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Introduction
As a student in seminary I had a friend
with severe amnesia as the result of a
serious bicycle accident. In spite of previ-
ous diligent work, he had forgotten large
amounts of his seminary studies. And not
recognizing his wife, he had to get to
know her all over again. His disorienta-
tion could have been even worse, but
his happy testimony was that he was
anchored in still knowing Jesus!

Many of us were also disoriented upon
waking one day to find that we no longer
recognized the intellectual world around
us. Someone informed us that we were
now living in postmodern times and had
been for some time, but it all seemed so
new and unfamiliar. Gratefully, we still
knew Jesus, that He is the same forever;
but, living as a Christian in the strange
new world of postmodernity1  would
demand adjustments in our thinking.

Two decades ago we thought we knew
what it meant to live as thoughtful Chris-
tians in modernity. It entailed active
resistance to the manifestations of unbe-
lief that had arisen since the Enlighten-
ment. Modern philosophy, no longer the
handmaid of theology, reveled in its newly
found autonomy to reason apart from
God’s revelation.2  Modern science, no
longer seeking to think God’s thoughts
after him, boasted that God was unneces-
sary to understand either the universe or
life’s deepest questions.3  Most insidious
of all, modern biblical criticism and the-

ology, now sitting in judgement over
Scripture rather than under it, became the
standard fare for seminarians preparing
to feed God’s flock.4  But at least we knew
our enemies well, and with the intellec-
tual reinvigoration of evangelicalism in
the twentieth century, it appeared that the
Lord had raised up a David to meet mod-
ernity’s Goliath.5

Where Are We?
But after waking surprised that morn-

ing, we now discover the arrival of
postmodernity. How different everything
looks! Instead of clashing only with a
worldview giant (Naturalism) wielding
the sword of a strong competing truth
claim, much of the world is now charac-
terized by “liquidity.”6  Permanence and
solidity in social structures are now
bygone commodities, not to mention abid-
ing values and the concept of truth. The
new colossus is characterized by opposi-
tion to epistemology, realism, essen-
tialism, all forms of foundationalism,
transcendental arguments and stand-
points, truth as correspondence, canoni-
cal descriptions, final vocabularies, and
meta-narratives.7  The new cognitive
atmosphere is charged with pessimism
regarding the possibility of modernity’s
Holy Grail, scientia and veritas. Is this new
arrival on the intellectual scene a friend
or foe? Is postmodernism providentially
given to the Church as an ally against
naturalism, or is it just one more philo-
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sophical cycle of unbelief?
It is true that postmodernists and mod-

ernists have no love lost between them
because they disagree on so much. The
modernist strives for certainty in knowl-
edge that the postmodernist does not
believe possible. The postmodernist
understands any experience of reality to
be thoroughly interpretative, whereas the
modernist cherishes objectivity. The mod-
ernist takes his standpoint as a knowing
individual, but socially constructed reali-
ties are all the postmodernist will concede.

Western intellectual power centers,
long dominated by modernists, now
acknowledge the growing influence of
postmodernists. For example, Public
Broadcasting Service television aired a
brief series several years ago entitled “The
Nobel Legacy.” Nobel laureates in phys-
ics, chemistry, and medicine were featured
describing the fascinating details of the
advances in knowledge of their disciplines
and the resultant benefits for humanity.
This kind of programming is nothing new
for PBS. But what is of special interest was
the equal time provided a postmodernist
(obviously not from the sciences, but from
the humanities) to attack the sciences. She
sought to emasculate modernist concepts
like “fact” and “progress,” and she did so
creatively (e.g., by walking through a
desert while she spoke). The laureate in
chemistry, on the other hand, prefaced his
remarks with: “We didn’t invent chemis-
try, nature did.”8  Just a few years earlier,
it would have been unthinkable for PBS
to allow the citadel of modernity to be
taunted so rudely.

Perhaps the classic skirmish between
modernity and postmodernity is what is
now referred to as the Sokal affair. Alan
Sokal, a physicist at New York University,
submitted a piece entitled “Transgressing

the Boundaries: Towards a Transformative
Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity” to a
postmodern journal, Social Text.9  The edi-
tors, including postmodern luminaries
such as Frederic Jameson and Andrew
Ross, published the article, thinking that
a physicist was presenting corroboration
from science for postmodernism. In the
article Sokal wrote:

It has thus become increasingly
apparent that physical “reality,” no
less than social “reality,” is at bot-
tom a social and linguistic construct;
that scientific “knowledge,” far from
being objective, reflects and encodes
the dominant ideologies and power
relations of the culture that pro-
duced it; that the truth claims of sci-
ence are inherently theory-laden and
self-referential; and consequently,
that the discourse of the scientific
community, for all its undeniable
value, cannot assert a privileged
epistemological status with respect
to counter-hegemonic narratives
emanating from dissident or mar-
ginalized communities.10

After the article was published, Sokal
published an exposé of the whole affair.
As a self-confessed leftist and feminist, he
noted that he shared postmodernists’ lib-
eral values. Nevertheless, Sokal felt their
emphasis on relativism surrendered the
intellectual high ground to the right wing.
He said he was angry

because most (though not all) of this
silliness is emanating from the self-
proclaimed Left. We’re witnessing
here a profound historical volte-face.
For most of the past two centuries,
the Left has been identified with sci-
ence and against obscurantism; we
believed that rational thought and
the fearless analysis of objective
reality (both natural and social) are
incisive tools for combating the mys-
tifications promoted by the power-
ful—not to mention being desirable
human ends in their own right. The
recent turn of many “progressive”
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or “leftist” academic humanists
and social scientists toward one or
another form of epistemic relativism
betrays this worthy heritage and
undermines the already fragile
prospects for progressive social
critique. 11

Even closer to home, postmodernism
has made a significant impact upon phi-
losophy and theology. Twentieth century
philosophical approaches have commonly
been classified either as continental or
analytic. Until recent decades, some
degree of disdain was the norm between
these broad schools and their correlative
relationships to theology.12  But now,
postmodernism has not only made
inroads but also caused divisions within
each school.

In earlier decades, continental philoso-
phy was closely associated with the likes
of phenomenology, existentialism, struc-
turalism, and post-structuralism. The con-
tinental tradition has produced what is
perhaps the most radical of all post-
modern philosophies, deconstruction. Its
father, Jacques Derrida, is now well
known for his skepticism about ground-
ing the meaning of written texts because
they are always marked by mediation,
endless word play, the absence of signi-
fier, or in short, différance.13  Derrida’s
influence on theology is exemplified in the
work of Mark Taylor. Taylor’s work will
seem strange to ordinary Christians both
in liberal as well as conservative circles.
He elides the concept of truth altogether
in favor of language sport.14  For example,
after cavorting for almost a page through
a (dubious) etymology of “err,” Taylor
says that as an “erring a/theologian” he

asks errant questions and suggests
responses that often seem erratic or
even erroneous. Since his reflection
wanders, roams, and strays from the
“proper” course, it tends to deviate

from well-established ways. To tra-
ditional eyes, a/theology doubtless
appears to be irregular, eccentric,
and vagrant. At best it seems aim-
less, at worst devious. Within this
framework, a/theology is, in fact,
heretical. For the a/theologian, how-
ever, herresy [sic] and aimlessness
are unavoidable. Ideas are never
fixed but are always in transition;
thus they are irrepressibly transi-
tory.15

Analytic philosophy has flourished in
the Anglophone world. Unlike nineteenth
century continental philosophy, it has
been characterized by rejection of (inten-
tional) system building. Viewing itself as
an extension of science, it has historically
focused on logic and careful reasoning,
and the way language is used. The post-
modernism that has grown in this soil has
generally been less radical than postmod-
ernism in continental philosophy, and
thus has had a less dramatic influence on
Anglo-American theology.16  Philosopher
Nancey Murphy is sympathetic to W. V.
O. Quine’s view of the structure of knowl-
edge as a web where individual beliefs are
held in relation to other beliefs and not in
relation to the world. She contends that
this rejection of modernity’s foundation-
alism avoids the Scylla of continental rela-
tivism and the Charybdis of modernist
epistemological arrogance. She argues
that this approach may enable the rap-
prochement needed between liberal and
conservative Christianity.17  The most
prominent evangelical theologian to
adopt a somewhat similar appropriation
of Anglo-postmodernity is Stan Grenz.18

Nowhere are the effects of the Zeitgeist,

however, more in evidence than in the
popular religion of postmodernity, the
New Age Movement (NAM). Postmodern
relativism in general and the New Age
Movement in particular are essentially
revolts from within Enlightenment secu-
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larism.19  Indeed, the NAM can be
classified as the esoteric version of
postmodernity. Common postmodern
themes are featured in the NAM: opposi-
tion to Cartesian/Newtonian thinking
and support for constructivist epistemolo-
gies; truth as pragmatism and science as
oppressor; nonchalance about logical or
ethical inconsistencies and concern for
the new tolerance. Especially common
among New Agers is a frustration with
the exclusivity of orthodox Christianity’s
truth claims.

How Did We Get Here?
The pervasive influence of postmod-

ernism in the popular culture is obvious,
but it did not begin there.20  The history of
ideas demonstrates that critical and influ-
ential concepts begin with seminal think-
ers. Their ideas are disseminated by their
students and ultimately work their way
down to street level in simplified and
digestible form.21  For example, few non-
academic communists could explain in
detail the dialectical materialism of Karl
Marx, and neither could the average lay-
person in a mainline church explain the
impact of Rudolph Bultmann on New Tes-
tament studies. Yet the ideas of Marx and
Bultmann have controlled the political
and theological lives of millions.22  So to
understand the roots of postmodernism,
we must trace its ideational genealogy
through the work of important thinkers.

Emphases similar to postmodernism
are not new (cf. Cratylus, Protagoras,
Pyrrho, etc.). What is most interesting
about postmodern uncertainty is that it
follows on the heels of modernity’s epis-
temological confidence. Especially ironic
is that Immanuel Kant, the most impor-
tant philosopher of modernity, may be
fairly said to have sown the seeds leading

to its unraveling. Kant considered himself
a philosopher of the Enlightenment. In his
essay “An Answer to the Question: What
is Enlightenment?” Kant sums up his
response with the Horatian motto: Sapere

aude (“Think for yourself”).23  His inten-
tion was to undergird the Enlightenment
by combating the skepticism inherent in
David Hume’s empiricism.

But his Copernican revolution, though
attempting to bridge the rationalism and
empiricism of his day, has led to the
very assault on his beloved Aufklarung

(“Enlightenment”). Kant’s transformation
stressed the conditioning that the mind
places upon the deliverances of the senses.
Beginning philosophy students are now
familiar with concepts such as Ding an Sich

(“the thing-in-itself”) and how one ought
to distinguish the phenomena from the
noumena. This epistemology, however,
contains the seeds of an ontology that
would take root and bloom over the next
two centuries—from mind as major con-
stituent of the experience of the world
(Kantianism), to Mind as constitutive of
the world (idealism), to the worlds of
minds constituting experiences (post-
modernism). Of course, a detailed gene-
alogy of postmodernism would be more
complex.24  But Kant began this trek by
arguing that knowers contribute some-
thing to that which is called knowledge,
that the world is a place where each per-
son has a worldview, not the view of the
world. Indeed, Kant himself coined the
term Weltanschauung (“worldview”).25

German idealists and romantics such
as Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, and Novalis
developed the concept of worldview fur-
ther. Their work brought about the rise of
historical consciousness, with the stress
shifting from the universal to the histori-
cally singular, and from the abstract to the
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particular. Historical development (Ges-

chichtlichkeit) becomes more important
than thinking in terms of essence (ousia).
Static human nature no longer undergirds
epistemology; social and communal con-
tributions to knowledge now come to the
fore. Early nineteenth century German
philosophy sounded remarkably “post-
modern.” For these thinkers a worldview
is “the result of unending understandings
and our inner plurality.”26  And again,
“Curious as it may appear to many explor-
ers of nature, it will nevertheless show
itself to be the strict truth, that they them-
selves first put the laws into nature which
they believe to have learned from her.”27

A century later Wilhelm Dilthey set the
stage for the secular or naturalistic empha-
sis in so much postmodern thought. At
least the idealists anchored historical rea-
son in a transcendental ego, but Dilthey
understood competing worldviews and
even values themselves to be grounded
in experience alone, or to be more specific,
in evolutionary naturalism.28  Dilthey’s
application of evolutionary theory to his
Weltanschauunglehre is transparent when
he says: “Just as the earth is populated by
countless species of animals among which
there is carried on an unceasing struggle
for existence and for space to expand, so
the world of man knows a growth of
structures of world views and a struggle
between them for power over the minds
of men.”29

As the twentieth century unfolded,
thinkers from a variety of disciplines
began to develop their work around this
new version of pluralism. Those who
sought either to escape or to celebrate the
plurality of worldviews, include the psy-
chologist/philosopher Karl Jaspers,30  the
sociologist Clifford Geertz,31  and physi-
cist/historian/philosopher of science

Thomas Kuhn.32  Christian thinkers work-
ing early in the twentieth century also
sought to formulate a response to the
growing awareness of worldview compe-
tition, including Abraham Kuyper,33

Herman Dooyeweerd,34  James Orr,35  and
Cornelius Van Til.36  So, postmodern
fatigue in adjudicating competing meta-
physical views is not simply the stepchild
of mid-twentieth century French language
philosophers. Recent modern history in
the world of ideas, stemming from Kant,
provides a genealogy explaining the cur-
rent failure of nerve with regard to epis-
temology, realism, essentialism, truth, and
meta-narratives.

Can We Get Home?
Some Christian thinkers believe

postmodernity is a suitable philosophical
home for the faith. Admittedly, frustration
with modernity’s conceit does make
postmodernism’s apparent openness to all
worldview comers seem welcome. Other
Christians will be more cautious in affirm-
ing postmodern prospects for the faith,
but will rightly appreciate the current em-
phasis on epistemological humility.37

Moreover, all Christian philosophers
should agree with postmoderns that
human knowledge is not gained in a static
immutable environment, that various
cognitive grids underlie opposing under-
standings of reality. It is beyond doubt that
many variables affect human cognition:
psychological, economic, political, histori-
cal, educational, and religious, to name
just a few.

None of this, however, entails the
entrenched postmodern idea that all
worldviews share the same truth value,
that all are true or all are false or all are
indeterminate. Postmodern conceptual
relativism commits the existential fallacy
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by construing the fact of differing views
of reality as necessitating that this is the
way the world should be or has to be. But
all worldviews are simply not created
equal—especially the radical postmodern
one. For it should be obvious that it is self-
defeating to preach that no worldview can
claim to be the truth, when this sermon
itself—if it is to be taken seriously—must
inherently claim to be the truth.

Other postmodern theoretical main-
stays are equally wrong: for example, that
diverse learning environments (say, dif-
ferent ethnic backgrounds) inevitably
create incommensurable worldviews.
Knowledge, according to this view, is
inevitably determined. But ironically,
awareness of such epistemological vari-
ables does not hinder our reading of the
world or lock us into a worldview, but
instead significantly aids the processes of
understanding, interpretation, and com-
munication.38  Another self-referentially
absurd idea is that dissimilar worldview
communities cannot adequately under-
stand each other. The idea of incompre-
hensible notional worlds is incoherent: To
recognize that one’s own worldview is
radically different from another requires
that the other conceptual grid be under-
stood at least sufficiently to render any
judgment.39

So I do not believe we can make our
bed in postmodernism: for the Christian
it is just not home sweet home. A number
of postmodern ideas simply do not seem
to me commensurable with biblical faith.
The meaning of the text of Scripture can-
not be regarded as indeterminate and end-
lessly open to word play. Preaching the
exclusivity of salvation in Jesus, though
offensive to postmoderns, is a non-nego-
tiable for His followers. Missions and
evangelism can and should be something

other than cultural imperialism, for we
have been captured by the grandest of
meta-narratives, and have been commis-
sioned to bring others into its liberating
captivity. Christian scholarship cannot be
regarded as creative fiction or propa-
ganda. Historical study, though imperfect,
is, nevertheless, a discernible vita of God
and humanity. The pursuit of philosophi-
cal or theological understanding is more
than just employing the history of ideas
as a tool of oppression.

Epistemologies and truth theories (and
the impossible postmodern attempts to
ditch them) are inextricably bound up
with underlying metaphysical views and
their concomitant anthropologies. For
example, a modernist anthropology, if
consistent with its evolutionary natural-
ist assumptions, implies that knowledge
is only epiphenomenal: nature and nur-
ture alone produce in us our beliefs. If our
beliefs happen to have salutary survival
value, then those beliefs are more likely
to be passed on via natural selection. A
postmodernist anthropology rejects the
view that people have an essential nature.
Instead, humans are self- or societally-
constructed. Knowledge and beliefs are to
be manipulated pragmatically to fit a per-
sonally or communally created world. But
in contradistinction to these two views,
biblical Christianity holds to the reality
of a divinely-imaged but dramatically
sin-damaged humanity placed in a
revelatory-created world, which has far-
reaching epistemological implications.
Therefore, in light of this reality and in lieu
of the postmodern project, what follows
is my sketch of a biblically faithful episte-
mology and theory of truth.

The pluralism evident in the human
family can be accounted for by the
epistemic damage wreaked by sin on our
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creational finitude.40  No biblical text
indicates that Adam was afflicted with an
incorrect worldview until after the Fall,
but neither did he ever enjoy divine om-
niscience. In his innocence the reliability
of Adam’s belief structure was completely
dependent upon the Creator’s general and
special revelation. But the entrance of sin
changed everything. Banishment from the
Garden not only barred Adam from life,
but also initiated a separation between
Creator and the human race, with the
attendant exponential growth of epistemic
confusion.41  Adam’s progeny inherited
not only a sin nature, but also in time a
significant worldview disparity between
them.42  The Christian, therefore, under-
stands sin as an extrinsic abnormality

incurred by the human race at its begin-
ning, with insidious and devastating
implications for humans in general, and
knowledge and truth in particular.
Because of this ultimate of tragedies,
believers should cherish humility, as well
as intellectual and religious freedom. We
do see through a glass darkly.

But it is vital to note that the biblical
worldview has more to say about the
human condition. The image of God in
human beings is an intrinsic normality that
implies an anthropological essentialism
(typically rejected by postmodernists).
This biblical essentialism is also packed
with profound epistemological implica-
tions that are enduring, pervasive, and
necessary for human life under common
grace. The image of God is more than just
the postmodernist’s social construct. The
deep structures of language and the uni-
versality of logic lend support to the idea
of a discrete yet perduring commonality
of the human race.43  Moreover, the Chris-
tian understanding of human creational
freedom entails the reality of mind-depen-

dent ideas. That is, humans can acquire
true beliefs, but truth is not forced upon
them. Only with willingness and with
properly functioning noetic faculties can
persons hold right beliefs about what God
has revealed in creation and His word.44

And these right beliefs are true even if
every person believes that they are false.
Truth anchored in the real world stands
as a transcendent witness to and against
individuals and their cultures.

On the basis, then, of biblical anthro-
pology, the imago Dei seems to imply the
notion of a divinely intentioned mecha-
nism of knowing for all humans. The gift
of self-transcendence is related to know-
ing, especially knowing the Creator.
And though generating epistemological
pathology, not even sin can stave off
humans “getting things essentially right”
regarding the world around them. Peter
Loptson, though not himself sympathetic
to a Christian worldview, captures the
importance of the Christian understand-
ing of human nature for epistemology:

The Christian analysis makes a claim
about our ontic seriousness, one that
is, curiously, a kind of cousin of the
aspiration to science. The very idea
that we might get it right, might suf-
ficiently transcend the causal forces
that produced and condition us, to
stand in even partially accurate cog-
nitive relation to reality; this funda-
mental, motivational assumption of
the scientific enterprise parallels the
Christian notion that we occupy a
moral location that transcends the
specifics of our biochemistry or
positions in time or space, that
elevates us to inter-identifiability
with any other possible variety of
consciousness in the universe.45

In light, then, of a robust Christian
anthropological essentialism, I would con-
tend that Thomas Reid (1710-96) pre-
sented a better philosophical model for
human knowing than Kant’s mind-con-
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ditioned view. Both philosophers were
responding to Humean skepticism, but
Reid’s ideas in the main are more helpful
for explaining the puzzling human
phenomena of a pluralism of worldviews
ensconced in a shared reality.46  By
realism Reid referred to an objective
external world that is known by taking
seriously the practice of daily living.
Participation in this daily world presumes
a shared universe (something obviously
not necessary for philosophical and
theological theorizing). Reid accounts for
this assumption of daily beliefs by argu-
ing that God graces humanity with com-
mon sense: self-evident principles that
include, in addition to belief in an exter-
nal world, belief in other minds and in
others’ testimony, belief in empirical evi-
dence, and memory beliefs.47  Common
sense has to do with the most basic level
of reason necessary for human existence.

Reid also argued that beyond common
sense there is a second branch or degree
of reason learned by education and prac-
tice that permits philosophical theorizing,
and it is this branch that accounts for con-
ceptual pluralism.48  Reid ridiculed the
practice of setting this advanced degree
of reason or philosophy against common
sense. Though common sense is not par-
ticularly suited for developing and con-
firming particular intellectual theories, it
is able to refute those contrary to common
sense. For example, when philosophers
“pretend to demonstrate, a priori,” the
non-existence of the material world except
as sensations in the mind, common sense
then conceives of such philosophy as “a
kind of metaphysical lunacy, and con-
cludes that too much learning is apt to
make men mad; and that the man who
seriously entertains this belief, though in
other respects he may be a very good man,

as a man may be who believes that he is
made of glass; yet surely he hath a soft
place in his understanding, and hath been
hurt by much thinking.”49

Rather than any of the current post-
modern offerings (either continental or
Anglo-American), Reid’s model not only
accounts better for human commonalities
and divergences, but is also more hos-
pitable to the classical conceptions of
truth as correspondence and coherence. 50

Coherence and especially correspondence
are out of vogue in postmodernism. Its
obsession with pragmatism undercuts the
common sense notion of a knowable real-
ity independent of subjective construc-
tion, as is assumed in classical theory.
Thus because what “works” for one per-
son may not for another, the pragmatic
theory lends itself to cognitive relativism.
It is here that neopragmatism runs into the
problem of being relatively useful without
a necessary correlation with true external
states of affairs:

For example, if my belief that a life
vest will keep me from drowning
proves useful, this is probably
because it is a fact that life vests
prevent drowning. But note that the
correlation is not perfect. A man may
find it useful to believe that his
spouse is faithful, because the belief
forestalls emotional disruption in his
life. But it may not be a fact that his
spouse is faithful, and thus, on a
Realist theory of truth, it may not be
true.  Ironically and again self-
defeatingly, when postmodernists
reject correspondence and coherence
and trumpet pragmatic truth theory,
they must implicitly employ corre-
spondence to do so.51

In relation to the issues I have raised, I
find it useful to think in terms of three
broad views of truth and reality. Uncriti-

cal certainty is the view of the thinker who
thinks he has obtained an objective and
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unbiased understanding of reality. The
thinker is uncritical in not recognizing the
presupposed basis for this “certainty.”
Logical positivism with its early verifiabil-
ity criterion is a well-known example of
this position. Historical finitude is con-
sidered an epistemological problem only
because the knower does not know every-
thing, but what is known is veridically
known. Trust in unfettered reason or an
eidetic reduction or something else is
considered efficacious for the realization
of a meta-worldviewish place of privilege.
But, of course, no thinker has ever been
able to demonstrate compellingly that any
particular human thought system has
escaped the cognitive limitations that all
other systems must bear. Though it is
the fashion to read the obituary of this
Enlightenment view of rationality, it is still
the regnant position in the scientism of
the Hawkings, Dawkins, and Dennetts of
this world.

Uncritical uncertainty is the position that
little or no objective knowledge can be
gained by historically and culturally lim-
ited thinkers. The holder of this view does
not think that significantly genuine
knowledge of the world is possible, and
thus it is characterized by “uncertainty.” I
consider this stance to be uncritical in its
lack of reflection on the certitude upon
which daily life must be experienced.
“Uncritical uncertainty” thinkers will
regard worldviews as epistemological
prison-houses, but are willing (at least
theoretically) to include themselves
among the prisoners. This view, feigning
epistemic humility, presumes a place of
certainty to make its skeptical pronounce-
ment. Despite their protestations to the
contrary, I consider this epistemological
worldview to represent generally the epis-
temology of postmodernists such as

Stanley Fish or Richard Rorty.
The third pattern of epistemological

worldviews I call critical certainty. The cer-
tainty that characterizes much of human
experience is recognized, but the position
is critical in that it acknowledges the genu-
ine limitations that historical conditioning
has placed on the knower. I take this
position to be that which best suits a Chris-
tian model of knowledge. The Christian
does not deny the indubitable claims that
a shared reality and, more importantly,
that God in Christ makes upon human-
ity. To deny the claims of the latter is to
disallow the light that illumines our philo-
sophical darkness—indeed that heals the
blindness at our core and allows us to find
our way “home.” To deny the claims of
the former is to live in a dream world of
our own making (for which none of us
wants to die), effectively disabling us from
carrying out our mission in sensitivity to
the pain and need of “the otherness” con-
fronting us in a world needing deliverance
from the lie.

Conclusion
So perhaps the times changed while we

were unaware, but now we recognize the
signs of the times and how we got here.
We also know that some things never
change: (1) unbelief is still unbelief—
modernity argued that Christianity is not
true and postmodernity says that we can-
not know if Christianity is true; and (2)
Jesus is still Lord and the Church will
make it home.

ENDNOTES
1Though I will use postmodernity and
postmodernism synonymously, many
distinguish the two with postmodernity
often equated with a certain period and
postmodernism representing a philoso-
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phy.
2Kant, the most important modern
philosopher, famously despised
heteronomy, the imposition of will
(even God’s) for morals; he charac-
terized it as: “lust for glory and
domination and bound up with
frightful ideas of power and ven-
gefulness” (Immanuel Kant, Ground-

work of the Metaphysic of Morals, trans.
H. J. Paton [New York: Harper Torch-
books, 1948 (1785)] 111). I shall dis-
cuss the impact of Kant in more
detail later in this article.

3This attitude is exemplified in the
famous response of Pierre Simon de
Laplace to Napoleon. When the
emperor questioned why there is no
reference to God in his important
Celestial Mechanics, the astronomer
replied: “Sir, I have no need of that
hypothesis.” More recently, Stephen
W. Hawking has now made himself
a household name probably due to
the famous conclusion of his book:
“if we do discover a complete
theory, it should in time be under-
standable in broad principle by
everyone, not just a few scientists.
Then we shall all, philosophers, sci-
entists, and just ordinary people, be
able to take part in the discussion
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