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Introduction

The Rise and :“
her Edvcation
of ng/

Ken Ham

FTounder and president of Answers in Genesis

arly every fall, one of the great American traditions takes place from
E coast to coast. Planes take off, trains depart, and compact cars

stuffed full of bikes and clothes and computers pull out of drive-
ways. At the end of the journey, teary-eyed parents hug their children in the
parking lots of dormitories, say one last goodbye, and then turn around,
leaving their child on the threshold of one of the most important mile-
stones of life: college.

Higher education, of course, has done much good for our society. It is
the reason we enjoy many life-enhancing blessings. Through education we
have learned to prosper in so many ways. Our lives have been transformed
by medical advances and technology. We have learned to build the econ-
omy of the world. We feed the hungry and heal the sick. We build buildings
and cities and nations. We explore the universe. The advances now realized
by humankind have been made possible by education.

The American higher education system used to be the envy of nations
around the world, but in several profound ways, it is not making the grade.
Many Christian parents are concerned about the secular forces at work in
public schools and concerned about the worldly environment that festers
without restraint on most campuses. So early every fall Christian parents
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8 - Already Compromised

engage in another great American tradition: they shell out hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars to send their children to a Christian university, Bible college,
or seminary. In good faith they entrust their “heritage from the Lord” (Ps.
127:3; NKJV) to the professors and administrators they believe will protect
their children and train them in the truths of the Scriptures and nurture
them in their young adult faith.

The students themselves enter eagerly, committed and excited to begin
their training — often with a view of being involved in missionary work,
becoming a pastor, or in some way use their educational training to be a
more effective witness for the Lord Jesus Christ. Both parents and students
enter the whole experience with high expectations. What they don’t know is
that, like the secular schools they wish to avoid, and like the majority of the
great Christian institutions of higher learning of the past, a growing number
of the Christian schools they attend are . . . Already Compromised.

The Ivy League Legacy

Seniors of secular and Christian universities graduate as different people;
much different than the wide-eyed, impressionable freshmen who entered.
But sadly, in many instances, the changes are not all positive. The reasons are
many, but the trends are now well documented. It’s almost as if there is an
entropy taking place on campus —
a moral and theological slippery
slope that seems to take institu-
tions in the wrong direction
— usually taking the hearts and
minds of naive students with them.
Like the proverbial frog boiled to
death in a pot of slowly warming
water, universities often end up far,
far from their intended purpose.

Harvard

Harvard University was estab-
lished in 1636 and is the oldest
institution of higher learning in
the United States. Would you be
surprised to find out that it had its
roots in a strong Puritan philoso-
phy? It was never affiliated with
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any denomination, but many of its early graduates went on to be clergyman
throughout New England.

Conflict arose, however, between Harvard’s sixth president, Increase
Mather, and the rest of the clergymen. Mather was deeply concerned that
Harvard was becoming increasingly liberal, lax in its theology, and vague in
its church policy. But his warnings went unheeded. Harvard’s curriculum
became increasingly secular through the end of the 1700s and was taken over
by the Unitarians in 1805, resulting in the secularization of the university. By
1850, it was known as the “Unitarian Vatican.” Charles W. Eliot, who was
president between 1869 and 1909, eliminated Christianity as the dominant
foundation of the curriculum in order to accommodate Transcendentalist
Unitarian beliefs. Currently, Harvard Divinity School embraces a wide spec-
trum of religious belief. From meditations in the Buddhist tradition to the
“Seasons of Light” — a multi-religious festival held each December —
Harvard Divinity School strategically encourages an atmosphere of religious
pluralism where almost any belief is encouraged, not just tolerated.

Yale

Yale, founded in 1701 in Connecticut, is the third oldest university in
the United States. Its original purpose? To establish a training center for
clergy and political leaders of the colony. A group of ten Congregationalist
ministers, called “the founders,” met in the study of Rev. Samuel Russell
and donated their books for the school’s first library. Like many universi-
ties and educational institutions, Yale came into its own during the Great
Awakening and the Enlightenment. Presidents Thomas Clapp and Ezra
Stiles pursued both religious and scientific interests as they studied Hebrew,
Greek, and Latin — languages that were essential for the study of the
Scriptures.

In 1872, however, a professor of economics and sociology named Graham
Sumner began to use a textbook by Herbert Spencer that supported a natu-
ralistic, agnostic view of the world. President Noah Porter objected, concerned
that it would cause religious and moral harm to his students, but Sumner
continued to teach until 1909. The compromise had begun.

A few decades later, President James R. Engel and psycho-biologist
Robert M. Dierks were creating research programs testing the outer bound-
aries of naturalistic, humanistic theory. In one study, they analyzed the sexual
behavior of chimpanzees, hoping to discover the evolutionary roots of
human development. Today, little residue can be found of the school’s for-
mer foundation of faith.
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Princeton

Princeton University was founded in 1746 to train ministers for the
Presbyterian denomination. For several decades, the college was the religious
capital of Scottish and Irish Americans, helping build the spiritual founda-
tion for the emerging nation of immigrants.

John Witherspoon became the sixth president of Princeton in 1768 and
led the transformation of the college into a school that would equip the “rev-
olutionary generation.” At the same time, significant changes were taking
place in the school’s philosophy of morality as well as the school’s devotion
to what they called “natural philosophy.” Witherspoon’s view of morality was
more influenced by
the  Enlightenment
and the ethics of phi-
losophers than the
Christian virtues
espoused by Jonathan
Edwards. He still sup-
ported “public
religion” on a social
level, but he did not
believe that it was the
only source of virtue.
He believed that all
human beings could
be virtuous indepen-
dent of God. There was opposition at first, but the momentum was strong
and the school began to fragment.

Princeton Theological Seminary was established in 1811 — officially
separating the secular and religious focuses of the school. In the late 1860s
and 1870s, debates between the president of the college, James McCosh, and
the head of the seminary, Charles Hodge, focused on the rising conflict
between “science” and religion and Darwin’s evolutionary model.
Significantly, President McCosh became one of the first religious leaders to
publicly endorse evolution.

In the next decade, President Francis Landey Patton came under fire
for his traditional views and administrative methods. He insisted on a
structured Christian education program, but many felt that approach
limited academic freedom. In 1902 Patton was forced out of the
presidency.
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Liberal Christians dominated Princeton in the early 20th century.
Evangelist Billy Sunday was not allowed to preach on campus, but liberal
theologians had an open door to influence the university as it became a
“modern” institution. Soon even the liberal Christian leaders lost their influ-
ence as it was eroded by secularization. By the 1920s, Princeton had ceased to
be a Presbyterian institution. Evangelist Charles Templeton, a founder of
Youth for Christ International, and crusade partner of Billy Graham, aban-
doned his faith during his years at Princeton Seminary starting in 1948.

Dartmouth

Dartmouth College was established in 1769 by Puritan Congregational
minister Eliezer Wheelock. Dartmouth was the last university to be established
in America under colonial rule and is the nation’s ninth oldest college.
Wheelock was inspired by Mohegan Indian Samson Occom. Occom had
become an ordained minister after studying under Wheelock. He later went to
preach to the Montauk Indians on Long Island. Wheelock’s desire was to see a
training school for Native Americans so that other Mohegans could be trained
to reach their own people with the gospel. For this new school, he chose the
motto Vox Clamantis in Deserto, a Latin phrase that appears five times in the

Bible and is translated “the voice of one cry- DARTMO

ing in the wilderness.”

He chose a seal that strongly resembled
the seal of the Society for the Propagation of
the Gospel — a missionary society started in
1701 in London. Among its most famous

alumni is Daniel Webster, who was pur-
ported to be able to recite the entire Bible,
chapter and verse.

But that was then. Now, 240 years later,
Dartmouth has established itself as a
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premier in the university of the Ivy League but shows little or no expressions
of its spiritual legacy.

History Repeating Itself?

This is the legacy of the Ivy League, and many of us have become con-
cerned that the same trends are taking place today among Christian
institutions that were founded on the same values and principles as these
historic schools. The blatant disregard for the Bible and God is obvious on
the secular campus, but even more disconcerting is the significant level of
compromise we sense taking place among “Christian” institutions — most of
which started with intentions as strong as the Ivy League but now show clear
signs of the same decline.

How bad is it? We wanted to find out for certain, so we turned again to
Britt Beemer, founder and president of America’s Research Group (ARG), a
nationally recognized surveying and marketing firm (americasresearch-
group.com). When we were considering building the Creation Museum, we
asked Britt for his advice. He took down all the pertinent information and
went to work with his surveys and number crunching. What he came back
with astounded us: ARG thought that 400,000 people would be willing to
visit a museum like this in the first 365 days. The actual number turned out
to be 404,000! He has done exceptional work for us in the past, including the
survey for the book Already Gone: Why Your Kids Will Quit Church and What
You Can Do to Stop It.

That study dealt with the two-thirds of the young people who grew up in
the Church who are leaving when they reach college age. But this research
indicates a far greater failure — a failure in regard to those who train the
trainers who influence the minds of the coming generations — a failure at
the level of the “shepherds” in many of our Christian academic institutions.

Over and over again, the Israelites were warned not to contaminate the
purity of God’s Word with the pagan religious ideas of the day. Jeremiah
warned, “Do not learn the way of the Gentiles” (Jer. 10:2; NKJV). The Israelites
were to be a nation to shine the light of God’s truth to all the other nations.
However, they contaminated their culture by adopting the pagan religion of
the age into their thinking. This contamination basically destroyed them.

We contend (and scientifically conducted research will back this up) that
many of the professors at many of our Christian institutions today have
exhibited a behavior no different than those of the compromising Israelites.
They have, by and large, adopted the pagan religion of this age and contami-
nated God’s Word, thus contaminating the thinking of those to whom they
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impart their teaching. And we also contend, as the research will clearly show,
that there is almost what one could call “deceptiveness” in the way some of
these shepherds use language. Subtle twists in semantics clearly show up in
their attempts to allay the fears of the unsuspecting parents in regard to what
their children are really being indoctrinated in.

In Part 1, I will walk you through the research conducted by Britt Beemer
and America’s Research Group. After interviewing more than 300 presidents,
vice presidents, religion department chairs, and science department chairs
from 200 different colleges, we discovered great cause for concern in the cur-
riculum, conflict between departments, and confusion among the leaders on
many levels.

As the numbers came in, our concerns were not only confirmed, they
were intensified. As I share the results of the survey, President Greg Hall gives
a heart-piercing account of “the battle for the mind” that is raging on college
campuses today — both secular and Christian. Greg is the president of
Warner University. Not only does he know the ins and outs of both secular
and Christian higher education, he also knows the heartache and the joy that
comes with maintaining an institution of higher education that upholds the
authority of Scripture. Greg has a tremendous heart and a tremendous pas-
sion for students. His love for God and his commitment to the Word is
obvious in his life and in his career. His insights will lead us through the war
of the worldviews between naturalism and Scripture and why the outcome of
these battles is so important for our children and our society.

Our research shows that an “uncertain sound” is emanating from many
of our Christian colleges. The authority of Scripture is being undermined at
many levels, and the voices of naturalism, agnosticism, and even atheism are
permeating the eardrums of generations of young people who become the
leaders of tomorrow. And as they step into those leadership roles, most do
not have the certain sound of the trumpet of truth to advance the battle as it
should be fought. What do we do about it?

In Part 2, Greg and I will leave you with a personal challenge and an
action plan that can help protect your children and begin to initiate changes
in the system as a whole. You'll find guidelines for choosing the best schools
for your children and questions to ask to verify what they are really teaching.
Finally, we will offer students a “Spiritual Survival Kit” that will equip them
to thrive, and not just survive, during the college years.

I believe that this book will prove to be even more controversial than the
study we did for the book Already Gone. It’s factual, but it’s also personal. As
fathers, both Greg and I have had to decide which colleges are best for our



4 - Already Compromised

kids. Knowing that compromise (to one degree or another) awaits our kids,
we had to contend with where to send them and try to prepare them for
battle and encourage them to keep their guard up. All we can hope and pray
is that if one person is saved or has his or her life changed, or parents can be
equipped to help protect their kids from blatant faith-destroying compro-
mise because of the research in this book, we believe that’s enough. All we ask
is that this book might be a guide and a defense for the truth as our children
leave our homes and begin to walk through a world and an educational sys-
tem that is Already Compromised.

Want to know which colleges were contacted as part of .
the ARG study? Visit www.creationcolleges.org and also Bl
find a growing list of Christian colleges we recommend O}

you search out.









Chapter |

C oncern for the
Curricvlom

Ken Ham

Let not many of you become teachers, my brethren, knowing
that as such we will incur a stricter judgment (James 3:1).

his book really began with a hunch — one of those hunches that

i comes from repeated observation over 30 years — but nothing that

‘W you can objectively put your finger on. As part of my ministry

through Answers in Genesis, I travel extensively, meeting with families,
churches, and educators.

When the topic of parents’ and students’ experiences in colleges and
universities comes up, I hear a lot of good; and I also hear a lot of bad. I
hear far too many stories of well-meaning parents who have sent their chil-
dren off to college with the highest of hopes, only to have them return
skeptical, disillusioned, and uncertain about their former faith. Many of
them leave the faith of their family altogether. I have also met with students
at Christian institutions where I have spoken, and I hear from their own
mouths what certain professors teach them and which books they are
encouraged to study.

At one Christian college, I met with the chaplain before I was to
speak at chapel. The chaplain told me, “We aren’t narrow-minded like
you young earth creationists at this college — we allow all views here.”

-7 -
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I said to him, “Oh, I consider the view of taking a strong stand on six
literal days and a young earth as the correct biblical view, and the other views
are incorrect. Do you allow that view?”

The man replied, “No, because we allow all views.” Of course, he didn’t
realize he was actually saying they do not allow all views, as they didn’t allow
mine. He thought they were being neutral, but as we will discuss, there is no
neutral position.

Before speaking at another well-known conservative college, a person
high up in the administration spoke to the students — basically giving them
a disclaimer in regard to what I was going to teach them. I found out later
from the students that, to their knowledge, I was the first person ever to be
given a disclaimer in chapel — even though there had been speakers who
would be considered somewhat liberal in their theology!

At another (what is considered to be) conservative Christian college, I
was ushered into the president’s office, where he began to “dress me down” in
regard to our stand on six literal days and a young earth. He wanted me to
know he did not approve of what I believed and was upset with my being at
the college. (There were other reasons why I was actually invited to speak.)

At a conservative Bible college in Australia, the president asked me into
his office, where he proceeded to admonish me because I had spoken against
the gap theory and millions of years.

Yes, I knew that something was happening out there. Over the years I've
been engaging in an increasingly heated debate not only with secularists, but
also with Christian brothers and sisters involved in Christian higher educa-
tion. ... those were the administrators and professors at respected and trusted
Christian colleges and universities. My concerns continued to grow, but
before I spoke too “loudly” I wanted to make sure that I could prove it. When
we produced the book Already Gone, we were simply verifying what everyone
was already experiencing: Christian students, who grew up in evangelical
churches, are leaving the church at an astounding rate. We had some ideas
from experience as to why this was happening, but we set out to use statisti-
cally valid, professionally conducted research to determine what was
happening. Our findings were very controversial.

I expect that this study will be far more shocking because people don’t
know that in most cases, their child’s education at Christian institutions is
“already compromised.” Sometimes parents aren’t even aware of this until
their student’s junior or senior year — when the discussion around the din-
ner table during the holidays reveals that there have been problems from the
very beginning. What is the core of that problem?
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A blind man cannot guide a blind man, can he? Will they not both
fall into a pit? A pupil is not above his teacher; but everyone, after he
has been fully trained, will be like his teacher (Luke 6:39-40).

When parents and students willingly submit themselves to a teacher,
accepting him or her as authoritative, accepting what he or she says as truth,
they will become like that teacher. Because of that, we felt strongly compelled
to find out what is really being taught in colleges and universities today. Our
primary focus of study, however, was not secular institutions. For the most
part, secular institutions are rather upfront and honest about what they
teach. As you will see, their goals and objectives have been clearly stated.

But this is not often the case in the Christian institutions. Because par-
ents and students make assumptions about the beliefs of their Christian
teachers that may or may not be true, we wanted to get an objective, quantifi-
able picture of what is really being taught in the classrooms. And, as we will
show, we can’t accept that the terminology being used by administrators and
professors at such institutions means the same to us as it does to them! That
is scary!

Review of the Survey

The goal of the survey conducted by America’s Research Group and Britt
Beemer was to survey 200 different Christian institutions of higher learning
through interviews with people in four different positions:

+ the president of the university

* the academic dean/vice president

* the head of the science department

+ the head of the theology/religion department

Not every school used the same titles to describe these positions;' how-
ever, we are able to easily categorize them appropriately by their function. In
a perfect world, we would have interviewed 800 people. Virtually everyone
that we could reach wanted to answer the questions. The problem was get-
ting to them — some were on sabbatical and some of their staffers filtered us.
But once we actually got through to them, we had less than 40 people turn
down the opportunity to be interviewed.

In the end, we were able to interview 312 people. Of these, 223 were from
schools associated with the Council for Christian Colleges and Universities
(CCCU), a group of over 90 colleges that require all of their professors to
sign a personal statement of faith. The other 89 respondents were from
schools that were “religiously affiliated” through an association with a
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religious denomination.? (These two groups responded in very similar ways
to survey questions, by the way.) The only real difference in their demo-
graphics is that Catholics labeled themselves as being religiously affiliated
and Baptist colleges tended to be members of the CCCU. Other than that,
these two distinctions simply confirm that we have a good cross section here
of anumber of different denominations from different backgrounds — more
than plenty to make generalized considerations according to the data.

So out of a potential of 800 people, we had a sample size right at 40 per-
cent. That was much higher than anyone expected we would be able to get.
This response rate gives us an error factor of about +/- 2.5 percent.
(Statistically, that means that if we say “50 percent,” the actual number across
the whole country is somewhere between 47.5 percent and 52.5 percent.
Because of this small error factor, we will be rounding all of our results to a
10th of a percent.)

Many of our questions required simple yes or no responses. Others were
more open-ended and each person was allowed to give one response to the
question, their number-one answer. So the data you see on the open-ended
questions is not word-for-word, but rather grouped together with other sim-
ilar responses.

The survey went very well. We were allowed to get not only a big picture
view of what’s happening on the Christian college campus, but also insights
into specific issues that should be of concern for everyone involved. Let’s take
a quick look at the big picture responses. In upcoming chapters, we will dis-
sect them in much more detail.

New Testament Agreement / Old Testament
Dividing Lines
We were pleased to find nearly 100 percent agreement on some impor-
tant New Testament issues:

+ Do you believe in the virgin birth of Christ? Yes: 99.0%

+ Do you believe in Christ’s substitutionary death on the Cross? Yes:
99.0%

+ Do you believe in a literal heaven and hell? Yes: 96.5%

+ Do you believe in Christ’s Second Coming? Yes: 99.0%

+ Do you believe in the bodily Resurrection of Christ? Yes: 99.0%

But the minute we stepped into the Old Testament, division began to
arise. The more detailed the question, the clearer it became that there were
serious problems.
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#2% Do you believe in the Flood of Noah’s day?

p- ﬂ Yes - 91.0% v
é/\/ U

No - 1.7%

Dow't Know - 1.3%

Do yov believe the Flood was
worldwide, local, or nonliteral?

Worldwide - 57.7%

ods: G . )
ocal 3 6(70 Mg\”/

Nonliteral - 6.7%

Immediately we see a rift forming over the historical account of Noah
and the Flood, but that was just the tip of the iceberg. When we started to
look at issues regarding creation and evolution, the issues became more pro-
nounced. Once more, the more detailed our questions became, the deeper
the division became.

Q13: Do you believe the Genesis 1-2 account of creation is literally
true?

* Yes: 83.0% * No: 14.7% * Don’t know: 2.2%

Do yov believe the Genesis account
of creation as written?

Yes - 89.7%
¢ ‘/\/w //\Q
&

) No - 8.0%

Don’t know - 2.2%
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#e Do yov believe in God creating the earth
in six literal 24-hour days?

Yes - 59.6%

#1_ Do you believe in God creating the earth,
but not in six literal days?

Yes - 47.1%
7 p \/\ﬂ f I X
,K Y No - 50.6% &' )
) ~

Don’t Know - 2.2%

It’s clear that we have some confusion here. We are beginning to see a
trend that concerned us throughout the entire survey: people didn’t always
mean what they said. For example, 83 percent said that they believe Genesis 1
and 2 are literally true. But when we asked whether they believe God created
in six literal days, only 59.6 percent answered yes. That means about 23 per-
cent are either confused, wrong, or just haven’t thought this through. Or it
could also be how people in a postmodern culture determine the meaning of
words. I have realized over the years that many professors will sound like they
believe in a literal Genesis, but what they mean by the words is not what I
(and many others) understand them to mean. This is a major issue we will
deal with in this study.

Questions 16 and 17 are virtually the opposites of each other (with 16
being positive and 17 being negative), but almost 10 percent of the people
answered yes to both questions, indicating that they believe in six literal days
of creation and they don’t believe in six literal days of creation! These con-
cerns continued to grow as we gathered data about what they teach about
evolution.
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#6_ What does your institution teach about evolvtion?

We teach it then dissect it 32.4%

We show it to be false

24.7%

We teach both creation and evolution 10.2%

We teach it to be true 10.9%

Nothing

7.1%

This was an open-ended question. These five answers accounted for 95
percent of all the respondents, with more saying that they “teach and dis-
sect” evolution. That word “dissect” is interesting and requires some further
investigation (9 percent of them used the same word when describing how
they teach the Bible!). I would like to give them the benefit of the doubt. We
hope they mean that they (1) explain the idea, (2) give an accurate critique
of the idea’s strengths and weaknesses, and (3) show how it is absolutely
contrary to the authoritative account in God’s Word. At least I hope so —
but the further we look into the answers to the questions, the more I have
my doubts.

I don’t think there’s anything wrong at all with “teaching evolution” as
long as it is put under the same scientific and biblical scrutiny that any idea
would be. On the other hand, “dissect” might mean “we teach and let them
decide.” That is a big concern. Are they presenting the issues loosely and just
letting students decide what is true? Or are they explaining all the facts and
pointing to the definitive conclusion that evolution is false and creation is
true? That’s a big question, and the answer hinges on the fundamental dif-
ference between relativism (no absolute truth, i.e., people decide their own
truth) and the biblical worldview: is there absolute truth or is there not?

Twenty-four percent said that they teach evolution to be false. Not a lot.
In the next two responses, we see that at least 20 percent of Christian colleges
are teaching evolution as a viable option and another 11 percent admit to
teaching evolution as truth. That’s more than 30 percent. If we add to that a
portion of those who are in the “we dissect it” category (who probably aren’t
taking any sort of stand in favor of creation), this number could be much,
much higher. The answer “nothing” is a concern as well. To teach nothing
about evolution, when it is the dominant worldview theme in our culture
that is in opposition to biblical creation, leaves students vulnerable and
ignorant.
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Would you consider yourself tobea
young-earth or old-earth Christian?

~

Ol earth - 49.0% LW

A ;:
&\ Young earth - 42.3%
A | Neither - 8.3%
Don’t Know - 0.3% @\/\ Q

This number turned out to be quite a bit bigger than we had expected
— 42 percent say that the earth is young. ’'m actually fairly encouraged by

that because it doesn’t seem like that many people are taking a stand on the
issue publicly. My guess is that many of them feel intimidated because of
academic peer pressure and are “closet” young-earth creationists. If the sys-
tem is already compromised, individuals within the system will feel pressure
to compromise or hide their position in order to keep their jobs and advance
their careers. One continually risks rejection when taking a stand on this
issue (as has been documented by others).

They also need to be published in academic journals to have respect in
the community. By taking a stand on the age of the earth (and evolution) one
can “slit his or her own throat” when it comes to advancement. Tragically, in
both secular and Christian institutions, people will be more dedicated to
their academic discipline in order to get published in the journals than they
are to the institution and its beliefs. They have to look good within their field
of study, even if it doesn’t reflect the values of the school.

At one seminary where I spoke, I asked the head of the seminary (who
invited me as he had the same view of Genesis as I do) why so many profes-
sors in such institutions would not take a stand on six literal days (no death
before sin, young earth, etc.). He told me that a lot of it had to do with peer
pressure and being published in the academic journals. He said if someone is
labeled as a literal six-day, young-earth creationist, they basically could not
get published in such journals.

Still, we were encouraged by the number of people who said they believed
in a young earth.’ But as we evaluated the survey as a whole, another “hunch”
was clearly confirmed . .. and when it comes to Christian colleges, this clearly
has become one of our greatest concerns.
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“Newspeak” and the Old Testament

In his stunning book 1984, George Orwell introduced a concept called
“newspeak,” in which characters in positions of power began using terms and
phrases that sounded right to the masses — when in fact, they meant some-
thing very, very different. I've been concerned that the same sort of thing is
happening in Christianity, so we began comparing what teachers claimed
they believe about the Bible, and tried to determine what they actually mean
by what they teach.

#_ what does your institution teach about the Bible?
/
W s trve - 35.3%

~

LT It is inspired by
God - 25.0% W

it is a booK of guidelines - 23.1%
- < W -+
We teach it rn
(\)/ then dissect it - 9.0% MV

These first four responses accounted for 92.3 percent of all the answers.
What was the fifth most popular answer? Five people, or 1.6 percent, made it
clear that they teach the Bible to be false. At least they are honest about it!
And further, this is supposed to be a Christian college!

Our question is this: what do they mean when they say “true”? Because
when you correlate these answers with the answers they gave on other ques-
tions, you quickly find out that people don’t necessarily believe the Bible is
“literally” true.

There’s a postmodern influence here about what “true” means.
Unfortunately, many people believe something is “true if it works for you.”
This allows the speaker to put a spin on his or her words, making them sound
acceptable even though they really mean something totally different.
Politicians do this all the time. When forced to explain what they really mean,
they will dodge the truth by saying things like “it depends on what your defi-
nition of ‘is”is.”

The cults do this as well. The Mormons, for example, have become mas-
ters at using words that sound like Christian terminology, even though they
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mean something entirely different. And the masses (most Christians included)
think their usage of these words means the same thing the Bible does. For
example, Joseph Smith, the founder of the Mormon church, said:

God himself was once as we are now, and is an exalted man. . ..
We have imagined and supposed that God was God from all eternity.
I will refute that idea. . . . He was once a man like us. . .. ere, then, is
eternal life — to know the only wise and true God; and you have got
to learn how to be gods yourselves and to be kings and priests to
God, the same as all gods have done before you.*

So when a Mormon says “God,” he is really talking about one of thousands
of gods that were once men and earned their way to be gods just as you or I can!
Their definitions of “Jesus,” “grace,” “atonement,” and “heaven” are equally dif-
ferent from the biblical view. This “newspeak” has allowed them entrance into
mainline evangelical Christian circles, even though what they mean by what
they say is absolute heresy according to the Bible.

Similar word-twisting, truth-skewing “newspeak” is going on in the debate
over the creation account in Genesis. Dr. William Dembski is a research profes-
sor in philosophy at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary in Fort Worth,
Texas, and a senior fellow with the Discovery Institute’s Center for Science and
Culture in Seattle. He says that he believes in the inspired, inerrant Word of
God and in a literal Adam and Eve. But what does he really mean by this? By
scrutinizing his own words from one of his latest books (The End of Christianity)
we quickly discover that he believes in billions of years, evolution, and Adam
and Eve. The mental gymnastics used are dizzying. Consider this one quote:
“For the theodicy I am proposing to be compatible with evolution, God must
not merely introduce existing human-like beings from outside the Garden. In
addition, when they enter the Garden, God must transform their consciousness
so that they become rational moral agents made in God’s image.”

I go into much, much more detail on Dr. Dembski and others in appendix
A: “Speaking of Newspeak.” Please take the time to read it. There are many
other inconsistencies in Dr. Dembski’s beliefs, but what they show are the out-
rageous lengths some Christian academics will go to in order to try to reconcile
billions of years and evolutionary ideas with the Scriptures, all the while trying
to keep their belief in a literal Adam and Eve and the original sin while telling
unsuspecting parents and prospective students that they believe in inerrancy.

Another example is Professor Bruce Waltke, acknowledged to be a world-
renowned Old Testament scholar and considered to be a “conservative
evangelical.” But even this label, “conservative evangelical,” is an example of
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“newspeak;,” for it just doesn’t mean what it used to. He resigned his position
at a “conservative evangelical” seminary (Reformed Theological Seminary in
Orlando) in 2010 over the issue of his public endorsement of evolution.

Dr. Waltke made statements that became very public, especially through
a video that had appeared on a theologically liberal website: The BioLogos
Foundation. He subsequently asked for the video to be removed from the
site, but not before his pro-evolution statement had become widely known.
It helped lead to his resignation from the seminary. So what did Dr. Waltke
say in that video? Well, here is one quote:

I think that if the data is overwhelming in favor, favor, of evolu-
tion, [then] to deny that reality will make us a cult, some odd group
that’s not really interacting with the real world, and rightly so.®

As of the writing of this book, Dr. Waltke had a teaching position at what
is considered to be a conservative evangelical seminary — Knox Theological
Seminary in Florida.

So, what does “conservative evangelical” really mean?

In the end, we discovered from the research that it really doesn’t matter
what people say, it’s what they mean by what they say that needs to be
discerned.

Defining Terms Practically

In order to determine what people really mean by what they say, we used
open-ended and closed-ended questions so we could compare answers.

What does the statement
“avthority of the Bible” mean to yov?

T The Bible is Toundational - 29.5%

4
w It is a booK of guidelines - 21.8% @g'/

The Bible is inspired by God - 21.2%
.

It means you believe

everything it says - 17.3% @L J

» o«

The remaining 10 percent used words like “priority,” “inerrant,”

“expertise.” Most of the answers sounded good, but very few, if any, of the
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312 respondents had a clear definition of what they meant by “authority of
the Bible.”

Do you see why this is so important? I mean, these phrases sound right,
but what do people mean when they use words like “foundational”? When
they say the Bible is a book of “guidelines” are they really saying that it’s just
a general list of suggestions? When they say that the Bible is “inspired,” do
they mean it in the same way that Rembrandt or Michelangelo were inspired?
Do they simply mean God’s Word is “inspirational™?

Our definitions of the key biblical terms must be both clear and practi-
cal. When I speak of the authority of the Bible, what I mean is this:

The Bible is the absolute standard for life and practice and every-
thing it touches upon. It is the foundation for all of my thinking in
every area.

A definition like that helps to rule out liberal interpretations that mean
something different. It’s important to have clear definitions like that for all of
the important words we use in Christianity. However, as careful as we can be,
this research has found that even the very best of words and definitions can’t
necessarily be trusted to mean the same things to good Christian people. One
will have to go far beyond the words and definitions and delve deeply with
very specific and detailed questions to really discern what someone believes
and teaches.

Let me give an example to help further explain.

On October 26-28, 1978, the first summit of the International Council
on Biblical Inerrancy (ICBI) took place in Chicago. This was “for the purpose
of affirming afresh the doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture, making clear
the understanding of it and warning against its denial.”

If you have never read this document,” I urge you to do so. It covers in
detail definitions of inspiration, infallibility, and inerrancy. There were
around 300 signers of this document, including Dr. Henry Morris (president
and founder of the Institute for Creation Research, and co-author of famed
book The Genesis Flood), Dr. John Whitcomb (theologian and co-author of
The Genesis Flood), and Dr. Duane Gish (who was vice president of the
Institute for Creation Research when Dr. Henry Morris was president). There
is no doubt the authors of this current book could sign this document.

However, I want to bring your attention to Article XII from the 1978
document:

We affirm that Scripture in its entirety is inerrant, being free
from all falsehood, fraud, or deceit.
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We deny that Biblical infallibility and inerrancy are limited to
spiritual, religious, or redemptive themes, exclusive of assertions in
the fields of history and science. We further deny that scientific
hypotheses about earth history may properly be used to overturn the
teaching of Scripture on creation and the flood.

And I would say AMEN to that. Nonetheless, Dr. Henry Morris said this
of the document and the ICBI:

The leadership of this group includes many who accept theistic
evolution or progressive creation, as well as many who prefer to
ignore the creation issue altogether. Consequently, unless the ICBI
can somehow become convinced of the foundational importance of
strict creationism for maintaining a consistent belief in inerrancy; its
efforts will likely prove of only ephemeral effectiveness. The writer
and others were able to persuade the ICBI to incorporate a brief
article on creation and the flood into its “Chicago Statement on
Inerrancy,” but the Council leadership felt it could not stand on lit-
eral-day creationism and a worldwide flood, so the article was mostly
innocuous.®

Note that although Dr. Morris (and myself) agree with the definitions of
inerrancy, inspiration, and infallibility in this document, Dr. Morris under-
stood that did not stop many who believed in millions of years and even
evolution from signing it. Obviously, what a number of these scholars under-
stood by these terms was not how Dr. Morris understood the same terms!
This is a major problem in modern Christianity.

Interestingly, the ICBI conducted a second summit in 1982. Dr. Henry
Morris, in writing about this summit and the papers presented concerning
how to interpret the Genesis record of creation, stated: “Dr. Bradley pre-
sented the only full-length paper. The presentations by Dr. Archer and myself
were merely discussions of Bradley’s paper. The ‘stacking’ of the ICBI pro-
gram was evident in that both Dr. Bradley and Dr. Archer were known to be
opposed to the literal-day record of Genesis. The statement finally adopted
by the council was so innocuous on the subject of origins that it would not
even exclude evolution as an acceptable interpretation. That was the reason I
could not sign their statement on biblical hermeneutics.”

Dr. Henry Morris would not sign this second ICBI document called “The
Chicago Statement on Biblical Hermeneutics” because he understood it
really did not stand on an inerrant, infallible Scripture — even though those
signing it would all say they believed such.



30 - Already Compromised

Keeping all this in mind, now consider these questions asked as part of
our research project:

#9_ Do yov believe in the insm of Scripture?

=

Yes - 98.1%

#2° Do yov believe in the inerrancy of Scripture?
=

No - 22.8%

Yes - 74.0%
Dov’t Know- 3.2%

#8_ Do yov believe in the infallibility of Scripture?
—

No - 18.6%

Yes - 80.8%

The percentage of no answers is in itself a great concern, but what do
those who answered yes really mean? That is one of the major problems our
research has once again brought to light.

Clearing Things Up

I began looking at various statements of faith from churches, Christian
colleges, etc., on the Internet. I found that most statements of faith had a very
general statement (if any) on creation. They were so general, in fact, that they
could certainly allow for billions of years and evolution. Such general
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statements can sadly lead to the door of compromise being opened and even-
tually lead a college, church, etc., down the liberal path.

One can’t just accept what one is told from a college as it may not mean
what we think it means (infallible and inerrant mean something different to
some of these professors than it would to you). We need to understand that
many colleges are actually destructive because of their compromise/liberal-
ism/belief in millions of years.

It was thrilling to read this creation statement from Appalachian Bible
College (located in Beckley, West Virginia, in the beautiful Appalachian
mountains):

We believe that the first eleven chapters of Genesis are the literal
history of the early Earth (Matthew 19:4, 24:37).

We believe that this material universe is the result of a sequence
of unique creative acts of God the Son, accomplished with the aid of
God the Holy Spirit and directed by God the Father (Genesis 1:1, 2;
Colossians 1:16). We believe these creative acts were ex nihilo, com-
pleted by the mere spoken commands of God (2 Peter 3:5). We
further believe that these creative acts were accomplished in six lit-
eral twenty-four hour days (Exodus 20:11). Therefore we hold to a
young earth view supported by the genealogies and other time infor-
mation provided in the Word of God. We also believe that the
material universe was created in total perfection (Genesis 1:31) but
subsequently was sentenced to a slow decay and eventual destruction
by the Curse (binding), which was part of the penalty for the disobe-
dience of the parents of all mankind, Adam and Eve, whom we view
as real, literal people, created on the sixth day of Creation (Genesis
1:27, 2:7-3:19). We reject all concepts of a pre-Adamic race. We
believe that the biblical Noahic Flood (Genesis 6-8) was a real, year-
long global event, the result of the judgment of God on the hopelessly
rebellious descendants of Adam and Eve (Genesis 6:5, 1 Peter 3:6),
and resulted in much of the present geology of the Earth, including
most of the fossil graveyards of myriads of plants and animals then
living. We believe that only eight human souls, Noah and his family,
survived the Flood (Genesis 7:13 and 8:18) and that all mankind
now living are descended from this family, dispersed over the face of
the Earth by the confusion of tongues described in Genesis 11.

Now that’s the type of strong statement we need to have in our Christian
institutions. How refreshing to find a Christian college that is prepared to



32 - Already Compromised

make such a statement with such detail to do their best to not allow the secu-
lar religion of this age (humanism, which encompasses millions of years/
evolution) to in any way infiltrate the college and undermine the authority of
God’s Word — and lead young people down the path of doubt to unbelief! I
challenge Christian colleges, churches, etc., to begin to reconsider their state-
ments of faith to see how they can be strengthened in this area that has
involved so much compromise in today’s world.

Just as an encouragement, here is the text of a letter I received from the
president of Northland International University (one of the few Christian
universities that stands on a literal Genesis):

Dear Friends at Answers in Genesis,

Thank you for the incredible support you have been to Northland
International University. As we prepare this next generation of lead-
ers, we do it in a postmodern era where God has been left out, the
idea of absolute truth has been jettisoned, and society has been
thrown into a moral free fall.

You have rightly identified this battle as a battle for the authority
of the Word of God. If we cannot believe what God has clearly stated
in Genesis 1-11, how can we trust the rest of the Bible? We fully con-
cur with your doctrinal statement and in this foundation: God’s
Word is inspired, infallible, inerrant, and sufficient. It is trustworthy
in every way. We also believe that true science confirms what God
has said.

Thank you for the investment you have made in our undergrad-
uate and graduate programs, for the exceptional teaching, and
abundant resources. We hope to build stronger ties with AIG and
give our full support.

Your friend,

Matt Olson, President, Northland International University,

http://www.ni.edu

There are very few well-known Christian leaders who are willing to take
a vocal stand on taking the Book of Genesis as literal history. Thankfully,
there are some leaders who have the boldness to make such an uncompro-
mising stand, such as Pastor Johnny Hunt, Reverend Brian Edwards (UK),
Dr. John MacArthur, and Dr. Albert Mohler, as well as a number of others.

Dr. Mohler is president of The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in
Louisville, Kentucky. At the 2010 Ligonier Ministries/Christianity.com con-
ference “Tough Questions Christians Face,” Dr. Mohler gave a presentation
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entitled “Why Does the Universe Look So Old?” In his conclusion, he
declared:

I would suggest to you that in our effort to be most faithful to
the Scriptures and most accountable to the grand narrative of the
gospel, an understanding of creation in terms of 24-hour calendar
days and a young earth entails far fewer complications, far fewer
theological problems, and actually is the most straightforward and
uncomplicated reading of the text as we come to understand God
telling us how the universe came to be and what it means and why it
matters.”'

“Truth”

President Greg Hall was recently teaching a class at Warner University on
the topic of the authority of Scripture. During the discussion, he posed the
question, “Do you believe the Bible is true?” Almost everyone in the class
agreed that it is true but not everyone. A few found the question impossible
to deal with. One student said, “It depends what you mean by ‘truth.”

Greg said, “Truth is that which corresponds to reality.”

The students brought up the so-called errors and contradictions in the
Bible — and the need to be able to interpret the text given the cultural set-
ting, etc. They said the Scripture is “true in what it affirms” (a statement that
is, in and of itself, almost completely meaningless). Greg publicly defended
the Scripture in front of the whole class, affirming that the Bible does corre-
spond to objective reality, that it is a book that accurately describes life as we
experience it, that it tells the truth about historical events, and is reliable in
every issue that it speaks to.

Then Greg pulled the students aside privately into his office for deeper
discussion. He took a stand, being concerned not only for the students’” well-
being but for the possible compromise that their influence would have on the
class and the school. The compromise that we’re seeing in Christian colleges
always centers on this: what we believe about the inspiration, inerrancy, and
infallibility of Scripture. This is the issue. The authority of Scripture is a cen-
tral point of faith. If you don’t get the first two chapters of the sacred text
right, you cannot get the rest right either.

Unfortunately, the survey revealed little consistency in these issues,
showing the great number of people in Christian institutions who are con-
flicted about what they truly mean by what they say.



34 - Already Compromised

#_ Do yov believe that the Bible is literally trve?

Yes - 93.9% J \ Yes-791%

Young Earth Ol Earth

What is the truth? That depends on who you ask and their particular
viewpoint or interpretation of the Scripture. In the above table, note virtu-
ally all young-earth believers, 93.9%, believe the Bible is literally true. It is
surprising this number is not higher. Also, nearly four in five who adhere to
an old-earth theory believe the Bible is literally true. Keep in mind these
two concepts are polar opposites. These findings quickly reveal the large
number of Christian leaders who are mistaken and hold a biblical position
contrary to the literal interpretation of God’s Holy Word. This is extremely
important to understand because once a Christian accepts a non-biblical
view, they must then accept other non-biblical ideas to fulfill the logic of
their error.

The so-called gap theory is a great example of this. Many great Christian
leaders of the past 200 years have been gap theorists. They thought fitting the
millions of years into a supposed gap in Genesis 1 was a way of dealing with
the issue. In that sense, I have a much greater respect for such people than I
do for those proposing theistic evolution or other old-earth views that rein-
terpret much of the Bible to mean something other than what it says. Theistic
evolutionists, day-agers, advocates of the framework hypothesis, etc., are
reinterpreting the clear teaching of Scripture to fit millions of years, and
often Darwinian-type evolution, into the Bible (be it geological, astronomi-
cal, or biological evolution).

I say that the gap theory does (in spite of contrary intentions of godly
men) “unlock a door” to allow a “crack” to undermine Scripture, and thus
even great men (who were head and shoulders above people like me theo-
logically) were inconsistent in this area. If one allows a crack in the door (as
we would see the gap theory doing), then the next generation will open it
further. It usually doesn’t get shut by the next generation.
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In chapters 3 and 5, we will look more closely at the results of this survey.
The news does not get better. As we look into the issues more deeply, you’ll
see reasons to become more and more concerned about what is happening
— and it’s not just about secular campuses but about the infiltration that is
taking place in Christian institutions. We have nearly 100 percent agreement
on New Testament issues, but when we get back to Genesis, we can clearly see
that changes. They don’t typically discuss different “theories” about the vir-
gin birth or the Resurrection, but they definitely discuss different “theories”
about how things came into being in Genesis!

Overall, we found that only 24 percent of the 312 people surveyed
answered every question correctly . . . and these are the “good guys”! These
are the institutions that require testimonies of faith from their professors or
have strong religious affiliations. Please understand this: if you send your
students to a Christian college or institution, three out of four times they will
stand in front of teachers who have a degraded view and interpretation of
Scripture.

We do understand the “world” is the enemy and what those in the world
say doesn’t surprise us. But we should be dismayed and shocked at what is
happening in the Church. A trumpet is making an uncertain sound — and
our children are increasingly becoming the casualties.

Like it or not, we are at war — “a war of worldviews,” as Greg Hall will
describe in the next chapter. We’ve been fairly aware of our fight with the
secularists who deny God and adhere to humanism where man’s thinking
rules. What most families are not aware of, however, is the depths to which
these influences have infiltrated Christian institutions.

And most parents aren’t finding out until it’s too late.

Endnotes

1. For a full list of the colleges that took part in the survey, go to creationcolleges.org.

2. For a full list of the colleges that took part in the survey, go to creationcolleges.org.

3. Avyoungearth is a corollary for trusting the Bible as the authority — having six normal
days of Genesis 1 (which are almost negligible), about 2,000 years from Adam to
Abraham (Genesis 5 and 11), about 2,000 years from Abraham to Christ (genealogies
and scholars generally agree on this), and about 2,000 years from Christ until today.

4. Larry E. Dahl and Donald Q. Cannon, editors, The Teachings of Joseph Smith (Salt Lake
City, UT: Bookeraft, 1997), p. 345-347.

5. William Dembski, The End of Christianity: Finding a Good God in an Evil World
(Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman Academic, 2009), p. 159.

6. Bruce Waltke, “Why Must the Church Come to Accept Evolution?” http://biologos.org/
blog/why-must-the-church-come-to-accept-evolution/, posted March 24, 2010;
accessed and downloaded March 29, 2010; pulled from the website on about April 2,
2010.
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Chapter 2

W’Bi(}ﬂme Yo
the War

Greg Hall
President of Warner University

The fool has said in his heart, “There is no God” (Ps. 14:1).

e are at war. We are at war with weapons far greater than any bomb,
missile, or gun. And these weapons are aimed at targets far more

: strategic than any building, land mass, or army, because “our
struggle is not against flesh and blood, but against the rulers, against the
authorities, against the powers of this dark world” (Eph. 6:12; NIV). We are
at war against thoughts, thoughts raised up against the knowledge of God.
And these thoughts are aimed at the minds of our children.

In the secular arena, the battle is often blatant, where the best the Christian
can hope for are the condescending glances of those in power. In the Christian
arena, however, the battle is often much more subtle. If the survey taught us
anything, it’s that the battle has now come home again, where many — if not
almost all — of our Christian institutions of higher learning are turning out
to be “already compromised” to one degree or another.

It is spiritual warfare. There is a great deal at stake: our culture, our
well-being, our way of life . . . but most importantly, the hearts and minds
of our youth. It has been said that (from a human perspective) the Church
is always only one generation away from extinction. Here in the 21st cen-
tury, we have come face to face with that reality. We live in a time when we

- 37 -
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must “demolish arguments and every pretension that sets itself up against
the knowledge of God, and we take captive every thought to make it obedient
to Christ” (2 Cor. 10:5; NIV).

One national publication recently proclaimed that the United States is no
longer a Christian nation.! This has been a long time coming, but it has not
come by accident. Yet we also know that the gates of hell themselves cannot
stand against the Church as she takes the light of truth into enemy territory
(Matt. 16:18). The anti-Christian, atheistic segment of our culture has become
very militant.> What were once skirmishes between the two sides is now open
warfare. The prominent players in this anti-Christian movement and the
books they have written include Dr. Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion; Dr.
Sam Harris, The End of Faith; Dr. Victor Stenger, God: The Failed Hypothesis;
Christopher Hitchens, God Is Not Great; and Dr. Michael Onfray, The Atheist
Manifesto. They all talk about the final battle being against Christianity.

Nobel laureate Dr. Steven Weinberg writes: “Anything that we scientists can
do to weaken the hold of religion should be done and may in the end be our
greatest contribution to civilization.”® At the core of all these so-called scientists
and educators is the commitment to Darwinism (with its tenets of evolution
and millions of years) — and unless you think I am talking about a few militant
educators/writers, consider that a recent poll of the National Academy of
Science shows only 7 percent of this group consider themselves believers.

Virtually every student in America who goes through public education is
required to read text books written by this group. Thank God that a remnant
of committed Christian educators exists in grade school, high schools, and
colleges and universities. They are among those who understand the decep-
tion that can happen at all levels of education — those who take a daily stand
for truth, who believe and teach that the best explanation for the existence of
the universe is stated in the Bible beginning with “In the beginning God cre-
ated the heavens and the earth” (Gen. 1:1).

This creation versus evolution/millions of years debate is as current as
this morning’s newspaper. All over this land, school boards now debate with
teachers and townspeople whether their schools should teach only evolution
and keep creation only in the realm of what they define as religion. It is such
a hot topic that during the presidential campaign season, candidates from
both parties were asked their position on the topic.

The following militant atheists are the people our secular college and
university students and faculty are paying attention to. What are they saying?
Listen to a brief compendium of thoughts directly from their literature and
you will get an idea of what we are up against:
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* Dr. Francisco Ayala: “Life is the result of a natural process, without
any need to resort to a Creator.”*

+ Dr. William Provine: “Modern science directly implies that there are
no inherent moral or ethical laws and, when we die, we die”

* Dr. Steven Pinker: “Religion taught men to believe in an immortal
soul, modern science has destroyed that belief.”

+ Christopher Hitchens writes “of the moral superiority of atheism.””

* Dr. Douglas Futuyma: “By coupling undirected, purposeless varia-
tion to the blind, uncaring process of natural selection, Darwin made
theological or spiritual explanations of the life processes superfluous.”

+ The National Association of Biology Teachers (NABT) asserted that
all life is the outcome of “an unsupervised, impersonal, unpredict-
able, and natural process.”

These people consider themselves brave pioneers, teaching the truth
about man’s origin and facing death and extinction with valor. They worship
at the altar of Darwinian evolution. They are, I am convinced, more inter-
ested in promoting their philosophic anti-Christian agenda than a scientific
one. Their agenda is very simple: get the biblical God out of the picture and
replace it with a humanistic worldview (i.e., man is the ultimate authority to
determine truth apart from God; Darwinism is arguably the most popular
form of humanism). And they have figured out exactly how to do it. This was
stated nearly 30 years ago in a magazine called The Humanist:

I am convinced that the battle for humankind’s future must be
waged and won in the public school classroom by teachers who cor-
rectly perceive their role as the proselytizers of a new faith: a religion
of humanity that recognizes and respects the spark of what theolo-
gians call divinity in every human being. These teachers must
embody the same selfless dedication as the most rabid fundamental-
ist preachers, for they will be ministers of another sort, utilizing a
classroom instead of a pulpit to convey humanist values in whatever
subject they teach, regardless of the educational level — preschool
day care or large state university. The classroom must and will
become an arena of conflict between the old and the new — the rot-
ting corpse of Christianity, together with all its adjacent evils and
misery, and the new faith of humanism."

They have made the battleground public education where they have a
captive audience. They represent the ideas of a secular culture that is deter-
mined to eliminate any reference to the God of the Bible as the sovereign
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Creator of the universe. They know they can easily change these concepts in
the culture by implanting them daily into the minds of impressionable youth
— our children. And they have sadly, in large measure, succeeded.

The Body Count

Steve Henderson, president of Christian Consulting for Colleges, has
researched the faith commitments of college students at evangelical and sec-
ular colleges. Read what he says:

A few years ago, George Fox University professor Gary Railsback,
a fellow researcher, prepared an interesting study. Using his data, I
determined that more than 52 percent of incoming freshmen who
identify themselves as born-again upon entering a public university
will either no longer identify themselves as born-again four years
later or, even if they do still claim that identification, will not have
attended any religious service in over a year. This means over half of
our kids are reporting a rejection of family religious values if they
attend a public university."

A recent press release on the ongoing National Study of College Students’
Search for Meaning and Purpose offered some interesting information on stu-
dents who are beginning their college years. While 79 percent of all freshmen
believe in God, 69 percent pray, and 81 percent attend religious services at least
occasionally, 57 percent question their religious beliefs, 52 percent disagree with
their parents about religious matters, and 65 percent feel distant from God."

In a revealing study, UCLA Higher Education Research Institute tracked
16,000 high school seniors from freshman days to graduation, demonstrat-
ing the impact of college choice on spiritual commitment. The 16,000 kids
identified themselves as “born-again” in high school. Upon graduation, 52
percent no longer considered themselves Christian."

College students are asking deep questions about their faith. Unless they
are at a solidly biblical Christian college, they may find themselves in an envi-
ronment that is not conducive to providing supportive answers. Even if they
are at a Christian college, our research has proven that they may be getting
hit with “friendly fire,” as professors they consider to be allies attack the foun-
dations of their faith with liberal, compromising ideas that undermine
biblical authority, create doubt, and can lead to unbelief.

A March 29, 2005, Washington Post article by Howard Kurtz titled “Study
Finds College Faculties a Most Liberal Lot” reports that most faculty at non-
Christian colleges disdain Christianity, with 72 percent indicating they are



Welcome to the War - 4]

liberal, 84 percent favoring abortion, and 67 percent indicating homosexuality
is acceptable. In most cases, students reflect the values of college faculty they
encounter in their upper division coursework. These faculty members are typi-
cally the advisors and mentors of students. Certainly the above findings indicate
that the answers and directions students receive from most faculty at these
institutions will not be supportive of traditional morality and religious values.

After sharing this study in a message in an evangelical church, I had a
woman call me the following morning. She was very polite and asked if she
could comment on my Sunday sermon. I had shared this study and attempted
a strong advocacy for Christian higher education.

She politely suggested I might want to change my sermon. She explained
I had offended her daughter by my remarks, home from a semester at a major
public university. She felt I had been too hard and unreasonable in my com-
ments about secular public education. I apologized for creating this offense
but told her I honestly believed in what I said. She still suggested I moderate
my comments but added as we ended our conversation, “In all honesty, I must
tell you, my daughter was in church yesterday for the first time in a year.”

According to the research, this woman’s daughter is not alone. Scores of
parents are spending a significant amount of their savings to pay for an edu-
cation that is undercutting the foundations of Christian faith! Scores of
parents are unwittingly paying the way for educators to destroy the beliefs of
their children (Prov. 22:6). You have to admit, that’s pretty clever on secular-
ists’ part — and pretty foolish on the parents’ part.

Infiltration in the Ranks

I do find, however, that students have little problem understanding that the
enemies of God will stop at nothing to discredit the Scripture. What they don’t
understand, though, are the numbers of Christian institutions, ministries,
churches, pastors, and Christian educators who are doing the same. But in
many ways, these influences are more dangerous: they are a lurking and grow-
ing enemy within our own camp. In the worst of cases, these people are wolves
in sheep’s clothing, many times very intentionally leading students away from
the authority of the Scriptures while posing as our friends (Matt. 7:15).

My point is this: I cannot take the position I have on secular education
and not be honest about the issues related to Christian education, too. I find
folks want simple explanations of what is really taught at Christian schools,
and they have a right to know. I believe in the significance, importance, and
eternal value of a Christ-centered education. Yet it is only honest to say that it
is very, very important to be discerning when choosing Christian schools, too.
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My life in Christian higher education has been amazingly fulfilling. I
have met some wonderful and committed believers. I have had association
with numerous outstanding Christian institutions making a difference in
countless lives in expanding the kingdom. I will remain an outspoken advo-
cate for Christian education as a tool God uses to raise up new generations of
competent and caring individuals.

There is, however, an issue that persists — one that needs to be addressed or
some Christian institutions will find their influence diminished or, in the future,
nonexistent. The issue is this: the spiritual well-being for many students is hin-
dered and not enhanced while attending Christian schools. The church knows
this and is miffed by it. Some people find it unacceptable and will encourage
some of their youth to attend secular institutions as a result. Over the course of
35 years in ministry (nearly 20 as a college/university president), I have heard
this issue raised over and over again, sometimes with deep contempt.

I am sure the loss of spiritual vitality of some students is a matter of per-
sonal discontent that is no fault of any institution. But some of the stories
deal directly with who we are and what we do. In those cases, we must own
the problem and deal with it. The Church wants and needs to be strong. It
does not want to hear stories about young people whose lives are hurt by our
schools instead of helped. They do not want to hear their faith was disas-
sembled in the classroom by those who discredit the Scripture or have a view
of the Christian faith that is far afield from orthodox Christian belief.

However, I do acknowledge there are still a number of faithful people, ter-
rific scholars among them, who believe the Bible to be true in every way (these
people should be encouraged and prayed for; we need more of them). I have
heard other scholars say that “the Bible is true in all it affirms” (whatever that
means), but they go on to say that it was never intended to be an academic text
and should be trusted only in matters of faith, not matters of science. That
equivocation is heresy to me, considering that all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge are hidden in Christ (Col. 2:3, and “all Scripture is given by inspira-
tion of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16; NKJV, emphasis added).

Based on research, we find that many of today’s young people are being
contaminated by the very people parents trust with their children’s spiritual
training. In most cases, the students are not being prepared for the spiritual
battle we observe daily in our culture.™ Sadly, they are becoming casualties of
this battle — but casualties caused from those supposedly on their side of the
battle. If this was a matter of a few select personal instances that would be
one thing — yet still a cause for concern. However, there are far too many



Welcome to the War - 43

instances and far too many testimonies of what went spiritually wrong. This
is a matter of spiritual concern for Christian institutions everywhere. The
Grand Rapids Press ran a survey of colleges in Michigan recently and stated:

In a recent survey of area colleges and universities, The Press
found all of the institutions that teach biology teach Darwinian evo-
lution. Only one, Cornerstone University, questions the theory’s
validity and spends significant time teaching alternative explana-
tions. Even most of the Christian schools — Calvin, Hope, and
Aquinas colleges — base their curricula on Darwin’s theory.

“Evolution is the paradigm out of which we teach biology,” said
David Warners, a biology professor at Calvin. “We’re not trying to
hide things; it’s just that we’re not looking for a fight.”

Notice that they say they are “not looking for a fight”; this helps reveal
that they realize that what they are teaching is in opposition to the Church’s
teachings! Even at the one university where evolution is questioned, some
professors base their teaching on Darwin. The article continues:

Bultman notices many students enter Hope with a “creationist/
intelligent design” worldview, he said, and are frustrated by the biology
curriculum. Warners said there is a similar trend at Calvin, as many
students begin college as strong opponents of evolutionary theory.

“It’s a challenge,” Warners said of teaching evolution, “and it

needs to be done very sensitively.”*?

In other words, these Christian colleges strategically take students who
believe the Bible and systematically destroy that belief and teach them to
believe in evolution. This is the sad state of the Church in America. No won-
der we are losing the coming generations! Dr. R.C. Sproul recently sent out
this warning:

The classroom is not a place where open debate is usually encour-
aged. To the contrary, on the campuses of many universities and even
seminaries, open season has been declared on Christian students. For
some reason, it seems that professors in such settings take delight in
trying to undermine the faith of their students. . . . In most cases, it is
easy for a man or woman with a doctorate in years of experience in
higher education to humiliate a student, no matter how strong the
student’s faith is or how articulate the student may be.
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If you’re looking to send your children to an institution that has
a Christian history or a Christian relationship, do not assume that
the current faculty is fully persuaded of the truth claims of
Christianity. You may indeed be throwing your children into the fire
of crucible they are not expecting and are not really prepared to
withstand. I am not for educating people in a sheltered environment
where there is no interaction with the secular mindset and with
pagan worldviews, but we need to be fully prepared to understand
when and where those worldviews come into collision with
Christianity and how to avoid collisions that may be disastrous.'®

Is my institution free from this problem and do we exhibit perfect fidel-
ity to all matters of Christian teaching? Frankly, no; we’ve had our issues. As
with all schools, some of the criticism is fair and some of it is not. But no
matter what, it’s time for all of us to do some self-evaluation, even as we do
our best to discern the content and intent of others (Luke 6:41-42).

There are probably still a good number of people who think that the
time-honored foundation of the Christian tradition is at the core of our edu-
cational system today. Not so. To believe this system is undergirded by biblical
principles is entirely false. Not only is our educational system not based on
Christian principles, but there is a growing hostility in educational circles,
especially in higher education, toward all things Christian. And it all has to do
with worldview. If you are not familiar with this raging battle for the minds of
humanity, please turn to appendix B. It is simply imperative that you under-
stand what is happening and how it affects our education system at all levels.
For example, biologist Dr. Richard Lewontin says of science education:

The objective . . . is not to provide the public with knowledge of
how far it is to the nearest star, and what genes are made of. The
problem is to get them to reject irrational and supernatural explana-
tions of the world."”

The anti-God perspective has obviously gained a foothold in our public
education system. That comes as no surprise when you consider who is
behind this and how militant they have become toward Christianity.
Christopher Hitchens writes:

How can we ever know how many children had their psychological
and physical lives irreparably maimed by the compulsory inculcation of
faith? If religious instruction were not allowed until the child had
attained the age of reason, we would be living in a quite different world.'®
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Again, Dr. Lewontin writes:

The objective . . . is to get them to reject irrational and super-
natural explanations of the world, the demons that exist only in their
imaginations, and to accept a social and intellectual apparatus, sci-
ence as the only begetter of truth.”

Or, how about this quote from Dr. Richard Dawkins:

How much do we regard children as being the property of their
parents? It’s one thing to say people should be free to believe what-
ever they like, but should they be free to impose their beliefs on their
children? Is there something to be said for society stepping in? What
about bringing up children to believe manifest falsehoods? Isn’t it
always a form of child abuse to label children as possessors of beliefs
that they are too young to have thought out?*

These ideas and philosophies are the foundation of the curriculum of
public education and have infiltrated Christian education at almost all levels.
Your children may be captive in a system intent on discrediting Christianity.
It is not surprising that this is the intent of the secularist educators. What is
surprising is that so many Christian parents seem to not care.

The central issue is this: as Christian leaders it is time to face the issue of
just how committed we will be to the authority of Scripture. It is also time to
answer to the Church for this problem. It is time to realize that it is possible
to hurt young minds. With vigilance we must work to put our young people
in classes taught by professors who are committed believers, who even though
they might require students to think and develop their own faith, will not
compromise Christian truth and exchange it for a liberalism or unbelief that
breaks faith instead of building it.

I pray that the tone of this book will, if needed, castigate and challenge,
but also build unity and nurture the Body of Christ. I am absolutely for
“hammering” both secular and Christian institutions — but doing so in a
way that asks the Church to “wake up” and be the “jury” in this matter of tak-
ing responsibility for the education of our youth. We must teach both parents
and students to discriminate and do so in a way that builds the Kingdom of
God, not breaks it.

Where England is today spiritually (it is all but dead), the USA will be
tomorrow if we keep heading in this direction. In the research we saw that
our kids were already gone from the Church. Now we see it in the Christian
colleges and the universities that are following in the footsteps of the Ivy
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League — those that are already compromised. In order to protect ourselves
and our children, we must be prepared to fight in the battle of the world-
views. But in order to do that, we must be aware of where the attacks are

coming from. And as you will see in the next chapter, the source of compro-

mise is coming from a very unexpected place.
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