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PREFACE

God demands that men live pure lives. “Blessed are the pure in
heart: for they shall see God” (Mat. 5:8). Paul instructed Timothy:
“Neither be partaker of other men’s sins: keep thyself pure” (1 Tim.
5:22). Yet, today it seems as if living pure lives is increasingly
difficult. Theworld isfull of evil and seemingly growing worse daily.
The leadership in this nation has also hindered the situation. The
revelations of the President’s actions and the inaction of the senate
have put a stamp of approval on worldliness. All types of worldliness
are being accepted as normal. What happens in the world soon makes
it way into the Lord’s church; thus worldliness is now seen in many
churches. Many Christians, being desensitized by thewickednessof the
world, no longer recognize worldliness. Therefore, we saw the need to
have a series of studies dealing with this great evil. We express
profound appreciation to the men who are speaking and writing for this
book. Their soundness and stand against the lust of thisworld (1 John
2:15-17) isthe reason they have been selected. We commend each for
their timein preparing and delivering of these lessons.

Appreciation is also conveyed to the elders of this congregation:
Paul Brantley, Bill Gallaher, and Fred Stancliff. Without thesemen this
lectureship would not exist. These men have the foresight needed as
overseersof the Bellview congregation and are sound inthefaith. This
congregation and the church universal are greatly blessed by their
work. Without a congregation which will follow the lead of faithful
men, the work they set out will not be accomplished. Thus, thanks are
also expressed to the members of this congregation who work so
diligently in the lectureship and the publication of this book. Many
spend a great amount of time and money to ensure the success of the
lectures. They do so, not to receive a corruptible crown but an
incorruptibleone (1 Cor. 9:25), that fades not away, reserved in heaven
for them (1 Pet. 1:4).

A specia thanksisextended to Gary Summerswho did much of the
proof-reading and for his suggestions. We want to thank him for taking
the time out of his busy schedule and using his ability to aid in
producing this book. Thanks is also given to the secretary (Denise
Mowery) for her countless hours. We now send this book forth in the
prayer that it will help precious souls to avoid the pitfalls of
Worldliness.

Michael Hatcher, Director
April 2, 1999



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Living Soberly, Righteously, And Godly

JONNMOOKE . ..
Denying Ungodliness And Worldly Lusts

NoahHackworth ........ ... ... ... ... . .
Causes of Worldliness

CliffordNewdll ....... ... .. .
Hedonism

B.J Clarke ...
Humanism

Danidl Denham . ........ ...
Educational System

Mark MCWhorter . ... e
The Media

Jerry Murrell ...
Occultism

Harrell Davidson ... ot e 111

Examining One'sLife

Tommy Hicks ... 124

Purity Of Mind, Life, Speech (series)

DavidBrown ... 141

Disobedience To Parents

JesseWhitlock . ... 178

Pride

Joel Wheeler ... ... 191

Envy

Flavil Nichols . ........ .. e 202

Immodest Apparel

DavidBaker . ... 217

Dancing

Roger Jackson . ... ..o 228

Pornography

GeneBurgett . ... 240

Fornication And Adultery

CUtISCaES . .ttt 250

Abortion And Euthanasia

TIMSMIth .. 263

Homosexuality

KentBailey ...... ... 273

Alcohol, Tobacco, And Drug Use

Danny BOX . ..o 287



Covetousness

Wedey SImons ........................

Materialism

lraY.Rice,Jr. ...

Stealing

GussEoff ...

Gambling

GarlandEIKins .. ......... ... o

Anger, Hatred, And Malice

MarvinWeir ......... ... .. .

Backbiters And Gossips

DavidHester .............. ...,

Lying And Corrupt Communication

Bobby Liddell .................. ... ...,

Denominationalism

DubMcClish ......... ... i,

Wastefulness

EddieWhitten ............. ... .. ... .. ..

Consequences Of Worldliness

RonnieHayes .........................

.............. 311



LIVING SOBERLY,
RIGHTEOUSLY, AND GODLY

John W. Moore

John Moore is a graduate of Southwest Texas State Uni
versity in San Marcos, Texas (B.S., and M.Ed.), and he has
studied in Israel at Jerusalem University College, where he
earned the Certificate in Historical Geography. A specialist in
New Testament Studies, he has conducted further graduate
work in the field of New Testament textual studies, as well as in
the Greek language at Austin Theological Seminary and at the
graduate school at Abilene Christian University.

John formerly served as the Bible Chair director at South-
west Texas State University where he taught Bible courses for
university credit. He has practical experience serving as the
campus evangelist with the University congregation in San Marcos. In connection with
his work among college and university students he has coordinated and successfully
conducted a number of foreign evangelistic campaigns to the islands of Jamaica and
Trinidad. He serves as the coordinator for the evangelistic campaigns which the school
conducts each year.

He currently serves as an instructor in the Southwest School of Bible Studies in
Austin, Texas, a position he has held since May, 1995. John is a frequent speaker at
gatherings of Christian young people and is a speaker on lectureships throughout the
brotherhood. In addition, he holds several gospel meetings each year.

John is married to Carla (Garner) and they have three sons: Jordan, Jacob, and
Micah.

INTRODUCTION

Titus is a wonderful letter from an experienced gospel preacher to
his son in the faith. After leaving Titus on the island of Crete, the
apostle Paul penned this letter instructing this young evangelist in his
work and life as a gospel preacher. Titus had been given the divine
mandate to set the church in order (Tit. 1:5). He must do so by ordain-
ing elders (Tit. 1:5), correcting the unsound (Tit. 1:13), speaking
sound doctrine (Tit. 2:1), and putting the brethren in remembrance to
perform every good work (Tit. 3:1). Titus is also instructed to com-
mand various groups (e.g., the aged men and women, young men and
women, and servants) to adhere to the Christian principles which
govern the various stations in life (Tit. 2). Among each of these
stations, the principle of moral purity and godliness is demanded.
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These demands are revealed through the gospel of Christ, known as
“the grace of God that bringeth salvation” (Tit. 2:11).

The grace of God is an “unspeakable gift” (2 Cor. 9:15). It is
God's mercy being granted to a totally unworthy people who alone
are unable to save themselves. Apart from God’s kindness and love,
man would be forever separated from the blessings of heaven; he
would be without hope and alienated from Christ. This grace is
bestowed freely upon all who obey the gospel (Tit. 2:11; Rom. 6:17-
18). Whether they are rich or poor, educated or uneducated, light-
complexioned or dark-complexioned, tall or short, big or small, it
makes no difference to God, for He is no respecter of persons (Rom.
2:11). All have the opportunity to benefit from the grace of God.

The grace of God, however, does not exclude obedience to the
approved law of God. God has done His part by providing a sacrifice
for sin and a plan by which man can acquire the benefits of the eternal
sacrifice. Man must do his part through faith and works to be justified
(Jam. 2:14-26). He must accept and obey the terms of pardon whereby
it can then be said that he or she is a child of God. As children of
God, men and women must walk in the light of God's Word, confess
sin, repent, and pray to remain in the grace of God (1 John 1:7f; Acts
8:22). Truly, God's grace saves the sinner, but it also teaches (Tit.
2:12) that man must not be worldly. Can it be said any plainer?
God's grace requires, expects, demands that man do something to be
a beneficiary of the blessings of salvation. God's grace requires a
denia of al that is ungodly and a demonstration of that which is
sober, righteous, and godly (Tit. 2:12).

Those who are recipients of God’s grace must live according to a
higher standard. They are caled to a nobler purpose as a “peculiar
people, zealous of good works” (Tit. 2:14). Having obeyed the gospel
(i.e., through faith, repentance, confession, and water baptism), the
believer isto live anew and different life. Paul said, “If any man bein
Christ, he is a new creature: old things are passed away; behold, all
things are become new” (2 Cor. 5:17). If we are risen with Christ, we
should “ seek those things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the
right hand of God” (Col. 3:1). Those who have been made alive in
Christ must walk in “good works’ (Eph. 2:10). As living stones of
God' s house (1 Pet. 2:5), the Christian isto show “forth the praises of
him who hath called you out of darkness into his marvellous light”
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(1 Pet. 2:9). The child of God is to be a holy person with peculiar
convictions (1 Pet. 2:9). His or her mind is to be renewed by the
transforming power of the gospel instead of being conformed to the
world and its fleshly lusts, which war on the soul (Rom. 12:1-2; 1 Pet.
2:11). His or her life is to be characterized by the light in contrast to
the satanic forces of darkness. Their lives should reflect true holiness
asthey “walk worthy of the vocation” by which they are called (Eph.
4:1). Their calling is different and vastly greater than any human
endeavor. It requires first and foremost a life of sobriety, righteous-
ness, and godliness.

DEFINING SOBRIETY,
RIGHTEOUSNESS, AND GODLINESS
Sobriety:

“Sober” trand ates the Greek sophronos, which belongsto agroup
of words with similar roots which have the meaning of “reasonable,
sensible, and prudent.”? These synonyms are, in the Greek language,
largely derived from extra-biblical literature and thus do not entirely
represent the full concept of sobriety, though they come close. The
stem sophronos is found in Mark 5:15, Luke 8:35, Acts 26:25,
Romans 12:3, 2 Corinthians 5:13, 1 Timothy 2:9, 15, 3:12, 2 Timothy
1.7, Titus 1:8, Titus 2:2, 4-6, 12, and 1 Peter 4:7; it expresses the
attitudes of sound mind, self-discipline, self-control, sensibility, and
rationality. Living soberly, therefore, means that one should have
his/her life under control of the mind.® The desires of the flesh, such
as “the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life’
(1 John 2:16), are constantly warring on our souls by tempting us to
indulgein the flesh. The mind must bein control of the body so as not
to fulfill the lust of the flesh (cf., Gal. 5:16f), but the mind must be
governed by the Word of God. Paul wrote:

The weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but mighty through God

to the pulling down of strong holds;) Casting down imaginations, and

every high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God,

and bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of Christ

(2 Cor. 10:4-5).
Controlling the mind is essentia to living the Christian life, and the
mind can only be controlled when it has been trained and exercised by
the Word of God.
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The Christian must be in control of his’her mind. Peter wrote that
we should “gird up the loins’ of our minds (1 Pet. 1:13). Here the
imagery is clear if we think of a long, flowing garment of the first
century hanging down to the ankles. On a journey or during manual
labor (e.g., washing the disciples feet, cf., John 13), a man might
bind his garment up and out of the way of his feet so as not to be
tripped or ruin the clothing. The garment wastied instead of loosed. It
was “gathered up” instead of flowing. Similarly, the mind must be
girded or bound. It must not be loose or free to think anything it
wants. The thoughts of the mind are to be harnessed and brought
under the control of God's will. The mind must possess pure and
wholesome thoughts that are characterized by justice, truth, honesty,
virtue, and goodness (Phi. 4:8).

What a person thinks is exceedingly important. The Bible says,
“As he thinketh in his heart, so is he” (Pro. 23:7). Whatever one
harbors in his heart will most likely be acted upon. Jesus taught that
adultery comes when we lust; murder, when we hate; and theft, when
we covet (Mark 7:21f). If, therefore, behavior is the result of our
thoughts, it behooves every Christian then to think on good things.
Living soberly demands that our thoughts be controlled and influ-
enced by the right kind of information, stimuli, etc. If we read, hear,
and see the filth of the world, our minds will be tainted and desensi-
tized to sin and all ungodliness. | realize that on some occasions we
cannot escape hearing curse words in the workplace or occasionally
witnessing immorality, but we can and must prevent our lives from
being inundated by evil. The Christian must not willingly subject his
or her mind to immoral behavior or speech. The more evil we hear by
means of thetelevision, books, newspapers, evil companions, etc., the
less likely we will be to blush at our sins. Like the Jews of the pre-
captivity in Jeremiah 6, we can also become calloused to sin so as not
to be ashamed about unrighteousness. We, too, can fail to see the
problems and proclaim, “Peace, peace; when there is no peace’ (Jer.
6:14). We behave on the basis of what we think. We think on the
things we see, hear, and read. It follows then that if we desireto bein
control of our minds (i.e., to be sober), we must absorb and embrace
that which is good and true.

The differentiation between good and evil is done on the basis of a
sober mind. As mentioned earlier, sobriety involves rationality and
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sensibility. Being able to determine what is right or wrong is depend-
ent upon amind that is spiritually rational and sensible. This spiritual
rationality can only come from a properly exercised mind. In Hebrews
5:12-14, we learn that minds are to be exercised by the Word of God.
One can never be sober without a proper training in God’'s Word. The
study of God’s Word will mold and shape our thinking, thus enabling
us to make proper decisions and choices. Therefore, regular Bible
study is absolutely essential to thinking soberly.

The meaning of sobriety is also stressed in the Sermon on the
Mount. Religious leaders during the Lord's public ministry were
puffed up about their religious heritage and demonstrated this by an
outward manifestation of religiosity. They were more concerned
about how they looked and what people thought than with a true
inward character of righteousness. Jesus called their religion hypoc-
risy, for they were white and garnished on the outside, but like atomb
on the inside—they were dead. Inwardly they were full of extortion
and excess. In Matthew 5, 6, 7, 15, 22, and 23, Jesus stressed the
essential nature of proper thinking. He emphasized that our minds be
controlled, disciplined, and rational. He demanded that al believers
stop the adultery and murder taking place in their hearts and to prac-
tice a righteousness which is pure and deeply imbedded in the inner
part of aman (Mat. 5:20). Indeed, achild of God must be sober. He or
she must be in control of their thoughts, making certain they are
spiritually sensible and pure.

Righteously

Like sober, righteoudly is an adverb. Adverbs qualify or modify
verbs, and in the context of Titus 2:12, the verb live is qualified by
righteously. The Christian life (i.e., the behavior and manner of an
individual) should be qualified or characterized by righteousness.
Righteousness, in early Hebrew, had the meaning of “straight” or
“right.” “The corresponding Greek term is dikaios, and in Greek
society referred to that which is in accordance with law or social
norm.”* Homer® used it with regard to

one whose behavior fitted into the framework of his society and who
fulfilled his rightful obligations toward the gods and his fellowmen,
his observance of such obligations serving to differentiate him from
the unrighteous.6
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In the New Testament, dikaios is variously trandated depending upon
the context and part of speech. English terms such as “righteous, just,
equity, acquittal, and innocence” are used by transators and exposi-
tors to convey the meaning of dikaios. In rabbinic Judaism, the con-
cept of righteousness was completely wedded to the “importance and
essential nature of keeping the law.” The Pharisees in the New Testa-
ment represented this kind of righteousness as per their strict concern
and observance for even the small things of the law (cf., Mat. 23:23).
Their righteousness, however, was on the part of many, only an
outwar d appearance of righteousness (Mat. 23:28). While they were
greatly concerned with observers knowing of their righteousness, they
failed in true righteousness on two accounts: (1) They did not possess
an inner righteousness of a pure heart shaped by truth and love; and
(2) they went about to establish “their own righteousness’ (Rom.
10:3; cf., Phi. 3:9) by legidating and observing man-made traditions.
Consequently, they did not submit to the righteousness of God (cf.,
Rom. 10:3). The Pharisees“omitted the weightier matters of the law,”
such as “judgment, mercy, and faith” (Mat. 23:23) and thus failed to
betruly righteous.

The righteousness expected under the New Testament, and by
Jews before the testament went into force, is to be a righteousness
based on God’ s terms. True righteousness must exceed the righteous-
ness of the Pharisees (Mat. 5:20). In the gospel accounts, the writers
reveal the Lord’s true intent regarding righteousness. It is God's
righteousness which must first be sought: “Seek ye first the kingdom
of God, and his righteousness’ (Mat. 6:33; cf., Jam. 1:20). A man-
made system of righteousness will not bring about God’ s grace, care,
or mercy. Today, there are many religious groups who have estab-
lished a system of laws, creeds, faith, etc., which are foreign to the
Bible. These groups are teaching multitudes upon multitudes that one
can become righteous by merely believing in Jesus or by submission
to acatechism or by an encounter with the Holy Spirit.

The New Testament system of righteousness involves many
important elements. These elements can be summarized as follows:
(1) The Source of Righteousness; (2) the Servants of Righteousness;
and (3) The Son and Righteousness. First, to understand the system of
righteousness, man must know of the Sour ce of righteousness. Jesus
revealed in Hisintercessory prayer that God isrighteous (John 17:25).
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Indeed, the Bible is replete with references about God's righteous-
ness. He, above all of creation, istruly righteous. Observe the follow-
ing Scriptures about God’ s righteousness:

For all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God; Being

justified freely by his grace through the redemption that isin Christ

Jesus: Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in

his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that

are past, through the forbearance of God; To declare, | say, at this

time his righteousness: that he might be just, and the justifier of him

which believeth in Jesus (Rom. 3:23-26).

If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is
not in us. If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us
our sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness (1 John 1:8-9).

Righteous art thou, O LORD, and upright are thy judgments (Psa.
119:137).

The LORD isrighteousin all hisways, and holy in al his works (Psa.
145:17).
Not only is God righteous, but His judgments and statutes are

righteous. Consider the following biblical truths:

I will praise thee with uprightness of heart, when | shall have learned

thy righteous judgments (Psa. 119:7).

Righteous art thou, O LORD, and upright are thy judgments (Psa.

119:137).

Thy word is true from the beginning: and every one of thy righteous
judgments endureth for ever (Psa. 119:160).

Which is a manifest token of the righteous judgment of God, that ye
may be counted worthy of the kingdom of God, for which ye also
suffer (2 The. 1:5).

Truly, God is righteous. His righteousness and His plan to make
man righteous is revealed in the Bible. The Source of righteousness,
God, has given us the informational source by which man can become
righteous. The psalmist said that “thy commandments are righteous-
ness’ (Psa. 119:172). In other words, the means to achieve righteous-
ness is to be found in the Sacred Text. Remember what Paul told
Timothy: “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profit-
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righ-
teousness” (2 Tim. 3:16). The source informing man about true
righteousness is to be found in God’'s Word. For man to become
righteous, he or she must first study God's system of righteousness
revealed to man through the apostles and prophets by means of God's
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Spirit. The Holy Spirit, known as the Spirit of Truth (John 16:13),
revealed the written Word. This Word “will reprove the world of sin,
and of righteousness, and of judgment” (John 16:8). Man cannot
know righteousness apart from the law of God. We are completely
dependent upon God's revelation for our becoming righteous. Thus,
God isthe Source of al righteousness.

The second element of righteousnessinvolveswhat men must do
to become righteous; or, as Paul says, to become “servants of righ-
teousness’ (Rom. 6:18). No sinner will ever become righteous apart
from the “law of faith” (Rom. 3:27). After having heard the gospel, a
man can then believe unto righteousness (Rom. 10:10). However,
unto differs from into and thus aman is not made righteous by simply
believing. If oneis nigh unto death, he is not yet dead but close to it.
Similarly, onewho believes unto Christ is near to salvation but not yet
righteous. Righteousness results when one believes and obeys. For
example, Paul revealsthat the recipients of the Roman epistle became
righteous when they “obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine
which was delivered” (Rom. 6:17). Not until they obeyed the gospel
(i.e., faith, repentance, confession, and water baptism) were these
individuals considered righteous. They became righteous because they
had been buried with Christ in baptism (Rom. 6:3-5). Occasionaly,
some object to this conclusion, believing that faith alone will appro-
priate the righteousness of God. These individuals often cite Romans
4:3 as proof for their assertions: “For what saith the scripture? Abra-
ham believed God, and it was counted unto him for righteousness’

It is true that Abraham was counted righteous when he believed
God, but this passage says nothing about faith only. Abraham’s faith
was an active, obedient faith. He was not counted righteous until he
acted upon what God said. For example, on one of the three different
occasions in which Abraham was pronounced righteous, it is said that
this pronouncement came “when he had offered Isaac his son upon
thedtar” (Jam. 2:21). It is only through faith and works of God that a
person can be declared righteous (cf., Jam. 2:14-26). “Ye see then
how that by works a man is justified, and not by faith only” (Jam.
2:24). Justified in this reference is trandated from the Greek word
dikaios. Thisisthe same word from which righteousnessistranslated.

Once an individual has become a servant of righteousness, he or
she must realize that the Christian isto work righteousnessin order
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to be accepted with God (Acts 10:35). Working righteousness is an
identifying mark of one who is born of God (1 John 2:29). He that
“doeth righteousness is righteous, even as he is righteous’ (1 John
3:7). We therefore conclude, that to maintain our righteous status, we
must do the will of God. The new man in Christ is “created in righ-
teousness and true holiness’ and must therefore put away all unclean-
ness (Eph. 4:24f; cf., al of Ephesians 4). He has been created to walk
in good works and to be an instrument of righteousness (Eph. 2:10;
Rom. 6:13, respectively). He must follow righteousness and be filled
with itsfruits (1 Tim. 6:11; Phi. 1:11, respectively).

Further, to maintain righteousness, the child of God must arm
himself with the “ breastplate of righteousness’ (Eph. 6:14). Thisisan
implied reference to arming ourselves with the Word of God. The sum
of God's Word is righteousness (Psa. 119:172), and the Christian
must know these sacred words to perform the works of righteousness.
We would never know how to act righteously apart from the Word of
God. Herein lies the information about sowing the righteous fruits of
peace, longsuffering, pure speech, clean living, wholesome thoughts,
loving parents, faithful spouses, honest employers, obedient children,
faithful stewards, and watchful shepherds. If a Christian will study,
rightly divide, and obey the Word of God, then he can be approved of
God (2 Tim. 2:15). Conversely, if one does not arm himself or herself
with the implements of righteousness, then he or she will be doomed
to alife of ungodliness and worldly lust. The acceptance of material-
ism, humanism, and postmodernism will be their guide. The sinful
practices of partaking of alcohol and other drugs, homosexuality,
covetousness, gambling, lying, dancing, gossip, pornography, hedo-
nism, denominationalism, abortion, euthanasia, fornication, theft,
adultery, etc., will permeate the life of the one who isignorant of the
Word of God. True righteousness demands that we renounce these
vices and philosophies and put them far away from our sight (Pro.
4:14-15). We must not walk “in the counsel of the ungodly,” nor stand
“inthe way of sinners,” nor sit “in the seat of the scornful” (Psa. 1:1).
Our delight isto be “in the law of the LORD,” upon which we must
“meditate day and night” (Psa. 1.:2).

Thethird element of righteousness must involve our recognition
and admiration for the Son and righteousness. The Son of God is a
great example of righteousness. He both taught and lived righteous-
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ness. His righteousness was first withessed by man when as a young
boy Jesus was going about His heavenly Father’'s business as He
conversed with the scribes at the temple in Jerusalem (Luke 2). AsHe
grew, the Lord “increased in wisdom and stature, and in favour with
God and man” (Luke 2:52). The Lord’s righteous behavior was once
again demonstrated just before the inauguration of His public minis-
try. On the banks of the Jordan River, Jesus found John the baptist,
who was preparing the way for Christ by calling people to repentance
and announcing that the kingdom of heaven was at hand (Mat. 3:2).
There, before John and his disciples, the Lord was baptized so as “to
fulfil all righteousness’ (Mat. 3:15). As a Jew, Jesus lived under the
Mosaic economy and was thus required, at the command of the true
prophet, to be baptized. Jesus was obedient to the prophetic message
and thereby obedient to God (cf., Heb. 5:8-9). Hislife asawhole was
one of righteousness. He was obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross (Phi. 2:8). In all things, He was sinless and perfect. Not even
deceit could be heard from His wholesome lips (1 Pet. 2:22). Indeed,
the Lord “loved righteousness, and hated iniquity,” and therefore He
was given athrone forever and “ a sceptre of righteousness’ (Heb. 1:8-
9).

Realizing that the Lord is righteous and that we should walk “even
as he walked” (1 John 2:6), our lives should reflect and exude righ-
teousness. The Lord was courageous, pure, loving, convicted, sincere,
and sinless. He taught the importance and necessity of true righteous-
ness. If we want to enter the kingdom of heaven, we will strive to
maintain a righteousness that comes from God.

Godly

“Godly” is used to translate the Greek word eusebeo. Its most
basic meaning has reference to being pious or devout. W. E. Vine
says that it “denotes that piety which, characterized by a Godward
attitude, does that which is well pleasing to Him.”® The Greeks often
used this word to refer to deference displayed to a sublime and ex-
alted being.® The stem seb from eusebeo “meant originally to step
back from someone or something, to maintain a distance” because of
fear or reverence.’® It connotes that one should step back from his
own selfish pride and desires, and reverence aimighty God in all that
we do or say. Indeed, all of creation should be aware of their Creator
and live life out of respect, fear, and love for the exalted and sublime
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God of heaven and earth. Thisis not to say that all one doesin lifeis
worship, but rather that the whole of one’s life should be character-
ized by reverence and respect. If oneis said to be godly (pious), then
we are simply stating that as a whole, or in a general way, our life
reflects the characteristics of true religion.

Piety must be based on truth. In Acts 17, it is recorded that the
apostle Paul, while waiting for Silas and Timothy in Athens, con-
fronted the philosophers and religionists of the Athenian community
on Mars Hill. There, Paul exposed their idolatrous worship and
ignorance of the one true living God. He made the following remarks:
“For as | passed by, and beheld your devotions, | found an altar with
this inscription, TO THE UNKNOWN GOD. Whom therefore ye
ignorantly worship, him declare | unto you” (Acts 17:23).

Wbrship in this context means reverence or piety; it is the Greek
word eusebeo. Thus, their professed reverence, by means of an erect-
ed altar, was vain and meaningless. This suggests and demands that
piety or godliness should be based on truth. One cannot live accept-
ably before God if he or she is ignorant of His laws and precepts.
Jesus revealed this truth in John 4:24 when He said that “God is a
Spirit: and they that worship him must worship him in spirit and in
truth.” Whether it be an act of worship or a specified element of
religious service, reverence must be predicated on an awareness and
knowledge of God’ s Word. To worship or demonstrate true godliness,
one must do so on the basis of truth. Jesus said that His Father’ s Word
was truth (John 17:17); and we, therefore, conclude that godliness
must reflect a knowledge of God’ s Word.

Piety also involves several important attitudes and behaviors. In
Acts 10:2, Cornelius was said to be devout. Devout comes from the
same Greek word found in Titus 2:12. Evidently, Cornelius, a Gentile,
followed what Jews call today the Noahide laws. As a Gentile, he
practiced the basic principles of piety under the patriarchal dispensa-
tion. How was his piety evident? His piety was demonstrated by:
(1) his attitude (i.e., he feared God); (2) his practice (i.e., he gave
much alms to the poor); and (3) his worship (i.e., he prayed to God
aways)—Acts 10:2. Similarly, our godliness must be evident by our
attitude of respect for God and His Word, by our doing authorized
acts of service, and by our worshiping God in a scriptural manner.
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Further, piety will save our souls. One cannot go to heaven
without living agodly life. Paul, by inspiration of the Spirit, revealed
to us this truth when He wrote:

For the grace of God that bringeth salvation hath appeared to all men,
teaching us that, denying ungodliness and worldly lusts, we should
live soberly, righteously, and godly, in this present world; Looking
for that blessed hope, and the glorious appearing of the great God and
our Saviour Jesus Christ (Tit. 2:11-13).

Paul also revealed that when we “live godly in Christ Jesus,” we
will be persecuted (2 Tim. 3:12). However, we must always remember
that if we live godly and thus suffer persecution, God will deliver us,
for He “knoweth how to deliver the godly” (2 Pet. 2:9).

CONCLUSION

The sin of worldliness is a constant problem facing the church.
Obviously, during the first century the church fought vigorously
against the immorality and licentiousness that tempted the brethren.
Today, these battles continue. As long as Satan remains the prince of
this world, there will be temptations and those that fall prey to his
temptations. As faithful children of God, we must not allow him to
gain the upper hand. We ourselves must live soberly, righteously, and
godly. We must call upon our brethren to be a holy people, zeal ous of
good works. We must remind ourselves that al that we see around us
will one day be dissolved and melt with a fervent heat (2 Pet. 3).
Considering this, “what manner of persons ought ye to bein all holy
conversation and godliness?’ (2 Pet. 3:11). The answer is clear. We
must embrace and abide in the teachings of God, “For all flesh is as
grass, and all the glory of man as the flower of grass. The grass
withereth, and the flower thereof falleth away: But the word of the
Lord endureth for ever” (1 Pet. 1:24-253a).
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INTRODUCTION

The Bible places atremendous amount of importance on the world
and our relationship to it, not because it is conducive to Christian
living but because it is an extremely dangerous enemy (Jam. 4:4)." It
has therefore become tremendously important for the Christian to
understand the world and what the Bible teaches about it. We are
informed by reputable lexicons that kosmos, translated “world”, has
passed through several significations, such as “ornament,” “arrange-
ment,” “adornment,” as well as “the sum total of the materia uni-
verse.” Thereis therefore an abundance of evidence to show that the
kosmos, theworld, is*that external framework of thingsin which man
lives and moves, which exists for him and of which he constitutes the
moral centre.”? It isto the Christian’ s advantage to recognize that the
world has its cares (Mat. 13:22); its sons (Luke 16:8); its rulers
(1 Cor. 2:6, 8); itswisdom (1 Cor. 1:20; 2:6); itsfashion (Rom. 12:2);
its character (Gal. 1:4); and its god (2 Cor. 4:4). The word worldly,
which appears in Titus 2:12, is used in an ethical sense. In the King
James Version the passage is rendered: “ Teaching us that, denying
ungodliness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, righteously,
and godly, in this present world.” In the American Standard it is:
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“instructing us, to the intent that, denying ungodliness and worldly
lusts, we should live soberly and righteously and godly in this present
world.” “Denying” is the tranglation of arnesamenoi which Berry
renders as “having denied.”® If this is the case, then the denial of
which Paul speaksis not something yet to be done, but something that
has already been accomplished. The thought would then be: “Having
denied ungodliness and worldly lusts, we must live soberly, righ-
teously, and godly.” Nestle renders arnesamenoi as “denying.”* Dean
Alford suggests that arnesamenoi should be translated

denying, not “having denied...” Arnesamenoi is, as so often, not prior

to, but contemporaneous with...The whole life being summed

up...Arnesamenoi must be so rendered, asto extend over all that sum,

2|(|)t5as if it represented some definite act of abnegation anterior to it
At any rate, the process of denial must be contemporaneous with our
living in this world. As we live in this world, we must at the same
time, be denying the ungodly and worldly lusts which are so much a
part of it.

What isthe greatest hindrance to Christianity today? Atheism? No, it

is the abuse and mis-use of Christianity...It is not, therefore, unusual

that a skeptical world observing Christians as they drink socialy, lie,

curse, and give themselves over to licentious living should denounce

the standard that supposedly brought on such a condition and encour-

age time-saving theologians to provide a substitute. Even in the

Lord’s church some have assumed that the truth has failed in its

influence upon the world and have substituted a social gospel which

neither elevates man spiritually nor pleases God.®

The obligation of this chapter is to affirm that the denial of un-

godly and worldly lusts accompanies sober, righteous, and godly
living. It isimpossible to practice the latter without a perpetual denial
of the former. In harmony with the lectureship theme this year, which
is Worldliness, this chapter will deal with “Denying Ungodliness and
Worldly Lusts.”

TEXTUAL DEFINITION
Word Origin

Deny comes from the Latin prefix de—(completely) + negare (to
refuse, say no), which also gives us negate and negative.” Deny
involves“contradict, disavow, disclaim, refute.”® Deny means“refuse,
disallow, withhold from.”° It also means “refuse to acknowledge, not
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recognize; contradict, declare untrue.”*® New Testament Christianity
cannot be lived without paying a price, but this should not come as a
surprise since we often measure the value of athing according to the
price we pay for it. Christianity is valuable because it demands that
we rid ourselves of things which are detrimental to our souls. Such
things as ungodliness and worldly lusts must be denied because they
are sinful, unprofitable, and destructive. The apostle Peter put the
matter in perfect perspective when he encouraged abstinence from
fleshly lusts which war against the soul (1 Pet. 2:11). This point will
be more fully developed later.

Biblical Definition

Deny, according to Vine, is from arneomai which

signifies (a) to say...not, to contradict, eg., [“And as Peter was
beneath in the court, there cometh one of the maids of the high priest;
and seeing Peter warming himself, she looked upon him, and saith,
Thou also wast with the Nazarene, even Jesus. But he denied, saying,
I neither know, nor understand what thou sayest: and he went out into
the porch; and the cock crew. And the maid saw him, and began
again to say to them that stood by, Thisis one of them. But he again
denied it. And after a little while again they that stood by said to
Peter, of atruth thou art one of them; for thou art aGalilacan.”] Mark
14:70; John 1:20; 18:25, 27; 1 John 2:22; (b) to deny by way of
disowning a person, as, e.g., the Lord Jesus as Master, e.g., [“But
whosoever shall deny me before men, him will | also deny before my
Father who isin heaven”] Matt. 10:33; Luke 12:9; John 13:38...(c) to
deny oneself, either in a good sense, by disregarding one’s own
interests, Luke 9:23, or in abad sense, to prove false to oneself, to act
quite unlike oneself....

Aparneomai a strengthened form of No. 1, with apo, from, prefixed

(Lat., abnego), means (a) to deny utterly, to abjure, to affirm that one

has no connection with a person, asin Peter’s denial of Christ.™!
“And he said unto al, If any man would come after me, let him deny
himself, and take up his cross daily, and follow me” (Luke 9:23).
“Jesus said unto him, Verily | say unto thee, that this night, before the
cock crow, thou shalt deny me thrice. Peter saith unto him, Even if |
must die with thee, yet will | not deny thee. Likewise also said all the
disciples’ (Mat. 26:34-35).

UNGODLINESS

Ungodliness is simply a failure in our duties toward God. An
ungodly person is one who does not revere God; a person given over
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to fleshly pursuits. In fact, the ungodly withholds from God what is
His rightful due. The Gentiles, who lived antecedently to the gospel
dispensation, withheld from God two tremendously important things
which were rightfully His, viz., they (1) exchanged the truth of God
for alie, and (2) worshiped and served the creature rather than the
Creator (Rom. 1:25). Paul said that “law is not made for a righteous
man, but for the lawless and unruly, for the ungodly and sinners’
(1 Tim. 1:9). Peter says, “And if the righteous is scarcely saved,
where shall the ungodly and sinner appear?’ (1 Pet. 4:18). Lawless-
ness is disregard for, or defiance of, God’s laws. Ungodliness is the
same towards God' s Person. As Trench points out:

The asebes and the diakios [ungodliness and righteousness] are

constantly set over against one another (thus Gen. xviii. 23), as the

two who wage the great warfare between light and darkness, right and

wrong, of which God has willed that this earth of ours should be the

scene.lz
“The word ungodliness in Titus 2:12, means all that would be in-
cluded under the word impiety; that is, al failure in the performance
of our proper duties towards God.”** Paul says to the Romans: “For
the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and
unrighteousness of men, who hinder the truth in unrighteousness”
(Rom. 1:18). To deny ungodliness is to renounce all connection with
sin. Peter said, “Putting away therefore all wickedness, and all guile,
and hypocrisies, and envies, and all evil speakings’ (1 Pet. 2:1). The
denial of ungodliness would also involve denia of the sinful lusts of
the flesh. “Having therefore these promises, beloved, let us cleanse
ourselvesfrom al defilement of flesh and spirit, perfecting holinessin
the fear of God” (2 Cor. 7:1). The denia of ungodliness beginsin the
heart, and if it isrejected here, it will not be practiced in deed.

(a) Ungodliness includes impiety, blasphemy, and infidelity. (b) It

includesall living without relation to God, whether we are blasphem-

ers or not. Thus aman may be ungodly who seeks his own pleasures,

or distinction, or happiness in the world. (c) It implies the deeper

enmity of the heart to God (Rom. 8:7). (3) It is the denial of worldly

lusts; including the lusts of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and vain

glory of life—"all that isin the world”—uwhich embody the enmity to

God. Thusit denies (a) sensual lusts (2 Tim. 2:22); (b) theinordinate
desire of worldly things, which may be lawful in themselves.**

The object of the loving discipline of our Father in heaven isthat we,
having done with those thingsin life which are offensive or dishonor-
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able to God, having put aside as worthless all inordinate desires for
the things of thisworld—all those things which exclusively belong to
thislife and have nothing to do with the life to come—having denied
all this, that we should live as righteous men the remainder of our
lives here.’®

All things contrary to God; whatever would lead us to doubt his
being, deny any of his essentia attributes; his providence or govern-
ment of the world, and hisinfluence on the souls of men. Every thing,
also, which is opposed to his true worship; theoretical and practical
atheism, deism, and irreligion in general.16

Consists, not only in denying the existence of God, but in denying his
perfections, his government of the world, and the retributions of a
future state. Also, it consists in neglecting to worship God; in wor-
shiping him by images; in blasphemy, or speaking disrespectfully of
his providence, in perjury; in profaning the name of God by cursing
and swearing; and in disregarding the manifestation which he hath
made of hiswill in the gospel revelation.*’

Jude 7-19

Even as Sodom and Gomorrah, and the cities about them, having in
like manner with these given themselves over to fornication and gone
after strange flesh, are set forth as an example, suffering the punish-
ment of eternal fire. Yet in like manner these also in their dreamings
defile the flesh, and set at nought dominion, and rail at dignities. But
Michael the archangel, when contending with the devil he disputed
about the body of Moses, durst not bring against him arailing judg-
ment, but said, The Lord rebuke thee. But these rail at whatsoever
things they know not: and what they understand naturally, like the
creatures without reason, in these things are they destroyed. Woe
unto them! For they went in the way of Cain, and ran riotously in the
error of Balaam for hire, and perished in the gainsaying of Korah.
These are they who are hidden rocks in your love-feasts when they
feast with you, shepherds that without fear feed themselves; clouds
without water, carried along by winds; autumn leaves without fruit,
twice dead, plucked up by the roots, Wild waves of the sea, foaming
out their own shame; wandering stars, for whom the blackness of
darkness hath been reserved forever. And to these also Enoch, the
seventh from Adam, prophesied, saying, Behold, the Lord came with
ten thousands of his holy ones, to execute judgment upon all, and to
convict al the ungodly of all their works of ungodliness which they
have ungodly wrought, and of all the hard things which ungodly
sinners have spoken against him. These are murmurers, complainers,
walking after their lusts (and their mouth speaketh great swelling
words), showing respect of persons for the sake of advantage. But ye,
beloved, remember ye the words which have been spoken before by
the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ; That they said to you, In the
last time there shall be mockers, walking after their own ungodly
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lusts. These are they who make separations, sensual, having not the
Spirit.
Psalm 1

Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the wicked, Nor
standeth in the way of sinners, Nor sitteth in the seat of scoffers: But
his delight isin the law of Jehovah; And on his law doth he meditate
day and night. And he shall be like a tree planted by the streams of
water, That bringeth forth its fruit in its season, Whose leaf also doth
not wither; And whatsoever he doeth shall prosper. The wicked are
not so, But are like the chaff which the wind driveth away. Therefore
the wicked shall not stand in the judgment, Nor sinnersin the congre-
gation of the righteous. For Jehovah knoweth the way of the righ-
teous; But the way of the wicked shall perish.

WORLDLY LUST

“Lust” isthe trandation of the word epithumia, which, according
to Trench, includes “the whole world of active lusts and desires, all to
which the sarx [flesh], as the seat of desire and of the natural appe-
tites, impels.”*® Thus we have kaken epithumian (evil desire, Col.
3:5); sarkikon epithumion (fleshly lusts, 1 Pet. 2:11); neoterikas epi-
thumias (youthful lusts, 2 Tim. 2:22); anontoi kai blaberai epithumias
(foolish and hurtful lusts, 1 Tim. 6:9); kosmikas epithumias, (worldly
lusts, Titus 2:12); epithumia miasmou (lust of defilement, 2 Pet.
2:10); anthropon epithumia, (lusts of men, 1 Pet. 4:2); epithumias
apates, (lusts of deceit, Eph. 4:22); epithumia tes sarkos; epithumia
ton ophthalumon, (lust of the flesh, lust of the eyes, 1 John 2:16). In
none of these references is the word epithumia used in a good sense.
Like ungodliness, worldly lusts must be denied.

REASONS FOR DENYING UNGODLINESS
AND WORLDLY LUST
War Against the Soul

Ungodliness and worldly lusts must be denied, not only because
they are sinful, but because they “war” against the soul. The lusts of
the flesh are not compatible with the needs of the spirit. There is
extreme opposition between the two. The latter is willing, but the
former is weak (Mat. 26:41). These two entities can only be under-
stood and dealt with as God' s Word instructs and guides us. Paul, the
apostle, put this matter into perfect perspective: “Let not sin therefore
reign in your mortal body, that ye should obey the lusts thereof”
(Rom. 6:12). Reign is from the Greek basileueteo which is a present
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imperative from basileuo meaning “to be king, to rule as king.” Sin
must not be allowed to be king, or to rule asking in our lives. “Sinis
regarded as a sovereign...who demands the military service of its
subjects, levystheir quotaof arms...and givesthem their soldier’ s-pay
of death.”*® As one commentator put it: “The word ‘war’ implies
active aggression, not simply a state of antagonism.”? “So then,
brethren, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live after the flesh: for if
ye live after the flesh, ye must die; but if by the Spirit ye put to death
the deeds of the body, ye shall live” (Rom. 8:12-13). Concerning the
lusts that war against the soul, Albert Barnes remarked:

The meaning is, that indulgence in these things makes war against the
nobler faculties of the soul; against the conscience, the understand-
ing, the memory, the judgment, the exercise of a pure imagination.
Comp. Notes on Gal. 5:17. There is not a faculty of the mind, how-
ever brilliant in itself, which will not be ultimately ruined by indul-
genceinthe carna propensities of our nature. The effect of intemper-
ance on the noble faculties of the soul is well known; and alas, there
aretoo many instances in which the light of genius, in those endowed
with splendid gifts, at the bar, in the pulpit, and in the senate, is
extinguished by it, to need a particular description. But there is one
vice preeminently, which prevails al over the heathen world, (Comp.
Notes on Rom. 1:27-29,) and extensively in Christian lands, which
more than all others, blunts the moral sense, pollutes the memory,
defiles the imagination, hardens the heart, and sends a withering
influence through all the faculties of the soul 2

MacK night remarks:

As sojourners and travellers [sic] abstain. The settled inhabitants of a
country are anxious to acquire riches, to purchase lands, and to build
houses. But they who stay but afew weeksin a country, or who travel
through it, are not commonly solicitous to secure to themselves
accommodations which they are so soon to leave. In the same man-
ner, believers being only sojourners on earth, and travellers[sic] to a
better country, ought not to place their happinessin the enjoyment of
those objects by which the lusts of the flesh are gratified, and which
are peculiar to this earthly state, but in securing themselves posses-
sions in the heavenly country, the proper habitation of the righ-
teous.”?

Ellicott observes:

This clause is no specifying of the particular fleshly lusts to be
guarded against, as though there were some of them which did not
war against the soul; but it is a description of the way in which all
fleshly lusts alike act. It means not merely a general antagonism
between soul and body, but that the lusts are on active service, en-
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gaged in a definite campaign against the immortal part of the man...
“Abstain” cannot mean merely “be on your guard against.” It runs
rather thus: “You Christian Jews are dwelling as sojourners in the
midst of jealous Gentile foreigners, and must, therefore, be particu-
larly observant of moral conduct; for though | know that you usually
are so, yet the fleshly appetites are actively engaged against your soul
all thetime; and if you should in any degree let them get the better of
you, the heathen neighbors will at once take advantage of you.” z

Peter Lang comments:

In a narrower sense it [abstinence] denies al desires and impulses
that seek pasturein sensual thoughts and gratification—in eating and
drinking, and obscenity and incontinence. The primary reference may
be to these, but that there is also an ulterior reference to those lusts
whose seat is rather the soul than in the body, e.g., hatred, idolatry,
wrath, conceit of knowledge, avarice, cf. Gal. 5:1; 1 Cor. 3:3; Rom.
8:6; Eph. 2:3; Col. 2:18. Consequently all manifestations and mo-
tions of the selfishness of man in general. They are said to war
against the soul; they go out against it, surround and assault it.24

Adam Clarke points out:

As ye are strangers and pilgrims, and profess to seek a heavenly
country, do not entangle your affections with earthly things. While
others spend all their time, and employ all their skill, in acquiring
earthly property, and totally neglect the salvation of their souls; they
are not strangers, they are here at home; they are not pilgrims, they
are seeking an earthly possession: Heaven is your home, seek that;
God is your portion, seek him. All kinds of earthly desires, whether
those of the flesh or of the eye, or those included in the pride of life,
are here comprised in the words fleshly | usts.®

Concerning these things which war against the soul, Clarke further
says.
Which are marshalled [sic] and drawn up in battle array, to fight
against the soul; either to slay it, or to bring it into captivity. Thisis
the object and operation of every earthly and sensual desire. How

little do those who indulge them think of the ruin which they pro-
duce.?®

Tuck says:

The Christian’s first and greatest difficulty is with himself. He has
bodily passions which men around him are in no sense holding
control, and to which he has given power because once he did not
hold them in control. When a man becomes a Christian he virtually
pledges himself that henceforth he will “hold the vessel of hisbody in
sanctification and honour.” But fulfilling that pledge he finds to be
most serious and anxious work. Sins of the flesh, of sensual indul-
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gence, are usually thought of as Pagan, Gentile sins, they arethe sins
of humanity. And no forms of sin so directly, or so ruinously, affect
the spiritual life. They “war against the soul.” “The lusts are on active
service, eng/zaged in a definite campaign against the immortal part of
the man.”?

Arreststhe Development of Holiness

God said to Moses, “Speak unto all the congregation of the chil-
dren of Isragl, and say unto them, Ye shall be holy; for | Jehovah your
God am holy” (Lev. 19:2). Hefurther instructed, “ Sanctify yourselves
therefore, and be ye holy; for | am Jehovah your God” (Lev. 20:7).
The book of Leviticus setsforth three great premises: (1) Godis holy,
(2) He wants His people to be holy, and (3) He teaches them how to
be holy. The various sacrifices mentioned in Leviticus were intended
to teach the people to be holy, e.g., the meal offering (Lev. 2:1-16;
6:14-23) was an offering for the lowliest worshiper. The peace offer-
ing (Lev. 3:1-17) was for fellowship with God. The sin offering (Lev.
4:1-35; 6:24-30) acknowledged guilt. Thetrespass offering (Lev. 5:1-
6:7) was for the intentional offender.

The first 16 chapters of Leviticus provide instruction in (1) the way
of access to God through the various sacrifices prescribed. The last
11 chapters are concerned with (2) the way to maintain fellowship
with God. The sacrificeswere gifts brought to aholy God, serving the
twofold purpose of illustrating the need of atonement for sin and
consecration to God. They were object lessons in holiness, given to
the people during a stage in their spiritual development when they
could best learn by having the abstract concepts of righteousness and
purity acted out before them in beautiful ceremony and symbolism.
The utter abhorrence with which God views sin and pollution, the
sublime truth that without the shedding of blood there can be no
remission of sins, and the absolute necessity of scrupulous holiness
on the part of those who would worship Jehovah are all set forth in
most striking fashion. The key to Leviticus is holiness, a word not
used until after the crossing of the Red Sea. The demand for holiness
is expressed in a key verse, “Ye shal be holy; for | the Lord your
God am holy” (19:2).28

Holiness cannot be perfected in the life of a Christian until he
cleanses himself from all defilement of flesh and spirit (2 Cor. 7:1),
and thisincludesthe denial of ungodliness and worldly lusts. “Having
therefore these promises,” or “These then being the promises that we
have’ indicates that the promises made by God to believers, men-
tioned in 2 Corinthians 6:16-18, are already in possession of the
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Christian, but these promises can be forfeited through carelessness
and indifference. The life of a Christian, having begun in the Spirit,
cannot be perfected in the flesh (Gal. 3:3). The Christian is obligated
to turn away from everything that is wrong, whether of the body or
mind, and purify himself. He subsequently will livein alife of rever-
ence as he continually offers his body as a living sacrifice (Rom.
12:1). The“cleansing” of which Paul speaksin 2 Corinthians 7:1isan
action which must unguestionably be initiated by each Christian. Itis
something that we must do for ourselves, and until it is done, holiness
can never be perfected in our lives (cf., 1 John 3:3; Jam. 1:21).
F.C. Cook says:

Holiness of the flesh would exist, if al its principles were only

instruments of righteousness, as in Christ, and holiness of spirit, if

conscience were free from all sense of sin committed, and its cognate

facultieswere spiritualized into the very highest form of their activity.

But sharp lines cannot be drawn between holiness of spirit and

holiness of flesh, nor between the defilement of each other, because

they act and react upon each other. The atmospherein which holiness

moves on to perfection is the fear of God...It was most applicable to

the Corinthians, and, so long as man is liable to sin cannot be dis-
pensed with.?®

Prevents Adoption of the Mind of Christ

To alow ungodliness and worldly lusts to influence personal
behavior isto prevent the Christian from the possession and devel op-
ment of the mind of Christ. Paul taught the Philippians to look upon
“the things of others’ rather than upon their own things (Phi. 2:4). In
contemplation of this statement, Paul then said, “Have this mind in
you, which was aso in Christ Jesus’ (Phi. 2:5). Thisis an imperative
sentence; it carries the force of a command. In weight and in impor-
tance this statement is equal to Acts 2:38. The “mind” (phroneite) of
which Paul speaksrefersto an habitual way of thinking, adisposition.
“In you” (en humin) means in your spirit, in your life. There is no
room for Christin alifethat isfilled with ungodliness and lust. While
it sometimes takes a considerable amount of time to devel op the mind
of Christ within us, especialy when oneis adding to hislife what is
commonly called the “Christian Graces’ (2 Pet. 1:5ff), this procedure
cannot be accomplished if the mind is saturated with fleshly desires.
Concerning the development of the mind of Christ, Barclay says:
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It would be true to say that in many ways thisis the greatest and the
most moving passage that Paul ever wrote about Jesus. With Paul this
passage states a favorite thought. The essence of it is in the simple
statement which Paul made to the Corinthians that, although Jesus
was rich, yet for our sakes He became poor (2 Corinthians 8:9). But
here that simple idea is stated with a fulness and arichness which is
without parallel. Paul is here pleading with the Philippiansto livein
unity and in harmony, to lay aside their disharmonies and their
discords, to shed their personal ambitions and their pride and their
desire for prominence and prestige, and to serve, which was the very
essence of the life of Christ.*
Makes Spirituality Impossible
Spiritual is a Bible word and is used many times in the New
Testament (cf., Rom. 1:11; 7:14; 12:1; 15:27; 1 Cor. 2:13; 3:1; 9:11;
10:3; 12:1; 14:37; 15:44; Gal. 6:1; Eph. 6:12; 1 Pet. 2:2, 5). For the
most part it is descriptive of the miraculous age where spiritua gifts
(gifts of the Spirit) were possessed and used to confirm the faith and
bring the church to a state of maturation (Mark 16:20; Heb. 2:3;
1 Cor. 13:8-10; Eph. 4:11-14). However, spirituality does not appear
in the New Testament, hence it is not defined. Therefore, it is not
necessarily true that spirituality refers to a person who is thought to
have “more of the Spirit” than another person. Spirituality is afact of
being spiritual, and there are those who are said to be spiritual. A
spiritually minded person is one who uses the vocabulary of the Bible
correctly (1 Pet. 4:11); one who develops the fruit of the Spirit as
opposed to the works of the flesh (Gal. 5:19-22); one who imitates
Christ in all things (1 Cor. 11:1), and one who has the “mind of
Christ” within him (Phi. 2:5). Currently, a“spiritual” Christian would
be one who walks (lives) according to the guidance of the Spirit
manifested through the Word of God (Rom. 8:14) e.g., one who had
been overtaken in atrespass wasto be restored by one who is spiritual
(Gal. 6:1). “Thisisrealy an appeal to those among the Galatians who
really had atrue appreciation of the religion of the gospel, that they
should be tenderly considerate of others.”3' Spirituality, however,
cannot exist if one falls into a life of ungodliness and lust because
they “war against the soul.” The Corinthians, for example, were
alowing themselves to be controlled by fleshly appetites; they there-
fore had to be addressed as carnal. Carndlity is a characteristic of
ungodliness. Paul taught to follow the dictates of the flesh is to be
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ungodly. “Flesh is the outlook orientated toward the self, that which
pursues its own ends in self-sufficient independence of God.” *

And |, brethren, could not speak unto you as unto spiritual, but as
unto carnal, as unto babes in Christ. | fed you with milk, not with
meat; for ye were not yet able to bear it: nay, not even now are ye
able; for ye are yet carnal: for whereas there is among you jealousy
and strife, are ye not carnal, and do ye not walk after the manner of
men? ( 1 Cor. 3:1-3).

TheMind of The Flesh is Death

In Romans 8:5, it is stated: “For they that are after the flesh mind
the things of the flesh. ” This can only mean “they that are according
to the flesh” (oi gar kata sarka). In verse 6, Paul says, “For the mind
of the flesh is death; but the mind of the Spirit islife and peace.” The
two key words here are mind and death. “Mind” is from phronema
(phroneo) and

signifies minding in the sense of giving attention to, pursuing, being

devoted to...“ The things of the flesh” can not include all the wants of

the flesh; for many of these are lawful, and isiit is therefore right to

gratify them. The phrase then must signify only those evil desires and

tendencies which lead to sin.
To mind the things of the flesh is to live a life of perpetual sin.
“Death” is from thanatosand most assuredly refers to eternal death.
The living (whether good or bad) know that they shall die (Ecc. 9:5).
The person who pursues a life dictated by the Spirit will die, because
it is appointed unto all men once to die (Heb. 9:27), but the death of
the righteous will only be a physical death, not an eternal one. The
person whose mind is of the flesh is an ungodly person because heis
withholding from God what is rightfully His. Here we must guard
against what has been called “dementia praecox” or “split mind,”
better identified by us as schizophrenia (schizo, split and phrenia,
mind) which is a behavioral disturbance suffered by many. Paul, in
discussing the “mind of the flesh” as opposed to the “mind of the
spirit,” is not suggesting that the flesh has one mind and the spirit has
another:

Paul next refers to the results, the consegquences, of the two different

attitudes. He says: “For the mind of the flesh is death; but the mind of

the spirit is life and peace.” These verses do not teach that the flesh

has one mind and the spirit of man, another; rather, that there is one

mind which can be concerned about either matters fleshly, or about
matters spiritual. The mind of the flesh is death. Reference is to
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spiritual death, for one dies physically regardless of his attitude. The
mind of the flesh not only results ultimately in spiritual death, but
Paul says:. “...is death.” The person who has the mind of the fleshis
spiritually dead. Paul says (1 Tim. 5:?2: “But she that giveth herself
to pleasure is death while she liveth.”

The Flesh is Enmity Against God

In pursuance of our study of ungodliness and worldly lusts, which
must be denied, we have: “The mind of the flesh is enmity against
God; for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can it be”
(Rom. 8:7). W. E. Vine informs us that enmity (echthra) is from the
adjective echthros, meaning “enemy,” and denotes hatred and hostil-
ity; it describes one who is opposed to righteousness, one who is
dienated from God. Hence we have, “and | will put enmity between
thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed” (Gen. 3:15).
“And Herod and Pilate became friends with each other that very day:
for before they were at enmity between themselves’ (Luke 23:12).
“Having abolished in the flesh the enmity...having dain the enmity
thereby” (Eph. 2:15-16). “Friendship of the world is enmity with
God” (Jam. 4:4). These passages show (1) people who were at odds
with each other, (2) things which were contrary to one ancther, and
(3) “causes’ which are in opposition to each other. For sure, people
who are ungodly and lustful are not only given to fleshly pursuits, but
are God' s enemies aswell, which isthe best reason for denying them.

Those who have the mind of the flesh are at enmity against God. The
reason is: the mind of the flesh is not— and cannot be— subject to
the law of God. It isimpossible for the mind of the flesh to be subject
to God'swill. That is, so long as the person has the mind of the flesh
he will not be, he cannot be, subject to God's will. This certainly
does not mean that the person cannot change his’her mind. He can
change his attitude, and submit to God’s will. The individual is
personally responsible, and is obligated to listen to the gospel of
Jesus Christ.®

Prohibitsthe Development of Righteousness

The need to deny ungodliness and worldly lusts exists perpetually
because they prohibit the development of righteousness in our per-
sonal lives. One’slife cannot be filled with the fruits of righteousness
and the works of the flesh. “There is none righteous, no, not one’
(Rom. 3:10). To put it more literally, “ There is not a righteous man,
not one.” This statement proved the guilt of the Jews. With regard to
sin the Jews were no better than the Gentiles. The word righteous or
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just, in this passage, means that there are none who are absolutely
just. Here just means to be wholly free from sin, free from it in the
sense of never having committed it.* Not one, not in the first century
or now, has ever been free from sin in the sense of never having
committed it. Zacharias and Elizabeth were both righteous before God
(Luke 1:6), but they were not sinless. Joseph was a just man, but he
was not sinless (Mat. 1:19). Simeon was a just man also, but he was
not sinless (Luke 2:25). Hence, we are not now sinless, but we can
become “just” or “righteous’ by being forgiven.

But theword “just” has, besides, apopular, current sensein which we

must be careful not to understand it here. Joseph, the husband of

Mary, was a“just” man, current sense, but not wholly so; he was not

sinless. Simeon was “just” but not perfectly free from sin; and so of

others. Paul does not here use the word just in this sense, but in the

one stated in the preceding paragraph.37

We cannot invent our own method for obtaining righteousness. We

must take advantage of the “righteousness of God” which refersto the
way He makes men righteous (cf., Rom. 1:17; 10:1-3). Righteousness,
as adescription of character, can never be achieved aslong asthe sins
of the flesh, such as ungodliness and lust, characterize our behavior.

CONCLUSION

The Christian isin the world. The world is the sphere of physical
life; in it we move, live, and have our being. Jesus said, “I pray not
that thou shouldest take them from the world, but that thou shoul dest
keep them from the evil one” (John 17:15). We are in the world, but
we are not of the world because we have been “called out of it” ina
spiritual and moral sense (1 The. 2:12; 2 The. 2:14). We must live
apart from it. The ungodliness and the lusts which are such a part of
the world must be denied. The lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes,
and the vainglory of lifeis not of the Father, but is of the world, and it
isal passing away (1 John 2:16-17). As Trench said:

All that floating mass of thoughts, opinions, maxims, speculations,
hopes, impulses, aims, aspirations, at any time current in the world,
which it may be impossible to seize and accurately define, but which
congtitute a most real and effective power, being the moral, or im-
moral, atmosphere which at every moment of our lives we inhale,
again inevitably to exhale—all thisisincluded in the aion, whichis,

as Bengel has expressed it, the subtle informing spirit of the kosmos,
or world of men who are living alienated and apart from God.*®
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INTRODUCTION

There are many dangers facing the Lord’s church in our present
society. After careful study, | am confidently convinced that worldli-
ness is our greatest threat. If people were honest in evaluating the
current condition both within the world as well as within the church,
the findings would convince us that many of our problems, collec-
tively and individually, are rooted in worldliness. | have observed
through the years that thisis the very tap root to attendance problems,
Christian growth and development problems, and to just about every
kind of ismthat has plagued the church.

NEED FOR THISSTUDY

Worldliness, far too often, is so narrowly defined that it is no
wonder that people are not convicted that they are worldly. Worldli-
ness is from the root word world and “is a sphere or cosmos of evil,
an order which is opposed to God, and to whose pursuit those who
abandon the Lord have dedicated themselves.”*

Worldliness is “world likeness.” Worldliness is a wedge that sin
drives into the heart of the Christian, dividing his own will from
God's will, making his actions incompatible with his spiritual goal,
because he allows selfish interests to usurp the place of God in his
life. Therefore, worldliness is sin! Worldliness is conforming to the

36
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world. Worldliness is a cancer which creates an indifference to moral
values, reflecting in one's attitude about right and wrong. It makes a
person insensitive to real abiding values and contributes to unsteadi-
ness in the Christian’s life. Worldliness splits an individual’s loyal-
ties, making him selfish, spiritually indifferent, careless, near-sighted,
and complacent. The above are al qualitiesor traitsthat are unbecom-
ing to the Christian’ s attitude, thus they belong to the world.

AN ETHICAL/MORAL ISSUE

The Bible teaches that God has al authority, and we must go to
Him for our standard of right and wrong. We can trace authority for
making moral decisions back no further than God. Going back to God
means we have gone back to the original source, the fountainhead of
al authority. Because some are prone to legalism, it is difficult for us
to think of right and wrong coming from God in any form other than
through rules and regulations like the Ten Commandments. The actual
standard for right and wrong is not some rule written in human words,
but God Himself. The question of the hour is: are certain actionsright
or wrong because God has said they are, or does God command
certain things because they are already right or wrong? If we say God
commands certain things because they are already right or wrong,
then God would no longer be God. It would imply a higher authority
above God to which He is subject. God Himself would be submitting
to some other standard.

Right and wrong are not arbitrary decisions made by God. Neither
does God command certain actions because they were already right or
wrong. Right and wrong are determined by the nature of God. What
God is, isright. What God is not, iswrong. Repeatedly in the Sacred
Scriptures we read, “Because it is written, Be ye holy; for | am holy”
(1 Pet. 1:16).2 Holiness is right because God is holy. God did not
arbitrarily declare holinessto be right. Neither did He declareit to be
right due to some higher standard. Holiness conforms to the nature of
God—thusit isright. Since God is eternal, holiness was right before
creation; it is still right today!

Since the essence of God Himself is the ultimate standard for
morality, a code of ethics based upon the nature of God will not grow
old or be outdated. Thankfully God does not change: “For | am the
LoRD, | change not” (Mal. 3:6). “Every good gift and every perfect
gift is from above, and cometh down from the Father of lights, with
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whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning” (Jam. 1:17).
Therefore, Hewill always be loving, forgiving, and holy. If the Chris-
tian iswilling to give up and forsake worldliness, he can be the recipi-
ent of God's love and forgiveness. The passing of time may bring
forth new situations requiring thinking and godly devotion to deter-
mine right conduct, but there will always be light and understanding
from what we can know about God and His revelation to us.

THE CAUSES OF WORLDLINESS

Thefirst principle that causes worldlinessisa“love of theworld.”
Inspiration recorded:

Love not the world, neither the things that are in the world. If any

man love the world, the love of the Father isnot in him. For all that is

in the world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the

pride of life, is not of the Father, but is of the world. And the world

passeth away, and the lust thereof: but he that doeth the will of God

abideth for ever (1 John 2:15-17).
How are we to understand this passage in light of Christ’s statement
in John: “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten
Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlasting life” (John 3:16)? Does the wor Id which He loved differ
from the world which we are not to love? The world which John
wrote was forbidden to be loved was not the material universe, God's
original creation (Rom. 1:20). The world was not the people who
inhabited it (John 3:16), and it was not the earth (John 1:9). It did not
include the sunshine, rain, mountains, seas, sunset, stars, flowers, or
the dust from which our bodies are composed (Ecc. 12:7). The world
is the sphere of evil which man has given himself to covet after. And
the love that is here embraced has to deal with evil or selfish desire
and worldly pride. What a contrast: on God's part, Hisloveisdivine,
compassionate, and redeeming; on man’s part it is selfish and greedy.
God loves mankind, whereas man loves an evil order.

The prohibition as stated here in John is not limited to the world
but includes the “things of the world.” Emphatically, we are not to
love the world, nor anything that may be in the world. Inspiration
caused John to write and make a unique distinction: between the
genera (the world) and the specific (the things of the world). We are
forbidden to love even a specific or a particular part of the world.
Thus, love for theworld and love for the Father are wholly incompati-
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ble; they cannot exist in any heart at the same time. The Scriptures
speak: “No man can servetwo masters: for either he will hate the one,
and love the other; or else he will hold to the one, and despise the
other. Ye cannot serve God and mammon” (Mat. 6:24). This principle
is also seen in Romans: “For they that are after the flesh do mind the
things of the flesh; but they that are after the Spirit the things of the
Spirit” (Rom. 8:5). Paul exhorted,

Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the
Lord, and touch not the unclean thing; and | will receive you, And
will be a Father unto you, and ye shall be my sons and daughters,
saith the Lord Almighty (2 Cor. 6:17-18).

The Christian cannot be ignorant concerning the devices of the
devil. In summary form John states the three avenues that Satan uses
in his course of seduction. He appeals through carnal desires, desires
awakened through the appeal of objects of sight, and vanity, pride, or
worldly honor. This course is not new, he has for ages appealed to
mankind this way.

And when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it

was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired to make one wise,

she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat, and gave also unto her

husband with her; and he did eat (Gen. 3:6).
This aso is the same avenue pursued by Satan in the temptation of
Christ. In Matthew 4, the tempter comes to Christ in verse 3, “And
when the tempter came to him, he said, If thou be the Son of God,
command that these stones be made bread.”

John wrote in view of two spheres: the temporal (world) and the
permanent (one doing the will of God). In view of the temporal nature
of the world, literaly, it is passing away, the Christian does (literally,
keep on doing) the Father’ s will.

A second cause of worldliness can be found in the principle of
“friendship.” James wrote, “Ye adulterers and adulteresses, know ye
not that the friendship of the world is enmity with God? whosoever
therefore will be a friend of the world is the enemy of God” (Jam.
4:4). It is of interest how James employs the figure of marriage to
indicate the relationship of men to God. The application of the truth
James wrote must be observed and applied. A woman who is an
adulteress is unfaithful to her husband; hence the one exhibiting
friendship for the world demonstrates unfaithfulness to God and is
figuratively guilty of adultery. The use of the word world carries with
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it the idea that the people's heart was alienated from God and cen-
tered in things below. For example, Paul wrote, “If [since] ye then be
risen with Christ, seek those things which are above, where Christ
sitteth on the right hand of God. Set your affection on things above,
not on things on the earth” (Col. 3:1-2). Jesus correctly stated, “The
world cannot hate you; but meit hateth, because | testify of it, that the
works thereof are evil” (John 7:7). Hence, we have world employed
by inspiration to represent all that is opposed to God in a spiritual and
moral sense.

We all are embraced in James conclusion; to be a friend of the
world is to cast oneself in the role of an enemy of God. Germane to
our topic is the expression “whosoever therefore will be a friend of
the world” (will be means to purpose, to will). One need not actually
participate in the things of the world to be worldly, the purpose, the
will, the desire to do so constitutes worldliness in the eyes of God.
Worldliness is a state of mind as well as a manner of life. It follows
then that people may refrain from alife of worldly activity; but if the
desire, the will, the inclination is there, such a person is worldly!

The third principle or cause of worldliness is “conformity to the
world.” The peerless Paul wrote:

| beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that ye

present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God,

which is your reasonable service. And be not conformed to this

world: but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye

may prove what is that good, and acceptable, and perfect, will of God

(Rom. 12:1-2).
The Word of God enjoins upon Christians that they shall be honcon-
formists. The American Standard Version reads. “And be not fash-
ioned according to this world.” The New English Bible renders the
passage: “Adapt yourselves no longer to the pattern of this present
world.” The New Berkley Version reads: “And do not conform to the
present world system.” The Phillips Tranglation reads. “Don’t let the
world around you sgueeze you into its own mold.”

The case is Christians may be conformists where no truth is com-
promised, or where no integrity is violated, or where no morality is
degenerated, or where no consecration is modified. A Christian must
be known for his spirit of peace, his tranquility, his serenity, and his
amity.
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However, it is generally recognized that the world isin the church.
We know that moral degeneracy has been taking place on our national
level, the church is aso surrendering its influence or resistance to the
immoral and downward course of man. The world is strongly influ-
encing the church downward, but the church has little strength to
influence the world upward. Theworld isin the church in afirm way,
but the church is in the world in only a feeble way. Many in the
church would have the church to relate to the world rather than to
have the world relate to God.

The fourth principle or cause of worldlinessis being “ spotted with
theworld.” James declared:

If any man among you seem to be religious, and bridleth not his

tongue, but deceiveth his own heart, this man’sreligion isvain. Pure

religion and undefiled before God and the Father is this, to visit the

fatherless and widows in their affliction, and to keep himself [one-

self] unspotted from the world (Jam. 1:26-27).
The nature of true religion is portrayed through the beauty of unpol-
luted purity. The idea of pure religion istwofold: it consists of doing
right and refusing wrong. James contrasts pure and undefiled as an
approved kind of religion with the vain religion characterized by the
individual with an unbridled tongue and a deceived heart. Pure reli-
gion denotes that which is clean; undefiled is that which is without
contamination. According to Christ: “Blessed are the pure in heart:
for they shall see God” (Mat. 5:8). There must be purity in religion.
Thisisaso true with religion in the Old Testament: “He hath shewed
thee, O man, what is good; and what doth the LORD require of thee,
but to do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy
God?’ (Mic. 6:8).

The second aspect of the religion that is pure and undefiled in-
volves the Christian to keep (literally, keep on keeping) him-
self/herself unspotted from the world. This concept is interesting and
challenging as well. As children of God, we are members of the
church, and have been called out from the world, and are forbidden to
love the world (1 John 2:15-17) or to have friendship with it (Jam.
4:4). One keeps unspotted from the world by not allowing the spots of
the world to be transferred to him. One cannot come into contact with
oil, without becoming oily; in like manner, it isimpossible to partici-
pate in the things of the world, without being worldly. We are admon-
ished: “And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness,
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but rather reprovethem” (Eph. 5:11). Theliteral ideaiswe areto have
no joint participation with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather
expose and bring them to light. Christians are to “keep thyself pure’
(1 Tim. 5:22). Certainly this admonition applies to saints today! The
faithful ones will endure and, as a result, see God (Mat. 5:8). The
motivationisprovided in Scripture: “ Having therefore these promises,
dearly beloved, let us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh
and spirit, perfecting holinessin the fear of God” (2 Cor. 7:1). Hence,
pure religion and undefiled before God demands that we accept His
teachings and, “But as he which hath called you is holy, so be ye holy
in all manner of conversation; Because it is written, Be ye holy; for |
am holy” (1 Pet. 1:15-16).
The fifth principle or cause of worldliness is “worldly wisdom.”

To the Corinthians, Paul stated:

For Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel: not with

wisdom of words, lest the cross of Christ should be made of none

effect. For the preaching of the cross is to them that perish foolish-

ness; but unto us which are saved it is the power of God. For it is

written, | will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to

nothing the understanding of the prudent. Where is the wise? where

isthe scribe? where is the disputer of this world? hath not God made

foolish the wisdom of thisworld? For after that in the wisdom of God

the world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the foolish-

ness of preaching to save them that believe (1 Cor. 1:17-21).
Paul states unequivocally that God's wisdom is supreme. In compari-
son, man’s wisdom is nothing. Therefore, there is no substance or
validity to man’s glorying before God. And yet, because of the in-
flated ego of so many multitudes of people, pride disallows the accep-
tance of the gospel. The gospel is too simple. The message is quite
foolish in man’ seyes. Thus, man rebels. Signs are sought by the Jews,
and the Gentiles prefer the output of human intellect over the Divine
message. Thisisthe very reason the apostle Paul gives as to why few
who are mighty, noble, and wise, accept the gospel. Human pride gets
in the way. The self-inflated mind of man just cannot conceive of, or
assent to, acrucified Savior. As pertaining to the Corinthians, thiswas
the crux of the conflict between God's wisdom and man’s wisdom.
The confrontation revolved around the salvation God had provided for
humankind through His Son. Involved in the gospel is the salient
point of man’s helpless plight: he is lost in sin and spiritually deci-
mated by itsravages. However, God intervened and provided the only
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way of escape from man through the atoning sacrifice of His Anoint-
ed upon the cross. Yet, the enigma of being crucified on a cross was
so disturbing to the mental faculties of man that it was looked upon
with disdain. How could salvation result from such a despicable
death? God' s plan for saving man through the cross of His Son con-
founded man’ s wisdom. To man’ sway of thinking, the message of the
gospel was foolishness. It just didn’t fit into his sense of dignity and
propriety. Those who occupied positions of prestige and importance
in society would be subjected to ridicule and mockery if they were to
accept it, and because the glory that comes from men meant more to
them that being right with God, they rejected it.

Thereisavery strong appea made by Paul to those who will heed.
Not wanting any of those to whom he wrote to fall into the pit of
hopelessness, dug by trusting human reasoning and judgment, Paul
pleads:

Let no man deceive himself. If any man among you seemeth to be

wise in this world, let him become a fool, that he may be wise. For

the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God. For it is written,

He taketh the wise in their own craftiness (1 Cor. 3:18-19).
The individual who will indeed be wise is the one who refrains from
glorying in men, but rather glories in the Lord Jehovah. When we
divorce from us worldly wisdom, then we will accept with joy the
wonderful grace/gift of salvation made possible through the Lord's
vicarious death upon the cross.

The wisdom of Naaman caused him to remain aleper until he was
willing to receive and do the Lord’ s will (2 Kin. 5:13). Naaman was
infuriated with going to the Jordan and dipping seven times. It was
not until he came up out of the water the seventh time that he saw
demonstrated the power of the wisdom of God! “For whatsoever
things were written aforetime were written for our learning, that we
through patience and comfort of the scriptures might have hope’
(Rom. 15:4).

Paul’ s own Jewish brethren demonstrated aworldly wisdom when
they said:

Brethren, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for Isradl is, that they
might be saved. For | bear them record that they have a zeal of God,

but not according to knowledge. For they being ignorant of God's
righteousness, and going about to establish their own righteousness,
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have not submitted themselves unto the righteousness of God (Rom.
10:1-3).
As Micaiah stated long ago, “what the LORD saith unto me, that will |
speak” (1 Kin. 22:14)!

The sixth principle or cause of worldliness is partaking of “the

works of the flesh.” The Galatians epistle warns:
Now the works of the flesh are manifest, which are these; Adultery,
fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred,
variance, emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, envyings,
murders, drunkenness, revellings, and such like: of the which | tell
you before, as | have also told you in time past, that they which do
such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God (Gal. 5:19-21).
The works of the flesh are manifest i.e., obviously, clearly, and un-
mistakably wrong. They are easily recognizable as of the flesh, and,
therefore, contrary to the Spirit.

The first four are sins against purity (adultery, fornication, un-
cleanness, and lasciviousness). Adultery is unlawful sexual inter-
course of amarried individual with another. Fornication is unlawful
sexual intercourse in general. Uncleanness is lustful living. Lascivi-
ousness is unbridled manners including filthy words, indecent bodily
movements, and the unchaste handling of males and females. The
Christian must strive for purity, therefore, there will be a severing of
these from life.

The second two are sins of atheism or irreligion. Idolatry is the
worshiping of false gods. Witchcraft isthe pretense of communication
with invisible powers.

Thethird grouping includes eight sinsthat deal with one’ sdisposi-
tion. Hatred is bitterness or feelings of animosity. Variance is a
quarrelsome attitude. Emulations are feelings of resentment because
of advantages accruing to others. Wrath is the anger expressed at
others. Strife isthe promotion of a party spirit that creates contention.
Seditions is the breaking of fellowship within the congregation.
Heresies is the results from the breaking of fellowship within the
congregation. Envyings is the unhappiness or resentful begrudging of
the good fortune of another.

The fourth grouping of three deals with sins of excess. Murder is
the unlawful killing of alifeand is never justified. Drunkennessisthe
condition of stupor brought on by the consumption of intoxicating
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beverages. Revellingsisthe wild partying that takes place in the night
involving drinking, music, and dancing.

It is rather obvious that Inspiration did not attempt to present an
exhaustive catalog of the works of the flesh. Rather, after enumerating
the more common ones, the phrase and such like was stated to include
al others of the same character. So important wasit that the Galatians
be informed of the dangers involved in such matters, the apostle had
warned them of such before, and now repeats the warning. He sol-
emnly points out to them that those who practice such things cannot
enter into the everlasting kingdom which awaits at the end of the age
(2 Pet. 1:5-11). It is not possible for a Christian to live in any one of
these (states or fleshly indulgences) and go to heaven when thislifeis
over!

The seventh principle or cause of worldliness stems from the
influence of the new morality. The most popular present-day aterna-
tive that isaleading cause of worldlinessisthe so-called “ new moral-
ity.” Many religious leaders, as well as educators, sociologists, and
philosophers, have endorsed it and tried to defend it. But just what is
the position of theindividual who claimsto believe the new morality?
Ishis position radically different from the posture a Christian isled to
take by the Scripture? Are not both, biblical morality and the new
morality, based on love?

In the book A Church Without God, Ernest Harrison wrote:

The New Moralist does not accept at all the notion that there are

moral standards which are revealed by God. He does not believe that

God laid down laws which are for all men, at al times, under al

conditions. He s, therefore, arel ativist.®
Joseph Fletcher stated in regards to the new morality: “No action is
good or right in itself. It depends on whether it hurts or hel ps people,
whether or not it serves love’'s purposes—understand love to be
personal concern—in the particular circumstances.”*
John A. T. Robertson said:

Nothing can of itself be labeled as wrong. Sex relations before mar-

riage or divorce may be wrong ninety—ine cases, or even one hun-

dred cases, out of one hundred, but they are not intrinsically so, for

the only intrinsic evil islack of love®

This type of thinking is becoming more and more popular in our
country, especially so among young people. It is the logical outcome
of the general rebellion against established authority which has been
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going on for some time and serves as the philosophical justification
for even more rebellion against what little authority there seemsto be
left. It has served to create a whole new world of personal non-ac-
countability. Cal Thomas observed, “The lack of any personal ac-
countability to amoral code has made immorality respectable in our
nation.”® May we understand that when we abandon the notion of
moral law and substitute a morality where each act must be judged in
the light of its specific circumstances, there is no way to hold a man
accountable for his misconduct. For, even though he stole or mur-
dered, he will be able to argue that there were circumstances which
drove himto it and that he therefore should not be held accountable to
an inflexible standard which forbids those actions.

Mora law and love do not conflict but, to the contrary, they
compliment each other (1 John 5:3). Loves purposes cannot be ful-
filled without submission to the principles of morality set out in the
New Testament (2 John 6). Our Lord madeit clear that there could be
no clash between the moral law of God and the love which comes
from God. “If ye love me, keep my commandments’ (John 14:15).
“He that hath my commandments, and keepeth them, he it is that
loveth me” (John 14:21). “If aman love me, he will keep my words”
(John 14:23). “If ye keep my commandments, ye shall abide in my
love; even as | have kept my Father’s commandments, and abide in
hislove’ (John 15:10). Love to the new moralists is nothing short of
lustful conduct in acloak of licentious living.

CONCLUSION

Dear friends, Christians can live fully in this present world and
enjoy rich and rewarding days without surrendering to the world or
forsaking faithfulness to Christ Jesus. Inspiration recorded: “For he
that will lovelife, and see good days’ (1 Pet. 3:10). The Christian life
is the best life. However, it requires that we make a distinction be-
tween Christianity and the world.

ENDNOTES
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INTRODUCTION

Again, a tremendous theme has been chosen for the annual
Bellview lectureship. The Lord's church faces many difficulties and
challengesin this present age, and the problem of worldlinessisright
near the top of thelist. In fact, the late and esteemed brother Franklin
Camp once said that, in his judgment, worldliness is the greatest
threat to the Lord' s church today.

Thisis not to say that worldliness is the only threat to the church
of Christ today. The infiltration of the philosophy and practice of
denominationalismis also amajor threat to the well-being of the body
of Christ today. However, many members of the church, who would
never dream of yielding to denominationalism, are guilty of yielding
to the lusts of the flesh. For example, some parents, who will not back
down one iota on whether baptism is essential to salvation, see noth-
ing wrong with forsaking the assembly of the saintsto spend arelax-
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ing weekend at the lake or the beach. Moreover, their attire at these
placesis often immodest and provocative.

Again, some parents, who staunchly defend the idea that there is
only one true church, will also defend the decision to ship their sons
and daughters off to the prom, without the slightest concern for the
worldly atmosphere associated with such an activity. For further proof
of just how much worldliness has infiltrated the church, just scan the
list of topics which make up this lectureship and think of how many
times you have seen brethren in the local church struggle in these
areas. Thislectureship is sorely needed!

My particular assignment, within the framework of the overall
theme, is to examine the philosophy of hedonism. The plan for inves-
tigation is as follows: (1) Define the philosophy of hedonism;
(2) Demonstrate hedonism, i.e., give examples of men and women
who have practiced the philosophy of hedonism; and (3) Defeat
hedonism, i.e., show the destructive consequences of practicing
hedonism. In our conclusion we will point the way to a better way of
living which will lead ultimately to the greatest pleasure of all!

HEDONISM DEFINED

Since the word hedonism is not a part of our everyday vocabulary,
it is necessary to define the term. In A Dictionary of Philosophy,
hedonism is defined as “the principle that happiness (defined in terms
of pleasure) is the sole and proper aim of human action.”* The hedo-
nist believes that the ultimate purpose of lifeisto pursue pleasure and
avoid pain. Years ago, acommercial on television reminded its view-
ers that you only go around once in life—therefore “Go for the
gusto!” Get all of the pleasure you can while you can! That, in a
nutshell, is the definition of hedonism.

Actually, hedonism is not new. Its origin can be traced all the way
back to the Garden of Eden. Furthermore, as we will amply demon-
strate in the next section, the practice of hedonism is vividly depicted
upon the pages of Holy Scripture. In the formal discipline of philoso-
phy, hedonism finds its rootsin the ancient Greek culture, particularly
in the schoal of the Cyrenaics in the latter part of the fourth century
B.C. The Cyrenaics were full-fledged hedonists, living their lives with
total and reckless abandon. Their philosophy was “Total Indul-
gence—Zero Guilt.”
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Eventually, the Greek philosophers elevated the philosophy of
hedonism to the level of being areligion. They argued that one who
was in a normal state of consciousness could never find the knowl-
edge necessary to live a fulfilled life. Hence, one had to turn to the
Greek god Dionysius to find release from the limitations of human
knowledge. The method for accomplishing this goal was to drink
oneself into a drunken stupor until he became free of al inhibitions.
R. C. Sproul explains:

People believed that in a drunken stupor they could make contact
with the supernatural world during their mystical experience of
“euphoria,” an experience called not “getting low,” but “getting
high.”...Added to this was an array of sexual involvementsincluding
temple prostitution. The prostitutes were able to help a person break
down hisinhibitions so that he could make contact with the gods and
experience the feeling of ecstasy that was the release of the soul 2
The above-described obsession with acohol and sex sounds all too
familiar, doesit not?

A more refined form of hedonism (but no less dangerous) devel-
oped with the Greek philosopher Epicurus, and his followers, the
Epicureans. Like the Cyrenaics of a century before him, Epicurus
promoted the pursuit of pleasure asthe chief aimin life. Consider the
following words of Epicurus, contained in a letter he wrote to
Menoeceus:

Wherefore we call pleasure the Alpha and Omega of a blessed life.

Pleasureis our first and kindred good. It is the starting-point of every

choice and of every aversion, and to it we come back, inasmuch aswe

make feeling the rule by which to judge every good thi ng.3
The above words seem to mirror the very same belief of the radical
hedonistswho preceded Epicurus. Yet, there areimportant differences
between Epicurus and the Cyrenaics. Epicurus advocated a more
dignified approach to seeking pleasure. Rather than living life with
reckless abandon, Epicurus advanced the idea that one could enjoy
life by pursuing a more sophisticated level of pleasure. He and his
followers sought to obtain pleasure without losing all control of their
faculties. In fact, the dictionary defines an epicure as “a person who
cultivates arefined taste, esp. in food and wine; connoisseur.”* Epicu-
rean is defined as someone who is “fond of or adapted to luxury or
indulgencein sensual pleasures; having luxurioustastes or habits, esp.
in eating or drinking.”®
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Hence, the Epicurean form of hedonism advocated indulgence, but
with certain limitations. Accordingly, in the same etter to Menoeceus
mentioned above, Epicurus wrote:

When we say, then, that pleasure is the end and aim, we do not mean
the pleasures of the prodigal, or the pleasures of sensuality, aswe are
understood to do by some, through ignorance, prejudice or wilful
misrepresentation. By pleasure we mean the absence of pain in the
body and trouble in the soul N

Thus, Epicureans viewed excess as something to avoid because of
the pain that would come after the pleasures of certain activities had
evaporated. Whereas the Cyrenaics argued that the pleasure of the
moment is always to be sought, the Epicureans affirmed that cultivat-
ing atota life of pleasureis superior to living for the pleasure of the
moment. This is not to say that the Epicureans were strict moralists.
On the contrary, they encouraged the pursuit of pleasure, even if it
meant participating in activities defined by Paul as “works of the
flesh” (Gal. 5:19-21).” The Epicureans believed that the action that is
morally right is the one that produces the most pleasure. However, an
action is morally wrong if it produces pain rather than pleasure.
Again, Sproul elaborates:

The Epicureans understood that if you indulged in too much wine,

the result would not be exquisite enjoyment of fine-tasting wine, but

the awful hangover of the next day. Likewise, if you overindulged in

sexual activities, the odds were greatly increased that you would add

venereal disease to your future misery....Recognizing the price paid

for pleasure, the Epicureans tried to create a more balanced enjoy-

ment of pleasure and pain. For example, they believed that one

should keep pleasure at amoderate level; just alittle bit of adultery is

enougBh to spice up life and keep the excitement flowing in the human

heart.
Therefore, “the most virtuous person is he who can most often ascer-
tain and choose the most satisfying pleasures while, asfar as possible,
avoiding painful experience.”® For the Epicurean, the avoidance of
pain was as important as the pursuit of pleasure.

With the Epicurean emphasis on the pursuit of earthly pleasure as
the ultimate goal of life, and their corresponding stress of the need to
avoid pain at al costs, it is easy to see why the Epicurean philoso-
phers vented their hostilities toward the apostle Paul in Athens (Acts
17:18ff). After all, the very basis of Paul’s inspired message contra-
dicted every aspect of their philosophy. He taught that God had
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become flesh (1 Tim. 3:16) and that, in the ultimate act of self-denial,
“he humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the desth
of the cross’ (Phi. 2:5-8).

Furthermore, Paul describes the pain and suffering of the cross as
the prelude to the resurrection and ascension of Christ, at which time
He received the ultimate pleasure of being exalted by the Father (Phi.
2:9). Not only that, but worst of all in the Epicurean view, Paul taught
that Jesus would return to judge all men according to their deeds and
either reward or punish them accordingly (Acts 17:31; 2 Cor. 5:10).

HEDONISM DEMONSTRATED

Although hedonism does not appear in our English Bibles, “plea-
sures’ in Luke 8:14 and Titus 3:3 isaform of the Greek word hedone.
A similar form of theword istrandated “pleasure” in 2 Peter 2:13 and
as“lusts’ in James4:1, 3. Moreover, the English word hedonism does
not have to appear in the Bible for us to be able to find hedonistic
conduct in the Bible, i.e., those who were pursuing their own selfish
pleasures at the expense of obeying God.

1. Adam and Eve. Long before the Greek philosophers ad-
vanced the notion of hedonism, one hedonistic act by Eve (and Adam)
in the Garden of Eden introduced sorrow and pain into our world.
While Adam and Eve are never on record as advocating the hedonistic
idea that the chief aim of life isthe pursuit of pleasure, thereis abso-
lutely no doubt their sinful actions were motivated by the desire to
experience pleasure. In fact, the text declares:

When the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was
pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired to make one wise, she
took of the fruit thereof, and did eat, and gave also unto her husband
with her; and he did eat (Gen. 3:6).

Centuries later, John summarized worldliness as “the lust of the
flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life” (1 John 2:16). Eve
was motivated by the lust of the flesh when she saw “that the tree was
good for food.” She was motivated by the lust of the eyes when she
saw that the fruit upon the tree “was pleasant to the eyes.” She mani-
fested the pride of life when she partook of the fruit because of her
desire to be wise, like God. Adam succumbed to her influence and
participated in this transgression against God. Consequently, they
were expelled from the Garden, and life on earth took a dramatic turn
for the worse.
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Their story reminds us that it does not take a life of unceasing
hedonism to bring about disastrous consequences. One isolated act of
pleasure-seeking can bring about alifetime of consequences, not only
for the thrill seekers but also for those who are affected by their
decisions. How many times has someone, seeking the pleasure of an
acohalic high, brought devastating and permanent consegquencesinto
his’her life (and the lives of countless others) by deciding to get
behind the wheel and drive while intoxicated?

2. Theresidents of earth before the flood. With the excep-
tion of Noah, and his family, the human beings dwelling upon the
earth before the flood were thoroughgoing hedonists, so much so that
every imagination of the thoughts of man’s heart was only evil contin-
ualy (Gen. 6:5). Moses described the antediluvian world as corrupt
and filled with violence (Gen. 6:11). “ God looked upon the earth, and,
behold, it was corrupt; for all flesh had corrupted his way upon the
earth” (Gen. 6:12). Tragically, mankind’s obsession with worldly
pleasure came at a great price: destruction in the flood and loss of the
soul (Gen. 6:13). In contrast, Noah was “ajust man and perfect in his
generations’ (Gen. 6:9). He found grace in the eyes of the Lord; he
and his family were spared by God.

3. The residents of Sodom and Gomorrah. According to
Genesis 13:13, “The men of Sodom were wicked and sinners before
the LORD exceedingly.” The Lord described their sin as very grievous
(Gen. 18:20). The description of their tawdry behavior is recorded in
Genesis 19. Their hedonism camein the form of homosexuality. Their
destruction was the consequence (Gen. 19:24-29).

4. Esau. A classic example of seeking the pleasure of the
moment is Esau’ s decision to exchange his birthright for the immedi-
ate gratification of abowl of soup (Gen. 25:29-34; Heb. 12:15-17). In
essence, Esau was willing to forfeit the blessings of the future for the
pleasure of the moment. He was so consumed with satisfying the
hunger pangs of the moment that helost all sense of reason asto what
mattered most. Esau may very well have enjoyed that bowl of pottage,
but his pleasure was short-lived.

Similarly, there are millions of men and women on earth today
who possess the spirit of Esau. An African tribe elects a new king
every seven years. It isunderstood that during his seven-year reign the
king of the tribe possesses all power over the tribe. All of hiswishes
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are granted. He has access to all wealth. Any woman of the tribe he
desiresisrequired to satisfy his urges. One other thing is understood
about the seven-year reign of the king: at the end of his reign the
people of the tribe will, in accordance with tribal custom, surround
the king and kill him. Now, you would think that upon seeing this
savage event just having taken place that no one would step forward
and volunteer to be the next king. Yet, there is never a shortage of
men desiring to become king. In essence, these men are willing to
sacrificetheremainder of life’ sexpectationsif they can have anything
they want for seven years. We are tempted to write off their attitude
as the result of being raised in a savage and barbaric climate. How-
ever, the same malady of the mind affects countless civilized Ameri-
cans. They want what they want, and they want it right now—even if
it means forfeiting the future blessing of a home in heaven.

5. Judah and Tamar. In Genesis 38, we find the sordid
account of Tamar, Judah’s daughter-in-law, dressing up as a harlot
and making herself available to Judah. Judah, not knowing it was his
daughter-in-law, solicited her services as a prostitute (Gen. 38:15-18).
Later, when Judah tried to send payment to the harlot, he was in-
formed that she could not be found.

Eventually, word came to Judah that his daughter-in-law Tamar
had “played the harlot” and was, consequently, with child. Judah
ordered that she be brought forth and burned. However, when she
came forth, she exhibited Judah’s signet, bracelets, and staff as proof
that he was the man who had been with her in this act of prostitution.
Judah'’ s thirst for sexual pleasure brought great heartache and embar-
rassment to him and his family. His hedonistic act stands in sharp
contrast to that of Joseph who, in the very next chapter, refused the
daily advances of Potiphar’swife (Gen. 39:7-10). Joseph found more
pleasure in faithfully serving God, and his master Potiphar, than he
did in enjoying the temporary pleasure of fornicating with Potiphar’s
wife.

6. Achan and Gehazi. Although God had expressly forbidden
the Israelites to personally partake of the spoils of victory over Jeri-
cho (Jos. 6:18-19), Achan’s thirst for the pleasure of being rich out-
weighed his passion for pleasing God. As he looked at the spails of
victory he saw “a goodly Babylonish garment, and two hundred
shekels of silver, and a wedge of gold of fifty shekels weight” (Jos.
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7:21). He coveted these items, took these items, and hid them in the
earth under the middle of his tent. He knew that he was doing wrong,
but the pleasure of the moment became more important to him than
the threat of punishment in the future.

Asit turns out, Achan learned what so many pleasure seekers have
learned—the temporary pleasure of the moment is not worth the
enduring pain and consequences that come in the future. He and his
family were stoned and burned to death (Jos. 7:25). If Achan could
speak to us from beyond the vale, what would he say about the hedo-
nistic motto of living for the pleasure of the moment?

A man of kindred disposition to Achan was Gehazi, the servant of
Elisha. After the leper, Naaman, was cleansed of his leprosy, he
offered Elisha a gift (2 Kin. 5:15). However, Elisha refused the gift
and sent Naaman on his way. Gehazi, the servant of Elisha, could not
believethat Elishahad allowed Naaman to get away without receiving
the riches Naaman had to offer. So Gehazi decided to run after
Naaman and “take somewhat of him” (2 Kin. 5:20).

When Naaman saw Gehazi running, he stopped the chariot and
asked if all waswell. Gehazi lied, saying that his master had sent him
to retrieve some money and raiment from Naaman to assist two young
men of the sons of the prophets (2 Kin. 5:22). Although Gehazi only
asked for one talent of silver, Naaman generously gave him two
talents of silver. He also donated the two changes of garments Gehazi
had requested.

When Gehazi returned home he took the money and the merchan-
dise and hid them in his house. Then he went in and stood before
Elisha. When Elisha asked him where he had been, he lied again,
saying that he had not gone anywhere. However, little did he know
that Elisha was aware of what he had done. Elisha rebuked him and
pronounced a curse of leprosy upon him and his seed forever (2 Kin.
5:26-27).

How sad, inexpressibly sad that Gehazi’ s future, and the future of
his offspring, was determined by one hedonistic moment when his
hunger for the pleasure of being rich motivated him to lie and steal.
He, and Achan, will go down in history as victims of the philosophy
of hedonism.

7. David. At the time of year when kings went forth to battle,
David sent Joab instead. One evening he arose and walked upon the
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roof of his house and happened upon a beautiful woman who was
bathing. Rather than turning away from the sight, he gazed, and he
longed. He set about to discover the name of the woman, and it was
not long until he sent his messengers to retrieve her to come to his
house. He committed adultery with her, and she conceived a child.

Knowing that it would be difficult to explain how Bathsheba had
conceived, with her husband Uriah miles away on the battlefield,
immediate arrangements were made to bring Uriah home for a short
leave. However, Uriah’ sintegrity was more than David had bargained
for in his little scheme. Uriah refused to enjoy the comfort of his
comfortable bed while his comrades were encamped in the open
fields. Undeterred from his plot to cover up his sin, David ordered
Uriah to be placed on the front lines of the hottest battle, and then
abandoned, so he would be killed. After all, David knew that a dead
Uriah could never testify that he was not the father of Bathsheba's
baby. Just as planned, Uriah died in battle.

This remarkable story teaches us how the yearning for a moment
of pleasure (the essence of what hedonism is all about) is often the
first step to a host of other transgressions and tragedies. If David had
not been so intent on fulfilling his lusts with Bathsheba, then he
would have never dreamed of conspiring to murder her husband.
Although it iswonderful that David later repented of hissins (Psa. 32;
51), his passion was the prelude to life-lasting problems!

8. Amnon. The sick story of Amnon raping his sister is just
one more reminder that hedonism is nothing new to mankind. Thetext
declares that Amnon was so vexed that he fell for his virgin sister
Tamar, but he could not figure out how to do anything to her. His
friend Jonadab, a very crafty man, told Amnon to pretend to be sick
and to request that his sister be sent to him with some food to nourish
and strengthen him.

Amnon carried out the plan and asked his father David to send
Tamar unto him in his time of illness. She went to his house, took
flour, kneaded it, made cakes, and baked the cakes right before his
very eyes. However, when she brought the cakes to him to serve him,
he refused to eat and ordered everyone to leave the room except for
Tamar. He encouraged Tamar to bring the cakes into his bedroom so
he could eat them there.
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When she brought the cakes in unto him, he grabbed hold of her
and asked her to lie with him. She refused, saying, “Nay, my brother,
do not force me; for no such thing ought to be donein Israel: do not
thou this folly” (2 Sam. 13:12). He refused to listen to her pleas and
“being stronger than she, forced her, and lay with her” (2 Sam. 13:14).
After he raped her, he looked at her in disgust and hatefully sent her
away.

Radical hedonism argues that man’s chief goal in life is pleasure
and that heisto do whatever is hecessary to feel pleasure. In the story
above, Amnon wanted to enjoy the pleasure of having sexual relations
with his sister. Therefore, according to hedonism, he was totally
within his rights when he forced her to gratify his quest for pleasure.

Some hedonists might interrupt at this point and say, “ That is not
true. We do not advocate hurting other people to gain our own indi-
vidual pleasure.” In reply, we would point out that by so arguing they
have given up the fundamental premise of the philosophy of hedo-
nism—"If it feels good, do it.” They cannot have it both ways. Either
we are permitted to seek pleasure or we are not. What absolute stan-
dard would the more dignified hedonist use to try to control the
pleasure-seeking escapades of someone else? What is pleasurable to
me might not be pleasurable to you; but who do you think you are to
tell methat | must seek your brand of pleasure and not my own?

This is the ungetaroundable dilemma for hedonists. If they argue
that certain pursuits of pleasure are out of bounds, they are going to
have to point to some objective standard to prove their assertion. If
they point to the Bible as the objective standard to condemn rape,
then they are going to have to accept all else that the Bible condemns.
This would include some of their own brand of hedonism, so they
cannot afford to turn to the Bible to condemn someone else’s behav-
ior. But if they cannot turn to the Bible to regulate human conduct
what other objective standard can they turn to? There is none! Hence,
to be consistent with the philosophy of hedonism, they cannot con-
demn someone else's form of pleasure-seeking just because it does
not coincide with their own style of pleasure-seeking. Consequently,
al human conduct is acceptable as long as pleasure is its ultimate
goal. What would aworld be like, in which everyone pursued hisown
pleasure without regard to how it affected others? Unfortunately, as
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welook at our own nation, and its increasing hedonistic tendencies, it
is not that hard to imagine.

9. Solomon. The life of Solomon proves that hedonism is
manifested in many different forms. One does not have to be a rapist
like Amnon to be classified as hedonistic. In Solomon’s inspired
diary, the book of Ecclesiastes, Solomon gives us a glimpse at some
of the things he had pursued in an attempt to find happiness. By his
own admission, he had lived as ahedonist. Consider hiswords: “| said
in mine heart, Go to now, | will prove thee with mirth, therefore enjoy
pleasure” (Ecc. 2:1). In his quest for fulfillment in life, Solomon
immersed himself in pleasure. Like the Epicurean hedonists described
earlier, hedid not livein total abandon, but he did pursue pleasure. He
tried to find it in wisdom and knowledge only to find that the more he
knew the sadder he became (Ecc. 1:16-18).

He experimented with alcohol to see if it could give him the
pleasure that he was desperately seeking. He said, “I sought in mine
heart to give myself unto wine, yet acquainting mine heart with wis-
dom” (Ecc. 2:3). Notice that, like the Epicurean hedonists, Solomon
did not set out to become an alcoholic. Rather, he wanted to drink
socialy while maintaining his dignity and wisdom.

He became aworkahalic, spending all of histime building houses,
planting vineyards, gardens, orchards, and pools. He populated his
pal ace with servants, maidens, and children born to these servants and
maidens. Men singers and women singers and the delights of the sons
of men serenaded him. Moreover, he became wealthy beyond all
description, owning staggering amounts of cattle, silver, gold, and the
peculiar treasure of kings and of the provinces. He was so wealthy
that he could purchase anything upon which helaid hiseyes. In direct
opposition to God’ sinstruction, He surrounded himself with hundreds
and hundreds of beautiful foreign women (1 Kin. 11:1-3).

What did Solomon’s hedonistic frenzy leave with him? Listen to
hiswords:

| have seen all the works that are done under the sun; and, behold, all
isvanity and vexation of spirit....Then | looked on all the works that
my hands had wrought, and on the labour that | had laboured to do:
and, behold, all was vanity and vexation of spirit, and there was no
profit under the sun (Ecc. 1:14; 2:11).
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Solomon'’s pursuit of pleasure left him empty and dissatisfied. More-
over, his wives turned away his heart from God and cost him his
kingdom (1 Kin. 11:4-12).

10. Two Rich Fools. The book of Luke records the stories of
two men who failed to learn that “a man’s life consisteth not in the
abundance of the things which he possesseth” (Luke 12:15). To prove
this point, Jesus told the parable of a certain rich man whose wealth
continued to grow and grow. However, rather than glorifying God for
the abundance of blessings he had received, the rich man took all of
the credit for what he had done. Furthermore, instead of being rich in
good works, and ready to distribute his surplus to the needy (1 Tim.
6:17-18), the rich man adopted the Epicurean philosophy of keeping it
al for his own pleasure, and saying to his soul, “ Take thine ease, eat,
drink, and be merry” (Luke 12:19). God pronounced the man a fool
due to his arrogance and shortsightedness. He al so announced that his
soul would be required of him that very night. Accordingly, all of his
earthly riches would be left behind for someone el se to enjoy.

Another prominent rich man in the New Testament is described in
Luke 16:19. He “was clothed in purple and fine linen, and fared
sumptuously every day.” His life was one of lavish extravagance
while Lazarus, the beggar, lived in the depths of poverty. Although
the text does not explicitly label the rich man of Luke 16 “afool,” his
conduct is no less foolish than that of the rich man of Luke 12. He
hoarded al of his wealth for his own selfish pleasures, completely
oblivious to the needs of the beggar who was laid at his gate.

When the rich man died, he found himself in torments (Luke
16:23). Meanwhile, Lazarus, who had also died, found his fortunes
reversed. No longer was he hungry and in pain. Rather, he was in the
comfort of Abraham’s bosom (Luke 16:22). The rich man was no
longer rich. In his spiritually impoverished condition, he was now the
beggar. He begged Lazarus to “dip the tip of his finger in water, and
cool my tongue” (Luke 16:24).

In reply, Abraham reminded him of the pleasures he had enjoyed
in his lifetime upon the earth (cf., Jam. 5:5), and of the pain Lazarus
had received, pain which the rich man could have helped to alleviate.
Now, however, the rich man’ s pleasures had come to a screeching and
irreversible halt. Never more would he know joy; pain would be his
eternal companion. Was it worth it? Were all of the earthly pleasures
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he had known worth this unceasing torment? One of the biggest
falsehoods associated with hedonism is the idea that we will never
suffer any consequences for pursuing earthly pleasures. Two rich
foolstell us adifferent story.

11. The Prodigal Son. Jesus, in Luke 15, paints one of the
more vivid pictures of hedonism in the Bible for us. He tells the
parable of two sons. The younger of two sons had grown weary of
waiting for his father to die and pass on his inheritance. So he boldly
asked his father for immediate distribution of the goods he had com-
ing to him. Then the text declares: “And not many days after the
younger son gathered all together, and took his journey into a far
country, and there wasted his substance with riotous living” (Luke
15:13).

Abandoning al sense of responsibility, the young son pursued
pleasure with a ravenous appetite. He was so obsessed with his quest
for pleasure that he paid no attention to how quickly his wealth was
evaporating. Soon, “he had spent all” (Luke 15:14). To make matters
worse, a mighty famine arose in the land, and he was completely
broke. He had nothing. In desperation, he took on ajob feeding swine
in the fields. When he observed that the swine had more food than he
did, the harsh reality of his hedonistic binge, and its consequences,
came crashing down around him. He remembered that even the house-
hold servants back at his father’s house had more than enough food,
while he was starving. Hence, he made the decision to go home and
beg for no more status than that of a hired servant. However, the
father would give him far more.

Upon his return, he received the compassionate welcome and
embrace of his father. Moreover, his father clothed him with the best
robe and put aring on his finger and shoes on his feet. Furthermore,
the fatted calf provided more than enough food for this hungry son.
Like so many hedonists before him (and after), he learned that the
pleasures of sin last for only a season (Heb. 11:25). On the other
hand, the pleasures available to usin the Father’ s house are the purest
and most permanent of pleasures!

12. Demas. No lectureship on worldliness, and no lecture on
hedonism, would be compl ete without a reference to Demas. One of
the saddest statements in the entire Bible is recorded in 2 Timothy
4:10. Therein, Paul wrote, “For Demas hath forsaken me, having
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loved this present world.” A co-worker of Paul in the ministry of the
gospel (Coal. 4:14; Phm. 24), Demas exchanged it al for the fleeting
pleasures of the world. Paul does not give us al of the details as to
how Demas apostatized. When did this love affair begin? Did it
happen abruptly, or gradually? We are not told, and it really does not
matter. Paul does tell us that the root cause of his departure was that
he fell in love with the present world. The result is the same.

Apparently, Demas was blinded to the fact that the joy of worldly
pleasures can never equal that of heavenly treasures. Sadly, the spirit
of Demas is alive and well today. How many times have we seen a
once-faithful member of the Lord’s church fall away because of the
lure of worldly pleasures? Hopefully, this lectureship, and this lec-
tureship book, will do much to dissuade some in the Lord’s church
today from following the path of Demas.

13. Various New Testament Passages. Hosts of passages in
the New Testament demonstrate the practice of hedonism to one
degree or another. Paul mentioned those who were “serving divers
lusts and pleasures’ (Tit. 3:3). He described some as “lovers of plea
sures more than lovers of God” (2 Tim. 3:4). In fact, “Of this sort are
they which creep into houses, and lead captive silly women laden with
sins, led away with divers lusts’” (2 Tim. 3:6). He also foretold of a
time when some would not endure sound doctrine but would instead,
“After their own lusts shall they heap to themselves teachers, having
itching ears’ (2 Tim. 4:3). Like those of Isaiah’s day, they would say,
“Prophesy not unto us right things, speak unto us smooth things,
prophesy deceits’ (Isa. 30:10).

The apostle Peter also described the hedonistic conduct of those
who have “walked in lasciviousness, lusts, excess of wine, revellings,
banquetings, and abominable idolatries” (1 Pet. 4:3). He aso men-
tioned those who “walk after the flesh in the lust of uncleanness, and
despise government” (2 Pet. 2:10). These same individuals “count it
pleasure to riot in the day time” and “alure through the lusts of the
flesh” (2 Pet. 2:13, 18). Numerous Scriptures describe various indi-
viduals as “walking after their own lusts’ (2 Pet. 3:3; Jude 16, 18).

14. Modern day demonstrations of hedonism. Obviously, an
entire book could be written to chronicle the episodes of modern day
hedonism. All one has to do to see a demonstration of modern day
hedonism is to turn on the television. Whether it is the outrageous,
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vulgar, and blasphemous antics of Howard Stern, or the misleading
emphasis of the show “Lifestyles of the Rich and Famous,” the tel evi-
sion airwaves are saturated with hedonistic inducements. Certainly,
modern media has become one of Satan’s greatest servantsin accom-
plishing his goal of keeping our minds on secular matters.

Through modern tel evision programming, Satan’ s henchmen (tele-
vision producers, scriptwriters, etc.) constantly assault and bombard
the very foundations of our faith. The airwaves are full of “electronic
visions of a world so violent, sensual and narcotic that childhood
itself appears to be under siege” (U. S. News and World Report).
Analyst and columnist Michael Novak wrote, “Our own public moral
culture formed preeminently by television, cinema and music is a
disgrace to the human race.” Even the Ladies Home Journal pub-
lished an article entitled “Living In Truly Tasteless Times,” in which
the author asserted:

The American people appear to be unshockable now, desensitized
even to genuine brutality—not to mention simple civility—and
possessed of an insatiable appetite for whatever might once have been
thought unsavory, crude, crass and even decadent...our popular
culture is becoming flashier, trashier, more vulgar and exploitive.

And how did this happen? How did television get from where it
was in the 1950s to where it is in the 1990s? The answer is quite
simple. Slowly, but surely, Satan’s servants in the media have pecked
away and chipped away at our sensitivities, steadily seducing usinto
the surrender of our moral convictions until we have practicaly lost
our ability to blush (cf., Jer. 6:15). Like the frog in the kettle, we have
been imperceptibly boiled, hard-boiled towards sin, one degree at a
time.

For example, contrast the attitude towards homosexuality today
with that of afew years ago. There is unquestionably more tolerance
towards homosexuality today than in the past. And why? Again, it is
because Satan has utilized his servants in the media to soften our
moral objections. In 1991, the television program L. A. Law intro-
duced its audience to the bisexual character C. J. Lamb. Amanda
Donohoe, who played C. J., said, “C. J. is as close as you can get to
my personality in afictional role. What I’ ve decided to bring to C. J.
are my sensibilities, my political views, and my moras.” What are
Donohoe’s morals? She once starred in Lair of the White Worm, a
movie in which her character spits on a crucifix. Commenting on this
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scene in the film, she said, “I'm an atheist, so it was actually a joy.
Spitting on Christ was a great deal of fun—especially for me being a
woman...l can’t embrace a male god who has persecuted female
sexuality throughout the ages.” This servant of Satan was shown
kissing another woman on the mouth during the February 7, 1991,
episode of L. A. Law. It isjust one more example of the devil attempt-
ing to depict as normal that which God has decreed abnormal.

Modern songwriters promote hedonismin lyricsthat Satan himsel f
could have written. A popular singing group known as Salt N’ Pepa
has a song entitled, “None of Your Business.” The song contains the
following lyrics: “If | wanna take a guy home with me tonight, it's
none of your business; if she wanna be a freak and sell it on the
weekend, it’ snone of your business.” Thisauthor knows of more than
one Christian mother who has purchased the compact disc containing
this song as a present for their teenage daughters.

For more evidence of hedonism, read. Look at the headlines on the
magazines located next to the checkout stand at the supermarket and
you will see hedonism personified. One of the popular authors of
articles for “women’s magazines’ is Helen Gurley Brown. In one of
her articles, she redefined the meaning of promiscuity. It used to be
that promiscuity meant “having sexual relationships with more than
one person, outside of marriage.” However, Helen Gurley Brown
wrote that promiscuity is: “Having sexual relations with more than
one person in the same day.”*° This philosophy of romance is not
just confined to the magazine rack. With just a quick peek at some of
the book titles at the local bookstore, one will see the influence of
hedonism. Furthermore, books like Heather Has Two Mommies target
children to accept the homosexual agenda. The book seeks to explain
that alittle girl named Heather has afamily just like other kids do; she
just has two mommies. In other words, Heather has two leshians for
parents. The book goes on to explain to its young audience that
Heather’s family is not freakish or deserving of censure. Indeed,
hedonism is alive and well on planet earth!

Even in the modern church, there are examples of members who
seek pleasure more diligently than they do the things of God. The
“lusts of other things entering in, choke the word, and it becometh
unfruitful” (Mark 4:19). Our recreations, vacations, and vocations
often preaccupy us from our God-given purpose. Satan does hot mind
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an occasional visit to the church pew if we sit in our easy chair the
rest of the time.

The plain truth of the matter is that we have all too regularly put
the Lord's work on the back-burner while we selfishly pursue our
own pleasures. Looking at the middle letter of sin captures the thrust
of sin. The middle letter is“l.” That is precisely where the problem
lies. | will do what | want to do, when | want to do it, but | will not
inconvenience myself to walk across the street to talk to my neighbor
about Jesus.

A preacher can call a member of the church and ask him to assist
in a Bible study one evening for approximately an hour and receive a
negative answer on the basis that the church member is just too busy.
Yet, the preacher can call this same member and invite him to play a
round of golf or go to a ball game, or go fishing/hunting, activities
which all take much longer than an hour, and suddenly the busy
church member can find an immediate opening in his schedule. Why?
Because he loves the world more than he loves the spiritual.

HEDONISM DEFEATED

The philosophy of Hedonism can be defeated, both philosophically
and biblically. The philosophical weakness of hedonism is seen in
what is known as “the hedonistic paradox.” R. C. Sproul explains:

If the hedonist fails to achieve the measure of pleasure he seeks, he
experiences frustration. Frustration is painful. If we fail to find the
pleasure we are seeking, the result is frustration and pain. The more
we seek pleasure and the more we fail to achieve it, the more pain we
introduce into our lives. On the other hand, if we achieve all the
pleasure we seek we become sated and bored. Boredom is the coun-
terpart of frustration; it is also painful to the pleasure seeker. Again,
the paradox: if we achieve what we want, welose; if we don’t achieve
what we are searching for, we lose. The result of hedonism is the
exact opposite of itsgoal. Its only fruit is ultimate pai ntt

From a biblical standpoint, hedonism is defeated by the constant
reminders in Scripture of the result of pursuing the pleasures of the
flesh. The reason that the Holy Spirit led John to write, “Love not the
world, neither the things that are in the world” (1 John 2:15) is two-
fold. First, we should not love the world because “all that isin the
world...is not of the Father” (1 John 2:16). If we love the world, we
makes ourselves enemies of God (Jam. 4:4), and thelove of the Father
isnot in us (1 John 2:15). The second reason we should not love the
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world is because “the world passeth away, and the lust thereof: but he
that doeth the will of God abideth for ever” (1 John 2:17).

In Psalm 73, the psalmist admitted his envy of the hedonistic man
who prospersin the world and increases in riches, despite the fact that
he has no concern for God (Psa. 73:1-10). Whereas the wicked man
appears to be immune to suffering, the psalmist laments the fact that,
athough he has been trying to serve God, heis plagued and chastened
al the day long. This was a painful and perplexing dilemma for the
psalmist until—until he saw the end. The psamist learned that the
ungodly man, who livesin the lap of luxury in this life, will receive
his just dessertsin the next life (Psa. 73:22). Contrariwise, the godly
man will receive the privilege of leaving this painful existence on
earth to live in glory with God forevermore (Psa. 73:23-24). There-
fore, it isworth it to live for God in this life, even if such alife re-
quires sacrifice.

The apostle Paul knew something about the pain and sacrifice
involved in serving the Lord (2 Cor. 11:23-28). Yet, instead of seek-
ing the worldly pleasure around him, he took “pleasure in infirmities,
in reproaches, in necessities, in persecutions, in distressesfor Christ’s
sake” (2 Cor. 12:10). He did this because it made him spiritually
strong. The Psalmist declared, “It is good for me that | have been
afflicted; that | might learn thy statutes” (Psa. 119:71).

Why did Paul buffet his body and keep it under subjection (1 Cor.
9:27) rather than allowing sin to reign in his mortal body? He an-
swers. “Lest that by any means, when | have preached to others, |
myself should be a castaway” (1 Cor. 9:27). Paul said, “| reckon that
the sufferings of this present time are not worthy to be compared with
the glory which shall berevealed in us’ (Rom. 8:18). No wonder Paul
was willing to fight the good fight of faith and pour himself out as a
drink offering. He never took his eyes off of the crown of life that
awaited him (2 Tim. 4:6-8; Jam. 1:12).

Sometimes our thirst for a certain pleasure is the prelude to our
downfall. For instance, monkey trappersin North Africahave aclever
method of catching their prey. They carve out an opening in a number
of gourds, fill them with nuts, and fasten them to a tree branch. The
opening isjust large enough for the monkey to stick his forepaw into
it. However, when the hungry monkey grasps a handful of nuts, the
hole is too small for him to withdraw his clenched fist. Greatly agi-
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tated, the monkey begins to wail at hisinability to partake of what he
has in his clutches. The trappers merely follow these wailing sounds
right to their prey. The monkey could, of course, let go of the fistful
of nuts and draw his hand out of the gourd, but hislust for these nuts
is so great that he loses all sense of reason and allows himself to be
brought into bondage.

Is not this a picture of many today? With his crafty devices, the
devil appeals to certain appetites of the flesh. Aslong as we hold on
to the worldly bait we cannot escape from Satan’s trap. Satan keeps
on urging, “Do not let go! Enjoy the pleasure of your sin just alittle
bit longer!” This is the essence of hedonism. However, let us never
forget that “to be carnally minded is death” (Rom. 8:6). For that
reason Paul described the one living in pleasure as “dead while she
liveth” (1 Tim. 5:6). Hedonism is a deadly philosophy! We need to
recognize that when lust has conceived it brings forth sin, and sin,
when it is full-grown, will bring forth death, the second death which
isthe eternal lake of fire (Jam. 1:13-15; Rev. 21:8). Thus, we need to
take heed lest our hearts be weighed down with carousing, drunken-
ness, and the cares of thislife, and we be found unprepared on the day
when God will judge us (Luke 21:34).

CONCLUSION

As we stand against the wiles of the devil, let us remember the

following admonitions from Holy Scripture:

e Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal body, that ye should
obey it in the lusts thereof (Rom. 6:12).

e This| say then, Walk in the Spirit, and ye shall not fulfil the
lust of the flesh...they that are Christ’s have crucified the flesh
with the affections and lusts (Gal. 5:16, 24).

« Mortify therefore your members which are upon the earth;
fornication, uncleanness, inordinate affection, evil concupis-
cence, and covetousness, which isidolatry (Col. 3:5).

e Flee dso youthful lusts: but follow righteousness, faith, char-
ity, peace, with them that call on the Lord out of a pure heart
(2 Tim. 2:22)

e But put ye onthe Lord Jesus Christ, and make not provision for
the flesh, to fulfil the lusts thereof (Rom. 13:14).

In addition to the above admonitions, the following words from

Peter seem so fitting as a conclusion to this lesson:
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Dearly beloved, | beseech you as strangers and pilgrims, abstain from
fleshly lusts, which war against the soul; Having your conversation
honest among the Gentiles: that, whereas they speak against you as
evildoers, they may by your good works, which they shall behold,
glorify God in the day of visitation (1 Pet. 2:11-12).
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The Greek philosopher Protagoras (c. 490-410 B.C.) wrote, “Man
is the measure of al things; of things that are that they are, and of
things that are not that they are not.”* Protagoras is often considered
to be the father of humanism asit is most commonly conceived to be.
His statement that “man is the measure” is also taken to be the classi-
cal depiction of humanism. The actual notion of man as god goes back
to the lie of Satan to Mother Eve in the beginning (Gen. 3:5). Accord-
ing to Protagoras, man is the pinnacle of universal development and
order. He, according to his dictum, is also the relative standard by
which the existence or non-existence of things is measured.

It is the scope of this study to examine briefly the subject of
humanism and to provide a basic overview of its peculiar history,
tenets, and objectives. Every faithful child of God needs to be aware
of the threat that is posed to our religious rights and freedoms by this
system of belief. Every American needs to be awake to the real dan-
gers and destructive effects this system is now pressing upon our
society. Humanism is a threat to every ingtitution that has served so
well to make our nation great. Our system of government, our schools,
our medical institutions, our law enforcement agencies, our churches,
and even our homes are targeted for either drastic change or utter
destruction by humanism’s adherents.

68
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DEFINITION AND BRIEF HISTORY OF HUMANISM

Humanismis philosophically * employed in contrast to an opposing
term e.g., ‘absolutism,’ ‘theism,” in which human values and appreci-
ations are presumably less central.”? The doctrine of Protagoras was
principally (though not entirely) concerned with the lack of absolutes
as pertained to epistemology, the study of how one knows something
to be or not to be the case. Protagoras himself was more an “ absol ute”
agnostic than an atheist.

However, “In more recent centuries [especially since the time of
the Enlightenment] the term has been often used in contrast to theism,
locating in man the source of goodness and creativity.”* It philosophi-
cally involves the rejection of all absolutes, not only those pertaining
to epistemology. It especialy rejects the idea that divinely-appointed
absolutes exist. In so doing, it is essentialy atheistic in nature. It is
often, thus, preceded by the modifier secular (hence “secular human-
ism”) to stress a worldly connection for the philosophy as distinct
from a heavenly or sacred one. The emphasis is upon what man is,
thinks, feels, and does; not Deity, which the humanist considers to be
a figment borne of ignorance and superstition. Corliss Lamont, a
humanist of some standing, writes, “ Thereis no placein the Humanist
worldview for either immortality or God in the valid meanings of
those terms.” He then adds, “Humanism contends that instead of the
gods creating the cosmos, the cosmos, in the individualized form of
human beings giving rein to their imagination, created the gods.”* The
famous psychotherapist and father of “modern psychology,” Sigmund
Freud, contended that religion is an illusion, “the projection of a
wish.” He held that there really is nothing “out there’—no God. He
postulated that man invented the concept of God (or the gods) in order
to explain the puzzling and often terrifying phenomena of nature.®
Thisview of the origin of theism lies at the heart of humanism.

Secular humanism, according to Whitehead and Conlan writing in
Texas Tech Law Review, is itself a religion in that “it directs itself
toward religious beliefs and practices, that are in active opposition to
traditional theism.”® They note, “Humanism is a doctrine centered
solely on human interests and values. Therefore, humanism deifies
Man collectively and individually, whereas theism worships God.”’
The humanist and positivist philosopher, August Comte (1789-1857),
thus, “formulated an ecclesiastical framework for ‘the worship of
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humanity.’ "® He maintained, according to W. L. Reese, that “to bring
intellect and feeling together a religion of humanity is needed.® So
Man becomes his own “god.” This is the essence of humanistic
thought!

In the development of modern humanism the English philosopher
F. C. S. Schiller (1864-1937) played a prominent role. He authored a
book titled Humanismin 1903. Calling himself both a pragmatist and
a humanist, he maintained: “ Truth was relative both to the evidence
and to the purpose of the investigator.” Though in later years he
professed belief in afinite God, the main focus of his philosophy was
upon the human person, his freedom, and creativity.

Another prominent figure in the development of humanistic
thought was John Dewey (1859-1952). Dewey called his particular
view of philosophy both “instrumentalism” and “naturalism.” By the
former he meant, “Ideas are instruments that lead to action and are to
be understood in terms of the actions to which they do or may lead.”**
Thelatter expression reflects his personal belief in naturalism. Dewey
held that nature is al there is. He consequently believed, “Values, as
well as facts, can be discovered in, and sanctioned by, experience.”*2
The result is a form of “ethical naturalism.” Human experience be-
comes the key to discovering values and truth. The means that most
efficiently works to accomplishing the desired end is sanctioned by
the experience. Hence, both empiricism and pragmatism form key
aspects of his philosophy. Dewey exerted the most profound influence
on Western educational thought in general and on American thought
in particular in the 20™ Century!

The 1930s were seminal in the growth of the influence of Human-
ism. In 1930 Charles Francis Potter authored his Humanism: A New
Religion. Potter declared, “Education is the most powerful ally of
humanism. What can theistic Sunday schools, meeting for an hour
once aweek, do to stem thetide of afive-day program of humanistic
teaching?’* 1931 saw the publishing of Curtis Willford Reese’ s book
titled Humanist Religion, which led to the formation of the American
Humanist Association (or AHA).*

In 1933 thirty-four humanists drafted and published Humanist
Manifesto |, which sets forth the basic tenets and aims of humanism.
Since that time it has garnered the signature of over two hundred
prominent humanists. Its origina signers included John Dewey and
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Charles F. Potter. In 1973 on the 40™ anniversary of the aforemen-
tioned document, Humanist Manifesto 11 was published and signed by
one hundred and forty-four humanists. It re-emphasized and expanded
upon the matters discussed in the first manifesto. Among its signers
were: |saac Asimov, John Ciardi, Francis Crick, Albert Ellis, Antony
Flew, Sidney Hook, Paul Kurtz, Corliss Lamont, Lester Mondale,
Andre Sakharov, and B. F. Skinner. Others later added their support
to the second document. These included: Alfred Ayer, Joseph
Fletcher, Betty Friedan, Sol Gordon, Sir Julian Huxley, and Herbert J.
Muller.?

HUMANISM ISA RELIGION

Legally, humanism has been recognized to be areligion. In 1961,
in Torasco v. Watkins, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that secular
humanismisindeed areligion, and in 1965 Daniel Seeger was granted
by that court status as a conscientious objector because of his reli-
gious beliefs, secular humanism.*®

The writings of humanists themselves identify humanism as a
religion. The Humanist Manifesto | reads expressly, “Religion con-
sists of those actions, purposes, and experiences which are humanly
significant....The distinction between the sacred and the secular can
no longer be maintained.”*” One should also remember the books of
Potter, Humanism: A New Religion, and Reese, Humanist Religion, as
well as Auguste Comte’s foundational philosophy of a “worship of
humanity.” John J. Dunphy in the January/February 1983 issue of The
Humanist wrote:

These [humanists] teachers must embody the same selfless dedication
asthe most rabid fundamentalist preachers, for they will be ministers
of another sort, utilizing a classroom instead of a pulpit to convey
humanist values in whatever subject they teach, regardless of the
educational level—preschool day care or large state university. The
classroom must and will become an area of conflict between the old
and the new—the rotting corpse of Christianity, together with its
adjacent evils and misery and the new faith of Humanism, resplen-
dent in its promise of a world in which the never-realized Christian
idea of “Love Thy Neighbor” will finally be achieved.*®

There exists compelling evidence, which proves that even human-
ists consider secular humanism to be areligion, despite their protests
to the contrary. When it suitstheir needs, it isareligion, but when the
term is viewed as a stigma or impedes their circumvention of the
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United States Constitution, then it is denied! Ethics and morality
indeed!

ATHEISM IN A NUT-SHELL

James Curry, past president of the AHA, has said bluntly, “Hu-
manism is a polite term for atheism.”*® Ronald Nash in his excellent
book titled The Closing of the American Heart details the influence of
John Dewey upon American education, and quotes Dewey as having
written:
Faith in the prayer-hearing God is an unproved and outmoded faith.
There is no God and there is no soul. Hence, there are no needs for
the props of traditional religion. With dogma and creed excluded,
then immutable truth is also dead and buried. There is no room for
fixed, natural law or moral absol utes.®

Julian Huxley, former secretary of the United Nations department

known as UNESCO, wrote:
The time is ripe for the dethronement of gods from their dominant
position in our interpretation of destiny, in favor of anaturalistic type
of belief system. The supernatural is being swept out of the universe
in a flood of new knowledge of what is natural. It will soon be as
impossible for an intelligent educated man or woman to believe in a
god as it is now to believe that the earth is flat, that flies can be
spontaneously generated, that disease is a divine punishment, or that
death is always due to witchcraft.*

The humanist in exalting man seeks to dethrone the God of
heaven! The Word of God declares, “The fool hath said in his heart,
Thereisno God” (Psa. 14:1).?? The humanist imagines himself astoo
sophisticated and educated to believe in God. He believes that those
who believe in God are superstitious and foolish, but in his own
arrogance he becomes the real unreflecting and morally vapid fool.
The atheist willfully and blithely closes his eyes to the abundant
evidencethat God has given in the created realm which He made (Psa.
19:1; Rom. 1:20). He scoffs at the three basi c arguments (teleol ogical,
cosmological, and anthropological) for God's existence and gives
them but short shrift.?® The principal reason is that he does not desire
a God who will “talk back to him” and impose upon him some stan-
dard of conduct. Thus, he rejects God “ out of hand.” He assumes that
natureisal thereis, and that rules God out of the picture.

Humanism, based on naturalism, is therefore rank, blasphemous
atheism! Arthur Davison Ficke, ahumanist, haswritten, “Humanism's
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central ideas, if | understand correctly, are...that nature alone, out of
its finite evolutionary complexity, gave rise to man, and that there
exists no supernatural powers.”?* Harold R. Rafton boasted, “I pro-
pose to meet the issue squarely by fostering Humanism, arationalistic
religion based on science, centered in man, rejecting supernaturalism
but retaining our cherished moral values.”? And as to the possibility
of wedding humanism to Christianity in some fashion, Paul Kurtz
writes:

Humanism cannot in any fair sense of the word apply to one who still
believes in God as the source and creator of the universe. Christian
humanism would be possible only for those who are willing to admit
that they are atheistic humanists. It surely does not apply to God-
intoxicated believers.?®
Time and space prevent a thorough discussion of the question of
the existence of God. A number of fine works have been written

addressing this matter thoroughly.?’
THE DOGMA OF EVOLUTION

As observed in Fickes's quotation above, belief in the dogma of
macro-evolution is essential to humanism. Wendell Thomas concurs
by stating:

Asone endeavoring to work out ahumanistic naturalism, | agree with
the humanist belief in continuous emergent evolution, in the creative
life for al, in a socialized and cooperative economic order. With
humanists | protest against dualism and supernatturalism.28

Noted scientist Carl Sagan has asserted, “Evolution isafact amply
demonstrated by the fossil record and by contemporary molecular
biology. Natural selection isasuccessful theory devised to explain the
fact of evolution.”® Sagan frequently boasted of his confidence in
evolution, especialy the Darwinian model, but declined Thomas B.
Warren's invitation to debate the subject (the historical account of
which is quite eye-opening in itself).*

George Gaylord Simpson, the father of modern evolutionary
thought, has written, “Man is the result of a purposeless and natural
processthat did not have him in mind. He was not planned.” ! He then
went on to add, “He is a state of matter, aform of life, a sort of ani-
mal, and a species of the Order Primates, akin nearly or remotely to
all of life and indeed to al that is matter.” %

Kurt E. M. Baier, a humanist, affirmed:
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Biology teaches us that the species man was not specially created but
ismerely, in along chain of evolutionary changes of forms of life, the
last link, made in the likeness not of God but of nothing so much as
an ape.33
Thus, you have it. Man is but a little more advanced form of Bonzo
the chimp!

Darwinism isthe model most preferred by humanists, though some
will from time to time postulate some form of saltation theory like
that of Goldschmidt’s “hopeful monsters” or Gould's “punctuated
equilibrium,” which is really a reincarnation of the former. (The
saltationists tend to “run for cover” when their Darwinist and Neo-
Darwinist cousins whip out their pens and go to writing!) Phillip E.
Johnson has documented extensively the close-minded philosophic
adherence to the naturalism of Darwinism on the part of evolutionists
like Sagan, Asimov, and company.*

Even the absurdity of spontaneous generation is entertained in
defense of a godless origin for man and the universe. Biology affirms
the law of biogenesis—Ilife comes from life. But Darwin’s children
are compelled to resurrect the medieval ghost of spontaneous genera-
tion, or abiogenesis, life from non-life. Asimov brazenly asserted in
1984 “Simple forms of life came into being more than three billion
years ago, having formed spontaneously from nonliving matter.”*
Sagan defends the same basic premise in his book Cosmos.®* This
defense of spontaneous generation is necessary from the perspective
that naturalism really affords no other ground on which evolutionists
can stand by virtue of their discarding the supernatural en toto. It is
surprising that they would “own up” to its defense by using the actual
language they do, given their penchant to rail against the medieval
version as in the quote given earlier from Julian Huxley. The same
fundamental principle of biogenesis that defeats the one repudiates
the other. It is especially interesting that Asimov defended spontane-
ous generation in the quote from 1984, while calling it bad science in
1960 in his book The Wellsprings of Life.*” He even cited the Bible as
being opposed to the notion of spontaneous generation and praised its
accuracy on this account! He wrote therein: “In fact, the Bible seems
to speak out clearly against the notion of spontaneous generation.” He
then forcefully added:

I would like to go into detail about this, not because the Bible is, or
ever was intended to be, a scientific textbook, but because the Bible
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has so often been used to combat some of the ideas of modern sci-

ence, that | think it would be refreshing to show that it can also be

used to support some of these ideas.*®

Many excellent materials exist which thoroughly refute the evolu-

tionary presuppositions of humanism.* For the sake of our youth,
congregations should devote considerabl e time to the study of origins,
the defense of creationism, and the refutation of evolution. Apol oget-
ics Press and National Christian Press, especially, provide much
needed sound and sensible materials to these ends.

ETHICS, MORALITY, AND HUMANISM

George Gaylord Simpson held that “good and evil, right and
wrong, concepts irrelevant in nature except from the human view-
point, become real and pressing features of the whole cosmos as
viewed morally because morals arise only in man.”* Thus, morality
(as well as ethics) involves no absolutes, according to atheism: for it
is purely a human construct.

The issue has been expressed by humanist Max Hocutt, who
wrote, “ The fundamental question of ethicsis, who makes the rules?
God or men?’ He then added, “ The theistic answer isthat God makes
them. The humanistic answer is that men make them. Thisdistinction
between theism and humanism is the fundamental division in moral
theory.”

The Humanist Manifesto Il affirms:

We affirm that moral values derive their source from human experi-
ence. Ethicsis autonomous and situational, needing no theological or
ideological sanction....In areas of sexuality, we believe that intolerant
attitudes, often cultivated by orthodox religions and puritanical
cultures, unduly repress sexua conduct. The right to birth control,
abortion, and divorce should be recognize. While we do not approve
of exploitive, denigrating forms of sexual expression, neither do we
wish to prohibit, by law or social sanction, sexual behavior between
consenting adults. The many varieties of sexual exploration should
not be considered in themselves ‘evil."” Without countenancing
mindless permissiveness or unbridled promiscuity, acivilized society
should be atolerant one. Short of harming others or compelling them
to do likewise, individuals should be permitted to expresstheir sexual
proclivities and pursue their lifestyles as they desi re.*?
The logical consequence of throwing God out of the picture is that
man must determine for himself what is morally and ethically “good.”
Good takes upon itself atransient, situational, and arbitrary meaning.
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Under secular humanism all actions are morally neutral. It isonly the
personal perception or values of the individual that determine for that
individual whether the action is good or evil. Objective good and evil
do not exist according to humanism. Subsequently, the human-
ist/atheist has no real or objective basis on which he can raise the
argument from evil against theism—while at the same time, under
humanism anything goes!

Winford Claiborne provides an excellent summation of this latter
point in an article in Embattled Christianity. Brother Claiborne
writes:

The application of humanistic ethical values allows men to do pre-
cisely what they wish to do. If there is no God, there are no ultimate
values. If there are no ultimate values, how can one call any act
wrong? Euthanasia, infanticide, suicide, abortion, rape, incest, and
beastiality [sic] are simply matters of personal preference. If thereare
no absolute values, why was it wrong to kill six million Jews and
hundreds of thousands of German old people, because as Hitler said,
the old people are “ useless eaters?’ On what basis can one condemn
racial, social, sexual, or any other kind of discrimination or abuse?
Dostoyevsky once wrote, “If God did not exist, everything would be
permitted.”*

The humanists do insert certain provisos, which infer the notion
that an action can be validly deemed as good and moral providing that
it brings no harm to others or compels them to engage in activities
against their will. The problem with the provisosis that they are void
of any real substance. If ethics and morality are not objectively based,
then they must be subjectively based. Thisin turn means that they are
relative to the individual’s own personal feelings and situation.
Therefore, one cannot attach an objective meaning to: harm, exploi-
tive, denigrating, etc. If one feels that his action does no harm, or
even if one feels that there is really no such thing as harm, then on
what grounds could his action be condemned or punished. The provi-
sos also fail to observe that actions do not occur in a vacuum. The
consensual sex between two men affects more than the participants.
The current “AIDS’ pandemic is sufficient proof of that! Further-
more, who is to determine whether one’s actions or choices are nor-
mal? The sadistic, ritual murders committed by a Ted Bundy or John
Wayne Gacy could qualify as being as normal asawalk in the park or
an act of kindness under the banner of moral relativism. In fact,
kindness in a real and meaningful sense could not exist. Morality
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would simply not exist in any real sense either! As Francis Beckwith
and Gregory Koukl conclude, in their excellent book dealing with the
problems of moral relativism:

In the end, we must accept one of two alternatives. Either relativism

is true or morality is true. Either we live in a universe in which

morality isameaningless concept and thus we are forever condemned

to silence regarding any moral issue, or moral rules do exist and

:/;;’/ rﬁ beholden to a moral God who holds us accountable to His
The statement cited from the Humanist Manifesto 11 also strikes
not so subtly at the key area of ethics and morals which concern
humanists most—the subject of sex. Their fixation on the need to
justify their own “sexual proclivities,” which is euphemistic for
adultery, premarital fornication, homosexuality, bisexuality, group
sex, bestiality, incest, or any other possible deviancy, serves to moti-
vate certain adherents in the humanist movement. In his book Why |
Am Not A Christian, humanist philosopher Bertrand Russell harped
upon what he termed the superstitions of Christianity in particular on
the subject as justification for rejecting the notion of God.* Aldous

Huxley, who later would dabble in drugs and occultism, wrote:

For myself, as no doubt for most of my contemporaries, the philoso-

phy of meaninglessness was essentially an instrument of libera-

tion...from a certain political and economic system and...from a

certain system of morality.
He then confessed: “We objected to the morality because it interfered
with our sexual freedom.”“®

Humanism, thus, becomes areligion of license. Hedonism, which

holds that sensual pleasure is the ultimate good, is a natural conse-
quence of this system of ethics. Albert Ellis, a signer of Humanist
Manifesto 11, is a psychotherapist who has written numerous books
and articles on sexual matters. In hisbook Sex and the Liberated Man,
Dr. Ellisheld that any kind of sexual behavior that appealsto oneisto
be encouraged, whether it is living with other men, living as a Trap-
pist monk, or living with one's dog.*” He encouraged his readers to
experiment with various expressions of human sexuality, including
promiscuous heterosexuality, homosexuality, and bestiality.”® The
experiencing of sensual pleasure becomes the end within itself, and
everything el se flows from that premise.
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The humanist in very vivid and dramatic tones depicts man as an
autonomous being, which appeals to every man’s sense of freedom.
However, humanism, being dependent on raw naturalism and its
stepchild of evolution, holds likewise that man is but “matter in mo-
tion.” Even man’ s free thoughts are derived from the chance combina-
tion of the moleculesthat compose and actuate the chemical processes
in hisbrain. The brain itself is only matter and nothing more. All that
man isor can ever hopeto beis a corporeal mass of atoms and mole-
cules that will one day disperse, and the totality of the human persona
will return to the constituent elements from whenceit isderived. This
isaform of determinism. Under determinism, man is not free in any
meaningful sense. Freedom and autonomy are mere illusions. His
entire life, actions, and even his most highly organized thoughts and
cherished dreams are predetermined by the accidental and random
combination and positioning of the atoms and molecul esthat compose
him and his environment! The universe is a closed system. This
involves necessarily a self-contradiction. Its crass materialism makes
al of life utterly meaningless. Thisisthefata futility of humanism. It
isareligion of despair. Life becomes as one writer put it “atale told
by anidiot.”

Theodore Jouffroy expressed this sense of hopel essness in writing
of hisown conversion to atheism:

| knew then that at the bottom of myself there was nothing left stand-
ing, that al | had believed about myself, about God, and about my
destiny in this life and that to come, | now believed no more. This
moment was frightful; and when towards morning, | threw myself
exhausted on my bed, it seemed to me asif | could feel my former
life, so cheerful and complete, die away, and before me there was
opened another life, dark and dispeopled, where henceforth | was to
live alone, alone with my fatal thought which had just exiled me
thither, and which | was tempted to curse.®®

The skeptic Renan sighed: “We are living on the perfume of an
empty vase.”* The seemingly indefatigable skeptic Col. Robert
Ingersoll, on the occasion of his brother’'s funeral at which Coal.
Ingersoll delivered the eulogy, moaned: “Life is a narrow vale be-
tween the cold and barren peaks of two eternities. We strivein vain to
look beyond the heights. We cry aloud, and the only answer is the
echo of our wailing cry.”** Given his humanism, the French philoso-
pher Albert Camus conceded: “ There is but one truly serious philo-
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sophical problem, and that is suicide. Judging whether lifeisor is not
worth living amountsto answering the fundamental question of philos-
ophy.”%2 Woody Allen is adisciple of Camus, and that explains alot!

There are many other moral and ethical ills that attend humanism.
The books, Embattled Christianity edited by Terry Hightower and
Understanding the Times by David A. Noebel, which deal with these
matters in a more thorough and systematic way, cannot be recom-
mended too highly.

THE AGENDA OF HUMANISM

In achapter titled “ Sound the Alarm: The Goals of Humanism” in
Embattled Christianity, brother Robert L. Waggoner devotes several
pages to a discussion of the long-range agenda of secular humanism.
The basic goals, which he so ably analyzes and documents, shall be
briefly listed, along with a few observations on one of them.
Waggoner shows:

1. Humanists want to replace religions based on supernatural
beliefs (like Christianity) with a religion based only on
natural beliefs.

2. Humanists want to replace biblical ethics with Humanistic
ethics.

3.  Humanists want to replace the family as the basic unit of
society with the autonomous individual.

4. Humanistswant to replace our republican form of represen-
tative self-government with a democratic socialist govern-
ment.

5.  Humanists want to replace multi-national governmentswith
aone-world government.>

The third goal of the humanist agenda listed above refers to the
threat which it bears for the home. Humanists are not at all happy
with the nuclear family. They love to poke fun at the “Ozzie and
Harriet” and “ Father Knows Best” type of families depicted on-screen
in the early days of television. Humanistic psychotherapy is doing its
best to convince everyone that all families are inherently dysfunc-
tional and that individual expression of one’ s self should not be stilted
by authority figures of any kind, which includes Mom and Dad.
Children are to have authority as well as parents. Amazingly, the
humanistic psychologists, philosophers, and educators posit them-
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selves to be the authorities to be heeded in all matters. Theresultisa
new oligarchy headed by them.

Marriage itself is even under attack. Homosexual activism and
radical feminism are willing alies of humanism. For example, Betty
Friedan, the god-mother of radical feminism, was one of the signers of
Humanist Manifesto 1. Paul Kurtz states: “The feminist movement
was begun and has been nourished by leading humanist women.”>*

The connection between the destruction of the nuclear family and
the desired sexual freedoms envisioned by humanists goes hand in
hand. Lawrence Casler charges:

Marriage and family life have been largely responsible...for today’s
prevailing neurotic climate, with its pervasive insecurity, and it is
precisely this climate that makes so difficult the acceptance of a
different, healthier way of life.>®
This“different, healthier way of life,” Cadler’ sarticle shows, involves
marital infidelity! He says, “Marriage, for most people, has outlived
its usefulness and is doing more harm than good.”*® He opines, “ The
solution is not to make divorce more difficult to obtain, but to recog-
nize the so-called divorce problem for what it is: a symptom of the
marriage problem.”>’

Some humanists advocate a complete end to marriage as we know
it. Otto Gross, a student of Freud and a pioneer of the field known as
“sexual politics,” saw early in the Twentieth Century that marriage
and theistic religion stood as the biggest deterrents to the kind of
“sexua revolution” he advocated. He maintained that their destruc-
tion was necessary to this end.®®

The homosexual activists also are desirous of sweeping changesin
both the home and the church. According to George Grant in his book
The Family under Sege, Steve Warren, spokesman for the militant
homosexual group known as ACT UP, boasts:

Now thetide hasturned. We have at last come out and in so doing we
have exposed the mean-spirited nature of Judeo-Christian morality.
Y ou have been narrow-minded and self-righteous. But with the help
of agrowing number of your own membership, we are going to force
you to recant everything you have believed or said about sexuality.59

Grant records a synopsis of an article by Steve Warren in the pro-

homosexual magazine, The Advocate. The points outlined are star-
tling. Observe, what Warren and his homosexual friends demands are:
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“Henceforth, homosexuality will be spoken of in your
churches and synagogues as an honorable estate.”

“You can either let us marry people of the same sex, or
better yet abolish marriage altogether, since it will give the
lie to everything you have said or done about sexuality.”
“You will also instruct your young people in homosexual as
well as heterosexual behavior, and you will go out of your
way to make certain that homosexual youths are allowed to
date, attend religious functions together, openly display
affection, and enjoy each other’s sexuality without embar-
rassment or guilt.”

“If any of the older people in your midst object, you will
deal with them sternly, making certain they renounce their
ugly and ignorant homophobia or suffer public humilia-
tion.”

“You will also make certain that al of the prestige and
resources of your institutions are brought to bear on the
community, so that laws are passed forbidding discrimina-
tion against homosexuals and heavy punishments are as-
“Finally, wewill in all likelihood want to expunge a number
of passages from your Scriptures and rewrite others, elimi-
nating preferential treatment of marriage and using words
that will allow for homosexual interpretations of passages
describing biblical lovers.”®

Warren, according to Grant concludes, his article with the follow-
ing warning:

If all these things do not come to pass quickly, we will subject Ortho-
dox Jews and Christians to the most sustained hatred and vilification
in recent memory. We have captured the liberal establishment and the
press. We have aready beaten you on a number of battlefields. And
we have the spirit of the age on our side. Y ou have neither the faith
nor the strength to fight us, so you might as well surrender now.%

Grant comments simply, “This is no bluff,” and then proceeds to
document some of the tactics already employed by homosexual
activists to effect these changes through publicity, intimidation, and
violence.®® Brethren, it is later than we think!

Humanism is a dire threat to the survival of the home as God
would have it to be. Under humanism Christ is not the head of the
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man, and the man in the home is not the head of the woman (1 Cor.
11:3; Eph. 5:23-26). Under humanism children are not obligated to
obey their parents “in the Lord” (Eph. 6:1), and fathers are not to
bring up their children “in the nurture and admonition of the Lord”
(Eph. 6:4). Under humanism the marriage bed is dishonorable and
whoremongers just do not exist (Heb. 13:4). Infidelity in religion is
mirrored by infidelity in marriage. Under humanism Adam has Steve
instead of Eve, while Eve takes up with Myrtle! Under humanism
marriage is abolished and every conceivable vice is now sanctioned
for the sake of the god of Sex! Abortion, eugenics, and euthanasia,
incidentally, will take care of all undesirables.

CONCLUSION

We have examined briefly certain aspects of the doctrine of hu-
manism, and have noted some of the grave dangers that it poses for
the church, for the home, for society at large, and even for the world.
These threats are real and are already being manifest through the use
of the media, the liberal influences in academia and government, the
dominant culture itself, and by the old-line modernist churches com-
bined with the new post-modern and new age groups sympathetic to
many humanistic goals.

The desire for a Utopia, where there exists no consequences for
the kind of lives humanists wish to lead, iswhat ultimately drives the
movement, as Gary Summers has astutely noted.®® Should the human-
ists have their way, we al might wonder with brother Summers:;
“What kind of ‘Brave New World' we are headed for: what will be
the price tag for Utopia?’% If history is our teacher, it warns of Rus-
sian gulags and of Stalin’s contrived Ukrainian famine, of German
death-camps, and Mengele-like eugenics, of Cambodian “killing
fields,” of Communist Chinese “re-education” camps, and of cultural
changeslike Mao's “ Great L eap Forward.”

The theory of social-Darwinism, propounded by Herbert Spencer
and others of “the survival of the fittest” as the socia application of
evolution, played a pronounced role in preparing the Germans for a
Hitler, as Dusty Sklar and Heinz Hoehne remind us.®® The roads to
Dachau and Auschwitz led, at least in part, through the German
biology classrooms! Now isthetimefor action beforeit istoo late for
our nation and our families.
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INTRODUCTION

Education is a hot topic today. Almost everyone has an opinion
regarding the education system in America. Much has been said in
recent years about the declining standards. Newspapers and television
news programs frequently tell about moral and character problems
associated with the schools.

Legislators constantly come up with new laws to govern the
educational system. They appropriate funds to increase spending on
al sorts of educational programs with the hopes of correcting past
problems. Professional education administrators, professors, and
philosophers constantly proclaim new theories on teaching children.
They lobby the public and the politicians for support for new pro-
grams and even new systems of teaching.

It is unfortunate that many members of the church (not to mention
most individuals in today’s society) have a poor understanding of
what are the true definition and purpose of education. They have lost
sight of thefact that aworld view determineswhat direction one takes
in education. This chapter is not an attack on those who send their
children to public school nor on those who teach there. It is arefuta-
tion of wrong thinking which pervades our society. The philosophies
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inherent in this thinking have a foothold on many in the church. It
affects those in public schooal, private school, and homeschool.

Because these philosophies are now the predominate thinking of
teacher training programs at most universities, it is nearly impossible
for a person being trained in the field of education to come through
unscathed and unconvinced on some aspects. Because these philoso-
phies now undergird most schools, nearly every adult now living has
been exposed to them throughout their education. For these reasons,
even many Bible school programs are being directed to some extent
by the underlying philosophies.

DEFINITION OF EDUCATION

We find the following definition of education in the 1828 edition
of Webster’s Dictionary.

The bringing up, as of a child; instruction, formation of manners.
Education comprehends all that series of instruction and discipline
which isintended to:...1) Enlighten the understanding, 2) Correct the
temper, and 3) Form the manners and habits of youth, and 4) Fit them
for usefulnessin their future stations.

Notice that the teaching of facts alone is not considered education
by Mr. Webster. The facts must be supported by the teaching of the
proper use of those facts. This is only accomplished by instilling a
proper world view. The Christian’s world view is obviously centered
on God. The use of all facts must have as its main goal the honoring
and glorification of God.

There is no such thing as moral and value neutrality in the instill-
ing of education in our children.! Gordon Clark makes an interesting
point regarding this question of neutrality. He states:

Let no onefail to see the point: the school system which ignores God
teaches its pupils to ignore God, and this is not neutrality but the
worst form of antagonism, for it judges God to be unimportant and
irrelevant in human affairs.?

Philip H. Phenix, professor at Columbia Teachers College, made
this observation:

Religion as ultimate concern...provides the large framework within
which education occurs. It determines perspective and basic orienta-
tion. It governs emphasis and fixes trends. Religious concern
(whether or not recognized and designated as such) is the motive
whi chaactuates the educator and produces the general pattern of his
work.
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Well-known educator and philosopher Alfred North Whitehead said,
“The essence of education is that it be religious.”* Another writer
adds, “Ultimately education is a spiritual process. It goes beyond
technology; it transcends sensate satisfaction; it views life and man
under the aspect of totality.”®

The reader will notice that some of the above quotes are not from
individuals who could even be accused of being professed Christians.
To further demonstrate our point let us use a quote from none other
than UNESCO (the education arm of the United Nations—hardly a
professed Christian organization): “The educational sys-
tem...embodies and transmits the values, attitudes and norms of the
society.”®

THE ALTERNATIVE OF A CHRISTIAN
WORLD VIEW IN EDUCATION

A viable alternative (to Christianity) must be sought. | am convinced
that the battle for human-kind’ s future must be waged and won in the
public school classroom by teachers who correctly perceivetheir role
as proselytizers of anew faith: A religion of humanity that recognizes
and respects the spark of what theologians call divinity in every
human being. These teachers must embody the same selfless dedica
tion as the most rabid fundamentalist preachers, for they will be
ministers of another sort, utilizing a classroom instead of a pulpit to
carry humanist values into what they teach, regardless of the educa
tion level—preschool, day care or large state university.

The classroom must and will become an arena of conflict between the
old and the new—the rotting corpse of Christianity, together with all
its adjacent evils and misery, and the new faith of humanism, resplen-
dent in its promise of aworld in which the never-realized Christian
ideal of “love thy neighbor” will finally be achieved.”

The gentleman who wrote the above is a professed humanist. His
statement has been well known since he made it in 1983. What is
amazing is that so many people have considered it as an idle threat.
Yet al one has to do is read the Humanist Manisfestos 1 & 2, com-
pare what is being taught today in the schools, and one will see that
his was a very calculated statement. In fact, the takeover had been in
process for many years before his statement.

Major advances in Humanistic Education are not likely to come
simply from the proliferation of methods, training, teacher-
curriculum-developers or the creation of self-renewing schools,

although each of these tasks are worthy. We need guiding visions of
the ‘good and honorable man’ and utopian models for the places



90 Educational System

wherewe live. Human abilities are strengthened, integrated, balanced

and given meaning only in the pursuit of those goals. The continuing

attempt to discover “divine and golden images’ and to draw forth the

“good and honorable man” is the mission of Humanistic Education.®
“It may be that humanistic education can only exist in a humanistic
society. But it might also be contended that we can only achieve a
humanistic society by developing a humanistic educational system.”®

Listen to what another professed humanist had to say in 1976.
“Our schools may not teach Johnny to read properly, but the fact that
Johnny isin school until heis 16 tendsto lead toward the elimination
of religious superstition.” In the same article: “The average American
child now acquires a high school education, and this militates against
Adam and Eve and all other myths of alleged history.”*

The American people have slowly allowed biblically based values
and morals to be replaced by humanistic values and morals as the
foundation for education in the schools. This did not happen over-
night. It has been a very gradua process but quite calculated. The
individuals behind this change were motivated by a desire to move
man away from dependence on God.

WHO AND WHAT

It would be impossible to discuss fully all the individuals and
organizations involved in the change. Only a few will be briefly
discussed.

Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) believed that the development of the
mind follows evolutionary processes. The child passed through
different maturity levels which mimicked the phases of human evolu-
tion. Spencer believed that educational curriculum should adapt the
student to the contemporary world rather than promote the child to
terms of an ideal. The student should be prepared to live completely
in accordance with evolutionary processes.”* For the three decades
following the Civil War every teaching student was required to master
Spencer’ s theories.

Granville Stanley Hall (1844-1924) was another leader in the early
modern education movement. Hall believed fully in Darwin’ shiologi-
cal evolution theory. He applied Darwin’s theory to sociology by
stating that culture follows the evolutionary pattern of race. Hiswasa
belief in psychological recapitulation much as Spencer had put forth.
Thus, the child should be reared in a very lenient and permissive
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environment. Any socially unacceptable behavior was actually only
“natural” behavior. The behavior was “only a stage and will pass.”*?
(Does that sound familiar? How many parents today realize that this
statement and belief isrooted in anti-biblical, evolutionary thinking?)

William James is a well-known philosopher. He opposed all
absolute values and denied an absolute God. According to him,
teachers must beware of an absolutist attitude. Under no circum-
stances was the teacher to be concerned with salvation, redemption, or
atrinity.®

Any discussion of the history of modern education would be
incompl ete without mentioning John Dewey. Dewey is considered the
father of the modern education movement. He was an ardent believer
in the theory of evolution. Nature should be the standard of our
values. Philosophy as a subject did not deal with absolute values.
Morality was an exercise of spontaneity, not following dictates from
the past. Truth cannot be separated from our experiences. Religious
ideals must be universalized. Knowledge and virtue are relative rather
than absol ute terms. He was opposed to inhibitionswhich prevailedin
so many educational circles. The three R's stood for cultural regres-
sion. Theideal of discipline which prevailed in the traditional school
was contemptuous.*

Dewey wrote about a broad spectrum of topics. He was well
versed in many fields and had a vision for a new society. Dewey’s
work “has tended both to psychol ogize and socialize American educa-
tion” and “to interpret to the child the new social conditions of mod-
ern society by connecting the activities of the school closely with
those of redl life.” He believed that “ public school isthe chief remedy
for theills of society.”*

Dr. George Counts was also amajor role player in education in the
first part of this century. He envisioned America as a coordinated,
planned, and socialized economy. He praised Soviet Russiawhere he
said “new principles of right and wrong are being forged.”** He
thought so much of the system that he translated a textbook into
English for use here in the States. His goal for America can be fully
seen in the following quote.

This cultural revolution possesses a single mighty integrating
principle—the building of a new society in which there will be
neither rich nor poor, in which the mainspring of all industry will be
social need rather than private property, in which no man will be
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permitted to exploit another by reason of wealth or social position, in
which the curse of Eden will be lifted forever from the soul of
woman, in which a condition of essential equality will unite all races
and nationsinto one brotherhood.*’

A major conference was held in Cleveland in 1915. The major
personalities within the educational field attended and together they
formulated major premises upon which education in America should
be directed. The four maor premises were: (1) Absolute faith should
be placed in science and evolutionary theory, (2) Children can be
trained much like animals using the new behavioral psychology
techniques, (3) Religion and traditional values are an obstacle to
social progress, and (4) Socialism is morally superior to capitalism.®®

Abraham Maslow (1908-1970) is afamous psychol ogist renowned
for his Third Force theory of self-actualization.® Maslow’ stheory has
become an accepted fact not only within the education community but
within society as a whole. Even many conservative professed Chris-
tians state concern regarding their children’s self-actualization. They
should better understand exactly what is inherent in Maslow’s con-
ception of this process and what he saw as the self-actualized individ-
ual.

Self-actualizers have what Maslow calls “psychological freedom”...
He claims that self-actualized people al have clear ideas of right and
wrong based on their own experience rather than blind acceptance of
revelation. A characteristic of the self-actualized person is the low
degree of self-conflict. Heis not at war with himself, his“personality
isintegrated.” In other words, the self-actualized person has had his
conscience destroyed. He is completely free because he is not bound
by Biblical moral laws. He does not have to resist satanic temptation
because he no longer recognizes temptation. This man is, as Maslow
says, “hisown God.” 2

RESULTS

From what we have covered so far, it is not hard to see that the
educational resultswould not be good if indeed these individualswere
successful inimplementing their desires and plans. The difficulty lies
in getting people to understand that this is what has happened. Since
the general education system in place today is different than it wasin
the century before, most people living today were educated under the
modern system. Initially there was major resistance to this
movement,? most of it from religious leaders. But eventually as more
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individuals were graduated from under the system, the system was
accepted.?

We have evolved these fundamental principles of action, as has been

said, only after long public discussion and conflict. Time was re-

quired to set forth the arguments and convince a majority of our

people as to the desirability of accepting them, and still more time to

permit the necessary extension from an acceptance in principle to an

acceptancein rea ity.23
This was written over 70 years ago. Is it so hard to conclude that
things have changed for the better? Are not the fruits of our society
enough to prove that a godless system of education has taken firm
hold?

With a God-centered education comes a belief in creation, law and
order, morality, principles of life, discipline, supply side economics,
right of private ownership, stewardship, catastrophism, man’s domin-
ion over the earth, and proper family rolesto just name a few.

Compare this to a humanistically-centered education which pro-
duces abelief in evolution, existentialism/liberalism, situation ethics,
values clarification, permissivism, Marxism, collectivism/commu-
nism, materialism, uniformitarianism, environmentalism, and femi-
nism, just to name a few.

The outgrowth of worldliness from the humanistic world view
brings selfishness, easy divorce/family breakdown, irresponsibility,
immorality/amorality, homosexuality, drug/alcohol abuse, rape,
depression, doomsdayitis/nihilism, suicide, rebellion to authority,
hostility to traditional religion, abortion, ignorance, Keynesian eco-
nomics, inflation, big government control and censorship, and a host
of other problems that space does not allow mention.

If our children do not think like Christians when they study history,
math, or science, then they are not obeying the command to love God
with all their minds. The child must be taught how to love the Lord
God with all the mind. If parents fail at this, a child may pick up a
non-Biblical worldview from someone else. At some point, the child
will see the conflict between the two views and reject one teaching
and accept the other, or he will become intellectually schizophrenic
in his worldview. He will throw a little switch in his mind when he
goesto church and he will believe this, and when he goes back to the

office or to the college classroom, he will flip another switch in order
to believe that.*
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It is unfortunate that
in ignorance, Christians are aiding and abetting anti-Christianity in
America. More than any other factor, it is the weakness of Christian
character and scholarship that is responsible for this country’s apos-
tasy from its founding Christian principles of education, government
and economics....The dissolution of Christian character has resulted
from generations of unbiblical education among Christian institutions
of teaching and Iearning.25
No matter what the choice of schooling, the parent must be dili-
gent to see that the proper world view underpins the philosophy of
education. Any aberration from such will only bring problems in the
child' s spiritual life. It is easy to readily accept modern psychological
education theories, particularly when one has been taught it exclu-
sively. But one must study and compare everything presented with
Scripture asthe Bereansin Acts 17:11.
Martin Luther once remarked:
I am much afraid that the schools will prove the gates of hell, unless
they diligently labor in explaining the Holy Scriptures and engraving
them in the hearts of youth. | advise no one to place his child where
the Scriptures do not reign paramount. Every ingtitution in which
men are not unceasingly occupied with the Word of God must be
corrupt.26
Consider the following Scriptures and examine whether these are
applicable to your choice of educational schooling, to your educa-
tional/child rearing philosophies, and/or being instilled in your child:
Psalm 127:3-4; Proverbs 22:6; 1 Corinthians 15:33; 1 Timothy 6:3-5;
Judges 17:6; Isaiah 53:6; Proverbs 19:18; Ephesians 6:4; and Deuter-
onomy 6:5-9.
Can your child truly say:

Judge me, O LoRD; for | have walked in mine integrity: | have trusted
also in the LORD; therefore | shall not slide. Examine me, O LORD,
and prove me; try my reins and my heart. For thy lovingkindness is
before mine eyes: and | have walked in thy truth. | have not sat with
vain persons, neither will | go in with dissemblers. | have hated the
congregation of evil doers; and will not sit with the wicked (Psa.
26:1-5).%"

Do you truly take the following serioudly: “He that walketh with

wise men shall be wise: but a companion of fools shall be destroyed”
(Pro. 13:20)?
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Have you properly applied this Scripture to your child's educa
tion?
(For the weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but mighty through
God to the pulling down of strong holds;) Casting down imagina
tions, and every high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge
of God, and bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of
Christ (2 Cor. 10:4-5).

And finaly, remember the admonition of our Lord in Luke 6:40,
“The disciple is not above his master: but every one that is perfect
shall be as his master.” A child will emulate the teachers and philoso-
phies to which he has been most exposed—and which has not been
refuted strongly enough.

We must do our part in making sure that we arm ourselveswith the
knowledge to recognize fal se theories, philosophies, and systems that
our children will be confronting. If we do not, our children will be
exposed to worldly influences which will possibly lead them to live
worldly lives.

May the Lord bless each of us and give us wisdom to make the
proper decisions with our children. May He give us the strength and
will-power to combat the ever-pervasive humanism in our educational
system. And may He give us the fortitude needed to bring up godly
children rather than worldly children.
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