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ParT 1—“i Lost My Faith at an Evangelical College”
1. David Kinnaman writes, “The significant spiritual and technological changes 

over the last 50 years make the dropout problem more urgent. Young people are 
dropping out earlier, staying away longer, and if they come back are less likely to 
see the church as a long-term part of their life.” Cited in “Five Myths about Young 
Adult Church Dropouts,” Barna Group, November 16, 2011, www.barna.org 
/teens-next-gen-articles/534-five-myths-about-young-adult-church-dropouts.

2. Cited in Allen C. Guelzo, “The Return of the Will,” in Edwards in Our Time: 
Jonathan Edwards and the Shaping of American Religion, ed. Sang Hyun 
Lee and Allen C. Guelzo (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999), 133. The 
problem is that although God is knowable through general revelation, 
humans suppress that knowledge and are therefore in need of redemption—
which is why we also need the Bible, or special revelation, with its message 
of redemption.

3. See Robin Collins, “The Teleological Argument: An Exploration of the Fine-
Tuning of the Universe,” in The Blackwell Companion to Natural Theology, ed. 
William Lane Craig and J. P. Moreland (Oxford: Blackwell, 2012).

4. Dennis Overbye, “Zillions of Universes? Or Did Ours Get Lucky?,” New York 
Times, October 28, 2003. To counter the implications of fine-tuning, some 
cosmologists propose that there are multiple universes besides our own (the 
Many Worlds hypothesis). Most of those universes would be dark, lifeless 
places, but a few might possibly have the right conditions for life—and ours 
just happens to be one of them. This is sheer speculation, of course, since it 
is impossible to know if any other universes actually exist. “The multiverse 
theory requires as much suspension of disbelief as any religion,” comments 
Gregg Easterbrook. “Join the church that believes in the existence of invisible 
objects 50 billion galaxies wide!” The only reason for proposing such a 



far-fetched idea is that it makes our own universe seem a little less like a 
freak improbability. Gregg Easterbrook, “The New Convergence,” Wired, 
December 2002.

5. George Greenstein, The Symbiotic Universe: Life and Mind in the Cosmos (New 
York: William Morrow, 1988), 85–90; and Paul Davies, “A Brief History of 
the Multiverse,” New York Times, April 12, 2003. Elsewhere Davies writes 
that “the seemingly miraculous concurrence of numerical values” for nature’s 
fundamental contrasts is “the most compelling evidence for an element of 
cosmic design.” God and the New Physics (New York: Simon & Schuster, 
1983), 189. For more on fine-tuning, see Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay 
Richards, The Privileged Planet: How Our Place in the Cosmos Is Designed 
for Discovery (Washington, DC: Regnery, 2004) and my book Total Truth: 
Liberating Christianity from Its Cultural Captivity (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 
2004), 188–91.

6. Paul Davies, “The Secret of Life Won’t Be Cooked Up in a Chemistry Lab,” 
Guardian, January 13, 2013. Earlier Davies wrote, “Trying to make life 
by mixing chemicals in a test tube is like soldering switches and wires in 
an attempt to produce Windows 98. It won’t work because it addresses 
the problem at the wrong conceptual level.” “How We Could Create Life: 
The Key to Existence Will Be Found Not in Primordial Sludge, but in the 
Nanotechnology of the Living Cell,” Guardian, December 11, 2002.

7. See Stephen C. Meyer, Signature in the Cell: DNA and the Evidence for Intelligent 
Design (New York: HarperCollins, 2010).

8. Cicero, On the Nature of the Gods, bk. II, chap. XXXVII; and “The Tusculan 
Disputations,” trans. C. D. Yonge (New York: Harper, 1877), 39.

9. See my treatment in The Soul of Science, coauthored by Charles Thaxton 
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1994), especially chapter 10; Total Truth, especially 
chapters 5 and 6; and How Now Shall We Live?, coauthored by Chuck Colson 
and Harold Fickett (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale, 1999), chapters 6 through 10. 
On the broader outworkings of Darwinian thought in philosophy and 
culture, see Total Truth, chapters 7 and 8, and Saving Leonardo (Nashville: 
B&H, 2010), chapters 3 and 6.

10. With the Judeo-Christian religion “a new way of thinking is introduced into 
the Western world.” Its God “is very different from the divinities of earlier 
philosophies. He is a personal God, not an abstract principle.” C. H. Perlman, 
An Historical Introduction to Philosophical Thinking, trans. Kenneth Brown 
(New York: Random, 1965), 96–97. “To Greco-Oriental thought, whether 
mystical or philosophical, the ultimate reality is some primal impersonal force 
… some ineffable, immutable, impassive divine substance that pervades the 
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universe or rather is the universe.” By contrast, in biblical thought, “God is 
neither a metaphysical principle nor an impersonal force.… Hebraic religion 
affirms God as a transcendent Person.” Will Herberg, Judaism and Modern 
Man: An Interpretation of Jewish Religion (New York: Boucher, 2007), 48. 

11. Étienne Gilson, God and Philosophy (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 
1941), 19–20, 37, 42.

12. Paul Bloom, “Religion Is Natural,” Developmental Science 10, no. 1 (2007): 
147–51.

13. Cited in Martin Beckford, “Children Are Born Believers in God, Academic 
Claims,” Telegraph, November 24, 2008.

14. C. S. Lewis, Miracles (New York: HarperCollins, 1974), 150.
15. Around the 1930s, a new field called the sociology of knowledge began to 

investigate how even scholars and scientists fail to fit the ideal of objectivity, 
but are influenced (often unconsciously) by their prior expectations and 
assumptions. The sociology of knowledge was founded by philosopher Max 
Scheler and sociologist Karl Mannheim.

16. See Thomas K. Johnson, The First Step in Missions Training: How Our 
Neighbors Are Wrestling with God’s General Revelation (Bonn: Verlag für 
Kultur und Wissenschaft, 2014), 23–24.

17. See Margaret Heffernan, Willful Blindness: Why We Ignore the Obvious at Our 
Peril (New York: Walker, 2011).

18. Johnson, First Step, 23.
19. David Powlison, “Idols of the Heart and ‘Vanity Fair,’” Journal of Biblical 

Counseling, October 16, 2009.
20. Similarly, in Paul’s letter to the Colossians, he warns against “sexual immorality, 

impurity, passion, evil desire, and covetousness, which is idolatry” (Col. 3:5). 
Again, idolatry is the sin driving the other sins.

21. The Larger Catechism of Martin Luther, trans. Robert H. Fischer (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1959), 9.

22. Cited in Pericles Lewis, Religious Experience and the Modernist Novel 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 36. For a fuller discussion 
of the trend to treat art as a religion, which started with Romanticism, see 
Saving Leonardo, chapters 7 and 8.

23. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1536 ed. (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 4.17.36.

24. “In the ancient world there was no banking system as we know it today, 
and no paper money. All money was made from metal, heated until liquid, 
poured into moulds and allowed to cool. When the coins were cooled, it 
was necessary to smooth off the uneven edges. The coins were comparatively 



soft, and of course many people shaved them closely. In one century, more 
than eighty laws were passed in Athens to stop the practice of whittling 
down the coins then in circulation.” This money, which was less than full 
weight, was described as “debased.” Donald Grey Barnhouse, Romans: 
God’s Glory (Philadelphia: Evangelical Foundation, 1964), 18, cited at 
Blue Letter Bible, s.v. “dokimos,” www.blbclassic.org/lang/lexicon/lexicon.
cfm?Strongs=G1384&t=NASB.

25. In using the term exchanged, Paul is echoing a verse from the Old Testament: 
“They made a calf in Horeb and worshiped a metal image. They exchanged 
the glory of God for the image of an ox that eats grass” (Ps. 106:19–20). An 
echo goes back even further to Genesis 1:26, where the cultural mandate 
gives humans stewardship over the rest of creation. “God created human 
beings for ‘dominion’ over these creatures, but fallen human idolaters now 
bow before the likenesses of animals.” Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in 
the Letters of Paul (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989), 211, n. 26.

26. Richard B. Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament: A Contemporary 
Introduction to New Testament Ethics (New York: HarperOne, 1996), 387. 
Sarah Ruden, a scholar of Greco-Roman culture, says the main form of 
homosexual behavior that Paul was most likely to observe in his day was 
pederasty, most frequently the sexual abuse of young male slaves by their 
masters, although freeborn boys were vulnerable to being raped as well. 
Among the Greeks and Romans, the active partner was praised as virile and 
masculine, even when they were cruel and vicious, while the passive partner 
(the victim) was regarded as weak and disgusting. But Paul treats the active 
partner as equally guilty and degraded, and in fact condemns homosexuality 
as a form of injustice (the word for “unrighteousness” in Romans 1:18 is often 
translated “injustice”). Because pederasty was accepted in Roman culture, 
and the perpetrators even admired, “Paul’s Roman audience … would have 
been surprised to hear that justice applied to homosexuality, of all things.” 
“No Closet, No Monsters? Paul and Homosexuality,” chap. 3 in Paul among 
the People: The Apostle Reinterpreted and Reimagined in His Own Time (New 
York: Image Books, 2010).

27. Cited in Soul of Science, 184–85.
28. Roy Clouser, The Myth of Religious Neutrality: An Essay on the Hidden Role 

of Religious Belief in Theories, rev. ed. (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre 
Dame Press, 2005), 104.

29. Not all forms of reductionism are problematic. In some cases, a good 
understanding of a system’s components enables one to predict all the 
important properties of a system as a whole. That is to say, some things really 
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are merely the sum of their parts. Take, for example, the kinetic theory of 
gases. As John Polkinghorne writes, we can use “the kinetic theory of gases 
to reduce the concept of temperature (originating in the thermodynamics 
of bulk matter) to exact equivalence to the average kinetic energy of the 
molecules of the gas.” Interdisciplinary Encyclopedia of Religion and Science, s.v. 
“Reductionism,” ed. G. Tanzella-Nitti and A. Strumia, 2002, http://inters.org 
/reductionism.

30. Herman Dooyeweerd describes how absolutization leads to reductionism: 
Those who look for ultimate reality within creation “will be inclined to present 
one aspect of reality … as reality in its completeness. They will then reduce 
all the others to the point where all of them become different manifestations 
of the absolutized aspect.… Think of modern materialism, which reduces all 
of temporal reality to particles of matter in motion. Consider the modern 
naturalistic philosophy of life, which sees everything one-sidedly in terms of 
the development of organic life.… [Humans tend] to absolutize the relative 
and deify the creature.” Roots of Western Culture: Pagan, Secular, and Christian 
Options (Grand Rapids, MI: Paideia Press, 2012), 42.

31. John Horgan, “More Than Good Intentions: Holding Fast to Faith in Free 
Will,” New York Times, December 31, 2002. Francis Schaeffer offered this 
analogy: When a person’s worldview is too “small,” it’s like trying to stuff 
a person into a garbage can—an arm or a leg will always stick out. True 
Spirituality in The Complete Works of Francis A. Schaeffer (Westchester, IL: 
Crossway, 1982), vol. 3, 172–73.

32. John Searle, interview by Jeffrey Mishlove, Thinking Allowed: Conversations on 
the Leading Edge of Knowledge and Discovery, 1998, www.williamjames.com 
/transcripts/searle.htm (italics added). 

33. The book was Gene Edward Veith, Postmodern Times: A Christian Guide to 
Contemporary Thought and Culture (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1994).

ParT 2—PrinCiPLE #1: Twilight of  the gods
1. Albert M. Wolters, Creation Regained: Biblical Basics for a Reformational 

Worldview (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985), 4.
2. Christian Smith and Melinda Lundquist Denton, Soul Searching: The Religious 

and Spiritual Lives of American Teenagers (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2005), 89.

3. David Kinnaman, You Lost Me: Why Young Christians Are Leaving Church … 
and Rethinking Faith (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2011), 190. A study 
by Fuller Seminary found that the single most important factor in whether 
teens hold on to their Christian convictions in college is whether they found 



answers to their questions while still in high school: “The more college 
students felt that they had the opportunity to express their doubt while they 
were in high school, the higher [their] levels of faith maturity and spiritual 
maturity.” Lillian Kwon, “Survey: High School Seniors ‘Graduating from 
God,’” Christian Post, August 10, 2006.

4. Bradley Wright, “If People Leave the Faith, When Do They Do It?,” Patheos, 
January 28, 2012, www.patheos.com/blogs/blackwhiteandgray/2012/01/if 
-people-leave-the-faith-when-do-they-do-it/. Wright cites a study showing that 
those most likely to leave are ages seventeen to twenty. The next most likely to 
leave are a year or two younger (ages fifteen to sixteen). After age twenty, the 
numbers decline somewhat, then finally drop off after age twenty-six.

5. Christian Smith, director of the Center for the Study of Youth and Religion at 
the University of Notre Dame, reports that teenagers today often define faith 
primarily in terms of “meeting emotional needs.” Their one-dimensional 
understanding is the product of “an overwhelmingly relativistic and privatized 
cultural climate,” as well as “youth leaders who have not challenged that 
climate.” Cited in Chris Norton, “Apologetics Makes a Comeback among 
Youth,” Christianity Today, August 31, 2011.

6. Norton, “Apologetics.” See also Troy Anderson, “A New Day for Apologetics: 
People Young and Old Are Flocking to Hear—and Be Changed by—
Winsome Arguments for the Christian Faith,” Christianity Today, July 2, 
2008.

7. An idol may also be something mistakenly thought to be in creation—
something unreal or imaginary, such as space aliens. The point is that if it 
were real, it would be something less than God, something within the cosmic 
order.

8. Terry Eagleton, Culture and the Death of God (New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, 2014), 119. See also Andrew Brown, “Religion without a Church? 
Humanism Almost Qualifies,” Guardian, August 12, 2014. Herman 
Dooyeweerd notes that idols result from a “deification of the creature” and 
“the absolutizing of the relative” New Critique of Theoretical Thought (Ontario, 
Canada: Paideia, 1984), I:58, 61, 176 and II:322, 572. For example, the 
mechanistic materialism of the Enlightenment resulted from “an absolutization 
of the mechanical phenomena.” Roots, 172–73. Reinhold Niebuhr defined 
idolatry as the tendency to lift “some finite and contingent element of 
existence into the eminence of the divine,” treating it “as the ultimate 
principle of coherence and meaning.” The Nature and Destiny of Man, vol. 
1 (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 164–65. H. Richard Niebuhr 
also warned of “the absolutizing of what is relative.” Christ and Culture (New 
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York: HarperCollins, 1951), 145. George Steiner notes that many modern 
philosophies function as “surrogate theologies.” They are propounded by 
“secular messiahs” and express a “nostalgia for the absolute.” Nostalgia for the 
Absolute (Toronto: House of Anansi, 1974), 49. Chapter 1 is titled “The Secular 
Messiahs.”

9. Timothy Keller, “Talking about Idolatry in a Postmodern Age,” Gospel 
Coalition, April 2007, http://old.westerfunk.net/archives/theology/Talking 
%20About%20Idolatry%20in%20a%20Postmodern%20Age/.

10. That’s why philosopher David Naugle describes worldviews as “visions of the 
heart.” Worldview: The History of a Concept (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 
2002), 268ff.

11. “Atheistic religions … include eastern religions like Theravedic Buddhism, 
Jainism, Taoism, and Confucianism.” Eric Steinhart, “On Atheistic Religion,” 
Patheos, January 8, 2012, www.patheos.com/blogs/camelswithhammers/2012 
/01/on-atheistic-religion-2/. However, “godless faiths are sustained only by 
small intellectual elites, and the popular forms of Buddhism, Confucianism, 
and Taoism abound in Gods.” Rodney Stark, “Why Gods Should Matter in 
Social Science,” Chronicle of Higher Education 49, no. 39 (June 6, 2003). 
In the Supreme Court decision Torcaso v. Watkins (1961), Justice Hugo 
Black stated that “among religions in this country which do not teach what 
would generally be considered a belief in the existence of God are Buddhism, 
Taoism, Ethical Culture, Secular Humanism and others”; and André Comte-
Sponville, The Little Book of Atheist Spirituality (New York: Penguin, 2006), 2.

12. Hermann Hesse, Siddhartha, trans. Hilda Rosner (New York: Bantam, 1951), 
144. At the same time, many of these religions do have moral teachings, 
however difficult that may be to square with their metaphysics. In Hinduism 
the concept of karma involves a concept of justice—good actions cause good 
karma and bad actions cause bad karma; what you reap is what you sow. It 
is a near-mechanical rule, almost like a law in physics (e.g., for every action, 
there is an equal and opposite reaction).

13. Journalist Arthur Koestler observes that the Eastern view leads to the “denial 
of a universal moral law” and finally to “passive complicity” with evil. He 
illustrates the Eastern view with lines from one of the oldest of Zen poems: 
“Be not concerned with right and wrong / The conflict between right and 
wrong / Is the sickness of the mind.” The Lotus and the Robot (New York: 
Macmillan, 1960), 272, 270.

14. Cited in Stark, “Why Gods Should Matter.” Stark offers a great deal of 
additional evidence: “The founder of British anthropology, Edward Burnett 
Tylor, and the founder of British sociology, Herbert Spencer, both took 



pains to point out that only some kinds of religions have moral implications. 
‘Savage animism [religion] is almost devoid of that ethical element which to 
the educated modern mind is the very mainspring of practical religion,’ Tylor 
reported. ‘The lower animism is not immoral, it is unmoral.’ Spencer also noted 
that many religions ignore morality, and he went even further by suggesting 
that some religions actively encourage crime and immorality: ‘At the present 
time in India, we have freebooters like the Domras, among whom a successful 
theft is always celebrated by a sacrifice to their chief god Gandak.’ … In his 
distinguished study of the Manus of New Guinea, Reo Franklin Fortune 
contrasted the moral aspects of their religion with that of the typical tribe, 
agreeing that ‘Tylor is entirely correct in stating that in most primitive regions 
of the world, religion and morality maintain themselves independently.’ Ruth 
Benedict also argued that to generalize the link between religion and morality 
‘is to misconceive’ the ‘history of religions.’ She suggested that the linkage 
probably is typical only of ‘the higher ethical religions.’ Ralph Barton reported 
that the Ifugaos impute their own unscrupulous exchange practices to their 
Gods and seize every opportunity to cheat them. Peter Lawrence found that 
the Garia of New Guinea have no conception whatever of ‘sin,’ and ‘no idea of 
rewards in the next world for good works.’”

15. Xenophanes, cited in Adam Drozdek, Greek Philosophers as Theologians: The 
Divine Arche (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2007), 15; and Augustine, City of 
God, bk. 3, chap. 3.

16. The city-state of ancient Carthage was a Phoenician colony located in what is 
now Tunisia. Phoenician colonies in Sicily, Sardinia, and Malta also practiced 
child sacrifice, as did ancient Israel, where it was ringingly denounced by 
several Old Testament prophets (Lev. 20:2–5; Deut. 12:31; 18:10; Jer. 7:31; 
19:4–5; 32:35; Ezek. 16:20–21; 20:26, 31; 23:37).

Revisionists (mostly from Tunisia) have denied that Carthage practiced 
child sacrifice, but a new study seems to have laid that theory to rest. Sarah 
Griffiths, “Ancient Greek Stories of Ritual Child Sacrifice in Carthage Are 
True, Study Claims,” Daily Mail, January 23, 2014; and Maev Kennedy, 
“Carthaginians Sacrificed Own Children, Archaeologists Say,” Guardian, 
January 21, 2014.

17. Clouser, Myth, chap. 2. Even a creator god may not be the ultimate reality. 
Gnosticism taught that within the cosmic order are several levels of spiritual 
beings from the highest deity down to the lowest deity or sub-god (usually 
translated as demiurge). It was this subordinate deity who created the material 
world where humans live. Because this world is the realm of death, decay, 
and destruction, the demiurge who created it was even said to be evil. To be 
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precise, the demiurge was not even a true creator but merely an architect, 
because matter was thought to be eternal. He merely gave form to unformed 
matter.

18. There is evidence that many ancient cultures held monotheism prior to 
becoming polytheistic, which supports Paul’s statement in Romans 1 that 
people reject worship of the Creator and substitute worship of creation. 
For a recent study, see Winfried Corduan, In the Beginning: A Fresh Look at 
the Case for Original Monotheism (Nashville: B&H, 2013). Some scholars 
believe that the ancient Chinese worshipped a monotheistic divinity before 
the rise of Confucianism, Taoism, and Buddhism. See Chan Kei Thong and 
Charlene L. Fu, Finding God in Ancient China: How the Ancient Chinese 
Worshiped the God of the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2009). John 
S. Mbiti studied some three hundred peoples of Africa, concluding, “In all 
these societies, without a single exception, people have a notion of God” 
as the Supreme Being and Creator. African Religions and Philosophy, 2nd 
ed. (New York: Praeger, 1969), 29. Geoffrey Parrinder also argues that the 
indigenous African culture was monotheistic. African Mythology (New York: 
Peter Bedrick Books, 1991). However, even when teaching that one supreme 
God exists, most traditional religions also teach that there are lower-level 
spirits or divinities. Often these religions teach that the Supreme God was 
alienated from his people and withdrew from them, which is why they now 
have to placate the lower-level spirits. 

The finding that many cultures held an original monotheism has 
discredited the nineteenth-century Hegelian-inspired view that religions 
evolve from simple to complex (from animism through polytheism, to 
henotheism, to monotheism). See Gleason L. Archer, A Survey of Old 
Testament Introduction (Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1975). On the 
implications for missions, see Don Richardson, Eternity in Their Hearts: 
Startling Evidence of Belief in the One True God in Hundreds of Cultures 
throughout the World, 2nd ed. (Venture, CA: Regal, 1984).

19. Jonathan Petre, “And after Double Maths It Will Be … Paganism: Schools 
Told to Put Witchcraft and Druids on RE Syllabus,” Daily Mail, April 14, 
2012.

20. “A Definition of Wicca,” Church and School of Wicca, www.wicca.org/Church 
/define.html. Another website states, “Wiccans believe that the spirit of the 
One, Goddess and God, exist in all things … [and] that we must treat all 
things of the Earth as aspects of the divine.” Herne, “What Is Wicca?,” Celtic 
Connection, http://wicca.com/celtic/wicca/wicca.htm. There are also people 
today who consider themselves pagans but are completely secular, treating the 



gods as psychological symbols or Jungian archetypes. They might view the 
goddess, for example, as a symbol of female empowerment.

21. G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical 
History, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 150ff.; 
and Eric Temple Bell, The Magic of Numbers (New York: Dover, 1946), 85.

22. See Total Truth, appendix 3, “The Long War between Materialism and 
Christianity.”

23. Aristotle, Metaphysics, bk. XI, pt. 7; and Plato, Republic, bks. VI and VII. In 
the Timaeus, Plato attributes the origin of the material world to a personal 
deity, but it is a low-level god or sub-deity or demiurge (as in Gnosticism). 
This low-level deity did not create from nothing; he merely injected reason 
(rational forms) into reasonless matter. As Reijer Hooykaas writes, this is a 
creator whose hands are tied in two respects: “He had to follow not his own 
design but the model of the eternal Ideas [Forms]; and second, he had to put 
the stamp of the Ideas on a chaotic, recalcitrant matter which he had not 
created himself.” Religion and the Rise of Modern Science (Grand Rapids. MI: 
Eerdmans, 1972), 3–4.

24. Brian J. Shanley in Thomas Aquinas, The Treatise on the Divine Nature, trans. 
Brian J. Shanley (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2006), 244 (italics added). Irving 
Singer says, “Aristotle’s ladder of existence starts with pure matter and culminates 
in pure form.” The Nature of Love: Plato to Luther, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 2009), 108 (italics in original). Romano Guardini says the 
ancients never attained to the Christian understanding of transcendence: “To 
the man of the ancient world, however, the universe itself was the whole of 
reality.” Even the philosophers “did not transcend the universe.” “The absolute 
essences [Forms] of ancient philosophy were enmeshed forever within the 
totality of being to which they gave stability and eternity.” For example, Plato’s 
concept of the Good “was not severed from the world; it remained immanent 
to it as its very eternity, as a ‘beyond’ within the final whole.” Likewise, “the 
Unmoved Mover of Aristotle, itself immobile, brought about all the change 
in the world. In the final analysis, it only had meaning when related to the 
whole of the eternally changing universe itself.” The End of the Modern World 
(Wilmington, DE: ISI Books, 1998), 1–3, 8. Dooyeweerd calls Aristotle’s deity 
an “idol.” New Critique, I:122.

25. E. O. Wilson, Consilience: The Unity of Knowledge (New York: Vintage Books, 
1998), 291. Wilson also writes on page 60, “Nature is organized by simple 
universal laws of physics to which all other laws and principles can eventually 
be reduced”; and Jerry Coyne, “Philosopher Thomas Nagel Goes the Way of 
Alvin Plantinga, Disses Evolution,” Why Evolution Is True (blog), October 13, 
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2012, http://whyevolutionistrue.wordpress.com/2012/10/13/philosopher 
-thomas-nagel-goes-the-way-of-alvin-plantinga-disses-evolution/.

26. John R. Searle, Mind: A Brief Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2004), 48; and Gordy Slack, “What Neo-Creationists Get Right,” 
The Scientist, June 20, 2008, 26. Dallas Willard, “What Significance Has 
‘Postmodernism’ for Christian Faith?,” www.dwillard.org/articles/artview 
.asp?artID=70.

27. “Tysonism,” Facebook, https://www.facebook.com/Tysonism.
28. In Marx’s terms, economic relations form the base, while all other dimensions 

of society are merely superstructure. See my chapter on Marxism, “Does It 
Liberate?,” in How Now Shall We Live? (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale, 1999), chap. 24.

29. David Hume, Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding, ed. Charles Hendel 
(Pearson, 1995), 80.

30. A report of the survey can be found in Anthony Gottlieb, “What Do 
Philosophers Believe?,” Intelligent Life, spring 2010.

31. See Donald T. Williams, “Kahless and Christ: On Faith, Fictional and 
Factual,” While We’re Paused (blog), June 11, 2012. Worf is expressing the 
fact/value split, which is a major theme throughout Total Truth.

32. “There is simply no way to show that humans can gain knowledge of extra-
mental realities if we are only directly aware of mental realities. Neither 
reason nor experience will allow us to bridge the chasm between our minds 
and the external world that looms if representationalism is true.” C. Stephen 
Evans, Natural Signs and Knowledge of God: A New Look at Theistic Arguments 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 28.

33. The Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, ed. John M. Robson, vol. 9 (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1963–91), 183. See Clouser, Myth, 144, 336.

34. In philosophy, this is often dubbed the brain-in-a-vat problem: How do you 
know that you’re not really just a brain in a vat that is being stimulated by 
electrical impulses administered by a mad scientist to make you think that 
you have a body and that you live in a real world of people and objects?

35. David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (CreateSpace Independent 
Publishing Platform, 2012), 37.

36. Ernst Mach, The Analysis of Sensations, in John T. Blackmore, Ernst Mach: His 
Life, Work, and Influence (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1972), 
327n14. See the discussion of Mach in Clouser, Myth, 149–50.

37. To read about the impact of empiricism and rationalism on art and literature, 
see Saving Leonardo, chaps. 5 and 6.

38. See Richard H. Popkin, History of Skepticism: From Erasmus to Spinoza 
(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1979); Harris Harbison, “The 



Struggle for Power,” chap. 3 in The Age of Reformation (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 1955). 

39. Jeffrey Stout writes, “The crisis of authority made an absolutely radical break 
with the past seem necessary. Methodical doubt therefore sought complete 
transcendence of situation. It tried to make the inheritance of tradition 
irrelevant, to start over again from scratch, to escape history.” The Flight from 
Authority: Religion, Morality, and the Quest for Autonomy (Notre Dame, IN: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 1981), 67. See Total Truth, appendix 1, 
“How American Politics Became Secularized”; Saving Leonardo, 137–40; and 
my lecture, “The Creation Myth of Modern Political Philosophy” (respondent 
to the Sixth Annual Kuyper Lecture, Washington, DC, 2000).

40. Cited in Michael Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics and Other Essays 
(Indianapolis: Liberty, 1991), 15. See also A. W. Ward and A. R. Waller, ed., 
The Cambridge History of English Literature (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 
1919), 329.

41. Bacon is known for his pithy saying that a little philosophy inclines a person 
toward atheism, but “depth in philosophy” brings a person to religion. The 
Essays of Lord Bacon (London: Longman and Green, 1875), 64. Descartes, a 
devout Catholic, was so certain that God had revealed to him the irrefutable 
logic of the cogito that he vowed to make a pilgrimage to the shrine of Our 
Lady of Loreto in Italy, which he did. See Total Truth, 39.

42. Robert C. Solomon, Continental Philosophy Since 1750: The Rise and Fall 
of the Self (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), 5–6. In one sense, of 
course, everyone must start with conscious experience—with what we know. 
But there is a difference between an experiential starting point and a logical 
starting point. We all begin the search for knowledge from within our own 
experience. But a logical starting point refers to what we consider most 
ultimate and foundational—the basis for explaining all of reality.

43. Karl Popper, Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge 
(New York: Routledge, 1963, 2002), 20–21 (italics in original).

44. Randall adds, “Their ideal was still a system of revelation, though they had 
abandoned the method of revelation.” John Herman Randall, The Making of 
the Modern Mind (New York: Columbia University Press, 1940), 267 (italics 
in original). Similarly, Stout writes that the early modern philosophers who 
gave up traditional authority “merely substituted one class of privileged 
claims for another.… They were not disputing the epistemological necessity 
for something like sacred authority.” Stout, Flight, 75 (italics in original).

45. Cited in Saving Leonardo, 95. For additional background, see Soul of Science, 
139–40.



289

46. Alvin Plantinga, “How to Be an Anti-Realist,” Proceedings and Addresses of the 
American Philosophical Association 56, no. 1. (September 1982): 48. For more 
on Kant’s Copernican revolution, see Saving Leonardo, 181–83.

47. Immanuel Kant, Philosophical Correspondence 1759–1799, ed. and trans. 
Arnulf Zweig (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967), 254.

48. Anthony Kenny, An Illustrated Brief History of Western Philosophy (Malden, 
MA: Blackwell, 2006), 377. As Dooyeweerd says, empiricism leads to 
“epistemological nihilism.” New Critique, II:332.

49. Alan Jacobs, “Psychological Criticism: From the Imagination to Freud and 
Beyond,” Contemporary Literary Theory: A Christian Appraisal, ed. Clarence 
Walhout and Leland Ryken (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1991), 99, 
119, 98.

50. Ernest Lee Tuveson, The Imagination as a Means of Grace (Los Angeles: University 
of California Press, 1960). For sources for the quotations in this section by 
Coleridge, Herder, Wordsworth, and Yeats, see Saving Leonardo, 183.

51. Herman Dooyeweerd, A New Critique of Theoretical Thought (Ontario: 
Paideia, 1984), I:46.

52. B. R. Hergenhahn and Tracy B. Henley, An Introduction to the History of 
Psychology (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 2014). Every educational theory is 
likewise the application of a philosophy: See George R. Knight, Philosophy 
and Education: An Introduction in Christian Perspective, 4th ed. (Berrien 
Springs, MI: Andrews University Press, 2006). Even mathematics, supposedly 
the most objective field of all, has been deeply influenced by philosophy: See 
Soul of Science, chapters 6 and 7; Clouser, Myth, chap. 7, and “Is There a 
Christian View of Everything, from Soup to Nuts?,” Pro Rege, June 2003.

53. C. S. Lewis, The Screwtape Letters (New York: HarperCollins, 1996), 2.
54. From the 1984 edition.
55. See Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness 

Testimony (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2008). The Old Testament 
likewise contains events that were public and open to empirical investigation. 
In Moses’s confrontation with the Egyptian priests, his ability to perform 
miracles was the authentication that he spoke for the true God. In Elijah’s 
confrontation with the prophets of Baal on Mount Carmel, a highly visible 
miracle constituted evidence for the true God. See also 2 Peter 1:16–17; Acts 
1:21–22; 3:15; 4:20.

In our own day, empirical evidence continues to provide some of the 
most persuasive arguments for God’s existence, such as the argument from 
design, arguments for the historicity of the Resurrection, and evidence for the 
reliability of Scripture from archaeology and the study of ancient manuscripts.



56. The first quotation comes from Justin Martyr, Second Apology, chap. 13. His 
actual wording was “Whatever things were rightly [or truly] said among all 
men, are the property of us Christians.” Yet the fullest truth, he said, is found 
in Christ. The second quotation was coined by Jerome. See E. K. Rand, The 
Founders of the Middle Ages (New York: Dover, 1928), 64.

PrinCiPLE #2: how nietzsche wins
1. The following account is from a personal interview with John R. Erickson, 

along with an article by Erickson titled “Mugged by Nietzsche” (unpublished) 
and his memoir, Small Town Author (unpublished).

2. Leil Lowndes, “How Neuroscience Can Help Us Find True Love,” Wall Street 
Journal, February 14, 2013. See also Helen Fisher, Why We Love: The Nature 
and Chemistry of Romantic Love (New York: Henry Holt, 2004).

3. Richard Rorty, “Thugs and Theorists,” Political Theory 15, no. 4 (November 
1987): 564–80.

4. They also stole more than participants who were assigned to a neutral condition 
with control statements such as “Sugar cane and sugar beets are grown in 112 
countries.” Jesse Bering, “Scientists Say Free Will Probably Doesn’t Exist, but 
Urge: ‘Don’t Stop Believing!,’” Scientific American, April 6, 2010. Another 
experiment is reported here: “The commonest criticism of reductionism—
the idea that we are a pack of neurons and nothing more—is that it will lead 
us to treat our fellow human beings as if … well, as if they were a pack of 
neurons and nothing more. John Evans, a sociologist of religion at University 
of California, San Diego, has set about testing whether the criticism has 
any merit.… He asked a series of questions designed to elicit their attitudes 
toward behavior. Were they in favor of allowing experiments on prisoners 
without their consent? Selling human organs for profit? Allowing suicide in 
the case of people who wanted to save money? Intervening to stop genocide? 
Sure enough, he found that people who hold the reductionist view—who 
deny the special status of the human species in nature, who believe behavior 
is determined by physical processes alone—were far more likely to agree with 
the maltreatment of humans. Evans can’t draw conclusions about whether 
determinism causes those views. But the correlations between them, he said, 
are unmistakable.” Andrew Ferguson, “The End of Neurononsense,” Weekly 
Standard, October 20, 2014.

5. Note that these findings actually offer evidence that free will is real. If I 
encouraged you to believe that you could fly, you still could not fly. Believing 
that you have the ability does not make it any easier to fly. By contrast, as 
these studies show, believing that you have the power not to cheat does make 



291

it easier not to cheat. Conclusion: Belief makes no difference when you do 
not have the power to do something anyway. But it does seem to help you 
exercise a power that you do have. Thus these findings support the reality of 
free will. (Thanks to Angus Menuge for this insight.)

6. Francis Schaeffer analyzed the history of Western thought as a series of dualisms. 
See Escape from Reason and The God Who Is There. Schaeffer’s analysis was 
inspired by Herman Dooyeweerd, who identified three major dualisms in 
Western thought: the Greek matter/form dualism, medieval nature/grace 
dualism, and Kantian nature/freedom dualism. (Kant defined nature in terms 
of a mechanistic, material machine while defining freedom in terms of moral 
norms that humans choose for themselves.) See Dooyeweerd’s Roots and New 
Critique, passim, and In the Twilight of Western Thought, chapter 2 (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Paideia, 2012).

7. Nicholas Humphrey, “Consciousness: The Achilles Heel of Darwinism? Thank 
God, Not Quite,” in John Brockman, ed., Intelligent Thought: Science versus 
the Intelligent Design Movement (New York: Vintage, 2006), 58.

8. Colin McGinn, “All Machine and No Ghost?,” New Statesman, February 20, 
2012.

9. Francis Crick, The Astonishing Hypothesis: The Scientific Search for the Soul (New 
York: Touchstone, 1994), 3; and Daniel Wegner, The Illusion of Conscious 
Will (Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2002). The 
interview with Wegner is by Dennis Overbye, “Free Will: Now You Have It, 
Now You Don’t,” New York Times, January 2, 2007.

10. Steven Pinker, How the Mind Works (New York: Norton, 2009), 24, passim; 
and “Is Science Killing the Soul?,” Edge.org, April 7, 1999, www.edge.org 
/3rd_culture/dawkins_pinker/debate_p9.html.

11. The example is from Teed Rockwell, Dictionary of Philosophy of Mind, s.v. 
“Eliminativism,” http://philosophy.uwaterloo.ca/MindDict/eliminativism.html.

12. Emergentism can be thought of as the opposite of reductionism. Instead of 
claiming that higher-level phenomena can be reduced to lower, less complex 
levels, it claims that lower levels can give rise to higher, more complex levels. 
Scientists identify two types of emergence: weak and strong. An example of 
weak emergence is water. At room temperature, hydrogen and oxygen are gases. 
If that were all we knew, we might not expect the product of their chemical 
reaction to be a liquid (H2O). Yet the result is completely determined by 
ordinary laws of nature acting on the initial physical conditions.

By contrast, strong emergence is a claim regarding phenomena that 
cannot be explained by the ordinary laws of nature, such as mind and 
consciousness. As philosopher David Chalmers writes, strong emergence 



would involve “phenomena whose existence is not deducible from the facts 
about the exact distribution of particles and fields throughout space and 
time (along with the laws of physics).” This “suggests that new fundamental 
laws of nature are needed to explain these phenomena.” However, no one 
has discovered those “new fundamental laws of nature.” (“Strong and Weak 
Emergence,” http://consc.net/papers/emergence.pdf.)

13. See J. P. Moreland, “The Argument from Consciousness,” in Debating 
Christian Theism, ed. J. P. Moreland, Chad Meister, and Khaldoun A. Sweis 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013); and Douglas Groothuis, Christian 
Apologetics: A Comprehensive Case for Biblical Faith (Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity, 2011), chap. 17.

14. Evan Fales, “Naturalism and Physicalism,” in The Cambridge Companion 
to Atheism, ed. Michael Martin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2007), 120. Fales tries to solve the mystery by simply decreeing that 
consciousness must be natural: “Since such processes evidently have produced 
consciousness, … consciousness is evidently a natural phenomenon” (italics 
in original). 

15. Colin McGinn, The Problem of Consciousness (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1993), 
45; and The Mysterious Flame (New York: Basic Books, 1999), 13–14.

16. Mark A. Bedau, “Weak Emergence,” in J. Tomberlin, ed., Philosophical 
Perspectives: Mind, Causation, and World, vol. 11 (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 
1997), 375–99. For a detailed discussion of various versions of emergentism, 
see J. P. Moreland, Consciousness and the Existence of God: A Theistic Argument 
(New York: Routledge, 2008).

17. Galen Strawson, Real Materialism and Other Essays (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2008), 6 (italics added).

18. Thomas Reid, An Inquiry into the Human Mind, ed. Derek R. Brookes 
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997), 215–16.

19. Philosopher Jaegwon Kim spells out the problem. On one hand, many 
philosophers who embrace materialism or naturalism deny that consciousness 
is real, holding that mental states are fictions. On the other hand, Kim writes, 
“contrast this lowly status of consciousness in science and metaphysics with 
its lofty standing in moral philosophy and value theory.” When philosophers 
discuss what is intrinsically good, what makes life worth living, most of the 
time the answer is happiness or love or significance or even simply pleasure. 
But these are all aspects of conscious experience. “It is an ironic fact that the 
felt qualities of conscious experience, perhaps the only things that ultimately 
matter to us, are often relegated in the rest of philosophy to the status of 
‘secondary qualities,’ in the shadowy zone between the real and the unreal, or 



293

even jettisoned outright.” Physicalism, or Something Near Enough (Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press, 2005), 10–12.

20. Arthur Schopenhauer, The World as Will and Representation, vol. 2 (Mineola, 
NY: Dover, 1958), 13. Similarly, Catholic novelist Walker Percy writes, “The 
Self since the time of Descartes has been stranded, split off from everything 
else in the Cosmos, a mind which professes to understand bodies and galaxies 
but is … marooned in the Cosmos, with which it has no connection.” Lost in 
the Cosmos: The Last Self-Help Book (New York: Picador, 1983), 47.

21. Ian Barbour, Issues in Science and Religion (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), 
67. For more detail on Romantic pantheism, see M. H. Abrams, Natural 
Supernaturalism: Tradition and Revolution in Romantic Literature (New York: 
Norton, 1971). Seeking scientific support, the Romantics fastened on the 
work of Leibniz, a contemporary of Newton. For Newton, everything was 
composed of atoms, tiny hard particles of matter. For Leibniz, everything 
was composed of monads, tiny centers of spiritual or mental energy. The 
term monad derives from neo-Platonism, and Leibniz employed it to say that 
nature is a vast organism imbued with a soul or spirit. “The whole nature of 
bodies is not exhausted in their extension, that is to say their size, figure, and 
motion,” he wrote. Instead “we must recognize something that corresponds 
to soul.” See Soul of Science, 84.

22. Randall, Making, 419.
23. Walker Percy, Signposts in a Strange Land (New York: Picador, 1991), 278. 

The former pope John Paul II was a trained philosopher. “He points out 
that the radical separation between the two great currents in the Western 
philosophy [realism versus idealism] originated in the absolutization of one of 
the two aspects of human experience”—either outer experience (absolutizing 
the material world) or inner experience (absolutizing consciousness). Jaroslaw 
Kupczak, Destined for Liberty: The Human Person in the Philosophy of Karol 
Wojtyla/John Paul II (Washington, DC: Catholic University Press, 2000), 
76. See also Rocco Buttiglione, Karol Wojtyla: The Thought of the Man Who 
Became Pope John Paul II (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997), 68, 72. For 
a fuller discussion, see my chapter “Evangelium Vitae: John Paul II Meets 
Francis Schaeffer,” in The Legacy of John Paul II: An Evangelical Assessment, ed. 
Tim Perry (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2007).

24. For a fuller treatment of these two philosophical traditions, tracing their 
expression through the arts and humanities, see Saving Leonardo, chapters 4–9.

25. Arthur Lovejoy writes that a conspicuous aspect of Romanticism was “a revival 
of the direct influence of neo-Platonism.” The Great Chain of Being: A Study 
of the History of an Idea (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1964), 



297. Paul Reiff writes: “If we are to speak of anyone at all as a ‘key’ to the 
understanding of Romanticism, one man only merits the term, Plotinus,” the 
founder of neo-Platonism. Cited in Abrams, Natural Supernaturalism, 428. 

Neo-Platonism, which was founded by Plotinus, was the main avenue 
by which Greek thought influenced Christian theologians all through the 
Middle Ages (including Augustine, Origen, Pseudo-Dionysius, John Scotus 
Eriugena, and the Cappadocian fathers). Even other philosophies, such 
as Aristotelianism, were typically read through a neo-Platonic lens, until 
additional writings by Aristotle became available in the form of Arabic 
translations (twelfth century) and Greek copies from Constantinople 
(thirteenth century). Neo-Platonism was also at the heart of the Platonic 
Academy in Florence that did so much to launch the Renaissance. At the 
birth of modern science, neo-Platonism influenced such diverse figures as 
the early chemists Paracelsus and Van Helmont, the astronomers Copernicus 
and Kepler, and both Leibniz and Newton. (See Soul of Science.) So it is 
not surprising that the Romantics still considered neo-Platonism a viable 
intellectual option.

Lloyd Gerson summarizes: “In the writings of the Italian Renaissance 
philosophers, the 15th and 16th century humanists John Colet, Erasmus 
of Rotterdam, and Thomas More, the 17th century Cambridge Platonists, 
and German idealists, especially Hegel, Plotinus’ thought was the (sometimes 
unacknowledged) basis for opposition to the competing and increasingly 
influential tradition of scientific philosophy.” “Plotinus,” The Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. Edward N. Zalta, summer 2014 ed., http://plato 
.stanford.edu/archives/sum2014/entries/plotinus/.

26. See Lovejoy, Great Chain. Technically, neo-Platonism is not pantheism 
but panentheism. What’s the difference? In classic pantheism, the material 
world is an illusion. In panentheism, the material world is real, but it is a 
concretization of the divine and imbued with spirit. As an illustration, think 
of a cascading fountain in the winter when the top layer freezes: the ice is a 
solidification of the water itself, while the water continues to run below the 
surface.

How does a non-personal essence create the world, since it cannot 
consciously will or act? Neo-Platonism answered that the One was so “full” 
of being that it simply emanated other beings automatically, from necessity, 
without any conscious intention, like the sun radiating its light or a fountain 
gushing water. Some of these ideas were in the cultural air when the New 
Testament was being written, especially in early Gnosticism. In Colossians, 
when Paul speaks of “thrones, dominions, principalities, and authorities,” 



295

he is referring to the spiritual entities (the higher levels) that emanate from 
the One out of the “fullness” of its being. In fact, “fullness” was a technical 
term (Greek: pleroma) describing the sum of these higher spiritual levels. So 
when Paul says that in Christ, “the whole fullness [pleroma] of the Deity 
dwells bodily” (Col. 2:9), he is appropriating that term from Gnosticism, 
proclaiming that the full range of divinity does not reside in multiple spiritual 
emanations from the One but rather resides solely in Christ.

27. Eagleton, Culture and the Death of God, 96; and Ralph Waldo Emerson, “The 
Over-Soul,” in Self-Reliance, the Over-Soul and Other Essays (Claremont, CA: 
Coyote Canyon, 2010), 56.

28. See Lovejoy, “The Temporalizing of the Chain of Being,” chap. 9 in Great 
Chain, 242–87. The escalator metaphor comes from Mary Midgley, Evolution 
as a Religion (London: Methuen, 1985). In chapters that I contributed to 
How Now Shall We Live?, I show that several modern ideologies are variations 
on the Escalator Myth, notably Marxism and the many liberation movements 
that are its offshoots. See chapters 23–29.

29. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gay Science, bk. 5, aphorism 357. Because of Hegel, 
many Europeans were already thinking in evolutionary categories prior to 
Darwin, and were just waiting for someone to fill in the biological piece of 
the puzzle; and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Philosophy Works (3 in 1), 
trans. William Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1894), Philosophy of Right, 
sect. 342. The word “Mind” is the German word Geist, which is a cognate of 
the English ghost and is translated as either spirit or mind.

30. John Herman Randall, Philosophy after Darwin (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1977), 8.

31. “Just as the classical science ideal absolutized the aspect of mechanical 
motion, so the historical science ideal absolutized the aspect of history.” 
Dooyeweerd, Roots, 183. For precursors to Hegel’s historicism, see John 
Passmore, “Progress by Natural Development: From Joachim to Marx,” chap. 
11 in The Perfectibility of Man, 3rd ed. (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 2000). 

32. Passmore, Perfectibility, 369.
33. Steven Pinker, “The Trouble with Harvard,” New Republic, September 4, 

2014.
34. Solomon, Continental Philosophy, 57. For example, for Hegel, morality was 

not “a matter of rational principle, but part of a life of shared values, feelings, 
and customs” within particular communities (70); and Hegel, Philosophy of 
Right, sect. 344. “Hegel’s idealism saw history as an unfolding of absolute spirit 
through a necessary dialectical process, and this framework left little room for 
the freedom or significance of individual persons.” Thomas Williams and Jan 



Olof Bengtsson, “Personalism,” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
November 12, 2009.

35. The secularization of Hegel’s thought was partly the work of his followers, 
several of whom were materialists, such as Marx. (Marx liked to say he “turned 
Hegel on his head” by proposing that material forces shape ideas instead of 
the other way around.) Others progressively cut the Absolute Mind down 
to size. First it became human consciousness: phenomenology absolutized 
human consciousness (Husserl spoke of consciousness as “absolute being”). 
Then it became individual consciousness: existentialism treated the self as 
absolute (Merleau-Ponty wrote, “I am the absolute source”). See Solomon, 
Continental Philosophy, chaps. 9, 12.

36. For Hegel, “the individual can only exist as such within particular 
communities. The individual is a product rather than a premise of the social 
order.” David West, Introduction to Continental Philosophy, 2nd ed. (Malden, 
MA: Polity, 2010), 40. For Hegel, even Christianity is merely a mythological 
way of talking about the evolution of consciousness: the real meaning of 
the narrative sequence of Jesus’s death and resurrection “is that it represents 
the negation of individual consciousness (death) and … the passage of 
individual consciousness into the general spirit which is the community-
consciousness (resurrection).” Hans Frei, The Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A 
Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics (New Haven, CT: 
Yale University Press, 1974), 318.

37. Dooyeweerd, Roots, 179. Dooyeweerd was writing before the rise of 
postmodernism, but he saw clearly that the same trends were already evident 
in Romanticism: “Romanticism replaced the gospel of the autonomous and 
nondescript individual [from the Enlightenment] with the gospel of the 
autonomous and individual community.” Roots, 178–79.

38. Stanley J. Grenz, A Primer on Postmodernism (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 
199), 8. Terry Eagleton says in postmodernism, culture “operates as a kind 
of absolute.” He adds that in this regard postmodernism shows itself to 
be a successor to idealism, for whom “culture is a secular name for God.” 
Culture and the Death of God, 191, 77. Rorty, “Solidarity or Objectivity,” in 
Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1991), 23.

39. Don Cupitt, Is Nothing Sacred? The Non-Realist Philosophy of Religion (New 
York: Fordham University Press, 2002), 34. According to J. P. Moreland 
and William Lane Craig, the two main streams of Western thought are 
“Enlightenment naturalism and postmodern anti-realism.” Philosophical 



297

Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 
2003), 1.

40. Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lie in a Nonmoral Sense” (1873), Philosophy and 
Truth: Selections from Nietzsche’s Notebooks of the Early 1870s, trans. and ed. 
Daniel Breazeale (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities, 1979), 88.

41. Philosopher Roger Scruton writes, “The assumption that there is first-person 
certainty, which provides a starting-point for philosophical enquiry … 
has finally been removed from the centre of philosophy.” A Short History 
of Modern Philosophy: From Descartes to Wittgenstein (New York: Taylor & 
Francis, 2002), 292. See the discussion by Roger Lundin, “Interpreting 
Orphans: Hermeneutics in the Cartesian Tradition,” in The Promise of 
Hermeneutics (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999).

42. Katherine Timpf, “Harvard Plans ‘Mandatory Power and Privilege Training’ 
for Poli-Sci Students,” Campus Reform, May 13, 2014.

43. “One would hope that any young person precocious enough to read Kant 
would have the ability to recognize historical context and to approach critically 
statements that sound unethical, bigoted, or scientifically dated to her modern 
ears. One would hope parents buying Kant for their kids could do the same 
without chiding from publishers.” Josh Jones, “Publisher Places a Politically 
Correct Warning Label on Kant’s Critiques,” Open Culture, March 20, 2014.

44. Dallas Willard, “What Significance Has ‘Postmodernism’ for Christian 
Faith?,” www.dwillard.org/articles/artview.asp?artID=70.

45. Richard Rorty, Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (Cambridge: University of 
Cambridge Press, 1999), 22.

46. Rorty, Contingency, 21.
47. Dooyeweerd, New Critique, I:58, n. 3.
48. Nirvana “is a state beyond and without desire or personal, individual 

existence.” “Despite the considerable differences between these two 
religions (and the pluralism within each religion), the enlightenment 
experience of both nirvana (Buddhism) and moksha (Hinduism) requires 
the negation of individuality, personality.” The individual’s personal 
existence “is dissolved into the impersonal divine.” Groothuis, Christian 
Apologetics, 385–87.

49. Ivan Granger, “Li Po—The Birds Have Vanished into the Sky [the title of 
the poem],” Poetry Chaikhana Blog, March 18, 2013, www.poetry-chaikhana 
.com/blog/2013/03/18/li-po-the-birds-have-vanished-into-the-sky-2/. 
Granger continues: “The ‘mountain’ is finally recognized as your true 
Self, your only self, eternal.” That is, your individual self dissolves into the 
pantheistic deity.



50. Lit-sen Chang, Zen-Existentialism: The Spiritual Decline of the West, cited 
in Walter R. Martin, Kingdom of the Cults, revised, updated, and expanded 
(Grand Rapids, MI: Bethany, 2003), 309.

51. A philosophical movement called personalism pointed out that both 
Enlightenment and Romantic worldviews dehumanize the person: 
“Personalism … emerged only in the context of the broad critical reaction 
against what can be called the various impersonalistic philosophies which 
came to dominate the Enlightenment and Romanticism in the form of 
rationalistic and romantic forms of pantheism and idealism.… Personalism 
thus arose as a reaction to impersonalist modes of thought which were 
perceived as dehumanizing. The impersonal dynamic of modern pantheism 
and monism in both their rationalistic and Romantic forms underlie many 
of the modern philosophies that personalism turns against, idealistic as well 
as materialistic.… Certain distinctive characteristics can be discerned that 
generally hold for personalism as such. These include an insistence on the 
radical difference between persons and non-persons and on the irreducibility 
of the person to impersonal spiritual or material factors.” Williams and 
Bengtsson, “Personalism,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.

52. In the Koran, the angel Gabriel is portrayed as claiming that he is “confirming 
previous scriptures” (Sura 2:97). Those previous scriptures are the Hebrew 
Torah, the psalms of David, and the Gospels of Jesus Christ (Sura 4:163; 
5:44–48).

53. Sura 4:171.
54. Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Islam: Religion, History, and Civilization (New York: 

HarperOne, 2002), 3, 6; and see Total Truth, appendix 2. The French 
philosopher René Guénon (who converted to Islam) argued that the concept 
of the divine as a non-personal Absolute is a common core uniting neo-
Platonism in the West, Hinduism in the East, and Islam in the Middle East. 
See Parviz Morewedge, ed., Neoplatonism and Islamic Thought: Studies in 
Neoplatonism, Ancient and Modern, vol. 5 (New York: SUNY, 1992); Majid 
Fakhry, Al-Farabi, Founder of Islamic Neoplatonism: His Life, Works and 
Influence (Rockport, MA: Oneworld, 2002); and Ian Richard Netton, Muslim 
Neoplatonists: An Introduction to the Thought of the Brethren of Purity (Ikhwan 
Al-Safa’) (New York: Routledge, 2003). A helpful summary by Netton can be 
found in “Neoplatonism in Islamic Philosophy,” Islamic Philosophy Online, 
www.muslimphilosophy.com/ip/rep/H003.htm.

55. C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: HarperOne, 2000), 174. The same 
intellectual weakness besets unitarianism and deism, which have functioned 



299

for many people in the West as temporary stepping-stones from full-blooded 
Christian theism to outright atheism.

56. Robert Letham, The Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, and Worship 
(Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 2004), 444–46. Similarly, theologian Peter Toon 
writes, “the Christian understanding of personhood flows from the Christian 
doctrine of the three persons who are God.… If God is simply a monad 
then he cannot be or know personality. To be personal, otherness must be 
present together with oneness, the one must be in relation to others.” Our 
Triune God: A Biblical Portrayal of the Trinity (Vancouver: Regent College 
Publishing, 1996), 241. See also Anthony Thiselton, “Further Issues on 
‘Interpreting God’: Christology and Trinity,” chap. 23 in Interpreting God 
and the Postmodern Self: On Meaning, Manipulation and Promise (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995). Henri Blocher comments: “If God is caught 
in the perennial dipolarity of the One and the Many … he cannot claim real 
independence, absolute primacy and ultimacy. He is defined by reference 
to another principle than himself, he is included together with the plural 
world in a broader totality—he is correlative. In order for God to be autarkic, 
self-sufficient, ‘self-contained’ … he needs to be the foundation of both unity 
and diversity, holding them eternally within himself.” That is, God must be 
a Trinity. “Immanence and Transcendence in Trinitarian Theology,” in The 
Trinity in a Pluralistic Age: Theological Essays on Culture and Religion, ed. 
Kevin J. Vanhoozer (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997).

57. Williams and Bengtsson, “Personalism,” The Stanford Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy. This explains why many Islamic philosophers have adopted neo-
Platonism, with its non-personal concept of the divine One.

58. Udo W. Middelmann, “The Islamization of Christianity,” Francis A. Schaeffer 
Foundation, www.theschaefferfoundation.com/footnote4_1.php.

59. “No one thought it important for children to understand the meaning of 
the Koran—after all, even adults, even great theologians, understand only 
snippets of its total significance. What was important in education was 
memorization of the Word of God. The actual, spoken words should be 
learned by rote such that their recitation becomes second nature.… It was 
always recognized that the most essential formal learning was memorization 
of the divine Word, whether or not its meaning was understood.” Sachiko 
Murata and William C. Chittick, The Vision of Islam (New York: Paragon, 
1994), xvi, xviii, xxxvii–xxxviii.

Sociologists tell us that a focus on mechanical ritual is typical of religions 
that have a less personal conception of God. These religions tend to stress 
precision in the performance of rituals and sacred formulas. (Placating the gods 



becomes similar to magic, which involves manipulating forces, not interacting 
with a personal being.) By contrast, religions with a highly personal God worry 
less about ritual precision because a personal Being with knowledge of the 
worshipper’s inner intentions will respond to impromptu supplication and 
spontaneous prayer. See Stark, “Why Gods Should Matter in Social Science.” 
See also Justin L. Barrett, “Smart Gods, Dumb Gods, and the Role of Social 
Cognition in Structuring Ritual Intuitions,” Journal of Cognition and Culture 
2, no. 3 (2002): 183–93.

60. Richard Schweder, “Atheists Agonistes,” New York Times, November 27, 
2006.

61. See Stéphane Courtois, Nicolas Werth, Jean-Louis Panné, Andrzej Paczkowski, 
Karei Bartošek, Jean-Louis Margolin, The Black Book of Communism 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1990). See also R. J. Rummel, 
Death by Government (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction 1996); and Jung 
Chang and John Halliday, Mao: The Unknown Story (New York: Random, 
2006). 

62. Gilson, God and Philosophy, 136.
63. Aldous Huxley, The Devils of Loudun (New York: HarperCollins, 1952), 123.
64. John Gray, “The Atheist Delusion,” Guardian, March 14, 2008.
65. Those enslaving yokes may even be demonic. The Bible often treats idols as 

fronts for spiritual forces. In the Old Testament, the psalmist says the Israelites 
sacrificed their children to demons: “They sacrificed their sons and their 
daughters to the demons … whom they sacrificed to the idols of Canaan” 
(Ps. 106:37–38). In the New Testament, Paul warns that pagan sacrifices are 
“offered to demons” (1 Cor. 10:19–20). What does this frankly supernatural 
language mean? Many philosophies treat evil as merely the privation of good, 
as dark is the absence of light. But those who have suffered under oppressive, 
bloodthirsty regimes often speak of experiencing evil as an active malevolent 
force. The Romanian pastor Richard Wurmbrand, who was imprisoned by 
Communist authorities for fourteen years, reports that the guards would torture 
inmates, screaming, “We are the devil.” Richard Wurmbrand, Tortured for Christ 
(Basingstoke, UK: Marshall Pickering, 1983), 35. In short, good and evil are not 
merely abstractions. Just as goodness has its source in a personal Being, so, too, 
much of the evil in the world is connected to powerful personal beings.

66. Isaiah Berlin, The Roots of Romanticism (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1999), 3.

67. G. K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy (Rockville, MD: Serenity, 2009), 54.
68. Johnson, First Step, 33.
69. See Hays, Echoes, 38.



301
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We then feel entitled to continue using that knowledge, even while flattering 
our sense of intellectual superiority by disparaging it. And we actually go 
on, firmly relying on this despised knowledge to guide and lend meaning to 
our more exact enquiries, while pretending that these alone come up to our 
standards of scientific stringency.” Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical 
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11. Paul Ricoeur dubbed the triumvirate of Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud “the 
masters of suspicion,” and the phrase has stuck. These thinkers practiced a 
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romans 1:1–2:16

1 Paul, a servant of Christ Jesus, called to be an apostle, set apart 
for the gospel of God, 2 which he promised beforehand through 
his prophets in the holy Scriptures, 3 concerning his Son, who was 
descended from David according to the flesh 4 and was declared to 
be the Son of God in power according to the Spirit of holiness by 
his resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord, 5 through 
whom we have received grace and apostleship to bring about the 
obedience of faith for the sake of his name among all the nations, 6 
including you who are called to belong to Jesus Christ,

7 To all those in Rome who are loved by God and called to be 
saints:

Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ.

8 First, I thank my God through Jesus Christ for all of you, 
because your faith is proclaimed in all the world. 9 For God is my 
witness, whom I serve with my spirit in the gospel of his Son, that 
without ceasing I mention you 10 always in my prayers, asking 



that somehow by God’s will I may now at last succeed in coming 
to you. 11 For I long to see you, that I may impart to you some 
spiritual gift to strengthen you— 12 that is, that we may be mutu-
ally encouraged by each other’s faith, both yours and mine. 13 I do 
not want you to be unaware, brothers, that I have often intended 
to come to you (but thus far have been prevented), in order that 
I may reap some harvest among you as well as among the rest 
of the Gentiles. 14 I am under obligation both to Greeks and to 
barbarians, both to the wise and to the foolish. 15 So I am eager to 
preach the gospel to you also who are in Rome.

16 For I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of 
God for salvation to everyone who believes, to the Jew first and 
also to the Greek. 17 For in it the righteousness of God is revealed 
from faith for faith, as it is written, “The righteous shall live by 
faith.”

18 For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all 
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who by their unrigh-
teousness suppress the truth. 19 For what can be known about God 
is plain to them, because God has shown it to them. 20 For his 
invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, 
have been clearly perceived, ever since the creation of the world, in 
the things that have been made. So they are without excuse. 21 For 
although they knew God, they did not honor him as God or give 
thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their 
foolish hearts were darkened. 22 Claiming to be wise, they became 
fools, 23 and exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images 
resembling mortal man and birds and animals and creeping things.
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24 Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to 
impurity, to the dishonoring of their bodies among themselves, 
25 because they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and 
worshiped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is 
blessed forever! Amen.

26 For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable pas-
sions. For their women exchanged natural relations for those that 
are contrary to nature; 27 and the men likewise gave up natural 
relations with women and were consumed with passion for one 
another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving 
in themselves the due penalty for their error.

28 And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God 
gave them up to a debased mind to do what ought not to be 
done. 29 They were filled with all manner of unrighteousness, evil, 
covetousness, malice. They are full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, 
maliciousness. They are gossips, 30 slanderers, haters of God, inso-
lent, haughty, boastful, inventors of evil, disobedient to parents, 31 
foolish, faithless, heartless, ruthless. 32 Though they know God’s 
righteous decree that those who practice such things deserve to 
die, they not only do them but give approval to those who practice 
them.

1 Therefore you have no excuse, O man, every one of you who judges. 
For in passing judgment on another you condemn yourself, because 
you, the judge, practice the very same things. 2 We know that the 
judgment of God rightly falls on those who practice such things. 3 
Do you suppose, O man—you who judge those who practice such 



things and yet do them yourself—that you will escape the judgment 
of God? 4 Or do you presume on the riches of his kindness and for-
bearance and patience, not knowing that God’s kindness is meant to 
lead you to repentance? 5 But because of your hard and impenitent 
heart you are storing up wrath for yourself on the day of wrath when 
God’s righteous judgment will be revealed.

6 He will render to each one according to his works: 7 to those 
who by patience in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immor-
tality, he will give eternal life; 8 but for those who are self-seeking 
and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness, there will be 
wrath and fury. 9 There will be tribulation and distress for every 
human being who does evil, the Jew first and also the Greek, 10 but 
glory and honor and peace for everyone who does good, the Jew 
first and also the Greek. 11 For God shows no partiality.

12 For all who have sinned without the law will also perish 
without the law, and all who have sinned under the law will be 
judged by the law. 13 For it is not the hearers of the law who are 
righteous before God, but the doers of the law who will be justi-
fied. 14 For when Gentiles, who do not have the law, by nature do 
what the law requires, they are a law to themselves, even though 
they do not have the law. 15 They show that the work of the law is 
written on their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness, 
and their conflicting thoughts accuse or even excuse them 16 on 
that day when, according to my gospel, God judges the secrets of 
men by Christ Jesus.
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STudy guidE

The purpose of this study guide is to help you interact more 
deeply with the ideas in Finding Truth. As you paraphrase what 
you have read, searching for your own words to restate the 
ideas, you will process the material more fully. You will also 
connect the new ideas you are learning to the store of knowl-
edge you already have, which gives the new material greater 
sticking power.

The key to making the best use of a study guide, then, is 
not simply to state your own views and opinions. When you do 
that, you are repeating what you already know instead of learn-
ing something new. Our thinking is stretched and deepened by 
grappling with unfamiliar ideas. The most effective strategy is to 
start each answer by referring to the text. First summarize what 
you have read. Then feel free to offer your own thoughts. (Some 
questions specifically ask for your views.) 

The goal of apologetics is to learn how to communicate your 
Christian convictions more clearly and persuasively. As you fill 
out the study guide, then, do not think only of getting the “right 
answers.” Think of how you would explain the idea to someone 



who does not accept Christianity. Use the study guide as practice 
for real conversations you will soon be having. 

Questions: For each question, write a short paragraph answer. 
Subheads are given to indicate which section you should refer to in 
answering each question. Some questions include multiple parts. 
Be sure your answer addresses all the parts.

Dialogues: Many assignments ask you to compose sample dia-
logues. This is the same training used by professional apologists 
like Greg Koukl. In a real conversation, you cannot simply dump 
an entire paragraph on someone; you have to unfold your ideas bit 
by bit, in response to the other person’s questions and objections. 
So strive to make your dialogues as realistic as possible to prepare 
yourself for real conversations with real people. Dialogues do not 
need to be long (about four comments by each character), but they 
should reflect a plausible conversation.

Each dialogue should start with a hypothetical person stating 
an objection based on the topic in the assignment. You think of an 
answer that keeps the discussion going. Have fun by giving your 
characters creative names. The dialogues will help you bridge the 
gap between knowing something and knowing how to explain it 
to others.

In a classroom or discussion group, participants should bring 
two copies of each dialogue and read them aloud dramatically with 
a partner. (Depending on the time, you may decide that each par-
ticipant will choose only one dialogue to present, while answering 
the other dialogues as ordinary questions.)



“I Lost My Faith at an Evangelical College”

give Me Evidence / Evidence from Life
1. The atheist philosopher Bertrand Russell was once asked what he 

would say if he died, stood before God, and God asked him, “Why 

didn’t you believe in Me?” Russell replied, “I would say, ‘Not enough 

evidence, God! Not enough evidence!’” Summarize the evidence from 

physical nature described in the text: 

Origin of the universe: 
Origin of life: 

Do you find this evidence persuasive? Why or why not?

Evidence from Personhood
2. What are the philosophical meanings of the terms personal and 

non-personal? How does the fact that humans are personal beings 

function as evidence for God? Do you find that evidence persuasive? 

Why or why not?

atheists’ Children and Their god 
3. Explain the concept of common grace. What are the implications 

for apologetics?

PART ONE



Tug of  war
4. What is an “epistemological sin”? Do you agree that at the heart 

of the human condition is an epistemological sin (i.e., sin related to 

knowledge)? Why or why not?

how humans hide
5. “An atheist professor once told me that the Bible teaches poly-

theism because the first commandment speaks of ‘other gods.’” This 

claim is made frequently on atheist Internet sites. Practice explaining 

what the first commandment really means to someone who claims 

that it teaches polytheism.

6. The text says that the easy-to-diagnose, surface-level sins are often 

driven by the more hidden sin of idolatry. Think of examples in your 

own life. Discuss if you feel comfortable doing so.

when good gifts are False gods
7. How can even good things become idols? Describe something good 

that you have been tempted to turn into an idol. Discuss if you feel 

comfortable doing so.

idols have Consequences
8. What does the Greek word nous mean? How does that give richer 

meaning to scriptural verses such as these: “God gave them up to a 

debased mind” (Rom. 1:28); “Be transformed by the renewal of your 

mind” (Rom. 12:2)? Add your own examples. 
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9. In debates over moral issues such as homosexuality, most people 

today use the word nature to mean behavior patterns observed among 

organisms in the natural world. What is the older meaning of the 

word nature, as in the phrase “human nature”? How is this traditional 

meaning expressed in Romans 1?

Five Strategic Principles 

Principle #1: Identify the Idol
10. The text says that every nonbiblical religion or worldview starts 

with an idol. It must locate an eternal, uncaused cause within the 

created order. Explain why, and list some examples. Can you think of 

any exceptions to this principle?

Principle #2: Identify the Idol’s Reductionism 
11. Define reductionism. In what way is reductionism like trying to 

stuff the entire universe into a box? Give an example.

12. How does reductionism affect one’s view of human nature? In 

your answer, explain this principle: “Every concept of humanity is 

created in the image of some god.” Use materialism as an example.

Principle #3: Test the Idol: Does It Contradict What We Know 
about the World?
13. “We can be confident that every idol-based worldview will fail.” It 

will be unable to account for what is knowable by general revelation. 

Explain why. Illustrate by using materialism as an example.



14. Explain how every idol-based worldview leads people to cognitive 

dissonance—a gap between what their worldview tells them and what 

they know from general revelation.

15. Explain how reductionism is a strategy of suppression. How is it 

used to suppress the evidence for God from general revelation?

Principle #4: Test the Idol: Does It Contradict Itself?
16. Define self-referential absurdity. Give an example of how the 

argument works. 

17. Explain why idol-based worldviews refute themselves. The text 

says that adherents of reductionist worldviews “have to borrow 

Christianity’s high view of reason in order to give reasons for their 

view.” Explain what that means.

Principle #5: Replace the Idol: Make the Case for Christianity
18. “What a powerful image of people caught in cognitive dissonance, 

reaching out to grab on to truths that their own worldviews deny—

truths that only a biblical worldview logically supports.” Unpack this 

sentence. Explain how secular thinkers are trying to hold on to truths 

that are logically supported only by Christianity.

Liberated Minds
19. Dialogue: When Finding Truth was in manuscript form, I 
taught a class using it as a text. One student, a father of pre-teens, 
said, “Your book is convicting me that I brush off my kids when 
they have questions about Christianity. I have made a commitment 
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that from now on, I will listen to my children and treat their ques-
tions seriously.”

But another student, a young woman from El Salvador, 
rejected the very idea of apologetics. In her view, the use of rea-
son to defend Christianity is a matter of “pride” and “the flesh.” 
“Christians should rely on the Holy Spirit,” she said, quoting Paul: 
“Has not God made foolish the wisdom of the world?” and “I 
decided to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ and him 
crucified” (1 Cor. 1:20; 2:2).

Write a dialogue as if you are speaking with the young woman 
from El Salvador. How would you persuade this woman that it is 
valid for Christians to defend their convictions?



P R I N C I P L E  # 1

Twilight of  the Gods

Leaving Teens vulnerable
1. Summarize the sociological research on young people who report 

having doubts or questions. Do you know anyone with doubts who is 

struggling to find answers? Are you struggling yourself?

Principle #1: Identify the Idol
2. How is the biblical word heart often misunderstood? What is its 

correct meaning? 

3. “Atheism is not a belief. Atheism is merely the lack of a belief in 

God or gods.” Because this is a common line among atheists today, you 

should know how to respond. Based on the text, what could you say?

4. What are the two advantages of using the biblical term idols for 

both secular and religious worldviews? (The second one is under the 

next subhead.)

religion without god
5. As you read through the rest of this chapter, make a diagram like 

the one presented here. On the left side, write the features that most 

people associate with religion. On the right side, explain why that fea-

ture is not a necessary part of the definition of religion. Give examples.

PART TWO
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Common 
Definitions 
of Religion

Why Isn’t That  
Definition Adequate?

6. Why are Buddhism, Taoism, and Confucianism described as athe-

istic religions?

religion without Morality
7. Give examples of amoral and even immoral religions.

Search for the divine
8. What is the one thing that characterizes all religions as well as all 

secular philosophies? Can you think of any exceptions?

Philosophers and Their gods
9. As you read through the rest of this chapter, make a diagram like 

the one presented here. On the left side, write the name of each ism 

discussed. On the right side, identify its idol. Go back and start with 

the section titled “Search for the Divine.”

Philosophy What Is Its Idol?



10. What does the Greek word arché mean? Do you agree that the 

early Greek philosophies qualify as idols under the definition in 

Romans 1? Give your reasons.

The Church of  Physics: idol of  Matter
11. Dialogue: I once had a Facebook discussion with a young fan 

of Richard Dawkins, who was outraged that I would suggest secu-

larism had anything in common with religion. To this young man, 

religion represented blind faith while science stood for reason and 

facts. Imagine yourself in a conversation with a young man like that. 

Write a dialogue in which you level the playing field by showing that 

all belief systems share the same basic structure.

12. Explain the logical steps that lead from materialism to Marxism’s 

economic determinism.

hume Meets the Klingons: idol of  the Senses
13. Like Data in Star Trek, atheists often charge that Christianity is 

“irrational” simply because it accepts the existence of a realm beyond 

the empirical world. Based on the text, how could you answer that 

charge?

inside the Matrix
14. Dialogue: Explain to an empiricist how his or her philosophy 

involves a divinity belief.
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Sensational Bacon, dubious descartes
15. One philosopher says that Enlightenment epistemologies set up 

“the first-person standpoint” as the only path to certainty. They turned 

the self into “the locus and arbiter of knowledge.” Explain what that 

means and what the end result was.

Signposts or dead Ends
16. Philosophers like Karl Popper and John Herman Randall pointed 

out the “religious character” of Enlightenment epistemologies. 

Explain what they meant.

Kant’s Mental Prison: idol of  the Mind 
17. What was Kant’s “Copernican revolution”? What was his God 

substitute? Define solipsism, and explain why philosophies that start 

within the human mind end in solipsism.

The artist as god: idol of  the imagination
18. Describe the evidence showing that, for the Romantics, the imag-

ination was their God substitute, and art was their substitute religion.

Cure for Blind Philosophers 
19. Read “The Blind Men and the Elephant” by John Godfrey Saxe 

on the following pages. How does it illustrate the origin of idols?



“The Blind Men and the Elephant”

It was six men of Indostan
To learning much inclined,
Who went to see the Elephant
(Though all of them were blind),
That each by observation
Might satisfy his mind.

The First approached the Elephant,
And happening to fall
Against his broad and sturdy side,
At once began to bawl:
“God bless me! but the Elephant
Is very like a WALL!”

The Second, feeling of the tusk,
Cried, “Ho, what have we here,
So very round and smooth and sharp?
To me ’tis mighty clear
This wonder of an Elephant
Is very like a SPEAR!”

The Third approached the animal,
And happening to take
The squirming trunk within his hands,
Thus boldly up and spake
“I see,” quoth he, “the Elephant
Is very like a SNAKE!”
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The Fourth reached out an eager hand,
And felt about the knee
“What most this wondrous beast is like
Is mighty plain” quoth he:
“’Tis clear enough the Elephant
Is very like a TREE!”

The Fifth, who chanced to touch the ear,
Said: “E’en the blindest man
Can tell what this resembles most;
Deny the fact who can,
This marvel of an Elephant
Is very like a FAN!”

The Sixth no sooner had begun
About the beast to grope,
Than seizing on the swinging tail
That fell within his scope,
“I see,” quoth he, “the Elephant
Is very like a ROPE!”

And so these men of Indostan
Disputed loud and long,
Each in his own opinion
Exceeding stiff and strong,
Though each was partly in the right,
And all were in the wrong!



The Joy of  Critical Thinking
20. How does Christianity affirm what is good and true in these 

philosophies?

Materialism:
Rationalism: 
Empiricism: 
Romanticism: 

The good, the True, and the Pagan
21. “Paul was making the astounding claim that Christianity provides 

the context of meaning for the Greeks to understand their own cul-

ture.” Explain what that means. Choose one example from our own 

day, and explain how the same principle can be applied.



P R I N C I P L E  # 2

How Nietzsche Wins

Principle #2: Identify the Idol’s Reductionism
1. The text argues that an idol-centered worldview is always dehu-

manizing. Explain why. In your answer, include an explanation of 

this sentence: “Every concept of humanity is created in the image of 

some god.”

dehumanize Thy neighbor
2. Reductionism is not just a philosophical concept. Think of ways 

your own tendency to live for idols has led you to use others for your 

own needs and goals. Discuss, if you feel comfortable doing so.

The Science of  Cheating
3. Read endnote 4 to learn about another study that was similar to the 

one reported in Scientific American. How did these findings support 

Romans 1? Read endnote 5. How do these studies implicitly affirm 

the reality of free will?

The Psychology of  Suppression 
4. Explain how reductionism functions as a strategy for suppres-

sion. Why do people suppress whatever does not fit into their 

world view box?



5. Why does an idol-centered worldview always produce a dualism or 

dichotomy in people’s thinking?

6. The text says we will identify the dehumanizing impact of two 

worldviews (materialism and postmodernism), in two religions, and 

in two political theories. As you read the chapter, make a diagram like 

the one presented here. On the top horizontal line, write the name of 

the worldview or religion being discussed. Under the line, answer two 

questions: What is its idol? What is its form of reductionism?

NAME

IDOL

REDUCTIONISM 

Crick: “nothing but a Pack of  neurons” 
7. Define eliminative materialism. What reasoning does it use to reach 

its conclusions? How does it refute itself?

“deepest irrationality”
8. Galen Strawson writes that eliminative materialism shows “that the 

capacity of human minds to be gripped by theory, by faith, is truly 

unbounded.” It reveals “the deepest irrationality of the human mind.” 

Unpack what he means. Describe Thomas Reid’s response. What do 

you think of Reid’s view? 
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revenge of  the romantics
9. Dialogue: What did Schopenhauer mean when he said, “Materialism 

is the philosophy of the subject who forgets to take account of 

himself ”? Some Christian apologists have adapted this argument to 

support a biblical worldview. Try your hand at using the argument in 

an imagined dialogue with a materialist.

Emerson’s Over-Soul 
10. Define neo-Platonism. Why does it qualify as an idol-belief? Read 

endnote 26 and explain what Paul means when he writes about the 

“fullness” of divinity. How is he taking the term from the early 

Gnostics and claiming it for Christianity?

The Great Chain of Being in Shakespeare’s day: Note that it has 
been Christianized so that the One is identified with the bibli-
cal God, and the 
spiritual entities 
are identified as 
angels. Christian 
neo-Platonism was 
widely held in the 
Middle Ages and 
the Renaissance.



hegel’s Evolutionary deity
11. Explain how Hegel altered the Great Chain of Being. Why did 

Nietzsche say that “without Hegel, there would have been no Darwin”? 

12. Define historicism. How does historicism undercut itself? In what 

way did Hegel make a tacit exception for himself? How did that create 

a new problem?

Triumvirate of  race, Class, gender
13. Explain the logical link leading from Hegel to postmodernism. 

What is the idol in postmodernism?

roots of  Political Correctness 
14. Dialogue: Engage with a postmodernist to show where you agree 

and where you disagree. Make a case that postmodernism is reduc-

tionistic, that it reduces individuals to products of society, race, class, 

gender, etc.

The Fall of  Postmodernism
15. Dialogue: Based on the text, explain to a postmodern Christian the 

reasons for not accepting a postmodern interpretation of Christianity.

Pantheism versus you
16. Dialogue: Many people who embrace pantheism claim that it 

gives greater meaning to life by causing us to see ourselves as part of 

an interconnected whole. In a conversation with a New Age friend, 

explain why pantheism is reductionistic and dehumanizing, and why 
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it does not give people the dignity and meaning that your friend is 

looking for.

islam versus human dignity
17. Dialogue: Practice explaining to a Muslim where Christianity and 

Islam agree and where they differ, and why the difference is crucial. 

From Secular idols to death Camps / From 
Liberators to despots
18. Describe the secular idols that led to Nazism and Communism, 

and their political consequences. In your view, what are today’s polit-

ical idols?

More Than is dreamed of  in your Philosophy
19. What biblical meaning is most often associated with the phrase 

“put to shame”? How does that change our understanding of Romans 

1:16?

20. Turn back to this diagram on page 113.

Western philosophy divides into two philosophical “families”

ROMANTICISM 

The Box of Mind

ENLIGHTENMENT

The Box of Things



(A) Review Principles #1 and #2. Make a diagram like the one 
presented here. Under ENLIGHTENMENT fill in all the isms we 
have discussed that belong to the Enlightenment category (the ana-
lytic tradition). Under ROMANTICISM fill in all the isms we have 
discussed that belong in the Romantic category (the continental 
tradition). As you read through the rest of the book, for every ism 
you encounter, decide which tradition it belongs to and write it in.

ROMANTICISM (continental tradition)

ENLIGHTENMENT (analytic tradition)

By mastering these two basic categories, you will find it much 
easier to make sense of the diversity of modern Western world-
views. Worldviews are not a scattershot of disconnected ideas to 
memorize, master, and slot into a grid. They form ongoing tradi-
tions that move along the same path, in the same basic direction, 
following the same map—either the Enlightenment map or the 
Romantic map. Or you can think of them as two genealogical lines 
connected by family resemblances. To make sense of any particular 
worldview, the first step is to identify the family lineage it belongs 
to and the common themes it shares. 

(B) What are those common themes? To get you started, here 
is a segment from the text: “The analytic tradition traces its roots 
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to the Enlightenment and tends to highlight science, reason, and 
facts. The continental tradition traces its roots to the Romantic 
movement and seeks to defend mind, meaning, and morality.”

Make a second diagram. As you review Principles #1 and #2, 
look for common themes or family resemblances within each of 
the two traditions and write them in:

Connecting themes in the continental tradition

Connecting themes in the analytic tradition



P R I N C I P L E  # 3

Secular Leaps of  Faith

1. Endnote 2 says the argument from evil fails logically. Explain why.

The gravity of  Fact
2. The text says that when we apply the practical test, “we can be 

confident that all idol-centered worldviews will be falsified.” Explain 

why. Use the CNN article as an example.

i, robot—we, Machines
3. Should Christians argue in favor of free will? Some Calvinists are 

not so sure. Read endnote 6. What do you think? Explain the differ-

ence between predestination and determinism.

Principle #3: Test the Idol: Does It Contradict What We Know 
about the World?
4. Why is free will such an enduring question in philosophy? Which 

distinctively human abilities depend on free will? Can you think of 

any additional abilities that depend on free will beyond those men-

tioned in the text?
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why Secularists Can’t Live with Secularism
5. What are some phrases showing that a worldview has bumped up 

against a reality it cannot explain? How does that serve to falsify the 

worldview?

double-Minded Secularists / Losing Total Truth
6. Why does every idol-centered worldview lead to a mental dichot-

omy or dualism? How is dualism a signal that evidence from general 

revelation is being suppressed? 

a Leap of  doubt 
7. We have come far enough to detect important patterns. As you 

read through the rest of this chapter, make a diagram like the one 

presented here. Go back to the sections titled “Why Secularists Can’t 

Live with Secularism” and “Double-Minded Secularists,” so you can 

include Strawson and Slingerland in your diagram.

A. List the name of each thinker discussed in the text.
B. List the ism that each thinker embraces.
C. List the phrases he uses that are clues to general 
revelation—the ideas that bubble up inescapably and 
irresistibly no matter which worldview he holds. I’ll give you 
the first one: Galen Strawson says he “can’t really live with” 
his own philosophy. The key phrase is what humans “can’t 
live with.” A worldview is supposed to be a guide to living 
in the world. When people cannot live on the basis of their 
worldview, that means they have bumped against the hard 



edge of a reality that does not fit their professed system of 
thought.
D. List the phrases he uses showing that evidence from 
general revelation is being suppressed. For example, Marvin 
Minsky says, “We’re virtually forced to maintain that belief, 
even though we know it’s false.” He is suppressing a truth 
that he is “forced to maintain” by reducing it to the status 
of a necessary falsehood—by putting it in the upper story.

Name ism
Clues to general 

revelation (phrases)
Clues to suppression 

(phrases)

When you have finished filling in your diagram, answer this ques-
tion: Why do secular thinkers suppress the evidence from general 
revelation?

atheism versus Civilization 
8. Smilansky acknowledges that his deterministic worldview is socially 

destructive. Explain why determinism has socially harmful conse-

quences. How does Smilansky propose to get around those negative 

consequences? What do you think about his proposal?

dawkins’s “intolerable” worldview 
9. How does Dawkins show that he has bumped up against the hard 

edge of a reality that does not fit his worldview? Why would the con-

sequences of his worldview be “intolerable”?
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Einstein’s dilemma
10. What does the phrase “as if ” signal? Why did Kant propose the 

phrase? Read endnote 23 and explain why even Einstein’s scientific 

work depends on free will.

Secular Mysticism
11. Why did Francis Schaeffer claim that any worldview that contains 

an epistemological dualism leads to “mysticism”? Explain how the 

examples in the text support Schaeffer’s claim.

darwinian Psychopaths
12. The text says, “We can picture worldviews falling along a con-

tinuum: The more consistently people work out the logic of their 

worldview, the more reductionistic the result will be, the wider the 

gap, and the further its leap into irrational mysticism.” How does 

Edward Slingerland exemplify this ever-widening gap? 

13. How do the Greek terms for “futile” and “foolish” throw new light 

on how Romans 1:21 can be applied to today’s secular worldviews? 

How can Paul’s statement that those who worship idols are “without 

excuse” be applied to secular worldviews?

MiT Prof: My Children are Machines
14. Brooks’s worldview contradicts his own lived experience so sharply 

that he says he “maintains two sets of inconsistent beliefs.” The text 

calls this “the tragedy of the postmodern age.” Why is it a tragedy?



Chesterton: Christianity “Too good to Be True”
15. How does a biblical view of humanity lead to a unified, logically 

consistent worldview? Explain why Chesterton says secularists reject 

Christianity not because it is a bad theory but because it seems “too 

good to be true.” 

walking Off the Postmodern Map
16. Dialogue: Imagine talking with a postmodernist. Based on the 

text, how could you argue against his or her anti-realism? 

don’t impose your Facts
17. How do most people apply postmodernism selectively? How does 

that lead to a dualism or dichotomy in the way people think and act? 

(If you’ve read Total Truth, how does this dichotomy represent the 

fact/value split?)

a harvard Professor’s admission
18. The text quotes two philosophers (Parfit and Harries) who admit 

outright that they hold inconsistent beliefs. Summarize what they say. 

Then make the case that Christianity offers a unified view of truth. 

Keep in mind that, as the introduction says, you should use the study 

guide answers to practice doing apologetics with real people. 

19. Explain the religious motivations that drove Francis Crick and 

James Watson in their search for reductionist theories.
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Secularism is Too Small for Secularists
20. Dialogue: The text says, “We should begin by expressing solidarity 

with their deepest longings for meaning and significance—and then 

show that in a biblical worldview, those longings are not merely illu-

sions or useful fictions.” Write out a conversation modeling what this 

would look like.



P R I N C I P L E  # 4

Why Worldviews Commit Suicide

1. Explain reverse engineering. How do biologists use it? How does it 

provide evidence of design?

2. How is Michael Ruse’s thinking an example of cognitive dissonance? 

it’s not Brain Surgery … Oh wait, yes it is
3. Explain how Freud’s notion that religion is wish fulfillment can be 

turned against his own theory. 

Tests for Truth 
4. Explain self-referential absurdity. Explain why idol-based world-

views commit suicide.

Principle #4: Test the Idol: Does It Contradict Itself? 
5. Define logical positivism. How was it discredited? Do you still hear 

emotivist views expressed today? Give an example.

6. As you read through this chapter, make a diagram like the one 
presented here. For each school of thought that commits suicide: 
List the ism. Describe its form of reductionism. Explain why it 
refutes itself. Start with logical positivism.
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Name the 
ism

Describe Its  
Reductionism 

How Does It 
Undercut Itself?

hitting the Marx
7. Dialogue: Choose one of the theories discussed in this section. 

Create a realistic dialogue with someone who holds that theory. Help 

the person to see how the theory undercuts itself.

debunking the debunkers
8. How do reductionist worldviews try to avoid committing suicide? 

How does that “solution” create yet another problem?

9. The text says “all worldviews have to borrow a Christian episte-

mology.… They have to function as if Christianity is true, even as 

they reject it.” Summarize the biblical basis for epistemology, and then 

explain why other worldviews have to borrow it.

C. S. Lewis unmasks Materialism 
10. Dialogue: Imagine a conversation with a materialist. Help him or 

her see that the position commits suicide and is therefore untenable.

Evolution Cannot Survive itself  
11. Dialogue: Imagine a conversation with an avid supporter of 

evolutionary epistemology. Craft a realistic dialogue in which you 

explain how it undercuts the very basis for rationality—and therefore 

undercuts itself.



darwin’s Selective Skepticism
12. The passage by Darwin about his “horrid doubt” is typically mis-

interpreted to mean he himself realized that his theory committed 

suicide. Explain how Darwin applied his doubt selectively. Then 

explain why Darwinism undercuts not only itself but also the entire 

scientific enterprise.

why Science is a “Miracle”
13. Dialogue: You are talking to a secular person who insists that 

Christianity has always stood in the way of science and progress. 

Explain how Christianity provided the philosophical underpinnings 

for the rise of modern science. Then explain why even today, anyone 

who wants to pursue science has to adopt an epistemology derived 

from a Christian worldview—at least in practice.

Postmodern Prison
14. Dialogue: Argue in a polite and respectful manner with your uni-

versity literature professor who is a postmodernist, showing that the 

theory commits suicide. In your explanation, include the concept of 

“performative contradiction.”

Barthes Busted
15. Explain what “deconstructionism” means, the logic behind it, and 

how it contains a fatal internal contradiction. How do deconstruc-

tionists try to avoid that contradiction? Does it work?
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Postmodernism and Terror
16. Where did many postmodernists get their opposition to meta-

narratives? What did they propose as a solution? What is the problem 

with that solution? Why does postmodernism lead to complicity with 

evil and injustice?

The Tyranny of  diversity
17. Explain how postmodernism became imperialistic and coercive. 

Describe any examples that you have encountered.

Losing your Self
18. Explain the difference between a modernist and a postmodernist 

view of the self. How does a postmodern view refute itself?

The Trinity for Postmoderns 
19. Practice explaining how the Christian concept of the Trinity offers 

a better answer than either modernism or postmodernism to the bal-

ance of individual and community.

Escape from reductionism
20. Dialogue: Choose one example from this section and imagine a 

conversation in which you make the positive case that Christianity 

offers better answers than any competing worldview. 



P R I N C I P L E  # 5

Free-Loading Atheists

Principle #5: Replace the Idol: Make the Case for Christianity 
1. Dialogue: Imagine a conversation with someone who holds moral 

relativism or skepticism or some other position that you think of 

yourself. Create a realistic dialogue in which you show such persons 

that their behavior contradicts their own worldview, and that in prac-

tice they “borrow” from a biblical worldview.

The Confession of  richard rorty 
2. Why does Richard Rorty call himself a “free-loading atheist”? Do 

you agree that Christianity is the only source of universal rights? Why 

or why not? (Read endnote 8 for more background.)

3. As you read through the chapter, make a list of the truths that 

free-loading atheists borrow from Christianity. (Go back to the 

beginning of the chapter and include any examples you find up to 

this point.) When you are finished, take one of those truths as an 

example and make a persuasive case that Christianity provides its only 

adequate philosophical basis.

4. Dialogue: The text says, “Atheists often denounce Christianity as 

harsh and negative. But in reality it offers a much more positive view 

of the human person than any competing religion or worldview. It 
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is so appealing that adherents of other worldviews keep free-loading 

the parts they like best.” Drawing on the text, how could you make a 

positive case for Christianity?

what Makes Science Possible?
5. Dialogue: Write a dialogue making the case that (in the words of 

Paul Davies) “science can proceed only if the scientist adopts an essen-

tially theological world view.”

an atheist decries humanism
6. Dialogue: Imagine having a conversation with someone who is a 

“humanist” in John Gray’s definition of the term. Make a persua-

sive case that his or her high view of human dignity derives from 

Christianity and is a case of free-loading. (Read endnote 13 for more 

detail from Gray.) 

nagel: darwin “almost Certainly False”
7. Explain the reasons Thomas Nagel gives for “why the materialist 

neo-Darwinian conception of nature is almost certainly false.”

8. What reasons does Nagel give for rejecting theism? Explain how he 

is free-loading.

Problems of  a “Proud atheist” 
9. Raymond Tallis says that “something rather important about us is 

left unexplained by evolutionary theory”—or rather, several things. 



Choose two things and in your own words tell why they are “left 

unexplained by evolutionary theory.”

10. Choose an example of “neuro-evolutionary reductionism” (in art, 

literature, legal theory, philosophy, economics, politics, theology, or 

any other field), research it, and write a description of its claims. How 

would you critique those claims?

11. Why does Tallis reject neurotheology as applied to Christianity? 

Do you think his objection is a good one?

gimme That Old-Time Philosophy
12. The text describes several examples of atheists who seek to hijack 

the spiritual and emotional benefits of religion. Choose one, research 

it in greater depth, and describe how it seeks to make secular ideas 

fulfill spiritual aspirations. 

a Mass for Charles darwin
13. Define scientism. Explain how it goes beyond anything that sci-

ence could possibly establish.

14. How does evolution itself sometimes function as a religion? 

Listen to a segment from “Missa Charles Darwin.” This is the Kyrie 

eleison (“Lord have mercy”) with words from Darwin substituted: 

www.gregorywbrown.com/missa-charles-darwin/.

Evolutionary religion
15. What is Stuart Kauffman’s definition of “God,” and why does he 

retain the word at all?
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16. Summarize Jeremy Rifkin’s spiritualist view of evolution. In 

what way do religious views of evolution give a clue to general 

revelation?

Losing Faith, Finding god / Bertrand russell
17. Make two lists, side by side. Based on my personal story, list 

the consequences of giving up Christianity. On the left, summarize 

Christian teaching. On the right, summarize the secular view that 

results when Christianity is given up.

Think of additional consequences of giving up Christianity beyond 

those mentioned in the text, and add them to your list. 

18. Dialogue: Imagine a conversation with someone like I was as 

a teenager, ready to give up Christianity. Choose some of the con-

sequences described in the text and paraphrase them in your own 

words. Gently help this person recognize that the consequences of 

abandoning Christianity are far-reaching, and encourage him or her 

to think twice about it—as no one did for me!

what is Your answer?
19. The text says, “When people raise questions about Christianity, 

often the best response is not to shut them down, but precisely the 

opposite.” Explain why, then choose an example and illustrate what 

that approach might look like.



Lesson from To Kill a Mockingbird
20. The text says that learning other people’s worldviews should be 

motivated by love for them. Readers of Finding Truth have told me 

they had not connected apologetics with love before. Practice explain-

ing to another person why the two are connected.



How Critical Thinking Saves Faith

1. Chesterton wrote that ideas are actually more dangerous to the per-

son who has never studied them—that a new idea will “fly to his head 

like wine to the head of a teetotaler.” Do you agree? Why or why not?

Churched but not Prepared
2. Summarize in your own words the five strategic principles described 

in Finding Truth.

Principle #1

Principle #2

Principle #3

Principle #4

Principle #5

Stealth Secularism
3. Choose one movement in art or literature, research it, and describe 

in greater detail the worldview that motivates it. (You can use Saving 

Leonardo for your research.)

PART THREE



what wags your Theology?
4. Make a diagram like the one presented here. On the left side, list 

the names of the theological schools discussed in the text and sum-

marize each one’s basic tenets. On the right side, write the philosophy 

each one was influenced by. Do you know any additional examples of 

theologies that were influenced by some school of philosophy? If so, 

explain.

Theological School Which philosophy helped shape it?

5. Choose one form of liberal theology, research it, and describe in 

greater detail the philosophy that motivates it. 

Critique and Create
6. The text says, “Christians often have a habit of defining themselves 

by what they are against. Yet to oppose what is wrong, it is most 

effective to offer something better.” Choose an example from the text, 

or one that you think of yourself, and suggest principles for being a 

redemptive force in that area of life.

a Total Book for Total Truth
7. All systems of thought are structurally the same: they start with 

certain foundational assumptions that color everything else. How 

does that common structure help make sense of Scripture’s claim that 

all truth—not just spiritual truth—begins with God?
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Crazy Crae: how do we Break Free? 
8. Do you recognize a sacred/secular split in your own thinking?

9. Where did the sacred/secular split come from? 

10. What did you appreciate most in the section about Lecrae?



SAMPLE TEST

Total Possible Points: 100

Name: _____________________________________________

Write short paragraph answers to the following questions.

1. What is Principle #1?  (Points: 15)

First state what the principle is. Then explicate it in greater detail. 
In your answer, be sure to cover these questions:

•	What	is	an	idol,	according	to	Romans	1?
•	 Give	 at	 least	 one	 verse	 from	 Romans	 1	 supporting	 your	
definition of an idol.
•	Give	at	least	3	examples	of	worldviews	and	their	idols.
•	Use	the	poem	of	the	blind	men	and	the	elephant	to	illustrate	
what an idol is.
•	 Write	 anything	 else	 you	 think	 is	 important	 for	 applying	
Principle #1. (This is where you have a chance to show everything 
you know beyond what was covered in the questions.)

2. What is Principle #2? (Points: 20)

First state what the principle is. Then explicate it in greater detail. 
In your answer, be sure to cover these questions:

•	What	does	the	term	reductionism mean?
•	Why	do	idol-based	worldviews	lead	to	reductionism?	



371

•	Give	a	passage	from	Romans	1	that	explains	why	idols	lead	
to a lower, less humane view of humanity.
•	How	does	the	process	of	reductionism	explain	why	idols	lead	
to treating people badly (the long list of destructive behaviors 
at the end of Romans 1)?
•	 Give	 at	 least	 3	 examples	 of	 reductionism.	 In	 each	 case,	
explain what the idol is, and how it leads to reductionism.
•	 Write	 anything	 else	 you	 think	 is	 important	 for	 applying	
Principle #2.

3. What is Principle #3? (Points: 35)

First state what the principle is. Then explicate it in greater detail. 
In your answer, be sure to cover these questions:

•	What	is	general	revelation?
•	How	can	we	use	general	revelation	to	test	worldviews?
•	 Why	 do	 idol-based	 worldviews	 typically	 get	 some	 things	
right?
•	Why	do	they	always	get	some	things	wrong?	(Use	the	concept	
of reductionism in your answer.)
•	What	do	they	do	with	the	things	they	cannot	explain?
•	How	do	they	lead	to	dualism—holding	two	inconsistent	and	
contradictory views? 
•	Which	concept	from	Romans	1	explains	the	motivation	for	
creating a dualism?
•	Give	at	least	3	examples	of	thinkers	whose	philosophy	leads	
to dualism.



•	Write	anything	else	you	think	 is	 important	 for	applying	
Principle #3.

4. What is Principle #4? (Points: 20)

First state what the principle is. Then explicate it in greater detail. 
In your answer, be sure to cover these questions:

•	What	does	it	mean	for	a	worldview	to	be	self-refuting	(it	is	
self-referentially absurd, it commits suicide)? 
•	Why	are	idol-based	worldviews	self-refuting?
•	Give	at	least	3	examples	of	worldviews	that	are	self-refuting.	
In each case, explain why.
•	How	 do	 people	 try	 to	 avoid	 the	 problem	 of	 self-refuting	
worldviews? Why doesn’t that strategy work?
•	 Write	 anything	 else	 you	 think	 is	 important	 for	 applying	
Principle #4.

5. What is Principle #5? (Points: 10)

First state what the principle is. Then explicate it in greater detail. 
In your answer, be sure to cover these questions:

•	Why	 do	 so	 many	 non-Christians	 reach	 over	 and	 borrow	
from Christianity?
•	Give	at	least	3	examples	of	free-loading.
•	How	does	free-loading	suggest	a	strategic	starting	point	in	
making a case for Christianity?
•	One	way	to	highlight	the	attractive	features	of	Christianity	is	
to show where secularists borrow from it. Another way is to ask 
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what you lose when you give it up. Choose at least 2 elements 
of a Christian worldview and explain the consequences of 
giving them up.
•	 Write	 anything	 else	 you	 think	 is	 important	 for	 applying	
Principle #5.
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