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2. What Lies Beneath 
Understanding the message 

An alien scientist is stranded on Earth where he is rescued and befriended by a young boy, 
himself rather a loner in need of a good friend. He takes him home, teaches him to communicate, 
and a touching relationship develops. But the alien is discovered and becomes the subject of a 
top-level investigation by Government agencies which discover a remarkable connection between 
the brains of the boy and the alien. The alien apparently dies, but returns to life and the boy helps 
him to escape the Government agencies and return home. E.T. the Extra-Terrestrial (Steven 
Spielberg, 1982) is a delightful, innocent story of friendship between two outsiders, and of the 
extraordinary bond which develops between them. 

It is also a story that raises big questions over the nature of human beings. It implies that there is 
nothing remotely special about us: there are other creatures capable of self-consciousness and 
rationality; other beings which can be considered to be persons. That suggests that humans are 
not uniquely made in God’s image, and perhaps therefore also implies that there is no God. 

To understand the message of a film in a full and meaningful way, we need to probe beneath the 
surface and give some thought to what it communicates at the level of worldviews. We saw in 
Chapter One that Paul was interacting with the two most popular worldviews of first century 
Athens, affirming truth and challenging untruth. It is crucial that we engage with films and culture 
at that level for the dialogue to have any substantial value or lasting significance. 

Basic instincts 
A worldview is a person’s set of most basic convictions – beliefs which affect everything else they 
think, say and do. It is absolutely central to who we are. Tom Wright says: 

Worldviews are like glasses. We interpret the world through them. They are like the 
foundations of a house: vital but invisible. They are that through which, not at which, a 
society or individual normally looks; they form the grid through which humans organise 
reality.1 

Many people have never reflected on what their worldview is – or even on the fact that everybody 
has one. In the same way as the foundations of a building determine much about its structure yet 
remain out of sight under the ground, our worldviews determine much about our lives without ever 
being noticed, never mind examined. Only when there are problems – with the building or with life 
– do we start to dig down and look closely. However, if we want to engage meaningfully with films 
or other aspects of culture, it is vital that we learn to do so. James Sire writes: 

On one issue I remain constant: I am convinced that for any of us to be fully conscious 
intellectually we should not only be able to detect the worldviews of others but be aware of 
our own – why it is ours, and why in light of so many options we think it is true.2  

The analogy of worldviews as glasses reveals how they affect us.3 Imagine being so used to 
wearing spectacles that you forget they are there. Whether or not you are aware of them, they 
radically affect the way you view the world around you. Everybody’s worldview – their lens 
prescription, if you like – is particular to them. Our worldviews are products of our society, 
upbringing and education, of the books we have read and films we have watched, the 
experiences we have had and much more besides. Compare spectacles with someone who has a 
similar prescription and you will not notice much difference. But compare them with those of 
someone whose eyes are very different and you might not be able to focus on anything. It is the 
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same with worldviews. If you compare your worldview with someone who broadly shares the 
same convictions as you, it will seem comfortable and familiar. But if you compare your worldview 
with someone from another religious tradition you might wonder how that person can make sense 
of the world. They probably feel the same way about you. 

A word to the why’s 
Worldviews are the convictions upon which everything else rests. When my oldest son Charlie 
was a little boy going through the tiresome phase of asking ‘Why?’ about everything, I discovered 
by chance that he was content if I responded, ‘It’s because of the weather.’ It didn’t seem to 
matter what the subject under discussion was, if Daddy said that it was due to the weather then 
no further inquiry was necessary. I kept this going for some time until the day I demonstrated my 
strategy to my wife who found it hilariously funny. Charlie never fell for it again – which was 
probably as well, although slightly disappointing. For a while, though, it was his worldview. This 
was the bottom line; no more fundamental explanation was possible. To an adult, it seems an 
amusingly irrational view of the world, but three-year-olds are only just beginning to construct a 
framework for understanding reality. Almost everything Charlie had so far experienced in his life 
would have appeared to be caused by another person: food, clothes, entertainment, even sleep 
were things over which his parents seemed to have control. But parents have no control over the 
weather. And if sun and rain make plants grow, then maybe the weather is the cause of everything 
which his parents are not responsible for. 

Our most basic convictions about reality form in a number of ways: as a result of experience, from 
what we have heard and accepted from others, perhaps partly from logical deduction. But at the 
end of the day, the most foundational of these beliefs are taken on at least a measure of faith. 
They do not rest entirely on other beliefs (although we may have some corroborative evidence). If 
they did, these more fundamental beliefs would be our bottom line, our foundation. In other 
words, the basis of all our beliefs, thoughts, actions and values is something held onto by faith as 
much as rationality. 

Spanish film-maker Luis Buñuel was a surrealist and an atheist. He wanted to undermine what he 
perceived to be a cruel, hypocritical bourgeoisie and all the institutions and values connected with 
it – things most people took for granted, like the church. He said, ‘The purpose of surrealism was 
not to create a new literary, artistic, or even philosophical movement, but to explode the social 
order, to transform life itself.’4 The morality of surrealism was an ‘aggressive morality based on the 
complete rejection of all existing values.’5 Buñuel rejected faith in God and any spiritual 
dimension, but his life was based on faith nevertheless: he was passionately committed to his 
belief in the value of surrealism even as it denied the value of everything. He wrote: ‘all our 
thoughts and actions seemed justifiable; there was simply no room for doubt. Everything made 
sense.’6 Bizarrely irrational as it may appear to many, from the inside Buñuel’s worldview was 
reasonable and all-embracing. The multi-talented actor, writer and director Peter Ustinov was a 
very different kind of atheist. He was a rationalist. He believed that, ‘The habit of religion is 
oppressive, an easy way out of thought.’7 But he was no less a man of faith. He believed in the 
capability of human minds to discover truth for themselves. But with nothing outside of the 
system (i.e. God) to guarantee that our minds are able to think freely and discover truth, we 
cannot be at all sure of the validity of human reason – it is a matter of faith.  

For an atheist, there can be no more fundamental explanation of why the universe exists other 
than to say, ‘It just does.’8 For a Christian, the answer is because of God’s creative activity 
(however one understands that). But if the atheist asks why God exists, a Christian can only 
respond, ‘He just does.’ Both atheists and theists can talk about evidence for their position, but 
evidence is not proof. At the end of the day, these views on the existence of matter/energy and of 
God are assumptions which form the bedrock of every other belief we have. We call them 
presuppositions.  
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Life through a lens 
Worldviews are not just about ideas though, but about how we live. James Sire’s classic book on 
worldviews, The Universe Next Door, was first published in 1976. In recent years he has 
developed a fuller, more rounded understanding of worldviews, particularly influenced by David 
Naugle who emphasises the ‘striking similarity between the biblical concept of the heart and the 
worldview concept’.9 Sire gives this helpful definition: 

A worldview is a commitment, a fundamental orientation of the heart, that can be 
expressed as a story or in a set of presuppositions (assumptions which may be true, 
partially true or entirely false) which we hold (consciously or subconsciously, consistently 
or inconsistently) about the basic constitution of reality, and that provides the foundation 
on which we live and move and have our being.10 

Philosopher John Kok says: 

Our talk (confessed beliefs or cognitive claims) is one thing, and our walk (operative beliefs) 
is another and even more important thing. A lived worldview defines one’s basic 
convictions; it defines what one is ready to live and die for.11 

The relevance of this for our attempt to engage constructively with movies can hardly be over-
estimated. Since worldviews are so much at the core of our being (the orientation of our hearts), 
they impact everything we do. Of particular relevance to this book is that all our creative acts are 
shaped by our worldview. Films, books, music or art are all expressions of their creators’ 
worldview. One writer may set out to explicitly communicate a worldview and argue for it; another 
may work hard at being objective, but it is impossible to achieve this completely and the 
worldview still seeps through. So when we set out to engage with a film, it is vital that we engage 
with it at a worldview level.12 

It is one thing to be aware of worldviews, but we need to be able to identify them, understand 
them and respond to them. There are four key aspects to this – a process called positive 
deconstruction.13 We need to analyse the worldview and evaluate it. As we do so, we must 
celebrate the good and challenge the bad. 

Analyse the worldview14 
First, we need to identify the worldview we are encountering in the film. That does not necessarily 
mean knowing the precise meaning of terms like existentialism. Indeed, there can be a danger in 
viewing everything only in terms of such broad worldview categories because one fails to allow for 
the deeply individual nature of worldviews. What we need to do is identify and analyse the view of 
reality with which we are presented: what beliefs, values and attitudes underpin what we are 
hearing. Where is the writer or director – or my friend – coming from? It is helpful to be familiar 
with the broad worldview categories, but more helpful to know what questions to ask of any 
worldview, any person or any film.  

Various writers have suggested frameworks for considering worldviews. I use a set of five 
questions which I formulated some years ago, drawing on Sire’s seven basic questions15 and 
Brian Walsh and Richard Middleton’s four questions.16 More recently, David Burnett’s 
perspective17 has enriched my thinking on worldviews, as has Sire’s significant re-evaluation of 
the concept in Naming the Elephant. Note that my five key questions are really headings – an 
easily-remembered framework which opens up many specific sub-questions. I keep this 
framework in mind every time I watch a film, read a book or have a significant conversation. 
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1. What is reality? 
Is the physical world all there is, or is there a spiritual dimension as well? Which is more 
important? Or is the physical world an illusion? Why is the world like it is? Where did it come 
from? What kind of God or gods are there, if any? Is time linear or cyclical? Does time even mean 
anything? 

The question about reality is the most foundational of my five questions.18 While the others are 
integral parts of the worldview, they all, in some sense, follow on from this question of what really 
is real. It is a question about ontology – about being; about what reality is and what it is like. The 
Exorcism of Emily Rose (Scott Derrickson, 2005) is one of many films which explore this area. It 
centres around the trial of a priest (Tom Wilkinson) charged with causing the death of a young 
woman (Jennifer Carpenter) in an attempt to exorcise her demons. The trial hinges on whether or 
not it might be possible that demons really exist. In other words, it is about reality: is there a 
spiritual realm? Or is the material world all there is? In Mission to Mars (Brian De Palma, 2000) a 
group of astronauts view a reconstruction of the history of life on earth. They are surprised to 
discover that life originally came to our planet from elsewhere in the universe – refugees from a 
cataclysm engulfing an ancient and intelligent alien civilisation. The implication here is that you do 
not need God to explain life, just science.19 

2. What does it mean to be human?  
What are the distinctive things – if any – about human beings? What is the point of life? Where did 
we come from? What happens when we die? Are some human beings more important than 
others? What does community mean? How should we relate to each other? 

This is another huge question and is also about ontology. And again, many films deal explicitly 
with this theme. I, Robot (Alex Proyas, 2004), for example, questions whether there is anything 
unique about humanity. Could an artificially-intelligent robot develop emotions and the ability to 
dream? That is, could it become a person, worthy of being considered as equal to a human in 
every way, except biologically? The Island (Michael Bay, 2005) asks a similar question about 
clones who are biologically human but who lack (in theory) some basic human traits. Films like 
Flatliners (Joel Schumacher, 1990), What Dreams May Come (Vincent Ward, 1998) and The Sixth 
Sense (M. Night Shyamalan, 1999) more specifically explore possibilities of life after death. An 
enormous variety of films explore the purpose of human life – It’s a Wonderful Life (Frank Capra, 
1946) and American Beauty (Sam Mendes, 1999), for example. Others examine communities – 
Chocolat (Lasse Hallström, 2000), Crash (Paul Haggis, 2004) and Hotel Rwanda (Terry George, 
2004) are just three contrasting examples.  

3. How do we know what the good is?  
Is there such a thing as good and evil? How do we know what is right and wrong? Should we be 
concerned primarily with the consequences of our actions, with ethical principles, or being a good 
person? What values should we live by? What do goodness or beauty mean? 

This question deals with issues of ethics (though I also include aesthetics here). There are three 
basic approaches to ethics: consequentialist ethics focuses only on the consequences of an 
action – the end justifies the means; virtue ethics puts the emphasis not on the outcome but on 
what kind of person one ought to be; deontological ethics is about principles and duty. Many films 
deal with ethical issues at some level or other – especially those which focus on the nature of 
human beings. Vera Drake (Mike Leigh, 2004), Million Dollar Baby (Clint Eastwood, 2004) and The 
Sea Inside (Alejandro Amenábar, 2004) powerfully examine consequentialist ethics, the former 
also stressing virtue ethics.20 These films are notable for their refusal to give trite answers to 
acutely painful issues. The history of film contains many potent and inspiring examples of 
characters motivated by duty or by fundamental ethical principles. One of the greatest is the 
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lawyer Atticus Finch (Gregory Peck) in To Kill a Mockingbird (Robert Mulligan, 1962). When a mob 
gathers to lynch the black man Finch has controversially agreed to defend, Finch faces them 
down because he believes that all men are equal and deserve a fair trial. Having presented 
overwhelming evidence of the man’s innocence, he pleads with the all-white jury to do their duty 
and acquit him. They do not do so, but the rightness of Finch’s perspective is powerfully 
communicated. 

4. How do we know anything at all? 
Why do we believe the things we do? What are good and bad reasons for believing? How do we 
know what is true? Can something only be true if we have scientific evidence for it, or are there 
other kinds of truth? Where does wisdom come from? Where does meaning come from?  

This question deals with the philosophical issue of epistemology or knowledge. This is often the 
hardest of the five questions to think about, and it is one which film-makers seem less inclined to 
tackle explicitly. Memento (Christopher Nolan, 2000), Signs (M. Night Shyamalan, 2002), I ! 
Huckabees (David O. Russell, 2004) and Minority Report (Steven Spielberg, 2002) are four which 
do to a very large extent. But it is an issue which nevertheless crops up to some degree within 
many films. The Thin Blue Line (Errol Morris, 1988) is a documentary about an innocent man’s 
wrongful conviction for murder. It explores how self-interest results in ‘truth’ being invented. Self-
deception is a common idea in films. One example is The Prime of Miss Jean Brodie (Ronald 
Neame, 1969) in which a teacher (Maggie Smith) imagines that she is educating her students but 
is in fact brainwashing them, with terrible consequences. Courtroom dramas raise many issues in 
this area: the need for evidence, the reliability of witnesses, and the power of rhetoric in shaping 
ideas, for example. Twelve Angry Men (Sidney Lumet, 1957) is particularly interesting as it focuses 
on the deliberations – and manipulation – of a jury in a homicide case. Initially, all but one man 
(Henry Fonda) are convinced of the defendant’s guilt, but he argues passionately that there is 
reasonable doubt. The entire film, bar just three minutes, is set in the jury room. 

5. What is the fundamental problem confronting all human beings, and what 
is the solution? 
What is the basic problem which stops us being fulfilled? How can we overcome this to be 
fulfilled? What do we most need in life? What is the nature of evil? How can we be saved from it? 

This question has elements of ontology, epistemology and ethics within it – or at least, the 
possible answers are within these areas. A Buddhist would argue that human problems are a 
result of our preoccupation with the physical world and that we need to become enlightened. This 
is partly ontological (the claim that the physical world is illusory), partly epistemological (the claim 
that trying to know and understand is part of the problem), and partly ethical (some ways of living 
are appropriate because they lead to enlightenment). This question focuses our attention on why 
a particular worldview demands our attention. 

Within films, there is often an implicit, if not explicit, suggestion of a right way to live and think in 
order to be happy, fulfilled or complete, or a way to be redeemed in some sense from the 
problems which humans face. Amélie (Jean-Pierre Jeunet, 2001) has a clear message that the 
world can be made a better place by an accumulation of acts of kindness to other people. Gandhi 
(Richard Attenborough, 1982) powerfully argues for the importance of peaceful resistance and 
simplicity of lifestyle. 

You will not be able to answer every one of these questions for every film you watch. Many films, 
for example, never touch on the question of how we know things or why we believe things. 
However, by thinking carefully about each of these five areas, you will often be able to identify 
what is being assumed as well as what is being shown more explicitly. The difficulty here can be 
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spotting what is assumed generally within our culture – especially if it is an assumption we also 
share. Sociologist Peter Berger says that cultures have what he calls ‘plausibility structures’ – 
deep-rooted ways of thinking that make some ideas seem reasonable and others unthinkable. 
They become so integral to our thinking as we grow up that we find it difficult to notice, never 
mind question them. It is simply inconceivable for us to think in any other way. Western societies, 
for example, assume that human beings are individual and independent from each other: ‘Once a 
baby is born any linkage between the mother and child is merely social. There is no mystical link 
with the family lineage as is common in traditional societies.’21 If the characters in a film rely for 
their knowledge entirely on empirical evidence and logical reasoning – Douglas Quaid (Arnold 
Schwarzenegger in Paul Verhoeven’s 1990 film Total Recall), for example – we may not notice it at 
first. The film may not explicitly deny God and the possibility of revelation, but it may well just 
assume that such things are not part of normal life. 

Evaluate the worldview22 
Having identified the beliefs, values and attitudes that are being communicated through a 
particular film, or those that shape the communication, we need to evaluate them. Which can we 
be positive about because they are consistent with a Christian worldview, and which do we need 
to be more critical of? So we have some more questions to ask. 

Coherence 
Do the ideas cohere? That is, do they hang together and make sense? Which ones do and which 
do not? Something which does not make sense cannot be true. Mulholland Dr. (David Lynch, 
2001) appears at first to be a conventional linear narrative and we take it at face value. However, 
when a singer collapses mid-song – and the song continues, we get our first major clue that what 
we have seen is not the true story. From this point on, it becomes increasingly difficult – 
eventually impossible – to work out what is happening. It no longer makes sense and can 
therefore no longer be considered a true account (within the framework of the film, that is, not a 
true story from the real world). And indeed it is not. What we have witnessed is an increasingly 
tortured dream arising out of a dreadfully guilty conscience.23 

So something which does not make sense cannot be true. And something which is true should 
make sense. However, we do need to allow for the possibility of a paradox as opposed to a 
contradiction. We are dealing with a contradiction if two statements cannot both be true (Woody 
Allen is a film director; Woody Allen is not and never has been a film director), but it is a paradox if 
there are good reasons for believing two statements to be true, but we cannot see the right way 
to reconcile them. A classic example is the fact that certain experiments in physics clearly 
demonstrate that light is a wave; other experiments clearly show that light is composed of 
particles. The two seem irreconcilable, but the evidence is so strong for both that physicists have 
to live with the paradox. A familiar theological example is the humanity and deity of Jesus. The 
biblical evidence is clear that he is fully human and that he is fully God. The problem is that our 
human brains are finite and are incapable of fully understanding the nature of God. Why should 
we assume that we ought to be able to understand it? 

Pragmatism 
Secondly, we need to ask if the ideas work. What happens if you push them a little further? What 
kinds of tensions and difficulties would you run into? Where does it all come crashing down? If a 
worldview is true we should expect it to work in practice – it should have some pragmatic results. 
It seems that for many in western society, this is the most important criterion for deciding whether 
something is true: if it works it must be all right.  

However, it is a flawed approach. The world is a complex place full of complex people and what 
works for one person might not work for someone else. If all that matters is that it works for me, 
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and therefore is true for me, the very idea of truth is robbed of its power. It results in relativism 
with everyone’s version of ‘truth’ being equally valid. 

Another problem is the difficulty of assessing whether something really does work. It is useful to 
believe all kinds of things (that I can do exactly as I please, for instance) but that does not make it 
true. Something might seem to work, but our belief about why it works could be fundamentally 
wrong. At the beginning of The Matrix (Andy and Larry Wachowski, 1999), while Thomas 
Anderson (Keanu Reeves) was still connected to the Matrix, he believed that he was living in a 
normal world. It was a belief which worked, enabling him to live a normal life. He may have been 
dissatisfied with it, but he could not know that his understanding of the world was untrue until the 
rebels rescued him and showed him the reality of his situation.  

Another difficulty is that we cannot know whether something will continue to work in the long 
term. Buddhism and Christianity both seem to work in terms of giving people a sense of peace, 
but we cannot know from our experience whether either of them continue to work after death. 
Until we are dead, of course. 

So the fact that something works does not prove that the ideas are true, nevertheless, it is a 
useful indicator that they could be true and are worth closer consideration. 

Correspondence 
Thirdly, we need to ask, do these ideas correspond with reality? Do they describe the world as it 
really is? Or are they a distortion, or even complete invention? Do they ignore some significant 
factor? For many philosophers – especially Christian ones – this is the most important of the three 
criteria for evaluating worldviews.24 The more truthful a worldview is, the better its description of 
reality and of human beings will fit with our experience. The more truthful its view of ethics, the 
more we are able to make good ethical decisions (which is why some people argue that asking 
‘does it work?’ is really a subset of this question: if the ideas fit with reality, then you would expect 
them to work; if the description of reality is flawed, then you would expect practical problems to 
ensue).  

The biblical understanding of humans as rebellious image-bearers explains what we see in human 
nature better than any other perspective – it explains why we can be so noble and good, and yet 
so selfish and wicked. Looking for correspondence with reality is not something confined to realist 
films. Fantasy and science fiction films and literature are sometimes profoundly true in their view 
of humanity and the problems we face and their non-realistic context can help us to see the truth 
more clearly. Beauty and the Beast (Gary Trousdale and Kirk Wise, 1991) is an animated fairy tale 
for children, but who could doubt that it has much to say which is true on the subject of 
relationships and how we perceive others? 

As we work through part two of the process, we need to be identifying where the ideas are 
correct and where they are incorrect. Like Paul in Athens,25 we should be positive about points on 
which we agree and express clearly our disagreement on other issues. Tragically, it seems that all 
too often Christians are quick to condemn something but very slow to praise. As we evaluate the 
ideas within film in terms of coherence, pragmatism and correspondence, we are looking for truth 
which we can affirm as well as untruth which we must dispute. So parts three and four of the 
process do not happen consecutively after part two, but instead happen concurrently with it. I 
separate them out to ensure that we pay close enough attention to both aspects. 
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Celebrate the good26 
If the ideas actually make sense, we need to acknowledge that fact, even if we profoundly 
disagree with them. A coherent worldview deserves to be treated with respect. We need to 
engage with it critically but positively. We need to take seriously an approach to life that works, 
because others around us will take it seriously. And where a film or a worldview is a true reflection 
of reality, we need to acknowledge the fact. To do otherwise has two serious consequences. 
First, if other people perceive us to be continually disparaging, attacking or ridiculing ideas which 
seem to them to be true, they will soon hold Christians in contempt. Second, as Nick Pollard 
points out: 

Whether we like it or not, other worldviews contain truth. If we reject them totally, we shall 
find that, as well as rejecting error, we are also rejecting truth. And if we reject truth, we 
push ourselves into error.27 

Paul tells us to ‘Fix [our] thoughts on what is true and honourable and right. Think about things 
that are pure and lovely and admirable. Think about things that are excellent and worthy of 
praise.’28 William Romanowski says that Christians,  

. . . often employ this passage to defend whatever appears nice, heart-warming, and 
comforting over what is true, right and excellent. This has contributed to a preference 
within the church for popular art that is sentimental and melodramatic.29 

He points out that the Bible includes accounts of ‘the most heinous, violent, and immoral 
behaviour’30 yet it surely meets Paul’s criteria. He does not comment on the fact that in passages 
such as Ezekiel 16 and 23, God is not afraid to express himself in shockingly graphic terms. 
Romanowski continues: 

The advice to the Philippians suggests an attitude and way of looking at things; in short, a 
perspective. . . . The virtues listed in Philippians are meant to serve as a guide for Christian 
discernment. This passage should be used not so much to limit artistic engagement but to 
open the whole world up to Christian treatment and evaluation.’31 

Thinking about what is true means recognising the grim reality of our fallen nature – ‘the waste 
and ugliness of war and injustice, the depths of human despair, the chaos and confusion of life’32 
– as much as valuing integrity, compassion, and other Christian virtues. If a film has integrity in the 
way it highlights aspects of human fallenness (whether or not the film-maker understands things 
in this way), we should commend it. Thinking about ‘things that are excellent and worthy of 
praise’ means that we should applaud the emotional honesty of a film and its artistic excellence. 
In fact, Peter Fraser writes: 

Our first concern should be cinematic and dramatic excellence. Regardless of the 
message of the individual film, Christians ought to be the first to recognize and praise a 
film’s artistry. All beauty reflects God’s beauty, whether it is understood to be from the 
Creator or not.33 

In short, we are looking for anything which reflects the likeness of God: truth, insight into the 
nature of things and a right sensitivity to the difficulties, dilemmas and tensions of life. We are also 
looking for evidence of the longing for God which is innate in every human being. We were 
created to know him and worship him, and if we cannot do so we express that urge in many other 
ways. Our longings for happiness, love, freedom, fulfilment and peace are really expressions of 
our deeper longing for God.  
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Challenge the bad 
We must not, however, become so concerned to be positive that we neglect to point out those 
things which fall short of truth and excellence. There is strong pressure within Western culture not 
to disagree with someone’s beliefs or values – not to be judging someone. But to sweep 
disagreement under the carpet is not intellectually honest. It fails to treat the other view with 
respect because it refuses to engage with it in any meaningful way. Every worldview is reduced to 
a supposed lowest common denominator which fails to do justice to any of them. If I disagree 
with someone, the respectful response is neither to deride their worldview, nor to diminish it. 
Rather it is to enter into dialogue so that I understand it more fully, attempting to see it from their 
point of view, so that we can both see exactly how and why we think differently. 

It is important to remember that it is much easier to disagree with the worldview of a film than with 
a person. We all, consciously or otherwise, sit in judgment on every movie we see, and on the 
characters within it. Learning to challenge a lack of artistic excellence and integrity, or the values 
and ideas expressed within a film, can be something which opens up stimulating debate – 
especially when we are being positive about other things rather than expressing a knee-jerk 
response. 

So we are also looking for error, for examples of human blindness and of people looking for the 
right things in the wrong direction. We are looking for those God-substitutes which people chase 
when they cannot or will not pursue a relationship with the Creator himself. We are looking for 
ways in which our rebellion against God is expressed consciously and unconsciously. 

As I noted in the introduction, this process of engaging with worldviews in films (or with people) 
can seem daunting at first, and it does require some hard thinking. But it does get easier with 
practice, and after a while it can become second nature to engage with a film without this getting 
in the way of our enjoyment of it. I long to see Christians find this way of thinking becoming so 
much a part of them that they cannot help but watch films ‘worldviewishly’ – and so become far 
more effective at naturally sharing Christian perspectives on what they watch. 
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