” (Jn. 1:1,3,14. NIV) 

  In the O.T.God „spoke‟ from outside INTO the circle of humanity and creation 

by means of, inter alia, prophets. In the N.T.God has „spoken‟ from outside INTO the circle of 

humanity and creation through His Son, Jesus Christ, who as God‟s „Word‟ to us, descended 

from God the Father, became a man and „lived for a while among us.‟ 

  This means that the Christian has a real and legitimate „ought‟, because he has 

a Point and Person OUTSIDE the circle of humanity and creation that he can use as an 

Absolute and Final Measurement or Means of Evaluation in the „CHOICES‟ (remember, this is 

where we started) he or she has - and now CAN - make. 

  A final, but very important feature, is apposite here. One particularly strong 

aspect, for the Christian, is that the point outside the circle of humanity and creation is in fact A 

PERSON. The Christian, therefore, does not measure his „ought‟ against an impersonal „It‟, 

such as „History‟, „Sociological Truths‟, „Psychological Behaviourial Patterns‟ or an 

impersonal „Pantheistic Consciousness.‟ 

  It is surely a valid principle that a „person‟ cannot measure the „oughtness‟ of 

his life against something that is „non-human.‟ Why? Because „oughtness‟ (i.e. taking a 

PERSONAL decision on how to act, which is intensely HUMAN) cannot be related to 

something „non-human‟, which is categorically „non-human.‟ How can you decide what you 

„ought‟ to do by consulting a tree or flower or animal or rock or atom or a star (this knocks 

„astrology‟ flat) or a galaxy of stars or any piece of animate or inanimate matter!? 
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  Doing this (i.e. consulting a tree or carved sculpture from wood or strangely 

shaped rock or an animal or a star) lies at the very heart of IDOLATRY! For centuries the 

wrath and judgement of God has fallen on people who decide upon their „ought‟ by consulting 

„THINGS‟ rather than turning to the LIVING PERSON of the God and Father of our Lord 

Jesus Christ. 

  And what about „Secular Humanism?‟ It too is idolatrous because it bases its 

„ought‟ on the blind, opportunistic, chance workings of biological, social and historical 

„evolution.‟ But „humanity‟ cannot decide what „ought‟ to be - and so give „MEANING‟ to 

their lives - by consulting something „non-human.‟ Only in relation to the Person of God can 

man (also a „person‟) give any dimension of real „meaning‟ to his life and existence. 

 

II REDEEMED MAN: THE REAL HUMANITY - THE IMAGE OF GOD 

 --------------------------------------------------- 

 (I) A PERSONAL BEING: RIGHT IDENTITY 

  (1) A Personal Being 

   Because he is made in the image of God, man differs radically from the 

rest of animate creation. There are, to be sure, numerous „physical‟ correspondences between 

human beings and animal life, but there is a uniqueness about man that makes man different. 

   The difference lies in fact that man is a „created‟ being, not a 

„developed‟ being; it is therefore a CONSTITUTIONAL difference, not merely an anatomical 

one. But more importantly, it is the fact that he is created in the „Image of God‟ specifically that 

constitutes man as MAN and not as animal. 

   More deeply still is the fact that man is a PERSONAL being because 

God in whose image he is created is a Personal God, one of the features of the Image being 

„personhood.‟ 

   The Scriptures reveal God as intrinsically „a Person.‟ That is to say, 

God is not unconscious or non-conscious „matter‟, „energy‟, or - paradoxical as it may sound - 

„pantheistic, cosmic trans-consciousness coming to consciousness‟ in us. God is a Person, to 

put it on its simplest level, because God is Self-Conscious, and because he reveals the full range 

of „personality‟ characteristics in the realms of thought, emotion and will. 

   But we must take it a stage further. God is also a Personal Being 

because his unity embraces the threefold interpersonal relationship of Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit. From this we conclude that „personal being‟ is realized only in relation to the „personal 

being‟ of others. The Father‟s „personal‟ being, for example, is not „personal‟ in isolation; it is 

„personal‟ in relationship to the „personality‟ of the Son and the Spirit. 

   At the risk of repetition, it is important to realize that man is not a 

„person‟ because of any individualistic, autonomous, intrinsic „per- sonhood‟ -)apart from God. 

The individual man does not „intrinsically‟ possess personal being in the way God 

autonomously and intrinsically possesses personal being. 

   Such is the secular humanist‟s view of man, - his „personal being‟ is 

inherently and intrinsically his own possession; he has „evolved‟ or „developed‟ to this status. 

Thus, man has created his own identity, meaning and destiny. 

   The Christian, as already stated elsewhere, has serious problems with 

this view. He asks how TIME plus CHANCE plus IMPERSONAL, EVOLVING MATTER can 

give rise to „PERSONALITY‟? How can „personal being‟ evolve out of „impersonal matter‟? It 

is a problem to which the secular humanist has NO answer. 

   It is crucial for the Christian to take note of this critical weakness in the 

secular humanist‟s case; too often we imagine their position to be impregnable because it is 

based on „Science‟, and science, after all, cannot be wrong. But here, at the very heart of things, 

we discover a problem to which science - for all its glorious achievements - simply has no 

answer. 

   The Christian position, therefore, is: 

   “The stamp of the divine image upon man‟s constitution means that 

there is a vital and immediate, „built-in‟ relationship between man and his Creator. And this, 

inevitably, is a „personal‟ relationship by which man‟s being as a person is established and 

fulfilled. The I-Thou relationship within the unity of the trinitarian Godhead is the ground and 



 105 

the source of human personality...man has knowledge of himself in an I-Thou relationship with 

his Creator.” (Hughes, op.cit., p.52) 

   Put more simply: man is a „personal being‟ because he is made in the 

image of God who is a „Personal Being.‟ Note: we are NOT saying that man is a „personal 

being‟ because HE IS PART of God who is „Personal Being.‟ We ARE saying: man is a 

„personal being‟ because HE IS MADE IN THE IMAGE of God who is a „Personal Being.‟ In 

stating it like that we - the Evangelical Christian constituency - are rejecting any and every form 

of „Pantheism‟ (i.e. „God is All, All is God) 

  (2) Redeemed Man: Identity 

   Although the average unregenerate man and woman is made in the 

image of God this does not mean that they have a real, self-conscious sense of identity. We 

normally establish our own identity (i.e. „who I am‟) in relation to things and people around us 

(i.e. „who they are‟ or „what it is‟) In this „relationship-index‟ I can say to myself: „I am NOT 

like that or like so-and so...rather...I am different and have these and those characteristics.‟ 

Thus, by means of comparison, I build up an image and an identity of who I am. 

   This is very often the case, for example, in War. One nation attacks 

another nation in order to establish its prowess, strength, ability, status, „place‟ in the order of 

nations, „position‟ to bargain and negotiate from, reinforce its nationalistic pride and 

superiority, - i.e. its „identity.‟ Hitler launched WW II, inter alia, because of the humiliation of 

Germany in WW I; hence his intense desire to create a new and powerful Germany that would 

be „respected.‟ 

   Japan entered into the conflict of WW II largely from the same desire. 

Her 1937 attack upon China had not been as successful as she expected, so she turned her 

attention to South East Asia: 

   “Historically, the situation that arose in 1941 was the result of Japan‟s 

desire to secure for herself the markets and resources of eastern and south-east Asia that she 

regarded as essential to her long-term security and status as a great power. Such acquisitiveness 

was accompanied by the belief that it was both her right and duty to reorganise eastern Asia 

under her own leadership...” (H.P. Willmott. The Great Crusade. Michael Joseph, 1989, p.16O) 

   Now, whether an individual measures himself against another 

individual or a nation against another nation - in order to find or establish his or its „identity‟- it 

is still basically based on a „secular humanist‟ concept of „identity.‟ It is an „identity‟ based 

upon the comparison of man against man, or men against men, or nations against nations. 

   But this process only results in „reflection‟, not „identity.‟ In other 

words if I compare myself with someone else then all I get in return is a „reflection‟ of myself. I 

have, therefore, come no further than looking in a mirror and seeing a reflection of myself, - 

perhaps in other clothes and with other facial and cultural characteristics, but basically I see 

ANOTHER MAN. 

   Worse still, the philosophy of secular humanism demands the 

elimination of God from the scene, postulating the animal origin of man, the result being that 

man is regarded as essentially AN ANIMAL, albeit the highest of animals. In the previous 

paragraph we saw that man comparing himself with other men results in establishing man as 

ANOTHER MAN. In this paragraph, man viewed as an animal results in the 

DEHUMANIZATION and DEPERSONALIZATION and BRUTALIZATION of man. 

   The „redeemed‟ man of 1 Cor. 5:17, is the Christian view of the 

„Identity of the Real Humanity‟, viz: “Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation; the 

old has gone, the new has come!” This passage clearly establishes some features of this new 

„Identity.‟ 

    (i) Man is a sinner, - hence Paul‟s expression “the old”. We are 

busy here with hard reality, not utopian views of man. And if a man wants to know WHO he is, 

as well as explain his life and history and experiences, he must start with the somewhat 

unpalatable fact that he is a sinner, that he was born in sin and that he has broken God‟s laws 

and so condemned himself. Why is this fact - that man is a sinner - so important vis-a-vis his 

„identity‟? 

    One reason, inter alia, is because it is a REALISTIC 

assessment and evaluation and analysis of ourselves. If we persist in a utopian view of man 
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(ie.he is „basically‟ good, though with a few flaws), then we simply cannot explain man‟s 

propensity to evil, lust, greed, malice, murder, jealousy, hatred, inordinate pride, ruthless 

ambition, unfaithfulness in marriage, insensitivity, and, to sum it up „love of darkness‟ (Jn. 

3:19) 

    The fact is that in the area of „identity‟ the whole aspect of 

„realism‟ is in very short supply. Philosophers have tried for centuries to explain all sorts of 

characteristics of man, his thinking and his history. But without the key of „Sin‟ an 

overwhelming percentage of individual man‟s history (and corporate man‟s history) is 

inexplicable. 

    Once man FACES this unhappy fact of his sinfulness he will 

understand far more profoundly his „real‟ make-up, his weaknesses, his flaws, his feelings, his 

motives, his actions, his desires, his relationships,his basic existentialist „condition.‟ He will 

have taken the first step toward his own, real identity; he will know more clearly WHO he is 

and WHY he does certain things. 

    Looking in this mirror he sees HIMSELF as he REALLY IS. 

„Identity‟ involves „reality.‟ Here is a man who aspires to become a great singer. In „reality‟ he 

has a seriously flawed and cracked voice. If the locals in his home town try to be kind and 

encourage him, they are in fact doing him a great disservice. Only by knowing the „real‟ truth 

about his singing ability (or, non-ability, in this case) will he discover the „truth‟ about himself, 

face reality, and in so doing uncover part of his real identity. 

    (ii) Man is a “new creation” in Christ. Redeemed man‟s 

real „identity‟ lies in his „original state‟ in „the Image of God‟, as God had created him, and 

which is recorded in Genesis. 

     That „Image‟ is his REAL IDENTITY. It involved 

thinking God‟s thoughts after Him, having a God-given World View, submission to the 

Lordship of God, holiness, righteousness,)honesty and integrity, living according to the ethical 

parameters of God‟s will, having dominion over and developing creation, submitting 

„experience‟ to the criterion of „Truth‟, developing a healthy and mature relationship with Eve. 

     Further, man reflecting the Nature, Being and (where 

possible) reflecting the Attributes of God. Man a mirror of God, man - under God - ruling 

God‟s creation, man as king under the Greater King, man with real nobility and dignity. Above 

all, man in a right relationship with God. 

     ALL THIS man virtually lost in the Fall. Becoming a 

“new creation”, in union with Christ, means the rebuilding and reconstruction of the fallen 

„Image of God‟ in the redeemed man. And reconstructing him in the „Image of God‟ ALSO 

means returning men and women to their REAL IDENTITIES, for „Image‟ and „Identity‟ are 

very profoundly interlinked; indeed they are as inseparable as the concepts „nobility‟ - 

„kingship.‟ 

     Paul, writing to the Colossians, gives thanks to the 

Father, “...who has qualified you to share in the inheritance of the saints in the kingdom of 

light...he has rescued us from the dominion of darkness and brought us into the kingdom of the 

Son he loves...” (Col. 1:12f) 

     And how is this being done? “And we, who with 

unveiled faces all reflect the Lord‟s glory, are being transformed into his likeness with ever 

increasing glory, which comes from the Lord, who is the Spirit.” (2 Cor. 3:18) The phrases “ 

reflect the Lord‟s glory”, “being transformed into his likeness”, “ever increasing glory”, all 

speak of the restoration of the „Image of God‟ and of the moral, ethical, intellectual, 

psychological restoration of the true „Identity‟ of man. 

     I close off this point with an illustration from Tolkien‟s 

„Lord of the Rings.‟ The hobbits, Frodo and his companions, had as one of their guides a man 

called Aragorn, also known as Strider. With the destruction of the Evil Ring in the fires of 

Mount Doom, the powers and soldiers of Mordor, and those in league with him, are conquered. 

Only then is the real „identity‟ of Aragorn revealed, - he has been a mighty King in disguise. 

     “But when Aragorn arose all that beheld him gazed in 

silence, for it seemed to them that he was revealed to them now for the first time. Tall as the 

sea-kings of old, he stood above all that were near; ancient of days he seemed and yet in the 
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flower of manhood; and wisdom sat upon his brow, and strength and healing were in his hands, 

and a light was about him. And then Faramir cried: „Behold the King.‟ “ 

     It is the Christian contention that man is not an animal 

- even of the highest sort. He is fallen yes, and with it much of his real identity has been lost. In 

redeemed man that „Image‟ and consequently his real „Identity‟ is being rebuilt - as man is 

changed increasingly into the likeness of God his Creator and Lord. Just as Aragorn‟s real 

identity was revealed, so the Christian‟s real „identity‟ is taking shape till one day the „Image‟ 

and „Identity‟ will be fully completed, and we will stand revealed as the noble sons and 

daughters of God, the Great Creator and King of all creation. 

 (II) A RATIONAL BEING: RIGHT THINKING 

  (1) The Necessity of God‟s Rationality 

   In order to proceed logically it is necessary to start with the Rationality 

of God. Let me immediately dispel, with reverence, the idea that God (as a Rational Being) is 

something like the Wizard of Oz who sat behind his great invented machine and simply pressed 

buttons and pulled levers to accomplish his objectives. When we speak of God‟s rationality we 

are NOT suggesting that God is a cold, Deistic, academic God who, again with reverence, is 

simply the Great Brain. 

   We - in our folly and lack of balance (because of the Fall) - can 

sometimes (like Mr. Spock, Leonard Nimoy, on the starship „Enterprise‟ in the immensely 

successful „Star Trek‟ TV series) try to suppress our emotions and feelings, and live and think 

and do research and act ONLY on an „intellectual‟ level. And sometimes you meet academics 

who virtually function like that. 

   It is, however, foolish in the extreme, - if not sometimes sinister and 

scary! It is a total DENIAL that we are „living‟, „emotional‟, „feeling‟ personal beings, as well 

as a DENIAL that real „emotion‟,(I am not referring to „emotionalistic‟, which is dangerous), 

HAS a right place in the life of man as a rational being. 

   God, by contrast, is a Unity or Unitary Being. That is to say that as the 

„LIVING‟ God his Rationality and Emotions are perfectly integrated and balanced. That he 

takes pleasure (an „emotion‟) is clear from Ps. 33:1f. “Sing joyfully to the Lord...Praise the 

Lord with harp...Sing to him a new song...”. We read that God is „compassionate...abounding in 

love‟ (Ps. 1O3:8); „avenges‟ (Ps. 94:1); „kind and forgiving‟ (Ps. 86:5) Equally we read of his 

rationality, “How many are your works, O Lord! In wisdom you made them all...” (Ps. 1O4:24) 

   However, returning specifically to God‟s rationality, P.E. Hughes puts 

things in perspective: 

   “The ordered system of the universe, itself the effect of the divine, and 

therefore dynamic Logos (i.e. „reason‟), inescapably, though silently, bears witness to the 

supreme rationality of the Creator.” (Hughes, op.cit., p.57) 

   He then points to Ps. 19:1-4, “The heavens are TELLING the glory of 

God, and the firmament PROCLAIMS his HANDIWORK; Day to day pours forth SPEECH, 

and night to night declares KNOWLEDGE.” 

   What is this passage telling us? Well, let‟s establish, first, what it - and 

hundreds of other verses that tell us about God - is NOT telling us. It is always helpful to 

eliminate the unspoken, but implied „negative.‟ The passage does NOT portray an irrational 

God, whose Mind and Actions are hopelessly chaotic. Of SUCH a God the Psalmist could not 

say, “In WISDOM you made THEM (i.e. „your WORKS‟) all...” 

   Rather, from the positive viewpoint, the passage - and many others - 

portray a God who is supremely logical, systematic, inwardly ordered and rational. In 1 Cor. 

14:33, Paul spells it out: “For God is not a God of disorder...”. He is a God of „order‟, and that 

is true of his Mind too; he is a rational God whose thoughts are systematically ordered (if one 

may put it in human terms) 

   Notice in Ps. 19:1-4 that the „heavens TELL...day to day pours forth 

SPEECH...‟. The use of these two words are significant. Both have to do with language, and 

language is nothing if it is not rational; language speaks of a systematic, structured grammar, of 

recounting truths in a logically progressive manner, of understandable description. And - 

figuratively speaking - the heavens „tell‟, and day after day pours forth „speech‟ in a rational 

language, because their Creator is a rational Being. 
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   If the language is rational (because God is Rational), then it is also true 

that God‟s „HANDIWORK‟ and „KNOWLEDGE‟ in constructing that handiwork is equally 

rational (because the „handiwork‟ is a reflection of God‟s „knowledge‟, and God‟s knowledge is 

a „rationally ordered knowledge.‟) This, by the way, shows how foolish it is to consider 

Systematic Theology as „unspiritual‟; how can a REAL, FULL grasp of the Knowledge of 

God...be „unspiritual‟!? 

   Why have we taken the trouble to establish the rationality of God? 

Because it is an absolute pre-requisite and necessity for the rationality of man, and more 

particularly, the supreme rationality of „redeemed‟ man who is a „new creation.‟ 

  (2) Redeemed Man: Rationality, Right Thinking, A New Epistemology 

   From the above it becomes clear that if „redeemed man‟ is being 

reconstructed in the „Image of God‟, then one component of that reconstruction is an increasing 

restoration to „rationality, to „right thinking‟, to „God‟s epistemology.‟ 

   Says J.I. Packer, 

   “God made man in his own image to have dominion over the earth and 

all its contents: reason...was needed for that, just as man needed reason if God was to be able to 

address him in words. Man could not know, love or serve God without this endowment of 

reason with which to apprehend him. Rationality is thus the basic element in God‟s image, ...” 

(Packer, „Knowing Man‟, op.cit., p.21) 

   Let‟s briefly look at this „rationality‟ aspect from a Biblical 

perspective. 

    (i) Eph. 2:1,5, teaches that the unregenerate man is born, “...dead 

...in transgressions and sins...”. This spiritual (and ultimately physical) death includes, inter 

alia, the mind and reason. Expanding on this, Paul says in 1 Cor. 2:14, that the man without the 

Spirit not only does not accept the truths of God, but, more seriously, “...they are 

FOOLISHNESS to him and he CANNOT UNDERSTAND them...”. This involves what 

theologians call man‟s „noetic‟ (Grk.‟nous‟= reason, mind) fall. 

    This explains the strange but sad fact that when you explain 

the Gospel to the unregenerate man, (WITHOUT THE POWERFUL WORKING OF THE 

SPIRIT UPON HIM), he does not seem to be able „to grasp‟ WHAT you are saying. He MAY 

understand some aspects of Christianity on a strictly „intellectual‟ level, but he is quite unable 

to grasp the deeper, spiritual principles of the Gospel. 

   (ii) The regenerate man, by contrast, has received the Holy Spirit, 

“..that we may understand what God has freely given us.” (1 Cor. 2:12) In fact Paul puts it more 

clearly in Col. 3:1O, when he says, “...and have put on the new self (= „new creation‟), which is 

being renewed in KNOWLEDGE in the IMAGE of its Creator.” 

    The characteristic of the “new creation” (the „redeemed‟ man) 

is therefore, - true rationality, right thinking and a godly epistemology. 

    By „true rationality‟, I mean that ONLY the regenerate 

Christian has, in the final analysis, a true grasp of man, his weaknesses, his follies, the presence 

of evil in the world, a grasp of history, a reason for living, the Person and Activity of God, and 

the meaning of existence. 

    To paraphrase P.E. Hughes, 

    “...(redeemed) man is not dumb because God is not dumb. God 

is a God who speaks, and his speaking is the declaration of his mind and will (to the redeemed 

man)..(redeemed) man alone of earth‟s creatures is endowed with the faculty of („spiritual‟) 

rationality which enables him, as reflector of the Creator‟s rationality, to think and to plan and 

to speak.” (Hughes, op.cit., p.57) 

  ))(iii) „Redeemed‟ man therefore enters a whole new world of, what we 

might call, „God‟s epistemology.‟ That is to say he has, (a) a new „knowledge‟, and (b) a new 

vocabulary, one might even say a new „language.‟ 

   ))(a) The Christian has a new „knowledge‟ in so far as he now for 

the first time in his life - albeit imperfectly - has „knowledge‟ about God (Father, Son and Holy 

Spirit), God‟s attributes, the place of each member of the Trinity in God‟s Covenant of 

Redemption, the contours of God‟s work in providence and history, of the Son‟s Work in the 

incarnation, atonement and resurrection, of the Spirit‟s work in common grace and special 
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grace. 

     It is vital to remember that the unregenerate man IS 

EXCLUDED FROM THIS „NEW‟ KNOWLEDGE. This new knowledge is something very 

special and very exclusive and very precious. Entrance to it is NOT by the new „Gnosis‟ of the 

New Age Movement; entrance is through the „new birth‟ in which a sinner is united with 

Christ. 

     In one of his hymns, Joseph Hart (1712-1768), sums it 

up: 

     “Come, Holy Spirit, come; 

     Let Thy bright beams arise, 

     Dispel the darkness from our minds 

     And open all our eyes. 

     “Dwell therefore in our hearts, 

     Our minds from bondage free; 

     Then shall we know and praise and love 

     The Father, Son and Thee.” 

    (b) Finally, the Christian has both a new God-given 

epistemology and also new God-given semantics (i.e. a „new‟ language) 

     If I might put it like this. Every tribe and people and 

ethnic race and nation has its own „language‟ - Japanese, Urdu, Mandarin Chinese, Greek, 

Swahili, Zulu, Bulgarian, and so on. They cannot understand each other (unless they 

communicate through English) 

     The Christian is in the unique position of having „one, 

spiritual language‟ that all Christians (and ONLY Christians) of WHATEVER NATION they 

belong to can understand. It is a secret language, a sacred tongue, quite unlike any other, that 

ONLY the regenerate know. And while a Japanese-speaking Christian may not literally 

understand a Zulu-speaking Christian, - they, nevertheless, have a deep and profound and 

common semantic bond. In THAT sense the common language of Christians is the only 

REALLY „universal‟ language existing. 

     What do I mean? I mean that words and concepts (you 

cannot separate the two) such as: „God‟, „Father‟, „Christ Jesus‟, „Holy Spirit‟, „sin‟, „grace‟, 

„holiness‟, „redemption‟, „forgiveness through the blood of Christ‟, „faith‟, „righteousness‟, 

„love‟, „the Word of Truth‟, „prayer‟, - and dozens of other words in the Christian‟s vocabulary 

(while perhaps having slightly different nuances) are universally UNDERSTOOD IN THE 

SAME WAY. 

     That is why you can read the Apostle Paul (1st C.), 

Augustine (4th and 5th C.), Luther and Calvin (16th C.), the Puritans (17th C.), Whitefield 

(18th C.), Spurgeon (19th C.), and John Stott, J.I. Packer and Martyn Lloyd-Jones (2Oth C.) - 

and understand them all, even though they wrote in Greek, Latin, German, French and English! 

     To sum up: No Christian should be afraid of the word 

„rationality‟ in relation to the Christian Faith. It is not a spiritually „dirty‟ word. It simply means 

that - under the guidance of the Spirit - you are)making use of your GOD-GIVEN (!) 

INTELLECT to understand the Christian Faith better. BUT, the intellectual understanding 

should drive us to our knees, so that we are „lost in wonder, love and praise.‟ 

     “May the mind of Christ my Saviour 

     Live in me from day to day, 

     By His love and power controlling 

     All I do and say. 

     “May the love of Jesus fill me 

     As the waters fill the sea; 

     Him exalting, self-abasing, 

     This is victory.” 

      - Katie Barclay Wilkinson (1859-1928) 

))(III) A SPIRITUAL AND MORAL BEING: RIGHT LIVING 

  1) Redeemed Man: A Spiritual Being 

   By virtue of his regeneration redeemed man experiences the 
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reconstruction of the „Image‟ of God within him (2 Cor. 3:18) This, inter alia, makes of him a 

religious and spiritual being. Not just „religious‟ and „spiritual‟ in the sense that many millions 

of Moslems, Hindus, Jehovah‟s Witnesses, Mormons, etc., are. But „religious‟ and „spiritual‟ in 

the highest sense of those words, - a loving, worshipping, obedient child of God the Father 

through the Person, Work and Death of Christ as Personal Saviour. 

   To God, redeemed man, 

   “...owes worship and adoration as his beneficent Creator, gratitude for 

his existence, obedience in honouring the Word that lights his way and constant, prayerful 

dependence as, speaking and listening to his Creator, he commits himself to...the divine will...” 

(Hughes, ibid., p.55) 

   This brings us to an all-important point, viz.that of redeemed man‟s 

„real humanity.‟ Here is the very heart of and for man‟s existence! It is inextricably linked with 

the worship and glory of God. 

   In terms of what we have been looking at in these Chapters, this 

worship of God, through the Lord Jesus Christ, is the ultimate SELF-FULFILMENT OF MAN. 

HERE MAN REACHES THE LEVEL OF HIS „REAL HUMANITY.‟ Here we reach infinitely 

beyond man as a „chance‟ creation in a upward gradation of biological evolution with a 

„utopian‟ future. 

   As difficult as it is for us (even Christians) to realize, the PRIME 

Biblical view of man‟s „self-fulfilment‟ is to WORSHIP AND GLORIFY GOD. This does 

NOT mean that we must instantly head for the nearest monastery or nunnery; NEITHER that 

we should not enjoy the kind of work we are doing, holidays, birthdays, Christmas time, the 

fellowship and friendship of good friends, family ties, recreation, and so on. 

   But it DOES mean that we must anchor and localize the gravity of ALL 

our thoughts and actions in only ONE CENTRAL MOTIVE - GOD‟S GLORY! Our real 

self-fulfilment comes to expression through the humble but joyful recognition that ascribes all 

„worthiness‟ (worship = worthship) to God alone. That is true spirituality and „real humanity.‟ 

   Nothing, says Prof. J. Murray, 

   “...is more basic and determininative in shaping our thought than is our 

conception of God. The thought that does not BEGIN with God and (then) MOVE (back) to 

him is essentially godless and therefore ungodly.” (Collected Writings of John Murray. Banner 

of Truth, 1976, p.325) 

   In the process of conversion, Asahel Nettleton, who was greatly used 

by God in a powerful Revival in U.S.in the early part of the 19th C., said: “The character of 

God now appeared lovely.” (J.F. Thornbury. God Sent Revival. Evangelical Press, 1977, p.32) 

   And from Jonathan Edwards we hear: 

   “Since I came to this town, I have often had sweet complacency in 

God, in views of his glorious perfections...God appeared to me a glorious and lovely Being, 

chiefly on account of his holiness...God appeared glorious to me on account of the Trinity. It 

made me have exalting thoughts of God...” (I. Murray. Jonathan Edwards. A New Biography. 

Banner of Truth, 1987, pp.99-1OO) 

   To sum up: Redeemed man is a spiritual being because he glorifies 

God. At the heart of that „glorifying‟ lies the reconstruction of the image of God - the „Real 

Humanity.‟ 

   The „Real Humanity‟ glorifies God, (i) simply because he is 

God-in-the-Trinity; His very Nature and Being COMMANDS such glorification and adoration, 

(ii) because he is THE central point of all creation and history and knowledge and power and 

majesty, (iii) because He is the only Object of INFINITE Worth and Value, and (iv) because 

God is the QUINTESSENCE of all transcendent perfection, holy excellence, matchless virtue, 

peerless pre-eminenence, sublime beauty, and infinite holiness, glory and Godhood. 

  (2) Redeemed Man: A Moral Being 

   No less important for the appreciation of „The Real Humanity‟, is the 

understanding that the „new creation‟ in Christ, and the reconstruction of the image of God in 

the „new humanity‟ means that regenerate man is also constituted a Moral Being. 

   “God himself is absolutely holy and the image of God is inseparable 

from the holiness of God. Stamped in the heart of his being with the divine image (redeemed) 
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man is radically designed for holiness, WHICH IS THE SUM OF ALL MORALITY.” 

(Hughes, op.cit., p.59) 

   The „New Man‟ is intended to be holy, holy in himself, and holy in all 

his relationships. Extending the thought Scripture (which always links „holiness‟ with 

„morality‟), portrays the Christian as a „Holy-Moral‟ being, who is to be moral in his 

relationship with God and in all his relationships with man. A man is moral when he obeys and 

carries out God‟s will and standards, as seen, for example in the Ten Commandments. 

   The Christian finds that his incorporation into the Son, who is the holy 

Image of God (into which we are being changed), brings not only the restoration of right 

thinking and right worship, but also the restoration of right living; the reestablishment in his 

heart of concern for the Divine standard of holiness REFLECTED in his moral and ethical 

integrity. 

   The „new creation, therefore has a moral obligation which at the same 

time is a moral incentive, namely, to promote the will of his Creator, his Father-God. Morally 

constituted, he is now, by virtue of his real „new humanity‟ also morally responsible. His 

answerability to God is central to the authentic expression of his „new humanity‟ in Christ. 

   “His conscience, which is the innate awareness at the deep root of his 

being that there is a distinction between right and wrong and between truth and falsehood, and 

which belongs to the imprint of the divine image...incessantly testifies that he is 

ACCOUNTABLE to God for his life...” (Hughes, ibid., p.6O)  

   I close off with a brief, but I suggest telling and apposite example. 

   Most of you will no doubt have seen the film „Chariots of Fire‟ (198O) 

One the leading parts portrayed part of the life of the Scottish athlete Eric Liddell, who later 

went to China as a missionary and died in a Japanese concentration camp in 1945. My 

information and quotes come the book, „The Flying Scotsman‟ by Sally Magnusson, Quartet, 

1981. 

   At the 1924 Olympic Games he was the clear favourite to win the 1OO 

metres. But the qualifying heats were scheduled to be run on a Sunday. Liddell was a Christian, 

with a deep commitment to God and the Laws of God. Without tub-thumping or pious 

imprecations, he quietly announced that he would NOT break God‟s Law concerning the 

Lord‟s Day. THIS WAS „MORALITY‟ IN ACTION. He was switched to the 4OO metres - 

NOT his athletic forte - and won. 

   Just before the race the masseur for the British team handed him a note. 

It read: “In the Old Book it says, „He that honours me I will honour.‟” (Magnusson, ibid., p.52) 

It was, of course a reference to 1 Sam. 2:3O. 

   She continues: 

   “Reverence for the Sabbath was as natural to Eric Liddell as breathing, 

and infinitely more precious than a gold medal...Did he try to persuade himself that he would be 

honouring God just as much by winning a race for Him as by having a Sabbath rest?...if these 

thoughts (often unhappily used by Christians today to „rationalize‟ their Sunday activities!) ever 

occurred to Eric Liddell, he did not...let them stay very long.” (Magnusson, ibid., p.41) 

   Liddell had both his theology and morality right. Asked once if he ever 

prayed that he would win a race (another unhappy fact of modern Christian athletes and athletic 

clubs), he answered: 

   “NO, I have NEVER prayed that I would win a race. I have, of course, 

prayed about the athletic meetings, asking - (now note) - that in this, too, GOD MIGHT BE 

GLORIFIED.” (Magnusson, ibid., p.1O4) 

   And THAT, says it all! THAT is the real „New Humanity‟ speaking! 

QUESTIONS 

1. Discuss the subject, „Being Human: Person and Meaning.‟ 

2. Elaborate on the „Right Identity‟ of man as „A Personal Being.‟ 

3. Write an Essay on the „Right Thinking‟ of man as „A Rational Being.‟ 

4. How do you see „Right Living‟ in the context of man as a „A Spiritual and Moral 

Being.‟ 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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 I DEFINITION: UNCERTAIN AND ELUSIVE 

 ---------------------------------- 

 (1) Elusive 

  Prof. John Macquarrie commences his definitive work on existentialism, by 

saying: 

  “When we try to say what existentialism is, we are confronted with a certain 

elusiveness...As Jean-Paul Sarte has written, „the word is now so loosely applied to so many 

things that it no longer means anything at all.‟ Partly, however, the difficulty is that a kind of 

elusiveness is built into existentialism itself. The advocates of this philosophy DENY that 

REALITY can be neatly packaged in concepts or presented as an interlocking system.” (J. 

Macquarrie. Existentialism. Penguin, 1985, p.13. Footnote 1.) 

  In the existentialist view there are always loose ends. Our experience and 

knowledge are always incomplete and fragmentary, one reason being that one is ALWAYS 
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moving from one existential „moment‟ or „experience‟ to another. I stop at a cafe to drink a cup 

of coffee, - that is an „existential moment.‟ I discuss some plans at work, - I bump into an old 

friend, - I read a book, - I visit the theatre, - I help someone who is suffering, - I go to church, - I 

go scuba diving: each „experience‟ can NEVER fully be recaptured, duplicated, or 

„experienced‟ again. 

  Nevertheless, however elusive such a definition is, it has had an immense 

academic and popular impact. It has thrown up such academic figures as Martin Heidegger, 

Karl Jaspers and Martin Buber. 

  In literature -)and their books are setwork books at hundreds of Universities 

around the world - there is Jean-Paul Sartre, Albert Camus, Franz Kafka, Harold Pinter and 

Norman Mailer. You find existentialist themes in the theatre (Samuel Beckett), films („Last 

Tango in Paris‟), psychology and psychiatry (Rollo May, R.D. Laing), education (Dwayne 

Huebner), the visual arts (Paul Cezanne, 1839-19O6), laid the foundation), and even theology 

(Soren Kierkegaard who influenced Karl Barth, Heidegger who influenced Bultmann and Paul 

Tillich) 

  Existentialism‟s „elusiveness‟ is further illustrated by its variety of 

philosophical expressions: It is living in a „broken world‟ (Gabriel Marcel), an „ambiguous 

world‟ (Simone de Beauvoir), a „dislocated world‟ (Maurice Merleau-Ponty), a world into 

which we are „thrown‟ and „condemned‟ yet „abandoned‟ and „free‟ (Martin Heidegger and 

Sartre), a world that is „absurd‟ (Albert Camus) (R.C. Solomon, Ed. Existentialism. The 

Modern Library, 1974, p.ix) 

  (Read those phrases again! You will notice the strong negative and pessimistic 

nuances, which - at least - give us a clue to one of the „Themes‟ of existentialism, namely 

„Despair‟, to which we will return.) 

 (2) „Style of Philosophizing‟ 

  So it remains true that there is no COMMON BODY OF DOCTRINE to which 

all existentialists subscribe, comparable - if I may switch tracks - to the common, overall 

Empirical approach in Science. While it is necessary to use the one word, ie.‟existentialist‟, it is 

perhaps misleading to speak of it has „A PHILOSOPHY‟; it is rather „A STYLE OF 

PHILOSOPHIZING.‟ 

  Walter Kaufmann, comments: 

  “Existentialism is not a philosophy but a label for several widely different 

revolts against traditional philosophy...The three writers who appear invariably on every list of 

„existentialists‟ - Jaspers, Heidegger, and Sartre - are not in agreement on essentials..If, as is 

often done, Nietzsche and Dostoevsky are included in the fold, we must make room for an 

impassioned anti-Christian and an even more fanatical Greek-Orthodox Russian 

imperialist...(the) one essential feature shared by all these men is their perfervid individualism.” 

(J. McDowell and D. Stewart. Understanding Secular Religions. Campus Crusade For Christ, 

1982, pp.1O3-1O4) 

  YET, as prof. Macquarrie correctly points out, 

  “...however different their outlooks may be, we see a FAMILY 

RESEMBLANCE among them in the way that they „do philosophy.‟ It is this SHARED 

STYLE of philosophizing that permits us to call them „existentialists.‟” (Macquarrie, 

„Existentialism‟, op.cit., p.14) 

  It is therefore very important to keep in mind that, while they often differ, there 

ARE nevertheless a number of common characteristics, that one can gain from their „style of 

philosophizing‟; SIMILAR and SHARED CHARACTERISTICS, tenets, principles, 

presuppositions, concerns, objectives, and approaches to human life, existence, experience and 

history. To these we must now turn. 

 

II CHARACTERISTICS OF EXISTENTIALISM 

 --------------------------------- 

  (I) MAN: PERSON, SUBJECT, THE EXISTENT 

  (1) Man: The Existent 

   The first and most obvious characteristic that you find running through 

the writings of existentialists is that they begin with MAN as the SUBJECT, rather than from 
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NATURE as an OBJECT. 

   What, they ask, differentiates man from other beings in the world? The 

existentialists answer this question, 

   “...in terms of man‟s „existence,‟ where the term „existence‟ is 

understood not in its traditional sense as WHATEVER may be found OCCURRING in the 

world, but rather in its root sense of „standing out.‟” (J. Macquarrie. Principles of Christian 

Theology. Charles)Scribner‟s Sons, 1977, p.6O) 

   In a restricted sense cats, trees and rocks exist in the sense that they 

simply ARE, but only man is said to EXIST. But in what sense does existing man „stand out?‟ 

In the sense that only man is „open to his being.‟ What does that mean? It means that man 

knows not only that he „is‟, but is AWARE that he is, and aware too, in some degree, of WHAT 

he is. Cats, trees and rocks do not have this sense of self-awareness, - they just simply „are.‟ 

   What is more, man exists „in the world.‟ In the process of this growing 

„self-awareness‟ (in which he has his being disclosed to himself),it is not, the existentialists 

argue, man‟s INNER LIFE that is so important to him, but rather his life AS ALREADY 

INVOLVED IN A WORLD of things and persons. 

   But this can be misleading, since self-awareness does involve the 

„inner‟ consciousness of man. So, we must paradoxically (existentialism is riddled with them) 

say that man‟s „self-awareness‟ is not so much a subjective, introspective matter, but a 

„self-awareness-of-being-in- relation-to-the-world.‟ It is man‟s CONCRETE EXISTENCE that 

is important. 

   “Man‟s unique status in nature arises from the fact that in him the 

evolutionary process has for the first time...become transparent TO ITSELF (and to „himself‟) 

and capable...of SELF-DIRECTION. This peculiarity (sic!) of existence may be expressed in 

another way, by saying THAT MAN (NOW) HAS A RELATION TO HIMSELF.” 

(Macquarrie, „Principles...‟, ibid., p.61) 

   Thus man says: „I hated myself for doing it‟, or, „I feel pleased with 

myself‟, or even „I was not myself when I said that.‟ Now, we know, generally speaking, what 

we mean in such statements. BUT just WHO is the „I‟ that is distinguished from „myself.?‟ Has 

the existentialist an answer? This is his approach. 

    (i) Objects in nature, i.e. cats, rocks, trees, etc., ARE ALWAYS 

what they are; their property or quality or characteristics or existence have already been GIVEN 

to them. A tree does not come to know itself as it moves from one historical moment of 

existential „experience‟ to another. It just stands there, oblivious of its existence, year in and 

year out; it just „is.‟ 

    With man it is different. His selfhood, built on his 

„self-awareness‟ is not „given‟ or „ready-made‟; his selfhood gets its form and authenticity from 

a never-ceasing, ongoing, moment-by-moment „experience‟ in the „existence‟ of his world. 

Thus man is always incomplete. 

   (ii) Because selfhood is not a „ready-made nature‟, it is potentially 

something that gets its form (Afrikaans = „kry sy gestalte‟) in the moment-by-moment 

„experience‟ of existence; each deliberate and authentic ACTION of man (ie.the existent) - two 

students discussing a Chapter, an act of compassion, entertaining friends to a meal, designing 

an advertisement, a furious row with your employer, going for a hike in the Drakensberg - adds 

to that „existential form‟, giving it authenticity. 

    It is that which „exists‟ in the world, and it is „experiencing‟- 

moment-by-moment - that which „exists‟ in the world i.e. my „existential experience‟, that then 

forms, fashions, moulds, shapes and builds my „existentialist being.‟ In the moment-by-moment 

„experience‟ of that which „exists‟, I have an „existential experience‟; the „existential 

experience‟ increases the „self-awareness‟ of my being; the „self-awareness‟ leads to „selfhood‟ 

or the creation of „authentic existence‟ or, if you like, „man: the existent.‟ 

  (2) James Sire‟s explanation 

   James W. Sire, while not in flat contradiction to the above, explains the 

„subjective - objective‟ atheistic existentialist approach to „BEING‟ from a slightly different, 

and perhaps clearer, perspective. He says: 

   “Atheistic existentialism begins by accepting all of the following 
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propositions...: Matter exists eternally; God does not exist. The cosmos exists as a...uniformity 

of cause and effect in a closed system. History is a...stream of events linked by cause and effect 

but without an overarching purpose. Ethics is related only to man...1.The cosmos is composed 

solely of matter, but to man REALITY appears in two forms - subjective and objective.” (J.W. 

Sire. The Universe Next Door. IVP, 1977, p.1O1) 

    (i) The first sort of „being‟ or „reality‟ is the OBJECTIVE 

WORLD - the world of matter, the material, of the chronological clock-ticking time, of 

mechanism. This is the machinery of the universe, the spinning electrons, the whirling galaxies, 

stars, gases, flowing water, - each doing its own thing, BUT forever unconscious, forever just 

being where it IS, when it IS. This, it seems, is the equivalent of the cats, rocks and trees 

spoken of under the previous point. 

    Of this existential reality, Sartre says: 

    “The effect of all materialism is to treat all men, including the 

one philosophizing, as OBJECTS, that is, as an ensemble of qualities and phenomena which 

constitute a table or a chair or a stone.” (Sire, ibid., p.1O2. Footnote 4) 

    Consequently, existentialists reject this „non-existent, 

non-authentic reality‟ which man as the subject and existent cannot „existentially experience‟ or 

come to „self-awareness‟ through; besides, a „table or chair or stone‟ just IS, it has no 

self-awareness or real „existence.‟ This is not a kind of Idealism which suggests that such 

objects are merely an illusion; they „exist‟, but they do not have and cannot experience 

„existence‟- they have no „being‟, no „dasein‟ (German) 

   (ii) The second sort of „reality‟ is the SUBJECTIVE WORLD - the 

world of mind, of consciousness, of awareness, of freedom, of „being.‟ 

    Existentialism strongly opts in favour of the subjective world, 

what Sartre calls, “...an ensemble of values distinct from the material realm.” (Sire, ibid., 

p.1O3. Footnote 5) For man is THE subjective BEING; he is the only being in the universe who 

is self-conscious and self-determinate. 

    Value and meaning and significance are not tied to science and 

logic. Only MAN can „mean‟; only man can be „valuable; or better still only YOU and I can 

have value, significance and meaning. 

    Running slightly ahead, but still very apposite at THIS point, is 

the philosophy of American film director, Martin Scorsese who directed films such as „Mean 

Streets‟ (1973), „Taxi Driver‟ (1976), „The Last Waltz‟ (1978), the highly controversial „The 

Last Temptation of Christ‟ (1988), and more recently „Goodfellas‟ and „Cape Fear‟ (1991/2) 

    What he says about his objectives and motives in directing 

films, in many ways sums up the existentialist credo of man, the existent: 

    “„The only films I‟m willing to take risks on (are those) 

TRUTHFUL to what you know to be THE REALITY AROUND YOU or THE REALITY OF 

THE HUMAN CONDITION...‟” 

    “Struggles for survival and the human spirit‟s impossible 

attempts to transcend its circumstances, religion, guilt and punishment, codes and 

consequences, fear and redemption are among the dominant motifs which pervade Scorsese‟s 

work. And they are motifs of his own life and career.” (Tony Karon in an article „Scorsese 

scores in the Mainstream‟, The Weekly Mail, March 2O to 26, 1992, p.29) 

 

 (II) MAN: EXISTENCE AND ESSENCE 

  (1) Terms: „Existence‟ and „Essence‟ 

   (a) „Existence‟ 

    We begin, FIRSTLY, with the strict etymology of the word. To 

„exist‟ or „ex-sist‟ is based upon the Latin word „ex-sistere‟ which originally meant „to stand 

out‟ or „emerge.‟ To understand both the word and the concept it is vitally important to know 

that the modern notion of „existence‟ is far more „passive‟ than that which the word originally 

meant. 

    In its original connotation the word „to stand out‟ or „emerge‟ 

involved rather a higher degree of „activity.‟ To exist was to emerge or stand out from the 

background as something really there; to exist is - philosophically speaking - to stand out from 



 117 

nothing. This stress on „activity‟, as we shall see, lies very close to the heart of the meaning of 

existentialism. We will incorporate this sense of „action‟ in existentialism in a moment. 

    What about the term „existentialism?‟ 

    “The term Existentialism derives from the German 

„Existenz-philosophie.‟ In everyday speech we talk about people and things existing.” (C. 

Brown. Philosophy and the Christian Faith. Tyndale, 1969, p.182) 

    To which prof. Macquarrie adds: 

    “To say that anything „exists‟ is simply to point to the fact „that 

it is.‟ Existence is characterized by concreteness and particularity and also by sheer givenness.” 

(Macquarrie, „Existentialism‟, op. cit., p.61) 

    For example, the Two-Rand coin lying on the table „exists‟ as a 

specific, concrete, material and particular item in the world. Its presence and existence is 

presented to me as a fact that I must accept. It is not an illusion, as some philosophical Idealists 

might claim. I can neither wish it into existence nor wish it out of existence. 

    „Existence‟, then, has to do firstly with the fact „THAT IT IS.‟ 

    With this in mind we can say that „existence‟ or „existentiality‟ 

does not refer to something „abstract‟ or merely „conceptual‟, since such terms refer to 

„insubstantiality.‟ Rather, it refers to - and the following expressions reveal just how elusive the 

definition of existentialism is - the „being‟, the „thatness‟, the „givenness‟, the „realness‟, the 

„substantiality‟, the „actuality‟, the „brute factuality‟ of man. In philosophy the term „ontology‟ 

is used; another commonly used word is the German „Dasein.‟ 

    But, SECONDLY, although correct up to this point, 

„existence‟ - as already hinted at above - goes a step farther: it also involves ACTION. Thus, as 

Colin Brown puts it: 

    “In everyday speech we talk about people and things existing. 

But in the context of „Existentialism‟ the word „existence‟ has acquired a more specialized 

meaning. It is...(not only)..concerned with the fact that this or that person or thing „is there‟ 

(ie.the „thatness‟), as with the fact that as human beings we have LIVES TO BE LIVED.” 

(Brown, op.cit., p.182) 

    The word is thus also, and much more emphatically, a claim 

that each individual is unique; that he is a being who „thinks‟, „contemplates‟ and „chooses‟ a 

certain course of action; that he is free to choose his future. A man who merely „contemplates‟ 

the world is denying his „existence‟; a man „authenticates‟ and „justifies‟ and „confirms‟ that he 

really „exists‟, that he has real „existence‟, when he deliberately ACTS. 

    B.A.G. Fuller sums it up as follows: 

    “To exist, to have an authentic being... (involves) ...not only 

consciousness, but responsibility and free decision as well.....the individual is not in total 

isolation. Human existence is a „being-in-the-world‟...There is no escape from some 

involvement in social relations. To effect such an escape, to achieve anonymity, would destroy 

authentic existence by destroying all possibilities, all freedom and all choice. This would 

reduce the self to a thing.” (B.A.G. Fuller. A History of Philosophy. Third Edition. Holt, 

Rinehart & Winston, 1966, Contents II, p.6O7) 

    „Existence‟ or the „existential experience‟ that causes man to 

be an „existential being‟ lies, therefore, (i) in his „being‟, his „dasein‟, his „thatness‟,etc., and 

(ii) in authenticating his existence by actively, deliberately making moment-by-moment choices 

in life. 

   (b) „Essence‟ 

    „Essence‟, on the other hand has to do with „WHAT IT IS.‟ 

    Thus, the essence of an object is constituted by those basic 

characteristics that make it ONE particular kind of object rather than another. Hence, the 

particular kind of characteristics that constitute the „essence‟ of the Two-Rand coin would be 

described in terms of its colour, metallic lustre, composition, weight, specific gravity, shape, 

inscription, and so on. 

    The major difference between traditional philosophy and 

existentialism is that the existentialists pronounce, “...that „existence is prior to essence,‟ while 

in the established tradition „essence is prior to existence‟. What this means for the existentialist 
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is that HUMAN NATURE is determined BY THE COURSE OF LIFE rather than LIFE BY 

HUMAN NATURE.” (Fuller, ibid., p.6O3) 

    Simplified, what existentialists seem to be saying is this: 

    - „A man is or becomes an „authentic‟ man because of 

what he DOES.‟ 

    - „A man is not an authentic man or being because of 

what he IS.‟ 

    An Analogy: 

    - A man is a pianist because of what he has DONE, 

(training, practice)- 

    -  A man is not a pianist because of what he IS, 

(heredity, genetics) 

    Thus: 

    - A man establishes his „essence‟ because of „existential 

action.‟ 

    - A man does not establish his „existentiality‟ because of 

his „essence.‟ 

    Or, to refer to the illustration of the Two-Rand coin:the value 

and significance and meaning of the coin is a result of, (i) its existence, and (ii) its 

existence-in-the-world when it is actively used. Without the coin being „used‟, its essence (i.e. 

colour, shape, lustre and weight, etc.,) is of no value at all. Hence „existence-in-action- 

in-the-world‟ - viz-a-viz the coin - precedes and takes precedence over the coin‟s „essence.‟ 

    Jean-Paul Sarte distinguishes between „existence‟ and 

„essence‟ as follows: 

    “What do we mean by saying that existence precedes essence? 

We mean that man first of all EXISTS, encounters himself, surges up in the world - and 

DEFINES HIM AFTERWARDS. If man as the existentialist sees him is not definable, it is 

because to BEGIN with he is NOTHING. He will not be anything until LATER, and then he 

will BE what HE MAKES OF HIMSELF...” 

    “Thus, there is no human nature, because there is no God to 

have a conception of it. MAN SIMPLY IS. Not that he is simply what he CONCEIVES himself 

to be, but he is what he WILLS, and as he CONCEIVES himself AFTER ALREADY 

EXISTING - as he WILLS TO BE after that leap TOWARDS EXISTENCE. Man is nothing 

else but that which he MAKES OF HIMSELF.” (Solomon, op.cit., pp.197-198) 

  (2) Basic Structures of Existence 

   1) „Standing Out‟ 

    In one sense all beings „exist‟ in the sense of „standing out.‟ A 

dog, a polar bear, a dolphin „stand out‟ in the sense that they are all different from each other. If 

there were only dogs that populated the earth, you would not be able to say it „stood out‟, for 

there would be nothing else from which it could stand out from, i.e. be different from. 

    But man „exists‟ in a further sense that among all the beings 

that may be observed on earth he „stands out‟ as the only one that not only IS but also has an 

AWARENESS of who or what he/she is and of who or what he/she may BECOME. (What it 

means „to stand out‟ will be illustrated below.) 

    “Man is a self-reflecting...(creature)..in that he alone has the 

ability to objectify himself, to stand apart from himself, as it were, and to consider the kind of 

being he IS, and WHAT he wants to DO and to BECOME.” (Macquarrie, „Existentialism‟, 

op.cit., p.7O) 

    NOTE: 

    We might just pause for a moment to grasp an important truth 

of „existentialism.‟ To the existentialists it is NOT ENOUGH simply to „exist‟, simply to have 

„being‟ (that IS important, but to just „BE‟ is not sufficient to BECOME a truly 

„EXISTENTIAL‟ being) 

    For them true existentialism always involves ACTION; thus 

they speak of „existence-IN- the-WORLD‟, meaning by that that you only become a truly 

„existentialist being‟ when you actively, deliberately make a choice to DO something, and 
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„actualize‟ it by actually DOING IT, - whatever you may decide to do. 

    The following illustration - although not perfect - may perhaps 

show how a man „authenticates himself‟ by „becoming‟, through „existential experience‟ what 

he was not. In the illustration the man, (i) has a „thatness‟, a „givenness‟, a „being‟, but (ii) he 

goes beyond himself or „stands out‟ by becoming through an „action‟ a truly „existential being‟ 

that he previously was not. 

    On a cold, dreary day, March 4, 1933, Franklin Delano 

Roosevelt was sworn in as the 32nd President of the United States by Chief Justice Charles 

Evans Hughes. What has this got to do with „existentialism?‟ 

    The following: At 12:3O p.m. Roosevelt was simply MR. 

Roosevelt (he WAS what he WAS; he had „being‟, he had the quality of „thatness‟ and 

„givenness‟) At 12:45 p.m. Roosevelt had „become‟ PRESIDENT Roosevelt. He had moved 

from „thatness‟ to „existence-in-the-world‟ by taking deliberate ACTION; he had become a 

truly „existential being‟ through an „existential action‟, and as a consequence he now „STOOD 

OUT‟ from every other U.S. citizen. 

    Amongst the very first remarks of his inaugural speech were 

the famous words, “...let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear 

itself...”. The change from MR.to PRESIDENT was instantly recognized by his hearers. 

    “Was it the words alone, or the sense of a man meeting his 

fate, or the collective understanding that a turning point in history had been reached? Whatever 

it was, you could sense a galvanic response in the crowd...You could see tears streaming down 

people‟s faces. Sitting next to...(Frances Perkins, the new Secretary for Labour)..Ray Moley (an 

FDR aide) said, „Well, he‟s taken the ship of State and turned it right around.‟” (T. Morgan. 

FDR. A Biography. Grafton, 1986, p.375) 

   2) „Uniqueness‟ 

    The existentialists maintain that the individual „existent‟ (i.e. 

person-in-existence) is not merely an „it‟; the existent can say „I‟, and in using the personal 

pronoun lays claim not just to a unique place and perspective in the world, but also to being a 

„unique being.‟ 

    “„Mineness‟ is a term that has sometimes been used to express 

the awareness that my existence is unique and distinct from the existence of everyone else. I am 

not just a specimen of a class. I AM I. And this last statement is not merely a tautology. It is an 

assertion of my unique individual being as an existent who stands out as this existent and no 

other.” (Macquarrie, „Existentialism‟, op.cit., pp.72-73) 

    When people are represented, let us say, merely statistically, 

then human beings have become just a non-human „abstraction‟ ; that which is most 

distinctively „human‟ - namely, the precise „individuality‟ of each person - has been screened 

out and eliminated. They have become mere „units‟ on a computer screen. 

    The existentialist Karl Jaspers says that the human existent is 

„irreplaceable‟ and „never interchangeable.‟ This is why - and it is a remarkable 

anthropological-sociological fact - from the dawn of time, in every century and in every culture 

and in ever class (of that culture) death ALWAYS causes grief. The dead individual is 

„irreplaceable‟ and no one can really and ultimately take his or her place. 

    The science of genetics has taught us that each individual 

person has in his genes a unique „structure‟ or, better perhaps, a unique „code‟. But no 

individual cell or even collective number of cells qua cells can say „I‟. The uniqueness, the 

existentialists maintain, lies much deeper in a „self-aware mineness‟ of that existence which 

knows itself as „I AM I.‟ 

    Perhaps one should, at this place, point out that the Christian 

too considers EACH human being to be „unique.‟ The Christian, however, unlike the 

existentialist, goes a step further to claim that a man or woman HAS inherent and intrinsic 

„value‟, and does not just get „value‟ and „meaning‟ AFTER an „existential action.‟ And he or 

she has value because they are created in the image of God. 

    Our Lord said, “What good will it be for a man if he gains the 

WHOLE WORLD, yet forfeits his SOUL.” (Matt. 16:26) The implication of the imagery used 

by Christ suggests in fact that the „soul‟ IS worth MORE than the whole world with all its 
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plethora of riches, treasures and wonders. Indeed, while the comparison is between the 

respective values of the „soul‟ in relation to „the whole world‟, there is in fact the suggestion 

that the „soul‟ is of „infinite‟ worth. 

   3) „Self-Relatedness‟: „Authenticity‟ and „Inauthenticity‟ 

    The existent (i.e. person), so existentialists maintain, can 

follow one of two courses. 

    On the one hand he accepts his „uniqueness‟ and vigorously 

asserts himself by making deliberate choices in life, thus „standing out.‟ This is, to „exist‟ - 

„to-act-within-the-world‟ - thus fulfilling oneself. This, they term, is to exist „authentically.‟ On 

the other hand, the existent can simply remain the passive plaything of life‟s forces and 

circumstances, allowing himself to be absorbed into the world of objects all around us as just 

another object. 

    The existent decides nothing for himself, but allows everything 

to be decided for him; he is a passive, non-deciding, non-acting faceless, „conformist‟ man lost 

in the faceless millions upon earth. Such an example would be one of the many „faceless‟ 

peasants to be found in the 8OO million Chinese, on the Chinese Mainland. Such a man or 

woman, they would assert exists „inauthentically.‟ 

    But how are we to distinguish between „authentic‟ and 

„inauthentic‟ existence? Again, there are two criteria. 

    First criteria: 

    There is the wholly atheistic existentialist position. Sartre, for 

example, holds that VALUES do not exist as presuppositional „absolutes.‟ In other words there 

is no God who has established certain, definite, moral principles (i.e. the Ten Commandments) 

BEFORE a man or woman comes into the world. He holds that „VALUES ARE CREATED BY 

OUR OWN CHOICE.‟ Thus, when I „act‟, the very „action‟ in and of itself BECOMES a 

„value‟ FOR ME, not for anyone else. 

    Now, while such existentialists seek to ward off extreme 

anarchical and antisocial consequences, prof.Macquarrie, quite correctly asks what is in many 

ways a rhetorical question: 

    “Would one go on to draw the conclusion that perhaps a thief 

or a pervert or a tyrant is an AUTHENTIC man, because he has really CHOSEN to be a thief, 

pervert, or tyrant...?” (Macquarried, „Existentialism‟, ibid., p.75) 

    Hence, was a Hitler or a Stalin „authentic‟ men because they 

„created values‟ by their „existential actions-in-the-world‟? If we followed Sartre‟s premise to 

its logical conclusion then it is very nearly impossible to come to any other conclusion. While 

Sartre -)as stated above - may seek to ward off extreme antisocial behaviour on the dubious 

ground that such „action‟ also involves the „action-of-humanity‟ the fact remains that he NO 

REAL BASIS, moral or otherwise, to seek avoiding ANY extreme action. 

    It is therefore not surprising that Francis Schaeffer can say the 

following: 

    “Let us take the field of morals as a good example of the 

direction of his (Sartre‟s) thought. You see an old lady and if you help her safely across the 

road you have „authenticated yourself.‟ But if you CHOOSE to beat her over the head and 

snatch her handbag, you would EQUALLY have „authenticated yourself.‟ The 

„content‟(ie.whether it is right or wrong) is UNIMPORTANT, you (must) just CHOOSE and 

ACT. That is IT, you have authenticated yourself.” (F.A. Schaeffer.The God Who Is There. 

Hodder & Stoughton, 1968, p.24) 

    Second criteria: 

    The second criteria can be put as a question. If the „faceless‟, 

„non-acting‟ man simply conforms to the rules of society does that mean he is „ipso facto‟ 

INAUTHENTIC? Or, must the law-abiding citizen be adjudged „inauthentic‟, especially if his 

law-abiding character is the result of unthinking habit? On what BASIS can atheistic 

existentialists „rule‟ that millions of people, your average „Joe Citizen‟, is inauthetic because he 

does not „create‟ his own „values‟ by „standing out‟? 

    To sum up. I am „self-related‟ when, as an existent, I „act‟ or 

„exist‟ or „act-in-existence‟, thus creating my own values, which in turn makes me „stand out‟ 



 121 

and so becomes my „rationale‟ for living. The „self-relatedness‟ refers to the creation of values 

that concur with my „self‟, and not with anyone else‟s values or ANY other „value-system.‟ My 

„SELF‟ creates MY VALUES; no one and nothing else. 

))(III) MAN: DESPAIR AND NIHILISM 

  (1) Man: Despair 

   The transitional movement within philosophy is well illustrated by a 

brief comparison of Fyodor Dostoevsky (Russian), Friedrich Nietzsche (German), and 

Jean-Paul Sartre (French) 

   1) Fyodor Dostoevsky (1821-1881) 

    Born in Moscow, Dostoevsky was a novelist concerned, inter 

alia, with „religious insight‟ (not to be confused with „Christian‟ insight!) He was plagued by 

compulsive gambling, heavy debts and epilepsy. His characters are complex, emotional, bound 

together by „sin‟, and unable of themselves to find God. 

    His works include: „The Double‟ (1846), „The House of the 

Dead‟ (1862), „Letters from the Underworld‟ (1864), „Crime and Punishment‟ (1866), „The 

Idiot‟ (1869), „The Possessed‟ (1871), „The Brothers Karamazov‟ (188O) 

    In „The Brothers Karamazov‟, 

    “...Dostoevsky expresses his tormented doubts as to whether 

God exists. This is...no mere intellectual game; the stakes are the very meaning of morality, art, 

and life itself... 

    “In the mind of Dimitry Karamazov, who is contemplating the 

horrible crime of murdering his father, Dostoevsky plants the audacious thought: „If there is no 

God, then everything is permitted.‟” (C.S. Evans. Existentialism: The Philosophy of Despair 

and the Quest for Hope. Zondervan, 1984, p.17) 

    Now, while Dostoevsky himself could not accept this 

conclusion, he nevertheless enunciated an important principle: „If there is no God, then 

everything IS permitted.‟But what has this got to do with despair? A great deal. 

    If there is no God, then there is no Providence in history and 

man‟s life down through the centuries is without meaning; then there is no basis for Absolute 

Justice, magistrates and judicial courts; then there is no Absolute Holiness against which to 

measure good and evil; then there is no Creator and secular humanists are correct in calling 

creation a „blind, opportunistic, chance bonding of amino acids, oxygen‟, etc.; then there is no 

„Image of God‟, and man is without value and nothing more than a zero; then all we have is 

Despair. 

   2) Friedrich Nitzsche (1844-19OO) 

    Nietzsche‟s philosophy takes its departure - in „Thus Spoke 

Zarathrustra‟ - from the „death‟ of God, ie.the „idea‟ and „concept‟ of God as dead. 

    According to him we must recognize that the universe is 

simply a collection of contingent (not definite) facts. There is no Providence, no goal, no 

centre, no fixed values. Earth has been set adrift in endless space, (by whom - sic!) In the 

doctrine of „eternal recurrence‟ everything will return to where it began and start all over again, 

- a view remarkably close to the Hindu teaching of reincarnation! 

    This „death‟ of God liberates man to find his own destiny. 

Nietzsche‟s hatred for Christianity arose from the belief that it glorifies weakness, thus 

inhibiting man. God‟s „death‟ however opens up the way for man to become „Superman‟ 

(German = „Ubermensch‟), who will create his own values and his own morality. 

    Ultimately, his philosophy leads to despair (see the last 

paragraph under Dostoevsky; the same truths apply here too), but of equal importance to 

self-destruction. As Evans points out, 

    “The freedom bequeathed (man) by Nietzsche was a curse, not 

a blessing. In the twisted distortions and grotesque misuses of (his) philosophy by the Nazis, we 

see how some handled this freedom...... Nietzsche was Adolph Hitler‟s favourite philosopher, 

and it was on his own interpretation of Nietzsche‟s „Superman‟ that (Hitler) built his 

philosophy for the Third Reich.” (Evans, ibid., p.18) 

   3) Jean-Paul Sartre (19O5-198O) 

    Sartre was a very prominent philosopher, playwright, novelist, 
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and essayist; he was also one of the leaders of modern atheistic existentialism. His major work, 

„Being and Nothingness‟ appeared in 1943. Other works include, inter alia, „Nausea‟ (1938), 

„The Age of Reason‟ (1945), „The Reprieve‟ (1945), „Iron in the Soul‟ (1949) „Adieux - A 

Farewell to Sartre‟, written his close companion, Simone de Beauvoir (herself an established 

existentialist writer) was published in 1981. (The first French publication) 

    For Sartre, „Man‟ is doomed to be free and alone in the 

Cosmos. Worse still, man is totally unnecessary; his existence is superfluous. There is no real 

reason to marry (although Sartre had a number of mistresses, he remain unmarried till his 

death), no real reason either to love or hate, care for or snuff out a child‟s life (at this point he 

really is reaching the edge of moral sanity!) 

    In „Nausea‟, for example, Sartre comments: 

    “When you are living, NOTHING HAPPENS. The settings 

change, people come in and go out, THAT‟S ALL. There are never any beginnings. Days are 

tacked on to days without rhyme or reason, it is an endless, MONOTONOUS addition.” 

(Jean-Paul Sartre. Nausea. Penguin, 1965, p.61) 

    Notice the words, „nothing happens‟, „that‟s all‟, „never any 

beginnings‟, „tacked‟, „ without rhyme or reason‟, „endless‟, „monotonous‟. They are all 

profoundly satiated with pessimism and despair. Out of 38 words that the quotation contains, 

no less than 14 have a nuance of despair! 

    But there is more despair to come. In every decision, every 

man stands alone, and when he chooses, he is choosing for all humanity! BUT there is nothing 

to help man choose,- no absolute values or ethics, no knowledge of good or evil, no holy, 

sovereign and providential God. 

    “And it is this knowledge that fills the chooser with anguish, 

the terrible anguish of one who must make a decision for the whole world, yet who has NO 

BASIS for his decision. What prevents a man from deciding that gassing Jews is right? What 

indeed?” (Evans, op. cit., p.19) 

    The appalling despair is revealed in Sartre‟s own life. In 

„Adieux‟ Simone de Beauvoir recalls an incident: 

    “When we were having lunch with Sylvie he (Sartre) was so 

silent that I said, „What are you thinking about?‟ „Nothing. I‟m not here.‟ „Where are you?‟ 

„Nowhere. I‟m empty.‟” (S. de Beauvoir. Adieux. Penguin, 1985, p.65) 

    Truly, the fruit of man‟s separation from God is emptiness and 

death. 

  (2) Man: Nihilism 

   Nihilism is, 

   “An attitude or viewpoint denying all traditional values and even moral 

truths. The word was invented by Turgenev in his novel „Fathers and Sons‟ (1861) to describe 

that part of the radical Russian intelligentsia which, disillusioned with the slow pace of reform, 

abandoned the liberal faith of their predecessors and embraced the belief that THE 

DESTRUCTION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS in Russia justified the use of any means.” (A. 

Bullock and O. Stallybrass, Eds. The Fontana Dictionary of Modern Thought. Fontana/Collins, 

1977, p.427, article „Nihilism.‟) 

   For our purposes „nihilism‟ consists of the „denial‟ and/or „destruction‟ 

of all traditional Christian values, moral truths and ethics that has been part of Western 

civilization since the Reformation. 

   Our example comes from „The Stranger‟ (also known as „The 

Outsider‟ published by Penguin, which we will quote from), written by the existentialist 

novelist Albert Camus (1913-196O) The central figure is Monsieur Meursault, who is just that, 

- a stranger. 

   He is, says Evans, 

   “...‟the‟ stranger, the archetype of a post Christian man. He lives in a 

world in which God is absent and humans are alienated, estranged. He is estranged from nature, 

from his fellow humans, and from himself. Throughout...Mersault maintains a curious 

detachment from questions of morality and the meaning of existence.” (Evans, op.cit., p.31) 

   Throughout, Mersault Camus shows a supreme indifference to all life 
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and existence; indeed the „indifference‟ is really an act of the „destruction‟ of all value and 

meaning, the wiping out of all distinction between good and evil. 

   Perhaps the main event of the novel is when Mersault - for no apparent 

reason (thus revealing that nihilism is utterly ambivalent, insensitive and indifferent to „life‟) - 

shoots an Arab: 

   “The trigger gave...And I fired FOUR more times at a LIFELESS body 

and the bullets sank in without leaving a mark...” (A. Camus. The Outsider. Penguin, 1983, 

p.6O) 

   At no time during the interrogation and trial does Mersault show the 

slightest remorse. He is sorry for the deed only in the sense that he regrets, inter alia, his 

imprisonment and eventual execution. 

   This nihilistic indifference is seen in his relationship to the magistrate 

and the prison chaplain. 

   The Magistrate asks, 

   “„Why, why did you fire at A DEAD BODY?‟ Once again I didn‟t 

know what to answer...‟Why? You must tell me. Why?‟ I still didn‟t say anything.” (Camus, 

ibid., p.67) 

   Why does Mersault not know what to answer...Why does he still 

remain silent? Because Mersault does not (as we shall see) believe in God‟s existence; 

therefore there are no norms or ethics or moral values; therefore there is no such thing as good 

and evil; therefore shooting the Arab (even firing into him after he was already dead) has no 

moral implications; therefore there is simply nothing to say! 

   The prison chaplain fares no better. 

   “But suddenly he raised his head and looked me in the face. „Why do 

you refuse to see me?‟ he said. I replied that I didn‟t believe in God. He wanted to know 

whether I was quite sure about that and I said I had no reason...(now note!)..FOR ASKING 

MYSELF THAT QUESTION: IT DIDN‟T SEEM TO MATTER...Nothing, nothing 

mattered...From the depths of my future, throughout the whole OF THIS ABSURD LIFE I‟d 

been leading.” (Camus, ibid., p.111) 

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Write an Essay in which you, (i) define Existentialism, and (ii) describe its 

Characteristics laying emphasis upon „Man: Person, Subject, The Existent.‟ 

2. Discuss the meaning of the terms „Existence‟ and „Essence.‟ 

3. Elaborate on „The Basic Structures of Existence.‟ 

4. What do we mean by stating that Existentialism is a philosophy of Despair and 

Nihilism? 
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“Finally, the shrunken body of the king himself (Tutankhamun) was exposed. Carter must have 

been amazed. It was poorly preserved - pitiful. The body was naked but for three decorations: 

the toes were encased in 

gold sheaths, as were the fingers...”)- T. Hoving. Tutankhamun. The Untold Story. Penguin, 

198O, p.362. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

PRELUDE: The discovery of the lost tomb of Tuntankhamun in 1922, in the Egyptian Valley 

of the Kings, by Howard Carter and financed by Lord Carnarvon, was the most splendid and 

wondrous king‟s tomb ever discovered in Egypt. He had been in his secret tomb since about 

135O B.C. Dying mysteriously at the young age of 18 or 19, he had lain under the Egyptian 

sands for approximately 3272 years! 

His tomb, consisting of a passage, an antechamber, an annex, the burial chamber and a treasury, 

consisted of hundreds of artifacts, some of solid gold; it was an incalculable treasure trove. Yet, 

in the midst of all that splendour the king himself looked a shrunken, pitiful figure. 
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Herein - to some extent - lies an analogy with regard to Existentialism. What you read in the 

writings of the existentialists, - „make of yourself and your existence something great and noble 

by deliberately acting and making choices‟, „acting-in-existence-in-history‟, thus becoming 

Nietzsche‟s „superman‟ („ubermensch‟) - all sounds splendid, self-creating and heroic; freedom 

of „choice‟, a place of dignity, a discovery of your real „being‟, the „real‟, the „exciting‟ you. 

But when you‟ve stripped Existentialism of its promises of a „new‟ philosophy, you discover - 

as Howard Carter did - a shrunken, pitiful creation. Some existentialists at least are honest. 

„Life is an absurdity‟ (Camus); „I‟m empty‟ (Sartre) Placed beside the incomparable riches of 

God‟s grace in Christ, Existentialism - as I trust (DV) we 

will see - should be buried beneath the sands of the empty, pitiful, very bleak and false 

philosophical desert, that it really is. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 I EXISTENTIALISM: DISUNITY, ELUSIVE, UNCERTAIN 

 --------------------------------------------- 

 (1) THE FACES OF EXISTENTIALISM 

  While there are family resemblances in „existentialism‟, there are also deep 

differences. Here are some examples with little or no comment. 

  In the place of the search for science and objectivity that had motivated Kant 

and Hegel, Kierkegaard substitutes „subjective, experiential truth‟ as a higher order of „truth‟ 

than „objective‟ or „intellectual truth‟, or even the revelation of Truth in Scripture. For 

Nietzsche the important event of his time was that „God was dead‟, that the belief in the 

Christian God has become „unworthy‟ of belief. 

  For Turgenev the existentialist nihilist is a person who does not look up to 

ANY authorities. For Heidegger man‟s „dasein‟ or „being‟ always understands itself in terms of 

its existence, to be itself or not itself. For Karl Jaspers „Existenz‟ or „existence‟ does not merely 

involve an object of knowledge. It is an „experience‟ of subjective freedom within certain 

boundary situations; authentic „existence‟ is (note!) the human attempt to push past the 

boundaries of guilt and death, and so reach „transcendence.‟ 

  And here, finally, is an extract from Harold Pinter‟s „The Dwarfs‟ - showing 

that language is pungent, but concepts about God mean nothing when men speak to each other 

about God, i.e. the „concept‟ of God is ultimately meaningless. Two characters, Len and Mark, 

are talking to each other: 

  “Len: „Do you believe in God?‟ Mark: „What?‟ Len: „Do you believe in God?‟ 

Mark: „Who?‟ Len: „God.‟ Mark: „God?‟ Len: „Do you believe in God?‟ Mark: „Do I believe in 

God?‟ Len: „Yes.‟ Mark: „Would you say that again?‟” (Solomon, op.cit., p.323) 

  This is „meaningless‟ existentialism at its most devious and cunning best. 

  The question of „believing in God‟ is repeated four times in 1O very brief 

sentences; no less than eight times is a question asked; and the last sentence takes us straight 

back to square one! In other words, what we have here, is a religious and philosophical 

merry-go-round that not only gets nowhere, but is INTENDED to get us nowhere. Pinter‟s 

point, inter alia, is (I say it reverently) that „God is irrelevant!‟ 

 (2) THE CHRISTIAN RESPONSE 

  Against this background of disunity and fragmentation the Christian Gospel is 

one of Supreme Unity, Orderliness, and a Logical System. 

  The Christian Gospel of Redemption is to be found from Genesis through to 

Revelation; in the O.T. the „redemptive‟ feature is seen in the Sacrificial system in the 

Tabernacle and Temple, while in the N.T. this „redemption‟ is finalized and completed in 

Christ‟s atonement. Right throughout the Bible there is the unity of One God in Three Persons, 

Father Son and Holy Spirit, each with their own particular part to play in God‟s economy. 

  Although at first sight it might not be so apparent in the O.T., nevertheless, the 

doctrine of God‟s free „Grace‟ in Christ is one single message, starting with Gen.3:15, and 

running through to its glorious climax in the „New Jerusalem‟ in Revelation. There is 

absolutely no Biblical grounds for believing that God dealt „differently‟ with people in 

succeeding „Dispensations.‟ From the dawn of time there has only been the „dispensation of 

Sin‟ and the „dispensation of Grace.‟ 

  Furthermore, there is only one „new humanity in Christ‟, one universal Church, 
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one Body and Bride of Christ. And there is only one future in Glory for all God‟s children. 

There is only one Biblical teaching concerning sin, guilt, repentance, regeneration, faith, 

forgiveness, and justification through faith in Christ. 

  The Scriptures know only one „Ordo Salutis‟ („Way of Salvation‟), that laid 

down by Paul: “For those God FOREKNEW (i.e. „knowing‟= „loving‟), he also 

PREDESTINED...And those he predestined, he also CALLED; those he called, he also 

JUSTIFIED; those he justified, he also GLORIFIED.” (Rom. 8:28f) This, obviously, is 

incomplete since, for example, neither „repentance‟ nor „sanctification‟ is mentioned. 

  Prof. John Murray, after a careful analysis of Scripture, says: 

  “With all these considerations in view, the order in the APPLICATION of 

redemption is found to be, - calling, regeneration, faith and repentance, justification, adoption, 

sanctification, perseverance, glorification...” 

  “When this order is carefully weighed we find that there is a logic which 

envinces and brings into clear focus the governing principle of salvation in ALL of its aspects, 

the grace of God in its sovereignty and efficacy. Salvation is of the Lord in its application as 

well as in its conception and accomplishment.” (J. Murray. Redemption - Accomplished and 

Applied. Eerdmans, 1955, p.1O5) 

  Picking up on the word „logic‟ that prof. Murray uses, John Frame says: 

  “One may not...do theology...without taking account of those truths that form 

the basis of the science of logic...Anything that we say must observe the law of 

noncontradiction...” 

  “(Thus, for example, logic)..is involved in any „communication‟ of the Word of 

God. To communicate the Word is to communicate the Word as opposed to what contradicts 

it...Thus the biblical concepts of wisdom, teaching, preaching, and discernment PRESUPPOSE 

the law of noncontradiction...” 

  “(Furthermore)..God says that whosoever believes in Christ shall be saved (Jn. 

3:16) I believe in Christ. Therefore I am saved. Saved by a (logical) syllogism? Well, in a 

sense, yes. IF that syllogism were NOT SOUND, we would be without hope.” (J.M. Frame. The 

Doctrine of the Knowledge of God. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1987, pp.251-252) 

  I hasten to add that prof. Frame very obviously (in his book) makes it clear that 

becoming a Christian is a profoundly „personal‟ experience and encounter with Christ as MY 

PERSONAL SAVIOUR. He is only arguing, in the above quote, for the „logicality‟ of Christian 

Salvation. Obviously being „born-again‟ does not just consist of mechanically following a 

„syllogism‟! 

  One last quotation will, I trust, reveal the unity and cohesion of Christian - as 

opposed to existential -thought. It is about the goodness of God: 

  “(God) is good by His own essence...He made everything good, but none made 

Him good...He could not receive it from the things he created; they are later than He. Since they 

received all from Him, they could bestow nothing on Him...” 

  “He is absolutely His own goodness, He needed none to make Him good; but 

all things needed Him to be good by Him...He is not first God, and then afterwards good; but 

He is good as He is God, His essence being one and the same, is formally and equally God and 

good.” (Stephen Charnock, 1628-168O. The Existence and Attributes of God. Cushing-Malloy, 

1958, pp.543-544) 

 

II EXISTENTIALISM: A VIEW OF MAN 

 ------------------------------ 

  (I) EXISTENTIALISM: MAN IS UNIQUE 

  Man, the existentialists maintain, is a unique, individual existent. Man is not 

just an „it‟; as a unique existent man can say „I.‟ I am not just a specimen of a class, a tooled, 

bio-technological robot. „I am I.‟ 

  “Animal life is a mode of being somewhere between existence and mere 

presence-at-hand. Yet even in the case of the animal it will generally be a matter of indifference 

to the biologist which particular specimen he uses for his experiment or dissection. The very 

useful sciences of psychology and sociology proceed in this way...” 

  “BUT when human beings are represented merely statistically,... (then)..an 
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abstraction has taken place that screens out what is most distinctly „human‟ - namely,....the 

precise individuality of each.” (Macquarrie, „Existentialism‟, op.cit., p.73) 

  Or, as Paul Tillich puts it: 

  “Nothing shall be in man which is not by man...Man can affirm himself only if 

he affirms not an empty shell, a mere possibility, but the structure of being in which he finds 

himself before action and nonaction...” (Solomon, op.cit., p.32O) 

  These two examples - and there are admittedly many more - seem to locate 

man‟s uniqueness in his „individuality‟, by affirming „the structure of his being‟, by not being 

„a mere possibility‟, but by simply „being‟....‟before action and nonaction.‟ 

  The first problem that the Christian has here is one of tautology,i.e. defining a 

thing or a concept by means of the thing or the concept itself. I do not wish to belittle the depths 

to which existentialist thinkers have gone, but - in the final analysis - it seems as if they are 

saying: „Man is unique because he is Man‟, „Man is a unique existent because he is a unique 

existent.‟ In other words you define man by himself! It is one-dimensional and completely 

subjective. 

  This, it seems, is a fatal flaw. It is like the Christian who defines sin by saying: 

„Sin is sin because it is sin.‟ It is surely a principle in ALL thinking, philosophy and theology, 

that you cannot define a word by using the same word. Thus, „Sin is not sin because it is sin‟, 

but „Sin is sin because you have broken one of God‟s Laws!‟ Thus, you have stepped outside 

the word or concept and defined it in comparison with or in relation to something ELSE. 

  A second problem, which flows out of the first, can be put in question form. If, 

according to the existentialists, man is unique because he IS a man, then what is their basis for 

evaluating and measuring „man?‟ It can surely only be the same premise as pointed out in the 

previous paragraph: „Man is of value because man is of value.‟ But right there the existentialist 

has smuggled in an unsubstantiated presupposition, namely, that „Man intrinsically HAS value.‟ 

But, we may ask, WHY does he have value? Where did it come from? Who gave it to him? 

  The Christian, I would suggest, stands on much firmer ground. While not 

belittling man qua man, or suggesting that he has no inherent nobility, or simply reducing man 

to a shadow, the Christian faith maintains that men and women have „value‟ and „meaning‟ 

because they are created in the image of God who is Himself the totality of „All Value.‟ 

  As always, Scripture expresses it best. “Stand up and bless the Lord your God 

for ever and ever: and blessed be THY GLORIOUS NAME, which is EXALTED ABOVE 

ALL BLESSING AND PRAISE.” (Neh. 9:5) “Of him, and through him, and to him ARE ALL 

THINGS to whom be GLORY for ever.” (Rom. 11:36) 

  In Hebrew there are two words that are particularly used to express God‟s 

„Glory.‟ They are „kabed‟ („kaw-bade‟), which means, inter alia, „to be heavy‟, „numerous‟, 

„rich‟ and „honourable‟; and „kabod‟ („kawbode‟), which figuratively means „weight‟, also 

„splendour‟ or „copiousness‟, translated in the KJV as „glory‟ and „honour.‟ (cf. W.A. Pratney. 

The Nature and Character of God. Bethany House, 1988, p.1O9) 

  The meanings attached to „kabed‟ and „kabod‟ add a new dimension of 

profundity to the concept of God‟s „glory‟, which in turn includes the concept of „value.‟ This 

new dimension reveals the semantic emptiness of the existentialists definition of man and his 

self-imposed value. 

  Because of our limitations in intelligence, spiritual insight, and the 

constrictions of living, more often than not, one-dimensionally in time and space, we tend - 

when we think of God - to transfer the same perceptions to him as well. So our view of God is 

frontal and one-dimensional. 

  But the aspects of „heaviness‟, „weight‟, „copiousness‟, etc. added to „glory‟ 

suggests, and here one can only use human terms, that God‟s Godhood is „heavy‟, „copious‟, 

„infinitely capacious‟, „limitlessly extended‟ in height, length and breadth with „Glory‟, and the 

„riches‟ of Deity, Beauty, Majesty and Honour. And those concepts tell us that God is 

copiously, capaciously, splendidly and richly the One Being of full and final Value in the 

Cosmos. 

  Man, therefore, created in God‟s image shares - albeit in a flawed manner - in 

some of that „Value‟. While not for a moment denying man‟s sinfulness and total depravity (i.e. 

he is sinful qualitatively throughout his total personality), let us, as Christians, never lose sight 
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of man‟s nobility and dignity and value. 

  Men and women are not of value simply because they are men and women with 

„being‟, with „dasein‟ who affirm their value through „acting-in-their-existence‟ in the world. 

They are of „value‟ because they reflect some of the „Glory‟ and „Value‟ of their Creator. 

  With the crucial concept of „being‟ in mind, let us sing: 

  “Fill Thou my life, O Lord my God, 

  In ev‟ry part with praise, 

  That my WHOLE BEING may proclaim 

  THY BEING and Thy ways. 

  “Fill every part of me with praise: 

  Let ALL MY BEING speak 

  Of Thee and of Thy love, O Lord, 

  Poor though I be and weak.” 

    - Horatius Bonar (18O8-1889) 

 (II) EXISTENTIALISM: MAN, HUMAN WHOLENESS AND SELFHOOD 

  (1) THE MOMENT-BY-MOMENT, SUBJECTIVE DECISION OR 

„LEAP‟ 

   Keeping in mind that existentialists differ, Macquarrie, nevertheless 

says of the quest for „Selfhood‟: 

   “But even among the differences, there is something in common. 

Whether it is conceived as autonomous or empowered by grace, an ACT OF WILL OR 

DECISION seems to be at the centre of every existentialist idea of HUMAN WHOLENESS. It 

is such an act that, so to speak, pulls the self into a COHERENT UNITY.” (Macquarrie, 

„Existentialism‟, op.cit., p.216) 

   The phrases „act of will or decision‟, „human wholeness‟, and 

„coherent unity‟ point to an important existentialist principle, namely, that to attain „human 

wholeness‟ or „selfhood‟ A MOMENT-BY-MOMENT „act of decision‟ must constantly be 

taken in „existence-in- life‟, thus ensuring a „coherent unity.‟ 

   “Gabriel Marcel has defined man not as „homo sapiens‟ but as „homo 

viator‟ (man the traveler) The human condition is aptly characterized as a journey, a 

pilgrimage; man is a traveler...The search is a continuing one; no person concludes it with 

FINALITY in THIS life. No one can say, „There, I have done enough.‟ No one can construct 

the logical proof whose conclusion is the FINAL answer for all life‟s problems.” (Evans, 

op.cit., p.99) 

   To ensure „human wholeness‟ or „selfhood-of-being‟ is to gather up the 

whole self into moment-by-moment acts of the will that form a continuous whole, ie.the acts or 

decisions are only authentic if they are made on an ongoing, continuous and consciously 

deliberate basis. To live life in „fragments-of-time‟ or on-off, fragmented actions is to exist 

inauthentically. „Wholeness‟ comes from „whole‟ or a coherent and continuous flow of 

uninterrupted actions; the search for „selfhood‟ CAN NEVER BE CONCLUDED FINALLY IN 

THIS LIFE. 

   For Kierkegaard, who was a „Christian‟ existentialist (NOT 

„evangelical Christianity‟ from Scripture, as we know it!), the same „moment-by-moment‟ crisis 

is true, but only set in a „religious‟ framework. 

   For Kierkegaard there is no human and no rational solution to the 

dilemma of „existence‟; indeed, there is no rational defence or explication of Christianity. 

Christianity has to be embraced in a profoundly subjective encounter. This is the 

moment-by-moment „leap of faith‟ into the arms of God, the „moment‟ in which eternity 

impinges on time. To reach that „moment - and this too is important - the person or existent 

MUST (not „may‟) BYPASS THE INTELLECT. 

   Thus, in „Truth is Subjectivity‟, he says, inter alia: 

   “The existing individual who chooses to pursue the OBJECTIVE way 

...(proposes)..to bring God to light objectively. But this is in all eternity impossible, because 

God is a SUBJECT, and therefore exists only for the subjectivity in „inwardness‟...” 

   “The existing individual who chooses the subjective way 

apprehends...(at)..that very instant (that) he has God, NOT by virtue of any objective 
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deliberation, but by virtue of the infinite passion of inwardness...” 

   “The objective faith, what does that mean? It means a sum of doctrinal 

propositions. But suppose Christianity were nothing of the kind; suppose on the contrary it 

were inwardness...so as to thrust the individual away objectively, in order to obtain 

SIGNIFICANCE for the existing individual in the inwardness of his existence...The thing of 

being a Christian is NOT determined by the WHAT of Christianity but by the HOW of the 

Christian.” (Solomon, op.cit., pp.18,25,26) 

   While making allowances for the fact that Kierkegaard reacted quite 

violently to the „dead‟ orthodoxy of the Lutheran State Church, we must nevertheless ask 

ourselves what he was trying to say in the above quotations. Let‟s lay it out point by point. (I 

should point out, in all fairness, the quotes do not encompass his total teaching of man‟s 

„paradox‟ of living between time and eternity, etc., but they are apposite to the particular 

discussion of THIS sub-section.) 

   1) The individual needs to acquire „existential significance‟ or a 

place where his life takes on „meaning.‟ 

   2) Christianity does not consist of the „WHAT‟, ie. objectively 

existing „doctrinal propositions‟ about God, Christ, etc.; thus - and this is important - genuine 

„Christianity‟ does NOT involve „Objective Truth or Truths.‟ 

   3) God must never be viewed in thought or experience 

„objectively‟ but always „subjectively.‟ 

   4) God is only encountered and apprehended „by virtue of the 

passion of inwardness‟; this is the „HOW‟ of Christianity. 

   5) This subjective encounter is never finalized, but is a moment-

by-moment existential „experience‟ or „leap of faith.‟ As Martin J. Heinecken, expresses it, 

    “...the individual in his existence as the synthesis of time and 

eternity is CONSTANTLY STILL ON THE WAY, in the process of BECOMING what in 

another sense he already is, CONSTANTLY riding the crest of the WAVE OF DECISION.” 

(Macquarrie, „Existentialism‟, op.cit., p.217. Footnote 17.) 

    We thus face life, not as neutral observers, but as ongoing 

participants in a struggle that involves enormous risk,-hence Kierkegaard‟s „LEAP of faith.‟ At 

stake is the very existence of my „Selfhood‟ and my „Human Wholeness.‟ 

    Thus for Kierkegaard „authentic experience‟ is the „subjective 

moment‟ before God (in which I „apprehend‟ God), which in turn is also the moment of 

„Self-Knowledge‟ or „existential significance‟, which in turn „inwardly‟ confirms my 

„Selfhood.‟ 

  (2) THE CHRISTIAN RESPONSE 

   It is impossible to examine this aspect of existentialism exhaustively; 

consequently we will deal with some of the important issues point by point. 

   1) The God of Scripture: His Godhood and Being 

    The God that the Scriptures reveal is NOT merely a „Subject‟ 

to be encountered „subjectively.‟ The God of Scripture is an Objective, Personal, Rational, and 

Holy Being; a Personality possessing definite Attributes that can be defined. “ And without 

faith it is impossible to please God, because ANYONE who COMES to HIM must believe that 

He EXISTS and that He REWARDS those who earnestly seek Him.” (Heb. 11:6) 

    You will note that coming to God is not described as a 

subjective, existentialist „experience through the passion of inwardness‟ (whatever that might 

mean); it is rather God‟s creature coming to him believing that he exists separately as an 

Objective Being in his own right. 

    Of course there is a subjective, personal belief „from the 

heart‟! The Psalmist says: “I will praise you, O Lord my God, with all my heart....” (Ps. 86:12) 

    But Kierkegaard turns that „believing moment‟ into an 

TOTALLY INWARD-LOOKING AND INWARD FEELING „EXPERIENCE.‟ Thus, to find 

God you turn inward towards yourself! By contrast, in Christian regeneration, the Holy Spirit 

turns your heart (there is the genuinely subjective element) outwards and towards the Person of 

Christ, in God (there is the genuinely objective element) 

    One of the great truths of Christianity is the existence of the 
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Divine Godhead OUTSIDE time and space. Such a God, who is holy, loving and just, is the 

greatest possible and most unquestionable FACT; this truth tells us that the Cosmos IS under 

control; that God anchors all creation and history in Himself; that there IS a final, objective 

moral and ethical Standard; that there IS „Meaning‟; that this God is also OUR Father; that we 

need not be anxious for HE cares for us. 

    As Dr. Jim Packer puts it: 

    “God is Lord and King over His world; He rules all things for 

His own glory, displaying His perfections in all that He does, in order that men and angels may 

worship and adore Him.” (J.I. Packer. Knowing God. Hodder & Stoughton, 1973, p.15) 

   2) The God of Scripture: Propositional Truth 

     (i) The Fact of Doctrinal Propositions 

     The Christian maintains that there IS a „sum of 

doctrinal propositions‟, that there is Propositional Truth as well as Personal experience of those 

propositional truths. Kierkegaard, and most existentialists, locate „Self-Knowledge‟ of one‟s 

„being-in-existence‟ (or „Selfhood‟) in an experience of „inner, subjective truth‟, virtually, if 

not totally, dismissing objective, propositional truth. 

     However, even a cursory glance at the Psalms or the 

Gospels or the Epistles reveal that the writers take the time to develop, explain and define 

WHAT they mean in specific „propositions of truth.‟Thus, for example, in Rom. 5:12-21, Paul 

takes great care to explain the relationship of the „first‟ Adam to the „second‟ Adam in terms of 

sin (Adam) - righteous (Christ), disobedience - obedience, death - life, trespass - grace, 

judgment - justification, condemnation - righteousness. 

     The same can be said of Rom. 9-11; 1 Cor. 1:18-2:16; 

1 Cor. 15; Eph. 5:22-6:9, and many, many other sections scattered throughout Scripture. And - 

very important - the „propositions of truth‟ are God-given, and consequent final and absolute 

with regard to „Truth‟ and with regard to those who hear this „Truth.‟ It is objectively fixed and 

unalterable, although both objectively and subjectively experienced. 

     However, the position with regard to existentialism, is 

quite different. There simply are NO fixed and final „propositions of Truth.‟ 

     Always remember that existentialism has to do almost 

exclusively with the - often mystical and non-rational - experience of one‟s OWN BEING! 

Thus, by experiential „existence-in- life‟ you CREATE your OWN truth, your OWN morality 

and meaning and ethics and values. There are no other „propositions‟, „principles‟, „truths‟, 

„doctrines‟ BEYOND your OWN. It is, to simplify it, YOUR „being‟ experiencing and 

establishing YOUR own „being‟; subjective „being‟ experiencing the SAME subjective „being.‟ 

    (ii) Christian Words and Terminology: Today‟s Confusion 

     Furthermore, the matter of „propositional truth‟ brings 

us immediately to the issues of the „meaning‟ and „definition‟ of WORDS that are used by 

existentialists, and more particularly so-called „Christian‟ existentialists. This is MORE 

important today than in ANY other period of the Christian Church‟s history during the last 

5OO years. Why? 

     To answer that let me start off by saying that 

„generalizations‟ are normally to be avoided because they tend to oversimplify what are usually 

complex historical circumstances. Nevertheless, there are often GENERAL trends and truths 

that ARE often fairly plain to discern and become obvious over a long period. 

     One such historical truth, it seems, is the fact that, 

generally speaking, for much of the last few centuries a very high percentage of people in the 

West - from preachers to peasants - had a COMMON understanding of many of the most 

important words in the Christian lexionary. Let me try and explain what is meant by 

„COMMON‟ understanding. 

     As a result of the Reformation, (16th C.), followed by 

the Puritan era (17th C.), which in turn was followed by the „First‟ Evangelical Awakening 

under G. Whitefield and J. Wesley (18th C.), then succeeded by the „Second‟ Evangelical 

Awakening with such stalwarts as C.H. Spurgeon and D.L. Moody (19th C.), running on into 

Revivals in Wales (19O4), Korea (19O6) and the Hebrides (1949), (i.e. 2Oth C.), a „common‟ 

Christian language was used throughout this long period, from the Reformation to the 
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beginning of the 2Oth Century. 

     But more importantly a „common‟ understanding and 

definition of Christian words became common theological currency. Words such „God‟,‟Sin‟, 

„Guilt‟, „Jesus Christ‟, „Saved‟, „Faith‟, „Moral‟, „Immoral‟, „Good‟, „Evil‟, „Christianity‟, 

„Saviour‟ - and many more - all had, by and large, the SAME MEANING, CONTENT and 

DEFINITION for both Christians and even non-Christians. 

     Thus, if you used the word „God‟ or „Salvation‟ or 

„Sin‟ in say 1558, 1654, 175O, 1876 and 19OO, both you (the communicator) and the persons 

you spoke to (the hearers) would, generally speaking, have the SAME common understanding 

of the word used. 

     We cannot give more time to develop this premise, but 

I would recommend two books to you that largely substantiate this view. The are both by John 

Burnett, „Destiny Obscure‟- Autobiographies of Childhood, etc.from the 182Os to the 192Os, 

Penguin, 1984, and „Useful Toil‟ - Autobiographies of Working People from the 182Os to the 

192Os, Penguin, 1984. 

     The books reveal, through diaries, etc., that young 

children, and adult weavers, factory workers, footmen, housemaids, carpenters, stonemasons, 

etc., understood common Christian words in a remarkably SIMILAR manner as regards 

meaning, content and definition. At the time of writing John Burnett was Professor of Social 

History at Brunel University. 

     The words that we use are only a tool for translating 

the ideas which we wish to communicate. Diagrammatically, we could illustrate it as follows: 

    

 COMMUNICATOR...CONCEPT/IDEA...WORDS...COMMUNICATION...HEARER/

RECEPTOR. 

     THE POINT I would like to make - linking up to the 

opening part of this sub-section - is that when existentialists („Christian‟ or not) use Christian 

or religious terminology, such as, „God‟, „guilt‟, „sin‟, „conscience‟, „liberation‟, „salvation‟, 

etc., the DEFINITION or BIBLICAL AND THEOLOGICAL CONTENT of those words are 

99% of the time NOT the OLD, CONSERVATIVE-EVANGELICAL CHRISTIANITY‟S 

DEFINITION OR CONTENT. 

     „EXISTENTIAL LANGUAGE‟ and the 

„PROPOSITIONAL TRUTHS OF EVANGELICAL CHRISTIANITY‟ IS AS RADICALLY 

DIFFERENT AS RUBBER AND STEEL. „Rubber‟ and „Steel‟ are not accidentally chosen 

words. „Existentialist language‟ is like rubber, - it is elastic, pliable, double-jointed, able to 

mean „all things to all men.‟ „Evangelical Propositional Truth‟ is like steel, - superior in 

strength, enduring, unyielding, invulnerable, tough, solid, stable, reliable. 

     Unhappily, then, the last 7O to 8O years have seen a 

dramatic change in this „common‟ understanding of Christian terminology, and consequently 

concepts and values. 

     Prof. Allan Bloom, in his now classic, „The Closing of 

the American Mind‟, comments on students in the earlier years of his lecturing in comparison 

to today‟s students: 

     “Most students could be counted on to know the Bible, 

that UBIQUITOUS source of OLDER tradition...(However)..As the respect for the Sacred - the 

latest fad - has soared, real religion and KNOWLEDGE of the Bible have diminished to 

vanishing point...” 

     “(Today)..nobody believes that the old books (eg.the 

Bible) do, or even could, contain the truth...parents do not know what they believe...The 

courses in „value-clarification‟ springing up in schools are...little more than 

propaganda...OPINIONS or values arrived at are will-o‟-the-wisps, insubstantial...Such „values‟ 

will inevitably change as PUBLIC OPINION changes.” (A. Bloom. The Closing of the 

American Mind. Penguin, 1987, pp.54, 56, 58, 61) 

     It is, inter alia, for this reason that Francis Schaeffer 

warns of the difficulty of evangelism today: 

     “This is particularly difficult today for a Christian, 
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who wants to use a word like „God‟ or „guilt‟ in a STRICTLY DEFINED sense..... because the 

concepts (i.e. „content‟ and „definition‟) of these words have universally been changed.” (F.A. 

Schaeffer. The God Who Is There. Hodder & Stoughton, 1968, p.119) 

     To which he adds that as we speak to the 

non-Christian, 

     “...we must sure that he understands that we are talking 

to him about REAL „TRUTH‟ (i.e. propositional truth)..‟REAL GUILT‟...(and).. (REAL) 

„HISTORY‟...Until he understands the importance of these three things, he is NOT ready to 

become a Christian.” (Schaeffer, ibid., pp.127-128) 

     Let me close off this section by pointing out that a 

giant proportion of the blame, (i) for Christians becoming confused when they read 

existentialist literature, (ii) for the Christian‟s inability to „communicate‟ in a meaningful 

manner with non-Christians, and (iii) the shallowness of Biblical understanding that besets the 

Christian Church, - lies at the door non-expository, non-doctrinal preaching! 

))(III) EXISTENTIALISM: FOUR PROBLEM AREAS - A CHRISTIAN RESPONSE 

   (i) If your „Self-Knowledge‟ and „Selfhood‟ comes from your „getting in 

touch‟ with your OWN „being‟, then all you have done is move in a circle. You might 

understand yourself better, but ultimately you are STILL at Square One! You have not moved, 

in any direction, even fractionally. 

  (ii) If your experience consists of a subjective encounter with your own 

„being-in-existence‟, which then gives „meaning‟ and „value‟ to yourself, - how are you going 

to validate the authenticity of that „meaning‟ or „value‟, not even to speak of you own 

„experience‟ or „being.‟? It is a fundamental metaphysical principle that an „experience‟ does 

not, indeed cannot validate itself! 

   The whole point of authenticating an „experience‟ or a „value‟ or 

claiming that something has „meaning‟ is to COMPARE it against an external, objective 

„Standard.‟ You simply cannot measure the authenticity of correctness of, say, a circle of a 

certain diameter by measuring it against ITSELF. 

   This then is where the objective revelation of God‟s mind and thought 

and will IN SCRIPTURE, and in PROPOSITIONAL TRUTH in God‟s Word illuminates with 

certainty the „authenticity‟ or otherwise of an „experience‟. 

   The Christian, then, does not have to tie himself into semantic knots 

(eg.‟There is no I as such but only the I of the basic word I-You and the I of the basic word I-It. 

When a man says I, he means one or the other,...etc., from Martin Buber‟s „I and Thou‟) 

   Because God is Person he communicates to us in straightforward 

language, and we, made in his image also possess personality and can therefore listen - not to 

„the passionate inwardness of existence-language‟ which is often all but incomprehensible - to 

God speaking in English or Chinese or Thai or Swahili, (not that we always understand the 

depths of God‟s Word) 

   And God speaks in „propositions‟, ie.rational, logical statements of 

fact, 

   “...God discloses himself to us by talking to us about himself..He tells 

us of his own past achievements, how he has created, judged, redeemed...and created a people 

for himself. He tells us of his present work: how he orders and governs all things...He tells us of 

his future plans...what he thinks about human life...gives us directions..detailing for us the 

things he approves...and hates..His revelation is „personal‟ just because it is „propositional; for 

it is precisely by making TRUE STATEMENTS ABOUT HIMSELF to us that God makes 

himself known to us...if he did NOT speak in THIS WAY we could never KNOW him....” (J.I. 

Packer. God‟s Words. IVP, 1981, p.19) 

   And the great wonder and marvel of the Christian truth is that we 

discover our true „being‟ because God has disclosed his „Being‟ to us in communicative terms. 

 ))(iii) The third problem the Christian has with the existentialists 

„moment-by-moment‟ experience of his own „being‟ is that which Gabriel Marcel, himself 

articulated: “ Man is a „homo viator‟ “, a constant traveler. In other words, „man-in-existence is 

ALWAYS INCOMPLETE.‟ And, parallel to that, his life is of necessity massively empty and 

meaningless. 
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   This is one the great tragedies of existentialism, their passionate 

attempts to dive (if I may use a scuba diving analogy) into the depths of their „existence‟, their 

„being‟, and the deeper they dive the darker and lonelier it becomes, and ultimately they MUST 

return to the surface; the deeper they dive the darker it becomes. There is no real „light‟ or 

„self-knowledge‟ or „wholeness‟ in the dark depths of the existentialist ocean. 

   For the Christian, by contrast there two wonderful pluses of Grace. 

   FIRST, when you become a Christian, your wandering from God, your 

constant anxiety about „meaning‟, your moment-by-moment knowledge of sin and guilt, your 

„incompleteness‟ ceases. Why? “ Therefore, since we have been JUSTIFIED (declared fully 

righteous in Christ) through faith, we have...WE HAVE...PEACE with God through our Lord 

Jesus Christ...” (Rom. 5:1) 

   Our „being‟, our „dasein‟ finds (as Augustine said centuries ago) its 

fulfilment, its place, its real „existence‟, its final resting place in the „Being‟ and „Dasein‟ of 

God its Creator and Sustainer. 

   SECOND, when you become a Christian through repentance of sin, 

and faith in Christ, you become „a New Creation‟ (2 Cor. 5:17) In other words you come to real 

„human wholeness‟, which the existentialist constantly craves but never realizes. 

  (iv) The Fourth problem is highlighted by Francis Schaeffer, namely, the 

danger of non-rationality and its spin off, irrationality, or if you like „emotionalistic- 

irrationality.‟ 

   Kierkegaard is usually viewed as the „Father‟ of both Secular and 

Religious existentialism. Although Francis Schaeffer may not have the last word on 

Kierkegaard‟s role, he has, it seems, identified at least one area where Kierkegaard made a 

disastrous contribution. 

   “Kierkegaard came to the conclusion that you could not arrive at 

synthesis (i.e. for example, „Truth‟) by reason (ie.ultimately „truth‟ is always only a „subjective 

experience‟, not „objective facts‟ WITH „subjective experience‟ BASED on the „objective.‟) 

Instead, you achieved everything of real importance by a (non-rational) LEAP OF FAITH. So 

he separated absolutely the rational and logical from faith. The „reasonable‟ and „faith‟ bear no 

relationship to each other,..” (Schaeffer, op.cit., p.21) 

   As a result, if rational man wants to deal with (note that!) or experience 

the „real‟ things in life, such as „purpose‟, „meaning‟, „reality‟, „truth‟, „significance‟, 

„self-authentication‟, „self-knowledge‟, „love‟, „being‟, „existence‟, etc.he must discard all 

rational thought about them and make a gigantic „leap‟ of faith into the non-rational. 

   This amounts to a non-rational leap of faith or a non-rational 

„experience‟ of „purpose‟, „meaning‟, „reality‟, „truth‟, „self-knowledge‟, „being‟, etc. 

Furthermore, what it really and frankly means (when we have slashed away the philosophical 

explanation and - paradoxically - the „rationalizing‟ of such a „leap‟ of faith), it finally all 

comes down to a non-rational LEAP INTO YOUR OWN EMOTIONAL EXPERIENCE. 

   YOUR „FEELINGS‟ AND „EMOTIONS‟ BECOME THE 

„EXPERIENTIAL‟ NORM ACCORDING TO WHICH YOU TAKE ACTION (although 

existentially speaking „Action‟ should proceed „feelings‟; however, in the REAL, PRACTICAL 

world - not-withstand the objections of existentialist academics - „feelings‟ DO invariable‟ 

precede „action‟), ACCORDING TO WHICH YOU EVALUATE „AUTHENTICITY‟, 

„TRUTH‟, „VALUES‟, „MORALITY‟, „ETHICS‟, etc. etc., 

   Schaeffer puts it this way: 

   “The non-rational and non-logical CONSISTS OF.../...The existential 

experience; the final experience; the first-order experience.” (Paraphrased, cf. Schaeffer, ibid., 

p.22) 

 --------------------------- 

   There at least three critical and tragic and dangerous consequences 

which flows from this „experience- emotional-existential‟ orientation. 

   FIRST: MORALITY/IMMORALITY. 

   Because „Truth‟ is not located in, for example, the „Absolute‟ and 

„Final‟ authority of the Word of God, but rather in my „emotional choice‟, there are no longer 

„good‟ or „bad‟ morals. It is entirely up to „feeling good about it‟ (a modern catch phrase!) and 
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then „doing it.‟ 

   THIS is called „relativism‟, i.e. what „relates‟ to me and what „I feel 

good about‟ is the final standard. This is why unmarried couples who sleep together not only 

deny that what they are doing is immoral, - in reality Biblical morals are irrelevant to them; 

there is no „issue‟ to begin with; they are totally indifferent. There was a time when a fellow or 

girl knew in their conscience that it was wrong, even though that did not stop them. Today, it is 

irrelevant to them, and they are bored and indifferent about that kind of „morality.‟ 

   However, once you deny „absolute‟ morality you are on the high road 

of „relativism‟ in issues such as abortion, euthanasia, ethics in business dealings, dishonesty in 

marriage, „sharp‟ management practices, dubious and unethical advertising, more „realistic‟ and 

„open‟ sexuality in the film industry, and corruption in public office. 

   SECOND: „EXPERIENCE‟ = „SIGNIFICANCE.‟ 

   Here, Schaeffer needs to quoted in full: 

   “The fact that it is an „existential‟ experience means that it cannot be 

communicated. It is not possible to communicate „content‟ with regard to the experience which 

they have had...” 

   “(So)..in their struggles there is a horror of great darkness. ...Nor can 

the individual verbalise to himself what has happened. Tomorrow morning they may say, 

„Yesterday I had an experience.‟ The day after they still say, „I had an experience.‟ A month 

and a year later they are hanging on grimly to their only hope of significance and certainty of 

„being‟ by repeating, „I know I had an experience.‟...” 

   “The horror of this situation is due to their putting their hope on a 

non-rational, non-logical, non-communicable experience..” (Scheffer, ibid., p.23) 

   THIRD: „IRRATIONAL VIOLENCE.‟ 

   One of the less pleasant side-effects of existentialism is that it often 

leads to „irrational violence.‟ Yet, we should not be surprised since man‟s choice to 

„act-in-existence‟ is governed and controlled by his fallen nature. And, since there are no 

„absolutes‟ lines of truth, morality, ethics, and „action‟ is all-important in existentialism, that 

„action‟ can quite easily end up as „violent action.‟ 

   This true when an existentialist philosophy is linked to politics or to 

one‟s own personal view of life. Two examples will suffice. The one is from Jean-Paul Sartre 

(whom I hope to deal with , DV, in the next Chapter), and the other from Picasso. 

   Jean-Paul Sartre: 

   In „Adieux‟ , Simone de Beauvoir asks Sartre if the personal violence 

and hostility that he experienced at school had influenced him in any way: 

   “Sartre: „I think so...It‟s in that light that I‟ve seen people‟s)relations 

with one another. I‟ve never had tender relations with my friends since then.‟ “ (de Beauvoir, 

op.cit, p.148) 

   Paul Johnson, the modern historian, points out that in the political 

upheaval in France in the late 196Os, Sartre urged students on to take violent action against 

„The Establishment.‟ 

   “In 1968 he took the side of the students...In an interview on Radio 

Luxembourg he saluted the student barricades: „Violence is the ONLY thing remaining to the 

students who have not yet entered into their father‟s system...For the moment the ONLY 

anti-Establishment force in our flabby Western countries is represented by the students...‟”. (P. 

Johnson. Intellectuals. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1988, p.246) 

   Indeed, Johnson goes so far as to say: 

   “Since Sartre‟s writings were very widely disseminated, especially 

among the young, he thus became the academic godfather to many terrorist movements which 

began to oppress society from the late 196Os onwards.” (Johnson, ibid., p.246) 

   Picasso. 

   Arianna Huffington writes of the rage and anger which Picasso - utterly 

frustrated because of the „meaningless‟ of life (another side-effect of existentialism) - vented in 

many of his paintings which reveal an astonishing amount of violence and destructiveness. This 

is seen, inter alia, in „The Weeping Woman‟ and in „Les Demoiselles d‟ Avignon‟ („The Ladies 

of Avignon‟) 
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   To Picasso, the whole of creation was an enemy, and he was a painter 

in order to fashion weapons on his canvasses, 

   “...weapons of combat against everything outside man...against nature, 

human nature, and the God who created it all. „Obviously,‟ he said, „nature has to exist so that 

we may rape it!‟...” 

   “It was a rejection of life and creation, which he saw as inescapably 

dark and harrowingly evil, an evil that was a product not merely of man and political systems 

but behind the forces of creation. So there was no hope beyond this EXISTENTIAL rejection, 

no light beyond the anonymous, merciless darkness, no beauty beyond the ugliness and no new 

morning of creation...It was all -„the whole of it‟- closed, condemned and damned.” (A.S. 

Huffington. Picasso. Creator and Destroyer. Pan, 1989, p.91) 

 (IV) THE GOD OF SCRIPTURE: PREACHING „PROPOSITIONAL TRUTH‟ 

  Many of us who are pastors, aspiring pastors and youth leaders will sooner or 

later, as we mix with young people (and especially those at University and other educational 

Colleges) come up against existential ideas. 

  Although, I should add that a great deal of existentialism has made its way into 

popular culture, i.e. films for example by Ingmar Bergman, Martin Scorcese and Rainer Werner 

Fassbinder, TV programmes, popular Science Fiction, and increasingly in Popular Music 

(Rock, Heavy Metal, Blues, Rap, Jazz, even Country & Western) In the Music you see it both 

in music and the lyrics, which is often „subjective‟ and „experiential‟ in mood and with lyrics 

expressing „depression‟, „pessimism‟, „life has no real meaning‟, „lostness‟, „hopelessness‟ and 

even „despair‟. (This MUST NOT be taken as a blanket condemnation of everything in „Pop‟ 

Culture!) 

  A book like Sartre‟s „Nausea‟ can have a devastating impact on a young 

student, literally destroying years of dedicated teaching of Christian principle‟s in a home. I 

have personally witnessed that in a friend‟s home. Existentialism is not just a brushfire, - it‟s a 

volcano waiting to erupt. How to deal with it in a Church? I offer two suggestions. 

   (i) There is a very real place for emotions in the Christian Faith! If I might 

be forgiven a personal observation: I am always a little uncomfortable with „converts‟ and 

„Christians‟ who - in a genuine but it seems to me a misguided attempt - try to impress one that 

their „conversion‟ or even „Christian life‟ is largely devoid of emotion, ie. “...hundreds came 

forward to register their decision for Christ with little or no „emotions‟...”. This seems to 

guarantee that their „decision‟ was genuine! 

   This approach, I suggest, does not square with either Scripture or 

Church History. 

   In Is. 6:1-7, Isaiah is utterly overcome with genuine emotion when he 

sees the Lord, „seated on the throne, high and exalted‟; „Woe to me ...my eyes have seen the 

King, the Lord Almighty.‟ In Rev. 1:9-19, John, when he sees „The Son of Man‟ in all his 

glory, physically collapses! HOW - IN BOTH CASES - COULD IT HAVE BEEN 

OTHERWISE!? 

   And in the history of Revivals, one is constantly impressed with the 

emotional reaction of sinners to the Gospel; over and over you read of people dissolving into 

tears. How could it be otherwise if the sinner is overcome, by the Holy Spirit, and „really‟ 

SEES his sinfulness, the holiness of God, the terrible price Christ paid and the wonder of 

forgiveness, God‟s love and grace, being united to Christ, made righteous and adopted into 

God‟s family ? 

   A MAN OR WOMAN WHO IS NOT DEEPLY MOVED BY ALL 

THIS IS LIKE A BLOCK OF WOOD. 

   BUT, THERE IS AN IMPORTANT SCRIPTURAL PRINCIPLE 

HERE, NAMELY: ANY EMOTION MUST ALWAYS BE BASED UPON BIBLICAL 

TRUTH! It must not be „emotion‟ for „emotion‟s‟ sake; that is being „emotionalistic‟ - and 

THAT is not Biblical. 

  (ii) In our teaching and preaching we must consistently seek to lay down 

„Propositional Truth.‟ This means, frankly, that we need to include more doctrine and theology 

in our expository preaching. It must NEVER be purely „academic‟ or „cold‟ or „dead‟ or 

„clinical‟ or „coldly intellectual‟ doctrine and theology; and it must be fed to the audience 



 136 

carefully and wisely and pastorally, ie. they must be graciously helped to imbibe more and 

more, and taken deeper, as they are ABLE and when they are READY. It must NEVER be 

rammed down their throats in an unwise and unpastoral manner. It must be „THEOLOGY ON 

FIRE.‟ 

   „Propositional Truth‟ is the ONLY answer to the existentialist‟s 

„subjective-experience-in-existence‟ which cannot be validated. 

   I close with a quote from Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones, which MUST be taken 

within the context of his total ministry, which was expository, powerful, evangelistic, fiery, 

packed with „propositional truth‟ and had the Presence and Unction of the Holy Spirit upon it. 

He says: 

   “Precise thinking, and definition, and dogma have been at a serious 

discount (in our preaching) The whole emphasis has been placed upon religion as a power 

which can do things for us and which can make us happy...” 

   “The emotional (from his works he clearly means „emotionalistic 

feelings‟ not based on Biblical, propositional Truth!) and feeling side of religion has been 

over-emphasized at the expense of the intellectual (again: he does NOT mean „coldly 

intellectual!)..” 

   “We have been so intent upon ourselves and our moods and feelings 

and inward states, that when we are confronted by an external problem)that...affects us 

profoundly, we do not KNOW HOW TO THINK or where to begin.” (I.H. Murray. David 

Martyn Lloyd-Jones. Vol. II. The Fight of Faith, 1939 - 1981. Banner of Truth, 199O, p.24) 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Discuss, (i) the „Faces of Existentialism‟ and the Christian Response, and (ii) the 

Existentialist view that Man is Unique 

2. Under the heading „Existentialism: Man, Human Wholeness and Selfhood‟, elaborate 

on, (i) The moment-by-moment, subjective decision or „leap‟, (ii) The Christian Response, and, 

(iii) The God of Scripture: His Godhood and Being. 

3. Write an Essay on „The God of Scripture: Propositional Truth.‟ 

4. Outline, (i) the Four problem areas of existentialism - A Christian Response, and (ii) 

The God of Scripture: Preaching „Propositional Truth.‟ 
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“„Gary,‟ said Nielsen, „I have to think like a good policeman doing a good job...And I would 

like to understand - why did you hit those two places? Why did you hit the motel in Provo or 

the service station?))” „Well,‟ said Gilmore, „the motel just happened to be next to my uncle 

Vern‟s place. I just happened on it.‟  

“„But the service station?‟ said Nielsen. „Why that service station in the middle of nowhere?‟  

“„I don‟t know,‟ said Gilmore. „It was there.‟  

“„All week long I had this unreal feeling, like I was seeing things through water, or watching 

myself do things...I went and told the guy to give me the money, and I told him to lay down on 
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the floor,and then I shot him...”  

“„I know it‟s all real, and I know I did it, but somehow or other, I don‟t feel too responsible...It 

seemed like I just had to do it.‟ “. 

“He (Gary) asked Mikal (his brother), „Are you familiar with Nietzsche? He wrote that a time 

comes when a man should rise to meet the occasion. That‟s what I‟m trying to do, Mikal.‟” 

  - Norman Mailer. The Executioner‟s Song. Arena, 1989.  

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

I BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 

 ----------------- 

 (1) A Blasphemy 

  If there is a particular way to describe the life of Jean-Paul Sartre, then it is that 

of man who forsook God or a God-forsaken man. It is absolutely essential for the Christian 

(student or otherwise) who reads widely to grasp this truth, for it controls all else. That Sartre 

was a brilliant thinker and a scintillating writer, no one, who has read his works and novels, 

will dispute. But his was a life in which God emphatically and literally had no part.  

  That he was also one of, if not THE leader in the movement called 

„Existentialism‟, which has had a very profound influence on philosophy, literature, art, poetry, 

education, history, sociology, psychology, advertising, films, television, etc., can also not be 

questioned. By now he has influenced four, if not five, decades of students - who now have 

leading positions in a variety of professions - who were nurtured on his writings and novels. 

They can be counted in the hundreds of thousands; and they in turn are influencing other 

generations. 

  But, if we can perhaps pinpoint a turning point in his life, which led him into 

atheistic existentialism, then we must listen to his own confession of what happened to him as a 

young boy. 

  “Yet I believed: in my nightshirt, kneeling on my bed, hands folded, I said my 

daily prayer but thought less and less often about the good God...For several years longer, I kept 

up public relations with the Almighty, in private I stopped associating with Him...” 

  “ONCE ONLY I had the feeling that He existed. I had been playing with 

matches and had burnt a mat; I was busy covering up my crime when suddenly God saw me.I 

felt his gaze inside my head and on my hands; I turned round and round in the bathroom, 

horribly visible, a living target...”  

  “I was saved by indignation: I grew angry at such a crude lack of tact (on God‟s 

part), and blasphemed, muttering like my grandfather: „Sacre nom de Dieu de nom de Dieu de 

nom de Dieu‟. He NEVER looked at me again...”  

  “Fifty years ago, without that misunderstanding, without that mistake, without 

the accident which separated us, there might have been something between us...Nothing 

happened between us...Atheism is a cruel, long-term business: I believe I have gone through to 

the end.” (C. Chapman. The Case for Christianity. A Lion Book, 1981, p.191)  

  One cannot but be reminded of Paul‟s words: “The wrath of God is being 

revealed from heaven against all the godlessness and wickedness of men who SUPPRESS THE 

TRUTH by their wickedness, since what may be known about God is PLAIN to them, because 

GOD has made it PLAIN to them.... Furthermore, since they did not think it WORTHWHILE to 

retain the KNOWLEDGE of God, he gave them over to a depraved mind, to do what ought not 

to be done.” (Rom. 1:18, 28) 

  The latter part of this Scripture will become clear when we consider Sartre‟s 

lifelong and seemingly insatiable lust and immorality. 

 (2) Chronicle and Rise to Fame  

  Sartre was born in Paris on 21 June, 19O5. His father died at a young age and 

he was consequently raised under the tutelage of his grandfather, Charles Schweitzer, a teacher 

of modern languages, who doted on Jean-Paul and gave him the run of his large library.  

  It is difficult to know how much credence to place on his apparently idyllic 

early years, since, as Paul Johnson, the historian, points out, Sartre sometimes seems to have 

had little respect for „truth.‟ (Johnson, „Intellectuals‟, op.cit., p.226) He calls his childhood 

„paradise.‟ His mother, he writes in his autobiography, „Les Mots‟ („Words‟),  
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  “...was there to wait on me...I knew nothing of violence or hatred and was 

spared the hard apprenticeship of jealousy...I had no rights because I was overwhelmed with 

love; I had no duties because I did everything through love...I was impregnated with culture and 

I returned it to the family like a radiance...” (Johnson, ibid., p.226) 

  To which Johnson comments:  

  “There are times, indeed, when Sartre‟s account recalls Rousseau: „Good was 

born in the depths of my heart and truth in the youthful darkness of my understanding.‟” 

(Johnson, ibid., p.226)  

  That he was precociously brilliant is seen from the fact that: 

  “He was not yet ten when he reworked La Fontaine‟s fables into alexandrine 

verses and corresponded with his grandfather entirely in verse throughout one summer.” (C. 

Francis and F. Gontier. Simone de Beauvoir. Sidgwick & Jackson, 1987, p.95)  

  At eight he entered the Lycee Montaigne. In 1916 his mother remarried, at 

which time Sartre continued his studies at the Lycee de La Rochelle - where his new stepfather, 

Mancy, directed the Delaunay-Belleville naval shipyard - to be followed by two years as 

boarder in the Lycee Henri Quatre in Paris, at that time probably the best high school in France.  

  In 1924 he entered the prestigious Ecole Normale Superieure, where France‟s 

leading academics took their degrees. He had some very able contemporaries in Paul Nizan and 

Raymond Aron. Here too, in 1929, he met Simone de Beauvoir: “Their enduring liaison, a kind 

of reinvention of the marital relationship (sic!), is legendary.” (A.C. Danto. Sartre. 

Fontana/Collins, 1981, p.157)  

  From this point on he began a lifelong career of writing satirical sketches, 

poems, novels, plays, short stories and philosophical works. He also formed the habit, which he 

maintained for many years, of reading about three hundred (3OO!) books a year. He also 

acquired his first mistress, Simone Jollivet.  

  In 1929 - after failing his first exam - he passed brilliantly, coming top of the 

class; Simone de Beauvoir, three years his junior, was second. Later, a number of philosophers 

believed that she actually possessed a finer and more subtle mind.  

  From 1931 to 1944 he taught philosophy at various „lycees‟, first at Le Havre, 

“...which is identifiably the geopsychological model for (the town of) Bouville (literally 

„Mudsville‟) in „Nausea‟, and finally at the Lycee Condorcet in Paris, until his literary income 

enabled him to devote himself fully to writing.” (Danto, ibid., p.157)) 

  The 193Os, and particularly while he was at Le Havre, were rather lost years 

for Sartre. The literary fame which he expected and passionately desired did not come to him. 

He studied the philosophers Husserl and Heidegger, and Phenomenology then the 

„in-philosophy‟ of Central Europe.  

  Already at this stage his „anti-Establishment‟ and anti-authority‟ attitude began 

to reveal itself. He identified then and throughout his life with youth, especially student youth. 

Consequently he allowed his pupils to do more or less what they wanted. Although not fully 

thought out his „existentialist‟ views were already beginning to manifest themselves.  

  “His message was: the individual is entirely self responsible; he has a right to 

criticize everything and everybody. The boys could take off their jackets and smoke in class. 

They need not take notes or present essays. He never marked the roster or inflicted punishment 

or gave them marks.” (Johnson, op.cit., p.228)  

  The essence of Sartre‟s work was the projection of philosophical activism 

through fiction and drama. This „activism‟ is central to existentialist thought. In 1936 he 

brought out a book, on his German studies, „Recherches philosophiques‟, but it attracted little 

attention. 

  He was dissatisfied that existing novelists, eg.Faulkner, Joyce, Huxley, 

Virginia Woolf, Gide, and Mann, were reflecting ideas mostly derived from older thinkers, 

such as Descartes and Hume. He, in turn, wanted to write from the perspective of a modern 

philosopher, like Heidegger.  

  Slowly there emerged a philosophical novel, which he wanted to call 

„Melancholie‟. His publishers changed it to „La Nausee‟ (the novel we know as „Nausea‟), a 

more arresting title, published in 1938. Again, there was little initial response, although the 

work came to be one of the most important books written in the 2Oth. Century.  
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  War with Germany broke out in 1939. Sartre was conscripted into the 

meteorological section at Army Group Headquarters, and taken prisoner (without seeing 

combat) in 194O. He was released in 1941, made straight for Paris, and got a job teaching 

philosophy at the famous Lycee Condorcet.  

  His major philosophical text, „L‟Etre et le Neant‟ („Being and Nothingness‟), 

which argued that a man‟s character and significance are determined by his actions and deeds, 

not his views or words, was composed mainly in the winter of 1942-43. It was written at a table 

of the Cafe Flore on the Boulevard St Germain. There he wrote relentlessly for hours, scarcely 

lifting his eyes from the paper, „a little ball of fur and ink‟, as Simone de Beauvoir described 

him.  

  He now began to have a major impact on French culture and thought though 

the Theatre, with plays like „Les Mouches‟, „L‟Etre‟ and especially „Huis clos‟ („No Exit.‟)  

  A public Chapter on 29 October 1945, in the Salle des Centraux, 8 rue Jean 

Goujon, proved a major turning point. There had been extraordinary cultural tension in Paris 

that autumn. The word „existentialism‟ was not Sartre‟s; it seems to have been invented by the 

press. Whatever the case might be Sartre embraced it and entitled his Chapter „Existentialism is 

a Humanism.‟  

  Nothing is so powerful as an „idea‟ whose time, historically, psychologically 

and sociologically, had come. Sartre‟s time, Johnson, maintains, had come in two distinct ways.  

  FIRST, he was preaching a form of „freedom‟ to a people who had experienced 

suppression and bondage under the German Occupational Army, during WW II; the people, 

therefore, were hungry and ready for such a message. „Existentialism‟, Sartre explained defines 

a man by his actions; it tells him there is hope only in action; the only thing that gives meaning 

to a man‟s life is „action.‟  

  The new European of 1945, was to be the new existentialist „individual‟, who 

commits himself to „life.‟ He ALONE ACTS, - without excuses. This is what Sartre meant 

(although it sounds paradoxical) when he said that „man is condemned to be free‟, i.e. man has 

NO other choice BUT to ACT if he really wants to be free.  

  “So Sartre‟s new, existentialist freedom was immensely attractive to a 

disillusioned generation: lonely, austere, noble, slightly aggressive, not to say violent, and 

anti-elitist, popular - no one was excluded. Anyone, but especially the young, could be an 

existentialist.” (Johnson, ibid., p.232)  

  It is important to pause for a moment, in order to realize that for Sartre, the 

War was a blessing in disguise. It „created‟ the perfect situation and rationale for Sartre‟s 

message. It is not too much to say that Sartre‟s message, commencing in France, profoundly 

influenced a whole post - WW II, generation throughout Europe.  

  The other important point here is that it was - and this made it absolutely 

unique - a philosophy for ALL people. „Philosophy‟ is generally reserved for a small group of 

influential thinkers; Sartre‟s philosophy could be utilized PRACTICALLY by everyone - from 

the pavement cleaners to the President of France!) 

  SECONDLY, Sartre was presiding over one of those great, periodic revolutions 

in „intellectual‟ thinking or popular „thought-revolutionary-fashions.‟) 

  Sartre‟s Chapter had not been widely advertised, but the word-of-mouth 

build-up was evidently tremendous. Sartre arrived near the hall at about 8:3O, to be faced with 

a huge mob of people unable to gain entrance; his friends had to force an entrance for him to 

get in. Inside women fainted and chairs were smashed. He began an hour late. Interestingly 

enough what Sartre had to say was essentially a technically academic philosophy Chapter.  

  But in the circumstances of the hour it became one the first great post-World 

War II media events. The press coverage, for example, was astounding. Many newspapers, 

despite a shortage of paper, produced thousands of words of Sartre‟s text. It was denounced and 

approved. The Catholic daily „La Croix‟ called existentialism „a graver danger than 

18th-century rationalism or 19th-century positivism.‟ The Communist „L‟Humanite‟ called 

Sartre an „enemy of the people.‟ Sartre and Existentialism was well and truly launched.  

 

II WORKS AND CHARACTER 

 ------------------- 
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 (1) Works 

  Philosophical Writings 

  „Being and Nothingness‟, tr. Hazel E. Barnes. Methuen, 1957.  

  „Existentialism and Humanism‟, tr. P. Mairet. Methuen, 1948.  

  „Imagination‟, tr. F. Williams. Ann Arbor, 1962.) 

  „Literary and Philosophical Essays‟, tr. A. Michelson. Hutchinson,1968.  

  „The Problem of Method‟, tr. H.E. Barnes. Methuen, 1964,  

  „The Psychology of Imagination‟, tr. B. Frechtman. Methuen, 1972.  

  „Sketch for a Theory of the Emotions‟, tr. P. Mairet. Methuen, 1962.  

  „The Transcendence of the Ego‟, trs. F. Williams and R. Kirkpatrick. Noonday 

Press, 1957.  

  „What is Literature?‟, tr.B. Frechtman. Methuen, 195O.  

 

  Biography and Autobiography.  

  „Baudelaire‟, tr. M. Turnell. Hamish Hamilton, 1964.  

  „Saint Genet‟, tr. B. Frechtman. W.H. Allen, 1964.  

  „Words‟, tr. I. Clephane. Hamish Hamilton, 1964; and Penguin.  

 

  Fiction and Drama.  

  „Loser Wins‟, tr. S. and G. Leeson. Hamish Hamilton, 196O; and Penguin.  

  „Crime Passionel‟, tr. Kitty Black, in „Three Plays‟, Hamish Hamilton, 1949.  

  „In Camera‟, tr.S. Gilbert, in „Two Plays‟, Hamish Hamilton, 1946.  

  „Intimacy‟, tr. L. Alexander. Spearman, 1949; and Panther.  

  „Nausea‟, tr. L. Alexander. Hamish Hamilton, 1962. Also available, tr. R. 

Baldick. Penguin, 1965.  

  „The Roads to Freedom‟ (Trilogy): i. „The Age of Reason‟, tr. E. Sutton. 

Hamish Hamilton, 1947; and Penguin; ii. „The Reprieve‟, tr. E. Sutton. Hamish Hamilton, 

1947; and Penguin; iii. „Iron in the Soul‟, tr. Gerard Hopkins. Hamish Hamilton, 1959; and 

Penguin.  

 (2) Sartre‟s Egotism 

  On this, somewhat delicate point, Paul Johnson says:  

  “Like most leading intellectuals, Sartre was a supreme egoist... Sartre was the 

archetype of what in the 196Os became known as a male chauvinist. His aim was to recreate for 

himself in adult life the „paradise‟ of his early childhood in which he was the centre of a 

perfumed bower of adoring womanhood. He thought about women in terms of victory and 

occupation...”  

  “Sartre had little time for men in his life...What he could never stomach for 

long were male intellectual equals, of his own age and seniority, who were liable at any 

moment to deflate his own loose and windy arguments...he quarrelled with...Raymond Aron 

(1947), Arthur Koestler (1948), Merleau-Ponty (1951), Camus (1952), to mention only the 

more prominent.” (Johnson, ibid., pp.225, 236, 24O)  

  This extraordinary self-regard also emerges in the discussions de Beauvoir had 

with him in the summer of 1974, as recorded in „Adieux‟. The first quotation is related to 

Sartre‟s writing.  

  “DE BEAUVOIR: „...Among your letters to Camille there‟s one that you wrote 

when you were nineteen and that is perfectly astonishing, since it already contains the embryo 

of...your worth as a writer. What was your feeling about this worth?...  

  “SARTRE: „It was absolute...the mere fact of writing proved that I had 

genius...the idea, „writing means writing perfect things,‟ is the classic idea. I had no proof then, 

but I told myself that since I wanted to write, and therefore to write perfect things, it had to be 

supposed that I should do so. Therefore I was a man who would write perfect things. I was a 

genius. It‟s all very comprehensible....I thought of myself rather as being profound.‟ “ 

(„Adieux‟, op.cit., p.143-4)  

  But Sartre‟s egotism is also seen in his relationship with his various friends.  

  “DE BEAUVOIR: „In one way you very arrogant. You took to yourself little 

Hippias‟s remark, „I have never met any man who was my equal.‟‟  
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  “SARTRE: „I‟d written that in a notebook...But still I looked upon myself - 

though in all modesty, if I may say so (sic!) - as a genius. I talked to my friends as a genius talks 

to his friends. Quite unpretentiously, but seen from within, it was a genius who was speaking.‟ 

(„Adieux‟, ibid., pp.158-159) It is also seen in how he views himself.  

  “SARTRE: „Unless the world changes entirely, I shall be granted a place in the 

2Oth century. The textbooks of literature will mention me as a successful writer...fame goes 

with a certain superiority - superiority over other writers.‟” („Adieux‟, ibid., p.164)  

  It is also significant that Simone de Beauvoir joined him in this circle of 

„self-regard‟ and egotism. They devoted entire days to analyzing, scrutinizing, and dissecting 

the lives of their friends and colleagues. While it is ostensibly true that they did this in a quest 

for material to fuel their respective writing projects, it is also true that:  

  “They set themselves up as the centre of the world, leaving others to orbit 

around them like so much dust in the cosmos, „pleasant, odious, or ridiculous.‟...They (Sartre 

and de Beauvoir) lived their own their OWN truth, all justifications set aside. They were like 

gods at the centre of their own world, seeing, commenting, deciding together without others 

being aware of the double light focused on them.” (Francis and Gontier, op.cit., pp.128, 

Footnote 12, and 157)  

 (3) Sartre‟s Morality and Life Style 

  This is not, frankly, a particularly pleasant side of Sartre to deal with, but it is 

necessary in order to get a whole picture of him. 

  As far as women were concerned, he always thought of them in terms of 

victory and occupation. In „Nausea‟ he uses the terms „conquest and possession.‟ He wanted 

total freedom for himself and dreamed, particularly, of asserting this freedom against women.  

  “Sartre was not cut out for monogamy. He explained that the form that sexual 

relations traditionally took did not stem from any particular social organization; monogamy was 

a rule thought up by the Church to enforce its concept of marriage.” (Francis and Gontier, 

op.cit., p.1O2)  

  This is, of course, quite inaccurate, as we, DV, shall see. Sartre - „enlightened‟ 

as he apparently was - did not really see women as „persons‟ but rather as scalps to add to his 

centaur‟s belt, and has attempts to defend and rationalize his conquest in „progressive‟ terms 

merely added layer upon layer of hypocrisy, especially when he was running more than one 

mistress at a time and trying to keep it a secret!  

  He was, however, to a certain extent open and frank with Simone de Beeauvoir 

about his „sexual philosophy.‟ His credo was „travel, polygamy (with as many women as 

possible) and transparency.‟ In his use of the word „transparency‟ he meant that THEY should 

always be open towards each other (he did not keep his side of the „bargain.‟)  

  They could both have other „affairs‟ with sexual partners whom he defined as 

„peripherals‟ (thus revealing his REAL attitude to women)  

  “She could have her „peripherals‟ so long as Sartre remained her (note!) 

central, necessary love. But both must display „transparency.‟ This was just another word for 

the ...intellectual game of sexual openness...Each, said Sartre, was to tell the other what he or 

she was up to.” (Johnson, op.cit., p.237)  

  This was, in fact, part of their famous Carousel Oath, - because it was sworn 

near the Carousel Arch of the Tuileries gardens. They would never lie to each other or conceal 

anything from each other; they would have everything in common, their work, their plans, their 

experiences. Each would scrupulously inform the other of any and all „contingent‟ loves. It is 

surely one of the most bizarre „pacts of love‟ ever sworn between two people!  

  However, sinful nature being what it is, the so-called „transparency‟ merely led 

in the end to additional and more squalid layers of concealment. Sartre practised this 

„transparency‟ only up to a point. He never, for example, proposed marriage to de Beauvoir, 

although he did so on several occasions to a „peripheral.‟  

  “„Sartre fell in love every three weeks,‟ says Annie Cohen-Sollal, a writer 

working on a biography on him. „I met a former member of his (Army) unit who told me that 

whenever he went on leave, Sartre would leave stacks of prewritten, numbered letters to be 

posted in his absence, so the disappointed girlfriends wouldn‟t know he was away with 

someone else.‟ “ („Sartre‟s Literary Rebirth.‟ Newsweek/May 2, 1983)  
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  de Beauvoir was never able to reconcile herself to Satre‟s other mistresses, - 

Marie Ville, Olga and Wanda Kosakiewicz. She noted that as he aged his mistresses became 

younger. de Beauvoir was constantly lied to. In 1946 and 1948 he gave her detailed accounts of 

his torrid affair with a certain Dolores, but did not add that he had proposed marriage to her. 

There was also Michelle Vian, Evelyne Rey, and Helene Lassithiotakis.  

  “At one time in the late 195Os he was running four mistresses at once, 

Michelle, Arlette, Evelyn and Wanda, as well as de Beauvoir, and deceiving all of them in one 

way or another.” (Johnson, ibid., p.239)  

  If it was not such a squalid, torrid affair it would be worthy of a Peter Seller‟s 

film! By this time Sartre was heavily into drugs and drink. Between 1945 and 1955 Sartre got 

through a phenomenal amount of writing and other work, steadily increasing his intake of both 

alcohol and barbiturates.  

  Deception in one area of life irrevocably leads to self-deception and 

self-delusion. After his first visit to the then USSR he returned home, lying about the conditions 

he saw. Of Castro: „The country which has emerged out of the Cuban revolution is a direct 

democracy.‟ Of Tito‟s Yugoslavia: „It is the realization of my philosophy.‟ He had warm praise 

for Mao‟s China, comparing the Americans in Vietnam with the Nazis. (Johnson, ibid., 

pp.244-245)  

  By the 197Os Sartre was an increasingly pathetic figure, prematurely aged, 

virtually blind, often drunk, worried about money (he had, to be fair, all his life been incredibly 

generous with his money),and - (AND THIS IS IMPORTANT) - INCREASINGLY 

UNCERTAIN ABOUT HIS VIEWS. This is important because it will explain some of his 

inconsistencies! He died in 198O.  

 

III CHARACTERISTICS OF SARTRE‟S EXISTENTIALISM 

 ------------------------------------------ 

 (I) SARTRE‟S ATHEISM 

  (1) The Fact 

   In „Adieux‟ Sartre, responding to a question from de Beauvoir says:  

   “SARTRE: „I don‟t remember that I was ever astonished or grieved 

that God did not exist.‟  

   “DE BEAUVOIR: „And when you grew older...did your atheism 

change? Was it ever shaken?‟  

   “SARTRE: „You might say it became stronger...it was as if I had got 

rid of an idea that was in the world and in its place I had set a spiritual void.....The absence of 

God was to be read everywhere...‟ “. (Adieux, op.cit., pp.434-5)  

  (2) The Reason 

   Norman L. Geisler states Sartre‟s reason as follows:  

   “First of all, God by definition is a self-caused being. He cannot be 

caused by another or else He would not be God. But...a self-caused being is impossible by its 

very nature. Hence, there cannot be a God.” (N.L. Geisler. Is Man the Measure? Baker, 1983, 

p.39)  

   Why is it impossible to be self-caused? Because a cause is prior to its 

effect (in „being‟, not in „time‟), and one cannot be prior to himself. In other words „being‟ 

cannot proceed „uncaused being.‟  

   In „Adieux‟ Sartre is more technical:  

   “DE BEAUVOIR: „And when you wrote „Being and Nothingness‟ did 

you vindicate or try to vindicate your disbelief in God philosophically?‟  

   “SARTRE: „Yes, of course...I tried to show that God would have had 

to be the „in-itself for itself‟, that is, an infinite in-itself inhabited by an infinite for-itself, and 

that this notion of „in-itself for itself‟ was in itself contradictory and could not constitute a 

proof of God‟s existence...It did provide a proof of God‟s nonexistence.‟ “ (Adieux, op.cit., 

p.437)  

   This view has far-reaching consequences. If God does not)exist then I 

am free; for if He did exist then He would determine all things and I would no longer be free.  

   “But I undeniably and absolutely determine myself. Therefore, if I am, 
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then God is not. I am. Hence God is not. In Sartre‟s own words, „ there is no God and no 

prevenient design, which can adapt the world and all its possibilities to my will.‟ “ (Geisler, 

op.cit.,)p.4O. footnote 3) 

 (II) SARTRE‟S VIEW OF MAN 

  (1) „Existence precedes Essence‟  

   This is Sartre‟s famous definition of existentialism. „Existence‟- just 

„being‟ or „existing‟ (pinch yourself!) - does not demonstrate, or perhaps, more accurately, does 

not justify itself; it is simply there! In order to justify his existence and give meaning to his life, 

man can rely only on himself as he „acts-in-existence.‟  

   “ What do we mean (asks Sartre) by saying that existence precedes 

essence? We mean that man first of all exists, encounters himself,surges up in the world - and 

DEFINES HIMSELF AFTERWARDS...Man simply is. Not that he is simply what he conceives 

himself to be, but he IS what he WILLS to be after that leap towards existence.” (Solomon, 

op.cit., pp.197-198)  

   Each individual must through an active choice experience his „own 

life‟ and „create himself‟ with recourse to his strengths alone. Each man is responsible for 

himself and cannot hope for help from „heaven‟ or some „ready-made‟ philosophy. This point is 

vital. A man does not justify his „existence‟ from an armchair in a study while reading a book; 

he justifies it by „existence-in- action‟; by an actual action taken.  

)))))(2) „Self-Assertion of Freedom.‟  

   As soon as an individual hides behind tradition, doctrines, systems or 

ideologies, he becomes (if you‟ll pardon the language) „a bastard‟. The word is not used as a 

curse, but in the philosophical sense of not being „pure‟, ie.‟purity‟ is „action-in-existence‟.  

   He refuses to become „s‟assumer‟(French), or come to terms with 

himself, and falls into what Sartre called „bad-faith.‟  

   “„Assumer‟ does not in any way mean (SIMPLY) „to accept‟ even 

though in certain cases the two go hand in hand. When I „assume‟, I assume „in order to‟ 

MAKE A GIVEN USE of that which I assume....moreover, to assume means to shoulder or to 

claim responsibility for oneself...the first ACT of assuming which can and does create human 

REALITY returning back on itself is the assuming of one‟s freedom; an ACT which can be 

expressed by this formula: „On n‟a jamais d‟excuse‟ („there is no excuse)” (Francis and 

Gontier, op.cit., p.219, quoting Sartre, „Carnets de la drole de guerre‟, pp.143-144)  

   Now to return to „bad-faith‟. The opposite of „bad-faith‟ is authenticity 

or genuineness, or „purity‟. THE AUTHENTIC ACT IS THAT THROUGH WHICH MAN 

ASSUMES HIS SITUATION AND SURPASSES IT IN TAKING ACTION.HIS ACTS, ONCE 

ACCOMPLISHED, DEFINE THE MAN...‟MAN IS WHAT HE MAKES HIMSELF.‟ And 

man is constantly confronted with NEW CHOICES, for LIFE is a perpetual state of 

BECOMING.  

   What is also important here is that this „self-authentication‟ is the 

result of „Self-Assertion of Freedom.‟ Turning once again to „Adieux‟ we get something of 

Sartre‟s thought.  

   “DE BEAUVOIR: „All the people who are at all acquainted with your 

philosophy know the part that the notion of freedom plays in your work. But I‟d like you to 

tell...how you worked out this idea of freedom in your own mind...‟  

   “SARTRE: „Since my childhood, I have always felt free...I shall die as 

I have lived, with a deep feeling of liberty...What chiefly interested me was...the atmosphere of 

CREATION of ONESELF by ONESELF that is met with at the level of what is called 

EXPERIENCE, lived- through experience...‟  

   “„At every moment there is on the one hand a consciousness of the 

objects belonging to the room or the town in which one happens to be, and on the other (hand) 

the manner in which these objects are seen and appreciated...that comes from ONESELF, 

though without being predetermined...‟  

   “„It is at this level that we see the self-assertion of freedom, which is 

the very state of this consciousness and the way in which it is aware of itself, being given by 

nothing. It is not predetermined by the preceding moment...From the beginning it was this 

particular consciousness that seemed to me to be freedom...I have always felt free by reason of 
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the very nature of what a conscious state amounts to.‟” (Adieux, op.cit., pp.348-349)  

))(III) SARTRE AND MEANINGLESSNESS 

  (1) Sartre‟s Man: Nausea and Absurdity 

   It is one of philosophy‟s greatest ironies that the man who insisted 

upon man „authenticating‟ himself by means of „assuming-an-action-in-existence‟; that „man 

will BE what he MAKES OF HIMSELF‟, is the very man who can end up saying that „man is 

an absurdity.‟  

   He says all this and much more in „Nausea‟, arguably one of the ten 

most important books written in the 2Oth century, and probably the one that has caused the 

most spiritual, psychic, metaphysical, emotional, psychological, social, theological and ethical 

damage on the philosophical level, that is, the level of thought, BUT „thought‟ accompanied by 

„consequent action.‟  

   Sartre, says Evans,  

   “...gives a powerful and moving description of a world DEVOID OF 

MEANING OR PURPOSE in „Nausea.‟ This work gives a picture of Antoine 

Roquentin...archetype of the existentialist. Here is a post-Christian man, for whom God is dead, 

a man who takes despair as the measure of life.” (Evans, op.cit., p.5O)  

   Roquentin is an adventurer, world traveler, in some ways your average 

„Joe Citizen‟, but also a scholar who has settled in the provincial town of Bouville (lit. 

„Mudsville‟, USA), to conclude a historical work on the life of the Marquis de Rollebon.  

   In the midst of his research he comes to realize the meaninglessness of 

his life. A powerful awareness of this „nothingness‟ (which, by the way, is a total denial of 

Sartre‟s whole concept of Man the Existent, the Being, Man-in-Existence), within himself and 

in the world around him fill Roquentin with nausea.  

   One of the most striking facts about Roquentin is, firstly, his intense, 

introspective, self-loathing projected towards himself, his body, and his personal features, and 

secondly, the nauseous absurdity with which he views both himself, his circumstances and 

surroundings.  

   He looks, for example, at his reflection, and says of it,  

   “I can understanding nothing about this face. Other people‟s faces have 

some significance. Not mine...My gaze travels slowly and wearily down over this forehead, 

these cheeks: it meets nothing firm, and sinks into the sand...The eyes, the nose, the mouth 

disappear: nothing human is left...” (Jean-Paul Sartre. Nausea. Penguin, 1983, pp.3O-31)  

   He slides into depression; his mood plummets.  

   “Things are bad!...very bad: I‟ve got it, that filthy thing, the Nausea. 

And this time its new: it caught me in the cafe. Until now cafes were my only refuge because 

they are full of people and well lighted: from now on I shan‟t have even that...”  

   “(Maideleine, the waitress, asks for his order)..Then Nausea seized 

me...I saw the colours slowly spinning around me...And there it is:...the Nausea hasn‟t left me, 

it holds me in its grip...”  

   “(He sees a patron, Adolphe)..His blue cotton shirt stands out 

cheerfully against a chocolate-coloured wall. That too brings on the Nausea. Or rather it „is‟ the 

Nausea...I can feel it over there on the wall...It is one with the cafe, it is I who am INSIDE „it.‟” 

(Sartre, „Nausea‟, ibid., pp.32, 33, 35)  

   Note: 1. The word „Nausea‟ is always printed with a capital „N‟ in 

order to emphasize the depth of his „nauseousness.‟  

    )))2. Roquentin feels a „prisoner‟ of this Nausea. At first he could 

escape into the warmth and anonymity of a crowd of people in a lighted cafe. Somehow a 

crowd of chatting, laughing people gives one the sense of „meaning-in-humanity‟. But this, 

Roquentin discovers, is an illusion. The „crowd‟ consists of „existents‟, of which he is one, and 

when he views himself, the absurdity of his meaninglessness nauseates him.  

   )))3. A third significant point is that Roquentin senses the Nausea - not 

in the midst of profound philosophical discussion - but in the framework of the „ordinary‟, i.e. 

himself, the waitress, Adolphe, the cafe, Adolphe‟s blue cotton shirt.  

   )) 4. It is important to note that Roquentin not only „feels‟ this 

„nausea‟, but concludes that HE and his very BEING „is‟ Nausea ITSELF.  
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   And as Roquentin progresses the „Nausea‟ grows. Life becomes a 

grinding monotony.  

   “When you are LIVING, NOTHING happens. The settings change, 

people come in and go out, THAT‟S ALL. There are never any BEGINNINGS. DAYS are 

TACKED on to days WITHOUT RHYME OR REASON, it is an ENDLESS, MONOTONOUS 

ADDITION...Every existent (i.e. human) is born WITHOUT REASON, prolongs itself out of 

WEAKNESS and dies by CHANCE. “ (Sartre, „Nausea‟, ibid., pp.61, 191)  

   These passages too are revealing. The key word here is „Living‟, -all 

that follows is Sartre‟s concept of that state. Thus, „Living‟ is „nothing happening‟, „that‟s all 

there is to it‟, it has no „beginning‟ or „rhyme‟ or „reason‟, it is „endlessly monotonous‟, it has 

no substance or meaning because it is „weak‟, and ultimate those that „live‟ really „die by 

chance.‟ There is no God; there is no Providence.  

   Finally, Roquentin discovers the meaning of „nausea‟ and thus the key 

to the meaninglessness of life: Life is an Absurdity.  

   “The word Absurdity (note the capital „A‟) is now born beneath my 

pen...And without formulating anything clearly, I understood that I had found the key to 

Existence (capital „E‟), the key to my Nausea, to my own life. In fact, all that I was able to 

grasp afterwards comes down to this „fundamental absurdity‟...here I should like to establish 

the ABSOLUTE (i.e. „FINAL‟) character of this absurdity.” (Sartre, „Nausea‟, ibid., p.185)  

  (2) Sartre‟s Man: Searching for Truth 

   Roquentin makes a series of desperate attempts to find objective 

meaning in order to escape the nausea.  

   First, says Evans,  

   “...Roquentin looks to science itself for truth...Perhaps historical 

science will be his salvation. But Roquentin comes to realize the illusory nature of knowledge. 

The unity and order, the intelligibility he seems to discover in the world, is not really 

„discovered.‟ Rather he comes to see that HE has invented it.” (Evans, op.cit., p.51)  

   Roquentin‟s work on the Marquis de Rollebon illustrates this, for he 

says:  

   “I am beginning to believe that nothing can ever be proved. These are 

reasonable hypotheses which take the facts into account: but I am only too aware that they 

come from ME, that they are simply a way of unifying my own knowledge. Not a single 

glimmer comes from Rollebon‟s direction.” (Sartre, „Nausea‟ (Robert Baldick‟s translation), 

op.cit., p.26)  

   Historical knowledge, as Evans correctly points out, in this case is a 

paradigm of knowledge in general. And knowledge fails to give man meaning, because 

knowledge is a subjective creation, or more accurately, as Roquentin discovers (and Sartre 

suggests), knowledge is a projection of man. THUS, if knowledge and truth are regarded as 

purely human creations, we sink into the bottomless pit of subjectivism; thus there is no 

objective truth.  

 (IV) SARTRE AND ETHICS 

  (1) The Heroic Atheist 

   The best choice one can make is to become a „heroic atheist.‟ For one 

thing, remembering the last point in the previous section, if all knowledge is purely „subjective‟ 

then there can be no „absolute, objective‟ basis upon which to take decisions. And secondly, if 

there are no objective facts upon which to base objective values, then each person must create 

his own values and ethical-system.  

   “In the last lines of...‟Being and Nothingness‟ Satre wrote, „All human 

activities are EQUIVALENT...Thus it AMOUNTS TO THE SAME THING whether one 

GETS DRUNK ALONE or is A LEADER OF NATIONS.‟ Consequently ethics must BEGIN 

IN DESPAIR; it must, in Sartre‟s words, „repudiate the seriousness‟ which believes in 

TRANSCENDENT VALUES.” (Geisler, op. cit., p.41)  

  (2) Good and Evil 

   At this point we come, apparently, to an astonishing inconsistency in 

Sartre‟s thinking. We have just heard that we must „repudiate all transcendent values‟, 

ie.‟values‟ and „ethics‟ that transcend or are of a level higher than man. All human activities 
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(i.e. „ethics‟) are „equivalent‟; thus your actions if „drunk‟ or as a dignified „leader of a)nation‟ 

- ethically speaking - are the same. I think this is a fair, if somewhat bizarre conclusion we can 

reach after examining Sartre‟s words.  

   A very important point needs to be driven home here: from Sartre‟s 

discussion with de Beauvoir in „Adieux‟, it becomes apparent that Sartre held „words‟ in VERY 

high regard, hence his autobiography „Les Mots.‟ We must therefore take his „words‟ - as 

quoted in Geisler above - as having real content and meaning for him. He does not use „words‟ 

lightly or loosely; we are therefore entitled to gauge his value-system or ethics from his own 

words.  

   Now, in „Adieux‟, de Beauvoir, in their discussion about God, asks him 

if there are any traces of God left in his thinking. On p.435, Sartre had already said, „The 

absence of God was to be read everywhere.‟ She, however, presses him about „traces of God‟.  

   “DE BEAUVOIR: „In the moral field, for example?‟ (And NOW 

comes the startling reply)  

   “SARTRE: „YES. In the moral field I‟ve retained one single thing to 

do with the existence of God, AND THAT IS GOOD AND EVIL ARE ABSOLUTES...It might 

be said that I look upon man‟s morals and moral activity AS AN ABSOLUTE in the midst of 

the relative.” (Adieux, op.cit., p.439)  

   WELL NOW, - what do we make of that!? 

Sartre...Good...Evil...Absolutes; the mind boggles!  

IV SARTRE: A BRIEF CHRISTIAN CRITIQUE 

 ----------------------------------- 

  (I) THE FATAL FLAW: THE VOID OF GOD 

  (1) Blasphemy 

   The REAL starting point in understanding Sartre is not, firstly, his 

philosophical views. As prof.John Frame as pointed out, the „root‟ problem with ANY man and 

his views is ultimately a „moral‟ problem. Sartre‟s whole edifice of thought (He was capable of 

writing 1O,OOO words a day!) and philosophy began when he blasphemed God out of his life. 

In doing that he was forced to erect a flawed philosophy that had as its credo:‟Man is Absurd.‟ 

And if you reject God, the Absolute One, you MUST end up with „Nausea‟ and „Nothingness.‟  

   We need - unpalatable and „non-intellectual‟ as it may be - to climb 

down from our intellectually stimulating discussion, and face the REAL truth that 

„existentialism‟ was conceived in sin; the supreme sin of rejecting the real God and replacing it 

with the idol of existentialism. Sartre‟s blasphemy led to Idolatry!  

  (2) A Straw God 

   Sartre is quite right in dismissing a „self-caused‟ God. But Evangelical 

Theists do not believe that either, since they hold that God is an „Uncaused Being.‟ And, on 

Sartian grounds an uncaused being is possible. He speaks of man as „thrust‟ or „given‟ or man 

is simply „there‟ WITHOUT cause, since God does not exist. But if man can be uncaused then 

certainly God could as well.  

  (3) A Straw Man 

   Carrying on from the previous point, how, asks Geisler,  

   “...can man be a „given‟ without a Giver or „thrust‟ without a 

Thruster?...Surely the existential „pot‟ is calling the theistic „kettle‟ black when Sartre speaks of 

the Christian God as an incoherent concept! What is more incoherent than to believe that man 

comes to be without a cause?” (Geisler, op.cit., p.45)  

 (II) MAN, EXISTENCE AND MORALITY 

  (1) Man in „Existence‟ 

   „Existence precedes Essence‟, says Sartre. Always remember that in 

Sartre‟s thoughts the mere fact that man „IS‟ is meaningless. Only when man acts can he 

THEREAFTER justify his existence, can he speak of man in terms of value.  

   The Christian must reject this on the following counts:  

    (i) Man‟s simple „IS-NESS‟ (even before he does one single 

action) IS significant, because man is created in the Image of God. He does not only have value 

AFTER he acts, but already in the womb, where he CANNOT ACT he has the value and 

significance of being created in the Creator‟s Image.  
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   (ii) „Man-in-simple-existence‟, furthermore, has the demerit of 

being born a sinner (Ps. 51:5) He does not BECOME a sinner AFTER he has acted; he sins 

because already in simple „existence‟, in simple „isness‟ he IS a sinner.  

  (2) Man in Morality 

   Let Sartre spell it out in „Existentialism is a Humanism‟.  

   “Dostoievsky once wrote „If God did not exist, everything would be 

permitted‟; and that, for existentialism, is THE STARTING POINT.Everything is indeed 

permitted if God does not exist, and man is in consequence forlorn, for he cannot find anything 

to depend upon either within or outside himself...Thus we have neither behind us, nor before 

us...a luminous realm of values...” (Solomon, op.cit., p.2O2)  

   This explains why Sartre could, according to Paul Johnson, believe in 

the kind of „freedom‟ which can lead to violence. This explains Sartre‟s own (using de 

Beauvoir‟s word) „arrogance‟, and insufferable egotism, squalid immorality with a number of 

women at the same time, and his lies to his mistresses, especially S.de Beauvoir, leading Paul 

Johnson to say: “ In the annals of literature, there are few worse cases of a man exploiting a 

woman.” (Johnson, op.cit., p.235)  

   But then, as emerges from „Adieux‟ his morality is based upon 

man.Thus when he speaks of „Absolute‟ Good and Evil, the „Absolute‟ basis is not God, but, 

“...that which is useful to human freedom...” (Adieux, op.cit., p.439) And that is arguing in a 

circle, ie. Man...ethical choice...based on what is useful to Man‟s freedom.  

))(III) THE ANTIDOTE: JONATHAN EDWARDS (17O3-58) 

  I would like to close off - as an antidote to atheistic existentialism - with a 

description of a glorious spiritual and theological experience of Jonathan Edwards, which took 

place in 1721.  

  “The first instance that I remember of that sort of inward...delight in God...was 

on reading those words (1 Tim. 1:17) „Now unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only 

wise God, be honour and glory for ever and ever, Amen.‟...”  

  “As I read the words, there came into my soul, and was as it were diffused 

through it, a sense of the glory of the Divine Being...I thought with myself, how excellent a 

Being (God) that was, and how happy I should be, if I might enjoy that God...be rapt up in Him 

in heaven, and be as it were swallowed up in Him for ever!” (I.H. Murray. Jonathan Edwards. A 

New Biography. Banner of Truth, 1987, p.35)  

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS  

1. Write an Essay entitled „Biographical Notes on Jean-Paul Sartre.‟  

2. Outline Sartre‟s „Works and Character.‟  

3. Under the heading „Characteristics of Sartre‟s Existentialism‟, describe (i) Sartre‟s 

Atheism, and (ii) Sartre‟s View of Man.  

4. Under the same heading of Question 3., describe (i) Sartre and Meaninglessness, (ii) 

Sartre and Ethics, and (iii) give a critique of Sartre‟s existentialist philosophy.  
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     “You ask of truth? 

      there is no truth 

      for it is but a drunken matter...” 

        - Bob Dylan 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

I LIKE A ROLLING STONE 

 -------------------- 

 Before we get down to technicalities and definitions I want to give you two practical 

examples of what I mean by „Relativity‟, - in philosophical and metaphysical terms. 

 (1) EXAMPLE ONE 

  In his song „Like a Rolling Stone‟, the famous American Folk/Rock and Protest 

singer, Bob Dylan, uses phrases like these in his lyrics (I am not quoting all the lyrics, but they 

are in context): 

    “You ask of truth? 

     there is no truth 

     for it is but a drunken matter... 

     good and evil are but words 

     invented... 

     ...there is not 

     one thing any place 

     anywhere that makes any 

     sense. there are only tears 

     Everything passes 

     Everything changes... 

     I know no answers an‟ no truth 

     there are no morals 

     an‟ I dream a lot... 

     how does it feel 

     to be without a home 

     like a complete unknown 

     like a rolling stone?” 

  Bob Dylan is in effect saying that there is no absolute truth anywhere or 

anymore. „Good‟ and „Evil‟ are but words. There are no answers and no truth. There are no 

morals. The universe is like a homeless vacuum in which one is but a rolling stone. There are 

no absolute laws or parameters or boundaries, particularly in the moral, ethical and aesthetic 

areas of life. 

 (2) EXAMPLE TWO 

  In the USA the state of Nevada is the only State where brothels are legal. There 

about 37 such legalized brothels. In an article in the Cosmopolitan magazine of September, 

199O the journalist Elizabeth Bibb describes her visit to one that was mentioned on CNN-TV 

News. It‟s named the Mustang Ranch. 

  The article appears to make such legal prostitution fall within the ambit of just 

another, although obviously different, professional business. She describes one girl as at the 

“...peak of her profession.....”. To this she adds: “ In Nevada...prostitution is a conscious career 

choice for some women rather than the last resort it often is for streetwalkers.” 

  She says that a visitor who went there expecting it to be like „scenes from a 

Fellini movie‟, would instead find that “...what‟s inside is more like an afternoon in a boarding 

school dormitory...you have a large, open room filled with young women...some reading, some 

chatting, one even knitting a pink shawl.” 
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  Going on she adds that “The girls here belong to a very close-knit 

sisterhood...They‟re mysterious but also surprisingly matter-of-fact about what they do...But for 

---, like the other girls at the Mustang Ranch it‟s just all in a day‟s work.” (Article: The 

Condom Club by Elizabeth Bibb. Cosmopolitan, Sept. 199O, pp.66-73) 

  Now,I must make one point quite clear. I am not attempting to judge what the 

journalist‟s own personal, moral appreciation is or her personal views on such an activity. She 

has the right to her own personal moral views. 

  But what I find profoundly disturbing as a Christian is the epistemology that 

seems to underlie the whole article, namely that prostitution could be viewed as a normal, if 

unusual, career choice. Thus, like any other normal business, prostitution is elevated to the 

status of being „all in a day‟s work‟. That is relativism, pure and simple. 

  And here I am using the word „epistemology‟ not merely in the restricted sense 

of „knowledge‟, but also of „evaluation‟ in terms of value or moral-analysis, since it seems to 

me that the concept of epistemology is much more than just an academic term, but also involves 

values, morals or value-evaluation or judgements and in its widest sense one‟s „World View‟ 

which takes in your total outlook upon the whole of life. 

  To justify this wider concept of „epistemology‟ I would like to add Prof. John 

Frame‟s views. He says, for example, 

  “But Scripture, as I understand it, does not permit such a sharp dichotomy 

between the ethical and the epistemological...when people think wrongly, they come to wrong 

conclusions...knowing is not autonomous...This...also reminds us that knowing, thinking, 

theorizing.....(and actions)..are indeed parts of human life as a whole.” (J. Frame. The Doctrine 

of the Knowledge of God. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1987, pp.57+63) 

 

II THE ROOTS OF „RELATIVISTIC‟ THINKING 

 ------------------------------------ 

 Before starting the following points need to be kept in mind. 

  (I) INCONSISTENCY 

  Philosophers and thinkers are not always consistent in relation to what they 

think and how they live in practical terms. Thus, even though Immanuel Kant and Soren 

Kierkegaard greatly influenced „relativism‟ and „existentialism‟, respectively, they were both 

highly moral men of great integrity. 

  The practical outworking and consequences of their philosophical and 

theological views were only worked out later by others as their views gradually filtered down 

into such areas as literature, painting, film-making, and philosophy, by their „disciples‟. 

  One notices this characteristic again and again in history. Notwithstanding his 

theoretical views a philosopher or theologian often does not take those views to their logical 

conclusion. He is the theorizer or the catalyst. But his disciples will often seek to work out the 

theory to its logical (and often extreme) conclusion. 

  1) Luther and Carlstadt 

   To give but one example, take the relationship of Martin Luther 

(1483-1546) and Andreas Bodenstein von Carlstadt (c.1477-1541) The latter was at first 

Luther‟s disciple. As time proceeded, and particularly while Luther was in hiding in the 

Wartburg, Carlstadt became more and more extreme in his views, taking Reformation 

principles to - what he believed - their logical conclusion. 

   As Roland Bainton puts it: 

   “The first attempt to give concretion ...occurred in Luther‟s own circle 

and might be regarded as defection from his ranks...the leaders were Andrew Carlstadt...and 

Thomas Muntzer...although both sensitive and gifted, neither was balanced and stable.” (R. 

Bainton. Here I Stand. A Lion Paperback, 1987, p.258) 

   Carlstadt, for example, violently attacked images, church music, 

rejected infant baptism, gave up his ministerial garb, insisted on being called “ Brother Andreas 

“ etc. Muntzer went even further in the city of Allstedt, encouraging his followers to take up 

arms for the cause of the Gospel, and getting involved in The Peasants‟ Revolt. He was 

ultimately executed. 

  2) The Practical Results 
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   The practical results of the philosophers are usually more far-reaching 

than their theoretical views. This is probably because such men are usually „thinkers‟ and not 

„doers‟. They construct a wonderfully abstract theory in their secluded study, but do not always 

consider the logical, end-result that such a theory might have. 

   Consequentially the practical outworking is usually considerably more 

far-reaching than the theory, or what they intended. To be fair many theorists have been 

horrified at the inevitable consequences that their theories and ideas have led to in the real 

world. 

   City of Allstedt, encouraging his followers to take up arms for the 

cause of the Gospel, and getting involved in The Peasants‟ Revolt. He was ultimately executed. 

 (II) THE „REAL‟ MEANING OF WORDS HAVE BEEN CHANGING 

  In epistemological relativism we can no longer rely upon the definitions and 

contents of words that we have taken for granted for so long. 

  1) Words, Words, Words 

   For example the sense of the word „God‟ has totally different meanings 

to (i) an orthodox Evangelical, (ii) a Jehovah‟s Witness, (iii) a Mormon, (iv) a disciple in the 

Hare Krishna movement, (v) a „New Age‟ follower, or (vi) to a man like Stephen Hawking in 

his “A Brief History of Time” or Paul Davies in “God and the New Physics.” 

   And, (vi) apparently, just to complicate matters, this is true of such 

so-called Evangelical Televangelists as Earl Paulk, Charles Capps, Robert Tilton, Kenneth 

Copeland and Kenneth E. Hagin, who allegedly espouse the teaching that Christians are „little 

gods.‟ 

   Thus, Casey Treat, pastor of Seattle‟s Christian Faith Centre, 

   “... tells us in his tape series „Believing in Yourself‟ to come to the 

point where we feel comfortable claiming our godhood: „...Come on, say it...I‟m an exact 

duplicate of God! Say it again, I‟m an exact duplicate of God!‟...” (M. Horton, Ed. The Agony 

of Deceit. Moody Press. Chapter 5. „Ye Shall Be As Gods‟ by Walter Martin,199O,p.91, 

Footnote 4) 

   And, 

   “Kenneth Copeland informs us, „You don‟t have a god in you. You are 

one!‟” (Horton, ibid., p.92. Footnote 5) 

   Then there are the more obvious definition of words that have changed. 

   Sin has - in the popular media - become a „mistake‟, immorality is 

„naughty‟, sexually explicit films are categorized by the euphemistic word „adult‟, plain and 

simple and Biblical fornication becomes „high class‟ or „sophisticated‟ prostitution 

(„streetwalking solicitation‟ is a lower class of prostitution, even though in God‟s sight it is just 

as sinful!), and so on. 

   Perhaps the most striking of all is the fact that in the popular media 

such a rich and sensitive word like „love‟ is now almost inevitably accepted as a synonym for 

„lust.‟ This is particularly true in films. But then „lust‟ is too brazen and crass a word to use, 

hence the need for a euphemistic synonym. But even that self-imposed restriction is falling 

away, certainly in the literature of novels. 

   2) Fashion Advertising 

   On another tack altogether, but equally symptomatic of the way the 

English language is being abused and words emptied of their meaning is the vacuity with which 

words are being used in Fashion Advertising. 

   Says Nicholas Coleridge: 

   “The more I talked to American designers, the more I became bemused 

by the linguistics of the fashion conspiracy. The terms in which they described their philosophy 

and customers were similar, often identical, and yet the clothes have little in common...” 

   “Words like „modern‟, „easy‟, „contemporary‟, „executive‟, „simplicity‟ 

and „spare‟ are apparently so ill-defined and intangible that...they can be applied with equal 

validity to a plain cotton camisole or a ruffled evening dress.” (N. Coleridge. The Fashion 

Conspiracy. Heinemann-Mandarin, 1989, p.29) 

   He goes on to add: 

   “A cashmere dress is „easy‟. So is a pink winter coat. So is an 
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embroidered Roughwear jeans jacket...It is as though, by laying claim to an entire vocabulary of 

the middle ground, designers project themselves as all things to all customers, regardless of 

whether there is actually anything modern about a...cardigan...or...a silk crepe evening dress...” 

(Coleridge, ibid., p.29) 

   Why is it so important that words should not be „ill-defined and 

intangible‟? This leads us to the next point. 

  3) Epistemology and Words 

   Because epistemology is based on the words that you use, and if your 

words are emptied of their real meaning or simply become vacuous and meaningless, then there 

is no question of the consequent, injurious effect it will have on epistemology, knowledge, 

perception, philosophy or your outlook on or about life itself; your „world view.‟ 

   This procedure of emptying words of their real meaning, of making 

them „ill-defined‟ only increases their ambiguity. Thus, words and knowledge becomes 

„relative‟, neutral, bland, meaningless, even senseless. 

   And if you listen carefully to the same cliches used in TV, films, or 

read your newspapers and magazines, and study the words used in adverts and particularly the 

lyrics of „pop‟ music - from ballads to heavy metal - you will be amazed and I hope alarmed at 

the way in which words have become bland, mindless, repetitive, meaningless, purposeless and 

ulmately „relative‟. It reflects the fact that epistemology and knowledge - and ultimately „Truth‟ 

has become relativised. 

   That is why we can blandly talk about sinful and lustful adultery as 

„making love‟ in films and TV and literature. Hence the true purity of real romance has been 

bastardized, and the lust of immorality elevated to a level where it does not belong. True 

epistemology, true knowledge and, inevitably, „Truth‟ has ended up as nothing more than an 

empty, semantic noise. 

))(III) MANY ROOTS 

  There are many „roots‟ from which relativism sprang and which we could try 

and trace. 

  1) Influences 

   For example, the period of the Enlightenment (late 18th and into 19th 

centuries), or the influence of men like Jean Jacques Rosseau, Freud, Darwin, Julian Huxley 

and others. 

   Again, the historian Paul Johnson points out that Eienstein‟s Theory of 

Relativity became, 

   “Mistakenly but perhaps in evitably,...confused with (moral) 

relativism..,” which was never his intention. (P. Johnson. A History of the Modern World. 

Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1984, p.4) 

   We could also look at the consequences and influence of the two 

World Wars, where hundreds of thousands of Allied soldiers were away from their wives, 

sometimes for years, thus leaving them wide-open to indulge in sexuality because of the 

„unusual circumstances‟ they were in. The same could be said about many of the wives and 

girlfriends left behind. 

   David Robinson remarking on this point,and tying it in with the 

Cinema says that, 

   “ Before the war (WWI) the...audience was the poorer working class, 

and the films they apparently preferred were those of high moral values and didactic tone; the 

taste was a heritage of Victorian times... Around the start of the European War however there 

was a marked change of attitude...” 

   He continues: 

   “The cinema, previously so cautious with its precarious reputation was 

now emboldened to tackle „daring‟ subjects-divorce, birth control sex in general...The new 

cinema demanded a new kind of director...”. (D. Robinson. The History of World Cinema: 

Revised and Updated. Stein and Day, 1981, pp.73-75) 

  2) Fanning the Flames 

   The tiny fire was fanned as American 

   “...society was racked in the 192Os by clashes in moral standards. The 
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rural and small-town population was fighting a series of rearguard actions to retain control and 

to enforce its standards on the rising cities...” 

   “Many things about the city alarmed the ruralists, but nothing so much 

as its low morals...gambling, jazz music, stage nudity...allegedly immoral and salacious 

magazines, books and films...” 

   “It was a long step from Mary Pickford and Dorothy Gish to Theda 

Bara and Clara Bow - too long for the taste of many.” (History Today. Nov. 1989. Article by 

John D. Stevens “Media and Morality in the Twenties” in the series on “The Making of the 

American Dream”, pp.25-26) 

   There are thus many roots that we could explore. 

   For clarity‟s sake, however, I would like to concentrate on two men 

who, perhaps more than any other, helped to plant the tree that has today grown into a mighty 

oak tree of „Modern Relativism‟, its trunk being „Epistemological Relativism‟ and its branches 

„Relativistic Thinking‟, in almost every area of the sciences, the arts, literature,the media. 

  3) The Leaders of the Pack 

   The two men are Immanuel Kant (1724-18O4) and Georg Wilhelm 

Friedrich Hegel (177O-1831) 

   Dr. Francis Schaeffer, in his apologetics, calls Hegel „the doorway‟ 

through which relativism, and consequently despair, nihilism, the Theatre of the Absurd, black 

comedy, the Dada and Surrealist movements, etc., entered into the mainstream of modern life 

and thinking. 

   I hope to point out that viewing Hegel as the „doorway‟ is only partly 

true, although Hegel‟s influence should not be underestimated.It seems that Kant‟s thinking 

was a much bigger „doorway‟, through which „relativistic thinking‟ entered. We will later 

examine Kant and Hegel in much more detail. 

   What cannot be disputed, I suggest, is their profound contribution to 

this kind of epistemology in the 2Oth Century, a period in which a Bob Dylan can sing and sum 

it up in his lyrics, “...there is no truth...I know no answers...there are no morals...how does it 

feel to be without a home...like a rolling stone...” 

 (IV) A MAN LIVES ACCORDING TO WHAT AND HOW HE THINKS 

  Cornelius Van Til is right when he says that HOW)and WHAT a person 

thinks)will ultimately affect the ethics and morality both of his and the following generations. 

  “When man seeks to identify himself as the final reference point in predication, 

he will deny that it is possible to know anything about such a God as Christianity presents.” (C. 

Van Til. A Christian Thory of Knowledge. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1969, p.5O) 

  1) Infiltration and Evolution 

   The link between a philosophical theory and its practical outworking 

takes time to evolve. It develops with the evolution of a culture and the whole social structure 

of a community, a Provence or State, then a Nation, until, finally, today, the philosophy of 

relativism straddles the Earth. 

   In other words in the evolution of language, „relativism‟ influences 

social codes of behaviour, status symbols, literature, the arts, advertising, the cinema, 

television, fashions, music, - in fact, all that encompasses the total structure of the cultural, 

moral, ethical and religious framework of that society. 

   In actual practice men and women go, for example, to a University or 

College where they take courses in Philosophy, Psychology, Language studies, Social studies or 

the various Sciences. What happens next? They are exposed to and imbibe „relativism‟ (in 

contrast to „absolute‟ values) in their field of study and are often profoundly influenced. 

   I have a friend whose son went to University and, inter alia, read 

English. One of the prescribed books was Sartre‟s „Nausea‟. The result? One day the son said 

to his father, “Dad, when I finished that book something died within me.” The Christian 

foundations that had been so carefully nurtured in the home were shattered. 

   But to continue with the practical results of such exposure. 

  2) Catalysts and Cross-Pollination 

   The young men and young women graduate and then go on to become 

journalists, novelists, writers, teachers, librarians, scientists, social-welfare workers, business 
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men or business women, television or film producers and directors, singers, fashion editors, 

media- communicators, public relations persons, bankers, investors - and a whole range of 

vocations in many other fields. 

   And in their particular field they put the theories and viewpoints and 

philosophies into practice, sometimes quite deliberately, sometimes without even realizing it. 

The basic „relativism‟ and the denial of „absolutes‟ come out of the closet of the academic 

world and is projected through them into the mainstream of culture. 

   Further, due to the process of cultural cross-pollinization of the various 

vocations that interlink and influence each other (i.e. products plus the advertising that goes 

with it), the whole cultural and social structure of a people is „infected‟ and „impregnated‟ with 

the „relativistic‟ principles learnt at University. 

   And, when later on they get married and have children the parent‟s 

„relativism‟ is passed on to their children in various forms. Often it is not so much what is said 

or done (although „example‟ is important), it is what is not said and not done. 

   When, as a parent you do not condemn the insufferable and 

innumerable immoral or unethical practices being enacted on TV, but remain silent, you are 

unconsciously sending a strong signal to your children that what is being viewed is „acceptable‟ 

moral behaviour. Or if you shrug off a question about the „rightness‟ or „wrongness‟ of what 

they are viewing or reading and mumble, „That‟s the way life is today‟, you are signalling that 

the unethical or immoral behaviour is really „no big deal.‟ 

   We have thus, I suggest - over the last few decades -reaped the fruit of 

„humanistic relativism‟ that was sown by Kant and Hegel (and others) in the 18th and 19th 

Centuries. 

   (V) „ABSOLUTES‟ AND „RELATIVES‟: WHAT ITS ALL ABOUT 

   What follows will indicate what is meant by „Absolute Values‟ as over 

against „Relativistic Values.‟ 

   1) „Absolute‟ Values and Truths 

    The old, Evangelical, Protestant and Reformation framework 

of „Absolutes‟ had, inter alia, the following characteristics. 

   - There is an Infinite-Personal God who exists apart from 

Creation. 

   - This God has certain unalterable and absolute laws in, for 

example, morality, justice, ethics, family life, marriage, sexual and social relationships. 

   - This Universe was created by God. 

   - This God has a Plan for the Universe. God is in History. 

   - Man, made in God‟s Image, has fallen, through Adam, into sin, 

but still has value and significance. 

   - There are such entities as Absolute Laws and Standards. 

   - „Sin‟ and „Evil‟ really exist. 

   - There is a state which Scripture classes as „Moral Guilt.‟ 

   - There is a Way to escape from „Sin‟ and „Moral Guilt‟ - Jesus 

Christ. 

   - The Bible is Inerrant, Infallible True Truth. 

   - There is hope for sinful man in Christ‟s sacrificial atonement. 

   - There really are such entities as „absolute Christian Values‟. 

   - There is „Meaning‟ and „Value‟ in life, and more particularly 

in the Christian Life. 

   - The „life‟ God has given man is not a zero nor an Absurdity. 

   - „Man‟ is responsible for his life and actions before God. 

    Now, these characteristics have been systematically smashed 

and in its place a totally „New, Relativistic Framework‟ of THINKING AND ACTING has 

been erected. 

    2) „Relativistic‟ Values and Truths 

    Thus, a new, modern, „Relativistic‟ and Humanistic 

Framework has been erected in THINKING AND ACTING, ideas, values, morality, ethics, 

etc., in „pop‟ music, literature, novels, every (!) aspect of the media,art, drama, - you name it! 
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Here are some „Relativistic‟ characteristics. 

   - There is (almost certainly) no Infinite-Personal God. 

   - There are NO Absolute and Universal laws or standards in 

morality, ethics, family life, marriage, sexual and social relationships. 

   - In these areas everything has become „Relative‟ or 

„Relativistic‟ in which I take the final decision that suits me. 

   - The Universe is a product of Chance. 

   - There is no Providential Plan for the Universe. God is absent 

from History. 

   - Many people believe that Life is really Nihilistic Chaos. 

   - Man is not inherently a born „Sinner.‟ 

   - Man, ultimately, has no real meaning or significance. 

   - There are no such „absolutes‟ as „Good‟ and „Evil‟. 

   - Everything has become „Relative‟, „Changing‟, „Ambiguous‟, 

„Uncertain‟; „Values‟ are dependent upon one‟s particular situation or circumstances. What 

may be „good‟ or „moral‟ or „evil‟ for one) person might be „evil‟ or „immoral‟ or „good‟ for 

someone else. 

   - The Bible is not the Final, Infallible, Authoritative True Truth. 

   - All Religions are equally commendable and ultimately only 

differ in name and practice. 

   - There are no longer any real and binding and absolute 

Christian Values, Morals or Ethics. 

   - To many people around the world Life is an Absurdity. 

   - There is no need to resolve „moral guilt‟ through Christ‟s 

atonement, since there is no longer a condition of „moral guilt.‟ 

   - Enjoy what you have NOW („hedonism‟ or the „pleasure 

principle‟); it‟s all you‟ll ever have. 

   - Biological Evolution explains any „progress‟ of Man. 

   3) Example of Relativistic Uncertainty - Instability 

    The following example is an illustration by analogy of the 

„ambiguity‟, „uncertainty‟, „changeableness‟, „loss of stability‟ and the sort of „truth‟ which you 

can never pin down absolutely which characterizes „relativism.‟ 

    The „Area‟ is the original New York concept club with 

constantly changing themes and decor. Opening on Sept. 15th, 1983, its theme nights became a 

model for clubs around the world - natural history, suburbia, fashion, art and sex were among 

the explorative environments that featured innovative performance artists. The melange of 

fashion and film personalities from established celebrities to emerging creative forces became 

leaders in their fields, adding flair and energy to the club. (J. Godfrey, Ed. A Decade of Ideas. 

The Encyclopedia of the 8Os. Penguin, 199O, „Area‟, p.21) 

    Note! I am NOT saying that this club is „relativistic‟; only that 

it is a picture and illustration of what „relativism‟ is and how it functions and operates! 

)))))))))))------------------------- 

Let‟s now turn to the views and philosophies of Kant and Hegel, two men who were to a very 

large extent responsible for introducing the principles of „relativism‟ into the thought-world of 

the minds of men. It is imperative to come to grips with their thinking, otherwise we will not 

fully understand the fruit we are reaping today in films, advertising, television and so on. 

 

III IMMANUEL KANT (1724 - 18O4) 

 --------------------------- 

 It is extremely difficult to describe the complexity of Kant‟s thinking. I will however 

attempt to do so simply, without neglecting the more „technical‟ and „academic‟ aspects of his 

philosophical view and terminology. I trust that such a shortened introduction will not offend 

professional philosophers. 

 Kant lived his 8O years in the small East Prussian town of Konigsberg. He studied at 

the University of Konigsberg where he was introduced to the rationalism of Christian Wolff 

(1679-1754) and that of G.W. Leibniz (1646-1716), as well as to the physics of Sir Isaac 
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Newton (1642-1717) 

 After completing his studies he remained on at the University, first as Tutor, then 

Chapterr and finally as Professor of Philosophy in 177O. He was a warm conversationalist, a 

gracious host and a lifelong bachelor. His personal self-discipline and punctuality (perhaps the 

Prussian in him!) were legendary. 

 There are numerous books in which his famous work “A Critique of Pure Reason”, 

with its distinctions between „synthetic‟ and „analytic‟ reasoning, as well as his views on „a 

priori‟ and „a posteriori‟ judgements, are discussed. A helpful book in this regard for 

Christian‟s is Colin Brown‟s “Philosophy and the Christian Faith” published by Tyndale Press, 

1969, pp.9Off.)Also Vol.1 of “Building a Christian World View” under the editorship of W.A. 

Hoffecker, Chapter 14, published by Presbyterian and Reformed, 1986. 

 I would like to concentrate on one or two aspects of Kant‟s thinking which helped to 

give „Relativism‟ a very hefty push and in all probability was the breakthrough in establishing it 

firmly in the West. 

  (I) KNOWLEDGE 

  According to Kant there are at least two elements which contribute to a person 

„knowing‟ something. 

  1) The Two Elements 

   FIRST, there are the objects external to and outside himself. This, we 

might say is the „raw material‟ of the empirical world. These include such objects as trees or 

roses or cars or the letters and words of a book or a computer. 

   SECOND, these external objects are „seen‟ or perceived by our inner 

senses, and these incoming sensations of a tree or a rose or a car or a computer or of another 

person are then „processed‟ by the mind. The mind organizes and structures this sensory data by 

means of what Kant termed, inter alia, „Forms of Intuition‟ (such as time and space), and 

„Categories or Pure Concepts of the Understanding‟ (such as quantity and quality) The mind 

therefore virtually „recreates‟ within itself what the senses have perceived. 

   Thus, to try and put it even more simply, you have an external object 

and an internal understanding of that object. So what‟s the problem? The problem is, that, 

according to Kant, we can never really know what those external things or objects are in 

themselves! That kind of knowledge is therefore ultimately only relative knowledge, and can 

never be absolute knowledge. 

   Ronald W. Ruegsegger puts it this way: 

   “Since what we experience, according to Kant, depends in part on what 

we contribute to the act of knowing, what we know is relative to the knower.” (R.W. 

Ruegsegger, Ed., Reflections on Francis Schaeffer. Chapter 4, „Schaeffer on Philosophy.‟ 

Zondervan, 1986, p.117) 

   2) „Creating‟ Knowledge 

   Another writer, Charles S. MacKenzie, explains it as follows: 

   “If in knowing an object, the human mind virtually creates knowledge, 

the question has been raised then, „What is the external world when it is not being perceived? „. 

Kant‟s reply was that we cannot know a thing-in-itself („ding an sich‟) The world, as it exists 

apart from our experience of it is unknowable.” (W.A. Hoffecker,Ed. G.S. Smith, Assoc. Ed.” 

Building a Christian World View. “ Vol.1: God,Man and Knowledge. Chap. 14: „Kant‟s 

Copernican Revolution‟ by C.S. MacKenzie. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1986, p.284) 

   Colin Brown is a little more technical in his assessment: 

   “In effect, Kant is saying, „Hands off metaphysics!‟ For metaphysics 

are completely beyond the grasp of the human mind.” (C. Brown. op.cit., p.95) 

   „Metaphysics‟ is the study of the first principles of Reality and Being. 

It is a study of the nature of, for example, the real essence and being (even „substance and 

composition‟) of a man, nature, of matter and of God. 

   Now, in the field of epistemology (i.e. the theory of knowledge or 

knowing, but which also includes values, ethics, world view etc.), Kant, as we can see from the 

quotations given, and particularly the last one from Colin Brown, brought about a major 

revolution in epistemological knowing and the assessment of what is „reality.‟ No longer could 

men be sure of genuine absolute knowledge in the empirical and metaphysical worlds! Or, 
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about „Truth.‟ All becomes „relative.‟ 

   Ruegesser points out that subsequent thinkers have developed Kant‟s 

relativism further, 

   “...by maintaining that not all knowers bring the same concepts to 

experience. “ (Ruegesser, op.cit., p.117. Footnote 9 on p.128 points out that there are a variety 

of versions of radical relativism, but one of the most influential discussed is that by Thomas 

Kuhn in his book “The Structure of Scientific Revolutions”, 2nd.Ed. Enlarged. University of 

Chicago Press, 197O) 

 (II) TRANSCENDENCE AND REALITY 

  If Kant‟s relativism is apparent in the world of „empirical senses‟, then it is 

equally evident in the „transcendental‟ realm of Religion, and that by implication involves the 

Christian Faith. 

  1) No Actual Realities 

   It is more than just significant that it revealed itself in Kant‟s own life 

and conduct. As Colin Brown explains: 

   “When the University of Konigsberg solemnly processed to the 

University church, Kant would duly take his place in its ranks. But when the procession 

reached the church door,he quietly dropped out and went off home around the back.” (Brown, 

op.cit., p.1O4) 

   Kant believed that the transcendent ideas of self, the cosmos and God 

are, “...forced upon us by pure reason...” (MacKenzie, op.cit., p.285) 

   However, 

   “...Kant reminded rationalists that they erred by assuming that these 

transcendent ideas are actual realities. He maintained that ...(they)..are ONLY ideas. Cogent 

arguments could be put forth both for and against the existence of self, the cosmos, and God as 

actual realities. Reason is deadlocked because it is unable to resolve the debate over whether 

these ideas are real or not. So, Kant taught that the self, the cosmos, and God are USEFUL, but 

their actual existence CANNOT be verified or KNOWN.” (MacKenzie, ibid., p.286) 

   When it came to God and Christianity Kant was a consistent relativistic 

rationalist. Modern Man had come of age and he had to live that out in practice. He must rid 

himself of all external authorities. He must do what his own reason tells him is right. He has no 

need of God. Man is morally a free agent. 

   He is quite clear on this, as the following two quotes will verify. 

   “So far as morality is based upon the conception of man as a free agent 

who, just because he is free, binds himself through his reason to unconditional laws, it stands in 

need neither for the idea of another Being over him, nor than an incentive other than the law 

itself, for him to do his duty.” (Brown, op.cit., p.1OO. Footnote 2.) 

   This quotation, which Brown takes from Kant‟s own writings, signals 

at least one plain truth, and that is that man is not subject to a Sovereign and Absolute God with 

Absolute laws. If there is a law in a country then you pragmatically obey it simply on the 

grounds that it is there. 

   Kant then adds: 

   “Man himself must make or have made himself into whatever, in a 

moral sense, whether good or evil, he (already) is or is to become.” (Brown, ibid, p.1O4. 

Footnote 3. Both these last two quotes are from Kant‟s “Religion within the limits of Reason 

alone.”) 

  2) Pragmatic Postulation 

   To be fair to Kant one must add that in his “Critique of Practical 

Reason” he did declare that a practical morality demanded that we „postulate‟ the existence of 

freedom, immortality and God. This is his famous “Categorical Imperative.” Without these 

postulates, so he argued, morality and virtue would be impossible and would, in fact, be 

destroyed. 

   But even in the process of being fair to Kant it must be pointed out that 

his reasons for maintaining „morality and virtue‟ are based on purely pragmatic foundations. 

They do not stand on any „absolutes‟. Hence, I would suggest, that Kant was not consistent 

with his own true convictions. To base any moral action on a pragmatic postulate is the same as 
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basing it on nothing at all. 

   In this sense, then, Kant‟s pragmatism is first cousin to his relativism. 

And the so-called “ Categorical Imperative “ sounds suspiciously like a traditional and 

conservative Prussian cultural morality, the postulates being the glue that keeps traditional 

norms, virtues, morality and socially accepted actions glued together. 

   But it was a glue to protect public virtues and prevent society from 

coming apart at the seams. The postulates were there to prevent anarchy and chaos, not because 

they were inherently right or because God had built them into the Biblical concept of Common 

Grace, or because man, fallen, still retained something of God‟s Image. 

  3) Leap of Faith 

   And if you are still an unbeliever then let‟s hear from Kant one more 

time. He says that, 

   “ ...people can discuss God, the nature of the soul,)salvation... etc., 

only by making an intellectual „... leap of faith...‟ out of space-time reality to the noumenal 

realm where no verification is possible. We can believe in such things, but we)cannot know 

them.” (MacKenzie, op.cit., p.289) 

   But it is surely utterly irrational to „believe‟ in a person like God if you 

have to take a „leap of faith‟ into the arms of „something‟ you cannot verify and certainly can‟t 

know!. That is like leaping blindly from the top of a thirty-storey building not even hoping that 

the fire brigade may have rigged a safety-net to catch you, but knowing that there is not going 

to be a safety-net there to catch you (because you cannot verify any real knowledge or even any 

real reality!) 

  4) The Logical Consequence - Dada and Surrealism 

   The Dada movement, in the 192Os in Europe at least had the courage - 

as outrageously irrational and bizarre as it was - to take „relativism‟ to its logical conclusion. 

   In Paris the journalist d‟Esparbes, an avowed adversary of Dada, 

describes a show of Max Ernst collages as follows: 

   “With characteristic bad taste, the Dadas have now resorted to 

terrorism (in the arts) The stage was in the cellar, and all the lights in the shop were out; groans 

arose from a trap-door. Another joker hidden behind a wardrobe insulted the persons (audience) 

present...” 

   “Andre Breton chewed up matches, Ribemont-Dessaignes kept 

screaming: „It‟s raining on a skull, „ Aragon caterwauld,...Souplat played hide-and-seek with 

Tzara...Peret and Charchoune shook hands every other minute...” (Maurice Nadeau. The 

History of Surrealism. Plantin Publishers, 1987, pp.62-63) 

   This example is not for literary embroidery. It is put in because we 

simply must realize where consistent „relativism‟ will take us-into a nether world of total 

uncertainties, unreality, chaos, the de-humanization of man and utter stupidly. 

   David could not have been clearer when he said: “ The fool says in his 

heart, „There is no God‟.” (Ps. 14:1) 

   We conclude then that Kant played a major role in establishing the 

concept of epistemological doubt in the area of knowledge, and with that established, the next 

step was „relativism‟ in religion, in the arts, in the social sciences, in psychology, and very 

rapidly in our day-to-day, popular culture. 

   As a shockwave registering on the Richter-scale at a high level alarms 

meteorologists because they know the damage it will cause in populated areas, so „relativism‟ 

should alarm the Christian because he knows the incalculable damage and chaos it is bound to 

cause in the whole social and moral life of a community. 

IV BREAKING POINT: „ABSOLUTE‟ TRUTH OR „RELATIVISTIC‟ CHAOS? 

 ---------------------------------------------------------- 

  (I) THE „FINALITY‟ OF ABSOLUTE TRUTH 

  When one speaks of „absolute‟ truth there is a certain finality about the Person 

and Existence of an Infinite-Personal God. Thus Moses could write, “ You were shown these 

things so that you may KNOW that the LORD IS GOD; besides him there is NO OTHER.” 

(Deut. 4:35) And the Psalmist could sing, “ KNOW that the LORD IS GOD. It is HE who has 

made us,...(Ps. 1OO:3) 
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  There is also a finality in such areas as Christian knowledge and truth, 

Christian values, morality, ethics, sexual relationships and justice. “I have hidden Thy Word in 

my heart that I might NOT sin against Thee...May my heart be blameless towards Your 

Decrees, that I may not be put to shame...Your commands make me wiser than my enemies... I 

gain understanding from Your Precepts; THEREFORE I hate every wrong path...” (Ps. 119:1O, 

8O, 98, 1O4.) 

  IDEALLY, there should also be an „absolute‟ framework for deep expression 

in such areas as art, music, painting, literature, drama, poetry, films, television, etc. Why? In 1 

Cor. 1O:31 Paul states, “So whether you eat or drink or WHATEVER YOU DO (excepting, 

naturally, sin), do it ALL TO THE GLORY OF GOD.” 

  Pause for a moment to make sure you grasp Paul‟s argument. It is twofold. 

  1. Paul argues from the „lesser‟ to the „greater.‟ From „eating‟ and 

„drinking‟ to „WHATEVER.‟ If it is possible to glorify God through (and I‟m not intending to 

be irreverent) a „pot roast‟, „pudding‟ and a „soft drink‟ (i.e. the lowest order of entities for 

survival), then it is equally true that it is possible to glorify God on any other and higher levels 

of the „whatsoever.‟ 

  2. The „Whatever‟, you note, has a built-in dimension that covers 

anything beyond the „eating‟ and „drinking‟ in the WIDEST of possible dimensions and 

options. This would include LIFE (but not „sin‟) that covers EVERYTHING else. Thus: 

business, law, management, teaching and nursing, academics, being a mother and housewife, 

gardening, art, music, literature, etc. 

   What has this to do with „Truth‟? The following: the areas covered by 

the „WHATEVER‟ should be practised within the parameters of „absolute Truth‟, not „relative 

truth.‟ A Christian should react vigorously to the accusation that such a principle would be 

restrictive, even crippling, to - say - an artist. 

   PRINCIPLE: GOD‟S TRUTH IS NOT MALLEABLE. GOD‟S 

TRUTH IS NOT PLIABLE OR PLASTIC. GOD‟S TRUTH IS NOT FLUID OR ELASTIC. 

GOD‟S TRUTH IS NOT FLEXIBLE. 

      GOD‟S TRUTH IS FINAL. GOD‟S TRUTH 

IS INFLEXIBLE. GOD‟S TRUTH IS UNBREAKABLE AND INELASTIC AND 

ADAMANTINE. 

 (II) GOD, MUSIC AND COLOUR 

  It is an „a priori‟ PRINCIPLE that God has so structured Life, Creation and the 

Cosmos that remaining within the parameters of „absolute‟ truth is, ultimately, LIBERATING. 

We have a FALSE view of a frowning God, who wants us to be as „narrow‟ as is possible; thus, 

we are constantly miserable, constricted and confined to an unimaginative, flat, and 

one-dimensional „world view‟! 

  Let‟s be clear here about two things: 

  1. We cannot, if we want to remain conservative, evangelical Christians, 

deny the overriding fact that God is a Holy God that does not tolerate „sin‟ in business, the 

various vocations, art, music, literature, films, etc. On this crucial principle the Christian must 

stand tall, unapologetic and firm. 

  2. But, secondly, have you thought that this Holy God ENJOYS the world 

of MUSIC and the world of BRILLIANT COLOURS? Let me introduce you to some passages 

in Scripture in this regard. 

   MUSIC: “Let the heavens rejoice, let the earth be glad; let them 

say amongst the nations, „The Lord reigns!‟..let the fields be jubilant... Then the trees of the 

forest will sing, they will sing for joy before the Lord...” (1 Chron. 16:31-33) 

     “Then I looked and heard the voice of many angels, 

numbering thousands upon thousands, and ten thousand times ten thousand. They encircled the 

throne and the living creatures and the elders. In a loud voice they sang: „Worthy is the 

Lamb...to receive power and wealth and wisdom and strength and honour and glory and praise!‟ 

“ (Rev. 5:11-12) 

   COLOUR: John starts by describing the „New Jerusalem‟ in Rev. 

21. 

     “The wall was made of jasper, and the city of pure 
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gold, as pure as glass. The foundations of the city walls were decorated with every kind of 

precious stone..jasper..sapphire.. chalcedony..emerald..sardonynx..carnelian.. 

chrysolite..beryl..topaz..chrysoprase.. jacinth.. amethyst...The twelve gates were twelve 

pearls...The street of the city was of pure gold, like transparent glass.” Rev. 21:18ff) 

   Thus, it is something like the glowing brilliance of the Aurora Borealis, 

seen at night in the Northern Hemisphere, but a dazzling, luminous, effulgence of a glowing 

glory of crowded, refractioned, vivid, and incandescent colours, - only, in the „New Jerusalem‟ 

in gigantic and overwhelming dimensions. God loves colour! 

))(III) THE NECESSITY OF TRUTH IN PRACTICE 

  Finally, it is not enough to have an intellectual knowledge alone about 

„absolutes‟ and „relatives‟; we must be able to discern the difference between the two in the 

multi-media world we live in, but we must also - with „absolutes‟ - be able to put them into 

practice, so that our Christian lives are lived within the framework of God‟s Absolutes as laid 

down in Scripture. 

  To close off, here are two examples of „absolutes‟ and „relatives‟ from the 

world of Art. 

  1) Picasso (1881 - 1973) 

   Thus, for example, when I approach a painter like Picasso, it IS 

necessary to ascribe his great painting skills as a „common grace‟ gift of God. It is not being 

patronizing to speak of the „genius‟ of Picasso. However, when I examine his „Ladies of 

Avignon‟, I must as a Christian that believes in the finality of „absolute truth‟, react to the 

painting NEGATIVELY. 

   Why? Because, (i) I believe that men and women ARE made in God‟s 

Image; that, for the Christian, is a final and „absolute‟ truth, and (ii) because, in the painting, 

Picasso systematically smashes that „Image‟ of God as pertaining to „womanhood‟ by 

presenting fractured, out of proportion women, some wearing African face-masks that destroy 

their virgin „womanhood‟ as God intended it to be seen. They CEASE to be „women‟ made in 

God‟s Image, and thus they CEASE to portray „Truth.‟ They have been „RELATIVISED.‟ 

   This is NOT an all-encompassing attack on the so-called „abstract‟ art 

of men like Picasso, and others. Many Christians might disagree, but personally I think there is 

place for „abstract‟ art, that is, if it is done on the basis of the Biblical principles enunciated in 

Phil. 4: 8ff., “Finally, brothers, whatever is true..noble.. 

right..pure..lovely..admirable..excellent..praiseworthy...” 

  2) Jan Steen (1626 - 1679) 

   Finally, we look at Steen‟s painting „St. Nicholas Eve‟, in the 

Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam. 

   The painting portrays the celebration, in a Dutch home, of the festival 

of St Nicholas, usually on the morning of 6th December, when presents are handed out, - much 

like our Christmas. It is a rich picture consisting of no less than seven children, the mother, the 

grandmother and a man who may well be the father or grandfather. 

   The mother is asking the little girl what she received. One of the girls 

is teasing a brother. The older boy, holding a small child, is apparently singing, accompanied by 

yet another brother. The man, seated contentedly, watches the scene. The grandmother, in the 

background, is taking out a present from behind curtains. 

   Prof. Rookmaaker explains the sense of „authenticity‟ within the 

framework of the „absolutes‟ of Reformation Holland. 

   “Steen has understood life perfectly, the psychology of a grandmother, 

the commotion and differences in attitude of the members of the family.” (H.R. Rookmaaker. 

Modern Art and the Death of a Culture. IVP, 197O, p.24) 

   The picture - in contrast to Picasso‟s - portray men, women and 

children as they „really‟ are; made in the Image of God. Neither their bodies or faces are 

disfigured or fractured. Here is an „absolute‟ truth about real people. Also significant are the 

foursquare frames of the windows (slightly oblong) and floor tiles. Here, then, is the impression 

of order and a structured world, created by God. The room is not fractured or surrealistically 

„out-of-order‟ or bizarre. The colours add to this sense of the „normality‟ of ordered „absolutes.‟ 

   Add to this the „normal‟ clothing, dishes of food, presents; the „normal‟ 
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reaction of all the people portrayed; the „normal‟ laughter, tears, singing, commotion, various 

objects in the room; the portrayal of a „normal‟ and stable family and domestic life; the subtle 

portrayal of the various authority structures in the family; the skilful use of „V‟s‟ to link such a 

large number of people in one room into a unity - and what you see, says Rookmaaker, is the 

following: 

   “This is no snapshot. It is a TRUE (i.e. „truth-filled‟) human 

understanding of REAL (i.e. „truth-filled‟) family life, realized in an artistic way.” 

(Rookmaaker, ibid., p.24) 

   And because it is a „truth-filled‟ picture it portrays the „Truth‟, and 

because it portrays the „Truth‟ it is an example of an „Absolute‟ in Art, and ultimately life 

itself, which is portrayed as having real „value‟ and „meaningfulness‟ in the total atmosphere. 

There is not a shred of „absurdity‟ or „relativism‟ in it. 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Under the title, „The Roots of Relativistic Thinking‟, discuss, (i) the fact that the real 

meaning of words are changing, and (ii) „Many Roots.‟ 

2. Under the same title in Question 1, discuss, (i) the truth that a man lives according to 

what and how he thinks, and (ii) „Absolutes‟ and „Relatives‟: What its all about. 

3. Outline the thinking of Immanuel Kant, with special reference to his thinking‟s 

influence on „Relativism.‟ 

4. Outline the truths that emerge from, “Breaking Point: „Absolute‟ Truth or „Relativistic‟ 

Chaos.” 
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NOTE: There are a number of places where the concept of „relativism‟ in its various forms - is 

redefined. This is deliberate, since it is not always easy to grasp immediately. I have attempted 

to ensure that they not stop the flow of thought but rather reinforce the subject matter as a 

whole. 

  Although mentioning a few way in which this „relativism‟ has filtered down to 

the man and woman-in-the-street, more space has been given to the Film Industry since, apart 

from TV, films have more direct communication impact upon people than any other medium. 
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 (II) HEGEL‟S CONTRIBUTION 
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   (c) The „Dynamics‟ of Sin 
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  (I) FILTERING DOWN 
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  1) „Relativistic‟ Principles Rule Hollywood 

  2) Progressive Sexual Explicity 

  3) Hollywood Sex: Increasing Levels of Addiction 

 1V THE FINALITY OF CHRISTIAN ABSOLUTES 

 ----------------------------------- 

 1) Absolutes and Authority 

 2) The Veracity and Absolute Authority of God 

 3) The Veracity and Absolute Authority of Scripture 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

“If we have agreed upon the principle that we should not ask God for guidance nor accept his 

commandments,...well then, why not steal? The fact that God gave a commandment is 

irrelevant...The principle of the 

Enlightenment (and „Relativism‟) excludes the possibility of TRUE norms or BASIC 

principles. So good and evil have to be put aside as part of REAL REALITY - they can at best 

be considered subjective human evaluations of behaviour.” 

  - H.R. Rookmaaker. Modern Art and the Death of a Culture. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

)I INTRODUCTION AND FRANCIS SCHAEFFER 

 ---------------------------------- 

  (I) HEGEL AND FRANCIS SCHAEFFER 

  By common consent G.W.F. Hegel is regarded as the greatest and also the most 

difficult exponent of 19th C. German “Idealism.” As was the case with Kant, so here with 

Hegel, it is not essential, for our purposes, to go into all Hegel‟s intricate philosophical 

thinking. 

  Three helpful books for those who wish for more detail, are (i) Colin Brown‟s 

book “Philosophy and the Christian Faith”, (ii) Ronald W. Ruegsegger‟s contribution to 

“Reflections on Francis Schaeffer”, and (iii) B.A.G. Fuller‟s book “A History of Philosophy”, 

revised by Sterling M. McMurrin, 3rd Ed. Holt, Rineheart and Winston, Aug. 1966, Section II, 

„Modern Philosophy‟, Chapter XVII, pp.3O1 following. 

  They deal, inter alia, with Hegel‟s synthetic thought, idealism, dialectialism, 

and so forth. It is with the supposed „Relativism‟ that flowed from his synthetic and dialectical 

thinking that we are concerned. And in particular the impact of that relativism on epistemology 

or the knowledge of truth. 

  As is well known by now, Dr. Francis Schaeffer, has suggested that the real 

„root‟ of modern epistemological relativism began with Hegel. He as been challenged on this 

view, and it seems that this critique of Dr. Schaeffer‟s view does have some substance. 

  For example, Ruegsegger, says: 

  “However, Schaeffer‟s second claim, that relativism has its origin in Hegel‟s 

notion that thought is synthetical, is open to question.” (Ruegsegger, op.cit., p.116) 

  If I understand Ruesegger correctly, then, put basically, Hegel‟s 

thesis-antithesis-synthesis argument must end up in a final triad in which the Synthesis does in 

fact become final and Absolute. (Please do not be disturbed if you do not at the moment grasp 

the above. The thesis-antithesis-synthesis argument will be dealt with a little later) 

  As he puts it: 

  “...only the proposition expressing the synthesis of the last triad is 

unqualifiedly true: the thesis, antithesis and)synthesis of all prior triads are only partially true. 

But to say that all statements which fall short of a full description of the Absolute are only 
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partially true is not to say that all truth is relative to the observer.” (Ruegsegger, ibid., p.116) 

  He suggests that we look, rather, to Kant as the „root‟ cause. I suggest that 

Ruegsegger is basically correct, and that is precisely what we attempted to do in the previous 

Chapter. 

 

 (II) HEGEL AND THE PRINCIPLE OF DOUBT 

  Now, while Ruegsegger and others are undoubtedly correct in their technical 

and theoretical assessment of both Kant, Hegel and Dr.Schaeffer, I would however, 

respectively suggest that they may have underestimated the profound PRACTICAL outworking 

of Hegel‟s thinking. 

  The fact is that, like Kant, Hegel introduced a PRINCIPLE OF DOUBT,into 

the area of the epistemological, which in turn entered the mainstream of philosophical thought 

with his triad of thesis, antithesis and the resulting synthesis, the latter then forming the base 

for the beginning of a new triad. The principle of UNCERTAINTY and DOUBT was thereby 

introduced into epistemology (i.e. the realm of Knowledge, Truth and Values; you cannot 

intellectually OR practically separate these) 

  And this uncertainty-principle has spread out like a virus into virtually every 

area of our modern cultural framework. In this PRACTICAL outworking, I would suggest, Dr. 

Schaeffer has made a valid point that must be taken into account. And I suggest this because it 

is known historical, metaphysical, theological, social and philosophical dictum that the 

PRACTICAL outworking of a THEORY invariably goes BEYOND the intellectual and 

academic boundaries of the THEORY! 

  The writers and journalists and film-directors and media-shapers and fashion 

designers and advertisers who live and work in a real, practical world are not concerned with 

philosophical technicalities. 

  They are concerned with the PRACTICAL results. Thus, a film-director, for 

example a George Lucas and a Steven Spielberg (and film-directors today are highly intelligent 

men!), may INTELLECTUALLY know that the THEORY of Hegel‟s 

thesis-antithesis-synthesis does not always „technically‟ lead to „relativism‟, but being 

concerned with the PRACTICAL impact of the film, he simply ignores the philosophical 

„niceties‟ and goes right ahead to build into his film the principles of DOUBT and 

RELATIVISM. 

  And THEY are the people who shape and mould the culture and morals and 

norms (or lack of them) for the REAL world of the 2Oth C. in which you and I have to live and 

preach the „Absolutes‟ of God‟s Existence,God‟s Truth and the „Absolutes‟ of sin, moral guilt 

and redemption through Christ‟s atoning death. 

))(III) J.A. MICHENER AND THE DRIFTERS 

  Let‟s also take an example from literature. The writer James A. Michener has 

written a number of books, many of them best-sellers. He is a literary figure that has had a 

formidable influence upon a very wide readership. For example his book „The Drifters‟ was 

first published in 1971 and up until 199O has been reprinted or reissued no less than 15 times! 

  I will be quoting more than once from Michener, since he seems to have 

unusual insight and also because it fits in with our overall theme. 

  The novel, „The Drifters‟, features six young people in revolt against the older 

generation, their authority, values, morals, ethics, and deals with issues such as the generation 

gap, drug abuse, free love and music. In other words he takes us into the heart of the „turned-

off, hippie, anti-establishment, protest generation‟ of the late 6Os and early 7Os. 

  His first character is „Joe‟ and Michener, modern man as he is with real insight 

into that generation‟s epistemology-cum-relativism outlook describes a scene that takes place in 

Joe‟s room on the campus of a University in the USA. It is set in the Vietnam war scenario and 

the arguments about being „drafted‟ into the US Army. 

  Eddie, a burly football player, rushes into the room, and the dialogue then 

proceeds: 

  “Eddie...rushed in to announce with obvious triumph... „I finally got her 

pregnant! We‟re gonna get married next week.‟ „Maud?‟ „Yep... Morning after the wedding I 

go back to my draft board and pick up that good old 3-A classification...and I‟m home free...‟” 
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  “Other students came in to congratulate him..One of the men asked, „You think 

your 3-A classification will hold? „(Eddie replies) „It‟s the sure one (to avoid being drafted) All 

you guys ought to get married. Lot of girls over there would be glad to shack up with you.‟... „Is 

it worth it? „someone asked. „ Who gives a... When this nonsense (the Vietnam War) passes, 

get a divorce and go about your business.‟” (James A. Michener. The Drifters. Corgi Books, 

199O. pp.13-14) 

  This short interlude in Joe‟s life swarms with moral and ethical issues. What is 

important is that it reflects a culture absolutely shot through with relativism. The student body, 

as emerges later and Joe himself - without even being aware of it - live in a world where there 

are no absolutes in morality or ethics. 

  Eddie, so it seems from his last remark, is simply using and exploiting Maud 

for his own selfish ends. Pre-marital sex is so much an accepted norm or value, that anyone 

challenging Eddie would be viewed as a puritanical freak. Just get a divorce! 

  This is a violent misuse of the serious, total commitment to a lasting marriage 

(which the Evangelical Christian views as an „absolute.‟) Does Eddie care that it is his child as 

well, which involves HIM too in responsibilities? Apparently not. Marriage is a „relative‟ 

matter! 

  To get back to where we were before the illustration. The students are not 

interested in the technicalities of Hegel‟s complex thinking. They have simply grown up in a 

world where „relative‟ principles have actually become „absolute‟! A world into which Hegel 

has injected a substantial dosage of doubt. 

  To them, avoiding the draft meant that the end justified any means! They lived 

in a practical world, in which, without even knowing it, they THOUGHT and LIVED OUT 

their „relativism.‟ Getting a girl pregnant, marrying her and then divorcing her if it became 

inconvenient did not make them „morally guilty‟ in terms of immorality, ethics or justice (i.e. 

Eddie‟s legal responsibility) It was no big deal to deceive and cruelly mislead a trusting woman 

in this way! 

 (IV) THINKING, TRUTH AND „RELATIVISM‟ 

  The word „thought‟, in the previous paragraph, leads to the heart of the matter, 

for „thought‟ involves THINKING IN A CERTAIN WAY. And that, in turn leads us back to 

epistemology, because thought involves „knowledge‟. So then, Michener‟s students THOUGHT 

in a certain way about values, morality and ethics. That way of thinking is their epistemology, 

and their epistemology is „relative‟. 

  At this point some words from Francis Schaeffer are very pertinent, 

particularly in the light of Michener‟s novel. 

  He says: 

  “I am convinced that the generation gap is basically in the area of 

epistemology...People today live in a generation that no longer believes in the hope of „truth‟ as 

„TRUTH.‟ That is why I use the term „true truth‟...This is not just a tautology. It is an 

admission that the word truth NOW MEANS something that BEFORE,..would NOT have been 

considered truth at all.” (The Complete Works of Francis A. Schaeffer. A Christian Worldview. 

Vol.1, Book Three: “He is There and He is Not Silent”. Crossway Books, 1982, pp.312-313) 

  Still thinking of those students, Dr.Jim Packer sums up the situation quite 

perfectly: 

  “It (relativistic, epistemological humanism) starts, ...by abolishing God - the 

transcendent ground and guardian of right and wrong - which leaves only a social-utilitarian, 

culturally „relative‟ basis for morality.” (J.I. Packer and T. Howard. Christianity: The True 

Humanism. Word Publishing, 1985, p.28. Italics mine.) 

 

 II THE THOUGHT - REVOLUTION 

 ------------------------ 

  (I) MAO TSE-TUNG AND „THOUGHT REFORM. 

  As I pointed out in Chapter XIII, people who are born, go to school, marry, live 

and then die within 2Oth. C. culture and society, and in particular the media framework, no 

longer think within the framework of the old, Protestant and Reformation „absolutes‟.Today 

they think within the framework of a new „relativistic‟ humanism and epistemology. 
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  For those who are perhaps still not quite clear what we mean by the phrase 

„thought revolution‟ (in which people switch from thinking in terms of „absolutes‟ to thinking 

„relativistically‟), let‟s take an illustration from a modern historian, Paul Johnson. 

  In 1966 Mao Tse-tung launched his Red Guard Revolution Throughout China. 

It was basically a program of „thought reform‟. This is how Paul Johnson describes it: 

  “This gigantic piece of social engineering was also accompanied by Mao‟s first 

shot at mental engineering, or brainwashing, which he termed „thought reform‟. It was designed 

to REPLACE traditional family piety with...piety to the state as the central moral value of the 

nation....He set up....a nationwide „Movement for the study of Mao Tsetung‟s Thoughts‟...” (P. 

Johnson, op.cit., pp.548-549) 

  Notice such key words and phrases, such as „social engineering‟, „mental 

engineering‟, „thought reform‟, „traditional‟ and „central moral value.‟ 

  Likewise, with the entrance of „relativistic epistemology‟ in the realm of 

thought and knowledge, our old, traditional moral values, based on Christian Principles, have 

been replaced with „relativistic thinking‟ to such a profound extent that a „gigantic piece of 

mental engineering‟ has in fact taken place in today‟s cultural, social, moral and ethical 

framework. This „new way of thinking‟ runs all the way from Pop Music to Politics. 

 (II) HEGEL‟S CONTRIBUTION 

  Now let‟s see how Hegel contributed to it, taking one step at a time. 

  1) The Law of Non-Contradiction 

   For centuries, in the concept and practice of Logic, there has been what 

is called the „law of non contradiction.‟ 

   Prof. John Frame explains it like this: 

   “Nothing can be both A and not-A at the same time and in the same 

respect. For example, „Bill is a butcher‟ and „Bill is not a butcher‟ cannot both be true at the 

same time and in the same respect. (Another formulation, more suited to the modern logic of 

propositions is, „No proposition can be both true and false at the same time and in the same 

respect.‟)..”.(Frame, op.cit., p.246) 

   In other words, for centuries, men took it for granted that if anything 

was true, then the opposite was false. There was „evil‟ and there was „good‟; there was „moral‟ 

and there was „immoral‟- these were clearly defined opposites. Thus there were also clearly 

defined „absolutes.‟ There was a „thesis‟ which stood in opposition to an „antithesis‟. 

   However, as a result of Kant and Hegel‟s influence these clear-cut 

distinctions have become blurred. If you understand the extent to which these previously 

clear-cut distinctions and opposites and absolutes have become blurred, you will understand 

much of the world we live in today. You will also have begun to understand what „relativism‟ 

is. 

   That is why, as Francis Schaeffer points out even thirty or more years 

ago (he was then writing in 1968, so we must add another 2O years, more or less, to the „thirty‟ 

in the quote), 

   “...you could have said such things as „This is true‟ or „This is right‟, 

and you would have been on everybody‟s wavelength.” (Schaeffer. Complete Works, 

Vol.1,Book One, “The God who is there”, op. cit., p.7.) 

   Kant and Hegel, by introducing the „principle of doubt‟ into their 

philosophical writings, virtually demolished the law of non contradiction and with it introduced 

epistemological uncertainty into the whole realm of thought and knowledge. And that 

immediately meant that you could no longer speak of „truth or untruth‟, „right and wrong‟, 

„good and „evil‟, especially in the realms of epistemological morality and ethics. 

   One of the characters in Michener‟s book is a striking example. Her 

name is Monica. Her father has been a loyal British civil servant seconded to an emerging new 

State in Africa, Vwarda (a fictitious name) She has, at the ripe age of 17, experimented with 

drugs and sex. One day her Uncle George asks her why she is so rebellious? 

   “...she said simply, „Because I despise everything my father stands 

for...Uncle George, you don‟t seem to realize that for me my father is (metaphorically) dead, 

the OLD IDEAS are dead,...” (Michener. op.cit., pp.128-132) 

  2) Hegel and the „Thought-Revolution‟ 



 169 

   Hegel (somewhat like Mao Tse-tung) introduced a concept of „thought 

reform‟ which would escalate to an „epistemological thought-revolution‟ of dinosaurian 

proportions. 

   And while acknowledging that Dr. Schaeffer did not perhaps pay as 

much attention to Kant he did to Hegel, historically and philosophically with regards to the 

roots of relativity, I would nevertheless -for all PRACTICAL and PERCEPTIONAL purposes - 

like to give his explanation of Hegel‟s views in relation to „relativity‟ and its consequences. 

   This is how he puts it: 

   “His (Hegel‟s) thinking led to this: Let us no longer think in terms of 

antithesis. Let us rather think in terms of thesis-antithesis, with the answer always being 

synthesis. All things are relativized. In so doing, Hegel changed the world...He opened the door 

to that which is characteristic of modern man: truth as truth is gone, and synthesis (the 

both-and), with its relativism, reigns.” (Schaeffer. Complete Works, Vol.1, Book Two “Escape 

from Reason”, op.cit., p.233) 

   You may well ask just how such a simple formula of thesis-antithesis 

ending up in a synthesis could possibly have such far reaching consequences upon an entire 

culture‟s fabric and framework? 

   To answer such a question it is imperative to see what happens to the 

synthesis. This synthesis now actually becomes the new thesis which in turn draws out a new 

antithesis, and when those two have bonded you discover that you now have a new synthesis 

again! 

   Thus, the process of: (1) thesis - antithesis = synthesis, in which the 

„synthesis‟ of (1), now BECOMES (2) the „new‟ thesis - „new anti-thesis‟ = „new- synthesis‟ 

(and so on and on) becomes a never-ending process! 

   DIAGRAM: 

Thesis-Antithesis=Synthesis/ BECOMES 

   )=New Thesis-New Antithesis=New Synthesis/ BECOMES 

 ))))))     )=New Thesis-New Antithesis.. 

)))))))))))))))))))))))))))))) etc.etc..  

   Let‟s go a step further. If you now (epistemologically) translate this 

never-ending formula into terms like „reality‟, „truth‟, „morality‟, „ethics‟, etc. you will NEVER 

reach a definite and absolute or FINAL POINT where you can say, “ Yes, I‟ve now really found 

Truth.” 

   DIAGRAM: 

Good-Evil = Maybe/ 

  )Maybe-Maybe not = Could be/ 

      Could be-Could be not = Possibly/ 

         

 ))Possibly..etc. 

   I am aware of the academic and technical possibility of reaching - at 

some point in one‟s reasoning - a theoretical point of Absolute Truth after going through the 

process of thesis-antithesis = synthesis. But a very big question mark hangs over at least three 

aspects of the theory of reaching an absolute point. 

   They are, (i) how many times must this formula be followed before 

getting there, a 1OO, a 1,OOO, a million? And, (ii), following on from (i), you cannot avoid -in 

PRACTICAL terms- the innumerable, ongoing, relativistic positions you will have to accept 

and live with and even somehow put into practice while you are searching for the final 

Absolute (provided that theoretically speaking you ever get there in your lifetime!) 

   And, (iii) how must the average man-in-the-street actually live day 

after day in terms of certainties with regards to „reality‟, „knowledge‟, „truth‟, „morality‟, 

„ethics‟, in daily life, BEFORE - after an infinite number of dialectical moves (i.e. 

thesis-antithesis= synthesis) - reaching that, theoretical, final Absolute? 

   From a Biblical and Christian point of view, we must surely agree with 

Prof. Frame, when he says that, 

   “...if knowledge claims presuppose value judgements...then there is no 

such thing as ethically or religiously „neutral‟ knowledge. There are two kinds of knowledge 
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claims: those which assume godly ethical standards and those which do not.” (Frame, op.cit., 

p.1O9) 

  3) Hegel and Horticulture 

   I must ask those who have grasped what „relativism‟ is to be patient as 

I set out the following illustration for those who are still grappling with this dialectical concept. 

It is a horticultural illustration or more accurately an analogy that involves the growing of grass. 

   Let us imagine, firstly, that you have planted some sprouts of grass in 

the corner of a piece of ground which you hope will become an attractive green lawn. We‟ll call 

this our THESIS. 

   Secondly, in your garden shed you have some fertilizer. This we shall 

call our ANTITHESIS. You now spread the fertilizer over the few sprouts of grass and water it. 

   Soon, in that corner, the mixture of grass sprouts (the „thesis‟) plus the 

fertilizer (the „antithesis‟), having bonding together become a small patch of lawn. This 

attractive piece of lawn we will call our SYNTHESIS. 

   However, you do not stop at this point since you want to cover a much 

larger piece of ground with a lawn. So, from the piece of lawn you have already cultivated 

(ie.your SYNTHESIS) you cut out a square block of grass and plant it in a fresh piece of 

ground. This freshly cut block of lawn (from your „synthesis‟) now becomes the starting point 

for a new piece of lawn which is in fact your NEW THESIS. 

   This time round you use an enriched fertilizer, which is your new 

ANTI-THESIS. It is not too long before you now have a bigger piece of lawn, which is now 

your NEW SYNTHESIS. 

   Using this method (or methodology in any epistemological argument), 

you repeatedly cover more and more ground with lawn by simple repetition of the same 

process. Obviously the analogy has weaknesses. Nevertheless it graphically illustrates that if 

you follow Hegel‟s dialectical method you can construct a never-ending stream of dialectical 

formulae. The lawn just keeps on getting bigger and bigger. 

   In the field of horticulture you can and must stop your growth of lawn 

at your neighbour‟s fence. But in epistemology, morality, ethics, the social sciences, the arts, 

literature, theology and philosophy and the principles of history this dialectical formula can go 

on virtually forever! 

   The final absolute is never - PRACTICALLY- reached because the 

dialectical formula never stops or stands still. The moment you think you‟ve got the final 

answer, the final „Truth‟, the dialectical process over-rides that ideal and moves along 

relentlessly, driving you to despair of ever finding the real truth. 

  4) Hegel‟s Dialectics: Implications 

   (a) Man: No „Absolutes‟ 

    If you constantly and consistently apply this kind of dialectical 

thinking to morality, ethics,etc.(see above) you will find yourself, your values, beliefs and daily 

action in a state of permanent flux and change; your norms and standards in perennial 

uncertainty. 

    Your uncertainty about „absolute‟ values will lead to rebellion 

against authority. Why? Because there is no „absolute‟ authority, and soon YOU will become 

your own authority. A classic example are the scores of Police films in which the policeman 

goes OUTSIDE the law to convict a criminal. 

    Next follows anarchy and chaos. But this in turn leads to 

depression, despair, nihilism, fragmentation and surrealism, because there are no longer any 

certainties to cling to. At this point there is, as prof. J.)Frame says, so strikingly, no „cognitive 

rest‟ or more simply „peace of heart and mind.‟ How could there be!? 

    Ultimately, life becomes meaningless. And if you are really 

honest, then you must finally agree Sartre that life „is an empty absurdity.‟ 

   (b) Man: Epistemological and Ethical Autonomy 

    Once you surrender to Kant and Hegel‟s relativism you 

automatically dump any absolutes. And once you‟ve done that YOU must construct YOUR 

OWN epistemology (knowledge and truth) and your own ethics (daily decision and activities 

based on values) You MUST become AUTONOMOUS. 
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    Why MUST you become autonomous in epistemology and 

ethics? Because we HAVE to go on living in the Cosmos God created (you cannot 

escape);because you HAVE live in relationships; because you HAVE to live with a 

God-implanted conscience. This, if I‟m not mistaken, is what Francis Schaeffer calls our 

„mannishness.‟ 

    As Douglas Vickers sums it up: 

    “...man can never outgrow, or fall from, or surrender, or escape 

his creaturehood. In this sense he can never escape from, and nowhere in the universe is there 

refuge from, his accountability and responsibility to God...nowhere in the realm of possibility 

can man efface from his consciousness the awareness that he did in fact come from the hands of 

God.” (D. Vickers. Man in the Maelstrom of Modern Thought. Presbyterian and Reformed, 

1975, p.14) 

    Hence (having rejected God‟s epistemology with its 

accompanying morality and ethics), man is forced to construct his own or have them 

constructed for him by others. This means that we must erect our own final reference point that 

will govern our thoughts and actions. We must construct our own epistemology. And that final 

reference point will always end up being „Home Mensura‟- Man is the measure of all thing! 

   (c) The „Dynamics‟ of Sin 

    The removal of absolutes and the creation of our own 

epistemological and ethical autonomy allows our sinful natures free reign. Who or what is there 

to stop us? 

    But sin, if unrestrained, has a peculiar and unstoppable and 

inner „dynamic‟ force of its own. What does this mean? It means that UNRESTRAINED, fallen 

human nature is so biased in its tendency to sin that human nature has an ON-GOING, 

DEGENERATIVE force that, like a spiral, only gets worse and worse. 

    I used the word „dynamic‟ to indicate that sin is NEVER 

„static‟ or „passive‟; sin, by its very nature, possesses an inner dynamism, an inner force and 

energy, an inner aggressive and intensive fermentation, an inner thrusting that causes 

„progressive, ever-quickening degeneration.‟ 

    Human nature NEVER goes into REVERSE. It knows only 

one gear that moves forward and faster and deeper, both in quality and in quantity. 

    How else can you explain the undeniable downward and 

MORE AND MORE „DARING‟ trend in the morality and ethics films and TV programs. At 

the beginning of the film industry there much haggling over the use of the word „damn‟ in 

„Gone with the Wind‟. It was considered to be „very daring‟. Today, we are fortunate if that is 

all we get! 

    But films and TV programs, because of the dynamic downward 

„pull‟ of the force of sin in human nature, have - and you can trace it on a graph - become more 

and more daring, explicit, immoral, seductive and violent as year succeeds year. (A little later 

we will look more closely at the Film Industry in the context of the „dynamic‟ degenerative 

progression inherent in Sin.) 

    But for now, take, for example, the matter of „homosexuality‟ 

and „lesbianism.‟ 

    In the Victorian era it was a „shame‟ and not even referred to. 

It was a deeply hidden secret. With time whispers and innuendos circled discretely in the 

„Men‟s Clubs.‟ Then came the period of the „closet‟ gay - he was there but he kept his head 

well down. 

    Around about the 6Os and early 7Os some homosexuals came 

out of the closest and proclaimed, often still in moderate language, what they were. In the 8Os 

homosexuals were not only exposing themselves, but, going yet another step farther (in the 

growing „spiral‟) by becoming very vocal and militant! 

    Next they organized: GLAAD (The Gay and Lesbian Allian 

Against Defamation); ACT-UP (Aids Coalition to Unleash Power); and anarchist groups like 

QN (Queer Nation) 

    And on June 29, 198O homosexuals and lesbians scored a 

notable victory in the San Francisco Gay Freedom day Parade, when thousands came out to 
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march openly in the streets to demonstrate their „freedom.‟ Some 3O,OOO took the streets with 

their banners, etc., viewed by no less than 2OO,OOO spectators. 

    Randy Shilts takes up the story: 

    “Clusters of gay Catholics and Episcopalians, Mormons and 

atheists ...marched proudly...contingents of gays included lawyers and labour officials, 

dentists...doctors, accountants...and phone-company employees...lesbian moms, gay 

dads...homosexual teenagers with their heterosexual parents...” 

    “...Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., had issued a proclamation 

HONOURING Gay Freedom Week throughout the State...state legislators and city officials 

crowded the speakers dais...” (R. Shilts. And The Band Played On. Penguin, 1988, pp.14-15) 

    The „degenerative progression‟ and the „dynamic‟ quality of 

sin can thus be traced from the Victorian era right through to the 8Os and the 9Os of the 2Oth 

Century. 

    Till recently very few films with homosexual or lesbian 

scenarios were shot. Why? Because of one very basic Hollywood principle, - they were NOT 

economically viable! TOO MANY PEOPLE DON‟T LIKE TO WATCH SUCH FILMS! It‟s 

good old Hollywood „survival‟ instinct; it doesn‟t pay. 

    But a few films which included homosexual or lesbian themes 

have begun appear over the last few years. In 198O, the French film,‟La Cage Aux Folles‟, in 

the US, „Victor/Victoria‟ starring Julie Andrews,‟My Beautiful Laundrette‟, „Personal Best‟, 

„Desert Hearts‟, and the much spoken of „Kiss of the Spider Woman‟ starring William Hurt. 

    This year (1992) has seen the release of the sexually-obsessed 

„Basic Instinct‟, directed by Paul Verhoeven, and it‟s making considerably lager waves than 

most of the others. I won‟t spell out the malodorous plot, but would like to emphasize two 

points. 

    1. Can you see how homosexuality has „progressed‟ from 

SILENCE on the subject, through various phases of increased openness, up to point where it is 

now ON FILM, the most public forum of all! This is the outward „dynamic‟ spiralling 

characteristic of sin. 

    2. The Director, Paul Verhoef, has made a classic 

„relativistic‟ comment about the film that sums up perfectly the practical outworking of Kant 

and Hegel‟s „relativism‟ and „dialecticalism‟. In speaking about „Basic Instinct‟ he says: 

     “I don‟t think homosexuality or bisexuality should be 

made an issue in this film. If anything, I hope people come out of the movie FEELING THAT 

„ANY‟ SEXUAL ORIENTATION IS NATURAL.” (The Weekly Mail, April 1O to 15, 1992, 

„Arts‟, p.31) 

     Gone are the days when Hollywood still had the 

remnants of a „Christianized‟ conscience (i.e. the prolonged hesitation and agony (!) to use the 

word „damn‟ in „Gone With the Wind.‟ Today four-letter words are as common as grass 

cuttings, and „any sexual orientation is natural‟- provided it‟s a profit-making film! 

 

III RELATIVISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY AND THE-MAN-IN-THE-STREET 

  (I) FILTERING DOWN 

  A question you may have asked yourself by now is this: „How has this 

seemingly complex philosophy of epistemological relativism reach the-man-in-the-street?‟. 

  „How has this person, who 5O-6O years ago had an epistemology of 

„absolutes‟ (i.e. there was a clear-cut distinction been good and evil, moral and immoral),...how 

has he, today, come to a „relativistic position‟, in which he says: 

  „Things are different today. Whether an action is moral or immoral really 

depends on the circumstances... It‟s no big deal if two young people just want to live 

together...Who knows what the truth really is?...In the business world old-fashioned ethics are 

just that, old-fashioned ...If he‟s gay, well that‟s his business isn‟t it...We live in a modern 

world of science and high-tech, we can‟t run our lives according to the Bible anymore, it‟s just 

out-dated...‟ 

  How does it „filter‟ down to the grassroots level of our society? Not everyone 

goes to university, in fact a relatively small percentage of the population do. So they don‟t hear 
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it there. The same, perhaps even more so, counts for reading about it. Very few people would 

actually seek for a book explaining relativism in the local library. And it‟s not likely to be a 

discussion point at the dinner table! 

))))))))))) ---------------------------- 

Let‟s briefly recap and then try to trace the way in which this thinking has filtered down to the 

masses. 

Relativity and Epistemology: A Brief Recap. 

This is the theory that denies that there is absolute knowledge and absolute truth. It positively 

affirms that truth and meaning and values differ from person to person. There are no absolute 

and final moral standards or truth that are valid for all people, all the time, in all situations. 

Let‟s now go on to try and see how „epistemological relativism‟ has filtered down to the 

man-in-the-street. 

)))))))))))------------------------------- 

 (II) DIRECT FILTERING DOWN 

  1) Through Education 

   Here you have the situation where in a University, for example, the 

students are directly taught this view by the professors and Chapterrs in: philosophy, English or 

Afrikaans, sociology, anthropology, political science, the arts, drama, education, ethics (which 

crops up in a number of areas, i.e. medicine, law, sociology, philosophy, education, etc), the 

media-related subjects, religious studies, culture related subjects, and so on. 

   In one form or another „relativism‟ is taught to the students. It might be 

brazen and frank (in philosophy and in the „ethics‟ of sociology or media-related subjects), or 

by inference and innuendo (language- related subjects because that involves literature) 

   By a continuous process of teaching and subject cross-pollination the 

whole campus of a University or College can develop an „ethos‟ in which „relativism‟ in, for 

example, morality, sexual-relations, ethics, etc., becomes a predominant feature and climate in 

which students „live and move and have their being.‟ Often, unknowingly, they imbibe a whole 

new „relativistic world view‟ that colours ALL their thinking and actions. 

   But it does not stop there. The students go on to become, teachers in 

schools, journalists, political activists, writers, poets, enter the business world, go into 

advertising, film-making, drama, art, television, become communication-experts, librarians, 

education centre managers, - and in their turn influence very large sections of a community. 

And they will by the law of necessity spread their world view of „relativism.‟ 

   One obvious method by which students are influenced is when the 

university Chapterr, in English, Education, or Philosophy, for example, - and remember that a 

vast)number of)students who do not plan to major in these subjects will still take them for one 

or two years for Degree „credit‟ purposes - hands out the list of setwork books to be studied in 

the course of the year. And increasingly they will reflect his own „relativistic‟ world view. 

   Here one could think of the writings of a man like John Dewey, who 

has been called the father of American education, in his “A Common Faith” published by Yale 

University Press, 1934. Or W.G. Sumner, also of Yale and his work “Folkways” published in 

19O1. This viewpoint is also upheld by Melville J. Herskovits in his “Cultural Relativism.” 

   Or the list could include books by Margaret Mead, F. Scott Fitzgerald, 

Norman Mailer, Hemingway, D.H. Lawrence, Henry Miller, Albert Camus, Jean-Paul Sartre, 

Friedrich Nietzsche, Hermann Hesse, Martin Heidegger, Karl Jaspers, Paul Tillich, Harold 

Pinter, Samuel Beckett and R.D. Laing. 

   And what do they read in such books? Let me give just one example 

from Hemingway. In one of his most well-known works “Death in the Afternoon”, which deals 

with one of the great loves of his life, namely, bullfighting, he says: 

   “So far, about morals, I know only that what is moral is what you feel 

good after and is immoral is what you feel bad after...” (E. Hemingway. Death in the Afternoon. 

Jonathan Cape, 8th Impression, 1956, p.11) 

  2) Magazines: The „Agony‟ Column 

   There is hardly a magazine today, across the planet and read by 

millions, that does not have its „Agony Column‟ to deal with the „agony‟ questions written by 

readers seeking advice, often on very sensitive issues, with far-reaching ethical implications. 
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They are answered by a new breed of „Magazine Pastor‟s‟ who are not ministers of the Gospel, 

but sympathetic, secular „counsellors‟ with a facility with words. 

   The questions range from those who though married, have now fallen 

in love with someone else, to blackmail, to divorce, to death, to a poor self-image, to 

pre-marital sex, to depression, to...you name it. And their answers are avidly read, even by 

those who have not sought advice. The questions are often salacious, the answers generally 

smooth and bland, and non-directive (ie.not „absolute‟) 

   One common one is that of a girl whose boyfriend wants to have a 

sexual relationship with her...and...what must she do? And the commonest answer is invariably: 

   “Don‟t rush things. Rather wait a little longer till you feel 

„comfortable‟ with the idea.” 

   The answer is therefore not based on Biblical and „absolute‟ moral or 

ethical grounds, but on what will be most „comfortable‟ for her; you couldn‟t ask for a more 

„relativistic‟ answer! And this philosophy is the basis for questions on divorce, remarriage, 

„shacking up‟ together, teenage sex, dating, and a whole range of other questions with moral 

and ethical implications. 

))))))3) „Soft‟ and „Hard‟ Pornographic Literature. 

   These are not magazines sold „under the counter‟ but in many Western 

European and Eastern countries openly available in book stores or in pavement magazine 

stands, or easily available through advertisements in newspapers. 

   In one Eastern country, which I prefer not to name, pornographic 

literature is (in US dollars) a $ 5 Billion-dollar-a-year business. But equally to blame are the 

hundreds of novels, journals, magazines and newspapers that are not technically pornographic 

but the message comes across just as clearly, only this time in a different, glossy, stylish, 

sophisticated manner, a sanitized „classy‟ manner. 

   And NEVER forget that this vast empire of filth, is, in the final 

analysis, very largely the result of Philosophical Relativism. Also remember that it is a 

historical principle that sooner or later a Philosophical „IDEA‟ converts into „ACTION‟. The 

consequences of the philosophical and Ideological „Ideas‟ of Marx, Hitler and Mussolini all 

resulted in Communism, Nazism and Fascism. 

 ))(III) FILMS AND THE MAN AND WOMAN-IN-THE-STREET 

   1) „Relativistic‟ Principles Rule Hollywood 

    We are looking at „relativism‟ and the man and 

woman-in-the-street. How does „relativism‟ affect Joe and Mary Citizen? Let‟s look at one 

PRACTICAL example that - in itself - affects the MAJORITY of the citizens of Western 

countries, as well as the majority of a very large number of Eastern countries, such as India, 

Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, the Philippians and so on. I am talking about the FILM 

INDUSTRY. 

    I do not think it an exaggeration to say that, apart from perhaps 

TV, FILMS or movies are the single greatest DIRECT audio-visual COMMUNICATOR on the 

surface of the planet, of - human life experiences; social, individual and marital relationships; 

„value‟ judgements; personal dilemmas; moral and ethical values; greed, power, ambition; 

violence; and human sexuality, projecting „WORLD VIEWS‟ ON THESE SUBJECTS. 

    AT THIS POINT LET‟S ESTABLISH A DICTUM: IN THE 

FILM INDUSTRY TODAY THE OVERWHELMING MAJORITY OF THE „WORLD 

VIEWS‟ ON THE VARIOUS SUBJECTS AND ISSUES DEALT WITH ARE BASED ON 

„RELATIVISTIC‟ PRINCIPLES. 

    FURTHER, ONE OF THE MOST FREQUENTLY USED 

THEMES IS SEXUALITY; AND THIS THEME, TOO, IS SQUARELY BASED ON 

„RELATIVISTIC‟ PRINCIPLES. CRUDELY PUT - IN THE WORLD OF FILMS IT NO 

LONGER MATTERS WHO HAS SEX WITH WHOM, OR FOR WHAT REASON, OR 

WHICH SEX GENDER IS INVOLVED, OR WHAT THE CIRCUMSTANCES AND 

CONSEQUENCES ARE, LEAST OF ALL WHETHER IT IS MORAL OR IMMORAL - JUST 

AS LONG AS THE AUDIENCE ARE ENTERTAINED AND THE MONROLES IN! 

    THE MOVIE-MAKERS ARE „EPISTEMOLOGICALLY 

RELATIVE‟ (i.e. their „knowledge‟ and „thinking‟ are not governed by „absolute‟ standards of 
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„moral‟ or „immoral‟), AND CONSEQUENTLY THE FILM THEY PRODUCE IS 

„RELATIVISTIC‟ IN ITS ACTUAL „ACTION‟ (i.e. the „love‟ scenes, for example, are never 

viewed as „moral‟ or „immoral‟ actions or activities, only as „necessary‟ and „convenient‟ to 

produce an acceptable final product) 

    AND IT IS PRECISELY THESE „RELATIVISTIC‟ 

PRINCIPLES THAT MILLIONS UPON MILLIONS OF ORDINARY CITIZENS ARE 

EXPOSED TO, -AND WHICH THEY UNWITTINGLY IMBIBE AND ACCEPT, AND 

MAKE THEIR OWN. 

 

 

))))))))))-------------------------------- 

NOTE: 

I must point out that there ARE very good, very beautifully crafted (aesthetically) films, that are 

wholesome, uplifting, poignant, entertaining, enriching, exciting; films of real quality, value 

and excellence, which no Christian should feel guilty about enjoying (Christians also need 

recreational entertainment!) 

Which? „Dances with Wolves‟(1991), „Chariots of Fire‟(1981), „Romero‟, „The Name of the 

Rose‟, „The Bear‟(1988), „A Passage to India‟ (1984), „84 Charing Cross Road‟, „The Man 

From Snowy River‟(1983), „The Elephant Man‟ (-profoundly moving!) (198O), and many 

others. 

))))))))))---------------------------------- 

   2) Progressive Sexual Explicity 

    Very few movie critics, if any, would disagree with the 

suggestion that („relativitistic‟) sexuality has steadily become more and more explicit, more 

„daring‟, more open. This links up with what was said about the „dynamic‟ nature of sin in 

point II, (II), 4 (c), above. 

    On a graph of increasingly explicit and „open‟ sexuality, no 

public audience will - in terms of „grades‟ of explicit sex - accept a jump from say 2 to 8, in the 

space of a few months. Because of God‟s common grace of restraint and decency and propriety 

such a huge jump would be unacceptable and offensive. 

    The way to get from 2 to 8 is by increasing the „explicitness‟ in 

a series of cunning „desensitizing‟ scenes or scenarios. Thus your movie director, who is 

usually very much aware of how far he can go with the public, will move from scenario 2 to 3; 

then, when he senses that the public have got over the „cultural-sexual‟ shock of something 

more „daring‟ („it was a little naughty, but not so bad...quite funny‟) he moves - in his next film 

- from scenario 3 to 4, and so on and on. 

    I am not suggesting that the movie directors sit down and 

deliberately plan such a cunning plot! It is merely that they are aware of the current cultural and 

social „ethos‟ in the community, move with the times, and „dare‟ a little more each time. 

    If, you were to read through, for example, the lavishly 

illustrated book „The Movies Of The Eighties‟, by Ron Base and David Haslam, Macdonald, 

199O, you can literally track - as on a graph - how films with a strong sexual ethos have 

become, one after the other, more and more explicit. 

    The following is a list of just a few such films from 198O to 

1989. It is NOT intended to be an exhaustive list, and some are more sensual than others; 

nevertheless, generally speaking, there is a progression in the sexual explicitness. 

    Thus: 198O „Blue Lagoon‟ and „Tess‟; 1981 „Body Heat‟; 

1982 „Sophie‟s Choice‟; 1983 „Breathless‟; 1984 „Hardbodies‟; 1986 „9 1/2 Weeks‟; 1987 

„Fatal Attraction‟, „Dirty Dancing‟, „The Unbearable Lightness of Being‟; 1988 „Dangerous 

Liaisons‟; 1989 „Black Rain‟, „Sea of Love.‟ 

    And in very recent years, others, - „Pretty Woman‟, „Wild at 

Heart‟, „Blue Velvet‟, „sex, lies, and videotape‟, „Blue Steel‟, „Internal Affairs‟, etc. 

    QUOTES VIZ-A-VIZ SEX AS A „RELATIVISTIC‟ WORLD 

VIEW. 

    Kim Basinger: “Sultry Kim Basinger has stunned scriptwriters 

working on her latest „steamy‟ movie („Four Days in February‟) by ordering them to „spice up‟ 
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the (sexual) action - or she‟d quit.” (Cape Times, 13 Sept., 1989, p.2) 

    Madonna: “People don‟t believe you can be sexual and pious 

at the same time, which is plain dumb. Of course you can be both. Why shouldn‟t you be?” 

(Talk, p.3O, Vol.27.) 

    Enough said. 

   3) Hollywood Sex: Increasing Levels of Addiction 

    Note: I am indebted to an article, „Hollyweird‟ by Julia 

Cameron, in „Cosmopolitan‟, May 1991, pp.166ff., for much of the following. 

    Julia Cameron maintains that there three levels of 

„sex-addiction‟ in the current film industry. 

    Level-one addiction, includes, inter alia, „light‟ (or „soft‟) 

pornography and multiple sex-partners, as in the films „Shampoo‟, „I Love you to Death‟, and 

„Mo‟ Better Blues.‟ 

    Level-two addiction is less „normal‟ in its range; „Taxi Driver‟, 

„Klute‟, „9 1/2 Weeks‟. She places „Pretty Woman‟ in this category. 

    Level-three behaviour, 

    “...would clearly strike almost anyone as toxic, abnormal and 

highly illegal as well. At level three, sex and violence are inextricably intermingled. „The Cook, 

The Thief‟, „Wild at Heart‟ and „Internal affairs‟ might be called level three films.” (J. 

Cameron. „Hollyweird‟, Cosmopolitan, May 1991, p.168) 

    Significantly, she then adds, 

    “...it is important to note that what (film makers) choose 

INCREASINGLY falls into LEVEL-THREE...where sex and violence intersect to inflame each 

other and create an explosive, volatile and highly addictive mix...” 

    “INCREASINGLY the message from our films is that ours is a 

society that focuses on sex - and more disturbingly, the combination of sex and violence - not as 

a part of human expression but as a drug that gets us high and becomes a substitute for real 

human connection...” 

    “Let‟s stop pretending that it‟s artistic and not the erotic 

content that we...may be after...Or to put it in other words, is the sex in the movies really 

getting dirtier or is it just our minds (that are getting dirtier)? The answer is, both.” 

(Cosmopolitan, ibid., pp.166-168) 

 

 IV THE FINALITY OF CHRISTIAN ABSOLUTES 

 1) Absolutes and Authority 

  The heart of the „absolute‟ - „relativist‟ problem; the heart of the „principle of 

doubt‟ that Kant introduced into philosophy; the heart of Hegel‟s „relativism‟ (via his 

dialectical reasoning); the heart of „relativistic epistemology‟ and the man and 

woman-in-the-street as it filters down through, inter alia, education, magazines, the „Agony 

Column‟, the media, literature and films, - the heart of ALL this „absolute‟ - „relativistic‟ clash 

lies in one word, i.e. „Authority.‟ 

  And the Christian Faith maintains that its „absolutes‟ are final and inflexible 

because the „Authority‟ upon which those „absolutes‟ are built is itself a final, unchanging and 

absolute „Authority.‟ As Dr. Jim Packer puts it: 

  “The problem of authority is the MOST FUNDAMENTAL problem that the 

Christian Church ever faces. This is because Christianity is built on 

„Truth...(thus)..(„absolutes‟)..(and) faith in Jesus Christ is possible ONLY where the „Truth‟ 

concerning Him is known. The N.T. tells us that God has made provision for the 

communication of this „saving truth...” (J.I. Packer. „Fundamentalism‟ and the Word of God. 

IVP, 1958, p.42) 

 2) The Veracity and Absolute Authority of God 

  The difference between „absolutes‟ and „relatives‟ can be accounted for in each 

case by the nature of the OBJECT trusted. 

  The „relativist‟ OBJECT of trust (and therefore his „authority‟) is himself, his 

own mind and reason, his own rationality, the „enjoyment‟ out of actions that make him feel 

„comfortable‟ with himself. But EACH man is his OWN „authority‟, hence his „rules-of-life‟ or 
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his „world view‟ is „relative‟ only to HIMSELF. There is thus no One,Single authority and no 

One, Single absolute. 

  The Christian maintains that his „absolutes‟ - and the „authority‟ of those 

absolutes - is, 

  “...(a) trust derived from the unique character of its Object - the Creator who 

declares mercy to His sinful creatures... Scripture speaks of this faith as...(residing).. strictly... 

(in)..God‟s Person.” (Packer, ibid., p.116) 

  „Truth‟ is fundamental to putting your „faith‟ in an „Absolute One.‟ Biblical 

„faith‟ is more than just „fides‟ (credence), ie. the object of faith includes but goes beyond faith 

in a body of doctrine; there is no faith, in the Biblical sense, without „fiducia‟, i.e. personal trust 

in the Living, TRUTHFUL God through faith in Christ. 

  The Christian therefore maintains that God is a God of Absolute Truth. He is 

the Infinite-Personal God of „Veracity‟, separate from his Creation. Because God is the Final 

and „Absolute One‟, he is a God of Absolute Truth, of Absolute Laws, of Absolutes Standards 

in morality, ethics, justice, relationships, marriage, family life and sexual and social 

relationships. 

  Consequently, from that „Absolute Truth‟ also flows the „absolute truths‟ of 

man‟s fallen, sinful nature, moral guilt, „sin‟ and „evil‟, the absolute darkness of sin versus the 

absolute holiness of God, absolute Christian Values, and an absolute Way of Salvation. 

 3) The Veracity and Absolute Authority of Scripture 

  The second Object of „Authority‟ and therefore of an „Absolute‟ container of 

absolute „Truth‟ is the Scriptures. On what rational basis do Christians accept the absolute 

truths of Scripture? If we should say, „We believe them because the Scriptures teaches them‟, 

that (although right in itself) would be an incomplete answer. 

  “Scriptures answers (the question) by resolving the grounds of faith, 

FORMALLY, into the veracity of God and, MATERIALLY, into the divine origin of the 

PROPOSITIONS (in Scripture) put forward for belief...” 

  “The proper basis for believing is, on the one hand, the acknowledgment that 

GOD SPEAKS ONLY TRUTH and, on the other, the recognition of what is PROPOSED (in 

Scripture) as something which He Himself HAS SAID....” ...(but we go a step further)..” 

  “The ground of „faith‟ then (and thus the ground for belief in absolutes), is the 

recognition of man‟s word as God‟s Word. How does this come about? Through the work of 

the Holy Spirit, opening and enlightening the „eyes‟ of the mind (which is where faith 

begins)...” (Packer, ibid., pp.117-118) 

  To which Dr.M. Lloyd-Jones, adds: 

  “The mystery...(of this kind)..of godliness remains a mystery... The thing itself, 

(the „absolute Truth‟ of the Gospel), as it was conceived and planned in the mind of God, is 

inscrutable and infinite...” (D.M. Lloyd-Jones. Truth Unchanged, Unchanging. Clarke, 1951, 

p.77) 

  We close then and reaffirm that God‟s Truth, as found in God‟s Word, is a 

fixed, final, „Absolute‟ Truth that is not malleable, pliable, plastic or flexible. It is final, 

inflexible, unchanging, „Absolute.‟ 

 

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

QUESTIONS 

1. Write an Essay, (i) to Introduce the subject, and (ii) to indicate the role of Francis 

Schaeffer. 

2. Elaborate on „The Thought Revolution.‟ 

3. Outline, (i) how Relativistic Epistemology affects the Man and Woman-in-the-Street, 

and (ii) very briefly the Finality of Christian Absolutes. 
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“(Jonathan) Edwards might have been a naturalist or a great literary figure, but he chose 

theology because he believed that an exploration of the relation between man and God was 

infinitely more important.” 

         - Samuel Eliot 

Morison 

   The Oxford History of the American People, 1965, p.151 

 ------------------------- 

“He saw no conflict between his Christian convictions and his interests in science and 

philosophy. All true knowledge leads to divinity.” 

          - Iain H. 

Murray 

     Jonathan Edwards. A New Biography, 1987, p.72 

))))))))))))------------------------- 

“Chalmers‟ refusal to restrict religion to limited areas of human endeavour arose from a deep 
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conviction, derived from his study of the writings of the great American Evangelical theologian 

of Revival, Jonathan Edwards, that Truth was a great whole, of which philosophy, science, and 

revealed religion were inseparable parts.” 

      -)Stuart Piggin and John Roxborogh 

       The St. Andrews Seven, 1985, p.7 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

)I INTRODUCTION: THE FIRE OF GOD (EZEK. 1:4,27) 

 -------------------------------------------- 

 The history of Revivals in the Christian Church is joyous, enthralling and exciting 

reading. That is always so when the „fire of God‟s presence‟ is experienced in an unusual 

manner amongst God‟s people. It is also very sobering. More than normal spiritual and Biblical 

balance is necessary, both in the midst of a revival, as well as in the reading and assessment of 

the historical accounts. 

 Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones (who almost singlehandedly kept the need for another worldwide 

„Awakening‟ alive during his lifetime), was also wise enough to say that, 

 “...the possibility of the extraordinary work of God in revival should never lead us to 

neglect the truth that the Holy Spirit is always present to grant us sufficient aid for the 

performance of every day... Faith in the possibility of revival in the future,if it is true faith, will 

never lead to passivity in the present.” (I.H. Murray. David Martyn Lloyd-Jones. The Fight of 

Faith 1939-1981. Banner of Truth, 199O, p.685) 

 With that introductory warning in mind, and to whet our appetite let‟s briefly look at 

features of the revival in New England in the early 174Os. Jonathan Edwards (Northampton) 

was perhaps the leading figure, but other churches and ministers were also touched with the 

heavenly fire. 

 The Holy Spirit‟s work in Edwards‟ church, 

 “...was at its height in August and September (1741), (and) summarized by Edwards in 

the sentence, „There was an appearance of a glorious progress of the work of God upon the 

hearts of sinners, in conviction and conversion, this summer and autumn, and great numbers, I 

think we have reason to hope, were brought savingly home to Christ.‟” (I.H. Murray. Jonathan 

Edwards. A New Biography. Banner of Truth,1987, p.165) 

 Of the revival in Boston (also 1741), Thomas Prince, wrote: 

 “The more we prayed and preached, the more enlarged were our hearts,...Now was such 

a time as we never knew. The Rev. Mr. Cooper was wont to say, that more came to him in one 

week in deep concern about their souls, than in the whole twenty-four years of his preceding 

ministry...it appears he has had about 6OO different persons in three months‟ time: and Mr. 

Webb informed me, he has had in the same space about a 1,OOO.” (Murray, ibid., p.166. 

Footnote 1) 

 Across New England there were increases in church membership: in the parish of 

Suffield 95 new members in the following months, North Stonington 1O4, the Old South 

Church in Boston 6O, the New North Church (also Boston) 45, Plymouth 84 and 

Middleborough 174. 

 Jonathan Parsons of Lyme, for instance, speaks of October 11th, 1741, as „our 

Pentecost‟ when „a considerable number trembled in anguish of their souls‟, yet, 

simultaneously: 

 “Many old Christians told me they had never seen so much of the glory of the Lord, 

and the riches of His grace, nor felt so much of the power of the gospel before...never been so 

sensible of the love of God to them...” 

 “...they could not support themselves, many of them, under the weight of it, they were 

so deeply affected with it. Had not Christ put underneath his everlasting arms for their support, 

I know not but many would have expired under the weight of divine benefits.” (Murray, ibid. 

p.174. Footnote 1) 

 Such was the grace and glory experienced in New England in 1741-1742. In the course 

of our studies we will be looking at further examples of this and other revivals. Perhaps it 

should be pointed out that the very nature of the subject will result in overlapping, but this will 
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be kept to a minimum. 

 

 II PHILOSOPHICAL JUSTIFICATION 

 --------------------------- 

 It might well be asked - and correctly so - what „A Christian View of Revival‟ is doing 

in a series of Chapters on „A Christian View of Philosophy‟? A short answer would be that 

philosophy is basically „a love of wisdom and truth‟, wherever that may be found. Revival is 

supremely concerned with an understanding of and love for genuine wisdom and truth. Ergo: it 

is a legitimate field of philosophical enquiry. 

 But, I would suggest, a deeper justification is necessary. 

 1) Balance in the Series 

  In our Chapters thus far we have been examining areas such as Epistemology, 

Science and Technology, Secular Humanism, Existentialism and Relativism. Basically we have 

tried to understand how, as Christians, we should view these issues epistemologically; that is to 

say, in terms of Christian and Biblical and Evangelical knowledge, truth and values. We have 

also tried to look, again from a Christian perspective, at the practical and experiential 

implications of such knowledge. 

  Now, within the ambit of the Christian Church‟s Epistemology - AND 

Epistemology in General - there is nothing higher than the knowledge of God. A knowledge 

that is at one and the same time unashamedly intellectual, yet profoundly personal and 

experimental. 

  The writer of Proverbs exhorts his hearers to seek the true and final „wisdom‟, 

saying: “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge ...and if you look for it (i.e. „true 

wisdom‟)..then you will understand the fear of the Lord and find the knowledge of God.” (Prov. 

1:7 and 2:4-5) Here is the correct blend of the intellectual „knowledge‟ and the all-important 

concomitant personal „experience‟ of God. (The two aspects may NEVER be separated.) 

  The past history of revivals have revealed: 

  1) That in a spiritual revival, in which the Holy Spirit is far more active 

than normally, there is a more heightened knowledge and experience of God. 

  2) That revivals always have a profound impact upon all aspects of 

Society, Disciplines of Study, Culture, Morality, Ethics, Business, Universities, - indeed the 

whole fabric of a Society and a Community. It has always done so in the past, and in our 

Scientific and Technological Age, will, (God willing) do so again. 

   A „spiritual movement‟ or „awakening‟ that inevitably has such a 

formidable and powerful impact upon Society and people obviously needs to be studied 

carefully. This is particularly necessary in the 2Oth century (as will be seen in the fourth main 

point) 

   Thus, although one must be careful of „labels‟, I earnestly hope that a 

study of Revival (which ties epistemology more directly to „spiritual‟ issues such as a 

heightened knowledge and experience of God, and man‟s relationship with God through 

Christ), will balance out the other Chapters, which were perhaps more „academically‟ 

orientated. 

   If one of man‟s responsibilities is to study and apply „knowledge‟ as 

widely as possibly, then it is even more certainly our responsibility to study the subject of 

„Revival‟ in which men and women - in a profound and heightened manner - encounter Him 

who is in Himself the Highest Knowledge and Truth, the Infinite-Personal God and Father of 

our Lord Jesus Christ. 

 2) Philosophical Justification 

  But we can, I suggest, place „Revival‟ in an even stricter circle of legitimate 

philosophical study. To illustrate this suggestion we must find certain legitimate points of 

contact between the discipline of philosophy and historic movements of revival. 

  It must, however, be clearly understood that while such points of contact - in 

philosophy - are usually tentative, neutral and merely suggestive, they are, by contrast - in 

conservative Evangelical terms - theologically and spiritually very definite, directional and 

absolute. 

  There are many philosophical manuals or books we could use to illustrate the 
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points of contact. For the sake of clarity, however, we will only use the clear and helpful 

volume, „Living Issues in Philosophy‟, from the pen of Harold H. Titus (Denison University), 

published by the American Book Company, Fourth Edition, 1964. 

  He starts off by pointing out, as was suggested earlier, that: 

  “The word „philosophy‟ is derived from the Greek words „philos‟ („loving‟) 

and „sophia‟ („wisdom‟) and means „the love of knowledge and wisdom.‟ “ (Titus, ibid., p.6) 

  Here is an immediate point of contact. „Revival‟ - in historic Evangelical terms 

- involves, inter alia, a powerful revelation to individuals and communities of, (i) the absolute 

and final knowledge and wisdom of Truth in inerrant Scripture about: Man, the Meaning of 

Life, Creation, Sin, Right and Wrong, Death, the purpose of History, the nature of the 

Hereafter, Existence, Suffering, and perhaps most important of all, Man‟s relationship with 

God, and (ii) the knowledge of the Infinite-Personal God displayed in all his Glory, Holiness, 

Righteous Wrath, and his Grace and Love in Jesus Christ. 

  Taking it a stage further, Titus suggests that philosophy is concerned - inter alia 

- with „belief in God‟ (p.428),....the „nature of God‟ (p.431),...with the „immanence and 

transcendency of God‟ (p.433),... the „existence of God‟ (p.434),...the „reality of God‟ 

(p.442)..the „sense of the Immediacy of God‟ (p.419),...the „nature and form of religion‟ 

(p.411),...‟personal commitment to one God‟ (p.4O5),...‟a doctrine of Truth‟ (i.e. 

Epistemology), (p.411),...‟Ethics and Morality‟ (p.351),...etc. 

  Now, Revival, as we shall see, is concerned, profoundly and deeply, with ALL 

these truths, BUT ONLY AT A VERY MUCH ELEVATED AND HEIGHTENED AND 

GLORIOUS AND TRUTH-FILLED LEVEL! A level at which God - as defined and described 

in Scripture - descends upon his people in all his glory and beauty and holiness! 

  Since Jonathan Edwards is perhaps THE philosopher, intellectual and 

experimental theologian of revival in the whole history of the Christian Church, as well as one 

who actually experienced revival in his own church, we turn, at this point, to him again. 

  In the following quotations he describes in terms of his personal spiritual 

experience precisely what was experienced in more general terms, (though still intensely 

personal), by his congregation when the Holy Spirit descended upon them in extraordinary, 

quickening power as the revival broke out. Thus, in hearing HIM we must visualise in more 

global terms what THEY understood and experienced. 

  He says: 

  “I have, many times, had a sense of the glory of the Third Person in the 

Trinity,...in his holy operations, communicating divine light and life to the soul. God, in the 

communications of his Holy Spirit, has appeared as an infinite fountain of divine glory and 

sweetness; being full, and sufficient to fill and satisfy the soul...” 

  “On one Saturday night...I had such a discovery of the excellency of the gospel 

above all other doctrines, that I could not but say to myself, „This is my chosen light‟...and of 

Christ, „This is my chosen Prophet.‟ It appeared sweet, beyond all expression, to follow 

Christ.” 

  “Another Saturday night (Jan. 1739) I had such a sense...(of)..the holy mind of 

God; that it caused me to break forth into a kind of loud weeping...so that I was forced to shut 

myself up, and...could not but, as it were, cry out, „How happy are they, who do that which is 

right in the sight of God...‟” 

  “I had, at the same time, a very affecting sense, how...suitable it was that God 

should govern the world, and order all things according to his own pleasure; and I rejoiced in it, 

that God reigned, and that his will was done.” (Murray, ibid., p.146) 

  To which Iain Murray adds the comment: 

  “It should be noted that for Edwards profound humiliation before God AND 

spiritual joy belong together. A sense of sin and real praise are not opposites...” (Murray, ibid., 

p.147) 

  Thus, I would suggest, there are „points of contact‟ between a genuine 

philosophical approach and the theology and experience of revival,with -once again- the 

proviso that in an Evangelical revival, God is viewed as a definite Infinite-Eternal Person who 

really exists, who is the „Absolute One‟, transcendent, separate from his creation, sovereign, the 

final „Reality‟, Omniscient, Omnipresent, Omnipotent, supremely Holy, and that man can 
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experience the „Immediacy‟ of his presence through the Word of God and the Holy Spirit‟s 

activity in the mind and personality of that person. 

 

III EPISTEMOLOGY, REVIVAL AND PREACHING 

 ----------------------------------- 

 Examining Revival in a philosophical ambient brings us to a further and very important 

issue: epistemology, revival and preaching (this last aspect, namely, „preaching‟, will be 

examined in more depth later on.) But the linkup of Biblical Epistemology, Revival and 

Preaching is a remarkable and very wonderful truth. Far from it being merely „academic‟, it 

brings us - in some ways - to the heart of Revival. 

 1) Rationalistic Epistemology 

  Leaving aside „empirical epistemology‟, we need to be clear about the 

definition and parameters of the dominant rationalistic epistemology of today. 

  „Epistemology‟ comes from the Greek word „episteme‟, meaning „knowledge.‟ 

The three central questions or problems in this field, are, according to Titus, 

  “(1) What are the SOURCES of knowledge?...This is the question of origins. 

(2) What is the NATURE of knowledge?...This is the question of appearance versus reality. (3) 

In our knowledge VALID?...This is the question of the tests of truth, of verification...” (Titus., 

op. cit., p.21) 

  It is crucial, at the outset, to establish that rationalistic epistemology does not, 

to simplify it, go beyond the realm of the intellect, concepts, views or ideas. Titus again: 

  “Rationalism is the view that WE KNOW what WE HAVE THOUGHT OUT, 

that the mind has the ability to discover truth BY ITSELF, or that knowledge is OBTAINED by 

comparing IDEAS WITH IDEAS...the SENSES, by themselves, cannot give us coherent and 

universally valid judgments. ....For the rationalist, knowledge is found in concepts, principles, 

and laws, not just in raw sensations.” (Titus., ibid., p.3O) 

  Quite clearly, what we have here is a dichotomy between „intellect‟ and 

„experience.‟ 

  Prof. John Frame states more clearly, 

  “The first tendency, „rationalism‟, or „a priorism‟, is the view that human 

knowledge presupposes certain principles that are KNOWN INDEPENDENTLY of 

sense-experience...knowledge...is not derived from sense-experience and...is (thus) not distorted 

by human subjectivity.” (J.M. Frame. The Doctrine of the Knowledge of God. Presbyterian and 

Reformed, 1987, pp.11O,111) 

  For our purposes the all-important truth that emerges is that WORDS by which 

KNOWLEDGE is formulated consists only of CONCEPTS, and no more. Thus you have: 

KNOWLEDGE...WORDS...CONCEPTS. 

  Hence, „knowledge‟ of an apple consists of the „idea‟ of an apple which is 

described by „words‟ which lead to the „concept‟ of an apple. The same formula can be applied 

to any number of nouns. The „knowledge‟ of a car is formed by descriptive „words‟ about the 

car which leads to the „concept‟ of a car. 

  IN NEITHER CASE IS THE „APPLE‟ EATEN OR THE „CAR‟ DRIVEN. 

„Knowledge‟ is therefore constricted and limited to the „pure intellect‟ alone. THE 

„KNOWLEDGE‟ AND THE „WORDS‟ ARE LIFELESS! 

  I am not saying that „epistemological rationalists‟ LIVE like this; obviously in 

the „real‟ world they cannot. Nevertheless, such is the theoretical foundation of their 

epistemology or knowledge. 

 2) Biblical Epistemology 

  Biblical epistemology is quite different. It has at least three components. 

  1) KNOWLEDGE 

   This involves both straightforward intellectual as well as spiritual 

knowledge, i.e. „content‟ that can be described and defined intellectually and theologically. 

Perhaps the clearest passage to illustrate this is 1Cor. 2:1ff. The Christian has received the Holy 

Spirit that he may UNDERSTAND the truths of God. “This is what we speak, not in words 

taught us by human wisdom but in WORDS taught by the Spirit, expressing spiritual TRUTHS 

in spiritual WORDS.” (v.13) 
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   The use of „words‟ in linguistics always conveys „knowledge.‟ In the 

statement „I ate a red apple‟, all the „words‟ used convey „knowledge‟ or „facts.‟ „I‟ = the 

subject; „ate‟ = the action; „red‟ = the colour of the object eaten; „apple‟ = the object. OR, „I 

love God‟: „I‟ = the subject; „love‟ = the action and emotion; „God‟ = the object. 

   In Scripture, therefore, the „words‟ used in a passage ALWAYS 

presupposes that „knowledge‟ or „truth‟ (epistemology) is being conveyed. 

   BUT, UNLIKE „RATIONALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY‟, BIBLICAL 

EPISTEMOLOGY DOES NOT END THERE. IT INVOLVES „INTELLECTUAL 

KNOWLEDGE‟, BUT THEN IT GOES A STAGE FARTHER. 

  2) LIFE-GIVING POWER 

   The „Word‟ of God and the „Words‟ of God contain within them a 

„life-giving‟ power, force and energy. Such „words‟ always „accomplish‟ something. Why is 

this? One way of answering is to point out that the God of the „words‟ is also the God of „life‟ 

(i.e. the „Living God‟), and the moment God „speaks‟ or uses „words‟ the attribute of „Life‟ 

endues those „words‟ with „life-giving power.‟ 

   Biblical evidence for this is abundant. 

   Gen. 1:3, “And God SAID, „Let there be light,‟ and there WAS light.” 

Ezek. 37, “The he (God) said to me, „Prophesy to the breath...and say to it, „This is what the 

Sovereign Lord SAYS: Come from the four winds, O breath, and breathe into these slain, that 

they may LIVE.‟ So I prophesied...and breath entered them (the dry bones); they came to LIFE 

and STOOD UP on their feet...” (vv.9-1O) John 6:68, “Simon Peter answered him, „Lord, to 

whom shall we go? You have the WORDS of ETERNAL LIFE...” 

   But just what exactly is this „life-giving force‟ with which the „words‟ 

of God and Christ are endued? This brings us to the final component. 

  3) THE „LIFE-GIVING FORCE‟ IS THE HOLY SPIRIT 

   John 6:63, “ The Spirit gives life...” 2 Pet. 1:21, “ For prophecy never 

had its origin in the will of man, but men SPOKE from God as they were carried along by the 

HOLY SPIRIT.” 

   Thus the „WORD‟ and „WORDS‟ of God - which convey 

„KNOWLEDGE‟ and „TRUTH‟ (i.e. God‟s epistemology) - convey, through the activity of 

God the Holy Spirit, „LIFE-GIVING POWER AND FORCE.‟ 

   As the great John Owen succinctly said: 

   “For this end hath God promised that his Spirit and his Word shall 

always ACCOMPANY one another...” (W.H. Goold, Ed. The Works of John Owen, Vol. III. 

Banner of Truth, 1966, p.47O) 

   To which Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones adds: 

   “The Word is all important, but the only power which provides 

authority is the Holy Spirit.” (D.M. Lloyd-Jones. Knowing The Times. Banner of Truth, 1989, 

p.29) 

 3) God‟s Epistemology and Revival 

  By now the connection between „Biblical‟ or „God‟s epistemology‟ and 

Revival should be clear. It can be put like this: 

  1) Revival occurs when the Holy Spirit presses down - in an 

overwhelming manner - the KNOWLEDGE of ABSOLUTE TRUTHS (ie.GOD‟S 

EPISTEMOLOGY) FROM GOD and ABOUT GOD upon, first, Christians, and then, 

non-Christians. „KNOWLEDGE‟ about God himself (his glory and holiness and majesty and 

anger against sin), and „KNOWLEDGE‟ from God (about sin, moral guilt, repentance, grace, 

redemption through Christ, etc) 

  2) Revival occurs when people „experience‟ God and God‟s Presence and 

God‟s truth DIRECTLY, INDIVIDUALLY AND PERSONALLY (i.e. „GOD‟ who is the 

summation of quickening, vivifying epistemological „TRUTH.‟ An incandescent, flaming 

„knowledge‟ in the Personal Presence and Glory of HIM who is All-Holy and All-Powerful.) 

 4) Preaching and Personal „Knowledge‟ and „Experience‟ of God 

  It is also necessary - briefly - to stress the place of preaching, and the 

preacher‟s personal knowledge and experience of God. 

  1) In „Preaching‟ it is essential to stress the vital necessity and importance 
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of the very act of preaching in Revival. Why? Because, as we noted above the very „Word‟ of 

God carries within itself „Life-giving power‟ or Holy Spirit given „Life.‟ Thus, by preaching the 

Word of God the preacher or rather his handling of the Word becomes a conduit of Spirit-given 

„Life.‟ 

   In his „Life of Brainerd‟, it becomes apparent that Edwards‟ shared 

with Brainerd the conviction, 

   “...about the Spirit-anointed (place of) preaching which alone can 

revive the church and awaken the world: „I longed for a Spirit of preaching to descend and rest 

on ministers, that they may address the consciences of men with...power...‟” (Murray, op.cit., 

p.145) 

   It is also important because solid, expository preaching lays a 

foundation for a Biblically-based revival that bears much balanced, mature spiritual fruit in 

individuals, churches and communities. The ABSENCE of preaching opens up the possibility 

of non-Biblical and thus pseudo spiritual influences. 

   The 19O4 Welsh Revival was a genuine Holy Spirit work of God; of 

that there is no question. Nevertheless, one of its greatest weaknesses was the lack of 

preaching. Dr. Eifion Evans, who defends the genuiness of work, nevertheless points out that, 

   “Unhappily, (Evan) Roberts did not always observe the biblical 

safeguards for the proper exercise of spiritual gifts. As a result, a ministry of the Word was 

often absent, depriving the congregations of basic teaching which was crucial not only to a right 

understanding of the faith, but also to ensure proper growth in it...” 

   “This gave rise to some excesses of emotionalism,... later repercussions 

were even more serious, for it led to a rapid decline in the spiritual discernment and vigour of 

many, whose love UNBUTTRESSED BY KNOWLEDGE, grew sadly cold.” (E. Evans. The 

Welsh Revival of 19O4. Evangelical Press of Wales, 1984, pp.163-164) 

  2) The further aspect, namely, the preacher‟s personal knowledge and 

experience of God is equally vital. This, says Iain Murray, 

   “...brings us to what is most important of all in any understanding of 

Edwards‟ private hours. His view of his public work as a calling to speak to men in the name of 

God WAS INSEPARABLE from his conviction that the FIRST DEMAND in such a calling 

was that his own knowledge of God should be personal and first-hand...” 

   “In the words of J.S. Stewart, „It is one thing to learn the technique and 

mechanics of preaching: it is quite another to preach a sermon which will draw back the veil 

and make the barriers fall that hide the face of God...” (Murray, op.cit., p.142) 

 

 IV TWENTIETH-CENTURY ORIENTATION 

 ----------------------------- 

 It is worthwhile, at this point, to contemplate the ramifications and implications of the 

possibility of a worldwide Revival in our century. Such a projection - while recognizing the 

absolute sovereignty of the Holy Spirit - will nevertheless involve Christian leaders in a number 

of wide-ranging theological, experiential, practical and social issues, which they will not be 

able to avoid. 

 An outpouring of God‟s holy Presence, in the powerful and extraordinary manner in 

which it occurs in revival, ALWAYS has a disruptive impact. This is surely obvious. On the 

one hand the Church is busy with its normal routine of church life which moves along on a 

fairly predictive level. On the other hand, in revival, God himself in all his power and glory 

descends, often unexpectedly, on his Church. 

 The very „immediacy‟ and vivifying impact of God‟s presence will of necessity 

overwhelm Christians, intensifying, inter alia, a profound sense of sin, a deep sense of his 

holiness, a rapid increase of prayer meetings, an increased desire for „counselling‟ (it was not 

uncommon, for example, during the „awakening‟ under Whitefield and Wesley, in the 

Cambuslang revival and the 19O4 Welsh revival, for distressed souls to still be given Scriptural 

guidance at 3 or 4 o‟clock in the morning!) 

 There is likewise a rapid increase in preaching and teaching of the essential Evangelical 

and Christian doctrines, a marked increase of evangelism and a flood tide of „converts.‟ In other 

words, while the revival lasts the „normal‟ routine of church life is usually disrupted in favour 
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of an „extraordinary, supernatural and sovereign movement‟ of the Spirit who may direct the 

revival in an unusual direction and bring about unpredictable circumstances. 

 We need therefore to be ready, on the one hand, to allow the Spirit to work freely and 

sovereignly, while on the other hand ensuring that there is no „emotionalistic‟ hysteria or 

excesses of a fanatical, unbalanced and unscriptural nature that will harm the „real‟ revival, do 

irreparable damage to people‟s spiritual, intellectual and emotional lives, and, saddest of all, 

„quench‟ the Holy Spirit‟s work. For this much wisdom and discernment is needed. 

 The 16th, 17th, 18th and 19th centuries all saw worldwide,Holy Spirit-led 

„Awakenings‟. I am referring to the Reformation, the Puritan-period, the awakenings under 

George Whitefield and the Wesley‟s, and the 1859 Revival under such men as Spurgeon and 

Moody. 

 Apart from localized revivals ( 19O4 in Wales, for example), it is now (1992) over 13O 

years since we last experienced a genuine „Revival‟ on a worldwide scale in the Christian 

Church. We urgently need to know as much as we can about revivals so that if God in his 

Sovereign Grace „quickens‟ the Church in our day, we will, under God and through Scripture, 

understand what is happening and how to manage and guide it. 

 This will, inter alia, involve the Evangelical Church in practical, theological and 

spiritual responsibilities, some of which will include following (they are not in any particular 

order): 

  1) How to maximize the Revival‟s spiritual potential in the „local‟ churches or 

congregations. This is where the greatest impact and preservation of the „fruit‟ of the revival 

should be so that both by Preaching and Counselling the Pastor, his Elders and Deacons are 

able to „guide‟ and „channel‟ the revival along Biblical paths. 

  2) How to channel its impact upon a Scientific and Technological society that has 

become secularized, and who no longer thinks in terms of the „Supernatural.‟ 

  3) How to cope, in our churches, with a flood tide of converts. 

  4) How to ensure that it remains Biblically based, thus protecting the revival from 

non-Biblical „mysticism‟ and „subjectivist experiences‟ that are just „emotionalistic.‟ (In 

contrast to the inevitable and perfectly legitimate „emotions‟ that always accompanies any 

genuine work of the Holy Spirit) 

  5) How to discern „true‟ from „psuedo‟ spiritual experiences and conversions, as 

well as other spiritual and emotional „phenomena.‟ 

  6) How to maximize its promise through Expository Preaching. THERE IS 

PROBABLY NO ONE GREATER SINGLE IMPORTANT ESSENTIAL THAN THAT OF 

EXPOSITORY PREACHING IN „GUIDING‟ A REVIVAL WISELY AND SPIRITUALLY. 

This will be examined in a subsequent Chapter. 

  7) How to apply the Truth to various cults and secular thinking (from New Age to 

current relativistic, humanistic philosophies) 

  8) How to utilize the revival‟s power and the Gospel in terms of popular culture 

and social needs. 

 

  9) How to handle any massive media-coverage. (We ought to remember that such 

an „Awakening‟ will be the first in an intensely media-conscious world, and would have to be 

handled in a manner that will not „cheapen‟ the Gospel, the „Awakening‟ itself or quench the 

Holy Spirit‟s work) 

 1O) How to remain Biblically balanced in the midst of it. The history of revivals 

show how incredibly quickly, unless Biblically guided, a genuine movement of the Spirit can 

degenerate into mass „hysteria‟, „hallucinations‟, „Spirit-guidance‟, and sheer „emotionalistic‟ 

meetings that become an orgy of „feelings‟ that run riot. The results of such „meetings‟ are 

usually short-lived and so-called „converts‟ quickly fall away. 

 11) How to avoid „quenching‟ the Spirit by „popularising‟ it. Modern man (just 

study advertising) is forever falling from one „trend‟ into another. God forbid that any modern 

revival becomes „trendy.‟ Nothing will kill it off more quickly if it or its leaders are afforded 

„celebrity‟ status. Perhaps more genuine humility will be needed in a modern revival than in 

any other period of history. 

 12) How to utilize modern communications-media to spread the Spirit-quickened 
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gospel. This will be perfectly legitimate PROVIDED the essential message of the Evangelical 

Gospel is not watered down or compromised. 

 13) How to know the difference between the „Charismatic‟ movement (in the strict 

literal and theological usage of the word today) and a genuine Revival. (This does not mean 

that „Charismatic‟ churches will not be involved!) But the two are essentially different. (See 

here: J.I. Packer. „Keep In Step With The Spirit‟, IVP, 1984, p.234)  

 14) How to cope with the fierce, possibly violent opposition to it. It is a consistent 

feature that genuine revival evokes opposition, and even persecution, from both within and 

without the Church. It is be taken for granted that such a movement will be misunderstood, 

misrepresented and mispresented. If the „Abortion‟ issue has unlocked fierce controversy, then 

„revival‟ will most certainly do the same. 

 15) How to ensure that the right Biblical and Theological parameters are 

maintained, yet allowing the Holy Spirit the essential freedom to work Sovereignly as He wills. 

 16) How to ensure that those who come to a knowledge of Christ are properly 

taught the essentials of Evangelical Doctrine, principles of Christian living, worship, ethics and 

morality. (As indicated in the Chapters on „Relativism‟, we are quite literally living, today, in a 

post-Christian culture in which even the most simple, basic Christian truths are virtually 

unknown) 

 17) How to ensure that Evangelical churches in all the different denominations 

co-operate harmoniously. 

 

 18) How to ensure mutual co-ordination and co-operation on the Mission Field 

between the different Missionary Organizations. 

 19) How to ensure that the „fruit‟ of the revival is channelled in a Scriptural 

manner and in the most productive manner in each local congregation.  

 2O) How to avoid a God-dishonouring „personality cult‟ of those God raises up to 

lead such a revival. (Remember: we will live in a society and culture that is pathologically 

addicted to „Stars‟, i.e. ANYONE IN ANY FIELD who is viewed as an outstanding personality, 

who is „unusual‟, who, through the media, reaches „celebrity‟ status, ANYONE who is 

„charismatic‟ in personality, etc.) 

 21) How to ensure that the revival is guided by strong, balanced, mature (!) 

Christian leaders of long-standing spiritual experience, so that it does not become the victim of 

what Paul terms „novices.‟ 

 22) How to cope, in the churches, with the „aftermath‟ of the revival when the 

Spirit has sovereignly finished his intended work. In other words, how to sensibly and maturely 

cope with (and teach other Christians how to cope with) that deflating, but inevitable descent to 

„normal‟ Christian living again. This is often a serious problem to Christians, who having lived 

as it were in the „heavenlies in the Spirit‟, find it very hard to adjust to the normal Christian life 

and experiences once again. 

 23) How to ensure that our actions ultimately glorifies God the Father, Son and 

Holy Spirit. 

 

)V A BRIEF HISTORY OF SOME REVIVAL MOVEMENTS 

 ----------------------------------------- 

 1) England and Scotland: 1526 Onwards 

  “The commencement of the Reformation in England and Scotland was marked 

by a thirst for Scripture among the people.” (I.H. Murray. The Puritan Hope. Banner of Truth, 

1971, p.4) A few examples must suffice. 

  Tyndale‟s version of the N.T. circulated in both realms from 1526 onwards. 

This soon resulted in a train of preachers whose ministry was attended by spiritual effects 

which had not commonly been seen for centuries. We hear, for example of George Wishart, 

martyred in 1546, preaching (for more than three hours!) with great power at Mauchline to such 

effect that one of the most wicked men in Scotland, Laurence Rankin, laird of Shield, came 

weeping to Christ. 

  During the reign of the boy King, Edward VI (1547-1553), the public preaching 

of the gospel by Latimer, Hooper, Bradford and others was attended with remarkable success. 
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A few years later, John Jewel informs us that sometimes at Paul‟s Cross (a large area in London 

where public preaching was commonly practised) there were no less than 6,OOO persons 

gathered to hear the Gospel. 

  In Puritan England the University of Cambridge was the nursery of many great 

preachers. In the late 156Os, Thomas Cartwright‟s preaching in Great St.Mary‟s was so well 

attended that the sexton had to remove the windows so that the crowd outside the church could 

also hear Cartwright! Until his death in 16O2 William Perkins (the „father‟ of Pastoral 

Theology) exercised such a powerful ministry that when Thomas Goodwin arrived at 

Cambridge in 1613 (11 years later), the whole town still lived under the impact of Perkins‟ 

preaching. 

  A similar spiritual power rested upon the ministry of Laurence Chaderton 

(c.1536-164O) For 5O years he preached at St. Clement‟s, Cambridge, and when he laid down 

his charge in 1618, at the age of 72, it is said that no less than 4O ministers begged him to 

continue, attributing their conversion to him. When Richard Sibbes began preaching at Holy 

Trinity, also in Cambridge, in 161O, additional galleries had to be built to accommodate the 

crowds. 

  William Gouge (1575-1653) started his preaching career at Blackfriars, 

London, in 16O8, - and remained there for over 45 years. His expository sermons of Hebrews 

alone numbered more than a 1,OOO! Of him we hear that God, “...made him „an aged father in 

Christ...for thousands have been converted and built up by his ministry.‟ “ (Murray, „Puritan 

Hope‟, ibid., p.1O. Footnote 1O) 

  The same was true in Scotland. In May, 1556, John Knox preached for 1O 

consecutive days in Edinburgh. When he returned to Scotland in 1559 the revival became 

general. Knox, writing of this period says that there were so many converts that they seemed to 

be raining out of the sky. 

  In 1583 Robert Rollock, appointed Principal of what was to become Edinburgh 

University, preached with such fervency and power of the Holy Spirit, that he was the 

instrument of converting many to Christ. Other notable Scottish preachers were John Welch, 

Edward Brice, Charles Ferme, David Calderwood and Robert Bruce. 

  A story about Bruce sums up the deep quality of godliness these men 

possessed. One morning, on the way to Inverness, 

  “...he stood so long, rapt in meditation, beside his horse...before mounting that 

his companion later asked him the reason for the delay. Bruce replied, „I was receiving my 

commission from my Master to go to Inverness, and He gave it me Himself, before I set foot in 

the stirrup...‟” (Murray, „Puritan Hope‟, ibid., p.24) 

  More that two centuries later Christians in the Highlands still spoke of the days 

when multitudes walked and took ferries from the counties of Ross and Sutherland to hear 

Bruce preach in Inverness, where he gained many thousands of souls to Christ. 

  Another Scottish preach of great spiritual power was David Dickson. Such was 

the hunger to hear the Word of God that week-day services became common. Dickson, for 

example, held a service on Monday mornings before the opening of the market in Irvine. For 

this market-day sermon, it is said, the church was even more crowded than on the Lord‟s Day. 

This was in 16O3. 

  At about the same time, on a certain Monday, June 21, 16O3, a service was 

held at Shotts, a parish midway between Glasgow and Edinburgh. It was the conclusion of a 

week-end of communion services at which Robert Bruce and others had been ministering the 

Word. By the Sunday evening, such was the sense of the presence of God that many were 

unwilling to go away, and thus, after a night of prayer, a further service was held on the 

Monday morning. Iain Murray picks up the story: 

  “The preacher was young John Livingstone...Thirty years after that ...Robert 

Fleming recalled...A „down-pouring of the Spirit‟, he says, accompanied the ordinances, 

„especially that sermon on the Monday,... that it was known...near 5OO had at that time a 

discernible change..of whom most proved lively Christians afterward...‟ “ (Murray, „Puritan 

Hope‟, ibid., pp.28-29) 

 2) Eighteenth-Century Onwards 

  In the 18th century there was a remarkable revival that took place in about 
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1727 in the Moravian community at Herrnhut in Germany. 

  “Then in the United States of America you have Jonathan Edwards and the 

„Great Awakening‟, in which George Whitefield also took such a prominent part. In England 

under the ministry of Whitefield again, AND of the Wesleys and various other men, almost 

right up to 179O, there were clear outpourings of the Spirit in revival.” (D.M. Lloyd-Jones. The 

Puritans: Their Origins and Successors. Address entitled „Revival: An Historical and 

Theological Survey‟, given in 1959 at the Puritan Conference in Westminster Chapel. Banner 

of Truth, 1987, p.3) 

  Exactly the same happened in Wales from 1735 onwards, involving Howell 

Harris and Daniel Rowland. There was a succession of revivals that lasted even beyond 

Rowland‟s death. In Scotland there was a mighty movement of God‟s Spirit at Cambuslang 

during a Communion service, and later at Kilsyth and various other places. 

  In 1858 a notable revival broke out in Northern Ireland, which spread to 

Scotland and Wales. Earlier, in 1857, revival had broken out in America, the most notable 

leader being Dwight Moody. In England Spurgeon had almost continuous revival throughout 

his ministry in London. 

 3) Wales: 1762 - 1862 

  No other country in the world has been as blessed with the number of revivals 

as has been Wales. Between 1762 and 1862 there were at least 15 outstanding revivals in 

Wales. Some were localised, others far-reaching in their effects. We will look at just a few. 

Here I am indebted to: E. Evans. Revival Comes To Wales. Evangelical Press of Wales, 1986. 

   1) Visitations in the 179Os 

   Llangeitho was blessed with a powerful movement of the Spirit 

towards the end of the year 179O, about a month after the death of Daniel Rowland 

(1711-179O), whose ministry of the Word was greatly blessed of God throughout Wales for 

many decades, particularly at Llangeitho. (We will hear more about Daniel Rowland) 

   “Simultaneously, at Bala, Thomas Charles could also speak of a 

revival, and in a letter dated January 26th, 1792, he writes of the work, that it was „...very 

gracious...very powerful...growing...general... lasting...‟” (Evans, „Revival Comes...‟. ibid., 

p.12) 

   Before the turn of the century, many places in Cardiganshire, 

Carmarthenshire, Pembrokeshire, Caernarvonshire and Anglesey had been awakened under the 

preaching of Thomas Charles, John Elias and Christmas Evans. 

   2) Aberystwyth, 18O5 

   This revival was first felt in the Sunday School, and received an added 

impetus from a meeting of the Association of the Calvinistic Methodists held there at that time. 

(„Calvinistic Methodist‟ is a term that goes back to the time of Whitefield, Howell Harris and 

Rowland in the early 17OOs; it ultimately became synonymous with „Presbyterian‟) 

   Thomas Charles describes the scenes at Aberystwyth at that time: 

   “At Aberystwyth and in the adjacent parts, there are general and 

powerful awakenings among the young people and children...The concourse of people 

assembled on the occasion was computed to amount to at least 2O,OOO...Hundreds of children, 

from eight years old and upwards, might be seen in the congregation HEARING THE WORD 

with all the attention of the most devout Christian; and bathed in tears.” (Evans, „Revival 

Comes...‟, ibid., p.13) 

   3) Beddgelert, 1817 

   Robert Jones claims: 

   “No one remembers seeing anywhere a more powerful owning of the 

means of grace than was experienced in this locality..The convictions were more powerful to 

awaken the conscience, smiting the heart, and the outbursts of joy of salvation more powerful 

than were seen in some previous revivals.” (Evans, „Revival Comes...‟, ibid., p.14) 

   The estimate of Henry Hughes claims that this revival was considered 

to be the most powerful in Wales, with the exception of the „Calvinistic Methodist‟ awakening 

under Whitefield, Harris and Rowland in the 174Os. 

   “„One outstanding characteristic of the Beddgelert Revival,‟says Henry 

Hughes, „was that the PREACHING of the gospel had a PROMINENT, indeed a 
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PREDOMINANT PLACE in it. In one revival, the most prominent feature is the prayer 

meeting; in another, it is the singing...but it was PREACHING which had the leading part in 

this revival.‟ “ (Evans, „Revival Comes...‟, ibid., p.15) 

   During the years 1817-22 many parts of Wales were awakened; the 

Baptists received more than 8,OOO into membership between 1816 - 1822, and many 

Congregational churches in the counties of South Wales were blessed with revival. 

  4) Bontuchel, 1821 

   The revival of 1821 at Bontuchel, Denbighshire, broke out in a prayer 

meeting. Those present were first stirred to a spirit of fervent praise while singing a verse of an 

old hymn by the famous hymn-writer of revivals, William Williams. 

   An expression of the ecstasy of the hymn swept through the place like 

wildfire, and the congregation was as though electrified. The flame thus kindled spread rapidly, 

until many were „lost in wonder, love, and praise.‟ The effects were extensive and lasting. The 

PREACHING OF THE WORD became more powerful and authoritative. 

   5) Anglesey, 1822 

   The Anglesey awakening in the following year, 1822, was one of the 

most powerful experienced on that island. The chief instrument used of God was a young 

minister, Moses Jones, of Caernarvonshire, and the occasion on which the first movings of the 

Spirit were felt was a PREACHING service. 

   6) Carmarthen, 1828 

   Early strong impressions of the Divine Power were felt at Llanddeusant 

during the prayer meeting, especially while singing a hymn. The PREACHING OF THE 

WORD was signally honoured during the following weeks.The work spread throughout the 

counties of South Wales. John Hughes estimates that about 28O were added to the church at 

Llanddeusant, and about 2,OOO to the Calvinistic Methodist churches of the county, at this 

time. 

   7) Caernarvon, 1832 

   Robert Dafydd, a preacher with the Calvinistic Methodists, had been 

praying for some years before 1832 that God would grant him the privilege of seeing yet one 

more revival. 

   His prayer was answered, and the whole of Caernarvonshire felt the 

impact of an extraordinary manifestation of Divine Power. As a result, over 6OO were added to 

the church. 

   8) Merioneth, 184O 

   Over 2,OOO were added to the churches in Merionethshire alone in 

184O, with comparatively few converts falling away. The impact of this revival was felt in 

North Wales, certain parts of South Wales, and Liverpool in England. 

   Robert Ellis describes the principal features of this revival as „quiet 

and solemn‟, men and women considering well, and counting the cost, before they resolved to 

follow Christ. 

   9) South Wales, 1849 

   The great cholera epidemic which affected parts of South Wales in 

1849 compelled many to think of their spiritual state before God, and some thousands were 

converted during that and the following year. According to Thomas Rees, no less than over 

9,OOO were added to 67 Independent churches in the counties of Monmouth, Glamorgan, 

Brecknock and Carmathen, in the course of only 3-4 months. 

  1O) Summary 

   Wales was thus singularly blessed and stirred time and again by such 

eventful revivals. They were periods of extraordinary spiritual activity, 

   “...during which God drew near to His people and wrought the most 

amazing and revolutionary changes in numerous churches and amongst whole 

communities...few of the revivals...were „local‟ and limited. For the most part, the revival 

would spread, from the actual church or locality where the influences were first experienced, to 

surrounding areas and even to neighbouring counties.” (Evans, „Revival Comes...‟, ibid., 

pp.2O-21) 

   A further noticeable feature is that while prayer and singing played 
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important roles, the Preaching of the Word played a dominant role. This latter fact will be seen 

in a more than usually important perspective when we consider the dangers attached to revivals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1.Discuss the „Philosophical Justification‟ for including a study of Revival under the category 

of „A Christian View of Philosophy.‟ 

2. Write an Essay under the title, „Epistemology, Revival and Preaching.‟ 

3.Outline the different aspects of Revival in a Twentieth-Century Orientation. Add any extra 

points you may want to. 

4. Describe revivals under the heading „A Brief History of Some Revival Movements.‟ 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

“Enthusiasm (in the 18th Century Church in England) was to be avoided at all costs. Sir Leslie 

Stephen said of the most celebrated preacher of the period - Hugh Blair of Edinburgh - that „he 
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was a mere washed-out retailer of second-hand commonplaces, who gives the impression that 

the real man has vanished, and left nothing but a wig and gown.‟... 

More serious than the lack of fervour in the Hanoverian pulpit was its distinct distrust of 

theology. Biblically-based doctrinal preaching was at a discount. Tepid, innocuous moralizing 

seems to have been the accepted recipe (for preaching)” 

         - A Skevington Wood 

    The Burning Heart: John Wesley, Evangelist, 1967 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 - STAGE ONE: DIAGNOSIS AND URGENCY - 

 --------------------------------- 

)I DIAGNOSIS: A SECULAR SOCIETY 

 ----------------------------- 

 In his series of sermons on the subject of Revival, Dr. D.M. Lloyd-Jones 

(sympathetically) but correctly points that one of the first things the modern Evangelical 

Christian Church does - faced with its waning influence and power - is to engage, frantically, in 

Christian „activity.‟ 

 “We are practical people, we say. We are not interested in doctrine...so we rush off to 

our activities...(However)..We may not be as aware as we should be of the real essence of the 

problem which is confronting us. But it is a universal rule and principle that it is sheer madness 

and waste of energy to attempt any kind of treatment until we have first established an accurate 

diagnosis.” (D.M. Lloyd-Jones. Revival. Marshall Pickering, 1986, p.11) 

 This then is our first priority. What is the condition of the world? What is the situation 

in the church? Do we need a Revival? If so, why? 

  (I) MARKS OF THE SECULAR MIND AND ACTIVITY 

  1) Human Autonomy (Anthropocentric Humanism) 

   The heart of Revival is that both Christians and non-Christians (in the 

process of conversion) are overwhelmed by the central „immediacy‟ of the very presence of 

God. 

   The heart of Sin and its expression is that man seeks to live 

„autonomously‟ in God‟s world, seeks to push God out of his own Creation, to the borders of 

his own individual life and even beyond that. 

   “Man has made himself the measure of all things...first on the level of 

behaviour or ethics...in that he sets his own standards...; and second, man has become the 

measure of all things on the level of the possibility and the validity of knowledge...” (D. 

Vickers. Man in the Maelstrom of Modern Thought. Presbyterian and Reformed, 1975, p.2) 

   This results is man‟s anthropocentric (i.e. „man- centred‟) autonomy in 

the realm of - ethics, moral standards, and moral behaviour, and in man‟s anthropocentric 

autonomy in the realm of - knowledge or epistemology. 

    (i) Ethics and Behaviour 

    Put in more general terms, prof.Allan Bloom points out that 

consequently men and women, 

    “...can be anything they want to be...free to decide whether 

they will believe in God or be atheists...whether they will be straight or gay...marry and whether 

they will stay married; whether they will have children - and so on endlessly. There is no 

necessity, no morality, no social pressure, no sacrifice to be made...” (A. Bloom. The Closing of 

the American Mind. Penguin, 1988, p.87) 

    Thus, to a very large extent, modern men and women - and 

teenagers - are growing up in a society and culture that is not only non-moral, but worse, 

amoral. In other words morality and ethics and moral or immoral behaviour is a matter of 

indifference to most people. 

    The Laws of God, such as the ten commandments, the holiness 

of God, and Life of Christ, in terms of his morality, purity and holiness, are meaningless and 

irrelevant. Man is consequently not responsible to God for his moral actions, and he does not, 

therefore,)believe in „moral guilt.‟ (We will return to this issue under „Sexual Promiscuity.‟) 

   (ii) Knowledge and Epistemology 
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    Here modern man‟s autonomy, 

    “...involves the claim that man can have true knowledge of the 

universe...without reference to the categories of interpretation which God has established...It 

(further) involves the denial of the data of (God‟s) revelation...(He denies that)..The facts are 

what they are because God has already thought all the facts...(and that)..Man‟s epistemological 

task is to think God‟s thoughts after Him.” (Vickers, op.cit., pp.12-13) 

    What this basically means is that modern men and women have 

rejected God‟s Revelation of himself in Scripture and in Jesus Christ; and in doing so have 

ejected God the Father and God the Son out of their lives. 

  2) Antisupernaturalistic 

   “Thus secular man believes neither in God, Revelation, the Incarnation, 

miracles, angels, demons, heaven or hell. (Sir Julian) Huxley ...says, „I submit that the 

discoveries of physiology, general biology and psychology not only make possible but 

necessitate a NATURALISTIC hypothesis, in which there is no room for the supernatural...‟” 

(D. Kingdon, „Secularism and the Gospel‟ in the book „Preaching: Yesterday and Today‟, 

Walter and Carey, 1972, p.57) 

   In his sermons on Revival, D.M. Lloyd-Jones points out that if you go 

back, say, some two hundred years, men did not generally deny Christian truth, they were just 

apathetic towards it. Today, men and women, have gone beyond that. 

   “For the problem for us is not apathy, it is not a mere lack of concern 

and lack of interest. It is something much more profound. It seems to me to be a complete 

unawareness, even a denial of the spiritual alto-gether...The very belief in God has virtually 

gone...” 

   “...the average man today thinks that all this belief about God and 

religion and salvation, and all that belongs to the realm of the Church, is something that should 

be entirely dismissed...Not only that,the authority of the Bible is no longer recognised...” 

   “In past times people did recognise the Bible to be the Word of God. 

They did not practise it or listen to it, but if you asked them what they thought of it, they would 

admit that, yes it was the Good Old Book...But that is no longer the case. It is regarded as an 

ordinary book...It is just literature...” 

   “Take the essential truths about our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 

These are no longer believed as they once were. He is regarded as just a man amongst men, a 

great man, of course, but nothing more than that. His deity is denied, his virgin birth is denied 

and his atoning death is denied...” (Lloyd-Jones, „Revival‟, op.cit., pp.13-14) 

  3) This-Worldly 

   As Harry Blamires has put it in his classic contemporary, „The 

Christian Mind‟, 

   “To think secularly is to think within a frame of reference bounded by 

the limits of our life on earth; it is to keep one‟s calculations rooted in „this-worldly‟ criteria.” 

(H. Blamires. The Christian Mind. SPCK, 1982, p.44) 

   Thus the secular mind is totally pragmatic and its boundaries are 

thoroughly empirical, ie.the boundaries of the physical senses. As Blamires further puts it: 

   “Its (i.e. the „this-worldly‟ secular mind) most basic presupposition, 

implicit in all its judgements, is that this which we EXPERIENCE DIRECTLY WITH THE 

SENSES constitute the heart and TOTALITY of things...Secularism is so rooted IN THIS 

WORLD that it does not allow for the existence of any other...” (Blamires, ibid., p.68) 

  4) Antiauthoritarian 

   David Kingdon, to whom I am indebted, sums it up perfectly. 

   “...in its totality the anti authoritarian temper of the secular mind is 

inimical to the Christian faith. For the Christian faith presupposes the authority of God, then the 

authority of His revelation through prophet, priest and His incarnate Son, His commandments 

and His Church...” 

   “The secular mind, in its refusal to live under the authority of God, 

recognises only the authority of the individual self, which is why hedonism („the principle of 

pleasure‟) is the popular philosophy of our times.” (Kingdon, op.cit., p.57) 

   In his book on Preaching, John Stott, under the sub-title „The 
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Anti-authority Mood, adds: 

   “Ever since the fall of man human nature has been rebellious... What 

seems new today, however, is both the world-wide scale of the revolt and the philosophical 

arguments with which it is sometimes buttressed. There can be no doubt that the 2Oth century 

has been caught up in a global revolution...All the accepted authorities (family, school, 

university, State, Church, Bible...God) are being challenged...Anything which savours of 

„establishment‟,...is being scrutinized and opposed.” (J. Stott. I Believe in Preaching. Hodder & 

Stoughton, 1982,p.51) 

 (II) SEXUAL PROMISCUITY: A DISINTEGRATING SOCIETY 

  This is the inevitable consequence of a human autonomy that does not bend the 

knee to God‟s ethics or God‟s authoritative epistemology in the revelation of his Word. 

  The „sexual revolution‟, says prof.Allan Bloom, 

  “...marched (significantly, in the light of the rejection of God‟s authority in 

ethics and epistemology) under the banner of freedom.... Sexual liberation presented itself as a 

bold affirmation of the senses and of undeniable natural impasse against our puritanical 

heritage, society‟s conventions and repressions, bolstered by Biblical myths about original sin.” 

(Bloom, op.cit., p.98) 

  From the early sixties on there was a gradual testing of the limits on sexual 

expression, and the limits simply melted away (or had indeed already disappeared) without 

anybody‟s having noticed it. The disapproval of parents and teacher‟s of young people sleeping 

and living together declined rapidly in the face of popular-culture‟s peer group pressure. 

  The kind of cohabitations that were dangerous in the 2Os, risque or bohemian 

in the 3Os and 4Os, have become, says prof. Bloom, “as normal as membership in the Girl 

Scouts.” 

  Some of the last bastions of „age-limits‟ have also been falling on TV, usually 

slightly more conservative, sexually, than films because they beam straight into family homes. 

   Recently, in a controversial episode of the TV series „Doogie Howzer, 

M.D.‟, the teenage doctor lost his virginity. Commenting on the episode one of executives 

running the show said that, in his view, the socially accepted parameters of morality in the 

current cultural climate legitimized the incident as „appropriate.‟ At what age-level is the film 

and TV industry - one is bound to ask - going to draw the line? 

   We have come a very, very long way - in the wrong direction - from 

the „controversy‟ raised by the use of the word „damn‟ in the film „Gone With the Wind‟! 

   Rick Marschall, in his comments after the CBS screening of „Selling 

the Pentagon‟ says, in his lavishly illustrated book documenting the history of television: 

   “Television news has carried on since then clad in the Emperor‟s 

clothing; the industry had revealed that its primary goals often times were not journalistic but 

entertainment; that ratings ( or sometimes politics) was the standard, not ethics...Sensationalism 

is a better selling point than the simple truth.” (R. Marschall. The History of Television. 

Hamlyn, 1986, p.183) 

   The hard fact is that both in Western and Eastern culture sexual 

promiscuity is rotting away the heart of society. Cultural cross-pollination has today linked the 

extremely dangerous trilogy of sex, drugs and violence, increasing at an alarming speed the 

moral instability of the world, society and popular culture we live in. 

   In his book, „Intellectuals‟, Paul Johnson draws attention to one of 

Germany‟s most gifted film directors, Rainer Werner Fassbinder, saying of him: 

   “Fassbinder turned himself into not only the leading but also the 

symbolic film maker of the permissive age with astonishing speed...By the age of 37 he had 

made 43 films, one every 1OO days for 13 years....He absorbed the new permissive culture with 

the same speed and certainty he did everything else...” 

   “Thereafter Fassbinder pursued with relentless ferocity...the three great 

themes of the new sixties‟ (and nineties‟) culture: the uninhibited exploitation of sex for 

pleasure...the second great theme of the new culture: violence...(and)..a third theme of the new 

culture: drugs...” 

   “His schedule of work and interviews continued but his consumption 

of drugs, drink and banned sleeping pills mounted. On the morning of 1O June (1982) Juliane 
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Lorenz found him dead in bed, the TV-video machine still switched on.” (P. Johnson. 

Intellectuals. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1988, pp.33O-333) 

   I close off this brief survey of the mounting sexual promiscuity with 

some words from the Rev.John Stott. 

   “Sexual promiscuity is spreading. Experimental living together before 

marriage is not only widely practised, but widely recommended... Wife-swopping is regarded as 

an amusing suburban game. Open „marriages‟, in which the husband knows his wife has other 

sexual partners, and the wife knows the same about her husband, and both approve..even 

encourage it, are not unusual.” (J. Stott. Issues Facing Christians Today. Marshalls, 1984, p.54) 

   We could spend much more time examining the growing moral 

rottenness of society by looking at such areas as marriage, divorce, abortion, etc., but the point, 

I think, has been made. 

 

 II DIAGNOSIS: THE CHURCH 

 ---------------------- 

  (I) MEMBERSHIP AND ATTENDANCE 

  With some notable exceptions the churches, today, are emptier than they have 

been in decades. One can speak to almost any minister from any denomination, in Western 

countries, and the situation is virtually the same everywhere. The old „stalwarts‟ attend 

regularly, but there are few „fresh‟ faces. The vast majority of people in the „secular society‟ 

not only do not attend church services, but do not see any „need‟ to do so. 

  In his prologue to his book on the Korean Revival, Rene Monod says the 

following: 

  “Many Christian communities of the Western world today resemble 

graveyards. The church tower is a gigantic gravestone, bearing witness to the fact that devout 

men and women ONCE built themselves a place of worship here. The sound of bells no longer 

serves to call those in the world around to the house of God...” 

  “When the pastor stands (in the pulpit) he sees rows of empty pews before him. 

I can myself testify to the fact that of the 6O,OOO „members of the congregation‟ of a certain 

cathedral city in Western Europe, only 2OO attend divine service; seen another way, this means 

that only one in every 3OO nominal Christians of this community deigned to pay his respects to 

the Lord on a Sunday.” (R. mMonod. The Korean Revival. Hodder and Stoughton, 1969, p.9) 

  The story is the same elsewhere. John Stott, writing of the situation in the U.K. 

says: 

  “Accurate statistics are notoriously hard to obtain and to interpret. It seems to 

be clear, however, that membership of the Protestant churches of England, Wales and Scotland 

dropped from 13% of the population in 192O to 8% in 197O, which represents a loss of almost 

4O% of members in fifty years. Again, during the eleven-year period from 1971 to 1981, 828 

Church of England churches were declared redundant, and were either scheduled for demolition 

or appropriated to other uses (cultural, residential, etc.)” (Stott, op.cit., p.45) 

  Since 1981 - and notwithstanding strenuous and varied evangelistic endeavours 

- the position has continued to deteriorate; today, less than 5% of the population of the U.K. 

„attend‟ church services, and of that figure an even smaller percentage are genuine regenerated 

Christians. 

  This must be balanced against the growth of non-Christian religious groups in 

the U.K. To quote John Stott again, he gives the 198O figure - today (1992), of course, greatly 

enlarged. 

  Muslims   - 6OO,OOO 

  Sikhs   - 15O,OOO 

  Jews    - 11O,915 

  Hindus   - 12O,OOO 

  Mormons   -  91,O32 

  Jehovah‟s Witnesses -  85,321 

  “If we add together the total adult U.K. membership of all non-Christian 

religious minorities (including spiritualists, Christian Scientists, Christadelphians, etc.), it 

comes to near 1-1/2 millions, which is almost twice the combined total UK adult membership 
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of the Methodist and Baptist churches.” (Stott, ibid., p.46) 

  Turning to the U.S. While it is true that the Evangelical and Charismatic 

constituency has grown, the figures for the so-called „Mainline‟ churches - from 1965 to 1984 - 

has definitely declined. Thus... 

         1965)))))))1984 

  United Methodist Church  )11,O67,497  9,4O5,164 

  United Church of Christ  ) 2,O7O,413  1,696,1O7 

  Presbyterian Church (USA) ) 3,984,46O  3,O92,151 

  Episcopal Church   ) 3,429,153  2,775,424 

  (Source: Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches, 1986,ed. Constant H. 

Jacquet, Jr. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1986) 

 (II) EVANGELICAL IMPACT 

  1) The Story of Statistics 

   Figures and Facts for the World at large, for 1986, are also sobering, as 

the following graph of the various regions of the world compares the regional concentrations of 

Evangelicals. 

     ))  ))Number  % of region‟s 

   Region   of Evangelicals  )population 

   The West   72.2)million   11.7% 

   Asia    71.5))”     2.7% 

   Africa   47.8))”    11.4% 

   Latin America  34.3))”     9.1% 

   Eastern Europe  11.5))”     2.8% 

   Pacific    4.3))”    17.6% 

   Caribbean    2.6))”     7.9% 

   Middle East   O.8))”     O.3% 

   Total  )245,OOO))”     5.1% 

   (Source: Operation World. Patrick Johnstone. STL Books/WEC, 1986) 

   The following features of these statistics seem to stand out or must be 

remembered: 

   1) The term „Evangelical‟, precious as it is, does not necessarily 

correspond to „regenerate.‟ There are almost always, as most pastors of Evangelical churches 

will admit - if they are realistic - a percentage of his members who do not, from a genuinely 

Biblical perspective, give any real evidence of having experienced true regeneration and 

conversion. This immediately means a realistic downward adjustment to the figures and 

percentages above. 

   2) One can expect, unhappily, a low percentage in areas such as 

the Middle East and Asia, but a percentage figure of only 11.7% in the West is tragically and 

desperately low, particularly in comparison with that of Africa (11.4%), when you consider the 

fact that the Gospel has been preached for many more centuries in the West than in Africa. 

   3) The final percentage figure of 5.1% is - in the light of the 

Church‟s existence and multi-facetted ministry over 2,OOO years - profoundly disturbing. 

   4) It must be kept in mind that notwithstanding an apparent 

resurgence in „Moral Majority Evangelicalism‟ in the US and the Charismatic Movement, the 

Evangelical Church‟s impact, in terms of statistics, has continued to drop. 

  2) Inadequate Measures 

   It must be STRESSED that the many measures the Evangelical Church 

has adopted to impact the world with the Gospel, particularly over the last few decades, are 

NOT wrong, BUT they have proved to be inadequate in terms of quantitatively and 

qualitatively penetrating an increasing post-Christian and non-Christian culture. 

   What measures? The use, for example, of vast evangelistic crusades; 

the establishment of evangelistic movements and organisations for the general public, for 

university students, for young people, for children, etc. The utilization of apologetics, literature, 

Chapters, home-to-home visitation, special „guest‟ services, radio, television, Bible study 

programmes, films and other communications media. 

   I want to STRESS AGAIN: One THANKS GOD for every effort made 
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to save souls and God HAS used many of the „measures‟ mentioned, and we must CONTINUE 

to use them! They are NOT wrong! So (as the Americans say), „What‟s the beef?‟ The „beef‟ is 

that today (in the 199Os, with the 21st century around the corner) the state of the world and the 

spiritual state of the Church is so serious that „all‟ OUR efforts are - NOT WRONG! - but 

UTTERLY INADEQUATE. 

   One particular example of the „Inadequacy Principle‟ is a recent essay 

by Thomas C. Oden entitled, „Towards a Theologically Informed Renewal of American 

Protestantism:...‟ 

   With some exceptions, notably his approach to women in the ministry, 

Oden has some very helpful and discerning remarks in his 47 „principles‟ or „theses‟ that 

stretch over 3O pages. He deals, inter alia, very helpfully with the „sacred ministry‟, 

„ordinands‟, „apostolic tradition‟, „heresy‟, „doctrinal pluralism‟, „schism‟, the „authority of 

Scripture‟, „God the Spirit‟, „epistemology‟, etc. etc. - all with a view to suggestions for a 

„Renewal of American Protestantism.‟ (T.C. Oden, „Towards a Theologically Informed 

Renewal of American Protestantism: Propositions for Debate Attested by Classical 

Arguments‟, pp.72-1O2, in the book, „The Believable Futures of American Protestantism‟, R.J. 

Neuhaus, Ed., Eerdmans, 1988) 

   However, the most remarkable feature - in what, as already said, is a 

helpful and positive contribution to the need in the Protestant Church - IS A COMPLETE 

LACK OF ANY REFERENCE WHATSOEVER TO THE NEED FOR A HOLY-SPIRIT 

REVIVAL! And this in an essay which draws almost exclusively on the past history of the 

Christian Church and past historical leaders (John Chrysostom, John of Damascus, Athanasias, 

Tertullian, Augustine, etc.) 

   Strikingly ABSENT from an essay on such a crucial topic are such men 

as: Richard Baxter, John Wesley, George Whitefield, Jonathan Edwards, Howell Harris, Daniel 

Rowland, John Elias, William Bagshawe, David Brainerd, William Burns, John Sung, C.H. 

Spurgeon, D.L. Moody - and many others - who experienced „renewal‟ in the form of 

„Revival‟! 

   As Dr. Lloyd-Jones sums it up: 

   “Is it not becoming obvious AT LAST that so many of the things in 

which we have trusted and to which we have pinned our faith, are proving to be of no avail?...” 

   “Now, DO NOT misunderstand me. I am NOT saying that there is 

anything wrong in these things in and of themselves...what I AM SAYING is that they are NOT 

ENOUGH...and until we see THE GREATER NEED, we will just continue as we are in our 

utter ineffectiveness, in spite of all our efforts, organisings and endeavours.” (Lloyd-Jones, 

„Revival‟, op. cit., p.15) 

   3) The Church‟s Impact 

   Lest it be thought that this evaluation is one-sided, let me add some 

words of other Christian leaders about the state of the Church as well as that of the Pulpit. 

   Walter C. Kaiser, Jr. 

   “One of the most depressing spectacles in the Church today is her lack 

of power. Too frequently the Church has little or no impact at all on the society and nation in 

which she ministers. Therefore, the masses outside the Church, not to mention the additional 

scandal of those within the Church, are indifferent to her. At the heart of this problem is an 

impotent pulpit.” (W.C. Kaiser, Jr. Toward An Exegetical Theology. Baker, 1984, pp.235-236) 

   Haddon W. Robinson. 

   “More important, perhaps, the man in the pulpit feels robbed of an 

authoritative message...For some preachers, therefore, fads in communication become more 

stimulating than the message. Multimedia presentations, filmstrips, sharing sessions, blinking 

lights, and up-to-date music may be symptoms of either health or disease...” 

   “Undoubtedly, modern techniques can enhance communication, BUT 

on the other hand, they can SUBSTITUTE for the message - the startling and unusual may 

MASK A VACUUM.” (H.W. Robinson. Expository Preaching. IVP, 1986, p.16) 

   A.W. Tozer strikes an even more serious (and sensitive) note.Writing 

of „entertainment‟ in the church, he says: 

   “So today we have the astonishing spectacle of millions of dollars 
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being poured into the unholy job of providing earthly entertainment for the so-called sons of 

heaven. Religious entertainment is in many places rapidly crowding out the serious things of 

God...” 

   “Many churches these days have become little more than poor theatres 

where fifth-rate „producers‟ peddle their shoddy wares with the full approval of evangelical 

leaders who can even quote a holy text in defense of their delinquency. And hardly a man dares 

raise his voice against it.” (A.W.Tozer. The Root of the Righteous. Christian Publications, Inc., 

1955, p.33) 

))))))))))------------------------------ 

If I may be permitted one last word from M.Lloyd-Jones on the state of Christianity, - and 

consequently,the truly desperate need for Revival. 

“We are living in an age when not only preaching but the very Church herself is being 

questioned. You are familiar with the talk of „religionless Christianity‟, with the idea that many 

have that the Church herself is perhaps the greatest hindrance to the Christian faith, and that if 

we really want to see people becoming Christians...we have to get rid of the Church...There is 

so much that is wrong with the Church - traditionalism, formality and lifelessness and so - and 

it would be idle and utterly foolish to deny this.” (D.M. Lloyd-Jones. Preaching and Preachers. 

Hodder and Stoughton, 1971, p.1O) 

))))))))))-------------------------------- 

 To sum up then, viz-a-viz the need for Global, Holy Spirit Revival: 

 1) What Dr. Skevington Wood says about the state of England in the 173Os/4Os 

is true of the WORLD today. 

  “„In England the first half of the 18th century was a period of moral 

disorder‟(Harold Nicolson, „The Age of Reason 17OO-1789‟, 196O, p.369)..Whilst it is never 

an easy matter to assess the conditions of a previous age...it does not seem open to serious 

doubt that the nation was on the verge of moral disintegration...” (A.S. Wood. The Burning 

Heart. John Wesley, Evangelist. Paternoster, 1967, p.9) 

 2) The genuinely desperate need within the Church is summed up by Walter C. 

Kaiser. 

  “And the tragedy is that, more often than not, this situation has been the chief 

cause for the current famine of the Word of God which, in the view of many contemporary 

observers, continues to exist among the Lord‟s people...” 

  “The proof of this blanket charge can be found among scores of... parishioners 

who continue to travel all over the land searching for a seminar, a Bible conference, a 

church...that will fill their famished spiritual needs.” (Kaiser, op.cit., p.2O) 

  3)1992 into the 21st Century: The only answer. 

  “You must realise that you are confronted by something that is too deep for 

your (normal) methods to get rid of, or to deal with, and you need something that can go down 

beneath that evil power, and shatter it, and there is only one thing that can do that, and that is 

the power of God...” 

  “ ...that what we need is not more knowledge, more understanding, more 

apologetics, more reconciliation of philosophy and science and religion, and...modern 

techniques - no, we need a power that can enter into the souls of men and break them...and 

humble them and then make them anew. And that is the power of the living God.” 

(Lloyd-Jones, „Revival‟, op.cit., p.19) 

 

 - STAGE TWO: INTERCESSION - 

 ------------------------ 

 

III REVIVAL AND INTERCESSORY PRAYER 

 ------------------------------- 

  (I) PRAYER: THE GLORY OF GOD 

  1) The Church: Distinctive 

   What, when all is said and done, marks out the Christian Church as a 

particularly distinctive and special entity? As extraordinary? Its cathedrals or music or liturgy? 

Its missionary endeavour or social work or educational institutions? Its theology or 
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contributions to philosophical thought? Its humanitarian work or hospitals or being the 

„conscience‟ of society? No doubt something positive can be said about most if not all these 

aspects. 

   Since the Church is the spiritual Israel of God, and since the Israelites 

were distinctively and peculiarly the „people of God‟, it is not out of place to ask: what was so 

distinctive and so special about Israel? 

   The answer is found in 1 Samuel 4:21-22. The chapter deals with a 

critical episode in the ongoing battle between the Israelites and the Philistines. The Israelites, 

unlawfully, fetch the Ark of the Covenant from Shiloh, believing that its presence will ensure 

them victory in the battle. In this they were tragically mistaken. They had no right to remove the 

Ark from Shiloh, and even less justification for treating the Ark superstitiously as a kind of 

„lucky‟ talisman. 

   We read (v.1Off) that the Israelites were defeated, Hophni and Phineas, 

the son‟s of the high priest Eli killed, the people fleeing. In the midst of all this two important 

events took place. In v.18 we read that Eli, “fell backward off his chair” breaking his neck and 

dying. And in v.19ff.we read that the wife of Phineas gave birth to a boy and also died. 

   The two deaths, apparently so dissimilar, nevertheless had one 

common cause as well as one common significance. In both cases the common cause was they 

both suffered appalling and catastrophically fatal distress and despair. About what? About the 

capture of the Ark of the Covenant (read vv.18-19 carefully) 

   And what was the common significance? The answer lies in the name 

that Phineas‟ wife gave to her newly born son, namely, „Ichabod‟; a name of tragic and 

overwhelming proportions since - linked as it was to the capture of the Ark - it meant „The 

Glory of God‟ had departed from Israel (vv.21-22) 

  2) The Church: The Glory of God 

   Now, to return to our question: wherein lay the distinctiveness of Israel 

(and by symbolic implication the distinctiveness of the Christian Church)? The answer: „The 

Glory of the Presence of God!‟ 

   One can strip the Church of her great cathedrals, her music, her 

conferences and councils, her organisations, her financial wealth, her great humanitarian works, 

her spiritual counselling, her public functioning during persecution - and much else - and the 

loss would unquestionably be great and severe. But, if the „Glory of the Presence of God‟ is 

removed from her, then her loss is total, absolute, final and irreparable! 

   What has this to do with revival? This: it concentrates what the specific 

and primary need is when we pray for revival. In Ps. 79:9f. the people - in deep and contrite 

humiliation - pray, “Help us, O God our Saviour, FOR THE GLORY OF YOUR NAME; 

deliver us and atone for our sins FOR YOUR NAME‟S SAKE.” 

   We must grasp - for the sake of absolute „clarity of thought‟ - that our 

First Priority and Principle in prayer for Revival is to be, as the Psalmist put it, “ for the Glory 

of your Name.” 

   Not bigger churches, larger membership, more powerful evangelism, 

an increase in converts, greater preachers, wider missionary outreach, more membership 

participation in the work of the church, deeper spiritual experience, richer times of personal 

devotion - ALL PERFECTLY LEGITIMATE, CORRECT AND URGENT PRAYER ITEMS 

IN THEMSELVES, AND IN THE RIGHT PRIORITY! 

 

   But, in the matter of REVIVAL, the FIRST PRIORITY is always, “for 

the Glory of your Name.” 

   One of the most extraordinary chapters in the whole Bible is Exod. 33, 

and Moses‟ request to God in v.18, “ Now show me your Glory “, unquestionably (even in its 

stark simplicity and brevity) the profoundest human prayer recorded in Scripture. 

   Consider, says Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones, 

   “...this man Moses who has been up on the mount forty days and forty 

nights, there in communion with God...he has already had the experiences that are recorded in 

this chapter, where God, we are told, spoke, “...to Moses face to face, as a man speaks with his 

friend” - a most unusual thing...” 
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   “And yet Moses goes further. He is not satisfied....He does not stop, he 

goes on and he says, “Show me your Glory.”...This is what must concern us particularly at this 

point...” 

   “Let me put it...more directly. To what extent are we aware of a desire 

for God Himself and for a knowledge of the glory of God?..... Moses, you see, is no longer 

asking God for particular blessings..he has gone beyond blessings...beyond...gifts, he is now 

seeking God for Himself...Do we know anything of such a longing?...” (Lloyd-Jones, „Revival‟, 

op.cit., pp.213-215) 

 (II) PRAYER: THE CHURCH‟S HONOUR AND AUTHORITY 

  1) Honour and Authority: Lost 

   Moses was the most unselfish of men. God had given Moses wonderful 

intimations of his love towards him. They had spoken „face to face‟, an indication of high 

honour and love bestowed upon Moses. But Moses is not content with that; he is not concerned 

merely to seek personal blessings. 

   Hence, in Exod. ,33:16f.he says to God, “How will anyone know that 

you are pleased with me AND WITH YOUR PEOPLE unless you go with us? What else will 

DISTINGUISH me AND YOUR PEOPLE from all the other people on the face of the earth?” 

   Here, then, is a man who is not just concerned with his own standing 

with God, with his own spiritual welfare, but IS deeply concerned about God‟s people. „How 

will the non-Israelites see that Israel is distinctive, that Israel is to be distinguished from other 

nations, that You are indeed their God and that you honour them as special, - if you do not 

accompany us on our journey?‟ 

   This is highly relevant to the Christian Church today! The Church 

claims - and we as Christians claim - that the Church is uniquely the people of God. That it has 

the only message of „hope‟ in a world that existentialists call „absurd‟. That it can speak with 

authority (based on Scripture) about man, man‟s destiny, sin, guilt, God‟s intervention in 

history, forgiveness, salvation, the origin of the universe, the Person and Nature of God, and 

much more. 

   Why is the issue of „authority‟ (and „honour‟) so important? History 

supplies the answer. Up until the first few decades of the 2Oth century the „Minister‟ (and 

Teacher) occupied a position of enormous prestige, status AND authority in the community. He 

was part of the highest level of the hierarchy of „authority‟ in the social structure of society. 

You have only to watch the early films (such as, if my memory is correct, „The Bells of St. 

Mary‟s‟, starring Bing Crosby as the priest), to realize that fact. 

   Today that powerful position of authority NO LONGER EXISTS! 

People will still treat a minister or pastor with „respect‟, but they no longer LISTEN to him as 

one with „authority.‟ The Mandarins of authority today - to whom the common people LISTEN 

- are your scientists, medical men, technological wizards, sociologists, paleoanthropologists, 

astronauts, psychologists and so on. 

   Thus, in quite a short span of history, the „authority‟ of the minister in 

society has virtually ceased to exist, and his place in the hierarchy of authority taken over by 

persons in the disciplines mentioned above. It is surely obvious that this „fall‟ from a position 

of „authority‟ has had catastrophic implications in terms of the place and impact of the Church 

upon society. You simply do not „listen‟ to a person with no „authority.‟ 

  2) Honour and Authority: Regained 

   But just HOW is the Church to prove to mankind that it CAN speak 

with such authority? That it is uniquely the „people of God‟? That God is still the Living God, 

as proclaimed by the Church? That God still honours His Church? That it is still - so to speak - 

the „Voice‟ of God? That it has authority and power? 

   Or, to be even more specific: is the Christian Church SPIRITUALLY 

RELEVANT in an age of astounding science, an age of atoms, quasars and the micro-chip? An 

age in which - according to a recent Time magazine - scientists, by means of the Cosmic 

Background Explorer (COBE) satellite have been able to see, “...a swath of gargantuan cosmic 

clouds some 15 billion light-years from earth...for what they were seeing were the patterns and 

structures that existed 15 bn. years ago.” ? (M.D. Lemonick. „Echoes of the Big Bang‟, Time, 

May 4, 1992, p.46f) 
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   Spiritual logic supplies the answer. The „Authority‟ of the Christian 

Church must be restored! Through more evangelistic crusades, bigger churches, more „popular‟ 

appeal, updated music, smoother administration, less preaching and more audience 

participation, wider experience of the charismatic gifts? Will such activities and experiences 

restore the „Authority‟ and „Honour‟ of the Church? In the FINAL analysis the answer is quite 

frankly - No! 

   What then? The answer lies in a short phrase in Exod. 33:16, i.e. 

“UNLESS YOU GO WITH US.” How, Moses dares to argue with God, will people 

„distinguish‟ your people from all the other people on the face of the earth? In a sense it is 

almost a rhetorical question, viz.”UNLESS YOU GO WITH US people will NOT be able to 

distinguish us FROM other any other people!” 

   Thus, to follow our spiritual and Biblical logic through, the Church 

will not be distinctive, will not proclaim the Gospel with „Authority‟, will not possess 

recognizable, spiritual „Honour‟, - UNLESS God in all his Power and Majesty and Authority 

once again descends to dwell in Glory in his Church! 

   And if we are concerned about the „Honour‟ and the „Authority‟ of the 

people of God - the Church of the Living and Only God - we will turn Frederick Faber‟s 

famous hymn into a prayer: 

    “My God, how wonderful Thou art, 

     Thy majesty how bright! 

     How beautiful Thy mercy seat, 

     In depths of burning light! 

     How wonderful, how beautiful, 

     The sight of Thee must be, 

     Thine endless wisdom, boundless power, 

     And awful purity! “ 

  3) Honour and Authority: Illustrated 

   We have, as a Christian Church and as Christian people, become 

hopelessly too subjective! Check through the titles of the Christian books that sell in great 

quantities today. I don‟t think I‟m unfair or far off the mark if I suggest that a very high 

percentage revolve around the „victory‟, „the success‟, the „joy‟, „the happiness‟ of the 

individual Christian‟s life.(In their right place and priority NOT wrong!) 

   But isn‟t it time to think again about the great, substantive Christian 

Church!? About her „honour‟, her „glory‟, her „beauty‟, her „authority‟? The man-in-the street 

(if he not already has) is writing off GOD‟S CHURCH as „powerless‟, as „irrelevant‟, as 

„archaic‟, as a „relic‟, as „over‟! 

   You don‟t believe that? Then remind yourself that in 1966 John 

Lennon pontificated: “Christianity will go. It will vanish and shrink. I needn‟t argue about that. 

I‟m right and we will be proved right. We‟re more popular than Jesus now.” (A. Goldman. The 

Lives of John Lennon. Bantam, 1988, p.2O5) Have we any conception of the „authority‟ that 

message carried? If we don‟t, it simply means we are totally out of touch with what is „in‟, what 

is „it‟, what is „cool‟, what is „acceptable‟, what is „authoritative‟ in popular culture. 

   The Christian Church should have roared against such blasphemy 

concerning our blessed Lord Jesus Christ! Instead we sputtered and squeaked like a mouse. 

   The Church‟s honour and power and authority will only be restored 

when - in Revival - God, through the Holy Spirit, dwells gloriously and powerfully in our 

midst. To that end we must lay hold of God afresh in continuous intercession and prayer. 

   I close with two illustrations, one concerning Charles Wesley, and the 

second concerning the revival under Jonathan Edwards. 

   In Nov. 174O Charles Wesley preached for two weeks near Cardiff in 

Wales. I should add that the preaching of Whitefield and the Wesley‟s during that time of 

revival evoked, quite literally, violent, physical opposition. A sure sign that God was 

powerfully at work. 

   Charles Wesley, while preaching, was physically attacked by a man 

who resented being called „a Pharisee‟ and „a sinner.‟ (Charles was the tenderest of men, but in 

his preaching called a spade a spade) A bailiff (the local „police officer‟) was called. 
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   Arnold Dallimore picks up the story. 

   “Addressing him directly, Charles asserted, „Mr.Bailiff, I honour you 

for your office‟ sake; but was you...or His Majesty, King George, among my hearers, I should 

tell you both that you are by nature...sinners. In the church, while preaching, I have no superior 

but God; and shall not ask man leave to show him his sins.” (A. Dallimore. A Heart Set Free. 

The Life of Charles Wesley. Evangelical Press, 1988, p.1O5) 

   Meanwhile a company of actors, armed with pistols and swords 

surrounded the building intent on burning it down. Charles and the other Christians „prayed and 

sang‟. At three o‟clock in the morning an actor broke in, approached Charles menacing him 

with a sword (he must have been incensed to still be awake at that hour!), but was seized. 

   “„The spirit of faith was kindled amongst us...My...advisers were by no 

means for my venturing out, but (for) deferring my journey.‟Charles had arranged, however, to 

be back in England very shortly. Therefore, accompanied by a friend, he went out and walked, 

he says,‟through the midst of our enemies.‟” (Dallimore, ibid., 1O5-1O6) 

   Defiantly, through Charles Wesley, the Church had roared, its 

„Honour‟ intact! God was in their midst! 

))))))))))))---------------- 

A few years earlier, in 1734, Jonathan Edwards describes the people‟s reaction, when God, in 

revival-power descended upon them. 

“Our public assemblies were then beautiful: the congregation was „alive‟ in God‟s 

service,...every hearer eager to drink in the words of the minister as they came from his mouth; 

the assembly in general were, from time to time, in tears while the Word was preached; some 

weeping with sorrow and distress, others with joy and love, others with pity and concern for the 

souls of their neighbours.” (The Works of Jonathan Edwards. E. Hickman, Ed. Vol. One. 

Banner of Truth, 1974, 

p.348) 

The Church, through Edwards, proclaiming the Word with „Authority.‟ 

))))))))))))----------------- 

“...let me ask you in the name of God, how often do you pray that the Church may have power 

to preach...in such a manner that all these citadels (of opposition) shall be razed to the ground 

and shall be flattened in His Holy presence? How much time do you give to praying that the 

preachers of the gospel may be endued with the power of the Holy Ghost? Are you interceding 

about this?...” 

“Moses...would not go up alone to the promised land. He did not want to be made the great man 

alone. „No, it is the Church,‟ he said, „I am not going unless they are all coming with me, and 

with YOU in the MIDST.‟” (Lloyd-Jones, „Revival‟, op.cit., p.192) 

 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. In an Essay, give a diagnosis of „A Secular Society.‟ 

2. Outline the state and condition of the Church. 

3. Write an Essay outlining the two important aspects of Intercessory Prayer for Revival. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

“April 24th...I rode to Kingswood, where many were come from far, to spend the night in 

watching and prayer. We had much of the Divine Presence;...till, at midnight, a cry, „Behold the 

Bridegroom cometh!‟... 

The flame was kindled, and the Lord our God was among us as in the holy place of Sinai.” 

         - Charles Wesley, 

1741 

  A. Dallimore. A Heart Set Free. The Life of Charles Wesley, 1988 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 - STAGE THREE: DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION - 

 ---------------------------------------- 

 

)I REVIVAL IS GOD REVOKING HIS ANGER AWAY FROM HIS CHURCH 

 1) The „Second D-Day‟ Landings: August 1944 

  Human analogies in relation to the Divine are always open to question. God‟s 

thoughts are far removed in their comprehensive depth from those of man. It is therefore with 

much hesitation that I use the following analogy, but - in its imperfection - it may be helpful to 

some. 

  On the afternoon of Monday, August 14, 1944, one of the passengers in a 

Dakota aeroplane over the Tyrrhenian Sea (en route from Naples to Sardinia) had withdrawn 

into himself. He was angry with General Eisenhower, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt and 

Joseph Stalin of the USSR. 

  His name? Winston Churchill. Why was he so withdrawn and angry? Put 

simply, because they had thwarted his plan for a massive Allied assault through the Balkans 

against Germany, choosing instead to attack through Provence in Southern France. (This is not 

to be confused with „Operation Overlord‟, the D-Day landings in Normandy two months 

previously on June 6th) (J. Robichon. The Second D-Day. Trsl. by B. Shuey from the French. 

Walker, 1962) 

  Were there any grounds for his anger? Yes. Why? Because Churchill, blessed 

with historically-grounded visionary foresight, wanted to block what he feared would be a 

post-WWII domination of Eastern Europe by Russia. Was his diagnosis right? The answer is, 

by now, historically self-evident. The so-called „Second D-Day‟ landings were a success, yet 

Churchill had seen a „truth‟ which few others, apparently, saw. 

 2) Revival and Epistemological Disobedience 

  There are, unhappily, times in the history of the Christian Church when God, 

who is both Holy and Omniscient, withdraws in sorrow and anger from His People. One reason, 

if you will bear with my putting it this way (the reason will soon be apparent) is because of 

what one might call the „Epistemological disobedience‟ of God‟s People. In plain English: a 

rejection of God‟s Knowledge and Truth in the form of his Word that came through, inter alia, 

his Prophets and Apostles. 

  Over and over again, throughout the Old Testament, for example, God, in 

anger, withdrew from the Israelites and handed them over to suffer under the Philistines or 

Assyrians or Babylonians. Why? Because of „Epistemological disobedience‟, i.e. rejecting His 

Laws and Knowledge and Truth, and following their own idolatrous „truth.‟ And in rejecting 

God‟s Truth and breaking God‟s Laws, they were rejecting God Himself and rebelling against 

His Sovereign and Righteous Lordship. 

  In a previous Chapter I pointed out that the Christian Church has not 

experienced a Worldwide Revival for over 13O years. Why not? Here we must tread with 

particular care because God is ultimately Sovereign in Revival. 

  However, as one surveys the history of the Church over the last 13O years, 

there is at least one very striking fact that emerges: like Israel of old the „Christian Church‟ too 

has been profoundly guilty of „Epistemological disobedience!‟ 

  In what way? Again, put simply, but with terrible consequences: in the first 

half of the 19th century the „Church‟ began to accept the theology of Higher Criticism which 
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we all know led to Liberal and Modernistic theology which, in turn, led to the rejection of 

Scripture as the Word of God, the Incarnation and Deity and Blood Atonement and Physical 

Resurrection of Christ, etc. 

  In other words, we rejected the Truth and Knowledge of God in His Word (i.e. 

God‟s Epistemology) and substituted our own fallible, human „Liberal theological 

epistemology.‟ Our „truth‟ for God‟s Truth. Our „theology‟ for God‟s Biblical, Evangelical 

Theology. Our „word‟ for God‟s Word! Are we surprised, I suggest, that God is angry at the 

treatment of His Epistemology, His Truth, His Word - ultimately, Himself? Is this perhaps why 

He has withheld Revival Blessing? 

 

  “For God‟s people to be impotent against their enemies is a sign that God is 

judging them for their sins. In the O.T.the cry for revival springs from the sense of judgment 

(see: Psalms 79:4-9; 8O:12-14; 85:4-7; Habb. 3:2)..” (J.I. Packer. Keep in Step With the Spirit. 

IVP, 1984, p.256) 

 

 II REVIVAL IS A GENERAL QUICKENING BY GOD THE HOLY SPIRIT 

 ------------------------------------------------------ 

 1) The Holy Spirit alone gives Spiritual Life 

  Revival, says Dr. Eifion Evans, 

  “...is a work of Grace; the prime Mover, the Initiator and Supervisor of this 

divine activity is consistently and invariably shown to be God the Holy Spirit.” (Evans, „The 

Welsh Revival of 19O4‟, op.cit., p.35) 

  Repeatedly these periods of quickening emerge when genuine Christianity is 

faltering, when the genuine, expository preaching of God‟s Word is scarce, when the „sheep 

look up and are not being fed‟, when, to use an analogy from the Tabernacle, the lamp of God‟s 

presence in the Church burns low. Then it is that the irresistible energies of the Eternal Spirit 

burst forth to quicken God‟s people with unusual and supernatural vigour. 

  In the Welsh Revival of 19O4, Evan Roberts encouraged Christians to pray, 

pleading with God to, 

  “Send the Spirit „now‟, for Jesus Christ‟s sake. Send the Spirit „powerfully‟ 

now...Send the Spirit „more powerfully‟ now...Send the Spirit „still more powerfully‟ now, for 

Jesus Christ‟s sake.” (Evans, „The Welsh Revival of 19O4‟, ibid., p.99) 

  The essence of revival, Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones points out, 

  “...is that the Holy Spirit comes down upon a number of people together, upon 

a whole church, upon a number of churches, districts, or perhaps a whole country...It is, if you 

like, a „visitation‟ of the Holy Spirit, or...an „outpouring‟ of the Holy Spirit...what people are 

conscious of is that it is as if something has suddenly come down upon them. The Spirit of God 

has descended into their midst..”(Lloyd-Jones, „Revival‟, op.cit., p.1OO) 

  The spiritual and Biblical logic of the centrality of the Spirit‟s role is ultimately 

very straightforward, but astonishingly often overlooked, even by Christians of long-standing. 

Our Lord could hardly have expressed it more clearly when he said, “The Spirit gives life..” 

(Jn. 6:63) 

  When a church, irrespective of its size, smooth management and many 

activities is showing symptoms of SPIRITUAL malaise (ie.poor attendance at the prayer 

meeting), the cure does not lie in more meetings, increased audience participation, livier music, 

more „topical‟ sermons, in fact in any INCREASED HUMAN activity! Why not? Because you 

are just treating the „symptoms‟, not the disease itself! And what is the disease causing the 

spiritual malaise? Quite simply, a lack of „spiritual life‟ which is the result of the ABSENCE of 

the Holy Spirit who ALONE can give „life.‟ 

  Hence, the very first thing the pastor and people must do (without necessarily 

stopping any meetings or activities) is to humble themselves before God and beseech Him to 

„pour out‟ His Holy Spirit upon them. No HUMAN activity within the church has INHERENT 

„spiritual life‟! ONLY the Holy Spirit has „spiritual‟ life, and consequently only the Spirit can 

„quicken‟ and give „life‟ in the place of the malaise. 

 2) Ethiopia (1928-1945) and Korea (19O6/19O7) 

  From 1928 (when the first missionaries arrived) till July 1945 (only 17 years) 
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some 15,OOO Wallamo Ethiopians were converted to Christ! (R.J. Davis. Fire on the 

Mountains. Zondervan, 1971, pp.27, 146) In his Preface the author states categorically (and 

correctly), 

  “The phenomenal growth of the church and the effectiveness of the Gospel in 

Wallamo can ONLY be attributed to the work of the Holy Spirit.” (Davis, ibid., p.9) 

  Don‟t skip over that statement too quickly! The story that Raymond Davis tells 

is one of the most spiritually invigorating and encouraging in the history of modern missions. 

Here - in Ethiopia (especially during the persecution) - were no modern „techniques‟ used or 

even available. The Holy Spirit literally „moved‟ from village to village in a supernatural 

manner. 

  Doesn‟t this tell us something in 1992? Have we, „modern‟ Christians, not 

unconsciously accepted the „worldly‟ presuppositions of modern pragmatic, empirical science? 

In other words, we no longer really believe that the Holy Spirit can supernaturally „revive‟ our 

churches? We feel that somehow with our modern „techniques‟ we MUST help the Spirit? I 

don‟t mean that cynically; it has just become so deeply rooted in our thinking that, so to speak, 

we hesitate to trust the Spirit ALONE!? 

  As if to confirm that suggestion, Davis adds: 

  “Looking back on those days, one can see the STRATEGY of the HOLY 

SPIRIT for the church. He raised up strong, individualistic, courageous personalities, through 

whom He eventually caused the Gospel to move like wildfire throughout the land of the 

Wallamos.” (Davis, ibid., p. 12O) 

  The same centrality of the Holy Spirit is seen in the Korean revival of 19O6. 

Describing its beginnings Rene Monod says that in the WINTER of that year a Bible class met 

in the central Presbyterian Church of Pyengyang the audience reaching a figure of between 

1OOO and 12OO. 

 

  “Then a great tide began to sweep through the church. There was NO 

CONFUSION; it was a single harmony of prayer...to form a single cry to God. There was not 

the slightest disorder. The Holy Ghost welded them all together into one...” 

  “It would have been unwise of the missionaries...to try to stop this movement 

of confession and repentance. In so doing, they would have been restraining the power of the 

Holy Ghost,...” (R. Monod. The Korean Revival. Trnsl.by Anthea Bell. Foreword by Dr. Billy 

Graham. Hodder and Stoughton, 1969, pp.15, 17) 

  Commenting on the working of the Spirit at that time, Monod, wisely adds: 

  “Generally speaking, experiences...forced into existence serve as the gateway 

to evil spirits, who are only waiting for such open doors (Eph. 6:12) Here again the rule holds 

good: that which the Holy Ghost gives of his own accord is natural and God-given, that which 

man, striving for extraordinary experiences, tries to force into being is usually no gift of the 

Holy Ghost, but the dubious gift of quite another spirit.” (Monod, ibid., p.22) 

 3) Thomas Charles of Bala: 1791 

  In his biography of the great Welsh Revivalist, Daniel Rowland, Dr. Eifion 

Evans also includes the remarkable work of the Spirit under the ministry of Thomas Charles of 

Bala. Early on in his book Dr. Evans notes that, 

  “Nothing in the Wales of 1735 would have held out the prospect of such a 

dramatic transformation. Social conditions were characterised by poverty. „The Welsh people 

in the 18th century were almost entirely a peasant people...Wales was poor and backward...‟” 

  “The clergy‟s intellectual, not to mention biblical, attainments often fell short 

of that of their people. There is a profusion of evidence in the diocesan records of clergy being 

charged with wantonness, drunkenness, neglect of duty, impure conversation, and the 

performing of clandestine marriages...” (E. Evans. Daniel Rowland and the Great Evangelical 

Awakening in Wales. Banner of Truth, 1985, pp.9-1O, Footnote 1; p.13, Footnote 4) 

  Soon afterwards God raised up Griffith Jones, Howell Harris, Daniel Rowlands 

(and others) and through their Spirit-anointed preaching Wales was set ablaze with Revival. 

  In 1791, revival broke out under the preaching of Thomas Charles in Bala, 

who, writing of a particular Sunday, highlights the Holy Spirit‟s role: 

  “Toward the close of the evening service, the Spirit of God seemed to work in a 
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very powerful manner on the minds of great numbers present, who never appeared before to 

seek the Lord‟s face; but now, there was a general and a loud crying, „What must I do to be 

saved?‟ ...about nine or ten o‟clock at night, there was nothing to be heard from one end of the 

town to the other, but cries and groans of people in distress of soul...The work has gone on ever 

since with unabated power and glory,...” (Evans, „Daniel Rowland‟, ibid., p.355) 

 4) The Holy Spirit‟s Particular Role 

  As we shall see in a moment (although very difficult to distinguish in practice) 

revival also sees the „immediate presence of God‟, as well as the work of God the Spirit. What 

then is the Spirit‟s specific and particular role? There are at least two aspects of the Spirit‟s 

work. 

  (a) Conviction of Sin 

   In his biography of Jonathan Edwards, Iain Murray puts his finger on 

it: 

   “In the preaching which Edwards, the Tennents, and others were 

recovering in the 173O‟s there was much more than a new degree of earnestness.Their 

UNDERSTANDING of what was required of a preacher was different...they understood the 

Bible to teach that, as a general rule, „conviction‟ precedes conversion...” 

   “In the words of Robert Bolton:‟A man must feel himself in misery, 

before he will go about to find a remedy; be sick before he will seek a physician...A sinner must 

be weary of his former wicked ways before he will have recourse to Jesus Christ...‟” 

   “The primary means of so dealing with the conscience is the law of 

God, „for by the law is the knowledge of sin‟ (Rom.3:2O) The law, rightly preached...places 

man before the divine holiness of which those commandments are an expression. It faces men 

with the majesty of God and it shows them why they have reason to fear God...” (Murray, 

„Edwards‟, op.cit., pp.127-129) 

   The Holy Spirit‟s task, is therefore, - through the preaching of men He 

has anointed - to so confront men and women with the Law of God that they realize, (i) that 

they have broken God‟s Law, (ii) offended God‟s holiness, (iii) are personally responsible to 

God and genuinely „morally guilty‟ before God, and (iv) in danger of dying in their sinfulness 

and consequently shut out of God‟s blessed Presence for all eternity. 

   Is this relevant to the Evangelical Church today? Certainly. As you 

read this consider three things: 

   (1) When last did you see a non-Christian under such conviction 

of SIN that he showed profound distress? If not, why not? 

   (2) Am I being over-critical by suggesting that there is something 

seriously wrong with our theology of evangelism and revival if we BEGIN by inviting 

non-Christians to come to Christ because they will find „fulfilment‟, „happiness‟, „a new 

direction in life‟, „purpose‟ and will finally go „to heaven‟ (all perfectly true!)? Surely, if the 

Spirit is really at work the FIRST thing a person will cry out is, “God have mercy on me, a 

sinner!” 

   (3) Many Evangelicals, today, go to great lengths to assure us that 

„there was no emotion‟ when people came forward after a service or at an evangelistic rally. 

But surely this suspicious? 

    If church history (let alone Scripture) teachings us anything 

then it is that where the Holy Spirit is REALLY at work people come under such conviction of 

sin, of the holiness of God, of the wonderful grace of God in Christ that they cannot help but be 

broken down and deeply moved emotionally, even to deep sorrow, tears and joy! To „show no 

emotion‟ is to deny our very frail humanity when confronted by God. There is absolutely no 

virtue in that. 

    But, you quite rightly ask, is there not a danger that things can 

get „emotionalistically out of hand‟? Certainly. And - while remaining sensitive to the Spirit‟s 

work - we ought never to allow that to happen! That is why consistent, ongoing, expository 

Preaching of the Word is all-important. The Word must „guide‟ and „control‟ and help us 

„discern‟. 

    „Emotionalism‟ running wild is usually the result of 

„subjective-experiences‟, „subjectivistic- mystical trances‟, „visions‟, „hallucinations‟, „feelings‟ 



 209 

etc. sought after in a „forced‟ manner FOR THE SHEER „EMOTIONS‟ or 

„SUBJECTIVE-FEELINGS‟ SAKE. They are always „emotion-itself‟ centred, whereas genuine 

emotions unleashed by the Holy Spirit are „sin-centred‟, „guilt-centred‟, „God‟s-holiness 

centred‟, „Christ-centred‟, „assurance of salvation centred‟. 

   (b) The Beauty of Christ in Salvation 

    Dr. J.I. Packer quotes from Jonathan Edwards‟ sermon on 1 

John 4:1 in which Edwards says, inter alia, (relating to the Spirit): 

    “If the spirit that is at work among a people operates as a spirit 

of love to God and man, it is a SURE SIGN that it is the Spirit of God...The spirit that...works 

in them an admiring, delightful sense of the excellency of Jesus Christ...the wonderful free love 

of God in giving his only-begotten Son to die for us, and the wonderful dying love of Christ to 

us, who had no love to him, but were his enemies; MUST needs BE the Spirit of God...” (J.I. 

Packer. Among God‟s Giants.Aspects of Puritan Christianity. Kingsway, 1991, pp.422-423) 

 

III REVIVAL IS THE IMMEDIATE PRESENCE OF GOD HIMSELF 

 ------------------------------------------------ 

 1) „Rend the heavens...come down‟ (Is. 63:15-64:12) 

  This passage from Isaiah is a fitting introduction to the very heart and core of 

what revival in its deepest, most central, most profound, and most essential truth really is. 

  Isaiah is „aware‟ of many things: God‟s throne (53:15), the sinfulness of 

himself and the people (63:17; 64:5,6,7,9), God‟s awesome majesty (63:15,16; 64:1b,2,3,4,8), 

and perhaps, saddest of all, God‟s withdrawal (63:15 „lofty‟, 17 „wander‟, „return‟; 64:2 „come 

down‟,5 „angry‟, 7 „hidden‟, „waste away‟, 9 „angry‟, 1O „desert‟, „desolation‟,11 „ruins‟, 12 

„hold yourself back‟, „punish.‟ 

  Perhaps the word most descriptive of his feelings is the word „desolation‟ 

(64:1O) More important still is the fact that he is not simply aware of the loftiness and distance 

of God‟s throne (63:15), the ruins of the previous „holy and glorious temple‟ (64:11), or the 

Sovereignty of God as the Potter (64:8) Isaiah is acutely, distressingly „desolate‟ because of the 

ABSENCE OF GOD‟S OWN BLESSED, PERSONAL PRESENCE. 

  This is the heart-cry of 64:1f, “Oh, that YOU would...COME DOWN, that the 

mountains would tremble before YOU!...COME DOWN to make YOUR NAME known...cause 

the nations to quake before YOU!...After all this, O Lord, will YOU hold YOURSELF back?...” 

  This „immediacy of the very Presence of God‟ is what makes a Revival 

different from any and ever other kind of Christian gathering, - different from a normal church 

service, a prayer meeting, a Bible study, a spiritual conference, an evangelistic crusade. None 

of these latter-named meetings should ever cease! I am simply drawing your attention to the 

essential difference between them and those occasions when God in a supernatural, 

awe-inspiring experience (as Isaiah says) „rends the heavens and comes down Himself‟, - 

directly, personally, immediately, overwhelmingly. 

  It is linguistically impossible to try and describe the „fire setting twigs ablaze 

and causing water to boil‟ (Is. 64:2) At best a few examples from actual revival experiences is 

the best we can do. 

 2) „God come down!‟ 

  Blaenannerch, Wales, Autumn 19O4. 

  “The events which mark it off from the neighbouring scattered villages along 

the nearby Western seaboard belong to sacred rather than secular history...” 

  “Chiefly, however, it was the awful sense of God‟s Presence in their midst 

which overwhelmed them,...an experience of such shattering proportions that one (of the men 

present), at least, was never quite the same afterwards.” (Evans, „The Welsh Revival of 19O4‟, 

op.cit., p.49) 

  New Quay, Wales. 

  “The following Sunday morning the young people‟s after meeting was held as 

usual, with about sixty present...A few moments‟ silence ensued, and then Florrie Evans rose to 

say, „I love the Lord Jesus with all my heart‟...” 

  “The effect was startling, and an overpowering sense of God‟s Presence 

seemed to solemnize and yet excite the whole congregation. The young people‟s meetings were 



 210 

subsequently attended with the most heavenly influences,...” (Evans, ibid., p.58) 

  Loughor, Wales. 

  “In many homes in the area there were prayer meetings for most of the day; 

eternal issues were discussed freely and unashamedly, and, above all a sense of the Presence 

and holiness of God pervaded every area of human experience, at home, at work, in shops and 

public houses.” (Evans, ibid., p.95) 

  Charles Wesley, Wales, 1741. 

  “„God was amongst us...and a mighty tempest was stirred up around Him. He 

shook many souls out of their carnal security..(The minister), also, was deeply affected, and hid 

his face and wept...God had spoken to his heart, and the hearts of his people;...” (A. Dallimore, 

„Charles Wesley‟, op.cit., p.1O9) 

  Jonathan Edwards, Northampton, New England, 1735. 

  “This work of God, as it was carried on,...soon made a glorious alteration to the 

town: so that in the spring and summer following, anno 1735, the town seemed to be full of the 

Presence of God: it never was so full of love, nor of joy,...There were remarkable tokens of 

God‟s Presence in almost every house.” (The Works of J.Edwards, Vol.I, op.cit., p.348) 

  Daniel Rowland, Llangeitho, c.1737-1738. (One of the most remarkable 

experiences of „God come down‟ in the history of revival) 

  “Another remarkable manifestation of God‟s power in this early period of 

Rowland‟s ministry seems to have occurred while he was reading the Anglican Prayer Book 

Litany. Here is Edward Morgan‟s account of the event:...” 

  “„While he (Rowland) was engaged on Sunday morning in reading the church 

service, his mind was more than usually occupied with the prayers. An overwhelming force 

came upon his soul as he was praying in those most melting and evangelical words, - „By thine 

agony and bloody sweat, by thy cross and passion, by thy precious death and burial...‟” 

  “„This passage is more emphatic in the Welsh language, by reason of an 

adjective going before the word „agony‟, signifying „extreme.‟ The words, if translated would 

run thus, - „by thine extreme agony.‟” 

  “„As he uttered these words, a sudden amazing power seized his whole frame; 

and no sooner did it seize on him, than it ran instantly, like an electrifying shock, through all 

the people in the church, so that many of them fell down on the ground they had been standing 

on in a large mass together, there being no pews in the church.‟” (Evans, „Daniel Rowland‟, 

op.cit., pp.5O-51. Footnote 1) 

  It would seem that one of the purposes of „the immediacy of God‟s Presence‟ is 

to impress the people gathered with His holiness, majesty, power, glory and sovereignty. 

  A.W. Tozer sums it all up when he says, 

  “The greatest fact of the Tabernacle was that JEHOVAH was there; a Presence 

was waiting within the veil. Similarly the Presence of God is the central fact of Christianity.” 

(A.W. Tozer. The Pursuit of God. Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1961, p.37) 

 3) Presence, Authority and Final Proof 

  We have briefly noted some of the reasons for the „immediacy of God‟s 

Presence.‟ There is one further, all-important, reason. 

  „The immediacy of God‟s Presence‟ is a direct and irrefutable evidence of 

God‟s existence, holiness, anger against sin, love in Christ and the „Truth‟ of the Evangelical 

Gospel of Jesus Christ! 

  Men and women, particularly today in our scientific and secular 

mind-orientation can dismiss: our impressive church buildings, our evangelistic endeavours, 

our apologetical arguments, our eloquent presentation of the Gospel, our rousing and joyful 

gospel-music, our energetic enthusiasm, our humanitarian work, our best intellectual, 

philosophical and theological arguments to „prove‟ God and the Gospel, even our godliness and 

holy living. 

  But there is ONE THING NO mortal man or woman can dismiss or ignore. 

What? The answer lies in a phrase from Is.64:2, “ As when fire sets twigs ablaze...” What is 

Isaiah referring to? Look back to v.1, “Oh, that YOU WOULD...COME DOWN...”. Isaiah is 

employing an analogy: Just as „fire‟ ALWAYS, IRREVOCABLE, IRREFUTABLY sets wood 

„ablaze‟, likewise „God‟s Immediate, Personal Presence‟ ALWAYS, IRREVOCABLY, 
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IRREFUTABLY „cause the nations to quake before him.‟ 

  Irrevocable Spiritual Principle: EVERY MAN AND WOMAN PERSONALLY 

CONFRONTED BY THE DIRECT, IMMEDIATE PRESENCE OF GOD IS ALWAYS 

HUMBLED BEFORE HIM, ACKNOWLEDGING HIM TO BE THE ONLY TRUE GOD. I 

am not saying that „every‟ person so confronted will be converted; what I am saying is that 

„every‟ person so confronted cannot in any way dismiss or ignore Him, but WILL confess that 

the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is the ONLY God, and that the Gospel is ONLY 

TRUTH. 

  And with the immense „authority‟ that envelope modern scientists, 

psychologists, sociologists, physicists; with the immense emotional „hold‟ and „authority‟ of 

film stars, novelists, artists, politicians; with the increasing „epistemological authority‟ of the 

media, communications systems, computerization (Alvin Toffler‟s latest book „Powershift‟), 

the very „best‟ that the Christian Church can produce is simply not good enough to cut any ice. 

  ONLY GOD‟S IMMEDIATE COMING DOWN IN REVIVAL POWER WILL 

EMPOWER THE CHURCH TO PREACH AND PRESENT THE GOSPEL WITH FINAL, 

IRREFUTABLE „AUTHORITY!‟ 

 

 IV REVIVAL IS GOD REVITALIZING HIS CHURCH 

 --------------------------------------- 

 Nothing, Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones, maintains, 

 “...so proves that the church is the church of God (than revival) The graph of the 

church‟s history is one of up and down...(But)..It is the church of the Living God. It is solely 

due to the fact that she is His and that He has graciously intervened from time to time for her 

preservation that she is alive.” (Lloyd-Jones, „The Puritans‟,op.cit., p.18) 

 Dr. Jim Packer adds and enlarges: 

 “Revival is a work of restoring life. Spiritual life is fellowship with God. The Holy 

Spirit is the architect and agent of that fellowship ...and he revives the church by bringing 

believers into a NEW QUALITY of fellowship with the Father and the Son...Revival is a social, 

corporate thing, touching and transforming communities, large and small..” 

 “Bible prophecies of revival depict God visiting and enlivening not one or two 

Israelites, but Israel, the whole people. Records of revival, in biblical and later Christian 

history, tell of entire communities being affected. Revival comes to Christians individually, no 

doubt, but it is not an isolated, individualistic affair; God revives his church, and then the new 

life overflows from the church for the conversion of outsiders and the renovation of society.” 

(Packer, „Keep in Step..‟, op.cit., pp.255-256) 

 All the different aspects of Christian life in the Church is affected: repentance, 

restitution, faith, hope, love, joy, peace, praise and prayer. There is a new consciousness of 

humility, of the need for godliness and holiness, of the glory of God and the preciousness of 

Christ and his work of atonement. 

 The minister‟s preaching (ideally) is greatly empowered and the member‟s desire for a 

greater and deeper knowledge of the Word of God much enlarged. There is an increased desire 

for reconciliation and peace and harmony. There is a quickening of enthusiasm for the work of 

God, while witnessing is done more boldly and with greater assurance. Missionary and general 

humanitarian work is invariably increased and enlarged. 

  Just one example must suffice here from the most valuable work of Dr. J. 

Edwin Orr. Writing about the revival in Chicago in March, 1857, he quotes: 

  “„The religious interest now existing in this city is very remarkable. More than 

2,OOO businessmen meet at the noon prayer meeting.The metropolitan hall is crowded to 

suffocation. The interest in the First Baptist Church is beyond anything ever known in this 

city...(It)..has daily meetings from eight to nine in the morning, twelve to one at noon, and at 

six-and-a-half o‟clock in the evening. The church today has had an all day meeting.‟” (J. Edwin 

Orr. The Light of the Nations, Paternoster, 1965, p.124) 

 

 - STAGE FOUR: REVIVAL AND PREACHING - 

 ---------------------------------- 

)V REVIVAL IS PREACHING GOD‟S WORD IN THE POWER OF THE HOLY SPIRIT 
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 --------------------------------------------------------------- 

  I LOSS OF CONFIDENCE IN PREACHING 

  (I) „LOSS OF NERVE‟: „SUCCESS‟ EQUALS „POWER‟ 

  The contemporary Church, John Stott maintains, is suffering from loss of 

confidence in the Gospel. As we, 

  “...approach the end of the 2Oth century, we are conscious that an erosion of 

Christian faith in the West has continued.” (Stott, „Preaching‟, op.cit., pp.83-84) 

  He then mentions factors that have undermined this confidence: relativism, the 

loss of absolutes, evolution, the impact of Marx and Freud, the comparative study of religions, 

syncretism, existentialism, and so on. 

  “These things have contributed to a loss of nerve among preachers. Some 

frankly confess that they see their function as sharing their doubts with their congregation.” 

(Stott, ibid., pp.83-84) 

  Enlarging on this „loss of nerve‟, let‟s put ourselves in the shoes of a minister 

or pastor in any fairly large city. Having been in such a situation one‟s heart goes out to the 

dispirited pastor-preacher. 

  On the one hand he is reminded daily of men of power and influence, numerous 

corporations, large banking houses, gigantic supermarkets, imposing edifices of medical centres 

and universities with their intellectually, high-powered men of knowledge and learning, the 

enormous numbers of people crowding into the cinemas, the throngs of excited, captivated 

young people packing out the largest stadiums to hear Paul Simon, the imperial „hold‟ of TV, 

etc. 

  What impact does this have on our „average pastor‟? 

  1) He may not realize it but the subliminal message his brain receives 

(and which impact on his emotions) is that he is faced with a world in which the priority ethos 

is that of „SUCCESS!‟ Everywhere he looks - especially if he is sensitive, somewhat dispirited 

and has lost a bit of objective perspective - he „sees‟ nothing but dynamic success. 

  2) The next unconscious step he takes (because this presupposition lies at 

the heart of our culture and is drummed into us daily) is the following: „SUCCESS‟ EQUALS 

„POWER.‟ And „Power‟, whether in the form of business, wealth, politics, the film world, sport 

or knowledge is, as Alvin Toffler points out, „the name of the game today.‟ 

   “For this the dawn of the Powershift Era. We live at a moment when 

the entire structure of power that (once) held the world together is now disintegrating. A 

radically different structure of power is taking form. This is happening at every level of human 

society.. supermarkets, at the bank, in the executive suite, in our churches, hospitals, schools, 

and homes...” (A.Toffler. Powershift. Knowledge, Wealth, and Violence at the edge of the 21st 

Century. Bantam, 1991, p.3)(We will hear more from Toffler later on) 

  3) The final and fatal step our pastor now takes is to (consciously or 

unconsciously) compare himself, the size of his congregation and the apparently little impact of 

his ministry with the powerful „images‟ of the dynamic „world‟ all around him. „They‟ have 

„power‟; he has an upward (losing?) struggle to make any impact of „power‟ upon the 

community. Ergo: „They‟ are a „Success‟; „he‟ is a „failure.‟ Result? He often throws in the 

towel! His Ministry, and especially his Preaching, has failed! 

 (II) „SUCCESS‟ AND „POWER‟: „SOWING AND REAPING‟ 

  But, you say, isn‟t this scenario actually and practically true!? The hard fact, 

you add, is that this scenario is re-playing itself FACTUALLY, every day in some pastor‟s 

ministry in hundreds of churches across the world. How can we answer this honest assessment? 

  (a) It is ALWAYS wrong to compare worldly „success‟ and „power‟ with 

spiritual „success‟ and „power.‟ They are two totally different dimensions or „kingdoms‟; they 

have two totally different (even antithetical) sets of principles; their members, rules of 

membership, objectives, aims, „Rulers‟, guidelines, world views are quite different; and their 

„evaluation‟ of „success‟ has a different basis altogether. 

   This truth comes out with reassuring clarity in Matt. 4:8-1O. Satan, in 

our Lord‟s Temptation, offers Christ, “all the kingdoms of the world, and their splendour...”, 

i.e. riches, wealth, importance, greatness. That is the world‟s (and Satan‟s) evaluation of 

„success‟ and „power.‟ 
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   Our Lord, discerning where REAL „wealth‟ and „success‟ lay, has a 

totally different evaluation: “Worship the Lord your God, and serve Him only.” 

  (b) Measurement of „success‟ can ONLY ultimately take place in the circle 

of God‟s Sovereign plan for his Church. Our Lord separates the „sower‟ from the „reaper‟, 

“Thus the saying,‟One sows and another reaps‟ is true.” (Jn. 4:37) 

   Paul speaks of himself planting the seed, Appollos watering it, “..but 

God made it grow. So neither he who plants nor he who waters is anything, but only God, who 

makes things grow. The man who plants and the man who waters have one purpose, and each 

will be rewarded according to his own labour. For we are God‟s fellow workers;...” (1Cor. 

3:6ff) 

   If I may be permitted a personal illustration. In 1963-64 I pastored a 

small congregation in Belfast, Northern Ireland. I was much discouraged and went to see 

probably the most powerful preacher (and certainly one of the godliest men) in the Irish 

Presbyterian Church, Rev. Glyn Owen (incidentally a friend of Dr. Eifion Evans, from whose 

books I‟ve quoted) The Rev. Glyn Owen subsequently succeeded Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones at 

Westminster Chapel, London, and from there went to Canada. 

   In talking to me he told me of a case he had personal knowledge of in 

his native Wales. A minister, he knew, had laboured in a certain congregation for something 

like 12 years with, apparently,little success. Not surprisingly he was very discouraged. 

However the minister who succeeded him had hardly begun his preaching and his ministry 

when God suddenly descended upon the work with a multiplicity of blessings! Here was an 

obvious case of one man „sowing‟ while another „reaped.‟ 

   The point that must be strongly emphasized here is not, at first sight an 

obvious one, namely, that far from the previous minister‟s preaching and ministry being a 

„failure‟, it was IN FACT an enormous - though NOT VISIBLE - success! In what way? 

Because he had been a FAITHFUL SOWER. 

   IF he had NOT really sown the Seed as deeply as he had THEN the 

minister following him WOULD NOT HAVE REAPED THE HARVEST HE DID! He was 

wrongly judged by the lack of VISIBLE results, but since such blessing fell immediately after 

he left, we CAN say that the visible blessings were actually part of HIS ministry too. 

   Perhaps it should be added that this is a somewhat unusual example 

given specifically as encouragement for truly faithful pastors who do not immediately see fruit 

upon their work. It must NOT be taken as a „norm‟ or standard experience, or as an excuse for 

spiritual slackness on the part of the minister (as we further explain below) 

))(III) SPIRITUAL DISCERNMENT, BALANCE AND DISOBEDIENCE 

  Does this then mean that, if their is little evidence of the Spirit‟s blessing on 

the preaching, that the pastor can lazily „lean back in Zion‟ and comfort himself by leaving 

things for God to work out as He wishes? Certainly not! That would be a hyper-Calvinistic 

abuse of the Sovereignty of God‟s purposes. 

  We are faced here, by way of seeking an answer to the „actuality‟ of an 

apparent loss of spiritual impact upon a church and community, with the following possibilities. 

  (a) Firstly, the passage from 1Cor. 3, quoted above, makes it apparent that 

we are faced here, as in so many areas of the Christian life, with the tension point of God‟s 

Sovereignty and man‟s responsibility. 

   On the one hand it IS the pastor‟s responsibility to SOW AND 

WATER. 

   And that involves hard labour and much time spent in preparing an 

expository sermon (if you seriously care for their growth in the „knowledge and love‟ of the 

Triune God) NEVER SKIMP ON YOUR PREPARATION TO PREACH THE WORD OF 

GOD. It also involves much time spent „behind the veil‟ in prayer and fellowship with God. 

Just as you need a FULL HEAD so you need WARM, GLOWING GODLY HEART to preach. 

As in marriage these two elements must NEVER be separated. And neither must the pastor 

neglect his pastoral duties! 

   On the other hand, Paul expressly says that it is “God who gives the 

increase.” 

   This means, quite simply, that in the invisible realm of the spirit it is a 
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Sovereign God who regenerates; it is something utterly Supernatural. In Eph. 2:1ff. Paul 

describes us as, “dead in our transgressions and sins...”. What changes that? Our condition from 

non-Christian to Christian comes about because, in “ His great love for us” (2:4), God “made us 

alive with Christ “ (2:5) and “raised us up with Christ” (2:6) That is God‟s supernatural and 

prerogative “grace”. 

   In the N.T., it seems clear, that a minister or pastor who faithfully 

expounds God‟s Word, constantly seeking the anointing of the Spirit CAN expect God‟s 

blessing in the form of, (i) a deepening of the spiritual maturity of his congregation, and (ii) in 

conversions to the Lord Jesus Christ. God‟s promise still holds true: “...so is My Word that 

goes out from My mouth: It will not return to me empty, but will accomplish what I desire and 

achieve the purpose for which I sent it.” (Is. 55:11) 

  (b) Equally important is the fact that a pastor whose personal spiritual life 

is mediocre, or who doesn‟t live a life of obedience under the Lordship of Christ, or who is not 

a consistent expounder of the Word of God, can hardly expect God‟s blessing upon his 

ministry. Such a man WILL suffer a loss of confidence in his ministry, and especially in his 

preaching! 

   The story of Samson (Jud. 16) is instructive. While Samson was 

obedient to God and his relationship was right with God (Jud. 13:4-5,7, 14,24-25; 14:6,19), etc., 

God was with him. When he became disobedient (Jud. 16:1, 17), the Lord left him, “But he did 

not know that the Lord had left him “ (Jud. 16:2O) 

   It has sometimes been said, perhaps cynically but with a grain of truth 

in it, that many Christian churches are so well managed and administrated - from the lowest 

Sunday School class to the well polished,topically interesting and undemanding sermons of the 

preacher, that even if the Holy Spirit withdrew from the church, it would still continue to carry 

on its normal functions, without anyone being the wiser. 

 (IV) SUBSTITUTES FOR SPIRIT-ANOINTED EXPOSITORY PREACHING 

  Perhaps one of the most basic reasons for a loss of „Spirit-anointed power‟ in 

preaching, and consequently a loss of confidence in preaching itself - although the argument is 

somewhat circular - is the fact that the church has brought in „substitutes‟ for solid, 

warm-hearted, expository preaching (not always deliberately, but done nevertheless) 

  What kind of substitutes? This is an extremely sensitive area and I do not want 

to be accused of maliciously opening up a can of worms. Let me then, rather, as an indication of 

the direction of my thinking utilize some thoughts from the well known, balanced and mature 

Christian writer, John White, in his book „Flirting with the world.‟ And in particular his 

comments on „Evangelism‟ and „Counselling.‟ No comment from me is necessary. (Please be 

patient with the somewhat lengthy quotes; they are necessary to put his thinking in their proper 

context) 

  1) In Evangelism 

   Under the sub-title „Entertainment evangelism‟, White acknowledges 

that the Christian message should be presented in terms that are „relevant‟ to the „culture‟ in 

which it is presented. BUT, he adds, such a principle may be carried TOO FAR. (John White. 

Flirting With the World. Hodder and Stoughton, 1982, p.1O4) 

   “Every Christian enterprise needs a model, and the basic model we 

have adopted is the entertainment model. Most Christian TV shows, whatever positive 

comments we may make about them, are half hucksterism, half showmanship. From a technical 

viewpoint the showmanship is often superb...” 

   “But what kind of Christianity does the entertainment model reflect 

and produce? It reflects a subculture with its own external image and jargon...it produces 

disciples of TV shows, needing their daily dose of entertainment...” 

   “True, the ideational content differs...but the ideational content may be 

relatively unimportant. It is the „model‟ that will leave the most indelible imprint, and the 

model is the world‟s model...” 

   “We (try to) attract people to Jesus by entertaining them. We ignore the 

truth that „Jesus is not a pill needing a sugar coat‟...So Christianity is increasingly seen as (and 

despised by thinking people for so being) a specialized form of show-biz.” (White, ibid., 

pp.1O4-1O5) 
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   Continuing his theme of evangelism, White then goes on to quote from 

and comment on „The Radical Wesley‟ by Howard Snyder. Snyder describes how that on 

Sunday morning, May 3O, 1742, in Newcastle-upon-Tyne, two men (one being John Wesley) 

enter the city, gather a crowd, where-upon Wesley PREACHES from Isaiah 53. At the end he 

tells the crowd who he is and states that at „five in the evening, with God‟s help‟ he intended 

PREACHING again. That evening he has an audience of 2O,OOO! 

   Dr. White then poses and answers a question (still applicable to 

„entertainment evangelism as a substitute for the Preaching of the Word): 

   “Do you contend that such a phenomenon was due to the special 

circumstances of Wesley‟s day? That Wesley had no media outlets and knew nothing of 

advertising techniques, so that God HAD to DO something SPECIAL?...” 

   “Poor God! What a difficult time He must have had down the 

centuries, how limited He must have felt, before we were able to assist Him with our modern 

technology. Just imagine what Jesus could have done with a video tape!” (White, ibid., 

pp.1O6-1O7) 

  2) In Counselling 

   Who, Dr. White asks, gets the good jobs in the big city churches? The 

man, he answers with a D. min. in counselling. Over the past fifteen years (he was writing in 

1982, today, in 1992, it would be 25 years) there has been a tendency for churches to place 

increasing reliance on trained pastoral counsellors. He further comments (and remember that 

Dr. John White is a practising psychiatrist!): 

   “I cannot help but wonder whether the shift in emphasis is not a 

dangerous one. To me it seems to suggest weaknesses in or indifference to EXPOSITORY 

PREACHING within evangelical churches. What has real godly counselling to do with pop 

psychology? Why are the Scriptures ignored in the counsellor‟s office? Why do we have to turn 

to the human sciences at all?...” 

   “Why? BECAUSE FOR YEARS WE HAVE FAILED TO EXPOUND 

THE WHOLE SCRIPTURE. Because from our WEAKENED EXPOSITION and our 

superficial TOPICAL TALKS we have produced a generation of Christian sheep having no 

shepherd...” (White, ibid., p.116) 

   To which I add the sobering words of Walter C. Kaise, Jr.: 

   “Either the Church will be nourished and strengthened by the bold 

proclamation of her Biblical texts OR her health will be severely impaired.” (Kaiser, op.cit., 

p.7) 

   Are we sure that the Church‟s health has not already been severely 

impaired? 

)))))))))-------------------------- 

 

In the next Chapter we will continue with: STAGE FOUR: REVIVAL AND 

PREACHING. 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Under the heading „Revival‟ write an Essay on, (i) God revoking His Anger away from 

His Church, and (ii) A General Quickening by God the Holy Spirit. 

2. What do you understand with the statement, „Revival is the Immediate Presence of God 

Himself.‟? 

3. Discuss the „Loss of Confidence in Preaching.‟ 
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“In his preaching,...he was so earnest, and took such extraordinary pains, that his shirt would 

usually be as wet with sweating, as if it had been drenched with water, so that he was forced, as 

soon as he came out of the pulpit to shift himself (i.e. change)..” 

      - Richard Greenham (1553-1594) 

       J.I. Packer. Among God‟s Giants 

))))))))))))--------------------- 

“The sermon...was one of the great sources of interest and instruction...and a popular preacher 

had a following of hearers eager to listen for far more than one hour...” 

“When Burnet, noticing that the sands had run out of the pulpit hour-glass, held it aloft and 

dramatically turned it up to indicate that he was going on for another hour, the congregation 

broke out into delighted applause!” 

         - Gerald R. Cragg 

  Puritanism in the period of the Great Persecution (166O-1688) 

       Cambridge University Press, 1957 

))))))))))))--------------------- 

“Preaching is indispensable to Christianity. Without preaching a necessary part of its 

authenticity has been lost...It stands to reason that every recovery of confidence in the Word of 

God, and so in the living God who spoke and speaks...is bound to result in a recovery of 

preaching.” 

          - Rev. John 

Stott 

      

   I Believe in Preaching 
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 II THE CENTRALITY OF PREACHING IN REVIVAL. 

  (I) REVIVAL AND PREACHING: ITS PRIORITY AND IMPORTANCE 

   1) Command, Leadership and Direction: The Battle Orders 

    The time is August 18O8. In Portugal, at the town of Vimiero, 

General Wellesley (still to become the Duke of Wellington), with his British army, square off 

for battle against the French forces, led by General Junot. Every one of Junot‟s ill-co- ordinated 

and over-confident attacks broke on the patient discipline and superior fire-power of 

Wellesley‟s lines. 

    In this battle there are the 4Oth and 71st and 91st Highlanders. 

Describing the clash, Sir Arthur Bryant, the historian, then adds: 

    “Everywhere the British were assuming the offensive: even 

Wellesley‟s sixty dragoons charged into the melee at his quiet,...‟NOW, TWENTIETH, NOW 

IS THE TIME!‟...” (A. Bryant. The Great Duke. Collins, 1971, p.127) 

    A few features stand out, (i) the British troops do not 

haphazardly act on their own initiative, (ii) Wellington (to give him his correct name) had, via 

intelligence reports and his own observations, worked out an overall strategic battle plan, (iii) 

he had clear aims and objectives, (iv) his decisions were based on the authority of his military 

status and power, (v) his dragoons only acted when he gave the order, „Now, Twentieth, now is 

the time‟, and (vi) his officers faithfully conveyed his orders to the troops. 

    At least three crucial aspects must be highlighted: 

     1) THE GREAT DUKE‟S PERSONAL WORDS AND 
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COMMAND TO HIS TROOPS. 

     He is their Commander and Leader, he gives his troops 

guidance, he seeks to minimize injury to his own men (he had 7OO casualties, the French lost 

2,OOO) It was one of many brilliant victories in his career in the British army. 

    2) HIS TROOPS OBEYED HIS COMMANDS. 

CONSEQUENTLY ALL THE OBJECTIVES AND AIMS HE HAD IN MIND WERE 

ACHIEVED. 

     Only he has the overall battle-plan in his mind. The 

individual soldiers and regiments do not have an overview; they do not know the overall, 

planned strategy. They simply act as commanded in their immediate context. 

    3) HIS VARIOUS ADJUTANTS, AIDES AND 

OFFICERS FAITHFULLY CONVEY HIS ORDERS TO THE TROOPS. 

     And in any battle it is crucial to the whole attack that 

those commands are conveyed to the troops strictly and specifically „as given.‟ For an officer to 

convey only part of the orders entrusted to him, or worse, to convey orders that were never 

given by the Commanding General, is to invite chaos, confusion, wrong tactics, ultimately 

defeat and a court-martial. 

   2) God‟s Lordship, Leadership and Battle plan 

    There is obvious analogy here. The Church on earth is the 

Church Militant. It is under God‟s Command and Lordship; both members (the soldiers) and 

pastors (the officers) This should be true of the Church at ALL times. 

    It is even more so in Revival. Let‟s get our perspective straight. 

Because revival occurs so suddenly, and concentrates on the Christians being revived and 

non-Christians being born-again, as well as the intense nature of individual crises and 

experiences, we often tend (understandably) to keep our eyes at the level of the actual human 

experience and activity taking place during the revival. In all the excitement we tend to lose 

sight of certain very important truths. 

    1) WE SOMETIMES LOSE SIGHT OF THE 

IMPORTANCE OF THE CENTRAL ROLE THAT THE COMMANDS, CONTENT AND 

TEACHING OF THE WORD OF GOD OUGHT TO PLAY IN A REVIVAL. 

     In the excitement the new convert, for example, is not 

given the absolutely essential grounding in the study of Scripture to ensure that he or she begins 

to develop into spiritually mature Christians. 

     During the 19O4 Welsh revival a convention was held 

at Tregaron. One of the speakers, Joseph Jenkins, intended, 

     “...that the convention should fulfil a TEACHING 

ministry, and to some extent it did so. Contrary to his desire, however, „the ordinary people 

HAD LOST PATIENCE. They had experienced the heavenly fire AND WERE UNWILLING 

TO LISTEN OR TO BE TAUGHT (the Word of God) They coveted „FREEDOM‟ and had an 

„OPEN MEETING‟...‟” (Evans, „The Welsh Revival of 19O4‟, op.cit., p.1O1) 

     The results were that unbalanced elements of sheer 

„emotionalism‟ with uninhibited dancing and disorder threatened to throw the revival into 

unspiritual and unbiblical mass-hysteria. 

    2) WE SOMETIMES LOSE SIGHT OF THE FACT 

THAT THE SOVEREIGN GOD HAS AN OVERALL PLAN IN A REVIVAL. 

     Like any good Commanding General he has certain 

strategic aims and objectives in view.  

     From the history of revivals we learn that these 

include, inter alia: the establishment of the Glory of His Name and Godhood, the spiritual 

quickening of Christians, the impartation of the knowledge of the Scriptures, the spiritual 

maturation and spiritual growth of the Church, the large scale conversion of non-Christians 

through the Preaching of the Word, a quickening of missionary work, and more general 

Common-Grace blessings on the community in the form of humanitarian activity. 

     In other words what is essential to realize is that we 

must take our eyes off the level of the human activity in revival, and look up and realize that 

God has a planned, cohesive objective in mind in the overall shaping and moulding of the 
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revival to achieve maximum glory for Himself, maximum spiritual quickening of his Church, 

and a massive enlargement of the Church through new converts. We must allow the Sovereign 

God to achieve his sovereign objectives and not hinder them. 

    3) WE SOMETIMES LOSE OF THE FACT THAT GOD 

(THE COMMANDING OFFICER) INTENDS HIS OFFICERS (THE PREACHER-PASTOR) 

TO CONVEY HIS COMMANDS TO THE TROOPS (THE SOLDIERS) FAITHFULLY 

THROUGH THE PREACHING OF HIS WORD IN REVIVAL. 

     Obviously we must extend the analogy here to include 

Preaching to the non-Christians, who will, in time, join the Church Militant as new soldiers. 

     Thus as we pray and wait for revival let us not forget 

the absolute and necessary CENTRALITY of the PREACHING OF GOD‟S WORD to 

accomplish the maximum positive results in a Spirit-sent revival! 

  (II) REVIVAL AND EXPOSITORY PREACHING 

   1) John Elias (1774-1841) 

    The „ideal‟ of godly, informed, well prepared and 

heart-searching expository preaching in revival is found, for example, in the ministry John Elias 

(1774-1841) in Angelsey, Wales, in which area, because of his revival ministry, he saw 44 

Chapels built within 4O years! At the rate of almost a Chapel per year, few, if any ministers in 

the history of the Christian Church can equal such a remarkable record. 

    In his biography of Elias, Edward Morgan, says that, 

    “The success of his ministry was more extensive, under God, 

than that of any of his contemporaries...we know...that religion was at a low ebb in Wales when 

the Lord raised up Elias to his work. The churches were but few and small, compared with what 

they are now. The chapels in Angelsey were but few...and the greater part of the inhabitants 

were „sitting in darkness, in the valley and the shadow of death.‟” (E. Morgan. John Elias. Life, 

Letters and Essays. Banner of Truth, 1973, pp.122-123) 

    About the structure and format of his expository sermons the 

Welsh Church Magazine, „Yr Haul‟, says the following: 

    “Elias...would with great dexterity and rapidity extricate the 

kernel of his text; that is, its appropriate and natural doctrine, without anything far fetched, and 

without doing the least violence to the plain and necessary meaning of the subject. He never 

forced the text to support any particular doctrine; but he simplified it in such a manner as to 

exhibit the doctrine in bold relief...After explaining his text, he would classify it into several 

sub-divisions, without any confusion...” (Morgan, ibid., pp.97-98) 

    Edward Morgan continues: 

    “He would always endeavour, by close study, to be perfectly 

satisfied as to the context of the Scripture of which his text was a part, before he would divide 

and arrange his discourse...make remarks and draw inferences...” 

    “He was in general very systematic, setting forth the 

exposition, the (contextual) connection, the reasoning, and the application in a regular way. 

There was remarkable „union‟ in all parts of his (sermon) ...His sermon was like a wheel, one 

piece of beautiful work, every spoke being in its proper place...” 

    “Nothing was dry...in his discourses, all was most strong and 

powerful. There was as much impassioned eloquence as strong reasoning: there was the 

influence and combination of both!...” (Morgan, ibid., pp.98-99) 

 

   2) Faithful Conveyers of God‟s Word 

    Why am I placing so much stress upon „expository‟ preaching? 

For one thing, it is not because I consider „topical‟ or „thematic‟ preaching to be wrong. There 

is a place for such sermons. But expository preaching is by its very nature going to stick more 

carefully to the Commanding General‟s orders and instructions which his officers (the 

preacher-pastor) must pass on to his troops. 

    Another illustration might be help here. 

    In May 1941 the German battleship „Bismarck‟, then the most 

formidable fighting ship afloat, sailed from the Baltic into the Atlantic Ocean, posing a fearful 

threat to the merchant convoys that kept Britain alive. 
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    Admiral Lutjens wanted confirmation of the wisdom of going 

direct to the Demark Straits, thus avoiding contact with any British ships, in order to reach the 

Atlantic unnoticed. From Group North he received information that visual reconnaissance had 

reported the sighting of a British Naval carrier and several cruisers and destroyers. 

    However what the airman had seen was a small force, two of 

which were wood and canvas dummies! As a result Group North failed entirely to notice that 

H.M.S.‟Hood‟ and H.M.S. „Prince of Wales‟ had sailed from British waters undetected. 

    The INFORMATION Lutjens had therefore received indicated, 

(i) that no heavy units had sailed, and (ii) left him unaware of the heavy ships that HAD sailed. 

Says Ludovic Kennedy: 

    “This was an example of the sometimes sloppy work of the 

Luftwaffe when detached on naval assignments, work which they (unlike the RAF‟s Coastal 

Command) often resented.” (L. Kennedy. Pursuit. The Chase and Sinking of the Bismarck. 

Fontana/Collins, 1982, p.52) 

    I realize that in this illustration the information went UP the 

chain of command from observers to the higher command. However the central issue in this 

scenario is that THE WRONG INFORMATION WAS CONVEYED, which in the end lead to 

the sinking of the Bismarck. 

    The point I want to make is that as Preacher- Pastors it is our 

solemn duty to CONVEY WHAT THE WORD OF GOD ACTUALLY TEACHES, and not 

just a „few thoughts‟ that have some vague connection to the passage on which our „sermon‟ is 

based, or worse still, announce the passage and then preach in such a way that the passage is 

used as a coat hook upon which to hang some general, cliched Christian truths. Expository 

preaching will, if properly utilized, largely avoid such pitfalls. 

    Both in our normal Sunday-by-Sunday preaching, as well as in 

a revival it is crucial to convey GOD‟S TRUTH to the listeners, so that: 

     (i) the quickened Christians may „grow and mature in the 

knowledge and love of God in Christ‟, ie.epistemologically (in the knowledge of the Truth); 

spiritually (in a deepening experience of the love of God poured out into our hearts); 

emotionally (in our warm „affections‟ - as Jonathan Edwards put it) - towards and in fellowship 

with the Triune God; and corporately (in our relations with other Christians as we labour with 

new energy in the Church.) 

    (ii) the non-Christian will be confronted with the very 

words of God, “For the Word of God is living and active. Sharper than any double- edged 

sword, it penetrates even to dividing soul and spirit, joints and marrow; it judges the thoughts 

and attitudes of the heart.” (Heb. 4:12) 

     To convey the Truth, even partially is serious and 

dangerous, and to convey it incorrectly, could prove to be spiritually fatal (as we saw materially 

in the illustration of the „Bismarck‟) 

))))))))))))--------------------- 

The following short list of books will prove helpful in the area of Expository Preaching (and 

preaching in general): 

1. Haddon W. Robinson. EXPOSITORY PREACHING. IVP, 1986. 

2. Walter C. Kaiser, Jr. TOWARD AN EXEGETICAL THEOLOGY. Baker, 1984. 

3. Denis Lane. PREACH THE WORD. Evangelical Press, 1986. 

4. D.A. Carson. EXEGETICAL FALLACIES. Baker, 1984. 

5. John Stott. I BELIEVE IN PREACHING. Hodder & Stoughton, 1982. 

6. D.M. Lloyd-Jones. PREACHING AND PREACHERS. “)))”)) , 1971. 

))))))))))))---------------------- 

 

 There is nothing quite so stirring, spiritually satisfying, uplifting and instructive as 

seeing „preaching-in-action‟ in actual historical revivals in the Christian Church. In it we are 

caught up in the extra-ordinary atmosphere and ethos and spiritual excitement of an unusual 

and supernatural movement by God‟s Spirit. Hence we turn now to some historical examples of 

preaching in revival. My prayer is that God will bless these examples to you by revealing his 

glory and majesty before which both Christian and non-Christian prostrate themselves. 
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III PREACHING IN REVIVAL: HISTORICAL EXAMPLES 

 ------------------------------------------ 

 Because our space is limited we will confine our historical examples to only four men, 

but men who were spiritual giants, whose PREACHING was singularly anointed by the Holy 

Spirit and who all experienced actual revival, and who all gave expository preaching the central 

and dominant place in their ministry. They are, Richard Baxter, Jonathan Edwards, George 

Whitefield and John Wesley. 

 You may perhaps feel that „new methods‟ and „techniques‟ are needed in the 2Oth or 

21st centuries and conclude that the examples are irrelevant for today‟s people. 

 My answer to that is: 

  (1) We should use as many of the high-tech communications methods as 

possible, provided that they allow the Gospel to be presented as clearly as possible. Any 

„communications system‟ that interferes with the proclamation or preaching of a total, 

full-bodied, theologically sound and Biblically-based Gospel, must be viewed as dubious. 

   By „full-bodied‟ I mean that ALL the salient points of the Gospel must 

be included in the use of any „communications system‟. These will include, inter alia, the 

Biblical doctrines of: God, Man, Sin, the Law of God, Repentance, Faith, Regeneration, Grace, 

the Atoning Work of Christ, the Person of Christ, Grace and the Place and Role of the Holy 

Spirit. 

   These doctrines - although not a complete list of Christian Theology - 

are absolutely basic, essential and necessary to preach a „FULL‟ and „COMPLETE‟ Gospel. 

Anything less is a truncated, incomplete Gospel, and is accordingly LESS THAN WHAT GOD 

CONSIDERS THE GOSPEL TO BE. We dare not proclaim „less‟ than that which God 

considers essential. If we do then we are trying to be wiser than God, - and that comes very 

close to gross irresponsibility and blasphemy. 

  (2) In the final analysis - WHATEVER CENTURY you are in - it is the 

WORD AND VOICE OF GOD ALONE (!) THAT REGENERATES THE SINNER. See: Jn. 

15:3; Acts 1O:36; 13:26; Rom. 1O:8, 15, 17; Eph. 5:26. I would like to highlight Rom. 8:17, 

“Consequently, faith comes from hearing the message, and the message is heard through the 

Word of Christ.” 

   Thus the Century we live in is ultimately completely irrelevant.Why? 

Because GOD‟S METHOD OF REGENERATION THROUGH THE WORD OF GOD 

REMAINS THE SAME, IT CANNOT BE „REPLACED‟ BY ANYTHING ELSE! Why? 

Because has GOD HAS DECREED AND SO ORDAINED IT. Thus, we MUST always 

remember - when we use our high-tech communications methods (which we may) - it is not any 

high-tech method which brings salvation; it is the FULL GOSPEL THROUGH GOD‟S WORD 

by means of a communications system that bring salvation! 

  (I) THE PURITANS 

  1) Richard Baxter (1615-1691) 

   “From the despised „prophesying‟ (the Puritans understood the word 

„prophesying‟ to refer strictly to „preaching‟, consequently, it must not be understood in any 

„Charismatic‟ definition, as is done today), of Elizabeth‟s day (Elizabeth I) to the hounded 

conventicles of Restoration England the Puritan preaching was a power in the land.” 

   “It was by turns tolerated, encouraged and opposed; it was applauded, 

„refuted‟ and mocked; it was venerated and it was blasphemed - but it could not be, and never 

was, ignored! “ (P. Lewis. The Genius of Puritanism. Carey, 1975, p.19) 

   Richard Baxter, who ministered at Kidderminster from 1641 to 166O, 

with a five-year break during the English Civil War, was one of the greatest of the some 

1,5OO-2,OOO Puritan preachers of his day. His famous statement about his own preaching has 

come down through the centuries. He preached, he said, „as never sure to preach again...as a 

dying man to dying men.‟ Baxter‟s preaching, anointed by the Holy Spirit, brought revival to 

Kidderminster. 

   He found the people, he tells us, 

   “„...an ignorant, rude and revelling people, for the most part... they had 

hardly ever had any serious preaching among them.‟ But his ministry was wonderfully 
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blessed...” 

   “„...when I had laboured long, it pleased God that the converts were so 

many, that I could not afford time...families and considerable numbers...came in and grew up 

(spiritually) I scarce knew how..‟” 

   “„The congregation was usually full, so that we were fain to build five 

(!) galleries after my coming...(The church would have held about a 1,OOO WITHOUT the 

galleries)..On the Lord‟s Days...you might hear a hundred families singing Psalms AND 

REPEATING SERMONS...‟” 

   „In a word, when I came thither first, there was about one family in a 

street that worshipped God...and when I came away (i.e. when his ministry in Kidderminster 

ended) there was some streets where there was not past one family in the side of a street that 

did not so (ie. worship God as now being newly born-again)..‟” (Packer, „Giants‟, op.cit., 

pp.53-54) 

   What is also remarkable is the fact that his preaching in revival was 

still felt a century later! Thus, Hugh Martin, writing about Baxter says: 

   “It is interesting to find a local historian, writing in 1777 (i.e. 117 years 

later!), attributing the great success of the (local) carpet trade „to the industry, frugality and 

simplicity of the manners of the inhabitants,‟ due „in a great degree‟ to „the labours and 

example of Baxter.‟” (H.Martin. Puritanism and Richard Baxter. SCM, 1954, p.151. Footnote 

3O) 

  2) Jonathan Edwards (17O3-1758) 

   The revival that broke out under Edwards‟ ministry in 1735 was at its 

height in March and April. The Preaching of God‟s Word was at the heart of the Holy Spirit 

„Awakening.‟ Edwards records that, 

   “Our public assemblies were then beautiful...every hearer eager to 

drink in the WORDS of the minister...the assembly in general were, from time to time, in tears 

while the WORD was PREACHED...Persons after their conversion often speak of religious 

things as seeming new to them: that PREACHING IS A NEW THING; that it seems to them 

they never heard PREACHING before...” (Murray, „Jonathan Edwards‟, op.cit.,p.116. Works 

I.348,356) 

   In Edwards‟ „Life of Brainerd‟, it becomes clear he shared with 

Brainerd the conviction that Spirit- anointed preaching alone could revive the church and 

awaken the world. 

   “„I longed for a Spirit of preaching to descend and rest on ministers, 

that they might address the consciences of men with closeness and power. I saw God „had a 

residue of the Spirit‟, and my soul longed it should be „poured from on high.‟ “ (Murray, ibid., 

p.145. Works 2.383) 

   At that time in New England, so Ralph Turnbull informs us, „spiritual 

life‟ was formal, stereotyped and disinterested in moral imperatives. The people to whom he 

ministered were familiar with Biblical truth, but they had allowed religious standards to 

deteriorate to the level of compromise with sin and a lowered standard of morals. 

   “The effect of his preaching was immediate and marked...The 

preaching of Edwards stabbed afresh the conscience...Large numbers were so aroused and 

alarmed by the preaching that they, „...immediately quit their sinful practices to devote 

themselves to an earnest application to the means of salvation...making constant inquiry, „What 

shall we do to be saved?‟...” 

   “...there was conviction of sin...The overwhelming sense of the 

judgment of God...led the listener(s) to cry out in agony of soul... „A great and earnest 

concern... became universal...in all parts of the town and among persons of all degrees and 

ages...‟...Here was the revival of experimental Christianity as a result of that preaching...” (R.G. 

Turnbull. Jonathan Edwards The Preacher. Baker, 1958, pp.12Off. Quotes from Edwards 

indicated in Turnbull‟s text.) 

   And what was the nature of his preaching? Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones states it 

as follows: 

   “Edwards did not Chapter about Christian truths...Neither did (he) just 

give a running commentary on a passage...He started with a text....He was always expository. 
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He was also...analytical...He divides up his text...he wants to get at the essence of the message; 

so the... analytical element in his...mind comes into play...” 

   “He does (all) this in order that he may arrive at the doctrine taught in 

the verse or section; and then he reasons about this doctrine, (and) shows how it is to be found 

elsewhere in Scripture and its relationship to other doctrines...” 

   “But he never stops at that. There is always the (relevant) application. 

He was preaching to people and not giving a dissertation ...But above all, and I quote him, he 

believed that preaching should be „warm and earnest.‟ “ (Lloyd-Jones, „The Puritans...‟, op.cit., 

p.359) 

 (II) GEORGE WHITEFIELD AND JOHN WESLEY 

  1) George Whitefield (1714-177O) 

    “During...(1738)..England was startled by the sound of a voice. It was 

the voice of a PREACHER, George Whitefield, a clergyman but twenty-two years old, who was 

declaring the Gospel in the pulpits of London with such fervour and power, that no church 

would hold the multitudes that flocked to hear...” 

   “...(he) was joined by the voices of John and Charles Wesley... in a 

tremendous chorus of praise and PREACHING that rang throughout the land and was sustained 

in strength for more than half a century...‟a religious revival burst forth...which changed in a 

few years the whole temper of English society. The Church was restored to life and activity‟...” 

(A. Dallimore. George Whitefield. The Life and Times of the Great Evangelist of the 

Eighteenth-Century Revival. Vol.I. Banner of Truth, 197O, pp.31-32) 

   Instead of covering Whitefield‟s preaching over the course of his life 

we will focus on his participation in the Revival that broke out in Cambuslang, Scotland, in 

1742. 

   The revival was already in progression under the earnest preaching of 

the Rev. William M‟Culloch of Cambuslang and the Rev. James Robe of Kilsyth. Whitefield 

arrived at Cambuslang in the second week of July of 1742. Says Dallimore, 

   “After PREACHING three times within ten hours (!), he (i.e. 

Whitefield) reported: „For about an hour and a half there was such weeping, so many falling 

into deep distress, and expressing it in various ways ...Their cries and agonies were exceedingly 

affecting...‟ “ (A. Dallimore, „George Whitefield...‟. Vol. II. Banner of Truth, 198O, p.125) 

   But even more amazing events were to follow on the Sunday when they 

gathered for an open-air communion service. There were proceeding PREACHING services 

throughout the Saturday, PREACHING on the Sunday when communion was conducted, the 

whole culminating in a final PREACHING service on the Monday. 

   The gatherings were held out-of-doors, in a kind of natural 

amphitheatre, later commemorated as „The Preaching Braes of Cambuslang.‟ 

   Two facts immediately spring to mind: (1) If we take into account that 

upon arrival Whitefield preached three times in 1O hours, and add to that the preaching on the 

Saturday, Sunday and Monday (by Whitefield, Robe, M‟Culloch, and other ministers), then we 

must conclude that a very high percentage of the time was taken up by preaching. (2) That 

PREACHING was a predominant characteristic is also very evident from the fact that the 

open-air location became known as „The PREACHING Braes of Cambuslang.‟ 

   Whitefield, reporting to John Cennick in London, wrote: 

   “„On Sabbath day, scarce ever was such a sight seen in Scotland There 

were upwards of twenty thousand people...There was preaching ALL DAY...and in the evening, 

at the request of the ministers I preached to the whole congregation...On the Monday morning I 

preached again... but such a universal stir I never saw before...You might have seen thousands 

bathed in tears...‟” (Dallimore, „George Whitefield‟, Vol.II, ibid., p.126) 

   Whitefield‟s method in expounding the Word can be gleaned from the 

sermon „Of Justification by Christ.‟ Taking as his text, „But ye are washed, but ye are 

sanctified, but ye are justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ‟, Whitefield asserts: 

   “These words, beginning with the particle „But‟, have a plain reference 

to something that went before; it may not therefore be improper, before I descend to particulars, 

to consider the words as they stand related to the context.” (Dallimore, „George Whitefield‟, 

Vol.I, op.cit., p.124) 
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   This kind of contextual explanation was common with Whitefield, as 

also his habit of stating the main points at the opening of the sermon, and again during the 

sermon. In this particular sermon (mentioned above), he gives the following main points thus: 

   “FIRST, What is meant by the word „Justified‟? SECONDLY, I shall 

endeavour to prove that all mankind in general, and every individual person in particular, stands 

in need of being justified. THIRDLY and lastly, that there is no possibility of obtaining this 

justification, which we so much want (i.e. „need‟), but by the precious blood of Jesus Christ.” 

(Dallimore, ibid., p.125) 

   In the sermon which he then develops he deals faithfully, theologically, 

biblically, and by practical application to the audience with, inter alia, freedom from the guilt of 

original sin; God‟s legal right to judge and punish us for breaking his laws; the relationship 

between the „First Adam‟ (his disobedience and the imputation of his sin to all mankind) and 

the „Second Adam‟, Christ (and his obedience and the imputation of his Righteousness to 

believers); and a plea to „look to Christ‟ for forgiveness, - the plea is urgent and passionate. 

   From this (and the rest of the sermon which we will not quote), we see 

that Whitefield placed the text in its context; proposed three points (suggesting an orderly mind 

and approach to Scripture); had a sound theological, biblical understanding of „moral 

responsibility and guilt‟, „God‟s Law‟, „God‟s Wrath against sin‟, „original sin‟, „imputation of 

sin and righteousness‟, „justification‟, „God‟s Justice‟, „union with Christ‟, „the Atoning work 

of Christ‟, „repentance‟, and „faith in Christ.‟ A very formidable lineup of Scriptural 

knowledge, truth, and exposition, by anyone‟s standards! 

  2) John Wesley (17O3-1791) 

   Wesley differed with 

Whitefield on a number of doctrinal issues, Wesley being Arminian, while Whitefield was 

Calvinistic. Yet they were both greatly used of God in the Revival or „Awakening‟ that came to 

the British Isles in the early part of the 18th century. 

   Both became open-air 

preachers and regularly addressed crowds in such cities as London and Bristol (and elsewhere) 

of vast audiences, at times, so it was computed, of up to 2O,OOO persons. And that without the 

modern advantages of advertising or public-address technological systems, or great stadiums 

with their night-time lighting! Their impact upon Britain was, at every level, profound, to say 

the least. 

   But though they differed on 

certain theological issues they both the same view of the centrality and importance of 

Preaching. Thus Dr. Skevington Wood says, on this point, that Wesley, 

   “...held the view that the 

primary means of salvation is PROCLAMATION. There may be room for ancillary methods in 

connection with this (i.e. evangelism), but for Wesley there was no substitute for the 

PREACHING of the Word. It is by THIS apparent foolishness, as the world regards it, that God 

designs to save.” (A.S. Wood. The Burning Heart. John Wesley, Evangelist. Paternoster, 1967, 

p.147) Wesley, by and large (and significantly) was also and expository preacher. 

   “The foundation for Wesley‟s 

EXPOSITORY PREACHING may well have been laid by his first tutor at Christ Church, 

George Wigan.” (Wood, ibid., p.34) 

   It is tempting to speculate 

what the influence of Wigan was in the meticulous care Wesley took in the treatment of the 

Scriptural text that usually marked his sermons. We do know that in 1723 Wigan retired to a 

country parish, in order to concentrate on his exegetical studies. It seems highly likely that 

Wigan‟s emphasis on exegesis influenced Wesley. Dr.Wood notes that Wesley, “...was a 

BIBLICAL PREACHER par excellence.” (Wood, ibid., p.2O9) 

   Wesley was not afraid or 

ashamed to be known as a Bible preacher. In 1729, already, Wesley began, not only to read, but 

to study the Bible as the only standard of Truth. 

   “Wesley went out of his way 

to make it clear that the basis of his work from the beginning was the Word of God...This was 

one of the primary reasons why the Puritans appealed so much to Wesley when he turned to 
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their writings, as Dr. J.A. Newton brings out...” 

   “He (Wesley) commended 

them (the Puritans) because, „...next to God Himself, they honour His Word. They are mighty 

men in the Scriptures, equal to any of those who went before them, and far superior to most that 

have followed them...‟ “ (Wood, ibid., p.21O. Quotations from Newton, Christian Library, 

Vol.IV, p.1O7, op.cit., p.12) 

   Finally, Dr. Wood, wraps 

Wesley‟s preaching up by stating: 

   “In view of Wesley‟s attitude 

to the Scriptures, we are not surprised to learn that his message was entirely and exclusive 

derived from them. Not only was his preaching textual and expository: the whole tenor and tone 

of his sermons was Biblical.” (Wood, ibid.,p.218) 

 

 - STAGE FIVE - 

 ---------- 

 

 REVIVAL, DRIFTING FROM THE SCRIPTURES AND FANATICISM 

 ---------------------------------------------------- 

)I REVIVAL AND FANATICISM: QUENCHING THE HOLY SPIRIT 

 -------------------------------------------------- 

  (I) REVIVAL: SOVEREIGNTY AND SIN 

  Why do some revivals carry on over very long periods of time, while others 

only last for a few months or a few years, then tail off as the Holy Spirit obviously withdraws, 

and finally cease? 

  Two obvious answers spring immediately to mind: 

  (1) We must NEVER forget that NO HUMAN AGENCY can schedule a 

genuine Revival. It is highly presumptuous to advertise: „Revival Crusade. All Welcome. 1-21 

July.‟ You can organize an „Evangelistic Crusade‟ and do all the advertising you want to. That 

is, Biblically speaking, perfectly in order. Don‟t confuse an „Evangelistic Crusade‟ with a 

„Revival‟. 

   There are similarities (i.e. preaching the Gospel), but there is one very 

crucial difference. A genuine Revival is started when God the Holy Spirit Sovereignly acts at a 

time of his choosing and then sovereignly withdraws at a time which he feels is appropriate. 

Obviously we must pray and prepare ourselves for a revival. But NO ONE can follow „Five 

Ways to get a Revival‟, fulfil them and then automatically expect the revival. The beginning 

and ending of a revival lies with the sovereign circle of the Spirit‟s decision; never ours! 

   (2) Just as true is the fact that „Sin‟ can bring God‟s blessing of 

revival to an end. This is abundantly proved in a basic principle which governed the 

relationship between God and the Israelites in the O.T. Again and again through the books of 

Exodus, Judges, Kings and Chronicals the principle comes into action. When the people obeyed 

God and worshipped only him they were blessed; when they fell into idolatry God withdrew his 

hand of blessing. 

 (II) THE NEW ENGLAND REVIVAL QUENCHED 

  1) Examination of a Problem in „Principle‟ Only 

   But there is a third important reason, which is perhaps particularly 

relevant to us today,namely, the possibility of quenching the real work of the Spirit by pure, 

non-spiritual and not Spirit-given „emotionalistic excess‟ or to use an unhappy (though true) 

phrase, namely non-spiritual „fanaticism.‟ Such fanaticism can quench the Spirit. 

   I realize that this is a particularly sensitive point that needs to be 

handled with great care and circumspection. During times of revival Christians and 

non-Christians may have very strange and unusual and genuine „experiences.‟God forbid that 

we should meddle in the Spirit‟s workings. We need a great deal of wisdom and discernment 

here. At the same time you only have to read half-a-dozen books on revivals to know the very 

real dangers of „emotionalistic fanaticism‟ that can mar and scar a revival. 

   I feel that I must make it clear that such fanaticism can take place in 

ANY EVANGELICAL CHRISTIAN CHURCH whether they are Charismatic or not! I am 
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NOT therefore targeting any ONE church or community or movement. There is abundant 

historical evidence that such non-spiritual „emotionalism‟ that is not Bible-based can occur in 

ANY church. 

   I wish to deal with this matter ONLY in terms of a „principle-problem‟ 

of „spiritual experiences‟ in revival, with no ulterior motives or ANY Christian church or 

movement in view. It has been a CONSTANT problem in the TOTAL Christian Church from 

the time of the Reformation (and before) right up till today. You only have to Prof. Christopher 

Hill‟s book, „The World Turned Upside Down. Radical Ideas during the English revolution‟ (of 

the 17th century), Penguin, 1974, to realize that it is a long-standing problem. 

   To further indicate that the issue is being examined objectively and)on 

a non-partisan level, we will look at what happened to the revival in new England during the 

time of Jonathan Edwards. It was largely a Calvinistic community and there seems to be no 

evidence that „charismatic experiences‟ (such as we know them today) were essentially part of 

the problem. Nevertheless „emotionalistic fanaticism‟ broke out. 

   2) Historical Setting: „Fanaticism‟ in New England 

   “The origins of a fanatical element in the revival cannot be traced with 

any distinctiveness but by the latter half of 1741, and very clearly in 1742, its presence was 

plainly to be seen in many places.” (Murray, „Edwards‟, op.cit., p.216) 

   Edwards‟ admitted that there were „imprudencies, irregularities and a 

mixture of delusion.‟ Similarly, Eleazer Wheelock, after attending a meeting at Voluntown, 

Connecticut, on 21st Oct. 1741, reported that while, 

   “...‟There is a great work in this town, but more of the footsteps of 

Satan than in any place I have yet been in: the zeal of some too furious: they tell of many 

visions, revelations, and many strong impressions upon the imagination...‟ “ 

   “Trouble first appeared in connection with the cases of sudden physical 

collapse, of outcries, and of swoonings which were witnessed in many congregations from the 

summer of 1741 onwards.” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., p.217) 

   (NOTE: We will see, DV, in the next Chapter that such physical 

manifestations CAN be part of a revival, but: 

    (i) they are not PROOF in and of themselves of revival; only 

CHANGED LIVES AND GODLY LIVING is proof, and 

   (ii) there is a line - admittedly a fine line not always easily 

discerned - where „physical manifestations‟ and „emotions‟ cross over from genuine, unforced, 

natural, God-glorifying and Christ-centred emotions to emotions that are excessive, unnatural, 

uncontrollable hysteria, in fact „emotions‟ for the sake of „emotions‟; what we call in our 

modern idiom, „going over the top.‟ 

   As Murray says, “Far from attempting to restrain themselves, people 

sometimes WILFULLY gave way to sheer emotion.” (ibid, p.218)..) 

   A further incident - to illustrate „going over top emotionally‟ - involved 

George Whitefield, who was visiting New England. He had preached at a place called Lebanon 

and had then left. Many remained behind becoming increasingly hysterical, jumping, dancing, 

singing and praying, until „the scene seemed to form a sort of Bedlam.‟ 

   Whitefield and the pastor, Dr. Solomon Williams, hastened back to the 

church but the noise and tumult was so great that they were unnoticed. Whitefield (and 

remember that by now he had witnessed genuine revival back in Britain) immediate intervened. 

   “The (the two ministers) went forward to the Deacon‟s seat, and 

Mr.Whitefield, stamping his foot with great violence on the floor, exclaimed with a voice of 

thunder (Whitefield had a particular powerful and penetrating voice) - „What means all this 

tumult and disorder?‟ Instantly there was silence...” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., pp.218-219) 

   Whitefield, by now a seasoned observer of the work of the Holy Spirit 

in revival, immediately discerned that the people had „gone over the top‟ and silenced them, 

knowing that he was not quenching the work of the Holy Spirit but only their hysterical 

„emotionalism.‟ He then quietly spoke the people, the disorder ceased and the people returned 

to their homes. 

 

 II REV.JAMES DAVENPORT: FANATICISM IN FULL FLOOD 
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 (I) BACKGROUND 

  At the very time when the revival needed to be guided in the path of wisdom 

and consolidation, one of the New England ministers, the Rev. James Davenport, led it into the 

by-way of fanaticism. 

  Davenport came from one of the oldest and most respected of New England 

families. However, early in life he revealed an emotional instability, and during his student 

days at Yale suffered a breakdown which affected both body and mind. 

  After recovering to some extent he entered the ministry. His life was 

characterized by unusual spiritual earnestness and he was viewed by his fellow ministers as „a 

most heavenly-minded‟ man. With the outbreak of the revival he entered into its activities with 

zeal. He undertook itinerant evangelism and a number of genuine conversions resulted. 

Davenport was unquestionably a sincere minister of the Gospel, and, as we shall see, after his 

„activities‟ retracted them. 

  “It must be recognized...that for some months Davenport was looked upon as 

nothing but an unusually fervent man of God...and was praised for his piety and zeal, and when 

the fanatical practices began to appear, the bad was mixed with the good in such a way that 

many, Jonathan Edwards included, knew not where to draw the line and were loathe to 

criticize.” (Dallimore, „George Whitefield...‟, Vol.II, op.cit., p.185) 

  However, he had not fully recovered from his breakdown and in the 

extraordinary excitement and pressures, which accompany most revivals, Davenport‟s already 

fragile personality cracked. 

 (II) BREAKDOWN: FANATICISM AND NON-SPIRITUAL EXCESS 

  1) Personal Psychological and Emotional Disorder 

   “An irresponsibility appeared first in Davenport‟s claim to being 

GUIDED BY DIRECT REVELATIONS (from God)..Tracy comments: „The fever (from an 

abscessed and infected leg) predisposed him into unnatural and unhealthy mental excitement 

(he was by now running a temperature); and ...his...dreams, sleeping or waking, of himself as a 

great reformer and a special favourite of God...whole nights in prayer...excessive pulpit 

labours...the sight of the multitudes that gathered around him ...all bearing witness of his 

power...acted upon his nerves...” (Dallimore, „George Whitefield‟...‟, Vol.I, op.cit., pp.184-185) 

   So unstable had he become that, in modern psychological terms, he 

was now beginning to have „delusions of grandeur.‟ A man, particularly a minister, with such a 

serious emotional condition is a „loose-cannon‟ in a revival, liable to fire off in any direction. 

  2) Fracturing: Personal „Revelations‟ and Authority 

   He now began to view bodily agitation, excitement and outcries in the 

services as PROOF of the Spirit‟s presence and saving work. This step was highly significant 

because it meant that he was (i) substituting his own „inner impressions‟, „revelations‟ and 

sense of being a favourite of God with a great mission in the place of the Authority of 

Scripture, and (ii) he was departing radically from the authority of a Biblical based Preaching 

of the Word of God. His OWN spiritual „experiences‟ had become THE FINAL AUTHORITY 

of his „spiritual‟ actions. 

  3) Fracturing: Corporate Hysteria 

   Murray continues the tragic consequences which were now affecting - 

not only Davenport himself - but the corporate life of the churches in which he ministered. The 

following are examples. 

   “After a service at New London on July 18, 174l, Davenport, it is 

alleged, „...went into the broad aisle, which was much crowded, and there he screamed out, 

„Come to Christ! come to Christ! come away!‟. Then he went into the third pew on the 

women‟s side, and kept there, sometimes singing, sometimes praying; he and his companions 

all taking their turns, and the women fainting and in hysterics.‟” (Murray, „Edwards‟, op.cit., 

p.224) 

   This scene has the features of unbalanced, non-Biblical psychological 

mass hysteria. Davenport „screaming‟, darting about the church, repetitive exhortations, 

„mood-swinging‟ and unpredictable jumping from singing to praying all signify a man who has 

lost control of his mind and is simply „reacting‟ from moment to moment on „inner 

impressions‟ or „subjective revelations.‟ 
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   The women too collapsed hysterically. The tragic aspect of this 

scenario is that both Davenport and the people made „fanatical, excessive emotionalistic 

behaviour‟ IN and of ITSELF the CRITERION and PROOF of the Spirit‟s workings. So much 

so that Davenport began to express the view that the acceptance of such criterion divided those 

„for‟ the revival from those who were „against‟ it. 

   Characteristic of those who fall into this snare of religious mania‟ is 

that they and their followers take on a „Messianic‟ character.Thus the „Boston Evening Post‟ 

reported on July 5, 1741: 

   “Were you to see him in his most violent agitations you would be apt 

to think that he was a madman just broke from his chains: But especially had you seen him 

returning from the Common after his first preaching, with a large mob at his heels, singing all 

the way through the streets, HE WITH HIS HANDS EXTENDED, HIS HEAD THROWN 

BACK, AND HIS EYES STARING UP TO HEAVEN, attended with so much disorder that 

they looked more like a company of Bacchanalians after a mad frolic, than sober Christians 

who had been worshipping God!” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid, pp.225-226) 

   (If it were not so utterly tragic and spiritually „sick‟, it would be 

grotesque and comic; a painting worthy as a model for the very human and quirky „character‟ 

paintings of the famous American artist Norman Rockwell.) 

   Unhappily it was all very real! Davenport went on - as one would 

expect of one with a „Messianic‟ complex - to attack the ministers of New England as 

„unregenerate‟, that the end of the world was at hand and brought division, calling on his 

followers to „separate‟ themselves from their regular churches. In July 1744, Davenport finally, 

after much damage had been done, came to his senses and retracted all his irresponsible actions, 

acknowledging that he had gone astray. 

   It is a sad, sad story that, if you know your church history, has 

happened over and over again. I would strongly recommend that you ask your local library (if 

they don‟t have it) to get a copy of: „The Pursuit of the Millennium‟ by Norman Cohn, 

Granada, 1978. The book is sub-titled „Revolutionary Millenarians and Mystical Anarchists of 

the Middle Ages‟. It is highly relevant to our subject, quite fascinating and academically and 

historically impeccable. 

  4) Climax 

   March 1743 saw his final act of fanaticism at New London, 

Connecticut. Believing that he had a „revelation‟ from God he urged the „separists‟ (his 

followers) to purify themselves from all idolatrous, worldly things. A fire was lit into which 

they cast: their cloaks, breeches, hoods, gowns, rings jewels and necklaces, a number of 

religious books, including Puritan works such John Flavel‟s „Works‟, and all in the midst of 

songs of praise! 

   Unhappily too is the fact that Edwards and Whitefield were blamed as 

the instigators of what was called „enthusiastical religion.‟ 

))(III) QUENCHING THE SPIRIT 

  How did the acutely discerning Edwards view the revival and the „fanaticism‟? 

We will extract certain principles from his „The Distinguishing Marks of a Work of the Spirit 

of God‟ (1741) and „Some Thoughts concerning the present Revival of Religion in New 

England‟ published in 1742. 

  The principles we extract will not follow the chronological pattern of the dates 

of the books published, but rather a pattern of principles extracted from both, thus revealing 

Edward‟s views on both the revival and the outbreak of the „fanaticism.‟ 

  1) Principle One: Defence 

   In his „The Distinguishing Marks of a Work of the Spirit of God‟, a 

sermon on 1 Jn. 4:1, published in September 1741, he cogently defended the revival - as viewed 

in general perspective - as a work of the Holy Spirit. A failure to support it was inexcusable. 

„We must‟, he said, „throw by (ie.away) our Bibles and give up revealed religion if this is not in 

general a work of God.‟ 

  2) Principle Two: „Irregularities‟ 

   Edwards admitted the existence of „imprudences and irregularities‟ 

(these will be noted further on), 
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   “...but „imprudences will not prove a work to be not of the Spirit of 

God‟, for such things were to be found even in the N.T. churches..‟A work of God without 

stumbling-blocks is never to be expected.‟” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., p.234) 

  3) Principle Three: Jumping to wrong conclusions too soon 

   During this time two ministers, the Rev. Andrew Croswell (pastor at 

Groton, Connecticut) and the Rev. Charles Chauncy (junior pastor of Boston‟s First Church), 

took up directly opposing positions. Croswell supported Davenport, stating (incorrectly, 

although honestly) that Davenport‟s ministry held no dangers. Chauncy stated flatly that the 

entire revival was a delusion. 

   Edwards, with his usual perception suggested that, 

   “„Satan leads both far out of the right way, driving each to great 

extremes, one on the right hand, and the other on the left, till the right path IN THE MIDDLE is 

almost wholly neglected.‟” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., p.244. Edwards‟ Works.I.235) 

   Edwards‟ evaluation of the two parties was the following: that ardent 

supporters of the (general) revival felt that if God‟s hand was already present in the revival then 

the WHOLE (including Davenport) must be regarded of God. To censure Davenport, therefore, 

amounted to criticism of the providence and workings of God. On the other hand, those 

opposing the revival as simply the result of an „enthusiastical spirit‟ rejected the WHOLE work. 

   Edwards‟ urged that distinctions have to be made, because - living in 

fallen world - darkness is sometimes mixed with light, and evil with good and we must 

ACCEPT this as a „reality‟. We should therefore distinguish the good from the bad, and not 

judge the WHOLE revival - either negatively or positively - by „one part‟ alone. 

 

   He further points out that it is axiomatic that Satan drives people to 

extremes, i.e. the revival is ALL right, or ALL wrong. Thus, „when he finds he can keep men 

quiet and secure no longer, then he drives them to excesses‟. 

  4) Principle Four: „Impressions‟, „Impulses‟, „Revelations‟ 

   Edwards‟ cautioned against acting simply on an „impression‟ or 

„impulse‟. During revival Christians naturally have a more heightened sense of „divine 

activity.‟ So too, the „imagination‟ is more active; indeed the whole personality is subjected to 

increased activity in mind, emotions, imaginations, heightened feelings and so on. 

   “It is easy, in this condition to regard a strong impression made upon 

the imagination, and EXPLAINABLE by NATURAL causes, as a direct leading of the 

Spirit...‟Many godly persons have undoubtedly in this and other ages, exposed themselves to 

woeful delusions by an aptness to lay too much weight on impulses and impressions‟...” 

(Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., p.241. Works 2.265) 

   Christians, he argued, could have a „holy frame and sense from the 

Spirit of God‟, but the „impressions‟ or „impulses‟ he feels, especially in the area of „guidance‟ 

may not necessarily come from the Spirit. (Lest this be misunderstood we must remind 

ourselves that Edwards himself had a number of profound „experiential encounters‟ with God) 

   He dealt with „impulses‟ and „revelations in much the same way. But 

HOW then, was one to evaluate such phenomena? 

  5) Principle Five: „Try the spirits...by the Word of God‟ 

   Here he suggested that the Spirit‟s true work can be known because the 

Spirit always: 

   1) Causes the Christian to measure his „impression‟ or experience 

against the Scriptures. 

   2) Causes a great esteem for Christ, ie.the person, led by the 

Spirit is much more specifically taken up with Christ‟s Person, Glory and Work, than he is with 

the „impression‟ itself. 

   3) Operates against the interests of Satan‟s kingdom. 

   4) Brings men into the light of the Truth of Scripture. 

   5) Excites love to God and man. 

   6) And finally he points out that „revelations‟ were unique to the 

to the prophets of the O.T. and the apostles of the early Church. 

  6) Principle Six: Quenching the Spirit 
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   Still concentrating upon the revival in Northampton, we now pose the 

question, how was it that by 1742, after such remarkable progress, there came an ebb to the 

flood? While not dismissing the Sovereignty of the Spirit‟s will, Edwards, nevertheless, 

   “ ...came to believe that there was one principal cause of the reversal, 

namely, the unwatchfulness of the friends of the Awakening, who allowed genuine and pure 

religion to become so mixed with „wildfire‟. and carnal „enthusiasm‟, that the Spirit of God was 

grieved and advantage given to Satan.” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., p.216) 

   Edwards was, of course, thinking of men like Davenport and his 

followers, who threw all caution to the winds and simply acted upon the so-called „impressions‟ 

and „impulses‟ of the Spirit. Summing up,he says: 

   “...it has been a common device of the devil to overset a revival.. when 

he finds he can keep men quiet and secure no longer, then he drives them to excesses...by this 

means chiefly...he has...in several instances ...(overthrown)..most hopeful and promising 

beginnings..(the) masterpiece of all the devil‟s works, was to...(increase)..the indiscreet zeal of 

Christians, to drive them into ...(the)..extremes of „enthusiasm‟...” (Murray, „Edwards‟, ibid., 

p.235) 

   In the idiom of 17th/early 18th century English „enthusiasm‟ viz-a-viz 

religion did NOT mean being „earnest‟, „serious‟ or „zealous‟ as we understand the word today; 

at THAT time it meant „fanaticism.‟ 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Discuss the importance of Expository Preaching in Revival. 

2. Outline some historical examples of Preaching in Revival. 

3. Write an Essay on „Fanaticism in the New England Revival.‟ 
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))))))))))))PREPARATION FOR REVIVAL 

)I)REVIVAL AND THE CHURCH: NECESSITY AND REPENTANCE 

 -------------------------------------------------- 

  (I) THE NECESSITY FOR REVIVAL 

 (II) THE NECESSITY FOR REPENTANCE 

 II REVIVAL AND GOD‟S WORD: RENEWING EPISTEMOLOGICAL OBEDIENCE 

 ----------------------------------------------------------- 

 1) Epistemological Disobedience and God‟s Word 

 2) Apostasy, Epistemological Obedience and Revival 

 3) Epistemology, Power, Authority: Vacuum in the Church 

III REVIVAL AND HOLINESS 

 -------------------- 

 1) Holiness: Christian Insensitivity 

 2) The Nature of Holiness: Consecration 

 3) The Root of Holiness: Cocrucifixtion and Coresurrection 

 4) The Way of Holiness: Progressive Renewal 

 5) Revival and Personal Holiness: Jonathan Edwards - 1722 

 

 

 

“The greatest need of the hour is a new baptism and outpouring of the Holy Spirit in renewal 

and revival...The ultimate question facing us these days is whether our faith is in men and their 

power to organize, or...in the truth of God in Christ Jesus and....the power of the Holy Spirit.” 

         - D.M. Lloyd-Jones 

          Knowing the 

Times 

“„About three in the morning,‟ (John) Wesley records in his Journal, „as we were continuing 

instant in prayer, the power of God came mightily upon us, insomuch that many cried out for 

exceeding joy,...As soon as we were recovered a little from the awe and amazement at the 

presence of His Majesty, we broke out with one voice, „We praise Thee, O God; we 

acknowledge Thee to be the Lord!‟” 

         - A. Skevington Wood 

        The Inextinguishable Blaze 

   Spiritual Renewal and Advance in the Eighteenth Century 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

NOTE:This Chapter is not intended to be a „Blueprint‟ or „Plan‟ with the idea that if we follow 

certain „Steps‟ God will automatically grant us Revival. Neither, for the sake of space, is every 

possible aspect of „Preparation‟ covered. Some, such as the need for a renewal of Expository 

Preaching and Intercessory Prayer, have already been dealt with. The points covered in this 

Chapter)are just a few of the more urgent and important aspects of „Preparation for Revival‟ to 

consider. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 - STAGE SIX - 

 --------- 

 PREPARATION FOR REVIVAL 

 ----------------------- 

)I REVIVAL AND THE CHURCH: NECESSITY AND REPENTANCE 

 ------------------------------------------------- 

  (I) THE NECESSITY FOR REVIVAL 

  Shortly after 1O a.m. on Sunday, Sept. 17, 1944, from airfields all over 

Southern England the greatest armada of troop-carrying aircraft ever assembled for a single 

operation in WWII took to the air. The Supreme Allied Commander, General Dwight 

Eisenhower unleased Operation „Market-Garden.‟ It was inspired by British Field Marshal 

Bernard Montgomery. The idea was to pour troops and tanks through Holland, cross the Rhine 

and then enter Germany. 

  The Allies had to capture five bridges to accomplish this. The fifth, at a place 

called Arnhem, was the most crucial; it was 64 miles behind the German line. Particularly 

troubled was Lieut. Gen. Frederick Browning, Deputy Commander, First Allied Airborne 

Army. He would have good reason to be. The Allied planners had overlooked the „Driel ferry‟, 

which was crucial to the success of the Operation. 

  Browning did not know of this, but something troubled him about the Arnhem 

Bridge. To Field Marshal Montgomery he said, „But, sir, I think we might be going a bridge too 

far.‟ He was right. There was a grave weakness in the planning and Operation failed. (C. Ryan. 

A Bridge Too Far. Coronet, 1976, pp.253 and 7) 

  Herein lies a lesson for the Church, especially in the realm of revival. There are 

many weaknesses in today‟s Church, but perhaps the greatest weakness today is that an 

alarmingly high percentage of the Church‟s leaders and members do not see the „necessity‟ of a 

Spirit-given revival. 

  One reason for that is, of course, that - taking the Church as a whole - 

comparatively few Christians living today have actually experienced real revival. Another 

obvious reason is that most church members, and, sad to say, all too many Pastors are poorly 

read in church history. 

  This lack of urgency for revival manifests itself by the absence of interest in 

and emphasis upon it within the Church. For example: when last did you hear a sermon upon 

revival or find a book on it in your local Christian bookshop (compared to hundreds of books 

upon other Christian themes); when last did you attend a Bible Study or Prayer Group or 

Conference where revival was a major theme; when last did you read a serious article upon 

revival in a Christian magazine? In COMPARISON with the emphases on other topics, very 

little. 

  If I may be forgiven such bluntness, is the reason for our lack of interest in 

revival not, ultimately, because we do NOT SEE THE NEED FOR IT!? Like the Laodiceans, 

we say, “I am rich; I have acquired wealth, and do not need a thing “ (Rev. 3:17) Is it not sadly 

true that we are comfortable and complacent with our large churches, our great evangelistic 

crusades, our church programmes, our lively music, our many meetings, our outreach 

campaigns, our spiritual/charismatic services and „gifts of the Spirit‟, and much more? 

  Meanwhile, as every honest pastor knows in his heart, the real depth of 

spiritual maturity in the church, of a hunger to really know the Bible, of Biblical godliness and 

holiness, of zeal for God, of pushing back the ever-increasing power of non-Christian secular 

humanism in a post-Christian world, of combatting relativistic, permissive, immoral inroads 

into society, - that all this is paper thin in depth and increasingly more impossible with each 
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passing decade! 

  Let‟s try to be honest: as far as true spirituality within the church goes, “...we 

do not realize that we are wretched, pitiful, poor, blind and naked” (Rev. 3:17), and as far as 

our impact upon a post- or non-Christian society is concerned we are becoming increasingly 

impotent and powerless with each passing day. But we will NEVER SEE THE NEED FOR 

REVIVAL UNTIL WE SEE JUST HOW MEDIOCRE OUR SPIRITUALITY IS, AND WHAT 

LITTLE IMPACT WE ARE REALLY MAKING UPON THE WORLD! 

  You ask for proof? There is one simple but indisputable test that we should 

always use: The way to test the condition of any church is NOT to measure her activities, the 

size of her membership, compare her with other churches, the statistics of her converts or 

baptisms or confirmation classes, but to examine her in the light of the N.T. picture of the 

Church! 

  Thus, Paul to the Romans: “...I thank my God...because your FAITH is being 

reported all over the world.” (Rom. 1:8) To the Corinthians, “I always thank God for you...for 

in him (Christ) you have been ENRICHED in every way - in all your SPEAKING 

and...KNOWLEDGE “ (1Cor. 1:4f)To the Ephesians, “ Praise be to God...who has blessed 

us...with EVERY SPIRITUAL BLESSING in Christ...” (Eph. 1:3ff) To the Colossians, “We 

always thank God...because we have heard of your FAITH in Christ Jesus ...the LOVE you 

have for all the saints...this gospel is producing FRUIT...you...UNDERSTOOD GOD‟S 

GRACE in all its TRUTH...” (Eph. 1.3ff) 

  „Faith‟, (Spiritually) „Enriched‟, „Speaking‟, „Knowledge‟, „Every Spiritual 

Blessing‟, „Faith‟, „Love‟, (Spiritual) „Fruit‟, „Understood God‟s Grace‟, „Truth.‟ THOSE ARE 

SOME OF THE PRIORITIES BY WHICH A CHURCH SHOULD BE MEASURED AND 

TESTED,ie.SPIRITUAL REALITIES! 

  Let us take a long, hard look at our churches, - look past the physical, the 

material, the statistics, the smooth running administration, the attractive services, the 

music...Instead, look at the real issues, the Spiritual Priorities...what do we see!?...what is the 

REAL state and condition of our churches in that light!? 

  Let Dr Jim Packer - who is most certainly not an alarmist! -sum it up for us: 

  “Now it is hard to deny that we inherit today a situation in which the Spirit of 

God has been quenched. Unnatural as it may be, the Spirit‟s power is absent from the majority 

of our churches...Around us in the modern West we see big church buildings-some of them 

housing four-figure congregations, and others certainly intended to house congregations of that 

size-often furnished with an impressive hierarchy of ministers and other officials, but the 

congregations, such as they are, are mostly passengers, and city life proceeds as if the churches 

were not there.” (Packer, „Keep in Step...‟, op.cit., pp.253-254) 

  Surely the NEED for a world wide Revival should no longer be a point of 

discussion, let alone contention, but an issue of prayer!? 

 (II) THE NECESSITY FOR REPENTANCE 

  The famous words of God to Solomon, after Solomon had completed the 

Temple are as applicable at the end of the 2Oth century/beginning of the 21st century, as they 

were in Solomon‟s time: “...if my people, who are called by my name, will humble themselves 

and pray and seek my face and turn from their wicked ways, then I will hear from heaven and 

will forgive their sin and will heal their land.” (2 Chron. 7:14) 

  Repent from what? At least two things. 

  (1) Repent from putting our faith in our „methodology‟, rather than the 

Supernatural Power and Work of the Holy Spirit. The Church, as regards her own life and 

regarding evangelism, has developed new „methods‟, „techniques‟, „processes of 

communication‟, „procedures‟, „systems‟, „programmes‟, „plans‟, „schemes‟, „strategies‟. 

   The point is NOT that these new „methods‟ are necessarily wrong; 

each one needs to be judged against Biblical principles. Rather, the point is that the modern 

church has, in most cases unconsciously, slipped into putting her FAITH in these new 

„methods‟ and „techniques.‟ We might strenuously deny it, but our actions speak louder than 

words. 

  (2) Repent from increasing, incipient „worldliness.‟ Howard Snyder may 

be putting it too strongly, but we ought to take heed to his serious warning: 
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   “Worldliness is the greatest threat to the church today. In other ages the 

church suffered from dead orthodoxy, live heresy, flight from the world, and other maladies. 

But the painful truth today is that the church is guilty of massive accommodation to the 

world...Here is the crux: Christians...(have been)..set loose to pursue money, power, prestige, 

and status, WITH NO ONE TO CALL THEM TO ACCOUNT.” (J. White. Flirting with the 

World. Hodder & Stoughton, 1982, pp.9-11) 

   Dr. John White, a sound man of balanced Christian judgement, points 

out the danger of Christian „accommodation to the lusts of the flesh‟ and the „lusts of the eye‟: 

   “Set in a modern context, the lusts of the flesh would include sex, food, 

warmth, sleep, sensuality, soft sheets, thick carpeting, good wines, and fine dining. These may 

all be blessings from God, but when ardently sought FOR THEMSELVES, rather than as gifts 

to be received with thankfulness, they reduce us to the status of slaves...” 

   “Cars, gardens, paintings, clothes (colour-coordinated and chic), 

jewelry, vacation cottages, exotic settings for our Christian conferences and conventions. 

NOTHING WRONG...(IN THEMSELVES!) The gifts of a generous God. But once again, their 

desirability and their importance have been blown out of proportion. They have become 

necessities. We collect them ardently, and we worship what we collect...” 

   “One can avoid the movies and beer parties and still harbour worldly 

bitterness and pride. We can be cigarette-free, but untruthful, total abstainers, but gossipers, 

modest in dress, but acquisitive.” (White, ibid., pp.23,24,28) 

 

 II REVIVAL AND GOD‟S WORD: RENEWING EPISTEMOLOGICAL OBEDIENCE 

 ----------------------------------------------------------- 

 1) Epistemological Disobedience and God‟s Word 

  What do we mean by „epistemological disobedience‟ viz-a-viz God‟s Word? A 

brief illustration from Dr.Francis Schaeffer will help. In his book, „The Great Evangelical 

Disaster‟, he writes: 

  “For example, I recently received a letter from a very able thinker in Great 

Britain, in which he wrote: „There are many problems facing evangelicals today not the least of 

which is the neo-orthodoxy in relation to Scripture...” 

  “„I am studying at ---- for a few days. And down the corridor from me is a very 

amiable professor, from a prominent seminary in California ---- who calls himself an „open 

evangelical.‟ He has stated publicly in theological debate that he believes the Bible „despite all 

the mistakes in it.‟ „“ (F.A. Schaeffer. The Great Evangelical Disaster. Crossway, 1984, p.58) 

  Put simply this, like „worldliness‟, is an accommodation to the relativistic 

world spirit or „world view‟ or „mind-set‟ of our age. Since there are no „absolutes‟, the 

Scriptures are not entirely, wholly, finally and completely the revealed Word of God in EVERY 

possible way. 

  Thus, there are „evangelicals‟ who hold to an „open-ended‟ view of Scripture. 

Many are accepting the Higher Critical and Neo-Orthodox views of Scripture. They basically 

hold a weakened view of Scripture. Scripture is „divinely inspired‟, for example, in its spiritual 

and theological premises and teaching, but not necessarily regarding areas of history and 

science, it may touch on. Thus, more and more evangelicals dislike the use of such words as 

„infallible‟, „inerrant‟ and „without error‟ when used in conjunction with Scripture. 

  This means, as Dr. Schaeffer points out, that: 

  “...the old words „infallibility‟, „inerrancy‟ and „without error‟ are meaningless 

today UNLESS SOME (EXTRA, EXPLANATORY) PHRASE IS ADDED, such as: the Bible 

is without error not only when it speaks of values, the meaning system, and religious things, 

„but it is also without error when it speaks of history and the cosmos.‟...” (Schaeffer, 

„Evangelical Disaster‟, ibid., p.57) 

  An „open‟ view of Scripture which forces us to withdraw the concept of 

Scripture being divinely inspired by the Holy Spirit in „EVERYTHING‟, and substitute the 

concept of „SOME THINGS‟ or „fallible or mistaken in certain areas‟, is surely nothing less 

than rebellion and rejection of the COMPLETENESS of God‟s epistemology as revealed in 

God‟s Word. 

  This is an unlawful grasping after epistemological autonomy, which removes 
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„Authority‟ from Scripture, placing that „authority‟ in my hands because I must now finally 

decide what is „inspired of God‟ and what is not. „Absolute finality‟ no longer lies in Scripture; 

rather, it now lies with me! Man‟s duty is no longer to „follow God‟s thoughts after Him‟,it is to 

decide WHICH are God‟s thoughts and WHICH ARE NOT. 

 2) Apostasy, Epistemological Obedience and Revival 

  On more than one occasion we have pointed out that the Christian Church - in 

contrast to previous centuries - has not had a World Wide Revival for approximate 13O years. 

Why is this? There are no doubt many reasons, but the main reason may very well be the 

„epistemological disobedience‟ viz-a-viz God‟s Word by a significant number of Evangelicals. 

  How can God bless his Church if an increasing number of evangelical leaders 

are denying the „total‟ inspiration of Scripture in „all‟ that it teaches, on „every‟ level, regarding 

„everything‟? A central fact of EVERY historical revival is that it has been Bible-based and 

been led by men who accepted the „total‟ inspiration of an „infallible‟ Word. 

  This is simply a matter of historical record. Men preached with a Spirit-given 

authority, because they had placed themselves under the final „Authority‟ of every part of 

God‟s infallible Word. It is but simple spiritual logic to suggest that a disbelief in the total 

infallibility of Scripture MUST of necessity affect the „authority‟ of your preaching; having 

grieved the Spirit of God we can hardly expect the Spirit to bless our ministry with a 

Spirit-given revival! 

  As Dr. M. Lloyd-Jones aptly puts it: 

  “...this position of fidelity to the Word of God is the ONLY ONE which God 

himself will honour and fully bless. If the church lapses from her reverence for, and obedience 

to, her clearly given instructions (in God‟s Word), how can she expect the Holy Spirit to 

bless?... One has only to read the history of any genuine revival in the history of the church to 

see that what the Holy Spirit normally honours and uses is the Word and nothing else.” 

(Lloyd-Jones, „Knowing the Times‟, op.cit., p.44) 

  Discussing the lack of revival and revival-blessing in the church, Dr. 

Lloyd-Jones, puts it more strongly, when he says: 

  “There is only one adequate explanation for the state of the Christian church 

today: it is THE APOSTASY OF THE CHURCH HERSELF. The crucial damage was done by 

the destructive Higher Criticism movement that came into being during the 19th century...” 

  “The one essential question...must be, „What robbed the church of her 

authority‟? The certainty of her message was undermined. This is why the church lost her hold 

upon the masses. God‟s revelation has been put out of the pulpits...” 

  “The authority of the Bible has been virtually denied...That is the real 

explanation of the present position. Until church leaders come to see this and awake to its 

implications, there is no hope whatever for a large scale return to the position that once 

obtained.” (Lloyd-Jones, ibid., pp.55-56) 

 3) Epistemology, Power, Authority: Vacuum in the Church 

  In his latest book, „Powershift‟, Alvin Toffler points out that the world is 

simply exploding in terms of „knowledge‟, in conjunction with such adjuncts as „value‟ and 

„truth.‟ 

  The wildfire spread of the computer in recent decades is probably the most 

important change in the so-called „knowledge-system‟ since the invention of movable type in 

the 15th century. In parallel has come the spread of new networks of communications in order 

to „move‟ this knowledge with increasing rapidity (quantitavily and qualitatively) around the 

globe. 

  “Had nothing else changed...(this)..would warrant the term „KNOWLEDGE 

REVOLUTION‟...related changes are transforming the entire „knowledge system‟ or 

„info-sphere‟ in the high-tech world...” 

  “In short, knowledge is being restructured at least as profoundly as violence 

and wealth...And each day the other two (i.e. violence and wealth)..themselves become more 

knowledge-dependent.” (Toffler, op. cit., p.427) 

  To which he adds: 

  “KNOWLEDGE itself, therefore, turns out to be not only the source of the 

highest-quality power, but also the most important...” 



 236 

  “Today, in the fast-changing, affluent nations...the coming struggle for power 

will increasingly turn into a struggle over the distribution of and access to knowledge...The 

control of knowledge is the crux of tomorrow‟s worldwide struggle for power in every human 

institution...” 

  “In a prescient remark, Winston Churchill once said that, „empires of the future 

are empires of the mind.‟” (Toffler, ibid., pp.18, 2O and 1O) 

  This confirms what was said in earlier Chapters, ie.that the real struggle for the 

hearts and souls of men today is really an „epistemological struggle‟. It is the struggle for 

TRUE „knowledge‟, TRUE „truth‟ and TRUE „values.‟ 

  How does this apply to Revival? In three ways: 

  (1) As evangelicals we can only hope to see Revival if God‟s True 

Epistemology is preached, i.e. the Biblical- evangelical doctrines of sin, God‟s holiness, grace, 

redemption through the atoning blood of Christ, the resurrection, in short, all the orthodox, 

conservative, evangelical doctrines that have come down to us from the time of the 

Reformation. 

  (2) As evangelicals we can only hope to see Revival if we accept the 

whole of Scripture as regards theology, history, time, the cosmos and science, etc., as the final 

and pure and infallible epistemology of God revealed to us; if we accept the Bible and its entire 

content as final and authoritative. 

  (3) If, as many evangelicals are doing, we start restricting the divine 

inspiration and infallibility of Scripture to only certain aspects or „truths‟, then the evangelical 

church will find that it has created an „epistemological vacuum‟, and from such a vacuum no 

one can preach or teach with Holy Spirit power and authority. 

 

III REVIVAL AND HOLINESS 

 (I am much indebted to Dr. J.I. Packer, Bishop J.C. Ryle and K. Prior for help and 

guidance here) 

 1) Holiness: Christian Insensitivity 

  An in-depth study of Christian activity, preaching, counselling, literature and 

music unhappily confirms that most Christians today seem to be more concerned with their 

subjective states of „victory‟, „triumphant living‟, „confidence‟, „joy‟, „gifts‟ and even „success‟ 

than with their relationship with God in terms of „holiness‟ or „holy living‟ or „godliness.‟ 

While the Christian‟s subjective state is important, „holiness unto the Lord‟ and „godly living‟ 

should surely be our first and primary concern. 

  Sadly, although we routinely affirm the reality of God‟s wrath against sin, we 

do not seem to feel deeply about God‟s revealed hatred towards sin, nor do we „tremble at His 

Word‟ as our forefathers did (Is. 66:2; Ezra 1O:3) 

  Adam, when he had fallen, hid from God‟s holy presence (Gen. 3:8) When God 

spoke to Moses out of the burning bush, he “...hid his face, because he was afraid to look at 

God “ (Exod. 3:6) Job says in Job 42:5f. “My ears have heard of You but now my eyes have 

seen You. Therefore I despise myself and repent in dust and ashes.” When Isaiah sees the Lord 

seated on his throne in glory, he calls out, “Woe to me!..For I am a man of unclean lips,...and 

my eyes have seen the King, the Lord Almighty.” 

  Those whom God has greatly used in revival have, without exception, always 

been profoundly sensitive about the holiness and majesty and glory of God. They are painfully 

aware of their own sinfulness and the demands of God to glorify him in holy living. 

 

  The famous Bishop J.C. Ryle put it like this: 

  “Are believers said to be elect? - it is „through sanctification of the Spirit.‟ Are 

they predestined? - it is „to be conformed to the image of God‟s Son.‟ Are they chosen? - it is 

„that they may be holy‟. Are they called? - it is „with a holy calling.‟ Are they afflicted? - it is 

that they may be „partakers of holiness.‟ “ (J.C. Ryle. Holiness. James Clarke & Co. 1956, p.41) 

 2) The Nature of Holiness: Consecration 

  The N.T. has two words for holiness. The first is „hagiasmos‟, a relational 

word, and signifies the state or condition of being separated (essentially from sin, the world, the 

flesh and the devil) and set apart for God or consecrated for or to God‟s service. The second 
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word is „hosiotes‟, with its adjective „hosios.‟ This second word signifies an intrinsic or inward 

moral and spiritual quality, (i) that of being both righteous, and (ii) pure, inwardly and 

outwardly, before God. 

  There is, as Dr. Jim Packer points out, a very real aspect of ongoing repentance 

which, inter alia, lies at the heart of this consecration: 

  “We need to realize that while God‟s acceptance of each Christian believer is 

perfect from the start, our repentance always needs to be extended further as long as we are in 

this world...” 

  “Repentance means turning from as much as you know of your sin to give as 

much as you know of yourself to as much as you know of your God...” (Packer, „Keep in 

Step...‟, op.cit., p.1O4) 

  Consecration involves an energetic and sustained dedication of all of one‟s 

personality, mind, emotions and will, not merely to the service of God, but on a much deeper 

level to God Himself! And not merely oneself, but the surrender of everything we possess in the 

form of our loved ones, our parents, our jobs, our wealth, our activities and all our relations. It 

means loving God BEFORE we love anything else. It means a detachment from 

EVERYTHING we possess and hold dear in this world, and a positive ATTACHMENT to the 

Triune God BEFORE anything else. 

  Furthermore „Consecration‟ is the ongoing and deepening habit of agreeing 

with God‟s judgment, - hating what God hates, loving what God loves, measuring everything by 

the standard of God‟s Word and thinking God‟s thoughts after him. 

  All this is frankly hard mental and spiritual work! We are so used, even as 

Christians, to following our own thoughts, ideas, inclinations, intellectualizing, rationalizing, 

emotions, subjective feelings and practical actions, that to check every thought, every emotion, 

every proposed practical action - in order to seek God‟s way and will and mind - very soon 

involves us in internal conflict. It is the conflict of deliberately choosing God‟s way, however 

difficult that may be, over against our own. 

 3) The Root of Holiness: Cocrucifixtion and Coresurrection 

  In Romans 6, Paul explains that all who have faith in Christ Jesus are new 

creatures in him. They have been crucified with him (6:3,5,6,8) This means that an end to the 

rule and dominion and domination of sin in their lives has been made. Furthermore they have 

been raised „in Christ‟ (6:4,5,8), to walk in newness of life.This means that the power that 

brought about the resurrection of Christ was now at work in them too, causing them to live a 

new and different and radically changed life. 

  “They had been changed by the dethroning in them of that allergic negative 

reaction to the law of God, which is called sin, and the creating in them of what Luis Palau....in 

the title of one of his books calls a „heart after God‟ - a deep, sustained desire to know God, 

draw near to God,...seek God, find God, love God, honour God, serve God, please God.” 

(Packer, „Keep in Step...‟, ibid., p.1O7) 

 4) The Way of Holiness: Progressive Renewal 

  (1) Biblical Passages 

   A number of Biblical passages emphasize the aspect of „progressive 

renewal‟ with regard to the „way‟ or „growth‟ of the Christian in Holiness. They are: 

   Tit. 3:5.  “He saved us through the washing of rebirth, and 

renewal of the Holy Spirit...” 

   Rom. 12:2. “Do not conform any longer to the pattern of this 

world,but be transformed by the renewing of your mind...” 

   2 Cor.4:16. “Though outwardly we are wasting away, yet inwardly 

we are being renewed day by day.” 

   Col.3:1O  “...and have put on the new self, which is 

being renewed in knowledge in the Image of its creator.” 

  (2) Renewal in Holiness is the Work of the Holy Spirit 

   Notice particularly Tit. 3:5. Furthermore it is the Holy Spirit‟s work to 

subdue the desires of the flesh, to promote holiness and to guide and direct the Christian in this 

new way of holiness (Gal. 5:16ff) 

   Christian virtues are referred to as „the fruit of the Spirit‟ (Gal. 5:22f; 
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Eph. 5:9) We also love the brethren „in the Spirit‟ (Col. 1:8), and we purify our souls „in 

obeying the truth the Spirit‟ (1Pet. 1:22, AV) Lying behind every exertion of the Christian to 

work out his salvation (which he already possesses) is the Holy Spirit‟s work „to will and to 

work for his good pleasure‟ (Phil. 2:13) 

   „To will‟ points to the Spirit‟s work in creating in us the desire and 

intention to work out in practice the salvation we already possess. The „salvation‟ we already 

possess refers to the „position‟ we are in before God; to „work out‟ refers to the „functioning‟ of 

that „position‟ through the enabling or energizing of the Holy Spirit. 

  (3) Renewal in Holiness is an Inward Work of the Holy Spirit. 

   It is the mind and the whole inward man, or the total personality, that 

needs to be renewed. It was, for example, one of the basic needs of the children of Israel in the 

wilderness: „Oh that they had such a mind as this always, to fear me and to keep all my 

commandments (Deut. 5:29) The same concept is found in God‟s covenant of redemption 

promise in Ezekiel, „And I will give them one heart, and put a new spirit within them; I will 

take the stony heart out of their flesh and give them a heart of flesh‟ (Ezek. 11:19) That is, in 

the place of inner or inward deadness, God intended, through the Spirit, to give them Life. 

  (4) Renewal in Holiness requires Progressive Active Obedience. 

   Although renewal in holiness is a work of the Holy Spirit, the subject 

(i.e. the Christian believer) is always active in the progressive renewal rather than in a state of 

passivity, or passive surrender. He is to „work out‟ his salvation on an ongoing day by day 

basis. The „renewing‟ of the mind (Rom. 12:2) involves both, (i) the ongoing, daily 

surrendering of the mind to God, and (ii) a daily effort to learn to „think‟ differently, ie.not as 

he used to as a non-Christian, but now as a Christian to „think‟ God‟s thoughts as revealed in 

Scripture after him. 

   „Active obedience‟ is also stressed in Eph. 4:24 where we are exhorted 

to „put on the new self.‟ And the aim and object is also stated quite clearly, the „new self‟ 

consists of being „like God in righteousness and holiness.‟ The same point is made in slightly 

different language in Col. 3:1O. 

   As Kenneth Prior explains: 

   “So the call to sanctification (and equally to „holiness‟) is often issued 

as a command. Where the Spirit of God is renewing a person He (the Spirit) challenges him 

(the Christian) to action...To summarize, in the words of John Owen: „God works in us and 

with us, not against us or without us; so that His assistance is an encouragement as to the 

facilitating of the work, and no occasion of neglect as to the work itself.‟ “ (K. Prior. The Way 

of Holiness. IVP, 1972, p.48) 

 5) Revival and Personal Holiness: Jonathan Edwards - 1722 

  That God uses „holy‟ and „godly‟ instruments in revival is clearly an axiomatic 

principle that emerges from any study of any history of revivals. Not „perfect‟ men, for „sinless 

perfection‟ is a singularly unbiblical and practical delusion; but certainly always „holy‟ men, 

who like Enoch „walked with God.‟ 

  To emphasize this, and to close off this sub-section, we hear again from 

Jonathan Edwards. In his „Personal Narrative‟, he recalls his time in New York. Speaking of the 

year 1722 he writes: 

  “My longings after God and HOLINESS, were much increased. Pure and 

humble, HOLY and heavenly, Christianity appeared exceedingly amiable to me..It was my 

continual strife (i.e. striving) day and night,and constant inquiry, how I should be MORE 

HOLY, and LIVE MORE HOLILY...” 

  “I now sought an increase of grace and HOLINESS, and a HOLY life, with 

much more earnestness than ever I had sought...I used to be continually examining myself, and 

studying...for likely ways and means how I should live HOLILY, with far greater 

diligence...than ever I... pursued any thing in my life...” 

  “The heaven I desired was a heaven of HOLINESS; to be with God, and to 

spend my eternity in divine love, and HOLY communion with Christ...HOLINESS, as I then 

wrote down some of my contemplations on it, appeared to me to be of a sweet, 

pleasant...serene, calm, nature; which brought an inexpressible purity...(and)..brightness..and 

ravishment to the soul...My heart panted after this...” (Murray, „Edwards‟, op.cit., pp.51-52) 
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))))))))))))------------------ 

 

In 1992 - exactly 25O years after Edwards wrote those words - nothing has changed in this 

absolute pre-requisite for Revival. Neither has the need for constant, continuous intercessory 

prayer. May Spurgeon‟s description of prayer at the New Park Street Chapel cause us to catch 

the same fire, devotion, humility and dedication: 

“I can never (Spurgeon wrote years later) forget how earnestly they prayed. Sometimes they 

seemed to plead as though the could really see the Angel of the covenant present with them...” 

“More than once we were all so awe-struck with the solemnity of the meeting, that we sat silent 

for some moments while the Lord‟s power appeared to overshadow us...” 

“We had prayer meetings In New Park Street that moved our very souls. Each man seemed like 

a crusader besieging the New Jerusalem, each one appeared determined to storm the Celestial 

City by the might of intercession, and soon the blessing came down upon us in such abundance 

that we had not room to receive it.” (A. Dallimore. Spurgeon. Moody Press, 1984, p.49) 

))))))))))))-------------------- 

 

May God give his people a new and fresh vision of the need and blessing of a mighty 

movement of God in a Holy Spirit sent Revival, for the sake of His Church, for the sake of 

many millions still in unconverted darkness, but above all, for the sake of His glory and name. 

 

 ---------------------- 

 

QUESTIONS 

1. Write an Essay on „The Necessity of Revival and Repentance.‟ 

2. Write an Essay on „Renewing Epistemological Obedience and Revival.‟ 

3. Discuss the relationship of „Revival and Holiness.‟ 

 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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