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introduction

 

“Preach the word,” the apostle Paul charges the young pastor, “be ready in season and 
out of season; reprove, rebuke, and exhort, with complete patience and teaching.” We 
are no less responsible than Timothy to confess Christ and Him crucified to a genera-
tion that disdains sound teaching and wanders off into myths of its own making.

Too often, Christians engaged in the apologetic task forget that the war is about them 
at all times, that the Evil One lurks like a hungry lion, seeking those whom he might 
devour. Sometimes this attack comes through the subtlety of worldly wisdom. But 
armed with sound doctrine and zeal, the armor of the Holy Spirit, and a clear con-
science, Saint Paul confidently declares in his second letter to the Corinthians that 
“we destroy arguments and every lofty opinion raised against the knowledge of God, 
and take every thought captive to obey Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5). No argument, theory, or 
being can stand against the gates of heaven. 

May this series enable us to boldly, and with all humility, join the fray for the sacred 
Gospel of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ!

Sincerely, 

R.C. Sproul
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1

the Battle Lines

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

The battle lines were drawn ages ago in the Garden of Eden. Maybe the long time 
since then or the subtlety of the Devil’s attacks have caused us to forget that we are in the 
middle of a war. Make no mistake: The Evil One’s artillery is aimed directly at us. He 
is firing incessantly toward the church of Jesus Christ, and he will continue to do so 
until our Lord returns. Given that these attacks often come from the mouths of men 
and women, should we seek to shut those mouths with physical force? No, declares 
the apostle Paul in 2 Corinthians 10:3–5, for we do not wage war as the world does, 
with carnal weapons; rather, we, the church, fight with divine power—power that 
demolishes strongholds and every pretension that raises itself against the knowledge 
of God. In this lecture, Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. seeks to uncover this war and show the 
necessity of the apologetical task.

reADingS For leCTUre

Sproul Jr., R.C. Tearing Down Strongholds and Defending the Truth, pp. 1–11; 1 Corin-
thians 1:18–2:16; 2 Corinthians 10:3–5

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To be able to explain the necessity of apologetics.
2. To understand the goals or purposes of apologetics.

QUoTATionS

For though we walk in the flesh, we are not waging war according to the flesh. For the 
weapons of our warfare are not of the flesh but have divine power to destroy strongholds. 
We destroy arguments and every lofty opinion raised against the knowledge of God, and 
take every thought captive to obey Christ.
 — 2 Corinthians 10:3–5
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And his heart at our war-cry leapt up with a bound;  
He snuffed, like his charger, the wind of the powder,—  
 His sword waved us on and we answered the sign:  
Loud our cheer as we rushed, but his laugh rang the louder,
 “There’s the devil’s own fun, boys, along the whole line!”

 — Edmund Clarence Stedman, “Kearny at Seven Pines” 

leCTUre oUTline

A. Chess and apologetics 
1. Both chess and apologetics have three common goals:

a. Repelling the attacks of the enemy
b. Winning a particular battle
c. Keeping the overall objective in mind

2. The main difference, however, is of utmost importance. Chess is but a game, 
but souls last forever. The stakes are high in the task of apologetics.

B. Apologetics as spiritual warfare
1. We as Christians are called to fight the good fight with our wits intact, hold-

ing our thoughts “captive to obey Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5).
2. As we engage in spiritual warfare, we do well to remember that our enemy, 

while unseen (Eph. 6:12), wages war against us. The spiritual forces of evil 
would have us forget the war and embrace the world’s ideas.

3. The scene of the first battle began with the crafty serpent inquiring, “Did 
God actually say . . . ?”—a question that really served as a subtle challenge to 
God’s authority and word. 

4. While it seems that the Fall brought the Devil victory, we should remem-
ber that the sovereign Lord declares “‘the end from the beginning and from 
ancient times things not yet done, saying, “My counsel shall stand, and I will 
accomplish all my purpose”’” (Isa. 46:9–10). He is working out all things—
from Creation to consummation—for His glory.

5. Our Lord declared war, promising victory over the Evil One (Gen. 3:15). 
While this verse is often referred to as the proto-euangelion (or, the 
first proclamation of the good news), it should also be seen as the proto-
eschaton, the very first promise of victory that will be consummated at the 
second coming of Christ Jesus.

6. The Evil One, however, still banks on our forgetting that the war exists. But 
it does exist, though it is not fought with “weapons according to the flesh” 
(2 Cor. 10:3). Today, we tend to think that if carnal weaponry is not being 
employed, then we are not at war. However, the Bible is filled from start to 
finish with war imagery, which should remind us that we are constantly 
engaged in spiritual warfare.
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7. Christians often find themselves in battles with those who seek to under-
mine God’s kingdom. But these faulty worldviews are not mere intellectual 
errors; rather, those who promote them are pretenders to the throne of 
Christ Jesus.

8. And yet, we are called to love these enemies of the kingdom—build rela-
tionships and love them enough to tear down the strongholds that have set 
themselves up against the knowledge of God (2 Cor. 10:5).

9. Winning arguments is not the overall objective, but that the Holy Spirit 
might give life (cf. John 6:63).

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. Which of the following is a shared goal of chess and apologetics?
a. Offense
b. Keeping the overall objective in mind
c. Defense
d. All of the above

2. The war between the forces of good and evil ______________________.
a. Ended at the first Advent of Christ Jesus
b. Began after Noah’s flood
c. Continues to this very day
d. Escalated because of Y2K

3. While the fall of man seemed like a decisive victory for the Evil One, we should 
remember that God ______________________.
a. Was taken by surprise because He does not know the future exhaustively
b. Expects us to work it all out
c. Is in complete control
d. None of the above

4.  Genesis 3:15, often called the proto-euangelion, can also rightly be called 
______________________. 
a. Myth 
b. The proto-eschaton
c. The first promise of victory over the forces of darkness on the Last Day
d. Both b and c

5. Spiritual warfare is fought with ______________________.
a. Tanks 
b. Weapons of mass destruction
c. Weapons of divine power
d. Arguments that win, regardless of their veracity
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6. The godless worldviews espoused by non-believers are a result of ___________________.
a. Mental error 
b. Intellectual inferiority
c. Deep-seated rebellion against the throne of God
d. The absence of a fatherly figure

7. Loving those without Christ includes which of the following?
a. Tearing down the strongholds of their godless worldviews
b. Avoiding confrontation altogether
c. Building relationships with them
d. Both a and c

BiBle STUDy

1. Read 2 Corinthians 10:1–6 and consider the imagery. Now read Ephesians 6:10–18. 
What are some of the weapons Saint Paul is referring to in 2 Corinthians 10:1–6? 
What are the similarities and differences between our weapons and the apostles’ 
(cf. Acts 5:1–11; 13:8–12; 16:18)? 

2. Read 1 Peter 5:8–9 and 1 John 5:19. How do these passages help us put “strongholds” 
in the proper perspective (2 Cor. 10:4)? Read 2 Corinthians 11:12–15. Amid such 
subtle deceit, how would the apostle maintain his confidence in discerning evil? 
How do we do so today? 

3. How does 1 Corinthians 1:18–2:16 help us better understand what Christians face 
when engaged in the apologetical task? (cf. Ps. 14:1; 1 Cor. 3:18–23; 2 Cor. 10:5)?

4. The task of apologetics, as we have seen in this lecture, has distinct purposes. Read 
John 14:11; 20:24–31; and 1 Corinthians 15:1–11. What end do the evidences men-
tioned in these passages serve? Does apologetics serve the same end?

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. One of the goals mentioned above (A.1) is “repelling the attacks of the enemy.” Dis-
cuss as a group various portions of Scripture that embody this apologetic (e.g. Rom. 
6:15ff; 1 John 1:1ff ).

2. One major task in doing apologetics is discerning when and where certain 
approaches are appropriate. Discuss as a group the different ways Jesus  
handled different individuals. Be specific and cite the Scriptures. How does this 
bear on our discussion?
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 3. Do we tend to think of religion in terms of serenity and peace or spiritual warfare? 
Should there be a balance here? Why or why not?

4. Did the apostle Paul’s Christian ministry and Christian living resemble a middle-
class pastime? What has changed? How are the challenges that we face today 
different than the ones the early Christians faced? Does this influence the way we 
do apologetics?

5. Our main text in this series (2 Cor. 10:3–5) clearly speaks of weapons “not of the 
flesh” (v. 4). Is this use of “warfare” merely a metaphor? Was Saint Paul’s warfare 
like war or was it actually war? Why is this point important?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Postman, Neil. Amusing Ourselves to Death
Westphal, Merold. Suspicion and Faith: The Religious Uses of Modern Atheism
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2

the darkness of 

the enlightenment 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

Amid the Reformation’s many slogans was one that dogmatically claimed the high 
ground: post tenebras lux (“after darkness, light”). This phrase was used as a rhe-
torical device to control debates with Catholics. By claiming that they were part 
of the light being ushered in, the Reformers effectively put their opponents in the 
dark. But the tables were turned just a few centuries later, when the arrogance of 
the Enlightenment subdued the intellectual world, and, by its very name, put the 
Reformation in the dark. In this lecture, Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. explores the Enlightenment 
worldview and traces its influences to later intellectual developments in America. 

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 15–28; Romans 1–3:20

leArning oBJeCTiVe

To comprehend the basic contours of the Enlightenment worldview, as well as its 
contributions to later intellectual development.

QUoTATionS

Contemplating the universe, the whole system of Creation, in this point of light, we shall 
discover, that all that which is called natural philosophy is properly a divine study. It is the 
study of God through his works. It is the best study, by which we can arrive at a knowledge 
of his existence, and the only one by which we can gain a glimpse of his perfection. . . . 
Search not written or printed books, but the Scripture called the “Creation.”

— American deist Thomas Paine, The Existence of God



The Darkness of the enlightenment  9

 . . . you have been acquainted with the sacred writings, which are able to make you wise 
for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus. All Scripture is breathed out by God and  
profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness, that 
the man of God may be competent, equipped for every good work.
 — 2 Timothy 3:15–17

leCTUre oUTline

A. The Enlightenment worldview 
1. While Luther, Calvin, and others sought to reform the traditions of the 

church that had moved away from Scripture, the Enlightenment thinkers 
desired to be set free from all revelation from God. Any “revealed” dogma, 
they argued, unnecessarily burdens mankind. 

2. Theologically, many Enlightenment thinkers were deistic—a view holding 
that the knowledge of God comes through reason rather than revelation, and 
that after God created the world, He had no further involvement in it. (It 
was not until Darwin offered a “plausible” origin of the universe that deism 
could be left by the wayside.)

3. Most people of the eighteenth century were also quite optimistic regarding 
anthropology, believing that the essential nature of humanity is good.

a. For example, according to Jean-Jacques Rousseau, humanity is 
inherently good, and it is culture that corrupts (but who creates cor-
rupt cultures?).

b. As expected, most thinkers denied the fall of man, or at least the 
resultant radical corruption of God’s image in man. 

4. This non-Biblical optimism created an optimistic eschatology.
a. It was believed that mankind progressively excels with each passing  

generation, eventually creating the great utopian society. All that is 
required is the right technique.

b. The real evil is that both God and His law were banished, having 
been usurped by human reason. This lawlessness, coupled with an 
optimistic eschatology, produced an “end justifies the means” men-
tality. Hence the aspirations and crimes of such figures as Stalin, 
Mao, and Hitler.

5. As Enlightenment thinkers became increasingly divided about what  
techniques to apply to society (romantics looked to the emotions, rationalists 
looked to the mind), the radical failures of the twentieth century eventually 
deflated the once-pervasive optimism.

a. Two world wars greatly undermined the utopian dream.
b. The Great Depression also took its toll. 
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B. Moving from modernism to (post)modernity
1. One major problem regarding the task of apologetics is that many church-

men are fighting a battle against a beaten foe.
2. However, a few old dinosaurs still exist, and so the importance of under-

standing them remains.
3. Our hope is to tear down these modernist strongholds, not just by showing 

how history has disproved them, but by confronting the very foundations of 
their thinking—thinking that has exalted itself against the knowledge of God 
(2 Cor. 10:5). 

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. The only viable source of information about God, according to most Enlightenment 
thinkers, was ______________________.
a. The church
b. The natural world
c. The Holy Scriptures
d. The soul

2. The god of deism most resembles ______________________.
a. The God of the Bible
b. A watchmaker
c. A king
d. The Greek god Zeus

3. Regarding anthropology, Enlightenment thinkers were ______________________.
a. Pessimistic
b. Optimistic
c. Part pessimistic, part optimistic
d. None of the above

4. With each passing generation, according to the Enlightenment worldview, mankind 
______________________.
a. Would progressively excel, leading ultimately to a utopian society 
b. Would digress, eventually into ruin
c. Would become a society of peace-loving beatniks
d. Would evolve into pure energy

5. What two events of the twentieth century deflated Enlightenment optimism?
a. The Boston Red Sox defeat of the Pittsburgh Pirates in the first World Series 

and Albert Einstein’s theory of relativity
b. The adoption of the 16th ammendment (income tax) and the institution of 

the Federal Reserve System
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c. The sinking of the Titanic and the Scopes “Monkey Trial”
d. Two world wars and the Great Depression

6. That which came after modernism has been popularly called ___________________.
a. Hyper-modernism 
b. (Post)modernity
c. Post-Enlightenment thinking
d. No name has been given

7. The tyrannosaurus rex of modernism is ______________________.
a. Existentialism 
b. Relativism
c. Logical positivism
d. All of the above

BiBle STUDy

1. What Bible passage clearly teaches that God reveals Himself in nature? Read it and 
Psalm 33:6, and then read Romans 15:4, 1 Corinthians 10:11, and 2 Timothy 3:15–17. 
Explain the similarities and differences between natural revelation and the Word of 
God as revelation.

2. Read 1 Kings 8:46, Romans 3:9–23; 7:18, and 1 John 1:8–10. What does the Bible 
teach regarding the morality of humanity? Is this compatible with an Enlighten-
ment worldview? Explain.

3. If we are made in God’s image, that is, if we reflect the special dignity of God’s holy 
ways, how can we be as corrupt as Scripture portrays? How can these two doctrines 
be reconciled?

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Suppose a non-believing friend challenges you to prove that original sin exists. Also 
suppose that he or she derides your use of Scripture every time you mention it. How 
do you respond?

2. Can natural revelation lead one to believe in Christ Jesus as the Savior of the world? 
Why or why not?

3. Is God’s revelation in nature just as perfect as in Scripture? Why or why not? What 
Scripture passages might help us understand better the relationship between nature 
and grace?
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SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Johnson, Paul. The Birth of the Modern
Paine, Thomas. The Age of Reason
Wells, David F. No Place for Truth
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Negatively Positive 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

The pinnacle of Enlightenment thinking—logical positivism—swept through the 
academies of both America and Europe in the 1920s and ’30s. It denied the soundness of 
metaphysics and traditional philosophy, asserting that many philosophical problems 
are meaningless (and hence a waste of time), and chose to focus strictly on the logical 
analysis of scientific data. This worldview enjoyed the security of an impenetrable 
defense during the early to middle twentieth century. But was it ever really “impene-
trable”? In this lecture, Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. discusses the origins, developments, and  
weaknesses of positivism.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 29–50; Hebrews 10:19–12:3

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To understand one way in which the task of apologetics can be undertaken (attack-
ing epistemologies).

2. To be able to explain the essential elements of positivism, as well as its inability to 
support itself as a valid epistemology.

QUoTATionS

Christians hold that their faith does good, but other faiths do harm. . . . What I wish to 
maintain is that all faiths do harm. We may define “faith” as a firm belief in something 
for which there is no evidence. When there is evidence, no one speaks of “faith.” We do 
not speak of faith that two and two are four or that the earth is round. We only speak of 
faith when we wish to substitute emotion for evidence.

— Bertrand Russell, Human Society in Ethics and Politics
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Now faith is the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things not seen. . . . By 
faith we understand that the universe was created by the word of God, so that what is 
seen was not made out of things that are visible.

— Hebrews 11:1, 3

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness 
of men, who by their unrighteousness suppress the truth. For what can be known about 
God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them.
 — Romans 1:18–19

leCTUre oUTline

A. A river runs through it 
1. Belshazzar, king of Babylon, over confidently ignored the Persians because 

he thought his city was impenetrable. Much to his surprise, Darius dammed 
the river that ran underneath the walls and marched his troops inside to vic-
tory (cf. Dan. 5).

2. This parallels one tactic in apologetical warfare: bringing down the walls 
(worldview) by undermining the foundation (epistemology). Vulnerability is 
found at the bottom layer.

3. One of the main pillars of any worldview (including the Christian’s) is  
epistemology, or how we know what we know. Attacking the epistemology 
of a worldview that has set itself up against the knowledge of God could very 
well bring it crashing down.

B. Are you positive?
1. The prevailing epistemology of Enlightenment thinking is logical positivism, 

systematically introduced in seed form by Auguste Comte (1798–1857), the 
father of sociology.

2. Comte postulated a threefold theory of the history of society:
a. Theological: People interpret reality in theological terms. Everyday 

events happen as a result of God or gods (e.g. thunderstorms = god(s) 
must be angry).

b. Philosophical: People interpret reality through philosophical 
methods. The early Greek philosophers were an example of this 
(e.g., Thales) as they attempted to explain the most basic prin-
ciples of the universe via philosophy.

c. Scientific: This final stage can be summarized as follows: “Only those 
things (i.e., statements, ideas, etc.) that can be empirically verified 
(i.e., proven by the scientific method) have any meaning.”

3. The scientific stage eventually led to a cosmonaut who, after traveling into 
space and failing to perceive a visible manifestation of God, concluded that 
He did not exist. 

4. The real problem is what lies behind this thinking—the denial that God has revealed 
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Himself in any way. We as Christians, however, are not about “God versus science”; 
rather, we proclaim that God is against godless science.

5. How, then, can we refute this kind of reasoning? By using this worldview’s very own 
tests of validity against itself.

6. How can “Only those statements that can be empirically verified have any meaning” 
be empirically verified? The difficulty for logical positivists is that this modernist 
mantra cannot be verified according to its own principles, which renders their foun-
dations for thinking absurd. The principle refutes itself.

7. We in the church must learn from our confrontations with the world. While it is 
good to know the world’s philosophy, we must give primacy to the study of God’s 
Word, or else we may find that the world knows more about what the Bible says 
than we do.

8. Knowing the Word better gives us a clearer understanding of why such  
brilliant people can hold such faulty views. The problem is moral—not intellectual 
(cf. Rom. 1:18ff ).

9. We will come to see that epistemologies of the world falter not because of a lack of 
intellectual gusto, but because, as Saint Paul wrote, all people hate what they know 
about God as He is revealed in Scripture and want to escape His law.

10. Even the brilliant become fools, especially when their most fundamental presuppo-
sition about God (Rom. 1:21a, 32) is suppressed with “there is no God” (Ps. 14:1). 

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. One of the main pillars of any worldview is its ______________________.
a. Explanation of what makes knowledge possible
b. Epistemology
c. Both a and b
d. None of the above

2. The father of sociology, who was also the first systematizer of positivism, was 
______________________. 
a. Albert Einstein
b. Auguste Comte
c. Bertrand Russell
d. Sigmund Freud

3. According to Comte, the three phases of a society’s history, in order, are 
______________________.
a. Scientific, philosophical, and theological
b. Theological, philosophical, and scientific
c. Philosophical, theological, and scientific
d. Teleological, philological, and symbolic

4.  The scientific stage can be summed up as follows:
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a. “Only those things that can be intuitively verified have any meaning.”
b. “Only those things that can be empirically verified have any meaning.”
c. “Only those things that can be instinctively verified have any meaning.”
d. Both a and b

5. How can “Only those statements that can be empirically verified have any meaning” 
be empirically verified?
a. By looking at the statement with our eyes 
b. By hearing the statement read aloud
c. By intuition
d. It cannot be verified

6. The world’s most brilliant people may hold faulty views about God, which are 
essentially __________________________ failures.
a. Emotional 
b. Moral
c. Intellectual
d. None of the above

7. Unregenerate people refuse to accept the existence of God as revealed in Scripture 
because so doing would demand __________________________.
a. That concerns about social justice be discarded 
b. Immediate financial success 
c. Unquestioning obedience
d. All of the above

BiBle STUDy

1. Read Psalm 14:1. Where is this verse quoted in the epistle to the Romans? Does the 
foolishness portrayed in this psalm connote intellectual naivete´ or moral failure? 
How does Saint Paul use it?

2. Read Romans 1:18. Why would anyone suppress the truth (of God) in unrighteous-
ness? Give Scriptural evidences for your answer.

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Discuss as a group the relationship between theology and science. Do they share the 
same aims? Do they use the same language? Are they inherently opposed? Articu-
late a Biblically balanced view.

2. Explain in your own words how logical positivism refutes itself. 
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3. While knowing the philosophies of the world is important, what endeavor greatly 
exceeds this? Discuss ways in which the task of apologetics has been less than rev-
erent to God through the neglect of His Word. How can we work to change this?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Russell, Bertrand. Why I Am Not a Christian
Wells, David F. No Place for Truth
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Misbehaving Behaviorists 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

As a result of an increasingly hostile climate toward metaphysical inquiries, behavior-
ism, a movement within the psychological and philosophical fields, came into existence. 
As early as 1912, John Watson (who coined the term behaviorism) wrote a manifesto 
that emphasized outward behavioral actions while dismissing the internal functions 
of the human mind. It therefore made serious claims about knowledge and how we 
come to know what we know: If everything we do is in response to our environment, 
then everything we come to know is in response to our environment. In this lesson, 
Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. explores behaviorist thinking and shows how it falls pathetically 
short as a systematic worldview.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 51–61; Galatians

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To understand the fundamentals of behaviorist thinking.
2. To be able to articulate the inadequacies of behaviorism.

QUoTATionS

Behaviorism makes it possible to design better environments—personal environments 
that would solve existing problems and larger environments or cultures in which there 
are fewer problems.

— B.F. Skinner, “Can Psychology Be a Science of Mind?”

As we have said before, so now I say again: If anyone is preaching to you a gospel contrary 
to the one you received, let him be accursed.

— Galatians 1:9
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For [Abraham] was looking forward to the city that has foundations, whose designer 
and builder is God.
 — Hebrews 11:10

leCTUre oUTline

A. Slobbering dogs and the human psyche 
1. In 1902, Ivan Pavlov (1849–1936) began his famous experiments with dogs. 

His goal was to show how an external stimulus (in this case, food) related to 
an internal response (salivating).

2. Pavlov would ring a bell, thus summoning the dogs to eat. As they ate, they 
salivated. After setting a behavioral pattern, he rang the bell but did not pro-
vide food. The dogs slobbered nonetheless, thereby laying the foundations 
for a new theory of inquiry into the human psyche—a theory that would be 
driven only by what can be observed (external environment versus internal 
thought processes).

3. B.F. Skinner (1904–1990) became the great popularizer of the theory that all 
of our actions are a response to external stimulae, that is, we believe what 
we believe because our surrounding environment has taught us to (and then 
we act upon those beliefs). 

4. Note the similarities to Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalysis: While the one 
reduces our actions to a direct result of some childhood experience, the 
other reduces our actions to a direct result of our environment. Both serve to 
undermine responsibility and/or guilt. 

5. Behaviorism offered a better world through the manipulation of surrounding 
environments. All digression could therefore be thwarted. Utopia was at hand.

B. Inconsistent behavior
1. What this anti-gospel lacks, however, is consistency. Like logical positivism, 

it suffers under its own burden of proof. 
2. If we believed behaviorism to be true, we would have come to that conclu-

sion because we were so conditioned by our environment (and vice versa). 
3. Skinner, however, sought to persuade others with rational arguments, even 

though he should have seen that in order to persuade others he did not need 
to convince them, just manipulate their environments.

4. We could rightly say, then, that Skinner believed in behaviorism, not because 
of its rationality, but because his environment led him there. In the end, 
however, Skinner betrayed his own worldview by giving coherent arguments 
instead of just manipulating environments. He was no true believer.

5. The vicious box this creates now comes into view: If we are all victims of our 
environments, we cannot hope to change them because we cannot step out-
side and manipulate them for our own benefit. Even our attempts to change 
our environments are results of some external (environmental) stimulae. 
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STUDy QUeSTionS

1. Pavlov ran experiments with what animals?
a. Salamanders
b. Cats
c. Birds
d. Dogs

2. Behaviorism can be summed up as follows:
a. The sources of behavior are internal (in the mind), not external (in the 

environment). 
b. The sources of behavior are external (in the environment), not internal (in 

the mind). 
c. The sources of behavior are both external (in the environment) and internal 

(in the mind). 
d. None of the above

3. According to behaviorism, we hold beliefs and act upon those beliefs because 
______________________.
a. Our minds are seeking to fill the void left by the Fall
b. Our surrounding environment has reinforced them
c. Of the mental trauma of childhood experiences
d. Our minds are simply inclined to do so

4. As a result of behaviorist thinking, our actions, whether good or bad, 
______________________.
a. Can be blamed on our own inclinations
b. Cannot be blamed on us, but on our environment
c. Cannot be blamed on our environment, but on us
d. Both a and c

5. If behaviorism is true, and we believed it, then ______________________.
a. We must have read B.F. Skinner
b. Our minds would have been convinced
c. Our environments would have reinforced it
d. We must be slobbering dogs

6. If Skinner truly had believed in behaviorist thought, how would he have sought to 
convince us?
a. By confronting us with rational arguments
b. By writing a book
c. By manipulating our external environment
d. With a gun
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7. How does behaviorism refute itself?
a. Its’ proponents contradict behaviorist premises by arguing rationally 
b. It fails its own test of validity
c. It cannot rely on its own criterion to prove itself true
d. All of the above

BiBle STUDy

1. Read Galatians 1:6–9. Who was troubling the Christians in Galatia? How were they 
perverting the Gospel? How does behaviorism work to usurp the Gospel of Christ? 

2. Read Matthew 22:37–40. These commands, if followed, signify what in the individ-
ual (cf. John 10:10; 1 Tim. 1:14)? Behaviorism also seeks the abundant life, but what 
do behaviorists replace these commands with?

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Discuss as a group how a behavioristic epistemology refutes itself.

2. Imagine you have a friend who has just completed a behavioral science degree, and 
he or she tells you that all beliefs are nothing more than the sum total of what exter-
nal environments have reinforced. How would you respond? 

3. What are some of the positives and negatives of behaviorist thought? Is the manipu-
lation of conditions so as to make people more favorable to the reception of the 
Gospel a bad practice? Why or why not?

4. How might the recent scientific breakthroughs in molecular biology (e.g., mapping 
and manipulating DNA) relate to this discussion? What do you think will be the 
positive and negative effects of these fascinating discoveries on culture?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Clark, Gordon H. Behaviorism and Christianity
Crick, Francis. Of Molecules and Men
Schaeffer, Francis. Back to Freedom and Dignity
Skinner, B.F. Beyond Freedom and Dignity
_______. Walden II
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impractical Pragmatists 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

We Americans are notorious for enjoying the accumulation of stuff—so long as the 
stuff works. Being filled with a particularly action-oriented people (e.g., the astound-
ing industrial/technological advancements of the twentieth century), America 
naturally gravitated toward a philosophy that embodied its rustic mind-set, that of 
pragmatism. As a worldview, pragmatism emphasizes that decisions should be made 
on the basis of expected outcomes or consequences of actions. But beware—though 
pragmatism might sound good at first, it often ends up as a bedfellow of relativism. 
Given that pragmatists focus on expediency to the detriment of absolute moral val-
ues, the only remaining criterion on which to base decisions is the subjective self. 
The dangers ought to be obvious. In this lesson, Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. examines pragma-
tism’s inability to make God-glorifying decisions.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 65–90; Genesis 1:26–30; Romans 7

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To be able to explain the basic developments of pragmatism as an American 
philosophy.

2. To be able to show how pragmatism falls woefully short in promoting godly 
decisions.

QUoTATionS

The end justifies the means only when the means used are such as actually bring about 
the desired and desirable end.
 — John Dewey
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For I know that nothing good dwells in me, that is, in my flesh. For I have the desire to 
do what is right, but not the ability to carry it out.
 — Romans 7:18

leCTUre oUTline

A. Home-grown philosophy
1. There is a wide consensus that the only indigenous American philosophy is 

pragmatism.
2. Pragmatism, however, tends to be an anti-philosophical approach to living 

life. For example, it refuses to entertain epistemological questions (“How do 
we come to know what we know?”) by focusing not on lofty, abstract ideas 
but on what works for a given situation. 

3. Pragmatism grows out of skepticism even while encouraging it. It is really 
skepticism that attempts to move beyond the paralysis of finding no ultimate 
truths by ignoring the question altogether. 

4. Herein lies the main difference between modernism and (post)modernity: 
the shift from the confidence in our ability to know truths to the confidence 
that we cannot know truths (for they are not universal).

B. Where it is from and where it is going
1. Charles Pierce founded the movement, but it grew under the care of William 

James and John Dewey.
2. Pragmatism basically argues that we must judge a given proposition (any 

idea, political or otherwise) not by its truthfulness but by the expected 
outcome.

3. For example, we see in history that prior to our now-clearer understanding 
of the cosmos, scientists adapted their views to accommodate a faulty model 
(cylinder model) merely because it predicted celestial movements better 
than the other, truer model (orbit model).

4. Pragmatism quickly left the theorizing halls of academia and applied itself 
particularly to the field of education, parenting what would eventually 
become “outcome-based education.” It sought to replace the teaching of 
absolute truths with a single end in view: the betterment of society.

5. But pragmatism, like the other worldviews we have discussed in earlier  
lectures, also fails its own test of determining reality, for it cannot answer 
the very question that informs its desire to work, that is, “Works for what?” 
How can we know what works unless we know the validity of the end for 
which it works?

6. Similarly, pragmatism supplies no rule by which it can determine why one 
course of action is better than another. Since it refuses to acknowledge 
eternal standards (Christians find these in God through Scripture), it cannot 
possibly decide on an answer to this question. 
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7. Any attempts to determine which course of action is better using pragmatic 
assumptions would claim an omniscience pragmatism cannot have. It can-
not know what will work, and therefore it cannot work (without borrowing 
from Christian principles).

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. The only truly indigenous American philosophy is ______________________.
a. Positivism
b. Pragmatism
c. Behaviorism
d. None of the above

2. Pragmatism focuses on ______________________.
a. The abstract
b. Epistemological foundations
c. Everyday, practical actions and consequences of actions
d. What lies behind a society’s notions of justice and reality

3. One major shift from modernism to (post)modernity was ______________________.
a. The belief that absolutes did not exist to the belief that they do exist
b. The belief that absolutes existed to the belief that they do not exist
c. The belief that the earth is round instead of flat
d. The belief that aliens did not exist to the belief that they do exist

4.  Pragmatism, due to John Dewey’s influence, is deeply embedded in what American 
institution? 
a. The political system
b. The church
c. The education system
d. None of the above

5. The influences of pragmatism can be observed in which of the following American 
institutions?
a. Religion
b. Education
c. Politics
d. All of the above

6. Pragmatism claims to make decisions based on the expected consequences of 
actions, but what primary question can it not answer?
a. What is the most efficient way to complete this task?
b. What actions will bring about this or that desired result?
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c. What do we do next in order to complete this task?
d. Why that particular outcome? (Works for what?)

7. How does pragmatism refute itself?
a. It claims to know that which it cannot know: why one course of action is 

better than another.
b. By solving all the world’s problems
c. It does not refute itself
d. None of the above

BiBle STUDy

1. Many of the lectures thus far have focused on the depravity of man. In keeping with 
this theme, read Romans 7. If we are naturally depraved, what is the most likely out-
come of purely pragmatic actions?

2. The moment God is thought of as an impersonal being, people lose their personali-
ties; they lose themselves. Modern society suffers from this malady. Read Genesis 
1:26–27. What central doctrine of Christianity is underlined here? Continue with 
Colossians 3:10–11. How might orthodox Trinitarianism be used to combat and 
resist our current society’s unintended emphasis on isolation and impersonalism? 
In what ways has the pragmatic mind-set undermined the importance the Bible 
places on relationships (both with God and the world)?

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Do you think God is largely irrelevant in modern culture? How does the Creator 
become irrelevant to His creatures? How do sections of our culture (e.g. politics, 
economics, technology, etc.) promote the irrelevance of God? What pragmatic 
actions might we take for granted that do indeed relegate God to the shelf? Discuss 
as a group.

2. We are beset on all sides with choices—choices that our ancestors just a few years 
ago never had. If the imperative to choose were to spill over into our churches or 
into our own ideas about the Christian faith, could it be dangerous? In what way(s)? 
For example, have you ever known a pastor to treat his calling like a “career”? In 
what other ways does pragmatism seduce the church? Does our attempts to market 
the church embody this ethic? How?

3. Why do pragmatists lack the ability to make God-glorifying decisions? Discuss as a 
group how pragmatism, as a theory of knowledge, refutes itself. Include the reasons 
why it cannot work as a basis for decision-making.
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SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Gay, Craig M. The Way of the (Modern) World, or, Why It’s Tempting to Live as if God  
 Doesn’t Exist
Hunter, James Davison. The Death of Character: Moral Education in an Age Without 
  Good or Evil
Rorty, Richard. Consequences of Pragmatism: Essays, 1972-1980
Wells, David F. God in the Wasteland
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Relatively Relativist 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

One morning while on a train in the sea, a cow came up to me at night and clucked, 
“Do you like the green or the green charcoal?” To which I responded, “I like straw-
berry shortcake without the strawberries or the shortcake.” Shortly thereafter, lamps 
with no light bulbs drove my phone bill way up ten years ago. Ioopierm lkjdoi oiur-
mbcdsnkloimnb cvter iuyerchjl yebfohkum czwewdcedtvy. In this lesson, Dr. R.C. 
Sproul Jr. unveils the absurdity of relativism.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 91–116; Judges 2:11–23; Acts 17:16–34

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To understand the lies that support relativism.
2. To be able to explain relativism’s deficiencies and how to refute it.

QUoTATionS

My head knocks against the stars.
My feet are on the hilltops.
My finger-tips are in the valleys and shores of universal life. . . .
My name is Truth and I am the most elusive captive in the universe.
 — Carl Sandburg, “Who Am I?”

Where thou art Obliged to speak, be sure to speak the Truth: For Equivocation is half 
way to Lying, as Lying, the whole way to Hell.
 — William Penn, Fruits of Solitude
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Pilate said to him, “What is truth?”
 — John 18:38
. . . truth is in Jesus. . . .
 — from Ephesians 4:21

leCTUre oUTline

A. What does the fall of man have to do with how we think today? 
1. The serpent in the Biblical narrative receives a most interesting description: 

“Now the serpent was more crafty than any other beast of the field that the 
Lord God had made” (Gen. 3:1).

2. Since the serpent dealt with Eve as yet unfallen, it decided against a full 
frontal assault, beginning instead with the subtle question, “Did God  
actually say . . . .” While this did not deny what God had said, it did plant the 
seed of doubt.

3. Eventually the serpent directly contradicted God: “You will not surely die.” 
Even still, the snake maintained its subtlety by suggesting that Eve would 
become like God—not that she would be God (v. 5).

4. As a result of Adam and Eve’s sin, the world became corrupt. Our depravity 
is the reason we swallow the bigger lie, not that we can be like God, but that 
we can be God Himself, actually determining good and evil for ourselves 
(cf. Judges 21:25, where the people are described as acting autonomously as 
we do).

5. Eve was promised wisdom akin to that of the Almighty. Today, however, 
the lie promises the very power to construct wisdom for ourselves, which 
pseudo-wisdom reassures us (wrongfully) that our worldviews are right.

B. Life is absurd, so let’s go for a walk
1. In our previous lecture, we saw that pragmatism can be labeled the  

philosophy of the people; that is, Americans, knowingly or not, tend  
toward pragmatism.

2. In like manner, the epistemology of the people is relativism, or the notion 
that no absolutes exist, that all knowledge is relative to the knower. While 
relativism takes many forms and infects many fields, it popularly manifests 
itself as “cultural relativism,” or the claim that different cultures have differ-
ent but perfectly legitimate and equally valid standards of truth and value.

3. The modern skeptic argues that while absolutes do exist, they are hidden 
and we cannot know them. But relativists run the whole gamut, arguing that 
there are no universal truths to know. In this worldview, therefore, we are 
the ultimate creators of our own reality, and we call it good, thereby usurp-
ing the throne of God.
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C. The truth behind no truth
1. Worldviews not legitimated by Scripture are shown to be false because they 

fail when contrasted to the insurmountable truth of God’s Word. So relativ-
ism desires to legitimate itself by attempting to render the one truth invalid 
by arguing for the nonexistence of absolutes.

2. The marketing strategy for relativism might go as follows: “If we all embrace 
relativism, we will all have peace. Wars are a result of religious fundamental-
ists asserting the existence of objective truths.”

3. But another obstacle exists: The objective truth of this situation is that opin-
ions will always clash—as long as the Gospel is resisted (consider the Nazi 
regime and the German confessional church, for example). 

4. Thus, when we trade truth for peace, all we really get in return is strife, for 
conflicts inevitably continue. One cannot be an orthodox Christian and  
disbelieve in the objective truth of the Gospel.

5. As with all the other systems of thought in this series, relativism fails its own 
test of validity. This one epistemology that permeates our entire culture can 
be felled with three small words: “Are you sure?” 

6. Why, then, if it refutes itself so easily, does it influence culture at all? 
Because of its connection to ethical relativism—the idea that no ultimate 
standards or criteria for ethical judgments can be asserted, and that moral 
values vary from culture to culture.

7. Even worse, relativism has invaded theology, so that god is whatever a per-
son wants he/she/it to be. At least the pagan idolaters actually believed their 
gods to be above them to some degree.

8. At times, relativism sneaks into the evangelical church under the guise of 
humility. But we are called to stand up (even unto death) for the objective 
truth of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, all the while maintaining a Christ-like 
humility.

9. Relativism, therefore, cannot be afforded the luxury of respect. While every 
Christian must face this worldview, it must not stand, for we are called to 
unabashedly confess Christ and Him crucified, in hopes that He will confess 
us when He returns, which, as the one and only objective reality, actually 
destroys the vertigo of relativity.

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. Embracing relativism essentially makes the individual out to be 
__________________________.
a. A humble, god-fearing servant 
b. A god, determining truth for himself or herself
c. A raving lunatic
d. None of the above
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2. Cultural relativism can be summed up as follows:
a. The claim that while different cultures exist, one can be deemed better than 

another.
b. The claim that one culture can judge another culture if and only if the judg-

ing culture uses the Bible’s criterion.
c. The claim that different cultures have the same standards of truth and value.
d. The claim that different cultures have different but perfectly legitimate and 

equally valid standards of truth and value.

3. According to relativists, one reason wars exist is ______________________.
a. Because there are evil warmongers in the world
b. That humanity is naturally depraved
c. Because religious fundamentalists assert the existence of objective truths
d. Because relativist academicians deny the existence of objective truths

4.  What one objective truth does the relativist overlook? 
a. That there is no objective truth 
b. That differing opinions will inevitably clash
c. Both a and b
d. None of the above

5. What three words disrupt the relativist’s endeavor?
a. What, me worry? 
b. No truth exists.
c. There is truth.
d. Are you sure?

6. Ethical relativism is ______________________.
a. The idea that ultimate standards or criteria for ethical judgments can be 

asserted, and that moral values do not vary from culture to culture
b. The idea that ultimate standards or criteria for ethical judgments can be 

asserted, and that moral values vary from culture to culture
c. The idea that no ultimate standards or criteria for ethical judgments can be 

asserted, and that moral values vary from culture to culture
d. None of the above

7. What word best sums up relativism when it invades theology?
a. Confessionalism 
b. Pluralism
c. Catechism
d. All of the above
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BiBle STUDy

1. Read Judges 2:11–12; 3:7, 12; 4:1; 6:1; 13:1; 17:6; and 21:25. What might be a major 
theme in the book of Judges? How are these repeated themes living manifestations 
of the serpent’s lie in the account of the Fall? How do they resemble/describe our 
own relativistic culture?

2. Read 2 Peter 3:8. Is this an example of the theory of relativism in the Bible? Why or 
why not? What is the main point of this passage? Can you find any Scriptures that 
suggest Christ is not the only entrance into eternal life? Are there any that do teach 
Jesus is the only way? What are they?

3. Read Acts 17:16–34. Describe the way Saint Paul testified against a “god-to-me” 
attitude in a pre-Christian era. How would you change your approach if you found 
yourself in the same situation, given that we now live in a post-Christian era?

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Discuss as a group the ways in which cultural relativism has infected 
evangelicalism.

2. Suppose a non-believing friend said, “Maybe Jesus is the Son of God to you, but He 
isn’t to me.” How would you respond? 

3. Imagine you are in a conversation with a non-believer and are told that you cannot 
look at anything objectively because of your Christian assumptions. How would you 
reply? What evidences would you offer to prove your point?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Beckwith, Francis J. and Gregory Koukl. Relativism: Feet Firmly Planted in Mid-Air
Bloom, Allen. The Closing of the American Mind
Camus, Albert. The Stranger
Nietzsche, Friedrich W. Thus Spake Zarathrusta: A Book for All and None
Veith Jr., Gene Edward. Postmodern Times
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transcending the immanent 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

In Romans 1, the apostle Paul communicates a truth that most Christians engaged in 
witnessing have thought about or used—the truth that the Almighty can be clearly  
perceived through His work of creation. This teaching exposes a common failure among 
the worldviews we have discussed thus far: By rejecting the transcendence of God (and 
subsequently His authority), these worldviews dwell in a naturalistic box—a box that 
desires only the immanent, but ironically still dares to describe what God is or is not. 
Rejecting the transcendent leads to another horrible end: the transformation of humans 
into objects. Neighbors become nameless and faceless in a world with no personal 
God. In this lecture, Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. examines the Bible in order to understand non- 
believers’ moral plight, and exposes the lie that they have exchanged for the truth.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 117–128; Psalm 86; Proverbs 9

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To be able to articulate the Biblical reasons why the non-believer believes in any-
thing except God.

2. To understand where this folly leads.

QUoTATionS

For his invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been 
clearly perceived, ever since the creation of the world, in the things that have been made. 
So they are without excuse. For although they knew God, they did not honor him as God 
or give thanks to him. . . . Claiming to be wise, they became fools . . . and exchanged the 
truth about God for a lie. . . .
 — Romans 1:20–22, 25
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For great thou art, and wonders great
 By thy strong hand are done,
Thou in thy everlasting Seat
 Remainest God alone. 

— Psalm 86:10, translated by John Milton

leCTUre oUTline

A. The creation of folly 
1. The futile thinking of Romans 1:21 comes as a result of two incompatible 

drives: “saving the phenomena” and “avoiding the Creator” (or the knowl-
edge of God’s wrath to come). One will walk straight into folly while trying 
to make sense of this world without God.

2. “Saving the phenomena” means fitting together what we observe through 
our senses (making sense of the world around us). This is a central element 
of the scientific method. For example, scientists observe events that share 
something in common. They then make a hypothesis, and test it, and if the 
test validates the hypothesis, they might then construct a theory based on 
their observations.

3. Broadly speaking, non-believers also want to save the phenomena; they want 
an understanding of the world that makes sense. They do not desire to end 
in foolishness or insanity; rather, as bearers of God’s image, they desire to 
know what their purposes are and how to get there.

4. Non-believers also want to live long and prosper, and so they desire an 
understanding of the world that enables such blessings.

5. The drive to avoid the Creator, however, exceeds the unregenerate person’s 
desire to truly make sense of the world; for if non-believers admit the exis-
tence of a transcendent God who has given life, then they are forced to admit 
that He requires obedience. The natural man cannot accept this (cf. Rom. 
1:18–23, 8:7).

6. “For although they knew God, they did not . . . give thanks to him” (Rom. 
1:21). To be thankful is to acknowledge dependence, and therefore loving-
obligation. All people are called to cultivate thankful hearts unto God for His 
manifold blessings. But without the regenerating work of the Holy Spirit, 
this is impossible, “for the mind that is set on the flesh is hostile to God, for it 
does not submit to God’s law; indeed, it cannot” (Rom. 8:7).

B. Where folly leads
1. Trying to make sense of the observable world (“saving the phenomena”) 

without God inadvertently constructs a closed system, that is, a system of 
complete immanence.

2. Such a worldview is bound to fail: It cannot get outside of itself in order to 
defend itself, and therefore implodes, failing its own truth-tests. It is crea-
ture-driven and creature-controlled.
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3. The reward, then, is autonomous self-rule, which ironically leads to  
impersonalism and isolation. Since differing opinions always conflict, and 
since the inherent drive in humanity is to obtain coherence, the biggest gun 
will be the one to resolve the conflicts, which is, in essence, tyranny. 

4. An example of this might be the United States government’s role in the abor-
tion debate, which could be described as follows: “A woman has a right to 
abort her pregnancy. Why? Because she has a right to choose.” Notice that 
the ethical question is not recognized, that the “right thing to do” is not seen 
as an objective truth but as what the state determines.

5. “Claiming to be wise, they became fools, and exchanged the glory of the 
immortal God for images . . .” (Rom. 1:22–23). Beliefs about the world abhor a 
vacuum, which is exactly what is created when God is denied His existence. 
An idol will always take His place.

6. If God is not seen as transcendent, His standards will fall to earth, and 
pop-psychological theories, or the scientific method, or even the state (with 
tyranny inevitable) will fill the void.

7. So our quest for freedom (from God) tragically leads to slavery—tragic 
because the world is filled with self-destructive bearers of God’s image. But 
we Christians are called to be the light of the world, and that has everything 
to do with the apologetical enterprise. The next question, then, is, “Where 
do we start?”

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. “Saving the phenomena” means ______________________.
a. Speculating philosophically about the meaning of the world
b. Fitting together what we observe through our senses (making sense of the    

world around us)
c. Fitting together what we observe through our understanding of God (mak-

ing sense of the world around us)
d. None of the above

2. The drive to avoid the Creator is found most clearly in which portion of Scripture?
a. Deuteronomy 6
b. Psalm 27
c. 1 Corinthians 13
d. Romans 1

3. Giving thanks to God is tantamount to ______________________.
a. Acknowledging an obligation to Him
b. Acknowledging dependence upon Him
c. Both a and b
d. None of the above
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4.  Trying to “save the phenomena” without God ultimately leads to 
______________________.
a. An entirely transcendent worldview
b. An entirely immanent worldview
c. A better understanding of humanity’s origin
d. A peaceful world, with no more war

5. An entirely immanent, creature-driven universe ultimately leads to 
__________________________.
a. Peace on earth and good will to all people
b. Abundant living 
c. Stability and love for everyone
d. Tyranny—the biggest gun wins

6. Which Scripture passage speaks clearly about the life of one who denies God’s 
lordship?
a. Ephesians 2:1–10
b. Romans 6:20–21
c. Matthew 6:1–4
d. 1 John 3:11–24

7. What is the Christian’s calling regarding non-believers?
a. To despise them and ridicule them with arguments
b. To ignore them completely
c. To show them the light of the Gospel
d. To fashion our worship in a such a way so as to lure them into the church

BiBle STUDy

1. Read Genesis 1:1–25, then focus on verses 26–27. Even though the image  
of God in man is not defined explicitly in the latter verses, what does the preceding 
context teach about the imago Dei (cf. vv. 28–30)?

2. Given the Fall, does natural man seek to know good? Read Romans 1:18–23. What 
does this passage say about the above question? Do unregenerate people seek to 
know the ultimate good (i.e., God)? Explain in your own words Saint Paul’s teaching 
in this text.

3. Read and reflect on Proverbs 9. In what way is Wisdom contrasted to Folly (vv. 
1–6 and 13–18)? How does Folly imitate Wisdom? Re-read verse 10. How does 
this bear on our discussion in question 2 (Job 28:28; Ps. 111:10; Eccl. 12:13; cf. 
Rom. 1:21–23)?
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DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Discuss as a group what idols, if any, have become prevalent in society, including 
those that may have entered the church.

2. Imagine you are witnessing to an unregenerate philanthropist. What essential 
points in the Gospel message would you emphasize? Suppose he or she responded, 
“But I do good, surely I will not be judged like that.” What would you say in turn?

3.  How could you use a non-believer’s desire to know good as a signal of God’s exis-
tence, personality, etc.?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Nash, Ronald H. Life’s Ultimate Questions
Wells, David F. God in the Wasteland
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to Be or Not to Be 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

In previous lectures, we studied how epistemology is integral to a critical evaluation 
of competing worldviews. This focus is not original: Many other thinkers throughout 
the course of Western civilization have engaged the same epistemic question: “How do  
people know what they know?” But a few philosophers have denied that we can know 
anything for sure. Some have gone so far as to doubt everything—even themselves—
until it is proven true. What does any of this have to do with Christianity and the  
apologetical task? It shows that there are a few things we humans assume in order to 
maintain some semblance of stability and order in our lives. Even further, these non-
negotiables can be used to silence the non-believer by showing that there is a God 
behind them who has created all things for His glory. In this lesson, Dr. R.C. Sproul 
Jr. discusses the roles of epistemology and logic in apologetics.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 131–153; Ecclesiastes 7; John 1:1–18

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To be able to explain the basics about epistemological starting points.
2. To understand the role of logic (especially the law of non-contradiction) in the task 

of apologetics.

QUoTATionS

No one can serve two masters, for either he will hate the one and love the other, or he will 
be devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and possessions.
 —Matthew 6:24
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To be, or not to be: that is the question:  
Whether ’tis nobler in the mind to suffer  
The slings and arrows of outrageous fortune, 
Or to take arms against a sea of troubles,  
And by opposing end them? To die: to sleep; 
No more; and, by a sleep to say we end  
The heart-ache and the thousand natural shocks
That flesh is heir to, ’tis a consummation  
Devoutly to be wish’d. To die, to sleep;  
To sleep: perchance to dream: ay, there’s the rub;  
For in that sleep of death what dreams may come
When we have shuffled off this mortal coil,  
Must give us pause.
 — William Shakespeare, Hamlet, Prince of Denmark, 3.1

leCTUre oUTline

A. What does doubt have to do with truth? 
1. René Descartes (1596–1650) sought to find that which could not be doubted. 

This is what he found: If everything can be doubted, then the existence of 
the one doing the doubting is necessary (Cogito ergo sum : “I think, there-
fore I am”). There is, then, at least one subject that exists and cannot be 
doubted (even if I doubt my existence, I am still the one doing the doubting).

2. Why go through the trouble of formulating an argument that proves our 
existence? Because our culture denies our ability to know anything with any 
degree of certitude, which is yet another way to deny transcendence. But 
in denying the transcendent, we lose the immanent, that is, ourselves. And 
when we lose the personal God, we also lose each other (that is, we become 
objects, being unable to treat others personally).

3. We did not need Descartes to tell us that we exist, but he did serve to point 
out one primary pillar of the quest to obtain knowledge—that we must begin, 
in some sense, with ourselves. Our five senses and our mind work together 
as we search for knowledge (we cannot get to the information without 
them). 

B. The epistemic dilemma and the logical solution
1. Whatever is most foundational in our thinking can have no demonstrable 

foundation beneath it (that is, if we begin in our search for knowledge with 
ourselves, we cannot show anything beyond ourselves to be there).

2. Bedrock is the bottom layer; one cannot get below it in order to show the 
existence of some other layer of bedrock. To even attempt to do so suggests 
that the foundation is not truly a foundation.
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3. Furthermore, recognizing the existence of a foundation is unavoidable. For 
example, if we start our search for knowledge with ourselves, then to deny 
our existence is to affirm it (because it is we who are doing the denying).

4. Another reason this is true is because of the law of non-contradiction, the 
principle that A cannot be A and non-A at the same time and in the same 
sense. This law essentially prevents opposite statements from being true 
(e.g., “I am Christian-Buddhist.”). To assert anything—positively or  
negatively—presupposes this law.

5. Once again, to deny this logical law is to affirm it, because it is this very law 
that keeps an affirmation (“this law is true”) from becoming its contradiction 
(“this law is false”). The only way to avoid this truth is to embrace absurdity 
(e.g., “Jesus is the Son of God to you, but not to me”).

6. The law of non-contradiction is foundational to logic, and it touches all of 
our lives, whether we have studied it or not.

7. As such, it is readily available for each of us to use as a detector of both truth 
and fallacy. This should not surprise us, since logic is part of the very nature 
of God (cf. John 1:1, “In the beginning was the Logos”—Logos can be trans-
lated as “word,” “precept,” “measure,” “ground,” or “reason” [logic]. God, 
through Christ Jesus, is the logic that leads His people to the truth.

8. This is not meant to elevate human understanding of logic above the divine; 
rather, it is to bring the human bowing before the divine. Logic is not above 
God, but neither is logic below God—divine logic is God.

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. If a person doubted the existence of everything that is (or is not!), what one thing 
could not be doubted in the end?
a. God
b. The one doing the doubting
c. The Christian faith
d. There is nothing that cannot be doubted

2. Why go through the trouble of formulating an argument that proves our existence?
a. Because it is fun
b. Because we would not know that we exist otherwise
c. To show relativists that there is at least one thing that cannot be doubted
d. So we can look smart

3. What does Descartes’ proposition show us regarding epistemology?
a. That we begin knowing, in some sense, with God
b. That we begin knowing, in some sense, with ourselves
c. That we begin knowing, in some sense, in the womb
d. None of the above
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4. The law of non-contradiction can be summed up as follows:
a. B cannot be A and non-A at the same time and in the same sense 
b. A cannot be A and non-B at the same time and in the same sense
c. A cannot be A and non-A at the same time and in the same sense
d. A cannot be B and non-A at the same time and in the same sense

5. Which of the following violates the law of non-contradiction?
a. All bachelors are unmarried men
b. Some husbands are fathers 
c. Some bachelors are married men
d. All husbands are married men

6. Besides “word,” another rendering of the Greek word Logos, “reason,” may allude to 
__________________________.
a. Christ
b. Logic
c. God
d. Light

7. God __________________________ logic.
a. is above 
b. is below
c. Cannot be separated from the laws of 
d. None of the above

BiBle STUDy

1. Read Job 28:28, Psalm 111:10, Proverbs 9:10, and Ecclesiastes 12:13. We saw in the 
previous lecture that these passages affirm an essential truth of the Christian 
faith. What is it? What does “fear” mean in these verses? We also saw, according to 
Romans 1:20–21, 28, and 8:7, that humans suppress the knowledge that they have of 
God. What one condition must be met before people will acknowledge Him (Rom. 
1:21; 8:7; cf. Heb. 11:6)?

2. Read Titus 1:2 and Hebrews 6:13, 18. Are there things that God cannot do? What are 
they? What logical law is presupposed in these passages? Does God therefore oper-
ate according to a different logic than we do? If He did, would life as we know it be 
possible? Explain. 

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. Discuss Descartes’ quest as a group. In what ways does it help us understand episte-
mology better? What are its weaknesses?
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2. Is a “Christian-Buddhist” a violation of the law of non-contradiction? Explain (as if 
you are explaining it to a “Christian-Buddhist”).

3. Is the Trinity a violation of the law of non-contradiction? Why or why not?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Calvin, John. The Institutes of Christian Religion, Book 1, Chapter 1
Nash, Ronald H. Life’s Ultimate Questions
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to See or Not to See 

MeSSAge inTroDUCTion

Theoretical arguments, like those about logic, reduce to trivial matters if we do not 
use them to interact with the world around us. Without this practical perspective we 
would be left with an empty, abstract mold of ideas. This is where the senses come in. 
Indeed, they must come in, and we must affirm their basic reliability as well, or we 
are doomed to spend the rest of our days in an asylum. When we begin the apologeti-
cal task, and our listeners prepare to engage us in conversation, everyone is assuming 
that the human senses are at work, that the human language communicates. In this 
final lecture, Dr. R.C. Sproul Jr. explores the role of the senses in apologetics and the 
Christian’s duty to tear down the strongholds of the Evil One.

reADingS For leCTUre

Tearing Down Strongholds, pp. 155–193; 1 Corinthians 15:1–11; 1 John 1:1–4; 2 Peter 
1:16–21

leArning oBJeCTiVeS

1. To understand the role of the senses and language in the task of apologetics.
2. To understand the duty of all Christians to “demolish arguments and every preten-

sion that sets itself up against the knowledge of God” (2 Cor. 10:5).

QUoTATionS

What therefore you worship as unknown, this I proclaim to you: The God who made 
the world and everything in it, being Lord of heaven and earth, does not live in temples 
made by man, nor is he served by human hands, as though he needed anything, since he 
himself gives to all mankind life and breath and everything. . . . Yet he is actually not far 
from each one of us, for “In him we live and move and have our being.”
 — Acts 17:23–25, 27–28
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Hark! they whisper; angels say,  
 Sister Spirit, come away!
 What is this absorbs me quite?
 Steals my senses, shuts my sight,
Drowns my spirits, draws my breath?
Tell me, my soul, can this be death? 
The world recedes; it disappears! 
Heav’n opens on my eyes! my ears
 With sounds seraphic ring!
Lend, lend your wings! I mount! I fly!
O Grave! where is thy victory?
 O Death! where is thy sting?
 — Alexander Pope, “The Dying Christian to His Soul”

leCTUre oUTline

A. The empty Jell-O mold
1. One main problem with our discussion about logic is that it can be very 

abstract. If all we had was the law of non-contradiction as a mental proposi-
tion, our search for knowledge and truth would suffer because of a lack of 
interaction with the world around us. 

2. This brings to the fore the necessity that we use our senses. Logic is like a 
gelatin mold—it is necessary and valuable. But without the senses we have 
an empty mold and shapeless Jell-O. 

3. This brings us to the main question: Are our senses reliable? Being a bedrock 
issue, we cannot get “under” it to prove it, but to deny it (with our senses) is 
to affirm it (with our senses).

4. So our senses must be basically reliable. We cannot avoid this truth; even if 
we wish to emphasize the mystical aspects of Christianity (e.g., the work of 
the Holy Spirit), we must still affirm that those aspects work in, around, and 
through the use of our senses (including language).

5. Why “basically”? Is that not a denial of the truth? We cannot say our sense 
are “absolutely” reliable, for that would be tantamount to claiming infallibil-
ity. We err, plain and simple, so our senses are to be trusted with caution.

6. To start our search for knowledge and truth with the Word of God is to 
really start with our senses. That is, we know it is God’s Word because our 
senses affirm, along with the testimony of the Holy Spirit, that it is so. We 
put our regenerated trust in Scripture, and in order to comprehend one  
single word in it, we must believe in the basic reliability of our senses.

B. Goo-goo, gah-gah 
1. Both skeptics and relativists have attacked the use of language in trying to 

maintain consistency in their denial of absolute truths. Language is another 
bedrock issue, and the notion that words actually communicate must there-
fore be presupposed, as well. 
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2. In textual criticism, relativity takes the form of deconstructionism, or the idea that 
no universal meaning can be found in any text, and that words themselves have no 
objective meaning. The same relativity is often applied to art (a.k.a. “relativistic aestheti-
cism”): “There is no work (painting, sculpture, photograph, etc.) greater than another.”

3. But we cannot make up our own meaning for words, for the words on this page are 
understood to communicate something. This in itself is proof that communication 
with words exists. To deny this, with words, is to affirm it.

4. Still, some try to deny this truth (cf. Humpty Dumpty). Obviously, we all have lied 
and abused language at some point, but we know this to be true because words 
actually do communicate.

5. Our vital quest in apologetics, then, is not only to demonstrate the folly of carnal 
thinking, but to show that real knowledge is indeed attainable. And we get there 
through the right use of logic and our senses (including language).

6. Our senses and logic working together tell us, just as Saint Paul said on Mars Hill, 
that there is a God who is the source of everything. We have seen that denying this 
is an attempt to deny His authority over our lives. Our calling to glorify God in all 
we do includes bearing witness to His truth at all costs, not for our sake but for His.

7. These bedrock assumptions we all make work together to lead us into the knowl-
edge of God who created all things. Thus, tearing down the strongholds that have 
set themselves up against the knowledge of God is not about looking smart or win-
ning arguments. It is about bringing glory to the majesty of Christ Jesus, the Word 
made flesh.

STUDy QUeSTionS

1. Logic without the senses is ______________________; the senses without logic are 
______________________.
a. blind, empty
b. empty, blind
c. non-existent, eternal
d. None of the above

2. Our senses are ______________________ reliable.
a. Always
b. Basically
c. Never
d. Perfectly

3. The notion that words actually communicate something is ______________________.
a. False
b. True
c. Partially true
d. I do not understand
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4.  Textual criticism, when it has been infected with relativity, is called  
______________________.
a. Pragmatism 
b. Deconstructionism
c. Positivism
d. None of the above

5. Christians know that God’s Word is true primarily ______________________.
a. Because it does not violate the law of non-contradiction 
b. Because it feels right
c. Because the Spirit attests it to ours, and our senses affirm it
d. Both a and b

6. Which Scripture passage portrays God as the source of all things?
a. 1 Peter 3:8–22 
b. Acts 17:22–31
c. John 1:1–9
d. Both b and c

7. Tearing down the strongholds that have set themselves up against the knowledge of 
God is all about ______________________.
a. Looking smart 
b. Winning arguments
c. Crushing the opponent
d. Bringing glory to the majesty of Christ Jesus

BiBle STUDy

1. Read 1 John 1:1–4. By what means is the reality of the human nature of Christ 
defended in this passage? What error was Saint John combatting (cf. 2:22; 4:2–3)? 
Why are these affirmations central to the Gospel?

2. Read 1 Corinthians 15:1–11. Paraphrase the apostle Paul’s argument for the Resurrec-
tion. How do the senses play a role here? What is the main thrust of his argument?

3. Read 2 Peter 1:16–18. What, according to Saint Peter, did he and the other disciples 
use to witness the majestic glory of Christ? If our senses are not basically reliable, 
could the apostle Peter have written these lines? Why? Now read verses 19–21. What 
is it that the apostle describes is “more sure” than seeing and hearing the events 
described in the previous verses? What, then, is the ultimate evidence for the Chris-
tian faith? Do we treat it as centrally as we should today? Discuss this last question 
as a group.
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4. Read Revelation 20:11–15. If our senses are not basically reliable, what could the 
unregenerate person say to God in his or her defense during the judgment at the 
Great White Throne? How would you respond to someone who claimed no respon-
sibility for unbelief on the basis of imperfect sense perception?

DiSCUSSion QUeSTionS

1. If someone argued that nothing can be known via the senses, how would you 
respond? What if they claimed the opposite, that everything must be known 
through the senses first?

2. Discuss as a group what a Christian view of art entails (or does not entail).

3. Discuss how this series has strengthened or weakened your beliefs about the Chris-
tian worldview. In what way has it challenged your own ideas? Has your view of the 
role of apologetics in Christianity changed or become more developed?

4. What is the ultimate end of the apologetical task?

SUggeSTeD reADing For FUrTher STUDy

Evans, C. Stephen. Why Believe? Reason and Mystery as Pointers to God
Hoffecker, W. Andrew and Gary S. Smith, eds. Building A Christian Worldview, vol. 1
Miller, Edward L. Questions That Matter
Wells, David F. Losing Our Virtue


