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Introduction

Christianity 5 under attack today, and it must be defended. There are attacks
from within by cults, sects, and heresies. And there are attacks from without by
atheists,sceptics and other religions. The discipline that deals with a rational
defenceof the Christian Fégh is called apologetics. It comes from the Greek
word apologia(cf. 1 Peter 3:15) which means to give a reasatefence

Biblical apologetics is the field of Christian Theology by which a legitimate and
valid defence or justification is made for outiefs, on a reasoned, biblical and
evidential basis. In it the faithful Christian seeks to debunk the presuppositions
and assumptions behind the faithless positions. In this science of learning, we
effectively demonstrates and communicates from the soegptand creation,

why man should believe God. This is a necessary aspect of faithful Christian
living, since without a sound defence and hermeneutic, Apologetics is mere
inference, supposition and hypothesis.

l. Significance of the Term Apologetics

Since Planck (1794) and Schleiermacher (181Hpologetics" has been the
accepted name of one of the theological disciplines or departments of
theological science. The term is derived from the Graadlogeisthai,which
embodies as its central notion the idgd'defense."In its present application,
however, it has somewhat shifted its meaning, and we speak accordingly of
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apologetics and apologies in contrast with each other. The relation between
these two is not that of theory and practice (so e.g. Dust&jdisar yet that of
genus and species (so e.g. Kubel). That is to say, apologetics is not a formal
science in which the principles exemplified in apologies are investigated, as the
principles of sermonizing are investigated in homiletics. Nor is it meredy

sum of all existing or all possible apologies, or their quintessence, or their
scientific exhibition, as dogmatics is the scientific statement of dogmas.
Apologies aredefence®f Christianity, in its entirety, in its essence, or in some
one or other Dits elements or presuppositions, as against either all assailants,
actual or conceivable, or some particular form or instance of attack; though, of
course, as goodiefencesthey may rise above mere defenses and become
vindications. Apologetics undertakast the defensejot even the vindication,

but the establishment, not, strictly speaking, of Christianity, but rather of that
knowledge of God which Christianity professes to embody and seeks to make
efficient in the world, and which it is the businesstttgology scientifically to
explicate. It may, of course, enter into defense and vindication when in the
prosecution of its task it meets with opposing points of view and requires to
establish its own standpoint or conclusions. Apologies may, therefore, be
embraced in apologetics, and form ancillary portions of its structure, as they
may also do in the case of every other theological discipline. It is, moreover,
inevitable that this or that element or aspect of apologetics will be more or less
emphasized ahcultivated, as the need of it is from time to time more or less
felt. But apologetics does not derive its contents or take its form or borrow its
value from the prevailing opposition; but preserves through all varying
circumstances its essential charaet® a positive and constructive science which
has to do with opposition onlyflike any other constructive scieness the
refutation of opposing views becomes from time to time incident to
construction. So little islefenceor vindication of the essencé apologetics that
there would be the same reason for its existence and the same necessity for its
work, were there no opposition in the world to be encountered and no
contradiction to be overcome. It finds its deepest ground, in other words, not in
the acidents which accompany the efforts of true religion to plant, sustain, and
propagate itself in this world; not even in that most pervasive and most
portentous of all these accidents, the accident of sin; but in the fundamental
needs of the human spirit.it is incumbent on the believer to be able to give a
reason for the faith that is in him, it is impossible for him to be a believer
without a reason for the faith that is in him; and it is the task of apologetics to
bring this reason clearly out in hisrtsciousness, and make its validity plain. It

is, in other words, the function of apologetics to investigate, explicate, and
establish the grounds on which a theologya science, or systematized
knowledge of Godis possible; and on the basis of whictegvscience which

has God for its object must rest, if it be a true science with claims to a place
within the circle of the sciences. It necessarily takes its place, therefore, at the
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head of the departments of theological science and finds its task in the
establishment of the validity of that knowledge of God which forms the subject
matter of these departments; that we may then proceed through the succeeding
departments of exegetical, historical, systematic, and practical theology, to
explicate, appreciatisystematize, and propagate it in the world.

2. Place Among The Theological Disciplines

It must be admitted that considerable confusion has reigned with respect to the
conception and function of apologetics, and its place among the theological
disciplines. Nearly every writer has a definition of his own, and describes the
task of the discipline in a fashion more or less peculiar to himself; and there is
scarcely a corner in the theological encyclopedia into which it has not been
thrust. Planck gave it place among the exegetical disciplines; others contend
that its essence is historical; most wish to assign it either to systematic or
practical theology. Nosselt denies it all right of existence; Palmer confesses
inability to classify it; Rabiger casts formally out of the encyclopedia, but
reintroduces it under the different name of "theory of religion." Tholuck
proposed that it should be apportioned through the several departments; and
Cave actually distributes its material through three separate ohgppdist Much

of this confusion is due to a persistent confusion of apologetics with apologies.
If apologetics is the theory of apology, and its function is to teach men how to
defend Christianity, its place is, of course, alongside of homiletics, catehetic
and poimenics in practical theology. If it is simply, by way of eminence, the
apology of Christianity, the systematically organized vindication of Christianity
in all its elements and details, against all oppositionin its essential core
against theonly destructive oppositior it of course presupposes the complete
development of Christianity through the exegetical, historical, and systematic
disciplines, and must take its place either as the culminating department of
systematic theology, or as theellectualistic side of practical theology, or as an
independent discipline between the two. In this case it can be only artificially
separated from polemic theology and other similar disciphiidbe analysis is
pushed so far as to create theseisadone by F. Duilhe de Saiffrojet who
distinguishes between apologetical, controversial, and polemic theology,
directed respectively against unbelievers, heretics, and fellow believers, and by
A. Kuyper who distinguishes between polemics, elenctics, apalogetics,
opposing respectively heterodoxy, paganism, and false philosophy. It will not be
strange, then, if, though separated from these kindred disciplines it, or some of
it, should be again united with them, or some of them, to form a larger vehole t
which is given the same encyclopedic position. This is done for example by
Kuyper who joins polemics, elenctics, and apologetics together to form his
"antithetic dogmatologtal" group of disciplines; and by F. L. Patton who, after
having distributed thenaterial of apologetics into the two separate disciplines of
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rational or philosophical theology, to which as a thetic discipline a place is given
at the outset of the system, and apologetics, joins the latter with polemics to
constitute the antithetical stiplines, while systematic theology succeeds both
as part of the synthetic disciplines.

3. Source 6 Divergent Views

Much of the diversity in question is due also, however, to varying views of
the thing which apologetics undertakes to establishitvenet be, for example,
the truth of the Christian religion, or the validity of that knowledge of God
which theology presents in systematized form. And more of it still is due to
profoundly differing conceptions of the nature and subjeatter of that
“theology,"a department of which apologetics is. If we think of apologetics as
undertaking thedefenceor the vindication or even the justification of the
"Christian religion," that is one thing; if we think of it as undertaking the
establishment of the vdity of that knowledge of God, whichtheology"
systematizes, that may be a very different thing. And even if agreement exists
upon the latter conception, there remain the deeply cutting divergences which
beset the definition of "theology" itself. Shallbe defined as the "science of
faith "? or as thé'scienceof religion "? or as théscienceof the Christian
religion "? or as théscienceof God "? In other words, shall it be regarded as a
branch of psychology, or as a branch of history, or as a brahscience?
Manifestly those who differ thus widely as to what theology is, cannot be
expected to agree as to the nature and function of any one of its disciplines. If
“theology" is the science of faith or of religion, its subjecatter is the
subjective experiences of the human heart; and the function of apologetics is to
inquire whether these subjective experiences have any objective validity. Of
course, therefore, it follows upon the systematic elucidation of these subjective
experiences and consti&st the culminating discipline of "theology." Similarly,
if" theology" is the science of the Christian religion, it investigates the purely
historical question of what those who are called Christians believe; and of
course the function of apologetics isfedlow this investigation with an inquiry
whether Christians are justified in believing these things. But if theology is the
science of God, it deals not with a mass of subjective experiences, nor with a
section of the history of thought, but with a bodyobjective facts; and it is
absurd to say that these facts must be assumed and developed unto their utmost
implications before we stop to ask whether they are facts. So soon as it is agreed
that theology is a scientific discipline and has as its subpatter the
knowledge of God, we must recognize that it must begin by establishing the
reality as objective facts of the data upon which it is based. One may indeed call
the department of theology to which this task is committed by any name which
appears tohim appropriate: it may be calledgeneral theology," or
“fundamental theology," omptincipaltheology,” or "philosophical theology," or
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“rational theology," or"natural theology,” or any other of the innumerable
names which have been used to describ&piblogetics is the name which most
naturally suggests itself, and it is the name which, with more or less accuracy of
view as to the nature and compass of the discipline, has been consecrated to this
purpose by a large number of writers from Schleiermaciosvn (e.g. Pelt,
Twesten, Baunstark, Swetz, Ottiger, Knoll, Maissoneuve). It powerfully
commends itself as plainly indicating the nature of the discipline, while equally
applicable to it whatever may be the scope of the theology which it undertakes
to plant on a secure basis. Whether this theology recognizes no other knowledge
of God than that given in the constitution and course of nature, or derives its
data from the full revelation of God as documented in the Christian Scriptures,
apologetics offerstself with equal readiness to designate the discipline by
which the validity of the knowledge of God set forth is established. It need
imply no more than natural theology requires for its basis; when the theology
which it serves is, however, the compldiedlogy of the Christian revelation, it
guards its unity and protects from the fatally dualistic conception which sets
natural and revealed theology over against each other as separable entities, each
with its own separate presuppositions requiring estiablentby which
apologetics would be split into two quite diverse disciplines, given very different
places in the theologicahcyclopaedia

4. The True Task d Apologetics

It will already have appeared how far apologetics may be defined, in accordance
with a very prevalent custom (e.g. Sack, Lechler, Ebrard, Kubel, Lemme) as
“the science which establishes the truth of Christianity as the absolute religion."
Apologetics certainly does establish the truth of Christianity as the absolute
religion. But thequestion of importance here is how it does this. It certainly is
not the business of apologetics to take up each tenet of Christianity in turn and
seek to establish its truth by a direct appeal to reason. Any attempt to do this, no
matter on what philosoptal basis the work of demonstration be begun or by
what methods it be pursued, would transfer us at once into the atmosphere and
betray us into the devious devices of the old vulgar rationalism, the primary fault
of which was that it asked for a directiomal demonstration of the truth of each
Christian teaching in turn. The business of apologetics is to establish the truth of
Christianity as the absolute religion directly only as a whole, and in its details
only indirectly. That is to say, we are notliegin by developing Christianity

into all its details, and only after this task has been performed, tardily ask
whether there is any truth in all this. We are to begin by establishing the truth of
Christianity as a whole, and only then proceed to exglidainto its details,

each of which, if soundly explicated, has its truth guaranteed by its place as a
detail in an entity already established in its entirety. Thus we are delivered from
what is perhaps the most distracting question which has vexed the story
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of the discipline. In establishing the truth of Christianity, it has been perennially
asked, are we to deal with all its details (e.g.H.B. Smith), or merely with the
essence of Christianity (e.g. Kubel). The true answer is, neither. Apologetics
does not presuppose either the development of Christianity into its details, or the
extraction from it of its essence. The details of Christianity are all contained in
Christianity: the minimum of Christianity is just Christianity itself. What
apologeticaundertakes to establish is just this Christianity itselfcluding all

its "details" and involving its"essencé'--in its unexplicated and uncompressed
entirety, as the absolute religion. It has for its object the laying of the
foundations on which theemple of theology is built, and by which the whole
structure of theology is determined. It is the department of theology which
establishes the constitutive and regulative principles of theology as a science;
and in establishing these it establishes fadl tletails which are derived from
them by the succeeding departments, in their sound explication and
systematization. Thus it establishes the whole, though it establishes the whole in
the mass, so to speak, and not in its details, but yet in its entigttyoh in some
single element deemed by us its core, its essence, or its minimum expression.

5. Division d Apologetics

The subjecmatter of apologetics being determined, its distribution into its parts
becomes very much a matter of course. Having ddfapologetics as the proof

of the truth of the Christian religion, many writers naturally confine it to what is
commonly known somewhat loosely as the "evidences of Christianity." Others,
defining it as "fundamental theology," equally naturally confirte the primary
princi-pies of religion in general. Others more justly combine the two
conceptions and thus obtain at least two main divisions. Thus Hermann Schultz
makes it prove'the right of the religious conception of the world, as over
against the tatencies to the denial of religion, and the right of Christianity as
the absolutely perfect manifestation of religion, as over against the opponents of
its permanent significance." He then divides it into two great sections with a
third interposed betweehdém: the first;'the apology of the religious conception

of the world "; the last, "the apology of Christianity "; while between the two
stands" the philosophy of religion, religion in its historical manifestation."
Somewhat less satisfactorily, becausthvai less firm hold upon the idea of the
discipline, Henry B. Smith, viewing apologetics ‘dsstorico-philosophtcal
dogmatics,” charged with thdefenceof "the whole contents and substance of
the Christian faith," divided the material to much the saffeckinto what he

calls fundamental, historical, and philosophical apologetics. The first of these
undertakes to demonstrate the being and nature of God; the second, the divine
origin and authority of Christianity; and the third, somewhat lamely as a
condusion to so high an argument, the superiority of Christianity to all other
systems. Quite similarly Francis R. Beattie divided into (1) fundamental or
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philosophical apologetics, which deals with the problem of God and religion; (2)
Christian or historicahpologetics, which deals with the problem of revelation
and the Scriptures; and (3) applied or practical apologetics, which deals with the
practical efficiency of Christianity in the world. The fundamental truth of these
schematizations lies in the pertiep that the subjeahatter of apologetics
embraces the two great facts of God and Christianity. There is some failure in
unity of conception, however, arising apparently from a deficient grasp of the
peculiarity of apologetics as a department of theghlgiscience, and a
consequent inability to permit it as such to determine its own contents and the
natural order of its constituent parts.

6. The Conception of Theology as Science

If theology be a science at all, there is involved in that fact, deigdse of all

other sciences, at least these three things: the reality of its soigtet, the
capacity of the human mind to receive into itself and rationally to reflect this
subjectmatter, the existence of media of communication between the subject
matter and the percipient and understanding mind. There could be no
psychology were there not a mind to be investigated, a mind to investigate, and a
self-consciousness by means of which the mind as an object can be brought
under the inspection of the mirad subject. There could be no astronomy were
there no heavenly bodies to be investigated, no mind capable of comprehending
the laws of their existence and movements, or no means of observing their
structure and motion. Similarly there can be no theologgceived according to

its very name as the science of God, unless there is a God to form its-subject
matter, a capacity in the human mind to apprehend and so far to comprehend
God, and some media by which God is made known to man. That a theology, as
the science of God, may exist, therefore, it must begin by establishing the
existence of God, the capacity of the human mind to know Him, and the
accessibility of knowledge concerning Him. In other words, the very idea of
theology as the science of God giviesde three great topics which must be dealt
with in its fundamental department, by which the foundations for the whole
structure are laidGod, religion, revelation. With these three facts established, a
theology as the science of God becomes possiblér thiém, therefore, an
apologetic might be complete. But that, only provided that in these three topics
all the underlying presuppositions of the science of God actually built up in our
theology are established; for example, provided that all the accessilviees

and means of knowing God are exhausted. No science can arbitrarily limit the
data lying within its sphere to which it will attend. On pain of ceasing to be the
science it professes to be, it must exhaust the means of information open to it,
and reluce to a unitary system the entire body of knowledge in its sphere. No
science can represent itself as astronomy, for example, which arbitrarily
confines itself to the information concerning the heavenly bodies obtainable by
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the unaided eye, or which dads, without sound ground duly adduced, the aid
of, say, the spectroscope. In the presence of Christianity in the world making
claim to present a revelation of God adapted to the condition and needs of
sinners, and documented in Scriptures, theology ¢ammueed a step until it

has examined this claim; and if the claim be substantiated, this substantiation
must form a part of the fundamental department of theology in which are laid
the foundations for the systematization of the knowledge of God. lrc#sat

two new topics are added to the subjmetiter with which apologetics must
constructively deal, Christianiyand the Bible. It thus lies in the very nature of
apologetics as the fundamental department of theology, conceived as the science
of God, trat it should find its task in establishing the existence of a God who is
capable of being known by man and who has made Himself known, not only in
nature but in revelations of His grace to lost sinners, documented in the
Christian Scriptures. When apologsthas placed these great facts in our hands
God, religion, revelation, Christianity, the Biblend not till then are we
prepared to go on and explicate the knowledge of God thus brought to us, trace
the history of its workings in the world, systematizeand propagate it in the
world.

7. The Five Subdivisions bApologetics

The primary subdivisions of apologetics are therefore five, unless for
convenience of treatment it is preferred to sink the third into its most closely
related fellow. (1) The fst, which may perhaps be called philosophical
apologetics, undertakes the establishment of the being of God, as a personal
spirit, the creator, preserver, and governor of all things. To it belongs the great
problem of theism, with the involved discussiointhe antitheistic theories. (2)
The second, which may perhaps be called psychological apologetics, undertakes
the establishment of the religious nature of man and the validity of his religious
sense. It involves the discussion alike of the psychologypltiosophy, and the
phenomenology of religion, and therefore includes what is loosely called
"comparative religion" or the "history of religions." (3) To the third falls the
establishment of the reality of the supernatural factor in history, with the
involved determination of the actual relations in which God stands to His world,
and the method of His government of His rational creatures, and especially His
mode of making Himself known to them. It issues in the establishment of the
fact of revelation ashe condition of all knowledge of God, who as a personal
Spirit can be known only so far as He expresses Himself; so that theology differs
from all other sciences in that in it the object is not at the disposal of the subject,
but vice versa. (4) The fourthwhich may be called historical apologetics,
undertakes to establish the divine origin of Christianity as the religion of
revelation in the special sense of that word. It discusses all the topics which
naturally fall under the popular caption of the "@ndes of Christianity." (5)
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The fifth, which may be called bibliological apologetics, undertakes to establish

the trustworthiness of the Christian Scriptures as the documentation of the
revelation of God for the redemption of sinners. It is engaged elpegith

such topics as the divine origin of the Scriptures; the methods of the divine

operation in their origination; their place in the series of redemptive acts of God,

and in the process of revelation; the nature, mode, and effect of inspiration; and
the like.

8. The Value d Apologetics

The estimate which is put upon apologetics by scholars naturally varies with the
conception which is entertained of its nature and function. In the wake of the
subjectivism introduced by Schleiermacher, it has becwarg common to
speak of such an apologetic as has just been outlined with no little scorn. It is an
evil inheritance, we are told, from the addipranaturalismus vulgarisyhich

"took its standpoint not in the Scriptures but above the Scriptures, andhadagi

it could, with formal conceptions, develop a 'ground for the divine authority of
Christianity' (Heubner), and therefore offered proofs for the divine origin of
Christianity, the necessity of revelation, and the credibility of the Scriptures”
(Lemme).  recognize that we can take our standpoint in the Scriptures only
after we have Scriptures, authenticated as such, to take our standpoint in, is, it
seems, an outworn prejudice. The subjective experience of faith is conceived to
be the ultimate fact; arttie only legitimate apologetic, just the sgi$tifica-tion

of this faith itself. For faith, it seems, after Kant, can no longer be looked upon
as a matter of reasoning and does not rest on rational grounds, but is an affair of
the heart, and manifestsalf most powerfully when it has no reason out of itself
(Brunetiere). If repetition had probative force, it would long ago have been
established that faith, religion, theology, lie wholly outside of the realm of
reason, proof, and demonstration.

It is, however, from the point of view of rationalism and mysticism that the
value of apologetics is most decried. Wherever rationalistic preconceptions have
penetrated, there, of course, the validity of the apologetic proofs has been in
more or less of their ezt questioned. Wherever mystical sentiment has seeped
in, there the validity of apologetics has been with more or less emphasis
doubted. At the present moment, the rationalistic tendency is most active,
perhaps, in the form given it by Albrecht Ritschi. this form it strikes at the
very roots of apologetics, by the distinction it erects between theoretical and
religious knowledge. Religious knowledge is not the knowledge of fact, but a
perception of utility; and therefore positive religion, while it maybstorically
conditioned, has no theoretical basis, and is accordingly not the object of
rational proof. In significant parallelism with this, the mystical tendency is
manifesting itself at the present day most distinctly in a widespread inclination
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to st aside apologetics fiavour of the "witnessof the Spirit." The convictions

of the Christian man, we are told, are not the product of reason addressed to the
intellect, but the immediate creation of the Holy Spirit in the heart. Therefore, it
is intimatd, we may do very well without these reasons, if indeed they are not
positively noxious, because tending to substitute a barren intellectualism for a
vital faith. It seems to be forgotten that though faith be a moral act and the gift
of God, it is yet fomally conviction passing into confidence; and that all forms

of convictions must rest on evidence as their ground, and it is not faith but
reason which investigates the nature and validity of this grotid. who
believes," says Thomas Aquinas, in wordsichhhave become current as an
axiom, "would not believe unless he saw that what he believes is worthy of
belief." Though faith is the gift of God, it does not in the least follow that the
faith which God gives is an irrational faith, that is, a faith withocognizable
ground in right reason. We believe in Christ because it is rational to believe in
Him, not even though it be irrational. Of course mere reasoning cannot make a
Christian; but that is not because faith is not the result of evidence, butdéacaus
dead soul cannot respond to evidence. The action of the Holy Spirit in giving
faith is not apart from evidence, but along with evidence; and in the first
instance consists in preparing the soul for the reception of the evidence.

9. Relation of Apologéics to the Christian Faith

This is not to argue that it is by apologetics that men are made Christians, but
that apologetics supplies to Christian men the systematically organized basis on
which the faith of Christian men must rest. All that apologediqdicates in the
forms of systematic proof is implicit in every act of Christian faith. Whenever a
sinner accepts Jesus Christ as his Saviour, there is implicated in that act a living
conviction that there is a God, knowable to man, who has made Himsshk

in a revelation of Himself for redemption in Jesus Christ, as is set down in the
Scriptures. It is not necessary for his act of faith that all the grounds of this
conviction should be drawn into full consciousness and given the explicit assent
of his understanding, though it is necessary for his faith that sufficient ground
for his conviction be actively present and working in his spirit. But it is
necessary for the vindication of his faith to reason in the form of scientific
judgment, that the groundsn which it rests be explicated and established.
Theology as a science, though it includes in its culminating discipline, that of
practical theology, an exposition of how that knowledge of God with which it
deals objectively may best be made the subjegiwssession of man, is not
itself the instrument of propaganda; what it undertakes to do is systematically to
set forth this knowledge of God as the object of rational contemplation. And as
it has to set it forth as knowledge, it must of course beginskgbbshing its

right to rank as such. Did it not do so, the whole of its work would hang in the
air, and theology would present the odd spectacle among the sciences of
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claiming a place among a series of systems of knowledge for an elaboration of
pure assonptions.

10. The Earliest Apologetics

Seeing that it thus supplies an insistent need of the human spirit, the world has,
of course, never been without its apologetics. Whenever men have thought at all
they have thought about God and the supernaturar,oechd whenever they
have thought of God and the supernatural order, there has been present to their
minds a variety of more or less solid reasons for believing in their reality. The
nucleation of these reasons into a systematically organized body offsproo
waited of course upon advancing culture. But the advent of apologetics did not
wait for the advent of Christianity; nor are traces of this department of thought
discoverable only in the regions lit up by special revelation. The philosophical
systems ofantiquity, especially those which derive from Plato, are far from
empty of apologetical elements; and when in the later stages of its development,
classical philosophy became peculiarly religious, express apologetical material
became almost predominant. Withe coming of Christianity into the world,
however, as the contents of the theology to be stated became richer, so the
efforts to substantiate it became more fertile in apologetical elements. We must
not confuse the apologies of the early Christian ag#s formal apologetics.

Like the sermons of the day, they contributed to apologetics without being it.
The apologetic material developed by what one may call the more philosophical
of the apologists (Aristides, Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus, Hermias,
Tertullian) was already considerable; it was largely supplemented by the
theologicallaboursof their successors. In the first instance Christianity, plunged
into a polytheistic environment and called upon to contend with systems of
thought grounded in pamistic or dualistic assumptions, required to establish
its theistic standpoint; and as over against the bitterness of the Jews and the
mockery of the heathen (e.g. Tacitus, Fronto, Crescens, Lucian), to evince its
own divine origin as a gift of grace tan&l man. Along with Tertullian, the
great Alexardrians, Clement and Origen, are the richest depositaries of the
apologetic thought of the first period. The greatest apologists of the patristic age
were, however, Eusebius of Caesarea and Augustine.ofimedwas the most
learned and the latter the most profound of all the defenders of Christianity
among the Fathers. And Augustine, in particular, not merely itChig of God"

but in his controversial writings, accumulated a vast mass of apologetical
material which is far from having lost its significance even yet.

11 The Later Apologetics

It was not, however, until the scholastic age that apologetics came to its rights as
a constructive science. The whole theological activity of the Middle Ages was
sofar ancillary to apologetics, that its primary effort was the justification of faith
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to reason. It was not only rich in apologists (Agobard, Abelard, Raymund
Martini), but every theologian was in a sense an apologist. Anselm at its
beginning, Aquinas at9 culmination, are types of the whole series; types in
which all its excellencies are summed up. The Renaissance, with its
repristination of heathenism, naturally called out a series of new apologists
(Savonarola, Marsilius Ficinus, Ludovicus Vives), e Reformation forced
polemics into the foreground and drove apologetics out of sight, although, of
course, the great theologians of the Reformation era brought their rich
contribution to the accumulating apologetical material. When, in the exhaustion
of the seventeenth century, irreligion began to spread among the people and
indifferentism ripening into naturalism among the leaders of thought, the stream
of apologetical thought was once more started flowing, to swell into a great
flood as the prevalent belief intensified and spread. With a forerunner in
Philippe de Mornay (1581), Hugo Grotius (1627) became the typical apologist
of the earlier portion of this period, while its middle portion was illuminated by
the genius of Pascal (d. 1662) and the ungiadirichness of apologetical labor

in its later years culminated in Butler's great" Analogy" (1736) and Paley's plain
but powerful argumentation. As the assault against Christianity shifted its basis
from the English deism of the early half of the eighteecentury through the
German rationalism of its later half, the idealism which dominated the first half
of the nineteenth century, and thence to the materialism of its later years, period
after period was marked in the history of apology, and the pkatielements of
apologetics which were especially cultivated changed with the changing
thought. But no epoch was marked in the history of apologetics itself, until
under the guidance of Schleiermacher's attempt to trace the organism of the
departments of hieology, K. H. Sack essayed to set forth a scientifically
organized "Christian Apologetics" (Hamburg, 1829; ed. 2, 1841). Since then an
unbroken series of scientific systems of apologetics has flowed from the press.
These differ from one another in almosvery conceivable way; in their
conception of the nature, task, compass, and encyclopedic place of the science;
in their methods of dealing with its material; in their conception of Christianity
itself; and of religion and of God and of the nature of thidence on which
belief in one or the other must rest. But they agree in the fundamental point that
apologetics is conceived by all alike as a special department of theological
science, capable of and demanding separate treatment. In this sense apologetics
has come at last, in the last tthords of the nineteenth century, to its rights. The
significant names in its development are such as, perhaps, among the Germans,
Sack, Steudel, Delitzsch, Ebrard, Baumstark, T511le, Kratz, Kiibel, Steude,
Frank, Kaltan,Vogel, Schultz, Kahler; to whom may be added such Romanists
as Drey, Dieringer, Staudenmeyer, llettinger, Schanz, and such English
speaking writers as Hetherington, H. B. Smith, Bruce, Rishell, and Beattie.
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|. Objections to Defending the Faith: Biblicaland Extra-Biblical

Many objections have been offered against doing apologefiose offer an
attempted biblical justification.Others are based in extpélical reasoning.
First, | et 6s take a | ook at those base

The central claimof God's revelation should be understood, explained and
defended. | thank the one true God that this journal and those involved in
apologetics ministries are providing sound reasons for the faith and are
challenging the critics of Christianity.

On the oher hand, ambitious Christian apologists often lose something
indispensable in the very process of defending the indispensable. In refusing to
jettison the idea of truth, we often jettison humility instead. We can become, as
the student feared, arroganteVhay hold the truth falsely.

It is dangerously easy for apologists to become prideful when we identify the
truth with our ego instead of with God Himself. Instead of contending for "the
faith that was once for all entrusted to the saints" (Jude 3), weemd up
contending for our *own* infallibility.

We should heed Bl ai se Pascal, who wr
Religion and Some Other Subjects) that "it is false piety to preserve peace at the
expense of truth. It is also false zeal to presamué aat the expense of charity."

Several facts can point us toward the fruitful partnership of true piety and true
zeal. First, Christian truth is best defended when it is *held both firmly and
humbly*-- in the manner one would hold a newborn child. Itin&nitely
precious and therefore worth defending; but it is a gift not of our own making.

We lay no claim to its greatness or even to the fact that we recognize it as truth
(Ephesians 2:8). We know by grace that grace may be known. If we speak of
"our faith" we should emphasize that the truth is not our possession; rather the
truth possesses us.

No one put it better than G.K. Chesterton in 'Orthodoxy’ who confessed
concerning Christianity: "I will not call it my philosophy; for | did not make it.
Godand humanity made it; and it made me."

Second, our knowledge of biblical truth should *grow over a lifetime*.
Orthodoxy will always exceed my present understanding of orthodoxy. The
humble apologist will defend Christianity's core claims to the bestadllity -

- the inspiration of Scripture, the Trinity, the Incarnation,
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justification by faith, and so or while remaining open to discussion about less
central and more debatable issues such as the particularities of eschatology or
church government.

Third, Jesus said that the meek, not the belligerent, will inherit the earth. No
matter how winsome the presentation, the gospel will offend those with
hardened hearts; but we shouldavoid increasing the offense through
arrogance

Paul is a model whelne says, "We have this treasure in jars of clay to show that
this allsurpassing power is from God and not from us" (2 Cor. 4:7). The
principles of Paul's pastoral instruction to Timothy apply to all apologists: "And
the Lord's servant must not quarreltead, he must

be kind to everyone, able to teach, not resentful. Those who oppose him he must
gently instruct, in the hope that God will grant them repentance leading them to
a knowledge of the truth” (2 Tim. 2:2b). Our aim should be to speak thethru

in love (Eph. 4:15).

Fourth, no matter how adept our advocacy of the faith, we must *glory in the
Lord and not in our apologetic prowess*. Without humility, even the best
arguments will ring hollow. Our aim in defending the gospel is to set people
freg not to defend ourselves or to acquit ourselves of all error.

The humble apologist stands valiantly for God's absolute, objective, and
universal truth, even as he stands on feet of clay with an ear open to correction.

Fifth, whatever our skill at defemdy the faith, any humble presentation of
Christian truth is a powerful tool in God's hands. The Lord opposes the proud
and exalts the humble (Matt. 23:12; James 4:6). Christian humility is an
arresting apologetic in and of itself.

Those who with plain sgech forget themselves in service of Christ outshine
those who eloquently defend only their egos.

A. Objections to Apologetics from Within the Bible
A Question
Does logic have a place in the study of Scripture?

Modern evangelical theologians have, at pbgsen a very ambiguous answer to
this question. While not entirely rejecting the use of 18gicho can®d they
nevertheless refuse to face many of the logical consequences of their own
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teachings, teach many logically inconsistent doctrines, such as thenelauft
two contradictory wills in God, and decry those who insist on a logical
construction of the truth as rationalists.

When their inconsistencies are pointec
speak of Amysteryo ofr o f appaeem toi reab my , 0O
contradictions in the Word of God.

What are we to think of all this?

The appeal to mystery sounds very pious to most believers since Scripture also
speaks of the mystery. But are these people following the Biblical concept of the
Amy ybemwhen they use the word to mean
the Bible in speaking of mysteries ever refer to doctrines that contradict each
other and are impossible to understand? Can there be truths about God or
Scripture teaching that contradedch other?

Al ong the same |l ines, does Godods incol
contradictory things about Him? Is it, at least at times impossible to understand
and make sense of what God says about Himself and about His Word? This
would seemd be the conclusion of some of those who so often decry the use of
logic and who hold to all sorts of contradictions in God and in Scripttirat
rational ity is incompatible with God?©os

And finally, is it rationalism to insist that théoctrines of Scripture must be
logically consistent with one another? This is the charge made against those who
insist that the teachings of Scripture cannot contradict each other. Do they exalt
logic over Scripture when they seek to harmonize the trdti&empture and to

fit them a logically coherent system? Many, of course, would claim that they do.

Thinking the logical way

Perhaps the reason why the appeal against logic is so successful is that the word
conjures up in the mind of modern man, evernef€hristian, a cold and barren
system of doctrines that have no relationship to life and are utterly without
passion or warmth. This view of logic, however, is wrong.

It helps to dispel these wrong noti on:
fromtheGr eek word @Al ogoso tr-adnand asedeasla A Wo |
name for our Lord Jesus Christ. Nor is it any more strange to think of Christ in
terms of logic than it is to think of Him in terms of the Word. To connect logos

with speech or the spokeword is only to say that it is through Him that God
speaks to us and reveals Himself to us. To connect logos with logic is only to

say that when God speaks to us through His Son He speaks rationally and
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intelligibly. That is, in fact, the miracle of revéland not just that God speaks
to us, but that we can understand what He says and make sense of it.

One may claim

When we accept the laws of logic, we are not accepting laws external to God to
which he must be subject, but we are accepting laws of trutthvene derived

from Godds holy character The Bib
claims to speak the truth. If the word truth is not meaningless, it implies the laws

of truth, that is, the laws of logic.

We do not deny, of course, that an operatf the Spirit is necessary for natural
man to understand what God says. The problem, however, with the unbeliever is
not that what God says is unintelligible or irrational, but that natural man is a
fool. He will not understand. He is a bit like a faneer who pretends not to
understand English in order to avoid an unpleasant confrontation with the
authorities.

Logic is simply right thinking and the rules of logic the rules for right thinking.
If we get that into our minds we will not think so disparagy of logic. Surely

God wants us to think rightly about Him, about right and wrong, and about all
other things. And by the same token it must be sin to think wrongly about God,
about His truth or about morality. To say that right is wrong or that wreng i
right is a matter of wrong, sinful thinking (Isa. 5:20). Right thinking, at least
about the things of God, is not only proper, it is required of us and all wrong
thinking condemned (Ps. 50:21; Phil. 4:8).

Right thinking then, is thinking in harmony witil that the Word teaches. We

must think what God thinks. We have His thoughts in the Word. And so, just as

in confessing we say what he says, so in thinking we think what He r@veals
Hi s own thoughts (Ps. 10: 4) We ymu st

t hought to the obedience of Christo(l]

Such right thinking, however, is rational and makes sense. Right thinking will

not only be thinking that is based on the Word of God but thinking that is,
therefore, intelligible and rational. Exactydb@a us e t he fithoughts
ar e Godos revel ation they ar e not i
impossible to understand.

We agree at this point

Does it not seem peculiar, in this connection, that a theologian can be so greatly
attached to thedoctrine of the Atonement, or a pietist to the idea of
sanctification, which nonetheless is explained only in some parts of Scripture,
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and yet be hostile to or suspicious of rationality and logic which every verse of
Scripture exhibits?

Norisitanyhgh t o sneer at fAmere human arith
el sewhere when he asks, ATwo plus twa
God?0o0

Rationalism and Rationality

All this leads us to another important point, a defence of rationality. Ratypnalit

iIs not the same as rationalism. When someone insists that it is a contradiction,
impossible nonsense, to say that God wants and does not want the salvation of
the reprobate, he is immediately charged with rationalism. But he is only being
rational. Thatis something different. The thing that needs to be made clear is
that it is not rationalism to be rational and to insist that the truth be rational and
make sense. Rationalism is thinking that does not start with God and with
Scripture and therefore alwagses nowhere. It is in fact rationalism which has
lead modern man to the brink of total irrationality and anarchy in philosophy,
art, science and ethics. In severing his thinking from Scripture he has ended up
with nonsense.

Francis Schaeffer says:

Christanity has the opportunity, therefore, to speak clearly of the fact that its
answer has the very thing modern man has despaidethefunity of thought. It
provides a unified answer for the whole of life. It is true that man will have to
renounce his ratrmalism, but then, on the basis of what can be discussed, he has
the possibility of recovering his rationality. You may now see why | stressed so
strongly, earlier, the difference between rationalism and Rationality. Modern
man has lost the lattelE$caperfom Reasonp. 82).

When, therefore, a theologian seeks to think things through and to reconcile the
teaching of Scripture with itself he is not being a rationalist. It is in fadiatie

of the theologian to systematize the truths of Scripture so tbptdlh relate to

one another and do not contradict each other. To throw out logic and rationality
is to destroy even possibility of doing theology. Yet this is what many
theologians insist must be done.

The question here, therefore, is not that of revafattersus rationalism but
whether revelation is ratior@alwhether, when God speaks, He speaks in
contradictions and paradoxes, He speaks irrationally. A contradiction, i.e., that a
square is round, is nonsense. Someone may believe it, but in that casarthey
well be accused of being irrational, even insane.
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It is such contradictions that theologians defend when they say that God has two
wills, that He wants and does not want to save all men, that He loves the
unsaved and does not love them, or that in fnging them and then not loving
them He remains unchangeable. To reject such contradiction is not rationalism,
but rationality and a rejection of all irrationality.

The Beatitudes Church in Israel

The Mystery

It is at this point that the whole subjexftthe mystery arises. In defence of their
contradictions theologians say, #Aalt i s
matter little thought, this seems very good. After all, the Bible speaks of
mysteries, and in everyday usage of the word seems &omfmme i s omet hi n ¢
cannot understand. 0 So the theol ogi an
word mystery to mean fAsohat bongr aomp os ¢

However, that is not the biblical meaning of the word mystery. In Scripture the
wordmeans fAsomething the natur al man can
but which iIis revealed to Godods chil dr e
beunderstooby t hem. 0 Paul S fbe s tihre BEylsd eir
in other ages was not made knounto the sons of men, as it is now revealed
unto his holy apostles and prophets by
only by the theologians and | eaders |
[the ordinary members of the church] read, yg mmaderstand my knowledge in

the mystery of Christ. o
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Even in the common usage of the word, however, the theologians are wrong to
stretch its meaning to cover their contradictions and paradoxes. When we speak
of the doctrine of the Trinity as a mystery, d@ not mean, in other words, that

the doctrine of the Trinity is setfontradictory and irrational only that we do not
fully understand it.

If the doctrine of the Trinity meant that God was one God and three Gods or one
Person and three Persons (as Causelan Til says) it would be a contradiction
and would be unintelligible. God cannot at the same time be one God and three
Gods. But the Trinity means only that God is one God and three Persons. That
maybe difficult to understand fully, but it is not a t@alictiord not a mystery

in the sense of contradiction.

Nor are the doctrines of Godos soverei
the sense that they contradict each other. If they did we would have to choose
between them. Thankfully, we do not. Jrere a mystery in that we do not fully
understand how they are reconciled, but they do not contradict each other. They
are not a paradox. We agree, therefore, with Herman Hoeksema, who says,

They would be contradictory of the first proposition denied vidhaitffirmed by

the second. But this is not true. The first proposition asserts something about
God: He is absolutely sovereign and determines the acts of man. The second
proposition predicates something about man: he is responsible for his moral acts.
Does the first proposition deny that man is responsible? If it does you have here

a contradiction. But it does not. Those who like to discover a contradiction here,
usually the enemies of the truth of G
thattoasset God i s sovereign even over mal
man is not responsible .

To say that God loves and does not love the reprobate is not a mystery but a
contradiction. It is impossible to make sense of the idea that God loves the
reprobate for a while and then ceases to love them and yet remains
unchangeable. It is such contradiction that we reject and that ought to be rejected
in Reformed theology.

Logic and the Doctrine of God

There is more at stake here than just the question of whetheot we can
believe contradictions, as many modern theologians say we can and ought. The
very nature and being of God is at stake.

One very basic attribute of God is His simplicity, an attribute about which one
usually hears little. The first article tiie Belgic Confessiofists this attribute
first:
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We all believe with the heart, and confess with the mouth, that there is one only
simple and spiritual being, which we call God; and that he is eternal,
incomprehensible, invisible, immutable, infinite, ajmy, perfectly wise, just,
good and the overflowing fountain of all good.

But the attribute is so little known that the language ofBbégic Confession
sounds strange to our ears.

Godobés simplicity means that é&heetatlse undi

three Persons of the Trindythat they are not separate gods but together one

God. | t i's also true I n connection wi

from one another, or set one against another. There is, for example, no division
or conflict between His justice and His mercy. His mercy will always be just and
His justice merciful. There is, therefore, no contradiction or disharmony in God.
He is one and undivided in His Person, in His attributes, in His purpose and will,
and in His woks. His works are never at odds with His purpose, nor His
purpose with itself.

This attribute iIis denied by those who
I

wi | | or bet ween Godos wi | and Hi s
irrationality, they deny Hisimplicity and are in conflict with what Scripture
teaches about God (I John 1:5). To find contradictions in God is to deny God.
There are many things about God we cannot fathom, many things we cannot
fully understand, but there is no darkness in Himlat al

Logic and the Doctrine of Scripture

The Atheology of paradox and contradi

Scripture. If there is contradiction in Scripture, then Scripture is no longer

revel ation. A contradi ct indenstandingeande a |l s ¢

comprehension impossible. Nor, if Scripture has contradictions in it is it perfect
and infallible. A contradiction, however one looks at it, is an imperfection, a
mistake.

The Regula Scripturag the rule of Scripture, one of the great Refation
principles, means that there is a consistent line of teaching that runs through
Scripture from beginning to end. This, of course, follows from the fact that it is
the Word of God. If it were just a series of books written by different men we
would expect neither unity nor consistency, but because the Holy Spirit is author
of Scripture, it has both unity and consistency in all that it says. That is implied

in Jesusd6 words in John 10: 35: AThe
them contradictios, whether in what they say about God or in matters of
hi storical detail, iIs to deny that t
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This is not to say that we understand every passage of Scripture. There are
certainly passages that are difficult for us to redenbut anyone who believes

in the infallibility of Scripture would insist that then we simply do not
understand. To admit that they really are contradictions is to say that there are
mistakes in Scripture and that is to deny them their authority agvtrd of

God.

Logic and Necorthodoxy

What is most frightening, though, about the tendency to admit contradiction
both in Scripture and in theology is that this is the very heart cbribodoxy.

The idea that faith is able to believe contradictfotisatis the very essence of

faith to believe unreasonable thidgs s t he essence of Kar
theol ogy. He described faith as fia | ec:
of contradictions: God both elected and reprobated Esau (both loviritgpting

him); God elects and reprobates all men; God is omnisciertr{alting) and

yet limited in knowledge.

His followers went even further. Brunner flatly denied the infallibility of
Scripture by teaching that the Bible is full of contradictions bait @od can and

does reveal Himself to us through these things. Theology, according to Brunner,

is not concerned with rational intelligible truth, nor is the Bible a system of
truth. According to him the contradictions and discrepancies in Scripture are a
matter of Godobs condescension to us a
Aencountero God through the Scripture
literally.

Many evangelicals today have taken this same view of faith, of Scripture and of
God. They, toosay that Scripture does not have to be coherent and consistent in
every part, that the knowledge of God can be full of paradoxes, antinomies and
contradictions and that faith by its very nature is able to accept such

contradiction and irrationality withawuestion.

An example that comes to mind is that of the Reformed minister who tried to
defend the welmeant offer of the Gospel and common grace by such an appeal

to irrationality. He was trying to answer the charge that for God to show love
and grace tahe reprobate in natural gifts and in a wakant offer of the

Gospel makes God changeable, i.e. He loves them now and stops loving them
when He sends them to Hell. In defending himself, this man said that God was
unchangeable but as sovereign could neven el ess fHAdecree for
of different dispositions. o In other
as sovereign decide that He would change His attitude toward the wicked
reprobate. Put even more simply, he was saying that though God is
unchangeable He can change.
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Nec-orthodox Karl Barth put it this way:

We may believe that God can and must only be absolute in contrast to all that is
relative ... but such beliefs are shown to be quite untenable and corrupt and
pagan, by the fact that Gaibes in fact be and do this in Jesus Christ. We
cannot make them the standard by which to measure what God can or cannot do,
or the basis of the judgement that in doing this He brings Himself into self
contradiction ... He s absolute, infinite, exalted¢ctivee, impassable,
transcendent, but in all this He is the one who is free in His love and therefore
not His own prisoner. He is all this as the Lord and in such athayHe
embraces the opposite of these conc@pms He is also relative, finite, pags,

able to suffer and surpassed in glory) even while He is superior to @eunch
Dogmatics IV, i, 55, pp. 183ff; italics mine).

Wh a t I s Barth saying? He is saying th
that He can be infinite and finite at the samm®e, exalted and inferior,
omnipotent and impotent, immutable (unchangeable) and yet subject to change.
Nor i s Barthos reference to Jesus Chr
the fact that He is in fact dditgagndng Gec
infinity. That Christ, in His human nature, was limited, changeable, finite and

born in time, we do not deny. But that is not what Barth means. He means, as
the first part of the quote shows, that it is pagan to think or say that God is
absolutelyand without qualification omnipotent, omniscient, immutable and
infinite. He must also be impotent, limited in knowledge, mutable and finite.

If you object that his is blatant contradiction or paradox, Barth will most
assuredly agree with you and tell ythat is why it is a matter of faighfaith

does not understand, but simply believes the irrational. That, unconsciously or
otherwise, is the same conclusion to which many today in defending their
paradoxes and antinomies.

|l nterestingly,r 8gaarndidorsg ctomed lusgy ni s :
system, comprehendi ng an ChuschDogmatwe r e 0
I, 3, p. 293). This is simply to say that not only theology but that which it seeks,

the knowledge of God, is impossible.

We do not dey then, that faith must often accept the fact that it does not fully
understand. We only deny that faith i s
nonsense and unreason. If God is God, if revelation is truly a revealing of God,

and if Scripture isnfallible and unbreakable, it cannot be so.
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The Danger

The danger here is not small. In many ways, paradox theology strikes at the
fundamentals. The idea that there can be contradictions in God and in Scripture
and that faith can accept these contraaist opens the door to all the errors of

the subjectivism with which the church is plagued today. By subjectivism we
mean the teaching that feeling and experience are more important than doctrine
and truth. AWe must not thgtuei f ors tdel
many say. We can only feel that it is correct and accept it blindly. To try and
make sense of it, to do theology or to teach doctrine is to destroy all possibility
of passion and love and to lapse into deadness. Our feelings agrergps

may very well contradict Scripture but that dies not make them wring. Faith
demands that we follow them even if they contradict Scripture.

|l n opposition to such error we set ou
paradox and contradiction,hether it is that of Barth, Niebuhr and Brunner, or

that rather more ignorant version of the same that passes as evangelicalism
today.

The Garden of Gethsemane
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1. The Bible Does Not Need to Be Defended

One objection to apologetics often made is tlentlthat the Bible does not
need to be defended; it simply needs to be expounded. Hebrews 4:12 is often
cited as evidence: "The Word of God is alive and powerful..." (NIV)s said

that the Bible is like a lion; it does not need to be defended butysiatpoose.

A lion can defend itself. Several things should be noted in response.

First, this begs the question as to whether or not the Bible is the Word of God.
Of course, God's Word is ultimate, and it speaks for itself. But how do we know
the Bibleis the Word of God, as opposed to the Qur'an, the Book of Mormon, or
some other book? One must appeal to evidence to determine which of the many
conflicting books really is the Word of God.

Second, no Christian would accept the claim of a Muslim witQaestion that

“the Qur'an is alive and powerful and sharper than aemged sword...." We
would demand evidencelikewise, no norChristian should accept our claim
without evidence.

Third, the analogy of the lion is misleading. A roar of a lion speaits
authority only because we know from previous knowledge what a lion can do.
Without the tales of woe about a lion's ferocity, its roar would not have the same
authoritative effect on us. Likewise, without evidence to establish one's claim to
authority,there is no good reason to accept that authority.

2. Jesus Refused to do Signs for Evil Men

Some argue that Jesus rebuked people who sought signs. Hence, we should be
content simply to believe without evidence. Indeed, Jesus did on occasion
rebuke sign skers. He said, "A wicked and adulterous generation asks for a
miraculous sign!" (Matt. 12:39 cf. Luke 16:31). However, this does not mean
that Jesus did not desire people to look at the evidence before they believed for
many reasons.

First, even in thisvery passage Jesus went on to offer the miracle of His
resurrection as a sign of who He was, saying "But none will be given it except

the sign of the prophet Jonah (Matt. 1249. Likewise, Paul gave many
evidences for the resurrection (in 1 Cor. 1A.nd Luke speaks ¢
convincing proofso (Acts 1:3) of the r

Second, when John the Baptist inquired whether He was the Christ, Jesus
offered miracles as proof, saying: "Go back and report to John what you hear
and see: The blind receiveght, the lame walk, those who have leprosy are
cured, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, and the good news is preached to the
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poor" (Matt. 11:5). When replying to the Scribes, He said: ""But that you may
know that the Son of Man has authority on eartfotgive sins.' He said to the
paralytic, I tell you, get up, take your mat and go home"™ (Mark-21)0
Nicodemus said to Jesus, "Rabbi, we know you are a teacher who has come
from God. For neone could perform the miraculous signs you are doing if God
were not with him" (John 3:2).

Third, Jesus was opposed to sggeking or entertaining people by miracles.
Indeed, He refused to perform a miracle to satisfy king Herod's curiosity (Luke
23:8). On other occasions He did not do miracles because of theelieh
(Matt. 13:58), not wishing to "cast pearls before swine." The purpose of Jesus'
miracles was apologetic, namely, to confirm His message (cf. Ex. 4:1f; Jn. 3:2;
Heb. 2:34). This He did in great abundance, for "Jesus of Nazareth was a man
accreditedby God to you by miracles, wonders and signs, which God did among
you through him..." (Acts 2:22).

3. Paul Was Unsuccessful In His Use of Reason on Mars Hill and Later
Discarded the Approach

Opponents of apologetics sometimes argue that Paul was uns$ulcaedss
attempt to reach the thinkers on Mars Hill (Acts 17), discarding the method and
later telling the Corinthians that he wanted to "know Jesus and Him only" (1
Cor. 2:2). However, this interpretation is based on a misunderstanding of the
text.

For one thing, Paul did have results on Mars Hill. For some people were saved,
including a philosopher. The text says clearly "A few men became followers of
Paul and believed. Among them was Dionysius, a member of the Areopagus,
also a woman named Damaris, andumber of others" (Acts 17:34).

Second, nowhere in either Acts or 1 Corinthians does Paul indicate any
repentance or even regret over what he did on Mars Hill. This is reading into the
text what simply is not there.

Third, Paul 6s s ngalesasnaadnJesusaohiyisunbt a phargeaio h i
the content of Paul's preaching. This is what he did everywhere. Even to the
philosophers "he preached Jesus and the resurrection” (Acts 17:18 cf. v. 31). So
there was nothing unique about what he preached; iswgdy how he did it.

Paul tailored his starting point to where the audience was. With the heathen at
Lystra he began by an appeal to nature (Acts 14) and ended by preaching Jesus
to them. With the Jews he began with the OT and moved on to Christ (Acts
17:2-3). But with the Greek thinkers Paul began with creation and reason to a
Creator and on to His Son Jesus who died and rose again (Acts 17:24f).

26



4. Only Faith, not Reason, Can Please God

Heb. 11:6 insists that "without faith it is impossible to pleasd.Gbhis would

seem to argue against the need for reason. In fact, it would appear that asking for
reasons, rather than simply believing, would displease God. In response to this
argument against apologetics two important points must be made.

First of all,the text does not say that with reason it is impossible to please God.
It says without faith one cannot please God. It does not eliminate reason
accompanying faith or a reasonable faith.

Second, God in fact calls upon us to use our reason (1 Pet. Bdégd| He has
given "clear" (Rom. 1:20) and "convincing proofs" (Acts 1:3 NASB) so that we
do not have to exercise blind faith.

Third, this text in Hebrews does not exclude "evidence" but actually implies it.
For faith is said to be "the evidence" of thenge do not see (Heb. 11:1 NKJV).

For example, the evidence that someone is a reliable witness justifies my
believing his testimony of what he saw and | did not. Even so, our faith in
“things not seen" (Heb. 11:1 NKJV) is justified by the evidence we teate

God does exist which is "clearly seen, being understood from what has been
made" (Rom. 1:20).

5. Paul Said God Can't be Known by Human Reason when he wrote, "the
world by wisdom knew not God" (1 Cor. 1:21 NKJV).

However, this cannot mean that thesend evidence for God's existence, since
Paul declared in Romans that the evidence for God's existence is so "plain" as to
render even the heathen "without excuse" (Rom.-2)9 Further, the context

in 1 Corinthians is not God's existence but His plarsa¥ation through the
cross. This cannot be known by mere human reason but only by divine
revelation. It is "foolish" to the depraved human mind.

What is more, the "wisdom" of which he speaks is "the wisdom of this world"
(v. 20), not the wisdom of GodPaul called a sophist the "disputer of this age"

(v. 20). Sophist could argue for argument's sake. This leads no one to God.
Further, Paul's reference to the world by wisdom not knowing God is not a
reference to the inability of human beings to know Gadugh the evidence He

has revealed in creation (Rom. 1:2@) and conscience (Rom. 2:18). Rather,

it is a reference to man's depraved and foolish rejection of the message of the
Cross.

Finally, in this very book of 1 Corinthians Paul gives his greagslogetic
evidence for the Christian Faitthe eyewitnesses of the resurrection of Christ
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which his companion Luke called "many convincing proofs" (Acts 1:3 NASB).
Indeed, even though man knows clearly through human reason that God exists,
neverthelesshe "suppresses” or "holds down" this truth in unrighteousness
(Rom. 1:18). Thus, it is the presence of such strong evidence that leaves him
Awithout excuseodo (Rom. 1:20) .

6. The Natural Man Can't Understand Spiritual Truths

Paul insisted that "the man tiwout the Spirit does not accept the things that
come from the Spirit of God..." (1 Cor. 2:14). They cannot even "know" them.
What use, then, is apologetics? In response to this argument against apologetics
two things should be observed.

First, Paul doesat say that natural persons canpetceive truth about God,

but only that they do noteceiveit (Gk: dekomai,welcome). Indeed, Paul
emphatically declared that the basic truths about God are “clearly seen" (Rom.
1:20). The problem is not that unbelievare not aware of God's existence but
that they do not want to accept Him because of the moral consequences this
would have on their sinful lives.

Second, 1 Cor. 2:14 says they do not "know" (Gikoskg which can mean to
know by experience. In other wardthey know God in their mind (Rom. 1:19

20) but they have not accepted Him in their heart (Rom. 1:18). The Bible says,
"The fool has said in his heart, "There is no God™ (Psa. 14:1).

7. Only the Holy Spirit Can Bring Someone to Christ

The Bible sayshat salvation is a work of the Holy Spirit. He alone can convict,
convince, and convert (John 16:8; Eph. 2:1; Titus73:5This is certainly true,

and no orthodox Christian denies this. However, two things must be kept in
mind.

First, the Bible does noe&ch that the Holy Spirit will always do this apart from
reason and evidence. It is not either the Holy Spirit or Reason. Rather, it is the
reasonable Holy Spirit using good reason to reach rational pe&e. is
always the efficient cause of salvatidmjt apologetic arguments can be an
instrumental cause used by the Holy Spirit to bring one to Christ.

Second, apologists do not believe that apologetics saves anyone. It only provides
evidence in the light of which people can make rational decisions.jt on
provides evidence that Christianity is true. One must still place his faith in Christ
in order to be saved. Apologetics only leads the "horse" to the water. Only the
Holy Spirit can persuade him drink.
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8. Apologetics is not Used in the Bible

It is objected that if apologetics is biblical, then why don't we see it done in the
Bible? There are two basic reasons for this misunderstanding.

First, by and large the Bible was not written for unbelievers but for believers.
Since they already believe in God, Ghretc., they are already convinced these
are true. Hence, apologetics is directed primarily for those who do not believe so
that they may have a reason to believe.

Second, contrary to the claim of critics, apologetics is used in the Bible. 1) The
first chapter of Genesis confronts the mythical accounts of creation known in
that day. 2) MosesO0O miracles in Egypt
through him (Ex. 4:89). 3) Elijah did apologetics on Mt. Carmel when he
proved miraculously that Yahwat the true God, not Baal (1 Kings 18). 4) As

we have shown in detail elsewherelesus was constantly engaged in
apologetics, proving by signs and wonders that He was the Son of God (John
3:2; Acts 2:22). 5) The Apostle Paul did apologetics at Lystra wigegave
evidence from nature to the heathen that the supreme God of the universe
existed and that idolatry was wrong (Acts 14). 6) The classic case of apologetics
in the NT is Acts 17 where Paul reasoned with the philosophers on Mars Hill.
He not only preented evidence from nature that God existed but also from
history that Christ was the Son of God. Indeed, he cited pagan thinkers in
support of his arguments.

B. Objections to Apologetics from Outside the Bible

These objections against apologetics aargd to show either its irrationality,
inadequacy, or fruitlessness. Many come from a rationalistscepticalpoint

of view. Others are fideistic which denies reason should be used to support ones
faith.

1. Human Reason Can't Tell Us Anything About God Some critics
assert that human reason cannot give us any information about God.

First, it says that reason doesn't apply to questions about God. But this
statement itself is offered as a reasonable statement about the issue of God. In
order to say thateason doesn't apply to God, one has to apply reason to God in
that very statement. So reasoning about God is inescapable. Reason cannot be
denied without being employed.

Second, purely hypothetical reason itself does not tell us anything exists,
including God. But since something undeniably exists (e.g., | do), then reason
can tell us much about existence, including Géa@r instance, if something
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finite and contingent exists, then something infinite and necessary must exist
(i.e., God). And if God exsts, then it is false that He does not exist. And if God

iIs a necessary Being, then He cannot not exist. Further, if God is Creator and we
are creatures, then we are not God. Likewise, reason informs us that if God is
omnipotent, then He cannot make a st@o heavy that He cannot lift it. For
whatever He can make, He can lift.

2. Reason is Useless in Religious Matters

Fideism argues that reason is of no use in matters that deal with God. One must
simply believe. Faith, not reason, is what God requirepb(H1:6). In response
to this several points can be made.

First, even from a biblical point of view God calls on us to use our reason (Isa.
1:18; 1 Pet. 3:15; Matt. 22:387). God is a rational being, and He created us as
rational beings. God would notgult the reason He gave us by asking us to
ignore it in such important matters as our beliefs about Him.

Second, this position is fideistic and is sadffeating. For either it has a reason
that we should not reason about God or it does not. If it does,itldefeats

itself by using reason to say we should not use reason. If fideism has no reason
for not using reason, then it is without reason for its position, in which case there
is no reason why one showddcept fideism.

Furthermore, to claim reason jisst optional for a fideist will not suffice. For
either the fideist offers some criteria for when we should be reasonable and
when we should not, or else his view is simply arbitrary. If he offers some
rational criteria for when we should be rationakrthhe does have a rational
basis for his view, in which case he is not really a fideist after all. Reason is not
the kind of thing in which a rational creature can choose to participate. By virtue
of being rational by nature one must be part of ratiorsdadirse. And rational
discourse demands that one follow the laws of reason.

A major contribution made by the late Francis Schaeffer was his emphasis on
the need for a reasoned approach to apologeiichis Escape from Reasdre

showed the futility of tbse who attempt to reject reasdre constantly chided
those who make a fidi chot-roangs obne towelda
criticizes those who forsake reason foid ower st oryo materi a
storyo mysticism.
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3. You Can't Prove God or Chistianity by Reason

According to this objection, the existence of God cannot be proven by human
reason. The answer depends on what is meant by "prove."

First, if "prove” means to demonstrate with mathematical certainty, then most
theists would agree th&od's existence cannot be proven in this way. The
reason for this is because mathematical certainty deals only with the abstract,
and the existence of God (or anything else) is a matter of concrete, real
existence.Mathematical certainty is based on certaxioms or postulates that
must be assumed in order to get a necessary conclusion. But if God's existence
must be assumed in order to be proven, then the conclusion that God exists is
only based on the assumption that He exists, in which case it isatigta proof

at all. Mathematical certainty is deductive in nature. It argues from given
premises. But one cannot validly conclude what is not already implied in the
premise(s). In this case one would have to assume God exists in the premise in
order to \alidly infer this in the conclusion. But this begs the question.

Second, if by "prove,” however, we mean "give adequate evidence for" or
“provide good reasons for," then it would seem to follow that one can prove the
existence of God and the truth of Chasity. Indeed, many apologists have
offered such proofs and people have become Christians after reading their
writings.

4. No One is Persuaded of Religious Truths by Reason

According to this argument, no one is ever persuaded to accept a religious truth
by reason. Psychological, personal, and subjective factors prompt religious
decisions, not rational arguments. But this objection is patently false for many
reasons.

First of all, whoeverbecame a believer because he thought it was irrational and
absurd todo so. Certainly, the vast majority of people who believe in God or
accept Christ do so because they think it is reasonable.

Second, this objection confuses two kinds of belief. batednd beliefthat.
Certainly, religious belief in God and in Christ mot based on evidence and
reason. But neither is it done without them. Every rational person looks to see if
there is evidence that the elevator has a floor before he steps in it. Likewise, all
rational people want evidence that an airplane can fly edfeey get in it. So
belief that is prior to beliefin. Apologetics deals with the former. It provides
evidence that God exists, that Christ is the Son of God, and that the Bible is the
Word of God. A religious decision is a step of faith in the lighthef ¢vidence,

not a leap of faith in the da+kn the absence of evidence.
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Jerusalem from Mount of Olives
[I. The Reasons for the Need to Defend the Faith

There are many good reasons for doing apologekuost of all, God commands
us to do so.Second reason demands itThird, the world needs itFourth,
results confirm it.

A. God Commands the Use of Reason

The most important reason for doing apologetics is that God told us to do it.
Over and over the New Testament exhorts us to defend the Edibter 3:15

says, "But in your hearts acknowledge Christ as the holy Lord. Always be
prepared to give an answer to every one who asks you to give the reason for the
hope that you have." This verse says several important things.
First, it says that we shalibe ready. We may never run across someone who
asks the tough questions about our faith, but we should still be ready just in case.
But being ready is not just a matter of having the right information available, it
is also an attitude of readiness andezagss to share with others the truth of
what we believe.

Second, we are to give a reason to those who ask the questions (cf. ®&Jl. 4:5

It is not expected thaveryoneneeds preevangelism, but when they do need it,
we must be able and willing to givleem an answer.
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