
  Appendix A


  A Brief History of the University and Dominant Worldviews
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  Theologian Jaroslav Pelikan wrote, “Regardless of what anyone may personally think or believe about him, Jesus of Nazareth has been the dominant figure in the history of Western culture for almost twenty centuries. If it were possible, with some supermagnet, to pull up out of history every scrap of metal bearing at least a trace of his name, how much would be left? It is from his birthday that most of the human race dates its calendars, by his name that millions curse and in his name that millions pray.”[1]


  Until the late 1800s, the vast majority of universities in the West were founded on Christianity. Though Jewish and Islamic academies existed as early as Christian ones (circa 1100), they remained limited to serving their own, while Christians believed that the education of a nation was a Christian duty. Indeed, during the founding of Harvard, the Puritans even made special provision for educating Native Americans.[2] Beginning in the 1900s, most elite Protestant universities began to sever their ties with the church denominations that had developed them, becoming secular. Catholic universities largely hung on until the 1960s.[3] William Buckley brought the consequences of this to the fore in his famous treatise, God and Man at Yale, in 1951.[4]


  George Marsden describes precisely the situation in which I and other Christian scholars find ourselves when he suggests that the very idea of Christian scholarship is viewed as outrageous in the current academy.[5] Literary scholar Kathy Bassard likens the problem to that of the Jews who, it is noted in Psalm 137, were required to sing the songs of Zion to their captors. “How shall we sing the Lord’s song in a foreign land?” she asks.[6] Today, to speak of God in any serious or orthodox way in the Western academy is considered sheer foolishness, perhaps even illegal, though certainly no one could teach about the history of philosophy or the university without it.[7]


  Philosophically, the West began with Augustine (circa A.D. 400) and his foundational principle that in order to understand, one must first believe. The father of modern science, Francis Bacon (circa 1600), put forward the foundational principle that science would reveal more about the mind of God, while allowing us to improve human conditions. After years of meditation, Descartes (circa 1640) gave us two famous philosophic insights: “I think, therefore I am” and “Because I am, God exists.” The ordering of revelation had already begun to slip.


  Scientists, both empiricists and naturalists, in the Modern Era began to believe that all knowledge must be materially verifiable—in other words, measurable through the five senses. In the nineteenth century, the human or social sciences (anthropology, sociology, psychology) eventually fully adopted Protagoras’s claim (circa 400 B.C.) that man was the measure of all things. Many of today’s philosophers, social scientists and humanities faculty teach that all knowledge is socially constructed and that human beings determine “truths” in the contexts of our culture and language, and the communities in which we choose to live. All knowledge becomes relative, and overarching truths (metanarratives) are no longer seen as valid. However, even these postmodern philosophies and theories have a truth statement: there are no overarching truths; there are only multiple competing “truths.” This is a statement about what a person must accept on faith in order to be a progressivist or postmodernist.


  The exhilaration of the Enlightenment and dawning of modernism led European and North American scholars to become so enamored with what they could know and do that they came to believe in their own wisdom and goodness. After the philosopher Kant, of the late eighteenth century, dismissed the metaphysical as unknowable, contemporary philosophers followed suit and soon no longer even engaged the question of God. Philosophers, humanists and social scientists have developed various philosophies and theories over the past century that have rejected the possibility that there is (or even could be) a living God who created and acts in the world, sustaining a relationship with humans.


  Some of the philosophic movements of the last couple hundred years include empiricism, behaviorism, existentialism, nihilism, structuralism, deconstructivism, critical theory (Marxism) and postmodernism. Out of these have emerged related theories in the social sciences, including psychoanalytics, behaviorism, cognitive science, progressivism, constructivism, critical pedagogy, radical feminism and multiculturalism, and secular humanism.


  Today virtually all major philosophies and theories taught in the university are devoid of God. The many Christian principles that would complete or compete with them are missing from conversations at the academic roundtable. We teach almost exclusively from post-Enlightenment secular worldviews. Few seem to notice that these theories, from the standpoint of Christian principles that address every aspect of life, are incomplete at best, gross distortions at worst.


  There remains, though, incredible depth in the Christian scholars, writers, scientists, composers and artists who did not separate their understanding of God from their work. People such as these, essentially, built Western civilization.[8] These include some of our finest scientists (Copernicus, Newton, Galileo, Bacon), musicians (Bach, Beethoven, Handel), reformers (William Wilberforce, Jane Adams, Sojourner Truth, Martin Luther King Jr.), writers (Tol- kien, Dostoevsky, Lewis), philosophers (Anselm, Augustine, Aquinas, Ignatius) and artists (Michelangelo, Greco, Rembrandt).


  While some have proclaimed the United States and Europe “post-Christian,” the West still owes most of its advance to the early application of Christian principles that were once commonly understood and shared. These include the founding principles in democracies, the humanist urge, the scientific method, the entrepreneurial spirit, the formation of musical notation, early art and literature. In the last century, some of this work has been censored to omit the faith of early Christian writers.[9] For example, contemporary books about Martin Luther King Jr. rarely refer to the scriptural principles he used to found the Civil Rights Movement. Still some of the best guides to living justly are his sermons.[10]


  I began to realize that if we even considered it a possibility that Christianity contained any truth, it would be among the plethora of worldviews offered in the university. For example, there would at least be some recognition in psychology that forgiveness (God’s forgiving us and our forgiving others) is as central to emotional health as vitamins are to physical health.[11] We would investigate whether praising God reduces depression[12] and whether God causes the wealth of the unjust to transfer to those who love the poor.[13] In education, some recognition would remain that one worldview believes that fear and love of God advances wisdom. At least we would engage, among all the others, St. Peter’s developmental sequence for human growth—from faith, to virtue, to knowledge, then self-control, perseverance, godliness, brotherly love and love.[14] Today knowledge is first and few have the courage to discuss faith or virtue.


  Julie Reuben, in her excellent history, notes that throughout the various intellectual transformations in the Western university, the topic of morality became marginalized. She documents the moving of the moral conversation from the central-most place in the university curriculum to the theology department, then to liberalized religion departments, to moral philosophy, then science, sociology, the humanities and lastly to the dean of students office.[15] Scholar James Burtchaell wrote, “The contemporary university has . . . only primitive and emotional dealings with the Good.”[16]


  Philosopher Dallas Willard describes our cultural dilemma, especially within the university:


  The test of character posed by the gentleness of God’s approach to us is especially dangerous for those formed by the ideas that dominate our modern world. We live in a culture that, for centuries now, has cultivated the idea that the skeptical person is always smarter than one who believes. You can be almost as stupid as a cabbage as long as you doubt. The fashion of the age has identified mental sharpness with a pose, not with genuine intellectual method and character. Only a very hardy individualist or social rebel—or one desperate for another life—therefore stands any chance of discovering the substantiality of the spiritual life today. Today, it is the skeptics who are the social conformists, though because of powerful intellectual propaganda they continue to enjoy thinking of themselves as wildly individualistic and unbearably bright. Partly because of this social force toward skepticism, which remains very powerful even when we step into Christian congregations and colleges for ministers, very few people ever develop competence in their prayer life. . . . Today we live in a culture that overwhelmingly gives primary, if not exclusive, importance to the visible. This stance is incorporated in the power structures that permeate our world and is disseminated by the education system and government.[17]


  Worldviews Dominant in Today’s University


  The intellectual principles I was and was not taught shaped my own reluctance and even rebellion toward God. I was poorly educated because I was educated from very limited worldviews, which by the time I was in the university, had become sacred ideologies, secular religions. Today the limited worldviews and ideological commitments of the university are even narrower than when I went to school. Add to this the relative comfort of life in the West and the desire of all people to think of themselves as good and not needing any redemption, and you have a dangerous formula for ignorance or worse. Today, three primary worldviews dominate the university, and I was an advocate of all of them. You might say I was a naturalist and secular humanist by day and pantheist by night, not realizing their fundamental incompatibilities.


  Naturalism. A fanciful story is going around that sheds some light and humor on the controversy between theistic and naturalistic views of science. After scientists mapped the human genome, a group of them decided to send a delegation to God to tell him, “Thank you very much, but we can do it all on our own now.” They went and God graciously thanked them for their information. But before they left, he asked if they might join him in a human-making contest. They agreed. God stooped down to pick up some dirt. The leader of the delegation did the same. Whereupon, God said, “No, no, you get your own dirt.”


  This apocryphal tale highlights the central issue: a Christian or other theist believes that man can know everything about the elements and processes that exist in the natural world through the methods of science, yet still never know anything about God—the true origin of the world and its telos or purpose. A Christian who is a scientist understands that these methods that work to study the natural world are extremely valuable and yet are not capable of studying the spiritual world. God stands beyond our scientific methods and instrumentation.


  Naturalism is the belief that the natural, physical, material world is all there is, and that the life we now know came from much more primitive life forms that evolved over time on their own from random processes. Carl Sagan very effectively popularized this faith by beginning each episode of his television series, The Cosmos, standing in front of a picture of outer space saying, “The cosmos is all there is or ever was or ever will be.” Little did most of us know what he was really saying, or what his beautiful-sounding language was indoctrinating us to believe about our world and ourselves.


  Scientists who are religious and scientists who are naturalists all use and agree on the same methodology for understanding the natural world—the scientific method. Francis Bacon, a Christian, developed this method in the sixteenth century. Isaac Newton, one of the first presidents of the Royal Society, applied the scientific method as he conducted his work “for the glory of God.” He actually wrote more in theology than science. One of the world’s most prominent scientists, Francis Collins, former head of the Human Genome Project, suggests that science reveals the language of God. He writes, “Science is the only legitimate way to investigate the natural world. . . . Science can make mistakes. But the nature of science is self-correcting. . . . Nevertheless, science alone is not enough to answer all the important questions. . . . Science is not the only way of knowing. The spiritual worldview provides another way of finding truth. Scientists who deny this would be well advised to consider the limits of their own tools.”[18]


  British theologian and missionary Lesslie Newbigin argued that those of us who live in a world dominated by science must work to understand other ways of thinking. “As people who are part of modern Western culture, with its confidence in the validity of its scientific methods, how can we move from the place where we explain the gospel in terms of our modern scientific world-view to the place where we explain our modern scientific world-view from the point of view of the gospel?” He states the reality plainly, “The Christian claim is that, though [the Christian worldview] can in no way be reached by any logical step from the axioms of [the scientific worldview], nevertheless [the Christian worldview] does offer a wider rationality that embraces and does not contradict the rationality of the [scientific worldview].”[19] This was my experience. From the worldviews in which I had put my faith, I could not understand the Christian worldview. However, from the Christian worldview, I could understand with greater clarity even my previous worldviews.


  The strict naturalist believes that scientific methods ultimately will answer all our questions, and supernatural explanations are unnecessary and wrongheaded. Such scientists hold that there is no reason to believe in any other force in the universe other than random natural processes. The new fanatical, evangelical atheists, such as Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, Christopher Hitchens and Sam Harris, are all frequent speakers in the university.[20] Most of them are naturalists and secular humanists. Though little engaged in the actual practice of scientific inquiry, they argue vociferously against the idea that God created the world, exists beyond scientific scrutiny and continues to act in the world.


  These are essentially the same arguments against God and spiritual reality that have existed since the beginning of recorded history. David and Solomon in 900 B.C. encountered them. Plato argued against members of the Protagorian school about the same naturalistic arguments in 400 B.C. Paul encountered them in the Epicureans in A.D. 40 in Athens. Almost eight hundred years ago, theologian Thomas Aquinas systematically contradicted these naturalistic fallacies in his monumental theological treatise on God (Summa Theologica), describing God as the unmoved mover, the uncaused cause, the incorruptible being that leads us to know good, and the intelligent designer (orderer) of the universe who stands both beyond and in time.[21]


  Some scientists cling to the purely naturalistic Darwinian theory to explain the evolution of the natural world, in particular the emergence of the human being. While plenty of scientific evidence exists of evolution within species, there is still scant evidence to support the evolution of one species into another.[22] Yet there are both Christians and non-Christians who believe in some form of evolution, theistic or otherwise.[23] Science and Christianity are completely compatible, indeed modern science emerged from Christianity. Today there are many more Christians who are professors of science than there are Christian professors of the social sciences and the humanities.


  The major intellectual debate that continues to this day is between naturalists, who believe that natural phenomenon is all there is, and those who believe, like Francis Collins, “in the complementary nature of the scientific and spiritual worldviews.” He writes, “Science is not threatened by God; it is enhanced. God is most certainly not threatened by science; He made it all possible. . . . That ancient motherland of reason and worship was never in danger of crumbling. It never will be.”[24] However, the media tends to distort the disagreements between scientists who believe in God and naturalists; the media tries to depict the disagreements as between six-day creationists and “real” scientists.[25] That is simply not the case. Both groups are scientists, and the major debate is over a purely naturalistic worldview and its assault on ways of knowing outside of the scientific method, as well as its insistence that the material world is all there is.


  Why does the naturalism debate center so heavily around naturalistic evolution? I believe it is because the idea of evolution not only undergirds naturalism but secular humanism as well. It suggests both (1) that nature and the random processes such as natural selection are sufficient explanations of all life, and (2) that human beings are becoming better and better every day—not just physically but socially and morally as well, a process sometimes called social Darwinism. It fits very well into the post-Enlightenment paradigm where human beings are seen as fully capable­—without the help of a living God—to create and sustain a peaceful, loving, technologically supreme one-world.


  Secular humanism. Secular humanism holds a utopian view of human nature. During the Renaissance, humanism was compatible with Christianity; it was associated with an increased optimism in human achievement and possibilities, and the value of a classical liberal arts education. By the twentieth century, those who rejected religious transcendence had captured the term humanism.[26] The humanism undergirding dominant ideas in the social sciences and humanities today is secular humanism. Some secular humanists are also naturalists and some are not, but both groups exclude God and focus on human potentiality. Christopher Hitchens, the atheist journalist who wrote critically of Mother Teresa, and Paul Kurtz, founder and director of the Council for Secular Humanism, are two prominent fundamentalist advocates for secular humanism.


  In the discussion of secular humanism that is offered by Paul Kurtz and his council, he says of atheism and secular humanism:


  Secular humanists do not rely upon gods or other supernatural forces to solve their problems or provide guidance for their conduct. They rely instead upon the application of reason, the lessons of history, and personal experience to form an ethical/moral foundation and to create meaning in life. . . . [T]heir cosmic outlook draws primarily from human experience and scientific knowledge.[27]


  As a former secular humanist, trusting in my human experience and scientific knowledge to determine morality for living my life had disastrous consequences both for me and others. Human reason in the absence of a worldview that defines goodness as something more than what a bunch of us can come up with is easily infected not with reason, but with rationalization. The rationalizing mind cannot distinguish its thoughts from reason. I could rationalize having sexual relationships with a married man with any number of “human reasons”—his marriage was on the rocks, his wife did not really love him, it’s not really hurting anyone . . . the list was endless. I could use illegal drugs because, after all, it only hurt me (though I did not really believe it would, and a few “scientific discoveries” were always available to reassure me on this one). Peter Singer, a famous “ethicist” at Princeton University, believes that we should be able to euthanize newborns up to three to four weeks after birth if for some reason we don’t get what we want. He uses reason to argue for this. Should you think this is some eccentric example, note that his book Practical Ethics has been voted one of the most influential books in twentieth-century philosophy.[28]


  Combining scientific knowledge with human experience proves problematic. For example, the latest manual on mental deficiency lowered the seriousness of the classification of pedophilia. It is judged a clinical problem if the urges “cause clinically significant distress or impairment in social, occupational or other important areas of functioning.”[29] Because psychiatry no longer has any clear or permanent boundaries for discerning normal from abnormal behavior, as particular human behaviors become more prevalent, they become normalized. Naturalism and human experience together will construct a world where humans determine right and wrong, good and evil, from statistics on how many people approve of or engage in the behavior. Our parents’ common sense told them the danger of this. When my sisters and I wanted to do something that our mother or father resisted, we would use the same reasoning, though we didn’t know we were using statistical arguments. We would protest, “But Mom, Dad, everyone is doing it.” Our parents would reply that they did not care if everyone was doing it, we would not.


  In the Christian worldview, a set of moral standards and ways of best being in the world stands outside us. Just as the inventor of a machine has regulations and procedures for its optimal performance, so does God for the world he created. It is not left to us to determine moral values but to obey the principles we have been given. We are responsible for obeying and confessing when we fail in order that we might be transformed and made more able to work toward our destiny. Within the principles of Christianity that we are to obey, there are endless possibilities for unique and widely variant personalities, cultures, languages, styles, skills, interests, experiences and life purposes.


  Panentheism/spiritualism. In the West, at the beginning of the nineteenth century, romanticists and transcendentalists co-opted characteristics of God, such as goodness and transcendence, and made them descriptive of human nature. Pantheism is the idea that humans are spiritual, sentient beings who are, or with work can be, one with nature and divine like God/gods. This is accomplished by working to connect to and magnify energy for personal spiritual power.


  Pantheism, or spirituality or spiritualism, is becoming the rage on university campuses. Both the Eastern religions and New Age movement are examples of pantheism. These also fit well with secular humanists’ and naturalists’ optimism about human potential. A pantheist may also be an enthusiast of science. Indeed, there are a number of scientists and engineers who experiment with paranormal phenomena, which is how I became involved. (However, a strict naturalist would not be a pantheist per se, as they would deny the supernatural. But both naturalists and pantheists tend to believe in secular humanism.)


  Shirley MacLaine popularized the pantheistic worldview with her descriptions of past lives and spirit guides. Deepak Chopra and Sai Baba are other popular pantheists. Hinduism and Buddhism are pantheistic religions. When adherents of these faiths consider Christ, they see Jesus as a man, a wise philosopher, but not as the Son of God, the Messiah, though he did not leave us this option as he claimed to be the Son of God. C. S. Lewis pointed out he either was who he said he was or he was a madman.[30] More recently Rhonda Byrne has popularized “spirituality.”


  Pantheism’s popularity is evident in the fact that today you can buy things like yoga mats, Eastern meditation music and statues of Buddha in Target. Markets follow the prevailing worldviews and preferences of the times. When I was a graduate student in the university in the 1970s, pantheistic opportunities were primarily extracurricular activities. I explored transcendental meditation, hallucinogenic drugs and marijuana, Zen, bending spoons, white witchcraft and more in order to reach my higher self, to become more “spiritual.” I always equated becoming more spiritual with becoming good, but of course every religion recognizes that evil is also spiritual.


  Buddhism is the most respected religion in the university and is quite compatible with prevalent secular philosophies and theories in the social sciences and humanities, where pantheistic principles are now frequently embedded in classes and in class assignments. I see a number of students who have grown up in Christian homes become enamored with pantheism’s “spiritual” promises when they get to the university. I believe that this is because Western Christianity has tended to downplay the mystical aspects of Christ and Christianity in preference for the more intellectual ones. We have explained the gospel in terms of Western scientific thinking. Young adults who are interested in and believe in spiritual phenomena and realities are easily led away to the mystical promises of many pantheists, as I was. So while studies may report that students become more spiritual in college,[31] they generally become less Christian.


  Scholar James Herrick defines the differences between Christianity and the new spiritualities as the difference between belief in the “revealed word” and revelation from a living and personal God versus “the new religious synthesis,” and “human discovery.”[32] The spiritual hunger of today’s university students (and professors) is evident in their searching, and searching is not a bad thing. Everyone must own their own faith; no one can depend on another’s, whether it be faith in naturalism, Buddhism, humanism or Christianity.


  Christ said that, to follow him, we have to be “born again.”[33] We have to make that decision for ourselves; our parents cannot do it for us. We can be born to parents who follow Christ, but ultimately, to be a Christian, an individual must commit his or her life to God. Once this rebirth happens, the transformations of body, soul and spirit begin to move us more surely toward the good, the healthy, the wise, and to all that we need to know to fulfill our destiny—and to more fully experience the love and grace of God.


  If the university is going to teach spiritual worldviews, and I believe it should, it should do so more consciously and even-handedly. Secularizing the university was to produce an intellectual openness and vitality; thus far, it has had a more reductionistic and dulling effect. Once I got to the university, I was steered away from Christianity by people who knew nothing of it, and who taught that it was evil, naive or simply irrelevant. Since I had never really studied it or made it my own, it was easy to get lost in a plethora of vague platitudes about spirituality, goodness and pantheistic proselytizing. I then perpetuated my ignorance on my students.


  One of the major distinctions in my being “spiritual but not religious” was that I could not or would not deal with evil, especially evil inside myself. Being spiritual and not religious allowed me to select the spiritual assumptions that best fit my lifestyle at the moment. The amorphous “spirituality” I developed did not distinguish one religion from another, so I was free to choose cafeteria-style from multiple religions and spiritual frameworks. One day I might choose Zen precepts, the next some other precept from the New Age movement, which would make me feel I was good while I was living a life that was bad. My “spirituality” was actually more closely linked to my emotions and, secondarily, to my mind than to my spirit. Certainly, my spirit was disconnected from the Spirit of God. I thought myself most “spiritual” when I felt the best about myself. When I used to tell Christians that I was “spiritual but not religious,” I was essentially asserting that I was better (more advanced spiritually) than them because I did not need such rigid structures to be “good.”


  There was an outward look of peace and serene joy in my pantheism, but underneath it, all kinds of chaos reigned inside me. Never did my individualism and self-centeredness have freer reign. We were all young and healthy, working unceasingly on ourselves and our own enlightenment. As a Christian, I am called to work on myself as an individual in need of Christ’s redemption and to work in a world that is in need of the same. I am a body and a soul with a mind, will and emotions. The Holy Spirit works in my spirit and through my mind (i.e., my conscience, intuition, revelation, reason, etc.).


  From a Christian worldview, all things are made of things not seen­—the spiritual. Our relationship with Christ allows us access to God (to be children of God) and grants that the Holy Spirit will be our guide and comforter. But there are other spirits as well, and not all spirits are holy or good, as evil is also spiritual. Paul refers to these spirits as the powers and principalities of the air.[34] The spiritual realm that is part of the world in which we live leads either to light or to dark, good or evil. God’s precepts and principles, as embodied in Christ and empowered through the Holy Spirit, allow us to work for good to the degree that we can hear and cooperate with his guidance.


  In our own lives, we battle constantly to act on the principles and guidance of God for good or to act for evil. God’s Holy Spirit is crucial, because there are things that from our natural eyes look “good” but do not lead to life. Our relationship with Christ is always leading us to the right path and to be aware of and reject the evil desires that also draw us. The recognition of our sins is not to lead us to live a guilt-ridden life but to come to the freedom that only redemption and self-knowledge can give us, to overcome evil and choose good. The true Christian life is profoundly mystical.


  Dominant Worldviews and Christianity


  From a Christian worldview, there are truths inside every worldview, yet each is flawed (as each of these would also see the Christian worldview as flawed). Like the naturalist, the Christian worldview wholly supports efforts in science to improve the human condition and care for all creation, but it doesn’t believe that the scientific method is capable of locating or studying God. A Christian does not believe the world is composed solely of natural phenomena; a Christian does believe that even our ability to study natural phenomena is a God-given gift.


  Christians also share the humanists’ goals to love and help one another and build peaceful communities; after all, Christ’s second commandment is to love your neighbor as yourself. However, Christians do not believe we are capable of doing this fully without first loving God with all our heart and mind and soul—the first commandment. Our service to others is most helpful when done within the boundaries of these principles.


  Furthermore, a Christian clearly believes, as pantheists do, that the spiritual world exists and operates behind natural phenomena. But Christians do not agree that humans and nature are divine, or that we can perfect our own enlightenment. Rather, the way of redemption and healthy growth comes from God working in our weakness and through spiritual disciplines, such as prayer, confession and worship.


  Summary


  The absence of Christian perspectives has diminished the university’s own commitment to academic freedom and to providing universal education. When the worldview of Christianity is lost in the larger public conversation, it becomes increasingly trivialized and privatized. This is so pandemic that the founders of the new European Union wrote their constitution without any reference to Christianity in the history of Europe, a fact that Pope John Paul II, Benedict XVI and others have worked to correct. Even atheist philosopher Jurgen Habermas has argued against the absence of Christianity in the history—not because he is a believer, but because he loves the truth. Habermas said, “Christianity, and nothing else, is the ultimate foundation of liberty, conscience, human rights, and democracy, the benchmarks of Western civilization.”[35]


  Appendix B


  Toward a Twenty-First-Century University


  For the time is coming when people will not endure sound teaching,


  but having itching ears they will accumulate for themselves


  teachers to suit their own passions, and will turn away


  from listening to the truth and wander off into myths.


  2 Timothy 4:3-4
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  Postmodern literary theorist, and popular commentator on the university scene, Stanley Fish shocked the university in 2005 by suggesting that the intellectual rush was over for high theory, culture and gender studies, and that the baton had moved to religion, “where the action is.”[1] He warned the academy that it had better get ready. This clarion call speaks to both nonsectarian and religious colleges and universities.


  Contrary to popular myth, secular higher education in the West does censor the worldviews it teaches. Historian John Sommerville believes that the many years of secularism have made the university increasingly marginal to American society and that “secular ideals” are no guarantee of an absence of bias, just different ones.[2] Biases in higher education curricula come in two forms: what is privileged and what is ignored and/or despised. Abraham Heschel argued that he did not so much oppose secularization as the way secularity had reduced the academy.[3]


  I am not suggesting that nonsectarian universities and colleges are going to go back and restore their Christian foundations, but I am saying that the absence of a worldview as significant to world history, science and human progress as Christianity leaves a tremendous void in the curriculum of higher education. However, the nonsectarian university could begin to restore its commitment to providing universal education by teaching all worldviews.


  Universities and their faculty need to become conscious and intentional about articulating the foundational principles of all worldviews (those it considers religious or secular). This would require the reeducation of faculty and a new approach to educating future scholars, thus a new approach to graduate education.


  Most of us have gone to graduate school in reductionistic environments, rarely contemplating the foundational principles upon which our fields are currently based, simply accepting them unself-consciously.[4] Scholar James Sire says, “For any of us to be fully conscious intellectually we should not only be able to detect the worldviews of others but be aware of our own—why it is ours and why in light of so many options we think it is true.”[5]


  This new university would intentionally hire people who can adequately articulate these views; not just people who study them intellectually or critique them. Augustine’s distinction between understanding the material and the spiritual worlds is paramount here: “There are some things, which we do not believe unless we understand them [material, scientific], and there are other things which we do not understand unless we believe them [spiritual].”[6] There is no question in my mind that I could not, as a nonbeliever, have understood the Christian worldview, except in a shallow, textbook way, and other nonbelievers do not understand it either.


  The twenty-first-century university, or a department within the university, may choose


  Toward a Twenty-First-Century Christian Graduate University
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