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acceptable to God, which is our spiritual service of worship. And that we not be 

conformed to this world, but are transformed by the renewing of our minds, so 

that we may prove what the will of God is, that which is good and acceptable 

and perfect (Romans 12:1-2). This is the way to give a pill to a cat! 

 

Epilog: How to Give a Pill to a Dog: 

 

1. Wrap it in bacon. 

2. Toss it in the air. 

                                               

Consummation 

                

             Restoration 

 

Creation        Adam            Christ/Church      † 

         Shalom          Redemption 

   

Fall   Abraham/Israel 

 

       Desolation 

 

 

David Naugle is Professor of Philosophy at Dallas Baptist University. 

 
Reaction to David K. Naugle 

 

Andy Olree 

 

In his two presentations today addressing the liturgical consummation of 

worldview, Professor Naugle has drawn our attention to a concern as old as the 

Bible: How can we make sure we fully internalize, and live, the things we claim 

to believe?  For we are “prone to wander, Lord [we] feel it.”
1
  It is an ancient 

problem, from which few are immune.  It really is a certain kind of paradox.  

Paul himself said that the things he wanted to do, he did not do.
2
  Peter 

confessed that Jesus was the Messiah and the Son of God,
3
 but only a short time 

later denied that he knew Jesus.
4
  I wonder if these are examples of disordered 

loves, or if instead they represent an innate human inability to live, think, or 

indeed love what we love.  Understanding, or faith, or belief—these do not 

always change our outlook, our desires, our actions, as we might wish.  James 

reminds us in his straightforward style, “Do not merely listen to the word, and 

so deceive yourselves.  Do what it says.”
5
  But we often seem to engage in a 

sort of cognitive dissonance of faith.  We often cry to Jesus, with the 

heartbroken father in Mark’s story, “Lord, I believe; help me overcome my 

unbelief!”
6
 

 Strictly speaking, of course, this is a contradiction; one either believes 

or he doesn’t.  But it is a contradiction all of us have felt and experienced.  Our 

profession of Christianity, even a knowledge of the facts of “our story” and 

how it ends, do not always result in a Christian worldview manifesting itself as 

a countercultural orthodoxy, orthopathy, and orthopraxy.  We can believe, and 

yet not believe.  We can know that Jesus saved us, and yet live as if we never 

knew him.  We can love others, and yet not love them.  We can understand that 

the material world is destined for destruction, and yet live as if it will last 

forever.  What wretched men and women we are!  Who will rescue us from this 

body of death?  Thanks be to God—through Jesus Christ our Lord!
7
 

 Of course in settings like this, one of our primary interests in Professor 

Naugle’s prescription for a liturgical consummation of worldview will be in its 

implications for Christian education—or, if you like, for the relationship 

between faith and the academy.  We want to know how the academy might 

build faith that is truly life-changing and world-changing; we want to know 

how our Christian colleges and universities can plant a transformative Christian 

worldview in students;  we want to know, too, how a transformative, truly 

                                                
1 Robert Robinson, “O Thou Fount of Every Blessing,” stanza 4. 
2 Rom. 7:19. 
3 Matt. 16:13-16. 
4 Matt. 26:69-75. 
5 James 1:22. 
6 Mark 9:24. 
7 Rom. 7:24-25. 
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Christian worldview might inform the scholarship and teaching at such a place.  

But I believe Professor Naugle is on the right path when he directs us to 

consider individual implications first.  Transforming the academy must begin 

with transforming those individuals who comprise the academy.  Such 

transformative changes cannot be engineered from the top down.  I will not 

convince my students to see and live in this world differently until I convince 

myself.  And yet not I, but Christ living in me.
8
  Like my students, I am 

powerless to accomplish such a transformation on my own, but with God, all 

things are possible,
9
 and the world is new.  I will realize mid-course corrections 

in orthodoxy, orthopathy, and orthopraxy only when I realize my own absolute 

dependence on Jesus; and I will likely be a greater influence in helping my 

students attain a transformative worldview once I realize that we are all in the 

same boat, that the human condition does not vary and we are working on these 

things together.  I think what Professor Naugle said about Christian community 

in this regard was very important. 

 I will note here, however, that his prescription in closing did surprise 

me, as he predicted it might.  To foster and maintain the liturgical 

consummation of a biblical worldview in every area of life, Professor Naugle 

recommends the local church, her liturgies and her worship.  I daresay this 

came as a surprise, not because it sounded counterintuitive or unbiblical—

indeed it seems likely that such a community of faith could usefully and 

effectively shape understanding, love, and practice—but because it seems to 

contradict the data and conclusions offered in the beginning of Professor 

Naugle’s remarks to demonstrate the “mega-church mistake.”  Willow Creek 

Community Church gathered data suggesting that attendance at well-planned 

church activities and participation in well-developed ministry programs did not 

result in spiritual growth and increasing devotion to God.  If this is so, then 

perhaps we must be careful not to pin our transformation hopes too completely 

on involvement with the local church and her liturgies—at least not her formal 

worship exercises, her “well-planned church activities” and “well-developed 

ministry programs.”  To be transformative, to inculcate worldview shift, the 

church will have to be more. 

 In closing, I will mention one further surprise in Professor Naugle’s 

remarks: in several places he alludes to the evangelical obsession with 

cognition, reason, and intellectual approaches to inculcating worldview.  I’m 

not sure which evangelicals he knows, but I am fairly certain I don’t run in 

these exalted circles.  My experience among evangelicals, for the most part, has 

led me to the opposite sort of conclusions about them: most of the evangelicals 

I know—certainly not all, but most—are generally suspicious of intellectualism 

and human reason, and are much more prone to persuade with, and be 

persuaded by, emotive appeals to the heart.  They are likely to value spiritual 

                                                
8 Gal. 2:20. 
9 Matt. 19:26; see also Mark 9:23. 

 
experience over biblical knowledge.  They are more prone to view Christianity 

as a relationship or a feeling than as any sort of worldview at all.  Mark Noll, 

among others, has documented a trend in this direction among American 

evangelicals during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
10

  This is not all bad, 

I think, but taken to an extreme, it can be just as pernicious as an emphasis on 

the mind to the exclusion of the heart. 

 Christianity is more than an intellectual exercise, but it is incomplete 

without intellectual exercise.  When pursuits of the mind are explicitly or 

implicitly denigrated in our communities of faith, a proper orthodoxy, and an 

appropriate worldview, become impossible, and our task at Christian colleges 

and universities is made exponentially more difficult.  As we contemplate how 

a Christian university can help with worldview transformation, we must guard 

against the tendency of some to denigrate and secularize the academic 

enterprise itself.  Our Christian universities must be more than Christian youth 

camps, mission boards, or involvement ministries—and also more than secular 

vo-tech training.  At the same time, our universities must engage the heart 

along with the mind; they must teach, by word and deed, the proper ordering of 

loves, the spiritual disciplines, the Christian critique of the dominant culture’s 

narrative, and the theology and language that make Christians different, shining 

like stars in the dark universe.
11

  And they should probably teach something 

about stars, too. 

 

Andy Olree is Associate Professor of Law at Jones School of Law, Faulkner 

University. 

 

                                                
10 See, for example, Mark Noll, The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind (Grand Rapids, Mich: Eerdmans, 1994). 
11 Phil. 2:15. 
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