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RECOGNIZING REVELATION: THE MISSING BIBLICAL AND CULTURAL COMPONENT OF 

THE WORSHIP PARADIGM 

 

Not so many years ago, in a gang-infested part of Philadelphia, a young seminarian was 

surprised to discover that the pedagogical foundation of a thriving and successful children’s 

ministry was the catechism. The question popped out, almost involuntarily, of why they were not 

just giving the children the gospel message. Was that not important? The young pastor answered, 

explaining,  

These kids know nothing whatsoever about God, or Jesus, or sin. They’ve never 

even heard the words, except as curse words. We’re building a framework in their 

minds of words and ideas and concepts, so that when we do tell them about sin 

and the Savior who came to die for it, there is a way for them to understand what 

we are saying.1 

It is a sad but harsh truth that in the modern world there are many to whom the idea of divinity or 

transcendence is simply incomprehensible. For these, the world is merely that which can be 

comprehended by the senses, something Charles Taylor has called ‘the immanent frame.’2 

Essentially, this means that for people inhabiting this way of perceiving the world “the 

plausibility of divine action has been eroded, leading [mankind] to concede that reality is a flat 

(transcendence-less) place….”3 Because people struggle to believe in transcendence, the reality 

of a god (or even a divine being) that could be an acting force in the world is in itself 

unbelievable.4 This has been linked back to a Cartesian dependence upon one’s own mind for the 

                                                 
1 Kathy Keller, “Introduction,” in The New City Catechism, (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2017), 7. Emphasis 

added. 
2 Charles Taylor, A Secular Age (Cambridge, MS: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2007), 

542. 
3 Andrew Root, Faith Formation in a Secular Age: Responding to the Church’s Obsession with 

Youthfulness (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2017), xxi. 
4 Root, Faith Formation in a Secular Age, 103. 
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certainty of one’s existence as an initial step upon a path of pluralism which would ultimately 

divorce one from any dependence upon God (or the divine) for the foundation of one’s being.5 

Man, it would seem, continually stumbles away from God, little rebellions rooted in human-

centered attempts to find meaning and purpose apart from the divine. 

In losing his grasp upon the significance of the transcendent, man is also relinquishing his 

capacity to truly comprehend and recognize the revelation of God in the world around him. How 

can the light of revelation illumine the world’s sinful state, when the world has plucked out its 

own eyes? Could there be something inhibiting the efficacy of the phenomenon of Revelation? 

One of the most classic articulations of the worship paradigm is that of revelation and response.6 

Yet this articulation itself is problematic in modernity, for it seems to assume some sort of 

‘automatic’ function within revelation allowing or leading directly to comprehension. This paper 

will argue that the classic worship paradigm of Revelation-Response overlooks the crucial 

component of recognition, which has strong biblical precedent in the Gospels and current 

significance due to the immanent frame of modernity. The purpose of this paper is not to fully 

explain how recognition works, but rather to highlight both its biblical precedent and present 

significance because of the modern cultural context. 

The importance of this recognition component to the worship paradigm will be explored 

in a three-fold manner. First, a brief summary of the classic worship paradigm will be touched 

on, as well as a slightly more specific consideration of the Revelation component of that 

paradigm. The latter will touch briefly on a few points from Karl Barth’s work regarding 

                                                 
5 Lesslie Newbigin goes so far as to call this “small-scale repetition of the Fall” in his Truth to Tell: The 

Gospel as Public Truth, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1991), 26–27; cf 

also James K. A. Smith, You Are What You Love: The Spiritual Power of Habit (Grand Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 

2016). 
6 An example would be Constance M. Cherry, The Worship Architect: A Blueprint for Designing Culturally 

Relevant and Biblically Faithful Services (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2010), 8. She writes, “This 

engagement of revelation response forms the core of Christian worship.” 
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Revelation. Second, the Biblical foundation for recognition as an important component will be 

explored by looking at a few texts in John, Luke and Acts. Lastly, the cultural importance of the 

recognition component will be highlighted, with specific attention to work by Charles Taylor and 

Neil Postman. The handout you received will help highlight some main points from this paper as 

well as provide some relevant quotes and a brief bibliography of primary resources for this 

paper. 

Paradigm and Assumption 

As James K. A. Smith begins to draw his Cultural Liturgies trilogy to a close in Awaiting the 

King, he highlights what he calls the ‘Godfather’ problem.7 The essential quandary highlighted is 

that of how, if liturgical practice is powerfully formative, could the characters in the movie “The 

Godfather”—who have so fully embraced the liturgy of their Roman Catholic church—not live 

lives reflecting the values embedded within and embodied by those practices?8 His diagnosis of 

the complexity of the problem is fascinating, but draws on Taylor’s concept of a social 

imaginary, essentially the shaping power of how one imagines the world.9 Smith notes, “Our 

liturgies are liable to co-option by trumping imaginaries.”10 This social imaginary influences 

how one comprehends the world, and the believer exists in a battleground of imaginaries that 

strive for dominance. This way of imagining the world, of understanding the world, extends to 

one’s comprehension of the supernatural and transcendent as well. John Calvin even points 

towards how one’s imagination can actually warp one’s perception of how God has revealed 

                                                 
7 James K. A. Smith, Awaiting the King: Reforming Public Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Publishing 

Group, 2017), Chapter 6, “Contested Formations: Our ‘Godfather’ Problem.” 
8 Smith, Awaiting the King, 168. 
9 Taylor, Secular Age, 146; James K. A. Smith firmly situates his concept of a social imaginary in Taylor’s 

Secular Age early in his Cultural Liturgies trilogy, cf. Desiring the Kingdom: Worship, Worldview, and Cultural 

Formation (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2009), 63. 
10 Smith, Awaiting the King, 178. 
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himself, even to the point of worshiping a “figment and dream” of his or her own heart.”11 There 

seems to be more at work in worship than the simple paradigm of Revelation-Response 

indicates.  

Defining Worship 

For this discussion, the phrase worship paradigm will refer to “a pattern of the occurrence of 

worship.” It should be noted that this pattern is one of events or occurrences. While the Bible is 

clear on the importance of one’s heart in the matter of worship,12 it carries a very thorough 

understanding of worship as something intentional and active.13 Note these definitions of 

worship from different scholars: 

Constance Cherry: “Christian worship is always a response to truth, the truth as 

revealed in Jesus Christ.”14 

Harold Best: "Worship is the continuous outpouring of all that I am, all that I do 

and all that I can ever become in light of a chosen or choosing god."15 

D.A. Carson decidedly grounds his definition of worship in the classic articulation 

of Revelation-Response.16 

David Peterson agrees with the boundaries of the Regulative Principle for 

determining right and good worship, explaining, “Throughout the Bible, 

acceptable worship means approaching or engaging with God on the terms that he 

proposes and in the manner that he makes possible.”17 

                                                 
11 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. Ford Lewis Battles 

(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2011), 1.4.1 References to Calvin’s Institutes will utilize the pattern 

of [Book].[Chapter].[section]. 
12 Noel Due, Created for Worship: From Genesis to Revelation to You (Fearn, Ross-Shire, Scotland: 

Mentor, 2005) specifically noting Due’s discussion of Cain and Able (Gen 4) in Chapter 2.11/21/2018 3:31:00 PM 
13 The term active is used here to emphasize that there is an aspect of worship that it is something done. 

While one’s heart and its orientation is an integral part of worship, worship throughout the Bible is associated with 

something done. Among others, note Gen 4:1-16; Lev 10:1-7; Psalm 32; John 4; Rev 4-5. 
14 Cherry, The Worship Architect, 9. 
15 Harold M. Best, Unceasing Worship: Biblical Perspectives on Worship and the Arts (Downers Grove, 

IL: IVP Books, 2003), 18. 
16 D. A. Carson, “Worship Under the Word,” in Worship by the Book, (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 

2002), 11–63. 
17 David G. Peterson, Engaging with God: A Biblical Theology of Worship (Downers Grove, IL: IVP 

Academic, 2002), 283. 
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Daniel Block: “…true worship is essentially a vertical exercise, the human 

response to the divine Creator and Redeemer.”18 

Daniel Block: “reverential human acts of submission and homage before the 

divine Sovereign in response to his gracious revelation of himself an in accord 

with his will.”19 

All these scholars agree that revelation occurs, and that a right response is needed, but it is the 

bridge between the two which determines the adequacy (or inadequacy) of the latter. It would 

seem that engagement with and comprehension of revelation is of great importance. 

There is an underlying assumption that as revelation exists, then a response is what 

follows. Yet the question remains: If revelation occurs and there is no response, was the failure 

of worship on the part of the revelation? Or is there a missing ‘component’ to the worship 

paradigm to illuminate the interaction at the ‘impact point’ of revelation in the heart of man? 

Understanding Revelation 

Revelation has been explained as “…essentially a transaction of Yahweh, an unveiling of His 

essential hiddenness, His offering of Himself in Mutual fellowship.”20 A better way of 

understanding Revelation might be for it to have as its object God, His person, rather than a truth 

or proposition.21 In this, God’s revelation of himself can also have a propositional aspect, that 

God does communicate some truths about himself (cf. 1 Cor 2:9-12, 16).22  

There is a tension arising in discussing revelation, specifically divine revelation (of God 

concerning himself): should it be understood as only being an event, something that occurs? Can 

                                                 
18 Daniel I. Block, For the Glory of God: Recovering a Biblical Theology of Worship (Grand Rapids, MI: 

Baker Academic, 2014), 6. 
19 Block, For the Glory of God, 23. 
20 Kenneth S Kantzer, “Revelation and Inspiration in Neo-Orthodox Theology: What Is Revelation?,” Bibl. 

Sacra 115.458 (1958): 122 (quoting Albrecht Oepke from an article in Theologische Worterbuch). 
21 cf. Kantzer, “What Is Revelation?,” 123; note also the first chapter in Karl Barth’s Church Dogmatics: 

The Doctrine of the Word of God, Volume 1, Part 2, ed. Thomas F. Torrance and Geoffrey William Bromiley, trans. 

G. T. Thomas and Harold Knight (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2004). 
22 Kantzer, “What Is Revelation?,” 126. 
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revelation be inactive? The significance might be best understood when conceiving of a Bible as 

God’s Word, his revelation of himself. Is a Bible which sits closed and on a shelf any less a 

revelation of God than the Bible which is read (silently to one’s self or out loud to others)? Can a 

song be understood as music if it merely resides as dots and lines scattered upon a page? The 

potentiality of the song (or the idea of the song) lies upon that page, but it is in the doing of the 

song that it becomes known as music. The notes on the page are not any less the song, yet it is 

the sound of the song which sings in the air and captures the heart. The closed Bible is as a 

sheathed sword, and, though it is sharper than any blade known to man, its greatest efficacy lies 

in its unveiling.23 God’s revelation is most potent in action, and so, in this paper, revelation is 

primarily referenced as an active event rather than something more passive. 

This understanding may seem similar to Karl Barth’s articulation of Revelation. He 

attributes a deep and intimate connection with God’s action in revelation and who God is.24 

There is a vivaciousness to this claim that God’s Word is action. That it is, in fact, salvific action 

by God on man’s part.25 Yet Barth’s connection between revelation and response is problematic, 

advocating an almost mechanistic automaticity therein, declaring that when God speaks, he does 

so “in such a manner that it is impossible not to heed Him.”26 The problem, Barth argues, in 

exploring the relationship between revelation and response is that exploration tends to make man 

the judge of God’s revelation.27 Contrary to Barth’s assertion, this paper is arguing that the 

                                                 
23 Spatial constraints limit a more thorough exploration of this specific argument. What I strive to 

emphasize here is that, though an unopened Bible is not any less God’s word than that which is preached from, 

God’s revelation is most potent in action (as opposed to inaction). 
24 Karl Barth, God in Action: Theological Addresses, trans. E. G. Homrighausen and Karl J. Ernst (Eugene, 

OR: Wipf & Stock Publishers, 2005), 13. 
25 J Mark Beach, “Revelation in Scripture: Some Comments on Karl Barth’s Doctrine of Revelation,” -Am. 

J. Theol. 17 (2006): 270. 
26 Barth, God in Action: Theological Addresses, 8. 
27 Barth, Church Dogmatics: The Doctrine of the Word of God, 3. He writes, “In such circumstances, it is 

inevitable that even the most conscientious theology will prescribe for God what His revelation must be and how it 

must be handled, if He is to count upon our recognition of it as such. But the revelation of God cannot be 
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conflict at the transition from revelation to response lies in the heart of man. The social 

imaginaries of the world wage war to mold the hearts of men and what must be understood is the 

subversively blinding nature of idolatry.28 

Understanding revelation as an event or an occurrence—whether ongoing or singular—

raises the question of if revelation can occur without recognition or comprehension. This 

recognition or comprehension would include an awareness that revelation itself was occurring. 

You can stand behind a deaf man and read scripture to him all day long, but despite the fact that 

a form of revelation was taking place, he would be completely oblivious to it until he recognized 

that you were speaking to him and he turned to face you and try to catch what was being spoken 

by reading your lips. Alternatively, you can have a crowd of people listening to a preacher, and 

yet only a portion of them truly respond to the revelation within his message. In this latter 

example all people present are experiencing the same event, but not all are responding the same. 

Biblical Significance of Recognition 

In the Prolegomena to his gospel, John makes quite a fascinating statement concerning Christ: 

“He was in the world, and the world was created through Him, yet the world did not recognize 

Him” (John 1:10, emphasis mine).29 Even as he was setting the stage for his Gospel, John is 

noting and foreshadowing a conflict between Creator and created.30 Throughout his book, John 

                                                 
circumvented in this way.” In the Biblical and theological exploration below it will become apparent that one can 

actually engage the issue of man’s recognition of God’s revelation without standing in judgement over/above God’s 

revelation. 
28 Note that any limitation by sin (or the sinful world) infringing upon the efficacy of God’s revelation is 

one which has been allowed/permitted by God in his sovereignty. This paper firmly upholds the supremacy of God’s 

sovereignty and the efficacy of his revelation. But the argument is essentially that Barth’s quick dismissal of 

questioning what is at play between revelation and response is shortsighted. It is a complex issue and the reality of 

sin makes it even more so. 
29 The Holy Bible: Holman Christian Standard Version (Nashville, TN: Holman Bible Publishers, 2009). 

All quotations will be from the HCSB for this paper. 
30 Jey J. Kanagaraj, John, ed. Michael F. Bird and CraigEditors Keener, vol. 4 (Cascade Books, 2013), 4. 
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references the “world” (kosmos) 78 times, yet most of these are negative.31 Calvin sums up the 

conflict of the text rather strikingly, declaring, “The whole may be summed up by saying, that 

never was Christ in such a manner absent from the world, but that men, aroused by his rays, 

ought to have raised their eyes towards him. Hence it follows, that the blame must be imputed to 

themselves.”32 This concept of the light of Christ being rejected can be perceived again in John 

3:19, where John writes, “This, then, is the judgment: the Light has come into the world, and 

people loved darkness rather than the light because their deeds were evil.” This verse could be 

understood to point to John 1:10 as a judgment against those who reject the light.33 This assertion 

of the world’s blindness can be connected to God’s judgment against it because of its rejection of 

Christ. 

After the resurrection, Luke records an encounter on the road to Emmaus, where two 

disciples are joined by a third man (Luke 24:13-34). The crux of this encounter on the Emmaus 

road is the blindness of the two disciples and then their ensuing ‘enlightenment,’ when their eyes 

are opened and they recognize who it was that had traveled with them. The first significant 

moment in the text lies in the moment Jesus approaches them and Luke notes, “But they were 

prevented from recognizing Him” (Luke 24:16). Some scholars seem to assume that this inability 

to recognize Christ came from God, yet the manner in which Jesus responds and how their eyes 

were ultimately opened seems to undercut this assumption. Note how, directly after this passage, 

Christ promises to send “what My Father promised” (Luke 24:49). This promise of the Holy 

Spirit follows immediately after Jesus has shown them how poorly they were grasping the 

                                                 
31 Gary M. Burge, “Gospel of John,” in John’s Gospel, Hebrews–Revelation, ed. Craig A. Evans and Craig 

A. Bubeck, First Edition. (Colorado Springs, CO: David C Cook, 2005), 42. 
32 John Calvin and William Pringle, Commentary on the Gospel According to John, vol. 1 (Bellingham, 

WA: Logos Bible Software, 2010), 39. Note how this runs contrary to Barth’s articulation of revelation: God is 

revealing himself in Christ and man is not acknowledging or recognizing him. 
33 R. C. Sproul, John (Lake Mary, FL: Reformation Trust Publishing, 2009), 5. 
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Scripture when its prophecies were fulfilled. Luke has shown their desperate need for ‘help’ in 

interpreting Scripture, and he uses this assertion in the narrative to connect Acts with Luke.34 

The Father would send the Holy Spirit to conquer the blindness of the age and help his people 

truly recognize the revelation of God in Scripture. 

While some point to a supernatural source (God) for the inability of these disciples to 

perceive the true identity of their companion,35 the connection of the supernatural cause to the 

supernatural enabling which was to follow may be slightly misconstrued. The inclusion of the 

word 'eye' (ὀφθαλμοὶ) in the text brings up their ability to perceive what was in front of them. 

Might not the spiritual enabling which was to come (v. 31) have been needed because they 

themselves were blind spiritually? They had bought into the social imaginary of their age, that 

their redeemer would deliver them through a political victory.36 This spiritual blindness seems 

more in line with the rebuke of Christ which follows (v. 25).37 

The Subversively Blindness of Sin 

                                                 
34 Darrell L. Bock, A Theology of Luke and Acts: Biblical Theology of the New Testament., ed. Andreas J. 

Köstenberger (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2012), 129. He notes, “For Luke, this promise is like an unbreakable 

chain between the program of God and the arrival of the new era.” The advent of the Holy Spirit brought about an 

age of fresh comprehension of God’s revelation. 
35 Craig A. Evans, The Bible Knowledge Background Commentary: Matthew–Luke, ed. Craig A. Evans and 

Craig A. Bubeck (Colorado Springs, CO: David C Cook, 2003), noting Luke 24:16. I think Evans has rightly made 

this connection between the two passages, for the “blindness” of the individual is quite similar if the responsibility 

of the blindness lies upon the individual (rather than divinity). Therefore, divine condemnation of the lack of 

recognition is just (where is the justice in condemning someone for a blindness which was put upon them?). Rather, 

the condemnations of the rich man’s relatives and the disciples on the Emmaus road share the similarity that both 

sets of the condemned have chosen to indulge the perspective of their society as opposed to recognizing the truth of 

scripture. 
36 Bock, A Theology of Luke and Acts, 191; N. T. Wright lays out the historical and political expectations 

these disciples where bringing to their understanding of scripture and their dismay at their “salvation” having died at 

the hands of the ones who he was supposed to overthrow in his article “The Resurrection and the Postmodern 

Dilemma,” Sewanee Theol. Rev. 41.2 (1998): 146-147. 
37 R. C. Sproul, A Walk with God: An Exposition of Luke (Great Britain: Christian Focus Publications, 

1999), 40. Sproul notes how the disciples had rejected the testimony of the women who had visited the tomb. 
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The concept of blindness to the truth has a significant place in Scripture, especially in regard to 

idolatry. In his book We Become What We Worship, G. K. Beale draws out a biblical-theological 

principle expressed in Isaiah 6, but also articulated very clearly in Psalm 115:4–8: 

Their idols are silver and gold, made by human hands. 

They have mouths but cannot speak, eyes, but cannot see. 

They have ears but cannot hear, noses, but cannot smell. 

They have hands but cannot feel, feet, but cannot walk. 

They cannot make a sound with their throats. 

Those who make them are just like them, as are all who trust in them. (HCSB) 

The useless senses of Israel’s idols became the character of God’s judgment for their idolatry.  

Beale explains this connection to Isaiah 6 more explicitly when he writes,  

… the expressions describing Israel as having ears but not hearing and possessing 

eyes but not seeing (Is 6:9-10) and like a burning tree (Is 6:13a) are best 

understood as metaphors of idolatry that are applied to the disobedient nation in 

order to emphasize that they would be punished for their idol worship by being 

judged in the same manner as their idols (i.e., by being destroyed). This 

pronouncement also includes the idea that the idolaters had begun to resemble 

their idols: they had become as spiritually blind and deaf as their idols.38 

Significantly, Beale notes that the ‘spiritual blindness’ brought about by this idolatry can be 

connected to the worldview of the media, characterized as having a mindset which considers 

God not to be active in the daily affairs of people.39 This mindset bears a surprising similarity to 

the ‘middle condition’ Charles Taylor describes as characterizing the unbeliever in modernity 

when he writes, “The unbeliever wants to be the kind of person for whom this life is fully 

satisfying, in which all of him can rejoice, in which his whole sense of fullness can find an 

                                                 
38 G. K. Beale, We Become What We Worship: A Biblical Theology of Idolatry (Downers Grove, IL: IVP 

Academic, 2008), 63-64. Note the entire fourth chapter of the book for a fuller exploration of sin in the Old 

Testament. There is an essential connection of the object of one’s worship to what one becomes: the object of one’s 

worship becomes the image towards which one ultimately forms (note the connection with Genesis 2-3). 
39 Beale, We Become What We Worship, 299. 
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adequate object.”40 The idolatry of modernity is characterized by an embraced blindness which 

cannot perceive transcendence. 41 

Building off Beale’s understanding of spiritual blindness and borrowing Taylor’s concept 

of a social imaginary, it can now be established that the spiritual blindness of the disciples on the 

Emmaus road disabled them from recognizing their savior, even when he walked and taught 

them. Compounding the significance of this passage is the connection of Luke 24:31 and Gen 

3:7,42 specifically the phrase “Then their eyes were opened, and they recognized him…” (Luke 

24:13). This echoes the biblical language concerning Adam and Eve in Gen 3:7 (“Then the eyes 

of both of them were opened, and they knew they were naked….” [emphasis added]).43 N.T. 

Wright points out that this link creates an theologically significant reversal of the result of Adam 

and Eve’s sin.44 The blindness of sin is being reversed through the power of Christ, and then the 

risen Savior points towards the coming Holy Spirit as the fulfillment of the Father’s promise 

(Luke 24:49). Though Christ will ascend to prepare a place for his people, he is leaving his Spirit 

to ensure his people are not left in blindness.45 

                                                 
40 Taylor, Secular Age, 7. 
41 John Calvin and William Pringle, Commentary on a Harmony of the Evangelists Matthew, Mark, and 

Luke, vol. 3 (Bellingham, WA: Logos Bible Software, 2010), 356. Concluding his commentary on Luke 24:16, 

Calvin notes: “The proper discrimination between truth and falsehood, therefore, does not arise from the sagacity of 

our own mind, but comes to us from the Spirit of wisdom. But it is chiefly in the contemplation of heavenly things 

that our stupidity is discovered; for not only do we imagine false appearances to be true, but we turn the clear light 

into darkness.” . 
42 Dane C. Ortlund does a very thorough job of laying out these connections and the (surprisingly sparse) 

scholarship addressing it in his article “‘And Their Eyes Were Opened, and They Knew’: An Inter-Canonical Note 

on Luke 24:31,” J. Evang. Theol. Soc. 53.4 (2010): 717–28. 
43 Luke Timothy Johnson, Sacra Pagina: The Gospel of Luke, Sacra Pagina edition. (Collegeville, MN: 

Michael Glazier, 2006), 397. 
44 Wright, “The Resurrection and the Postmodern Dilemma,” 149. 
45 Bock, A Theology of Luke and Acts, 225. Bock continually connects the conclusion of Luke’s gospel to 

the way Acts starts. The new church is not to be characterized by the blindness of these disciples on the Emmaus 

road, and the Spirit will ensure they can overcome it. 
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Recognition, Revelation, and Blindness in Modernity 

With the rise of technology man has begun to re-conceive the world he lives in, and the 

technology being developed and used has shaped the way the world is being comprehended. 

Progress has begun to be seen as the ultimate good. As technology has come to the forefront of 

society and permeated every aspect of it, there has been a subtle shift of the virtue components of 

the good life. Neil Postman is one who has argued at length regarding this shift. In his book 

Technopoly he cautions, "New technologies alter the structure of our interests: the things we 

think about. They alter the character of our symbols: the things we think with. And they alter the 

nature of community: the arena in which thoughts develop."46  

This began to supplant the transcendent understanding of creation and man’s place in the 

world. There arose a belief that, “… the engine of technological progress worked most efficiently 

when people are conceived of not as children of God or even as citizens but as consumers—that 

is to say, as markets."47 This progress that man was bound up in was leading to what Postman 

termed technopoly, a situation in which technology has, in some sense, taken over the world, at 

least ideologically. Postman warns,  

Technopoly eliminates alternatives to itself…. It does not even make them 

unpopular. It makes them invisible and therefore irrelevant. And it does so by 

redefining what we mean by religion, by art, by family, by politics, by history, by 

truth, by privacy, by intelligence, so that our definitions fit its new requirements.48 

He is essentially warning how technopoly makes the transcendent invisible and thusly irrelevant. 

In an idolatrous motif the fruit of man’s scientific labors and his genius of technique 

begin to lead him astray. But is this even a biblical understanding of history? Sadly, as Postman 

                                                 
46 Neil Postman, Technopoly: The Surrender of Culture to Technology (New York, NY: Vintage Books, 

1993), 20. 
47 Postman, Technopoly, 42. 
48 Postman, Technopoly, 48. 
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again and again explores the subversive nature of technology even as its use permeates modern 

society, the condemnation of Psalm 115:4-8 begins to harmonize ominously. Beale points 

towards this passage as he argues the Biblical pattern of judgment for idolatry, warning, “… if 

we worship idols, we will become like the idols, and that likeness will ruin us.”49 Unfortunately, 

man, in the grand progress of modernity, has merely reconstructed newer, fancier, and shinier 

idols which can lead him astray in the same ways idols always have. 

One of the most insidious manners in which the technological obsession of modernity 

misleads and even blinds man has to do with one of the grandest achievements of modernity 

itself: the propagation of information. But the sheer amount of information available in the 

modern era has subliminally deadened man to an ordered meaning of the world. Postman 

explains, writing,  

But the genie that came out of the bottle proclaiming that information was the 

new god of culture was a deceiver. It solved the problem of information scarcity, 

the disadvantages of which were obvious. But it gave no warning about the 

dangers of information glut, the disadvantages of which were not seen so clearly. 

The long-range result—information chaos—has produced a culture somewhat like 

[a] shuffled deck of cards.50 (Technopoly, 60). 

This likening of the information chaos of modernity to a shuffled deck of cards is an excellent 

analogy. When a deck of cards is shuffled, there is no expected order to the cards therein. 

Therefore, one cannot discern when a card might be out of order (or not belong) because no 

order is expected: any card could be right and thus any card is acceptable.51 The traditions of the 

past ordered man’s understanding of the information available to him in the world around him 

and situated that understanding within a transcendent meaning and comprehension of the world. 

                                                 
49 Beale, We Become What We Worship, 46. 
50 Postman, Technopoly, 60. 
51 A fascinating inversion of this chaos is that in an expectation of disorder, any semblance of order 

becomes suspect. After shuffling a deck and dealing out cards, for one player to receive all cards in one suit in 

correct order would immediately place the dealer under suspicion of stacking the deck. Disorder has become the 

standard and order stands out and is rejected. 
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Yet with no transcendence to guide his ordering of the world, man is attempting to traverse a 

raging, incomprehensible sea. What he needs is a lighthouse to help him avoid the rocks, yet in 

his social imaginary (transcendental) lighthouses do not exist. Though he has access to all the 

information in the world, his inability to adequately navigate that information effectively renders 

him blind. 

Man is innately geared to discern order in the world. In perceiving patterns in his 

surrounding world, man begins to attain a sort of understanding or even mastery of the world he 

inhabits. As an example of this, one might consider the gambling industry which has utilized this 

aspect of man’s embodied existence in a perverse, inverted manner with the rise of computerized 

machine gambling. It manipulates the gambler’s environment and interaction therein to cultivate 

a quasi-autistic state which deceives the mind into feeling it is on the cusp of grasping some 

elusive pattern to enable an almost mythological competency.52 In a way similar to how the 

gambler is blind to the actual chaos which is being manipulated to defeat his comprehension (and 

encourage/enable him to play ‘to extinction’53), so, too, the modern man is being tricked by his 

technologies and the medium of media itself to believe he can comprehend the world around 

him. Postman warns, “Information is dangerous when it has no place to go, when there is no 

theory to which it applies, no pattern in which it fits, when there is no higher purpose that it 

serves.”54 With no transcendence within which to situate and prioritize the information glut of 

modernity, the immanent man is left to his own (inadequate) devices to manage. 

                                                 
52 Matthew Crawford excellent draws this out in his chapter “Autism as a Design Principle: Gambling” in 

his book The World Beyond Your Head: On Becoming an Individual in an Age of Distraction (New York, NY: 

Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2014), 89-112, specifically noting pp. 102-103. 
53 Crawford, The World Beyond Your Head, 104–5. 
54 Postman, Technopoly, 63. 
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This is where Taylor’s perception of a theological shift in the understanding of 

Providence in early modernity is key, for it leads to an anthropological (and possibly even 

anthropocentric) shift. Immanentization can be explained as: “…a subtle process by which our 

world, and hence the realm of significance, is enclosed within the material universe and the 

natural world. Divested of the transcendent, this world is invested with ultimacy and meaning in 

ways that couldn’t have been imagined before.”55 The crux of the issue lies in the reality that 

unbelievers are finding meaning and order in the world without the transcendent. The immanent 

frame of modernity doesn’t merely deny transcendence, it has no room (and thus no need) for it. 

And so the question arises of how the Revelation of God—a truly and significantly transcendent 

movement and phenomenon according to Barth56—can even be recognized by those for whom it 

does not exist and it has no place?57 

The world, for the people of the modern immanent frame, shows up as ‘disenchanted’, 

Taylor notes. Understandings of the world which allow for physical realities as spiritual 

embodiments or expressions are unintelligible.58 As reality has become divorced from God, so it 

is merely the physical world that matters. Religious claims concerning truth belong to the unreal, 

which has no relevance to the real.59 Thus the transcendent—including divine action—essentially 

become unbelievable, and so any account of human experience which draws on anything other 

                                                 
55 James K. A. Smith, How (Not) to Be Secular: Reading Charles Taylor (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 

2014), 48. 
56 Karl Barth, “The Christian Understanding of Revelation,” in Against the Stream: Shorter Post-War 

Writings (1946-52), (New York, NY: Philosophical Library, 1954), 214. Barth notes, “Inasmuch as this creative 

Word, which his superior to all being, is spoken and heard in Him, revelation takes place: transcendent, not 

immanent revelation. Revelation from the origin of all being. And it is God who speaks this Word.” . 
57 A. W. Tozer has warned that, “Low views of God destroy the gospel for all who hold them” (The 

Knowledge of the Holy [New York, NY: HarperSanFrancisco, 1978], 3). 
58 Taylor, Secular Age, 324. 
59 Jay Wegter, “The Power of a Christian Worldview in Evangelism,” in This Little Church Had None: A 

Church in Search of the Truth, (Carlisle, PA: EP BOOKS, 2009), 171. 
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than the immanent is rejected.60 This is the ‘plausibility structure’ of a culture and it determines 

what seems or ‘feels’ logical or reasonable within that culture.61 The truth of God’s revelation, in 

its transcendence, has no place in the modern world and, in many ways, seems quite illogical and 

unfitting.  

To summarize the cultural significance of this, imagine a painting representing culture’s 

understanding of the world. Where originally the top of the image stretched past the sky and 

envisioned a heavenly realm, modernity has truncated the top of the image, discarding the 

transcendent understanding of world. The frame of the painting has been shrunk to a more 

immanent size and one’s view of the world stops at the clouds. This is the immanent frame of 

modernity, blinding modern man to a transcendent imagining of the world. The cultural 

foundation for the recognition of God’s revelation has been washed away in a flood of 

information and technology.62 

Conclusion 

So where does this leave the church and the believer? Why is it wise and necessary to speak of 

worship in terms of the revised paradigm of Revelation-Recognition-Response? Because it 

enables believers to remain cognizant of the fact that they inhabit a world of competing 

                                                 
60 Root, Faith Formation in a Secular Age, 109-10. Root explains, “Many have constructed their lives in 

such a way that they feel no need for God. They have no sense of a gaping loss or of subtraction in their lives. 

Instead, they have added new narratives, moral codes, and identities beyond God to direct their lives” (99). 
61 Lesslie Newbigin, The Gospel in a Pluralist Society (Grand Rapids, MI; Cambridge, U.K.: William B. 

Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1989), 53; note the similarity with Charles Taylor’s description of the social 

imaginary: “The social imaginary consists of the generally shared background understandings of society, which 

make it possible for it to function as it does” (Secular Age, 323). 
62 James K. A. Smith, “Cracks in the Secular,” Comment Mag. 32.3 (2014): 207; Smith points to a painting 

by El Greco, The Vision of St. John, located in the Metropolitan Museum of Art in downtown Manhattan. He writes, 

“But the painting as we view it today is a fragment. The canvas that hangs in the Met doesn’t tell the whole story. In 

the course of a ‘restoration’ around 1880, the unfinished canvas was trimmed by at least 175cm. In the name of 

‘improvement,’ the scene is truncated by almost half. And so, in what seems a fitting parable of modernity, the 

exultant arms of John the Revelator reach upward to—nothing: to the top of the frame, to the edge of the canvas. 

The martyrs seem to receive gifts from nowhere, and John seems to praise the nonexistent. All of them seem to look 

for something no longer there.” . 
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imaginaries which battle for dominance in their hearts. The beauty of the conclusion of the 

Gospel of Luke and the beginning of Acts resides not in the helplessness and ignorance of the 

disciples, but in the provision of God for the redeeming illumination of their hearts and minds 

through the gift of the Holy Spirit. If the revelation of God is in and through Christ as his Word, 

then it is the Holy Spirit active in hearts and minds enabling and furthering recognition of the 

truth and power of the Gospel, leading to a response in, to, and through Christ back to God the 

Father.63 In the ever-increasing ways one encounters the revelation of God, one recognizes more 

and more of God, and responds even more. It is an unending cycle of worship rather than a 

merely linear process which has a beginning, middle, and conclusion. 

The fellowship of the church is the incubator of the Holy Spirit. One scholar engaging 

Taylor’s work noted, "If we wish to make the gospel once again imaginable in our liberal 

society, we must offer a storied community who embodies its truth. And the church is this 

community, whose confession and members can make Christianity imaginable again."64 As the 

world is filled with competing imaginaries, let the community of the faithful be where the colors 

of the Spirit shine most brilliantly and where the song of the Saints resounds overwhelmingly.65 

Let the imaginarium of the Church be a deathwork unto modernity, cultivating and enlivening 

the hearts of men (believers and unbelievers), enlivening—rather than dulling—their capacity to 

                                                 
63 James B. Torrance emphasizes the role of the Holy Spirit in the worship of the community of the church 

when he notes, "Christian worship is, therefore, our participation through the Spirit in the Son’s communion with the 

Father, in his vicarious life of worship and intercession” (Worship, Community and the Triune God of Grace 

[Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 1997], 15); additionally, note that Calvin asserted the Holy Spirit to have a 

significant role in enabling comprehension and understanding of Scripture [specifically in regards to his 

commentary on Luke 16:30-31] in his Commentary on a Harmony of the Evangelists Matthew, Mark, and Luke, 

3:193. 
64 Bruce Riley Ashford, “Tayloring Christian Politics in Our Secular Age,” Themelios 42.3 (2017): 447. 
65 Smith, You Are What You Love, xi-xii. Smith writes, “Worship is the ‘imagination station’ that incubates 

our loves and longings so that our cultural endeavors are indexed toward God and his kingdom.” 
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attend to the transcendent aspects of reality.66 It is in fact the heart of the church’s mission in the 

world of discipleship (Mark 28:18-19) which furthers the recognition of the revelation of God, 

that all the world might respond in worship. 

This is why it has been argued above that the classic articulation of the worship paradigm 

of Revelation-Response overlooks the crucial component of recognition, which has been shown 

to have a strong Biblical precedent in the Gospels and current significance due to the immanent 

frame of modernity. Let the Church, in the power of the Holy Spirit, revel in a continually 

deepening recognition of the revelation of God, responding in ways which challenge the 

immanent frame of this modern age and point to the transcendent glory of a God worthy of all 

praise. 

  

                                                 
66 Kevin J. Vanhoozer, “What Is Everyday Theology? How and Why Christians Should Read Culture,” in 

Everyday Theology: How to Read Cultural Texts and Interpret Trends, Annotated Edition. (Grand Rapids, MI: 

Baker Academic, 2007), 32. Vanhoozer is noting here that culture can enliven or dull one’s capacity to attend to 

various aspects of reality. The church should be a culture where people are enlivened Biblically to comprehend the 

world in a transcendent manner. 
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