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CHRISTIAN SCIENCE
(1 John 4:1-6)

TEXT:  

SUBJECT:  Christian Cults


F.C.F:  
PROPOSITION:  
APPLICATION:

INTRODUCTION:

A.  We are now considering another classic Christian cult.  It has been cleverly and rightly observed that Christian Science is neither Christian nor is it science.  Like theological liberalism, and like many other cults, Christian Science retains Christian words and terminology, but endues them with an entirely different meaning.  That’s why we need to be careful when we hear the Christian claims of others to determine precisely what they mean by the words they use.  


Before we begin our study proper, we need to lay some groundwork first.  The teachings of Christian Science do not make sense.  They are contradictory in several places and do not hold together.  And I want to suggest, even demand, that any true religion must make sense.  Let me explain what I mean.

I. ONLY ONE TRUTH.


A.  As Christians, we insist that there is only one truth.  We ridicule those who say that there are many truths because that claim is logically absurd.  By definition “truth” declares as false anything which disagrees with it.  Otherwise it is not “truth” but something else like opinion, ideas, or conjecture.  If something is true, then the opposite cannot be true.  Hence there cannot be many truths which oppose and contradict each other.  It is conceivable that all truth claims may be false, but it is impossible that all truth claims be right.  So we do not believe, for example, that there is a “religious” truth and also a different “real world” truth.  There cannot be a truth of faith and a truth of fact.  If these two truths conflict then one or the other or both must be false.  


B.  So if there is one truth, that leads us to three implications about that one truth:


1.  This one truth is consistent.  It does not affirm logical contradictions.  God cannot exist and not exist at the same time, for example.  A true system of truth will hold together.  One part will not overrule or rule out another.  

2.  The one truth is comprehensive.  It covers all the facts in all worlds, in the world of faith and the world of fact, for example.  The reason it does is because there is only one world, one true reality.  This system of truth, if it is truly true, will be broad enough to encompass everything.  We may not know everything (we admit that we do not).  But what we know is true fits all the facts in every situation.  


3.  Thirdly, we would conclude that this one system of truth, if it is truly true, is competent.  That is, one can actually live according to this system of truth because this system of truth corresponds to reality.  It works in the real world, though much of the world may deny or not share this system of truth.  


So to summarize, a “true” religion:  1) Must be internally, logically consistent.  It cannot affirm opposites or contradict itself.  2)  It must cover all of the bases—A true religion must speak to all of life.  3)  A true religion must be practicable.  It must be a religion that one can live with in the world.  

II. ONLY ONE RELIGION.


A.  Christians insist that the Christian faith, the system of doctrine or truth contained in the Scriptures is the one, true religion, and that it alone adheres and proclaims the one truth.  That’s why we have some non-negotiables when it comes to our faith.  


1. We insist that the Bible is true, inerrant and infallible from cover to cover.  We become concerned whenever people claim that the Bible is mistaken or that we can safely ignore portions of the Bible and yet remain within the fold of the Christian faith.  

2.   We also become greatly concerned when there are distinctions made between matters of science as opposed to matters of religion.  Whenever people seek to separate the unity of truth we cry foul.  If there is only one God who has revealed himself in his book of creation and his book of Scripture, then we must insist that the one God’s knowledge and communication to us are not divided.  God is not schizophrenic.  He did not tell us one thing in nature and another thing in Scripture.  And we also know that if people feel they must choose between God’s revelation in nature and his revelation in Scripture, they will invariably choose nature, because nature is much less precise and can be quite willingly and easily misunderstood in a self-centered direction.  

3.  And we Christians, like many non-Christians, abhor hypocrisy, in which people profess one thing but live out something else.  The Christian faith as the only true religion is the only religion which can be lived out consistently.  To say you believe it and yet not live it greatly dishonors the truth and divides the truth.  

B.  This leads to a further set of conclusions.  


1.  There is no other true religion.  If there were another true religion, then there could no longer be only one truth.  It seems very magnanimous, high-minded and generous to say, “Your religion is just as true and just as good as mine.”  And yet, rightly understood, it is a terrible admission and accusation.  What that must logically mean is that both of our religions are utterly false and cannot be the true religion.  And it’s interesting that serious Muslims, the followers of Islam, recognize this and quite proudly denounce Christianity as false religion.  In fact, one former Muslim expert in the Koran, a judge, who came to faith in Christ, has declared that this is why Islam will eventually overrun the Western world.  Muslims believe their religion to be exclusively true, why most liberal Protestants and Roman Catholics are too kind to insist the same.  So in case after case, especially in Europe and Great Britain, the Muslims push and insist and the nominal Christians back down.      


So there is no other, nor is it possible for there to be any other true religion.  


2.  And that means that all other religions will be demonstrably false.  We can demonstrate that all other religions are false because all other religions will fail one or more of the tests.  

a.  Some false religions will exhibit an internal inconsistency.  They will be exposed as illogical, self-conflicting.  They will not “make sense.”  


b.  Other false religions will not be comprehensive.  They will apply only to matters of faith, for example, but they will not be able to take into account the world we live in as we know it.  


c.  Other false religions cannot be lived consistently.  These religions usually do not gain many adherents.  People find it difficult to live in tension, to live in constant hypocrisy, professing one thing, but living in a different manner.  

III. A TEST CASE OF A FALSE RELIGION—ATHEISM.   

 
A.  Let’s take a test case, the religion that claims no religion.  Atheism, the denial that there is any God is making a seeming comeback through the popular writings of Richard Dawkins and Christopher Hitchens among others.  Atheism is the religion which declares that there is no God.  In fact, there is nothing but physics:  matter and energy.  Six percent of Americans claim to be followers of atheism.  Let’s test it according to our criteria for a true religion and see if it passes the test.  

1.  Can atheism be logically consistent?  Can one construct a logically consistent system of worldview based on pure atheism, one that does not contradict itself?  The answer is, Yes, it is possible to construct a purely atheistic philosophical system that is not in conflict with itself.  So as a religion, atheism passes the first test.


2.  But does atheism fit the facts?  Does it correspond to the world as we know it?  Here the answer is a categorical “No,” despite the protests of the philosophical atheists.  The world we live in clearly and indisputably exhibits design, and design requires a prior Designer.  One hundred-fifty years ago Charles Darwin declared that he had found the mechanism which explains the apparent design of the creatures on earth.  He called his theory “natural selection.”  There are constant variations, mutations, in the new generations of creatures that are born or hatched.  If some variation gives a creature an advantage over its brothers so that it survives and they do not, then that advantage is reproduced in the next generation, and carried on (the survival of the fittest).  And, according to Darwin, these minor variations over the course of hundreds of millions of years of evolution, this is what has produced the apparent design in the various creatures of the earth, not an intelligent Designer or God.  Darwin was convinced that later science would confirm this, dispensing forever with the need for an intelligent designer.  


But as science has improved, we find that Darwin was mistaken.  The various organs and systems in living creatures are so astonishingly complex that it is not possible that we could be explained by millions of years of gradual mutations.  It is not possible.  From the aspect of design alone, atheism cannot fit the facts.  


Of course there are other facts that do not fit the atheistic religions.  The presence of mind is one of these facts which is incompatible with atheism.  Atheism says that all life on earth is the result of the random collision of atoms and molecules.  Somehow this random chance has produced something that certainly resembles a mind, the ability to reason, think, and make decisions and choices.  The atheist, if pressed, would not say that anything random, such as the spin of a wheel or the roll of dice, should be trusted as a way of knowing or choosing.  Yet the atheist would have to admit that his own mind is the very product of the same kind of random chance.  How can the indiscriminant chance that produced his mind become a way of knowing, reasoning, thinking, or deciding?  

3.  Which leads us to the third test for a true religion:  Can you live with it?  And it is here that the atheistic religion fails most horribly.  True atheism makes all laws, morality and talk about “rights” and responsibilities utterly absurd and irrelevant.  Atheism believes that a human being is nothing more that a complex series of chemical reactions.  A human being is no different morally than a campfire, though perhaps, a bit more complex, for both are mere chemical reactions.  What is the moral difference between putting more fuel on a campfire, or dousing it with a bucket of water?  Which is morally right and which is morally wrong?  (Neither)  Now if a human being is the moral equivalent to a campfire, a chemical reaction only more complex, then what is the moral difference between helping an old lady across the street and pushing her under a bus?  Which is morally right and which is morally wrong, according to the atheist?  (Neither)  Atheism is demonstrably false as a religion because nobody can live that way.  


C.S. Lewis notes in his book, Mere Christianity, “Whenever you find a man who says he does not believe in a real Right and Wrong, you will find the same man going back on this a moment later.  He may break his promise to you, but if you try breaking one to him, he will be complaining “It’s not fair” before you can say Jack Robinson.  A nation may say treaties do not matter; but then, next minute, they spoil their case by saying that the particular treaty they want to break was an unfair one.  But if treaties do not matter, and if there is no such thing as Right and Wrong—in other words, if there is no Law of Nature—what is the difference between a fair treaty and an unfair one?”


There are very few who can live as true atheists.  True atheism will always lead to totalitarianism and unspeakable horrors and genocide.  Those who believe people are mere chemicals think nothing of dousing thousands upon thousands of campfires with buckets of water.  But then those who become despots cannot be true atheists because they affirm their belief that rule is better than servitude.  Cruel atheists and kindly atheists are hypocrites.  Because, for the true atheist, there is no such thing as cruelty or kindness.  

IV. CHRISTIAN SCIENCE.


A.  In the remaining time, I want to begin to think with you about the religion of Christian Science.  It wouldn’t really be worth our time, for it is a declining and dying cult, probably because it is so absurd.  The reason we should consider it is because of its relation to much more popular well-known religious movements which, like Christian Science, stress “the power of the mind,” “the internal power of faith or believing,” “mind over matter,” “positive thinking or possibility thinking.”  Next time we’ll look more in depth at Christian Science, and then consider its close cousins, the Word of Faith Movement, whose most popular exponent is Joel Osteen of Houston’s Lakewood Church, now having taken over the Compact Center, the largest church in America, and Robert Schuller’s “possibility thinking” which he borrowed (with permission) from Norman Vincent Peale’s “the power of positive thinking.”


B.  But as I was reading the origin and especially the beliefs of Christian Science, I was immediately struck with three things:


1)  This doesn’t make sense, that is, it is logically inconsistent. 


2)  This does not fit the facts, it does not account for the situation as we know it,


3)  Nobody could possibly live this way.  To try to live consistent with the teachings of Christian Science would lead one into a life of unworkable nonsense.  


Let me explain to you some of the central beliefs of Christian Science, and let you note ways in which it would be incompatible with Scripture, so that we can at quickly establish that it in no way qualifies for the title “CHRISTIAN Science.”  


1.  There is only mind.


2.  That means that there is no such thing as matter.  Matter is only an illusion.  


3.  You are only mind, since matter does not exist.  You have no body, so you cannot experience pain and you cannot die.  What’s more there is no such thing as sin or evil.  All of these are “in your head.” 

	
4.  God is pure mind.  In fact, all is God, and God is all.  
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