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ABSTRACT

TEAMING WITH LAY LEADERS TO IMPROVE APOLOGETIC

UNDERSTANDING IN THE LOCAL CHURCH

John K. Hopper

This doctoralprojed sought to answer the questidis it possible for a pastor to
team with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics conference that effectively
increases apofpetic understanding among those who atéridhe hypothesisvas that
this question could be answered in #fifrmative andwastested by working witla team
of lay leaders to present an apologetics conferenaechurch settingAttendees of the
conference completed surveys at the onset of the conferamas completionand six
weeks after the conference. Tiesults of theore- and postconferencesurveys(n=84)
were comparewith each otheand confirmed the hypothesis by indicating improvement
relative to apologetic understandirithe results of the preonference survey as
compared to the followap surveyn=39)also indicated improved apologetic

understanding
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CHAPTER 1

THE RATIONALE AND ST RUCTURE OF THE PROJECT

The purpose of thidoctoralproject is to increase the understanding of Christian
apologetics in the local church, particularly by teaming with lay leaders in the training of
those within the church. In this chapter, essential elements dbtteralprojectare
outlined infour pats.

First, arationaleis provided for the projeco that the reader recognizes the
reason for embarking on this study.

Second, the research question is articulated and a general description of the
methodology used to answer the question is presented.

Third, the parameters of the projert providedDefinitions are given to assist
the readem an accurate understandiafithe termaused in this studfollowed bya
description otheassumptionemployedn the research, desigandexecution of the
prgect. In addition, thdimitationsand delimitation®f the studyarestated so that the
reader understands the boundaries of the study.

Fourth the basic organizatioof thedoctoral projects summarizedby including

an overview okach chapter.



Rationale

From time to time it isaid that the church is dying. This is most certainly an
overstatement if for no other reason than that Christ himself sagthtineh would never
be overcoméBut the certainty of the &dathinchds endu
any geographical locatioor during anyeriod of time and @ery indication is that the
influence of Christianity ilNorth America has been on a long slide. There are fewer who
declare themsebs to be Christiarisa smaller percentageho reguérly attend a local
church? and perhaps even more importantljose who hold to BroadChristian
worldview, whether they declare themsel@wistians or not, ariew and far betweeh
A 2012 Pew Research Center report highlights the changes in ttieAoerican

religious climate by its -in-FivelAdultsddhveMoe: A O None

1 Matt. 16:18

2Pew ResearchCentétMonesd on the Rise: One in Fiv
Rel i gi ous THefPéw Harm art Relgiaon,and Public Lif®ctober 9, 2012
accessed March 8, 2018tp://www.pewforum.org/files/2012/10/NonesOnTheRise
full.pdf.

3RebeccaBams and Li @ Statling Fasts: An,Up @lose Look at
Church Attendance in America, 8013hurch Leader
http://www.churchleaders.com/pastors/pastuaicles/139575-startlingfactsanup-
closelook-at-churchattendancen-ameica.html

“The Barna Group, ABarna Survey Examines
Christians o0v e Marth6200Ramcedsed D&obef 24a20K3, 0
https://lwww.barna.org/barnagpdate/article/2dransformation/25darnasurvey
examineschangesn-worldview-amongchristiansoverthe-past13-
years#.UmnZivnBOSp



Rel i gi ous °whileftiode without acraligioas affiliation still represent only
about20per cent of the Americanspopulo#t aboutt he
percent in 2007 is almost mirrored by the same percenfatgeline in those wi call
themselves Protestanturthermore, Protestants themselves now make upi@nly
percent of the American population, making them a minority for thetifmstin U.S.
history® These figures certainly do not come as a surprise to most Christians. Who
cannot sense the growing resistance to Christianity? Billy Graham for years was the most
respected man in America,; it is hard to imagan@hristiarholding thatpositiontoday
particularly if he were a ergyman who unabashedlypreactt : A The BThé|l e saysé
atheist, the agnostic, and teritually apathetic are no longer tleose encounter on
rare occasiorthey are our neighbors, -eeorkers, and family mmbers.
Not surprisingly with the increase in the religiously unaffiliatbdse with strong
anti-Christian perspectives have been emboldened to state their case. Atheistic ramblings
are no longer on the fringe bull frestselling books with audaciousles liket The God
Delusion, God is Not Great: How Religion Poisons Everything, Breaking the Spell:

Religion as Natural PhenomenamdGod: The Failed HypothesisAs suggested by

SPew ResearchCentétonesd od the Rise.
5Pew ResearchCentér, 6 Nonesd dB& the Rise, 0

" See Richard Dawking,he God DelusiofBoston MA: First Mariner Books,
2008); Christopheitchens,God Is Not Great: How Religion Poisons Everyth{hNgw
York, NY: Twelve, 2009); Daniel C. DenneBreaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural
Phenomenarpaperback ed. (New YorKY: Penguin Books, 2007); Victor J.
StengerGod: The Failed Hypotrstes. How Science Shows That God Does Not Exist
paperback ed. (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2008).
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these titles, the authors of such works are not shy in stating their disdeetigimn in
general and Christianity in particujar disdain which thegay is warranted because of
r el i grationalidysAlong these lines, Sam Harris writes inlester to a Christian
Nation
One of the greatest challenges facing civilization in the twBrsty
century is for human beings to learn to speak about their deepest personal
concernd about ethics, spiritual experience, and the inevitability of human
suffering in ways that are not flagrantly irrational. We desperately need a public
discourse that encourages critical thinking and intellectual honesty. Nothing
stands in the way of this project more than the respect we accord religious faith
Clearly, it is time we meet our emotional needs without embracing the
preposterous. We must find ways to invoke the power of ritual and to mark those
transitions in every human life that demand profur@ibyrth, marriage, deaéh
without lying to ourselves aboutd nature of reality. Only then will the practice
of raising our children to believe that they are Christian, Muslim, or Jewish be
recognized as the ludicrous obscenity thatft is.
Har ri s 6 thdasesof groneng iumbeof peopletoday. Christianit and reason, it
is arguedsimply do not go together. Such a perspective is not just held by those who
would discard Christianitgltogethey but bymanyChristianswho see no need for their
faith to be supported by rational arguments.
The guestion one ight ask is: what happened to reshape the American religious
landscape? Or further, hdvavefaith and reason become divorced from one another?
These questions do not have easy answers, but twedaling factors have undoubtedly

contributed to the curr state of affairs. The first is a fundamental shift inghevailing

worldviewin North Americaparticularly as it describes thelatiorshipbetween faith

8 Sam Harris|etter to a Christian NatiofNew York, NY: Vintage Books,
2008), 8788.



andfactt he second is the churchodéds reluctance to

mind. Both shifts cry out for a resurgence of apologetics within the church.

A Worldview Shift

A worldview is a mental framework for understanding what the world is and how
to operate in it. 1t includes onedestralvi ews ab
problems of humanity and how to approach them, and a grid for determining the
rightness or wrongness of behavior. Central to a worldview is the question of how one
arrives at knowledge. If one believes in spirits of the dead, then knowledge of the
afterworld from such sources is not only legitimate but reliable. If, however, one believes
that natural forces and elements are all that exist, then dependable knowledge is limited
to what can be observed.

Until the Enlightenment, there was minimal opigios to the idea that knowledge
originates from both supernatural and natural sources. Both the natural and supernatural
worlds were equally real. Truth about God, while different in content, was nonetheless
similar in quality to truth about a Saint Berdar the Milky Way. With the
Enlightenment, however, came the exaltation of reason, and perhaps more importantly

the suggestion that reason was fit for the realm of the natural world and unfit for the



world of religious belief. This developed what morban one observer has called a
fact/value split® wherein faith in the supernatural is merely a product of personal
preference divorced from reason, while facts, on the other hand, are relative to the natural
world and are rational in nature. So embeddedHnagact/value split become in the
Western mind that when Christians take a stand on moral issues like abortion or
homosexuality and suggest that their stand is based on objective moral truths, they are
often quickly dismissed. The secular worldview siymgioes not see morals and objective
truth as operating in the same sphere. The same is said for religious truth in general and
Christian truth in particular.

If Christians are to reverse this situation, they must find ways to bridge the world
of Christian faith and intellectual reasoning. They must expose false dichotomies and
present Christianity as resting on robust and-weslsoned arguments. This was the

sentiment of). Gresham Machen

® While the Enlightenment provided the surge that sharply and publicly separated
faith and reason, there were undoubtedly voices prior to the Enlightenment that spoke of
divorcing the two spheres. William of Ockham (12B817), for example, believed that
A oly faith gives us access to theological truths. The ways of God are not open to reason,
for God has freely chosen to create a world and establish a way of salvation within it
apart from any necessary | aws thadaeThuman | og
Irvin and Scott W. Sunquishistory of the World Christian MovemefMaryknoll, NY:
Orbis Books, 2001), 434.

YDavid Hume is generally credited with #@f
In more recent days, Francis Schaefer decried thisestandas Nancy Pearcey. See
Francis SchaefeEscape from Reas@ndThe God Who Is Theis The Complete
Works of Francis Schaeff@Vheaton, IL: Crossway, 1982); and Nancy Peartetal
Truth: Liberating Christianity from Its Cultural CaptivitgtudyGuide ed(Wheaton, IL:
Crossway Books, 2005).



False ideas are the greatest obstacles to the reception osged. fse may

preach with althefervor d a reformer and yet succeed only in winning a

straggler here and there, if we permit the whole collective thought of the nation or

of the world to be controlled by ideas which, by the resistless force of logic,

prevent Christianity from being regarded as anything other than a harmless

delusion. Under such circumstances, what God desires us to do stray diee

obstacle at its rodt

Unfortunately, rather than rise to the challenge, the church has imaagire
embraced the fact/value schism, even if that was not its intention. Instead of challenging
the presuppositions of secularism (which are not grounded in any set of observable facts)
and presenting a weltasoned argument for Christianity, it oftalls on both believers
and unbelievers to accept Christian claims by faith as if reasonable support of that faith is
optional or even unattainable. Nancy Pearcey provides a striking example of how
Christians have fallen prey to the fact/value dichotomgmshe relates a story of a
theology teacher in a Christian school. The teacher went to the front of the classroom
where he drew a heart on one side of the blackboard and a brain on the other. He then

went on to explain that the two are divided when it estio religion and science; the

heart is used for religion, and the brain is used for sci€ridais teacher, and likely

113, Gresham Machelyhat Is Christianity’And OtherAddresse$Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1951), 162.

12 pearceyTotal Truth 19. For a succinct history of the faith/fact split in Western
thought, seethenet i r e second chapter, nK2d.epi ng Religi



many others with him, have settled on a pers
fideism in the are of religious knowledge. 0
If Christians themselves take Christianity to be outside the realm of reason, it will
increasingly be seen as a fAtake it or | eave
This will alsogive ample explanation as to why there is an increasing nushber
religiously unaffiliatedpeople The church must, therefore, break free of what Michael
Go h e e n hebarledl ;gefihat forms the prison for the gospel in contemporary
western culture®l nt er estingly, Goheen doesisnot concl
somet hing which t he cisithdsyncretistib &somrhodatidnof, but r
the churcho6és under stwaaldi en gd iddihis) af corsmso t o t he
calls for the church to recognize the faulty gap and once again becomatasegdding
faith and reason.
As suggested above, the shift in Western worldview has most undoubtedly given
reason for those who had little interest in religion to shove it to the side, but it has also
profoundly shaped those who still find a home in €tfan, if not evangelical, circles. If
the world of fact is left to the sciences, then one is hard pressed to believe in literal

miracles and the claim that Jesus Christ experienced a historical bodily resurrection. One

137, P. Moreland, APhilosophical Apol oget:i
Cu | t doureal obthe Evangelical Theological Socid8; no. 1 (March 1996): 137.

YMi chael W. Godteedaspel ffom itsiMedera Cagan An
Il nterpretation of Lesslie NewbMigsiomlias Gospel
30, no. 3 (2002): 362.

Goheen, #fLiberaté3dng the Gospel, o 362
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might believe the biblical text asie would believe in a fairy tale, but not as one would
trust in a report on the nightly news or in the latest issi8ighntific AmericanAs fairy
tales often have morals to the story, the role of the theologian who embraces the
fact/value divideisnat o ar gue t hat Godds acts in histor:
and providence, but it is instead to ferret out the meaning of the text divorced from any
real historicity. The Feeding of the Five Thousand simply becomes a story about sharing
with one anther and the resurrection has nothing to do with providing evidentiary
support to Christdéds claim to deity. Both are
renewed spiritual vitality available through religious and moral practice.
It is not difficult to see how disastrous the shift in worldview has been not only
upon those who have disregarded Scripture altogether, but upon those who still value
Scripturebds place in a community-dayf faith. F
church to reclaim Qftstianity as a religin deeply reliant upon rational thought.
ARecl ai mo is the right word because history
faith and the world of reason and facts took place in the not so distant past. The most
influential bodk on logic in the 18 century was written by clergyman and hymn writer,
Isaac Watts. It discusses, as might bgeexed from a textbook on logigerception,
propositions, substances, the use of words, and syllogism, among other standard topics in
the fidd of logic. The text was used at Oxford, Cambridge, Harvard, and Yale

universities and was printed in some twenty editfénswas titledLogic: Or, the Right

%pDavid AHormerMi nd Your Faith: A Stdlidiegnt 6s Gui d
Well (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2011);53.

9



Use of Reasqnn the Inquiryafter Truth with a Variety of Rule® Guard Agaist Error
in the Affairs of Religion and Human Life, as well as in the Sciehtds. pages we read:
Now the design of Logic is to teach us the right use of our reason, or
intellectual powers, and the improvementtedm in ourselves and others.
This is not only necesiry in order to attain any competent knowledge in the
sciences, or the affairs of learning, but to govern both the greaténeand
meaner [lesser] actions of lifé. is the cultivation of our reason by which
we are better enabled to distinguish good feynh, as well as truth from
falsehood; and both these are matters of the highest importance, whether we
regard this life, or the I to comé’
The enduring popularity of this book is an indication that faith and reason were
once considered heavibverlapping realms. In fagt was common foChristiansto
work out their faitheagerlyin all areas of life antearning® But as long as faith and
reason are kept in different camps, not only in the culture at large, but in the church as
well, there is every reason to believe that Christianity will be looked to less frequently as
a viable option around which to structureore | i f e. Thus, an apol oget

unbiblical worldview becomes imperative in the evangelism and discipleship process. It

provides the tools to call into question rGhristian worldviews and in the process

171saac Wattsl.ogic: Or, the Right Use of Reason, in the Inquiry After Truth,
with a Variety of Rules to Guard against Error in the Affairs of Religion and Human Life,
new edition,corréced (London: Crosby & 1Go. Stationer 6

18 Nancy R. Pearcey and Charles B. Thaxidme Soul of Science: Christian Faith
and Natural Philosoph{Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1994), xiii.
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releases individuals from subconsgacstructural fetters that keep them from

understanding a Chrisentered existencé

The Forgotten Mind

The early settlers of NortAmerica were largely Christian atldey were
educated as well. Take, for examples Puritanswhose men were reportedlltave a
literacy ratebetween 89 and 95 percent, more than twice as high as England and arguably
the highest reading rate in the wotfdhey legislated the formation of grammar schools,
founded colleggsandeagerlystudied art, sciencendphilosophy?! Education was of
extreme importance and seen as a foil to the evils of Satan. In laws requiring grammar
schools in large communities, continual reference is made to, Bataose evil designs,
it was supposed, could fewarted at every turn by educatioft

In the middleof the 19" century, however, came the rise of evdiogdism. A
growing distrust opolitical authority spawned by the American Revolution translated

into adistrust of ecclesiastical authority. This, combined with the perceived and

193, P. MorelandScaling the Secular City: A Defense ofriStianity (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1987), 12.

20 Neil PostmanAmusing Ourselves to DeatNew York, NY: Penguin Books,
1985), 31.

21 3. P.Moreland,Love Your God with All Your MingColorado Springs, CO:
NavPress, 1997), 22.

22 postmanAmusingOurselves to DeattB1-32.
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someimes real laziness of educated but unimpassioned parish |é&davs, reason for
listeners to seek new voices. These voices, often dramatic in tone, sought an
instantaneous change of heart more than aneaioned change of mind. John Leland, a
popular Baptist preacher of the earlyf1®entury, who even gained audience with
President Jefferson and Congress, took a decidedhnégitectual stance in declaring
that the simplaninded were more competent than the learned clergy to understand the
Bible.?* This position was similar to the countless Methodist circuit riders who risked life
and limb to preach the gospel to those on the fringe of a growtitpn@hese preachers
drewlarge crowds and effectivelysed their emotional appeals to m@esple fromsin
to grace. No doubt their approachsu@sponsible for many honest conversions and a
revived, exigential Christianityin which God was likely welpleased, but with it came a
stamp of approval on the gheioritization of the mind in both the acts ofaagelism and
discipleship?®

The antiintellectual evangelical movement did not end with the Methodist circuit
riders nor with their Baptist counterparts, but continued into tHe@6tury. In response,
historian Mark Noll wrote a scathing critique of the evangelical church in his 1994 book
The Scandal of the Evangelical Mirtdis opening words are:

The scandal of the evangelical mind is that there is not much of an evangelical
mind. An extraordinary range of virtues is found among the sprawling throngs of

23 pearceyotal Truth 261.
24 pearceyTotal Truth 276.

25 pearcey otal Truth 264-66.
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evangelical Protestants in North America, including great sacrifice in spreading
the message of salvation in Jesus Christ, dyg@mnted generosity to the needy,

heroic personal extion on lehalf of troubled individualsand the unheralded
sustenance of countless church and parachurch communities. Notwithstanding all
their virtues, however, Americavangelicad are not exemplary for their

thinking, and they have not been so fovesal generation&

Needlesstosay at t he t ipobiicatorf, Nall didenotisee méntbers of the

evangel i cal church as anywhere near fAthe mos
mi nded advocates of gener al I|dba?hHhsmrritdue ar ni ngo
was not wholly new. Charles Maliln a 1980 address at Wheaton Collagade similar

remarks inexhortinghis audience to revive intellectual rigor in the church:

The greatest danger besetting American evangelical Christianitydsutiger of
antrintellectualism. . . .

It will take a different spirit altogether to overcome this great danger of
antrintellectualism. . . . For the sake of greater effectiveness in witnessing to
Jesus Christ himself, as well as for their own sakes, eliaay cannot afford to
keep on living on the periphery of responsible intellectual existence.

... The mind is desperately disordered today. | am pleading that a tiny
fraction of Christian care be extended to the mind too. If it is the will of the Holy
Spirit that we attend to the soul, certainly it is not his will that we neglect the
mind. No civilization can endure with its mind being as confused and disordered
as ours is today.

Every selfdefeating attitude stems originally from the devil, because he
the adversary, the argtihilist par excellence. It cannot be willed by the Holy
Spirit. Anti-intellectualism is an absolutely seléfeating attitude. Wake up, my
friends, wake up®

26 Mark A. Noll, The Scandal of the Evangelical Mif@rand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1994), 3.

27 Mark A. Noll, Jesus Christ and the Life of tMind (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2011), x.

2Charl es Mal i k, Jodralokthe EvangelifabhThdolsgical
Society23, no. 4 (Deember1980): 29496.
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The presentlay result of this anintellectual stance is that whitee church has a
firm and factual basis on which to give sound answers to a skeptical world, it has not
chosen this road. Instead it has either hidden itself from intellectual attacks and/or
retreated to a religion of the heart. Christians, thus, gladiyg t he wor ds, AYou
how | know he |l ives? He I|ives, he | i ves with
Jesus does not live outside the heart as one who has historically res\ffrdwadhe
Christiands theol ogy irandoar preeshing presanmgptudue f | oat
proclamation call®ng for blind credulity.o

It is not surprising the that the church is subject to intellectual intimidation and is
even considered dangerous by some because of
are passing on to the next generation. But whether its beliefs are actually being passed on
is certainly up for debate. For yearsréhbave been cries afgreat exodus of young
people from the church. Whether or not ilsig/holly true, there is good indationthe

church is not providing them with helpful answ&reclaring that Jesus is the right

29 Robert Charles Sproul, Theol ogy and Preaching in the
R. C. SRreachingd, n@5 (March-April 1994): 19.

0Clark H. Pinnocki Cul t ur al Apol ogetics: An Evange|
Bibliotheca Sacrd 27, no 505 (Janary-March 1970): 58.

31See The Barna GroupYoidRgvAdMyt h€haboh Dr
November6, 2011, accessed October 22, 20b&ps://www.barna.org/barna
update/teensextgen/534ive-mythsaboutyoungadultchurch
dropouts#.UmcYxfnBOSpr he Bar na Gr oup, ASIi X Reasons Yol
C h u r Septentbel8,2011,accessed October 22, 20b8ps://www.barna.org/barna
update/teensextgen/528&ix-reasonsyoungchristiansleavechurch#.UmcbWfnBOSr
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answer to vimally every question simply is hequipping students with the intellectual
answers that can sustain the onslaught of a secularized worldvilwwhich most are
being formally educated. C. S. Lewis addressing students who wondered whether
intellectual pursuits were worthy of effort during wartimesponded in this way:

To be ignorant and simple néwnotto be able to meet the enemies on their own

ground would be to throw down our weapons, and to betray our uneducated

brethren who have, under God, no defence but us against the intellectual attacks

of the heathen. Good philosophy must exist, if for noratk@son, because bad

philosophy needs to be answeréd.
We may not be in the midst of a physical war at this time, but aov#ing mind has long
been wagedyhich, of course, makes asititellectualism even more perilous.

In eschewing an intellectuapproach to Christianity, the church has tried to
piggvback t he gospel on the fAfelt needso of a
when this approach has been helpful and effective. Christianity does provide substantive
instructionthatcanbeobvl ue i n rel ationships, the pursui
common psychological problems such as depression. But if Christianity rests on the
cathartic resolution of Afelt needso and not
Christian narrative arrived #gtrough intellectual engagement, then what answers does it
provide to one who claims no fAfelt needs?0 C

viewed as anything more than an emotional crutch if that is the way it pitches its beliefs

to unbelievers®? Or furthermore, how can it set itself apart from the myriad of other

2C. S. Lewi s, 0L eveigm of GlgryNew YoaNY: Ti me, 0
HarperCollins), 58.

33 Moreland,Love Your Gogd30.
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religions? The answer is that it canmmless it breaks free from its anttellectual

stance and embraces the thinking of a sound Christian apologetic.

Further Reasons to Pursue Apatigs in the Local Church

So far it has been argued that the decline of the North American church and its
influence in larger culture can at least in part be attributed to a shift in the predominant
worldview and to a growing anintellectualism in thehurch. Both conditions call for a
strong resurgence of apologetics in the local church to help the church emerge from a
faith that is grounded in experience or shallow arguments. But beyond this rationale for
apologetic training and teaching in the chymatiher good reasons exist as well.
First, Scripture itself supports the pursuit of a welisoned faith. Indeed the
word fiapol ogeticso der apolegiat i@ s@ahhlinf r om t he C
New Testament days meanto: ofit moracts pefcirhalkiadd
speech o¥ltislusdd eigheean tindes in the noun or verb form in the New
Testamen® and on three occasions it is used specifically to describe asasibned
defense of the gosp#l In the latter of thesthree versesve readfi But set Chri st a

as Lord in your hearts and always be ready to give an afap@ogig to anyone who

“BDAG, gfeg DU

35 Luke 12:11, 21:14; Acts 19:33, 22:1, 24:10, 238, 26:1, 26:224, Rom.
2:15; 1 Cor. 9:3,2 Cor. 7:11; 2 Cor. 12:19; Phil. 1:7, 16; 2 Tim. 4:16; 1 Ré&t. 3

36 pPhil. 1:7,16: 1 Pet3:15
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asks about the hope you poss&$dduch more will be written about the scriptural
foundation for apologetics ichaptertwo, but suffice tasay for now that regardless of the
current worldview shift or anintellectualismin the body of Christ, there aseriptural
reasos for the church to bareparedvell with reasoned arguments for the Christian
faith.

Second, apologetics works in helpimgbelievers come to faith. This is not to say
that a wellreasoned argument for Christianity is guaranteed to bring a change i8 belief
that will never be the cadebut it is to say that examining the evidence for Christianity
has been instrumental in thenwversion of many. Plentiful examples abound, but notable
names include C. S. Lewis, Francis Collins, Marvin Olasky, Josh McDowell, Lee Strobel,
Nicky Gumbel, and John Warwick Montgomery. Of course, there were often other
factors besides an examinationesidence that led these and others to turn to
Christianity, but Christian apologetics was nonetheless an important contributor in
removing barriers to faith.

One might also say that apologetics is the means by which Christians are able to
shepherd othersitough the myriad of religious options in our pluralistic and global
community. Without a reasoned presentation of Christianity relative to other worldviews,
one is left with the impression that opting for Christianity has no more basis than any
other relgious option. Machen echoes these very concerns and calls for a sound

apologetic in order to assist others in understanding Christianity to be true:

87 All Scripture quotations taken from tINET Bible(Biblical Studies Press,
2006).
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A man can only believe what he holds to be true. We are Christians because we
hold Christianity to be truddut other merhold Christianity to be fals&Vho is

right? The question can be settled only by an examination and comparison of the
reasons adduced on both sides. It is true, one gfrthends for our belief is an
inward experience that we cannot sldatbe great experience begun by

conviction of sin and conversion and continued by communion wittd Gaod
experience which other men do not possess, and upon which, thereforenate can
directly base an argumemut if our position is correct, we ought to aakt be

able to show the other man tinig reasons may bieconclusive®®

Third, apologetics can strengthen and embolden believers. It is not uncommon for
Christians to have some of the same questions thaChastians have: Is God real or is
he a fignent of our imagination? Is the Bible reliable? Can miracles really happen? How
can God be good angtt evil and suffering be so prevalent in the world? Does it matter
what you believe as long as you are sincere? Is there really hope in life after death?
Christians who are plagued by these questions will likely find it difficult to worship God
wholeheartedlyand call others to consider following a life in Christ. Imagine if Thomas
had not been visited by Jesus and his questions had remained regarding the resurrection
of Christ. It is hard to picture him boldly sharing with others and ultimately giving &is lif
in a distant land for the cause of Christianity. The same remains true today. J. P.
Moreland, in opening his bodloveYour God with A Your Mind relates a story of one
who attended his lectures at a local church:
My life has changed drastically duritige past few weeks since you have been
teaching and encouraging us to think. | used to be deathly afraid of witnessing and
terribly fearful that someone might ask me something about my faith. Whenever |
got into any kind of discussion, | was rather defemand nervous. Well, | have
been reading, rather, plowing through some of your lecture notes at church. As |

absorb the information and logically understand the foundations for my faith, a
calm is resting in my soul. | have been a believer for a long &éind the Lord has

38 Machen,What Is Christianity?160-61.
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done marvelous, specific things in my life. But now | understand why | believe,
and this has brought me both peace and adefensive boldness twitness to
ot her s . tBtbpeacsueagirty paoyie to risk thinking objectively and
arriving at conclusions based on logic and fact. My life will never be the same
because of this encourageméht.
Even ad have completed the studies necessary for the completion alfoittisral
project | have noticed a distinctively greater confidenceharing my faith with others.
While undoubtedly there are questions | still cannot answer, | have an increased sense
that | have enough answers to engage most people in constructive dialogue. Perhaps even
more satisfying is that | find my own dthien, who have had to endumee passing on my
findings,arebecoming more confident in their own faith as well. How empowering it is
for Christians to grasp that Christianity is true not just because it is personally satisfying
or because they have been broughthap way, but because there is sound evidence to
support aligning oneds I|ife with the gospel
Given the reasons above and the current cultural milieu in which the North
American church resides, there is ample rationale and egenay for the training of
believers in Christian apologetics. Such training, of course, would require some expertise
on the part of clergy or qualified laity who could then impart information to others.
Considering the wide variety of apologetic issute®ould appear valuable for a local

church not to rely on a single staff person

of well-versed indrziduals to which theongregatiorcanturn. A team of this sort could

39 Moreland,Love Your God20.
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make a significant impactonacongregaon and on the congregatior

influence.

Research Question, Methodology, an#lypothesis

In light of the need for improved apologetic understanding in the North American
church context, thidoctoral projects designed to help increase such understanding in
the local church and to do so by teaming with a select group of lay individuals to provide
apologetic training to church attende€&s.accomplish this purposespecific research

guestion was posed andreethodologyto answer the question was develaped

Research Question

The research question addressed indbidoral projects as followsiils it
possible for a pastor to team with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics

conference that effectly increases apologetic understanding among those whoittend

Research Methodology

| serve as the Executive Pastor of BridgePoint Bible Church, Houston, Texas. To
answer the research questibaelected a team of six individudt®em the church to join
with me in the execution of thaoctoralproject. The six individuals represented
somewhat of a crossection of the church in terms of age and gender. Each was given an
apologetics topic to research andssoached to develop liéeb r eak out 6 present a
be given at a twalay apologetics conference. The conference was held at BridgePoi
Bible Church on April 1112, 2014. The breakout sessions were presented between the
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four Apl enar ylogava. Paticipasts veesble w lattered fall four plenary
sessions and three of the six breakout sessions. In all, ten topics were addressed; those
marked with an asterisk indicate plenary sessions.

1. The Ramifications of a Godless World

2. A Look attheFine-Tuning of the Universe

3. TheMoral Argument for the Existence of God

4. TheKalam Cosmological Argumetit

5. TheReliability of the Gospels

6. Evidence for the Resurrection

7. Chiistianity as a Reasonable Quest*

8. Answering the Problem of Evil & Suffering

9. Confronting Myths about Christianity

10. Putting Apologetics into Practi¢e

To prepare the lay leadeto make their presentatidnmet with them over the
course of fifteen months. During these meetings, lay leaders werss{djea readings
relative totheir specific topics, (2) coacheutheformation of specific objectives for
eachpresentation(3) given instruction on how to create a successful presentation, (4)
aided in the creation @udio/visuaklements, and (5)pvided a forum for lay leaders to
practicetheir presentatiomandreceve feedback.

At the beginning of the conferenadtendees were assessed with agorgference
survey. This survey had three sets of questions. The first set of questions provided an
indication of each attendeedlbesaecpndseboffet i ¢ kno
guestions addressed whether the participants knew where to turn with apologetic
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qguestions. The third set of questi@tkliressetl he att endeeds current
of apologetics. At the end of the conference, participants weeel &éis& first and second

set of questions again and the score differential betweeamiegyosiconference

responses was analyzed. Six weeks after the conference, attendeesseatehe third

set of questions in a followp survey to indicate whethdrare had been (1) a sustained

interest in apologetics and (2) an increased use of apologetics.

Research Hypothesis

The hypothesis is that the research queé8tidls it possible for a pastor to team
with trained lay leaders in providing an apologeticsfem@nce that effectively increases
apologetic understanding among those who at@nchay beanswered in the
affirmative.As such, it is anticipated this hypothesis will be supported by specific
measurable outcomes:

1. Attendees of the conference will improteir scores on the apologetics
survey (as measured by comparingaed posiconference results)
indicating that their understanding of the apologetic issues addressed has
improved.

2. Attendees of the conference will indicate in the folopvsurvey takesix
weeks after the conference that they have seen an increase in their own use of

apologetics as well as an increase in their own interest in apologetics.
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Parameters of theProject

In this section important definitions and assumptions are explaineti@isdope

and limitations of the project are set forth.

Definitions

Termsused througbut this doctoral projectire defined in alphabetical order:

1. Apologeticscangenerally be defined asdefensgor convincing argument in
supporjo f o n e 6 s warldview ih erdemo establish its validity and
integrity4° In the context of this projeaivhen tte term apologetics is uséd
refers specifically to the defense of the Christian worldyiealuding the
reasonableness of belief in the biblical God, the incarnation of Jesus Christ,
and the authority of Scripture. It also refers to attempts made to respond to
alternative worldviews or objections raised against Christianity. Understood in
this way, fapologetics is a ministry designed to help unbelievers to overcome
intellectual obstacles to conversion and believers to remove doubts that hinder
spiritual growtho™

2. Apologetic Understandingis the ability ofan individual tocomprehendhe

basic ontour of major arguments in favor of Christianiyhenit said that

40H. Wayne House and Dennis W. Jowésasons for Our Hope: An
Introduction to Christian ApologetigPowners Grove, IL: B&H Academic, 2011), 2.

41 Moreland,LoveYour God 131.
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the anticipated outcome of the implementation of this project is an increase in
the apologetic undstanding of the participants, itnseant that participants
will improve their compreénsion of the arguments presented such that they
even find themselves putting them to use in the weeks following the
conference.

. Christian Worldview includes an understanding of God as Creator, humanity
as having fallen into sin, God as becoming incarma@hrist to redeem
humanity, salvation through faith in Christ alone, sanctification through the
indwelling life ofthe Sprit and eterndife with God for only those who have
believed.t also includes the understanding that Scripture is the authegitati
revelation of the Triune Gaahd that truth is objective in nature

. Lay L eaders means nostlergy attenders of the church who have been
purposely selected for inclusion within this project. The tAay leaded

does not suggest that the individual hag #@rmal recognition as a leader
within the congregation. It is anticipated, however, that as a result of the
conference the individuals making the presentations will be informally
recognized by the congregation as those to whom they can confidently
apprach for further apologetic understanding.

. Local Church means aegular gathering of a group of disciples who are
united byacommonbelief in the authority of Scripture, a bond of fellowship,
and a desire to serve their community in word and deed, andnshmder
common leadership. The local church in which the research question was
tesedis BridgePoint Bible Church, Houston, Texas.
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6. Teamingrefers to the fact that the apologetics conferencelves
presentations by both they leadersand me Furthermore, it means that while
the lay leaders were coache@, they were not given presentation scripts.
Rather, the presentations represent the individual research, effort, and style of

each lay leader.

Assumptions

The following assumptions existrfthis project:

1. The Bible is the inerrant Word of God and as sudvides reliable support
for thisdoctoral projectvhere indicated.

2. Thecontext of BridgePoint Bible Church has similarities to other North
American evangelical churches, and, thus, theltesf this project have
some applicability to other congregations.

3. The participants afhe apologetics conferenpeovidedaccurate information
when completing the surveys.

4. The lay leaders chosen for this project have sufficient ability to understand
andcommunicate the assigned apologetic topics.

5. My status as a participant in the apologetics conference dosgnificantly

impact the validity of the data

Limitations

The following imitationsare influence®n the studyhatplace restrictions on the
methodology and conclusions:
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. The study is limited by the accuracy of the survey responses provided by the
conference participants.

. The study is limitedn its applicabilityto other churches whioave clergy who
are wellversed enough in apologetics to leattam of lay leaders.

. The study is limitedn its applicability to othechurcheghathave lay leaders
with the educational tools to absorb apologetic argunetggquatelyand

present them to others

. The study idimited by conference participants whbose to completine
pre-conference, postonferenceandfollow-up surveys.

. The study is limited by the wide variance of previous engagement in
apologetics among the conference participants.

. The study is limited by the demographics of BridgePoint Bitilarch, which

is made up of a large percentage of coledecated, suburbadwelling

adultsin a major metropolitan area.

. The project is limited by the largely evidentialist apologetic approach
followed in completion of this study. The use of the evidentialist approach is

not meant to devalue the presuppositional or experiential methods, but the
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results presented may be ofder value to proponents of the latter
approache$?

8. The projecis limited by thesomewhat uaqualcoachingime givento each
of the lay leaders. In other words, individuals who needed more help in
developing their presentations were given more coacltiegten than

others.

Organization of the Project

This doctoral projects organized into six chapters, each of which is described
below.

Chapteroneis anintroduction to theloctoral projecincluding therationale for
the study, a presentation of tlesearchable question, a brief outline of the methodology
used to answer the question, and a discussion of the general hypothesis and specific

anticipated outcomes. In additidhelimitations and delimitations are presented.

42 Taxonomy regarding apologetic approaches varies. StkaéNorman Geisler
andSteve Cowayoffer five classifications each althougtey only overlap on three),
while others like Kenneth Boa only offer four groupings. The three methedsaned
here are in |ine with James K. Beil byds thre
AVari eti es o fChristipnoApatogetics: iArc Anthaogyi ohPrimary Sougces
ed. Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad W. Meister (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondel9ap),29
38; Steven B. Cowan, edrive Views on Apologeti¢&rand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2000) ; Nor man Gei s| er Bakdr BpwlbpedipefiChristen Ty pes O
ApologeticGrand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1999), 4i4; and Kenneth Bo#&aith Has Its
Reasons: An Integrative Approach to Defending Christigittorado SpringsCO.
NavPress, 2001), 336.
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Chaptertwo is a careful presgation of the biblical and theological foundation for
the project. This includes a looksagnificantscriptural passages related to the use of
apologetics, a review of the use of apologetics throughout church history, and biblical
support for developing team of lay apologetic leaders in the local church. The purpose
of the chapter is to demonstrate that the effort made by thig istadt a house built in
vain.*

Chapter threeés a review of literature pertinent to the topic. As this project
engages wide varietyof apologetic isues] will review a handful of multitopic
vol umes, such a <hriBtiaruAgdlogesicsAGOormpoehemsive Gade for
Biblical Faith. To prepare more thoroughly for thdectoral projecthowever, | also
considered various monographs related to specific topics. For exdpl€ase for the
Resurrection of Jesusy Gay Habermas and Michael Licomall be reviewed relative to
presentation on the historicity of the resurrection, while wéikeKar | GiTher sono6s
Wonder of the Universe: Hints of God in Our Fifiened WorldMe i st er @add Dewods
and Evil: The Case for God in a World Filled with PaimndDavid BentlyH a r Atheist
Delusions The Christian Revolution and Its Fashionableeieswill help shape
arguments for the firuning of the universe, a reasoned response to evil and suffering,
and the deconstruction ofodernmyths about Christianity, respectively.

In addition to discussing standard apologetic questions, attenidides o

conference will also befferedhelp on how to put apologetics to use. A review of

B ps, 127:1
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additional works on practical methodological tips such as those foubegory
Koukld $actics: AGame Plan for Discussing Your Christian ConvictionSean
Mc D o w éApologetcs for a New Generatipor JohnG. Stackhousdrd Blumble
Apologetics Defending the Faith Todawill be provided.

Finally, in the training of the lay presenters some pedagogical instruction was
necessary to aid in the s@ss of each presentation and therefore a review of literature in
this subject area is also provided. Such works incBrdeeWi | k i e &evéndaws
of the Learner: How to Teach Almost Anything to Practically Anybliogvard
Hendrick® $eaching to Chage Lives: Seven Ways to Make Your Teaching Come Alive
Andy Stanlep €ommunicating for a Change: Seven Keys to Irresistible
Communicationand William Yountd $heTeaching Ministry of the Churchll of which
were consulted in developirggsolidpedagogical foundation for the presentations.

Chapterfour describes the methodologgveloped and implemented to answer
the research questionhevarious steps taken to implement the research project, the
process and timeline of preparing the lay leadathorough description of the
apologetics conference, and an explanation of the post and followup survey
instruments are all presented. In the process the reademaélstand howsought to
create a methodology that would confirm the hypsithe

Chapteffive is areportof the implementation of the project with notations as to
any discrepancies between the original plan and actual completion. Results of the
completed surveys will be presented and,gest, and followup survey scores wible

compared to discover any significant changes in the apologetic understanding of the
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participants. These results will then be analyzed, and a conclusion will be reached as to
whether the data supports the hypothesis.

Chaptersix will summarize thaloctorl projectrelative to the research question,
methodology, and hypothesis as set fortbhapterone It will also explore the
implications of the research for other church contegdsticularly in light of the
limitations and delimitations of the studyurthermore, suggestiomsll be made for
future researcbased on the experience and results of this study.

Following chaptersix, the @pendices wilinclude lay leader training materials,

surveyinstrumentspresentation outlines, and audio/visual aids

Summary

The purpose of thidoctoral projects to increase the understanding of Christian
apologetics in the local church, particularly through an effort to team with lay leaders in
the training of those within the church. The research questi@is ispossible for a
pastor to team with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics conference that
effectively increases apologetic understanding among those who?at&hifting
worldviews,antrintellectualism in the church, and Scripture itséliegcredence to
posing and answerirdis question.

The stated hypothesis is that the research question can be answered in the
affirmative. To test this hypothese researcklesign has been develogadvhichl train
a team of lay leaders to be presemtdong withmeat an apologetics conference to be

held at BridgePoint Bible Church, Houston, Texas.increase in the apologetic
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understanding of the conference participants will be measured Hyppse, and follow
up surveys.

The remaining chaptemill provide a detailed report of the ingphentation and
results of the project alongith a review of apolgeticsrelated literature. fie biblical

and theological foundations for the projact found irchaptertwo.
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CHAPTER 2

BIBLICAL AND THEOLOGICAL FOUNDATION

The purpose of thidoctoral projects to answer a question relative to the
teaching and understanding of apologetics in the local church. In order to justify such a
purposeproperly, it is necessary in this chapter to provide a biblical and theological basis
for the study at hand. This wil/l be accompl i
use reason i n und emwewlatiam Secondythe@sedftagologeticain s e | f
both the Old and New Testaments will be explored with particular attention given to
specific examples of how God used apologetics in the Old Testament and how Jesus and
the apostles did so in the New Testament. Third, a brief overview of the use of
apologéics throughout church history will be provided to show that apologetics is not a
contemporary fad but instead has the support of many Christian voices throughout the
ages. Fourth, common objectiosapologetics will be addresssd as to give the reader
further confidence that the pursuit of this study is not superfluous or ungodly. Finally,
sincethis doctoral projectequiresthetrainingof lay leaders togach others about

apologetics, &iptural suppa for equipping lay leaders Wbe provided.
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Godds Revelation and Human ReasonN

The use of apologetics inevitably calls for the use of human reasoning abilities.
Thus, if aplogetics is to be consideredmething the church should pursue, it must first
be established that Scripture is supportive oluteof human reasoning skills. The
foll owing discussion takes a | ook at Goddés r
for the employment of the mind and its reasoning capacities.

The church has long recognized that Scripture represents the bandivihuman
authors, but more importantly it is the revelation of God through those authors. In saying
that God has provided a revelation of himself in Scripture, it is generally meant that he
has made certain things about himself and his ways avaitabdeview by humanity
and, further, that the human recipients of that revelation are capable of understanding
what he has revealed. Thus, when Christians declare that God has revealed himself in
Scripture, they are not just saying that God said somethimgt @dimself and his ways,
but that he said something that is comprehensible to his human audience. That God
expects humanity to understand his revelation and to engage their minds in doing so is
made evident by the fact that he regularly calls hiseangdito respond in accordance
with what he has revealed. In other words, God presupposes that the recipients of his
revelation will actively engage their minds and use their-Gigen reasoning skills in
understanding what he has revealed and then live aogbyrd

When considering the revelation of God, it is also valuable to recognize the
emphasis he has placed on Wréten Word. While it is true that some have come to

know of God through other means (such as visions, angelic appearances, or the personal
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testimony of others), Scripture is insistent that revelation through any other source be
tested by the objective staard of the written Word of GotiThis testingby its very

nature requires an ability to comprehend language, recognition of any coritextua
considerations that might impact a proper interpretation of the text, and the skill to
compare and contrast the written Word with any other claimed sources of truth.
Furthermore, since most are unable to read Scripture in its original languages, it is
generally required that Christians rely upon those who have intellectually engaged the
text in order to translate diccuratelyso that readers from many backgrounds may
understand it. Of course, the language skills necessary to produce such a translation
require years of intensacademic study before they can be of benefit. One might say then
that God has not only made humanity dependent upon reasoning skills to comprehend
Goddos revelation once i1t is translated into
accurate translation in the first place.

Consider, for example, Martin Luthex professor at the University of Wittenbgerg
who came to discover th@gpelduring hisacademic preparation for lectures on the book
of Romans. Hidatertranslation of théible (designed to make the Scriptures accessible
to the common persomjould not have been possiblgthout academic training and
years of mtellectual engagement with tBeriptures. Furthermore, his translation was

dependent upon the work of Erasmus (who earlier had painstairegigired an

1 Deut.13:13; Acts 17:11: Gal. 1:8; 1 John 431
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authoritative edition of the Greek New Testamiemid on his colleagu#elanchthor? It
is not too much to conclude then that the Protestart Reinat i on and i ts fAsal\
through faith aloned message would not have
reasoned and intellectual engagement of men like Luther and his associates.
With the call to use the mintbmes the command to attain knowledge. ii$e of
the postmodern worldview in the last ha#ntury has brought with it an increasing
skepticism regarding knowledge. Knowledge, if it exists at all, is merely a social
construction that has been manipulated by those in power. Scripture, on thHeaather
refutes the postmodern view and is adamant that it is possible for humanity to know
things and particularlyo know things about GoglFor examplein Numbers 16:280,
we read:
Then Moses s ayouwill kriovithat theel orDdhas semtwneotdo all
these works, for | have not done them of my own will. If these men die a natural
death, or if they share the fate of all men, therLtbeD has not sent me. But if
the LORD does something entirely new, and the earth opens its mouth and
swallows tlem up along with all that they have, and they go down alive to the
grave, theryou will knowthat these men have despisedlibep! 0

Passages like the one above do not give the impression that knowledge of God and his

ways is something that comes througttiramental supernatural implantation, but instead

2 Gene Edward VeitH,oving God with All Your Mind: Thinking as a Christian in
the Posmodern Worldrev. ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2003), 22.

3 For a list of verses that indicate that knowledge, and sometimes even certainty,
can be attained, see D. A. CarsBecoming Conversant with the Emergent Church:
Understanding a Movement and Itsplications(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2005),
193199.
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suggest that knowledge is generally attained in concert with an intellect that gathers
information and processes it. This does not mean that the intellect alone is adequate in
under st andi napor@Geaming to a salvifie knavtledge of God, butoes
meanthat God normatively calls for human reasoning to be engaged as part of the
processlin fact, Godeveninvites humanity to reason with Hrand to seek after wisdom
and undersnding regardies of the cost

The invitation God gives to reason with him and come to a rational understanding
of himself is not because the use of human reason itself is cause for divine approval, but
because as those made in the image of God it is doubtful thabvi@veaGod as he has
commandedapart from reason. John Piper addresses this exact concern:

The main reason that thinking and loving are connected is that we cannot
love God without knowing God; and the way we know God is by the Spirit
enableduseofourmids. So to Al ove God with all vyo
all your powers of thought to know God as fully as possible in order to treasure
him for all he is worth.

God is not honored by groundless lolrefact, there is no such thing. If
we do not know arthing about God, there is nothing in our mind to awaken love.

If love does not come from knowing God, there is no point calling it love for God.
There may be some vague attraction in our legasbme unfocused gratitude in
our soul, but if they do not @ from knowing God, they are not love for God.

In other words, while thinking and reasoning is not the end of humanity, it is an

indispensable means to arriving at a knowledge of God that allows for the greatest love of

4lsa. 1:18
5Prov. 4:7

® John PiperThink: The Life of the Mind and the LoveGxd (Wheaton, IL:
Crossway, 2010), loc. 12415, Kindle.
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him. This is why God calls teaels to study his wordiligently and teach its truth
accurately, and calls the church to giverational defense of the faiffOne hardly finds
it surprising then that Jesus, in summupgthe teaching of the Law ansingle command,
said,fiLove the Lord your God with all your hedkiardia) with all your soul, with all
your mind ¢lianoia), and with all your strengté? It is notable that botkardia(@ U} )i a U
anddianoia(li 8 Y }esnphisize the reasoning and thinking aspects ofIFer Jeus,
utilizing thinking and reasoning skills was not optional, reserved only for those with
intellectual gifts. Instead, it is an imperative if we are to love ogerly

Later, a number of objections to the use of Christian apologetics will be
addressedror now, it is important to recognize that some of these objections focus on
certain passages of Scripture that can be interpreted to supporteasoned or extra
mental faith. Reasoned arguments based on these passages are then used to negate the
vetry role of reason in understanding the revelation of God. This, of course; is self
defeating; one cannot use reasoned arguments of Scripture to dismiss using reason to
understand God and Scripture. For Goddos writ

humanity, it simply cannot avoid use of the intellect.

"1 Tim. 4:1516; 2 Tim. 2:15

81 Pet. 3:15

® Mark 12:30

BDAGy Uiiw0dl8s; BDAG3 e #PD34.
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The aim of t he di scussion above has been

revelation requires the use of human intellect. Comirtgisoconclusion is important

becauseeason is inherent in¢hse of apologetics. Howevegrgtural support for the

use of the mind does not mean that a sufficient case for the specific use of apologetics has

been made. For that case to be made it is necessary to take a closer look at both the Old

and New Testaments

Apologetics and the Old Testament

The Old Testament is readily recognized for the Mosaic Law, the history of the
Jewish people, the proclamation of the prophets, the-fedareénderings of the
psalmists, and the proverbs of the wise, but rarelypoperly recognized as providing
Goddos apologetic for his own supremacy.
such global, spaegme events as creation and the flood, but he has also done so in very
specfic dealings with individuals andations.A few of these Old Testament apologetic

efforts on the part of God will be explored.

Apologetics and the Exodus

After completing his education in the household of Pitatfesuch that he attained
Aall the wisdom of the Easypdasdartdweler. AsfaMass e s

he knew he was permanently sideli from any significant work fagod following a

1 Acts 7:22
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botched and murderous attempt to rescue his
But God was not finished with Moses and called him torreto Egypt to free his people.
As a pragmatist, he wondered what would make anyone believe he had heard from God
about setting the Israelites free. Specifica
me or | isten tarpdideotaped rs a w2 Antdshudctuie] God
could have simply instructed Moses to tell the people to have faith, but instead he
provides a powerful apologetic to convince the people of the authority he had given to
Moses. He tells Moses when his staff is throathie ground, it will turn into a snake;
when his hand is put in his pocket, it will become leprous; and when water is taken from
the Nile and poured on tlygound, it will turn to blood? The authority given by God to
Moses was an unseen transaction tbsubstantiate the reality of that delegated
authority God provided Moses with visible evidence of divine authority. This visible
evidence would allow people to come to a reasoned conclusion.
The initial miraculous signs given to Moses were not all Godldvgrant as an
apologetic to his people and the Egyptians among which they lived. They were sufficient
to give Moses a hearing, but they were not significant entaugbnvince the Egyptians
ofJehovahodés authority to emaseresgsupematital s peopl

disasters to beset the Egyptian people while the Israelites remained unharmed by the

12 Exod. 4:1:The Holy Bible, New International Versi¢@rand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 1983).

13 Exod. 4:29
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plagues. He did so for the expressed purpose of helpjmgpdee A know t hat
L o r Y§Theéplagues eventually may@haraoh to release thielrewsif for no other

reason tharfor the purpose ddelf-preservatiopandthe plaguesipparently had the
intended fiapologetic effecto on manimn in
addition to the six hundretiousand Israelite men and thieimilies,many othergrom

other natios joined them in leaving Egyft Undoubtedly these many others had seen

the hand of God and found joining with tHebrewcause a very reasonable choice. This,
of course, was not by accident; God intended for thagulous events surrounding the
Exodus to act as a convincing apologetic wherein the reliability and autho@Giydof

would be experientially verified and tested.

Apologetics in the Period of the Judges

As was customary in the days of the judges, the Israelites did evil in the eyes of
the Lord and came under the oppressiothesurrounding peopte Such oppression
would give rise to cries of mercy, and God would subsequently intervene with acts of
deliverance. Each delerance acted as an apologeti¢hef merciful nature of God. On
one particular occasion, God chose to deliver his people through a man named Gideon,
but whenGodgaveGideonhis marching orders, Gideon doubted if he had rightly heard

from God. At this point of uncertainty, God could have told Gideon to exercise faith, but

14 Exod. 6:7; 7:5, 17; 8:22: 10:2: 14:4, 8

15Exod. 12:38
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instead he conceded to Gideonds two reqguests
visible acts that could only be explaihiy God!® The result is that when examinitige
book of Judges God is seen not only as providing an apologetic by his delivering hand,
but even in the prédisclosure of his saving plans.
I n the | atter period of the judges a part
activity is found. The Phgtines were the Israelii® chief oppressors. After defeating the
Israelites in battle, they captured ¥k of the Covenanand took it as the spoils of
victory. They placed it in their temple beside the idol of Dagon, likely as a symbol of
D a g o n Gemacwinbattle. But rather than concede defgéat chose to use the
incidentas an opportunity to verifgisowns u pr e macy . Upon returning
temple the day after the arkodés arrival, the
before the ark. pparently they considered this a coincidence and quickly returned Dagon
to his exalted position, only to find Dagonag more on the ground thext morning. To
make matters worséhe people of Ashdod weeflicted by tumors until they returned
theark 1 its rightful owners. Undoubtedly, the Philistines had heard stories of the
Hebrew God, and God could have let those stories be an adequate revelation of himself to
the Philistines. Instead he chose to provide a very tangible apologetic which brought

abou the intended and reasoned respéntte return of the ark.

16 Judg. 6:3640
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Apologetics in the Times of the Kings

Before the Israelites entered themisal Land, they were told that if they obeyed
God and kept his commantigey would receive tangible blessings from the Lord in terms

of wealth, territorial victorypeace, health, and fertility If, howeve, they did not obey

the Lordbés commands, they would be subject t

taken or destroyedhey would be defealeby their neighbrs and by faaway nations,
they would become subject to terrible diseases, and theirwibigsl be placed under
siege'® In other words, God was willing to verify his revelatory covenant with Israel
regardless of their course. If Israel obeyed, God dishbw himself to be real by the
blessings he poured out; if they disobeyed, he would show himself to be real by the
curses he would pour out. The history of the kings plays this out. When kings, like
Hezekiah or Josiah, rely upon God and obey his commaiundsry and prosperity are
given. Conversely, when wicked kings like Ahab and Hoshea do evil in the eyes of the
Lord and worship other gods, defeat and destruction soon follow. God did not hide his
pleasure or displeasure; he continually gave the kihgsigal and historical evidence for
the worthiness of following him.

Among the kings, Solomon provides an

live up to his covenant and thereby provide an apologetic of himself. Upon receiving the

7 Deut. 28:114

18 Deut. 28:1568
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throne, Solomon s@ht to honor and worship the Lord. When granted a request, rather
than ask for wealth, Solomon asksd3or wisdom and understandifGodis well
pleased with the request and gives Solomon not only wisdom but wealth and power as
well. At the beginning of his reign, Solomon understood what these gracious gifts of God
would mean, namelyhat he would grow in splendor and that the name ok ¢ine
would becomedmous. At the temple dedicatidre offers these words:
Foreigners, who do not belong to your people Israel, will come from a distant land
because of your reputation. When they hear about your great reputation and your
ability to accompsh mighty deeds, they will come and direct their prayers toward
this temple. Then listen from your heavenly dwelling place and answer all the
prayers of the foreigners. Then all the nations of the earth will acknowledge your
reputation, obey you like yoyeople Israel do, and recognize thas tieimple |
built belongs to yoif°
What Solomon understood early in his reign is that the blessings of God were given as an
apologetic to the surrounding nations, and, because of them, nations would come and
worshp the Lord. This was played out when the Queen of Sheba visited Solomon to
verify all she had heard of his wealth and wisdom. To her surprise the reports she had
received of the splendor of Solomonds kingdo
declaresfi Riise be to the Lord your G@d' Unfortunately, Solomon lost his way, began

to worship other gods, and soon the positive apologetic influence of the throne of Israel

diminished.

191 Kings 3:9
201 Kings 8:4143
211 Kings 10:9
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Apologetics and the Prophets

In the Old Testament, God primarily chosespeak to his people through
prophets. These prophets were subject to verification. God understood that there would
be those who for the sake of personal gain would declare their words to be from God
even though they were not. As such, he provided two sitegts to verify the Ged
originated nature of any prophecy and thereby the real nature of the prophet. The first test
was whether the prophetés prediction was act
such would happen and it did not, then that pedid rot speak on behalf of the Lofd
Secondly, if the prediction came to pas if the prophet performedrse miraculous
sign, but the prophetds teaching contradicte
Mosaic Law, hisvords were to be dismissétiThese tests were put in place specifically
to answer the i nevit adowoanwe telithataeressageiand e ques
from the LORD?0?* In other words, while God would use the prophets as a tool to provide
an apologetic of his authority, hisa provided an apologetic so that the prophets
themselves could be tested as bearers of reliable knowledge.
One role of the biblical prophet was to mediate a divine commentary on

contemporary events and reveal the consequences associated with prastcipated

22 Deut. 18:2122
23 Deut. 13:13

24Deut. 18:22
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behavior on the par?Thaséwho didnot peedtipelinstiudids audi e n
and warnings would endure the wrath of God. While this wrath certainly had a punitive
purpose, it is also had a definitive apologetic aim. This is besgnized in the record of
Ezekiel. Throughout his tenure, Ezekiel told the nation of Judah that certain destructiv
acts were soontocomeuponhee cause of a refusal to follow
revelatory purpose of this discipline, however, is nfituaclear. Some sixty times in the
book, God declares that the purpose of his future action against Judah was to help them
seethatheistheLodl n f act, the most common phrase in
know that lamthe@rDO or somet hing similar. I n other w
judgment because he found pleasure in doing so (he indicates precisely the opposite in
Ezekiel 18:22), but because the fulfillment of prophesied discipline was the necessary
apologetic to help peoplrecognize him as Lord.

In addition to their prophetic utterances, the prophets were also employed to
display the power of Godsibly. Per haps the most vivid instar
confrontdion with the prophets of BadlSi c k e n e d bsyworshipef this éalsep | e 6
god and their allegiance to false prophets, Elijah challenges the prophets of Baal to verify

the existence and power of their god. In the process, he setaagua ponenargument

25 See, for example, 1 Sam. 12tZ; Dan. 4; ObadHag. 1:711; Jon. 3:4; Nah.-1

26 See, for examip, Ezek. 6:7, 11:10, 13:14, 20:20, 26:6 3386
271 Kings 18:1846
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of sorts for the reality and authority of Jehowatd the norexistence of Baal. The
argument is as follows:
1. If Baal is real he will answer your prayers and consume your sactrifice, and if
Jehovah is real he will answer my prayers and consume my sacrifice.
2. Baal did not answer your prayer and consume yacrifsce, and Jehovah
answered my prayer and consumed my sacrifice.
3. Therefore, Baal is not real, and God is.
Upon seeing this argument played out in a-letion demonstration, the people
recognize its soundness and captured and slaughtered the pojBest The evidential
apologetic of God as mediated by Elijah simply had too much force to e\ay if only
a fraction of the population wasealisposed to following Jehovah
The prophets largely speak to the nations of Israel and Judah, but tleeyower
averse to speaking to other nations as well. The book of Amos, for example, records
prophetic words to six different nations before Israel and Judah are addressed, and books
like Obadiah and Nahum are wholly directed at-kmiorew peoples. FurtherngyrGod
uses miraculous events among these peoples just as he did among the Jews. Examples
include the interpretation of dreams that led to the physical sustenance of Egypt and

many surrounding natior§ the exodus events described earlier; the preservattion

28 1 Kings 19:18

29Gen. 41
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Shadrach, Meshach, aAdednego in the fiery furnad@Dani el i n *tthee | i onods
healing & the Arameancommander, Namaa# and the calming of the storm whéonah
is thrown into the se® The use of this apologetic method meant that there wese th
amongthenon-Hebrew nationsvhowould declare as Namaan diior surdéy | know
that there is no God in all the earth except in Isgéel!
It can be argued then that through the activity of the Old Testament prophets God
verifies the value of apologes not only for his own people who have a Geditered
heritage, but for those who previouslywér®e ut si de t he camilé and who
previous knowledge of Jehovah. Indeed through his prophets he provides a rational basis
for obedient trust in Gah Along these lines, J. P. Moreland notes,
Regularly, the prophets appealed to evidence to justify belief in the biblical God or
in the divine authority of their inspired message: fulfilled prophecy, the historical
fact of miracles, the inadequacy of fmpagan deities to be a cause of such a
large, wellordered universe compared to the God of the Bible, and so forth. They
did not say, AGod said it, that settl es i
rational defense for their clainis.

What Moreland suggests regarding the activity of the prophets can be expanded to

summari ze the activity of God throughout the

%pan. 3

31Dan. 6

822 Kings 5:15

33 Jon. 1:1516

342 Kings 2:15

% Moreland,Love Your God132.
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said it, that settles it, you should bel

claims often in the most visible and accessible of forms.

Apologetics and the New Testament

The New Testament provides a very strong case for the use of apologetics by the
contemporary church. This case is built on several sources of evidence including New
Testament terminology, the apologetic motehe Gospels and Acts, the use of
apologetics in the proclamation of the early church, and the apologetic arguments of
Jesus himself. Each of these sources of evidence is discussed below.

Key New Testament \&fds that Indicate the
Importance of a Reasoned Faith

As indicated earlier, the very means of Wréten Word to communicate the
revelation of God calls for reason by those who would read it and seek to heed its call.
But in addition to the implied prerapite of reason associated with biblical literature,
there are specific terms in the New Testament that highlight the value of a reasoned faith,
particularly & it relates to presenting thegpel to unbelievers. Four such terms are
examined here.

1. apologat ~ 6 o @;apwlogeomak ~ @ & 6 2)yTheaGteek nourapologia

means fAthe act of making a defense, 0

d e f e¥wehite theé Greek verbpologeomame ans @t o speak i

36BDAG,* " @ &6 DIV U
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defense against charges presumed to bel *§Tegetber, the two terms are

used eighteen times in the New Testani®iit.some instances, the terms are

used in regards to a def°motsee of oneds s
occurrences, they are used inilconjunct.
charged°As all these charges were related t

not just a means to free himself from civil penalties but to persuade his
listeners for the sake of the gosfl.
On three occasiorapologiais used specifically for a wetkasoned
defense of the gosp# In Philippians 1:7 and 16, Paul speaks of his time in
prison and states that he is behind bars because apdizgiafor the gospel.
He does not decrlyis incarceration as though threasmed defense of the
gospel was not worthy of his present suffering; ratherejoices knowing
that his work haslbétaboparhedhophse fibra

Later, Peter does more than describe his apoiogiaof the gospel, but calls

SBDAG, cfeccoy dcdls.

38Luke 12:11, 21:14; Acts 19:33, 22:1, 24:10, 288,26:1, 26:224, Rom. 2:15;
1 Cor. 9:3,2 Cor. 7:11; 2 Cor. 12:19; Phil7116; 2 Tim. 4:16; 1 Pet. 3:15

391 Cor. 9:3; 2 Cor. 7:11.2:19

40 Acts 19:33, 22:1, 24:10, 25:86, 26:1.26:2, 24
41 See, for example, Acts 26:28

42Phil. 1:7, 16; 1 Pet. 3:15

43 Phil. 1:1522
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onhisr eaders to be prepared to give their
in your hearts and always be ready to give an anapeldgig to anyone
who asks about the hope you possess. o0 N
optional for disciples of Chrisgven if they live among tlse who may
persecute thenas wasthecas f or Pet er 0sThisri gi nal audi
presupposes that such @pologiahas the means to be effective among those
who are highly resistant to theaghs of Christ. Thus, the abovefererced
occurrences adipologiaor apologeomaprovide substantial biblical support
for the use of reasoned arguments by the Christian.
There are two occurrencesagologeomathat upon first readingige
a different impression, and therefane important to consider (Luke 12:11
and 21:14). In both references Jesus tells his disciples that one day they will
be brought before synagogues and prisons, kings and governors. On those
occasions he instructs thémnot worry about how they would mak
defense. This could be taken to mean that defending the faith is not something
Christ calls his followers to do, but in light of other New Testament teaching,
it seems more reasonable to take these statements aagagadk worrying
about how to hadlle future interrogation. It is helpful to note when
considering these verses that Jesus did not say the disciples would not exercise
a defense. He said they need not be concerned about rehearsing one, because
in any given situation wisdom would be giveynthe Holy Spirit as to what
words should be spoken. Later when the disciples make a defense in just the
situations Jesus predicted, the arguments used are not something new to them
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as i f implanted Aon the flyo bny the Hol
withwellst udi ed c¢cl aims of the Messiah6s i de
leadership. In other words, the disciples were not to rehearse what to say, not
because God would give them clarity as to what to say that they had not
already learned, but becaused would give them the understanding of the
proper words to say in a particular situation. In fact, what is remarkably new
for the disciples when placed in these-lifieeatening situations is not the
message they would share, but the boldness to emiatythey had learned
under Jesu¥ This, then, would seem to indicate Jesus was not so much
advocating a lack of intellectual preparation, but instead was calling the
disciples not to fret over hothey would specifically answeéieir eventual
detractors.
2. bebab 0B).gleverbb e b anieandito put something beyond
doubt™®oriit o cause someone to b%itotcurs m or est

eight timesin the New Testaent?’ One occurrence takes place in the long

44 See, for example, Acts 420
B DAGhH U [ edh 437 2

“ph U b U <Bfripture Direct downloaded software, version 1.1.3, May 30,
2010.Meanings cited in Scripture Direct software are from Johannes P. Louw and
Eugene A. Nidal.exicon ofthe New Testament Based on Semantic Donla#hg, 2nd
ed. (New York, NY: United Bible Societies, 1988, 1989).

4" Mark 16:20: Rom. 15:8: 1 Cor. 1:6, 8;: 2 Cbr21: Phil. 1:7;: Heb. 2:3, 6:16
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ending of Mark and states that Jesassed people toelievehis word
throughmiraculous signé® In Romans 15:8, we are tofthat Christ became a
servant o t he ci r cu msetruthfeldesstirordsrhomfivmti@o d 0
promises given to the patriarch® Thus, Pawul indicates t hi
acted as an apologetic by confirming the promises of the Old Testament
concerning the Messiah and the coming kingdom. Another important use of
b e b aoccargin Philippians 1:7 in conjunction wite termapologia. Here
Paulconnects his defensafologig of the gospeWwith his efforts to confirm
the truthfulness of the gospélepaidsis) for the sake of others coming to
faith. By linking the noun form df e b awitroti® nourapologia the
indication is that Bul saw itas appropriate for Christiarad even wadhy of
the risk of imprisonmentp engage in apologetics for tagpress purpose of
persuading others to faith Christ
3. dialegomai(li 8 U & y).oTBecvet@mlialegomaime ans @t o engage i n
intercourseo and often involves* an exch
It occurs sixteen times in the New Testament text. On some occasions the
word iIis used to descriladbbt hegdidsci miged @

ministry,>® but the preponderac e of uses describe Paul 6s

48 Mark 16:20
49BDAG, fili 9 U oy, 006 £2(Bs2 .

50 Matt. 16:7; Mark 9:34Luke 9:46, 47
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listeners during his missionary journey to trust in Christ. He is found to be
arguing for the gospel in thgrsagogues! in the lectire hall of Tyrannus?
among the people of Trod%andduring his trial befoe Felix>* In validation
of Paul 6s public apologetic discourses,
whi ch t he L or ®onotbesdfraid) mutge @h sgeakimg andido
not be silent®® This instruction was given even after he argued in the
synagoge with little immediate results.
4. peitho(" U d.dThve verbpeithome ans At o cause t ot come to
of view or course of actige® it occurs twentyfive times in the New
Testament. As witldialegomaithe most significant uses for this study ere
the context of Paulds ministry. For exa
(dialegoma) about the kingdom of God in its synagogue, but does so with the

aim of persuadingpgitho his listeners’ Evidently he was rather effeg,

1 Acts 17:2, 17, 18:4Paul argued for the gospel but did not argue in the
pejorative sense. See Acts 24:12.

°2 Acts 19:9

53 Acts 20:7

>4 Acts 24:25

%5 Acts 18:9

BDAG, " Bgdy 791.

57 Acts 19:8
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because a local busirsgsan named Demetridse cr i es Paul 06s per su
as it was causing a loss to idsl-making ventur@® Another important
occurrence opeithois found in 2 Corinthians 5:11 where Paul says that
because of fear of the Lord he and his companionstegeksuadeothers
Christbés |l ove compels them to do no | es
New Testament terminology is rather convincing when it comes to advocating the
use of apologetics by the church. By examining the language chosen to describe apostolic
activity and teaching, it is @lent that the New Testament writers believed that part of
the mission of the church is to provide a strong, reasoned case for the gospel that would
persuade observers to receive Christ. Had it been their perception that people would
largely come to Chrighrough other means, it is unlikely they would have repeatedly
placed themselves in |H#nreatening positions in order to present an apology for the

worthiness of the gospel.

The Gospels and Acts as Apologetic Documents

Various words, verses, apdssags may be examined within the Gospels and
Acts to support the propriety of apologetics for the church today, but just as persuasive is
the overall intent of the books. While one may argue that there are other authorial
purposes, it is hard to dismiss tHeim that the Gospels and Acts in large measure act as

apologetic tools. 1t certainly is not inappr

58 Acts 19:2327
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the Jews. Over and over again, Matthew points out how the life of Christ fulfilled the
teachings othe Jewsh Scriptures in order to persuade what he considergutimary
audience. Even at the end of his narrative, Matthew is certain to include an apologetic for
the empty tomb of Jesus. Undoubtedly some of his listeners would come across the
soldiers who hatieen paid to say ttdisciples had stolen the baefso Matthew
included a reasonable explanation for this alternative account.
Johnds gospel i's no |l ess apologetically o
incarnate in his opening words and then spenelseimainder of the pages relating stories
and teaching that wvalidate Johndés initial «cl
Jesusod miracles as evidence in Ipnespport of Je
William Lane Craig notes,
Johnoéslkesgedomiracl es, iswphriicadnlyirfteestngal | s &6si ¢
because John places thaot in the context of the kingdom of God and its
triumph over Satan (there are, for example, no exorcisms in John), but in the
context of the autHWentication of Jesusd c

That his editorial purpose was apologetic in nature is exposaane of higlosing

words:

59 Matt. 28:1115

Wi I'l'i am Lane Crai g, HvEViavsmiAmladetcApol oget i
loc. 614, Kindle.
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Now Jesus did many other signs in the presence of the disciples, which are not

written in this book; buthese are written so that you may beligvat Jesus is the

Christ, the Son of God, and that by beligimu may have life in his naa$*

LukeActs i s most decidedly apologetic in n.
details about people and places so that corroboration was easily possible by his readers.
The original recipient of his biographical accounts was Theoplile$y a pditical
official or at least a person of advanced st&fashd Lukeds intent in wri
T h e o p maylhave ceifiainty concerning the things you have been téfiight
Accordingly Lukeds biography was noa a hapha
few stories of Jesus, but was carefully crafted witiilence thatet contemporary

standards for recording historical accouitSurthermore, as apologetic biography,

Luke-Acts fits well into known ancient historiography as it wasuratommon for

®1John20:3B1;There i s debate over whether Johnt¢
missionary or edificatory intent. In other words, there is a question as to whather J
wrote it as anChiisignool as g meaans tcoduild up and eguip the
church. For a discussion on the matter,Aegreas]. KostenbergerT heMissionsof
Jesusandthe DisciplesAccordingto the Fourth Gospel:With Implicationsfor the
FourthG o s p lurpéssandthe Missionof the ContemporaryChurch(Grand Raids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1998), 2000.

62 Joel B. GreenThe Gospel of Luké&ew International Commentary of the New
Testament, ed. Ned B. Stonehousd;.Bruce, Gordon D. Fee (GraRapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1997), 44.

63 Luke 1:4

¢4 See Allison A. TritesThe New Testament Concept of Witpnésspaperback
ed. ( New Yor k: Cambridge University Press, 2
biographical methods and how they compared thighhighest standards of historical
research of his day.
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minority peoples, including Jewish historiabs provide reasons why their culture,
traditions, and beliefs were not inferior to that of the Gréeks.
The apologetic intent of Mark is less obvious than perhaps for the other gospels,
but at the very leashere is good reason to believe that Mark penned his work not just for
Christian insiders, but also for those unfamiliar with the Jewish way of life. This is
evidenced by Mar kds e xXigwk. &or exanple,yn Mark Snhke nt s f or
explainsthatfiTalitha kound me a nes diiLrilt,t Il s aand intMark F3etu , get wu
he explainghe Jewish custom of ceremonial washing before eating. If it were not
important for Christians to provide a reasonable explanation of the gospel to those
outside of Jeish circles (whether Gentile Christians or unbelievers) Mark would not
have made thefi@rt to use inclusive languagkpweverbecause he desired his readers
to make sense of his gospel account, he provided necessary explanations.
Together, then, the Gpsls and the Acts have a desillly apologetic purpose,
evenif this is nottheir only purpose. Most certaintlyey leave the reader a biographical
account of the lifef Jesus and the early churchit khere is good evidence that these
accounts were writtewith the express purpose of persuading the recipients that the Jesus
whose life is presented is the Christ amaorthy of their allegiance. Those who had
contact with Jesus during his ministry on earth would frankly hatile piersonal need for

thebooks aghey could rely on their own experience of the events. But for those who had

%5 Craig S. KeenefThe Historical Jesus of the GospéBrand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2009), 93.
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heard little to nothing, the Gospels and Acts provide information on which a reader can

make their own reasoned conclusion regarding the identity of Jesus.

Apologetics ad the Proclamation of the Gospel in the Early Church

A study of the proclamation of the eadigurch leadergives every indication that
well-ressoned arguments accompaniedéstable evidence was indispensable to the
growth of the church. Regularly thaye found arguing, persuading, and convincing any
who would listerf® Those who are involved in such activity are not derided as using
fleshly, humanistic attempts to win souls, but rather are recognized as those who were
filled by the Holy Spirit®” In addessing Jewish audiengése apostlesften appealed to
fulfilled prophecy, miracles that could be confirmed by fellow Jews who had witnessed
them, and the resurrection of Jesus Christ. When addressing Gentiles who did not accept
the Old Testamentasaothh i t ati ve, they appealed to Godos
basis for monotheism and then presented the resurrection as a means of supporting
Christian particularis®Al | t hi s was done not for informat
listeners to call onekus Christ as their Savior and Lord. Four particular instances of

gospel proclamation, involving three different church leaders, are examined here.

66 See Acts 2:2210: 5:40: 6:9, 11: 15:7; 16:15; 17:2, 4, 17; 18:414319: 19:8
9, 26: 20:7 ,9; 23:@4:12, 25; 25:14, 186:9, 2526, 28; 28:20, 224

Peter J. Grant, fAThe Pr i oitsiYouyChawdh Apol oge
Ready? Motivating Leaders to Live an Apologetic lgtk,Ravi Zacharias and Norman
Geisler (Grand Rapids, MI: Zonderv&f03), 56.

®®Crai g, fAClassicad®9. Apologetics, 0loc. 627
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Peter in Jerusalem (Acts 2:4D)

At Pentecost, the disciples receive the Holy Spmd immediately beg to speak
to the Jewish crowd that had come to Jerusalem from many different nations. Derided at
first for their miraculous ability to speak numerous unlearneguages, Peter begins a
defensébothof the disciples themselves gmyyenmore importantlyof Jesus. In regards
to the | atter, Pfaceted rHe starts veith theodaclanatmn thasit wasu | t i
God himself who attested to the credibility of Jesus and he did so by the eviflence o
miracles, wonders, and sig?tsall of which thevisitors to Jerusalem could have easily
corroborated by speaking to Jerusalem natives. Second, Peter appeals to the death and
resurrection ofesusChrist,© historical events that once again could be corroborated
through local eyewitness testimony. Third, Peli@ws on the Jewish Scriptures to
subsantiate both the resurrectidrand the divine authority deonstrated by the
resurrectior’? With this evidence in place, Peter conclud@&Bherefore let all the house
of Israelknow beyond a doulthat God has made this Jesus whom you crucified both

Lord and Christ*Apparently, Peterds argument was fou

%9 Acts 2:22
0 Acts 2:24
1 Acts 2:2527
2 Acts 2:34

3 Acts 2:36
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Aacutely distressedod by what they heard and
pleato repent and be savétwWhen examining this scene it is important to note that the

force of Peter 0s ptesinomyloriemajional appeagtheritwagser s on a
an apologetic argument on the basis of historical facts concerning°Besisheir

relationship to prophe Scripture.

Apollos in Ephesus and Achaia (Acts 1828)

Apoll os was a Jew from Alexamdoi ar It is
il ear ne ¢'dikely pproductefrthe highly intellectual culture of Alexandria,
which was also home tothewdrb s p r e mi’’#le hadathordugh andgrstanding
of the Scriptures and apparently had come to hear of the life of Christ about whom he
accurately angiassionately spoke in Ephed@#\fter receiving more complete
information of pstPentecost Christraliving, presumably about the indwelling life of
the Holy Spirit Apollos eagerly traveled to Achaia to continue Beching of the

gospel”® Upon arriving, he engaged the Jewish leaders in public debate and refuted their

" Acts 2:3741

> Machen,What Is Christianity?121.
8 Acts 18:24

" Veith, Loving Gogl18-19.

8 Acts 18:425

9 Acts 18:2627
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ar g u me degmsnstiatng fifonthe Sriptures that the Christ was JesffsAlthough
we are not given the contour of Apollos6 arg
example of one who eagerly uses his intellect to preseat@uratecompelling case for

Christ, which is ultimately the aim of all good Christian apologetics.

Paul in Thessalonica (Acts 174)

It was customary on Paul s missionary | ou
for Christ in the local synagogue. In Thessalanige are told that the Apostle went to
the synagogue on t hr e bereasoredvithshem fomth&Sabbat hs w
Scriptures,explainingandprovingthat the Christ had to suffer and rise from the diad.
The three verbs deoainangwaysuggeshauhbphazarcact i vi ty d
approach. Paul used his own intellect, which was largely formed under the direction of
the famedSamalie] to formulate arguments that led to persuasive conclusions. As his
audience was made up of Jews as well asf@aung Greeks who likely recognized the
authority ofthe Old Testament, Paul built his arguments on the common ground of
Jewi sh Scriptures. We are tolaepersuadedands a r es
joined Paul and Silas, along with a large grati Godfearing Greeks and quite a few

prominent women® From time to time, it is argued that no one is saved by apologetics.

80 Acts 18:28
81 Acts 17:23, NIV
82 Acts 17:4
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Whil e this might be true in the sense that i
efforts provide strong evidence tiabd uses intellectual arguments as an important

means of bringing about that salvation. These argumentsare part of a Acann.
approactbut are built on the common ground between the apologist and his audience,

something which is particularly evidentn Paul 6 s tenure i n Athens.

Paul in Athens (Acts 17:184)

This passage, perhaps more than any other, shows the nuanced use of apologetics
by the Apostle Paul. Athens was a center of both philosophical thought and Greek idol
worship, and requicePaul topresent his message in a manner that would not be
dismissed out of hand. He begins as usual by reasoning in the synagogues both with Jews
and Godfearing Greeks by pointing to Old Testament prophecy, but it is when he
ventures into the marketplace and batthe ear of a group of Epicurean and Stoic
philosophers that the excitement begins. In their initial debate, some were not impressed
with Paul s teaching about Jesus and his res
It even appears as if theiratoughly norChristian worldview made it difficult to
understand what Paul was saying; the best they could discern is that fieeprasiaimer

of foreign god=®® Enoughlistenerswere intrigued by his words, however, that they took

83 Acts 17:18
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him to the Areopagushte publ i ¢ | ocati on where those
cust odi ans %wduld listervandi debatledatest philosophies
After being prompted to give meaning
teachingpublicly, Paul lays out his casethe Areopagus. His first words are insightful
as they do not distance himself from his tdarshipping audience, budther seek to
build bridges:
Men of Athens, | see that you are yeeligious in all respect&or as | went
around and observed clossiyur objects of worship, | even found an altar with
this inscription:fiTo an unknown god.Therefore what you worship without
knowing it, this | proclaim to youf®
We know Paul was rather disturbedthg many idols in Atherf§ but he does not attack
what was most certainly abhorrent to him, nor does he turn to the Hebrew Scriptures
aboutwhich they would have known little. Rather, he finds common gralifd.him,
theyare religiousLike him they areearnest abouhe properecognition of the

supernatural. He recognizes this commonality and uses it as a bridge to share about the

one true God. He even begins his speech

84 DouglasGroothuis,Christian ApologeticsA Comprehensive Case for Biblical
Faith (Downers Grover, IL: InterVarsity Pres2011),35.

85 Acts 17:21
86 Acts 17:2223

87 Acts 17:16
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Apology i Me n o f #Althisevasao accident, fat Pa u |  kwisdom oft h e
adapting his tone and general approach to the particular audience or readership being
addressed®at the time.od

As his monologue unfold®aul declares that he will make known what the
Gre&ks worshippeda8 Unknown. 06 | n doifinigg Gedoastheroee begi ns &
who has made the world and everything in it. He is Lord of heaven and earth. He is
personal in that he gives every being life and breath and determines when and where each
nation will live, but he is also transcendent in that hetexlytwithoutneed of human
service®® Remarkably, the God Paul defines orchestrates history with one purpose in
mi n do:thatitheyhumanity]would search for God and perhaps grope around for him
and find him, though his notfar from each one of u®* While this definition of God

was not meant to ticklehisi st ener s 6dravaf rrso,m isto ncel eoafr Ityne Gr e

8H., Wayne House, fAA Biblical Argument for
Apostl e Paul Pract i c eReasAns ol Faith:eMbking ssCaseflor t he Ac
the Christian Faithed. Norman L. Geisler and Chad V. Meister (Wheaton, IL:
Crossway, 2007),IZ

8 F. F. BrucefiThe Book of Act® The New International Commentaoy the
NewTestamented. Gordon D. Feeev. ed(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1988), 334.

9 Acts 17:2426

91 Acts 17:27
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thinkers¥? The Stoics were essentially pantheistic and viewed God as the-sooildThe
Epicureanson the other handlid not deny tke existence of gods, but believed they took
no interest in the affairs of humani§\What Paul offers is distinct from the ideas of
those who brought him to thRreopagus, but he offers it nonetheless knowingttieat
proper defining of terms is necessdrgonfusion is to be avoided as the argument
progresses.
What should not be missed in analyzing Pa
begins with an argument for the existence of God, or at least the existence of a single
God. This was unnecessary whenspoke in the synagogues as that was a given among
Jews and Godkearing Gentiles, but it was imperative for his audience in Athens to
under stand. It can be said then that Paul 0s
his listeners. In the 1980a diagnostic evangelism scale was offered by James Engel that
guickly found its way into Bible schools and
measure how far someone might be away from conversion (represented by the negative
end of the scale) arftbw mature a believer had become (as represented by the positive

end of the scale). The low end of the sce¢ (vas indicative of those who had an

2See a comparison between PawhdiGseekwor ds a
phil osophers in Brian GodawApglogeficsS fooaNew el | i ng
Generation: A Biblical and Culturally Relevant Approach to Talking about, @ddSean
McDowell (Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 2009),-BR5

93 Bruce,The Book of\cts 330-31.
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ifawareness of Supreme Being, bU#WadRaol ef fectiv
used this scale to assdbe Athenians, he would have been at a loss as his audience did
not even have a belief in a single Supreme Being. He needed to begin by establishing that
fact, which is what he wisely did.
At this point in his argument, Paul turns to two quotations f@meek poets. The
impression is that he understood that his initial definition of God may distance himself
from his listeners, so he seekstwcourageheir listeningby garnishing support from
familiar voices. The first quote appears to be the fourthdfreepoem authored by
Epi mendes the Cretan (ca. 600 BC): #AFor in t
The second is part of the fifth line of tRbainomenavr i t t en by Aratus (c.
we ar e tr ul ¥Thaincksiomdf Suchpues tellg usikdat Paul was not afraid
of borrowing fragments of embedded truth in other cultures and using them as points of
contact with those he was seeking to persuade. It also indicates that Paul was not afraid to
spend time understanding other cultusesat the very leastirawing upon what he may

have learned in his younger days in the intellectual climate of his homefovemsus’®

Furthermore, igives credence to the idea tHate Pau| fiChristians need to learn how to

%“Gregory E. Ganssl e, fMakomedetUsReasddospel C
New Essays in Christian Apologetiesl. Paul Copan and William Lane Craig (Nashville,
TN: B&H Academic, 2012), 12. Ganssle provides an adapted form & thg |Seafe s
which he citesrom James F. Engel and Wilbert Nortéih at 6 s Gone Wr ong wi't
Harvest?(Grand RapidsMI: Zondervan, 1975), 45.

9 Bruce, The Book of Act33839.

% V/eith, Loving God,17.
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be bilingual, translatinthe perspective of the gospeto larguage understood by our
cultured®

Having instructed the Athenians on a proper view of God, Paul offers his first
prescription. He argues that since humanity is the offspring of God he should not be
thought of as anliing akin to the idols that were crafted and worshipped in the city.
Adding urgency to this admonition, Paul says that God in the past overlooked the
ignorance of those who were confused on the matter, but that he is now calling people to
repent becausewdne justice was soon to be meted out. Most surprisingly, this justice
would be administered not by a distant God, but by admeman whose right to judge
had been certified by his own resurrection from the dead!

Mentioning the resurrection of the deady®d to be the end of his public
presentation; it also proved to be pivotal. He had offered a reasoned case that was
culturally sensitive, but in the end his audience would have to evaluate the claim of the
resurrection and its ramifications. Some immedyatejected the idea. Others wanted to
hear more, and of them a few became believers including a member of the Aseapdg
a prominent womapf

At Athens, Paul sized up his audience. He did not disparage their religious
interest. He defined terms agastablished the existence of a personal and transcendent

God who created the universe. Furthere he supports the existence of this God by

9 pearceyTotal Truth 67.
% Acts 17:34
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using the Atheniansdé own revered poets. He
in light of a coming divingudgment and introduces Jesus, the resurrected and soon

returning judge. In presenting Jesus as the resurrected Ralglecreated a line in the

sand for those who would listen, but not before building a case that made sense to his
listeners. In doing sd?aul provided a vivid example of apologetics at work amidst those

who share very little in common with the Christian worldview.

Apologetics Encouraged in the Epistles

The disciples readily defended the faith in their own ministry through the use of
ressoned argument. It would not be surprising then to see them teach others to do the

same.

Paul EncouragedJse of he Mnd

Paul was not anintellectual. Prior to becoming a believer, he had been well
educated, and his missionary efforts and epistlesatelithat he put that education to use.
He did not see mental engagement as a hindrance to understanding or living the gospel,
but, when Spiriguided, as an essential part of being a mature believer. For example,
after laying out an argument for salvatitmough faith alone in the opening eleven
chapters of Romans, Paul shifts his instruction to how the believer should live. In doing
so, he highlights the centrality of the mimdRomans 12:P:

Therefore | exhort you, brothers and sisters, by the nseofi€od, to preent

your bodies as a sacrifiéealive, holy, and pleasing to Gédwvhichis your

reasonable service. Do not be conformed to this present worlde bxansformed

by the renewing of your mindo that you may test and approve wkahe will of

Godd whatis good and welpleasing and perfect
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For Pau] therenewing of the mind was essential to wisdfilied discipleship as it

all owed btedr downvagunmenthdevery arrogant obstacle that is raised up

against the knowledge of GatP Never does he encourage intellectual laziness or

neglect, but r at heverytooaght asp thieMuda etvoe rmsa k eo ifitt adkhbe
knowing that zeal without knowledgan be dangerod8? not just for the life of the

believer but also for unbelers who would receive {fbrmed or inaccurate arguments

for the faith.

Paul Calls Church Leaders to Defend thaith

In his letter to Titus, Paul sets out a number of qualifications for those who would
lead local congregations. As one might exphe,qualifications call for elders not to be
quick-tempered, violent, or seek after dishonest gain. But also among thecqtialif is
that a church leadéhold firmly to the faithful message as it has been taught, so that he
will be able to give exhaation in such healthy teaching and correct those who speak
against it0'%! That is, Paul says that elders must be those who can recognize the truth,
teach it well to others, and defend against false teaghatigqualities fitting of an

apologist, even if they are valuable tiher broader roles of an eld€ronsistent with

992 Cor. 10:45
100Rom. 10:13

101 Tjtus 1:9
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this qualification, Paul directhe youngchurch leader, Timothyi And t Isslavd or d O
must not engage in heated disputes but be kind tbalgran apt teacher, patient,

correcting opponentwith gentleness. Perhaps God will grant them repentance and then
knowledge of the trut'°? with these words, Paul provides the shape of-@edsing
apologetics applicable to all church leaders: not argumentation, but a virtuous defense of

the truth for the sake of drawing others to repentance and knowledge.

Paul UsesApologeticsto Correct False &aching

The young church at Corinth had its share of missteps from gross immorality to
lawsuits among believers and from participating in idol worship to blatant selfishness
around the Lordoés Supp eleswasteraougt oftodddy wor r i son
resurrections. Of course, if resurrections were categorically impossible, this would mean
that Christ himself did not rise from the dead and thasfian faith would be futilé®
So Paul instructs the church by reminding tredrthe historical facts surrounding the
resurrection: Christ died, he was buried, and he rose from thé dieadiatter of which is
attested to by those to whom the risen Christ appeared, including Peter and the disciples,

five hundred otherslames, and é&m Paul himselt** Presumably each of these witnesses

1022 Tim. 2:2425
1031 Cor. 15:1219

1041 Cor. 15:28
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could have been investi gatéaothdwords,the r eci pi en

Apostle creates an apologetic for the historicity of the resurrection, and then calls his

readers to reconsider thei@ence and correct their thinking on the matter.

Peter Teaches Apologetie&liness

The early church knew persecution from the very beginning, both from the Jewish
religious authorities and from intolerant Roman rule. Christians often felt the weight of
this persecution, and as such Peter addresses the proper response of the Christian. He says
the response is to be one of kindness and respect such that evil is not repaid with evil but
with blessing. Furthermore, he suggests this counteitive reply toevil would bring
about questionand that Christians should be ready to answer thiEnsaysfiBut set

Christ apart as Lord in your hearts and always be ready to give an answer to anyone who

asks about the hope you poss#€%l t i s e vi de n that heyantiflpatesghatd s wor d

answering the questions of unbelievers would be somewhat fearful, but he tells his

readers to fiset Christ apart as Lord. o Thes

overcome fear, but aldo let the Christian know that defense of the faith is more than a
fleshly attempt to convince others the Christian is right. Apologetics, when rightly

coupledwi t h figent | edEsswhat ia doe whea werecaghize God to be

5Cr ai g, AClIl assicald0Apol ogetics, o | oc.
1061 pet. 3:15
1071 Pet. 3:16
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Lord; it is a matter ofscribing to Christ his proper Lordship over our lives. This is why
Peter says that Christians should not remain sequestered from their distracters, but
flways be ready t o DiMadynBloydJaneseeognizestntha t h e me
following comments:
There is an intellectual case for the gospel, apologatasalid part of theology
and . . every Christian should be active in that. So, as men attack the gospel on
these various grounds, we should be able to meet their objections and give our
reply. It means activity on our part, it means studying and fanzlragiourselves
with the factsNowhere do I find in the New Testament a picture of the Church
as a body of people who spend the whole of their time singing or just relating
their experiencesna having a saalled good time spiritually. Not at all! They
are called to the defence of the gospel; the attack is there and we must say
something in reply®®
As Lloyd-Jones notes, an intellectual case for the gospel is an important part of the
¢ h u r witheéss Certainly the church is to act as a witnessing community by the way it
cares for its own and in the way it cares for those outside the community, but the
testimony of the apostles both in word and in deed is that the witness should also be

accompaied with a rationag¢xplanation and defense of thesgel.

Jesus and Apologetics

Jesus is not often thought of as an apologist. He is noted for his teaching about the
kingdom, his miracles, his authority over the demonic world, and his fulfillment of Old

Testament prophecy. Each of these standout features of the life of Christ, however, can

108D, Martyn Lloyd-JonesThe Life of Joy and Pea¢€rand Rapids, MI: Baker,
1990), 63. Thesewordswerer i t t en rel ative to Paul és words
similarly to Peterds words in 1 Peter 3:15.
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be understood as an apologetic regarding his own identity as God incarnate. Craig Hazen
recognizes the same in his comments about Christ as an apologist:
It is very important to understand that in justifying the task of Christian
apologetics throughout the history of the church, it wassl@imself who set the
stage He did this not by writing apologetic tracts and treatises but by creating
what | shaltthaosaldf hekeemomant riieet i ono among h
demonstrated the truth of his message and his identity over and over again using
nearly every method at his disposal, including miracle, prophecy, godly style of
life, authoritative teaching and reasoneglanentatiort®®
JesusoOo efforts to demonstrate the truth of h
light of the factthatd sus di d not <co-att dddeeth@sesb wor ds fise
himself declared that the validity of his teaching rested on external attestatiohnin
5:31he says If Iftestify about nyself, my testimony is not truieHe then goes on to
state a number of sources that bore witness to his claim Eefiseah, namely John the

Baptist*!%the works, or miracles, vith God have given himto g¢'God 6 s o wn

words!!?the Old Testament Scriptur&® existential knowedge tied to obediengé’ the

Crai g Hazen, fADefendingoBvednyene@nef ense of
Answer: A Case for the Christian Worldviexd. Francis J. Beckwith, Williaihane
Craig, and J. P. Moreland (Downers Grove, hielVarsity Press2004), 39.

110 3ohn 1:36, 5:33

111 John 5:36

112 Matt. 3:17; John 5:37

113 3ohn 5:39, 46; Luke4:2527

114 3ohn 7:17
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Holy Spirit; and eventuallyhe testimony of the disciplé$ While Jesus says he
personally does not need testimony from human sources to validate his own identity as
God incarnate, he recognizes its value in he
sent to John, and he has testified to the truth. | do not accept bestiarony, but | say
this so thayou may be saveot® Suffice it to say, Jesusaegnized the value of
providing a rational and corroborated defense when it came to his own identity and
teaching.
Jesusd miracles pl ay a stnatohisiidenity. &heny i mpor
John the Baptist found himself in prison (awaiting what was to be his eventual execution)
and apparently began to doubt his original declaration that Jesus was the awaited
Messiah, he sent his disciples to find Jesus and ask An@ you the one who is to
comeor shoul d we | o érespdnse was&ditell tidnrewh& gou ldears u s
and seeThe blind see, the lame walk, lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are
raised, and the poor have good news proadito tremo'!’ Jesus could have said,

nCome on, John. You should know better. Of C

153ohn15:27Phi I I i p Ant hony Gray, AdATraining Pr e
Apol ogetics in the 21st Centuryo (DMin thesi
212-13.

116 John 5:3334

Ui Matt. 11:35
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me?0 Instead, Jesus poi nt''8Thesé miradesotony r acl es
indicated that Jesus was full of power (as woulthdeseping with one who claimed to
be divine), but they also confirméahd Jesusod f
the fact that the kingdom of God, which Jesus declared to be at hand, had actually
come!®l n ot her words, J e-dimensionahdpalogetidtteats wer e a m
confirmed his identity from several standpoints.
Another instructive use of miracles as an apologetic occurred when Jesus was met
by four men dropping a pallyzed man into a crowded horifé Although he knew they
sought the headg of their friend, Jesus addresses the situation by telling the paralyzed
man that his sins are forgiven. Immediately the religious leaders recognize the gravity of
his statement. One may forgive an offense done against them, but only God can forgive

sinin general. In other words, the religious leaders understood that when Jesus purported

1181n addition to pointing to his own miracles as an apologetic, it is quite possible
Jesusd words al so r ethtiens of bigldayoothat oitke Olde s si ani ¢
Testament prophets. Tiiead Sea Scrolls describe theddiah as one who would set
prisoners free, open eyes of the blind, raise up those who are bowed down, make alive the
dead, and send good news to the afflicteathrer words, by replying in the manner he
did, Jesus was giving John and his g¢iks reasons to believe in higssiahship that
would have been compelling to firséntury Jews. See Craig A. EvaRapricating
Jesus: How Modern Scholars Distort the GelsfjDowners Grove, IL:nterVarsity
Press2008), loc. 48609, Kindle.

1%Jesusod words to John6andalil.sci pl es echo | :

120Fogramoret hor ough explanation of the apologe
see ADI mini shed DHealsi:n@s Fared hMiLroadkl eag, 0 i n
1881.

121 Mark 2:1-12; Matt. 9:28; Luke 5:1726
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to forgive the mandés sin, he was making a ca
substantiate his claim as the Son of Man who stands in the position of autharityive f

sins before the onlookers? He did so through external verification, through the apologetic

healing of the paralytic. Hazen comments on this very scene:

| suppose any religious teacher could have wandered into Capernaum and made

spiritual statements uch as Ayour sins are forgiveno
people to believe that a real activity in the unseen, spiritual world had taken place

But Jesusd goal wmanythahfollewed.cwasatshelpthose nd on
in attendance have goode a s o n t o hefhdd muwherity fromrhGod and, by

implication in the case of the paralytic, that he was the divine Son ot%&od.

I n effect Jesus says, Al f vy atleastihelledetmebel i eve
based on my miracl es. 0 methsbefgrshiserscifidon:t i al |y t
Why then do you accuseem of bl asphemy becauwde | sai d,

not believe me unless | do what my Father dBesif | do it, evenhough you do
not believe me, believe the miracles, that you may know and understand that the
Father is in me, and | in the FatHét
The use of miracles as a defense of his claims certainly seemed to have had its
effect, as the crowds that followed Jesostmued to grow. These crowds found their
way to Jesus at the tomb of his friend Lazarus. There he orders the tomb opened and,
then, prior to r ai Batherdthdnlaypuathatysu have listenedtee , pr ay

me. | knew that you always listeshto me, but | said thi®r the sake of the crowd

standing around here, thtaey may believe that you sent.oh Once again Jesus shows

2Hazen, fADefending the Defense, 0 38.
123 John 10:3638, NIV
124 John 11:4342
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that he knew the impact of visible miracles and was not afraid to use them as a key
apologetic for his claims.

In addtion to the use of miracles, Jesus employed strong reasoning skills on
several occasions in order to substantiate his teaching. Jesus was particularly drawn to
fortiori arguments? For example, when Jesus seeks to support his claim that God will
answer hose who seek him, he presents the following argument:

Is there anyone among you who, if his son asks for bread, will give him a stone?

Or if he asks for a fish, will give him a snake? If you then, although you are evil,

know how to give good gifts to yoehildren, how much more will your Father in

heaven give good gifts to those who ask Affn!
The form of the argument can be presented in this way:

1. Even though parents are ethiey do not typically give their children

something dangerous when they asksomething wholesome; instead they
give them something good.

2. Itis much more likely that God, who is utterly good, will give good gifts to

those who ask.

3. Therefore, if it is reasonable to ask for good things from your earthly parents,

it is even more resnable to ask for good things from your heavenly father.

125 An a fortiori argument takes existing confidence in a particular proposition to
argue infavor of confidence in a second proposition by suggesting that there is more
reason to believe in the second than the first. For examples of Jesus using this form of
argument, see Luke 125l 67, 24, 2728, 5456, 14:16; 18:18.

126 Matt. 7:911
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Jesus provides the same kindadbrtiori argument when he is accused of breaking the
Sabbath by healing a cripple®dman. In response, he says:
You hypocrites! Does not each of you on Sabbath untie his ox or his donkey
fromitsstall,and ead it t o watthisewotanTahdaughtesdi oul dn 6
Abraham whom Satan bound for eighteen long years, be released from this
imprisonment on the Sabbath d&d/?
Once again we can put Jeafagobarguoentds i n the fo
1. The Jews lawfully see to the wddeing of animals on the Sabbath.
2. The welltbeing of a woman who has been crippled by a spirit for eighteen
years is more important than thataof animal.
3. Therefore, if it is lawful to help an animal on the Sabbath, then it is at least
equally lawful to heal a woman on the Sabldath.
The impact of this type of apologetic argument by Jesus was significant. Luke tells us

t h althis dpponents weteumiliatedd) and t hose who viere di spose

delighted with all the wonderful things he was doiht}

127 uke 13:1516

2Dougl as Groothuis, fiJesOhsstianRdséalcosopher
Journal 25, no. 2 (2002): 49.

129 yke 13:17
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In addition toa fortiori arguments, Jesus usetiuctio ad absurdurargumens in
defense of his identit}?° For example, when Jesus is accuskdasting out demons by
the power of &tan, he responds in this way:
Every kingdom divided against itself is destroyed, and no town or house divided
against itself will stand. So if Satan casts out Satan, he is divided against himself.
How then will hiskingdom stand? And if | cast out demons by Beelzebul, by
whom do your sons cast thesut?3!
Thereductio ad absurdurargument can be broken down in this way:
1.1f 1 drive out demons by the power of S
divided.
2.1 f Sat amere dided, g dauld be ruined.
3.1t is absurd to think that Satanés king
continued demonic activity.
4. Therefore, Satanbdébs kingdom is not divid
5. Therefore, | do not act by the power of Satan when | drive out detffons.
The purpose in |l aying out Jesus6 argument

|l abels to Jesus6 r het or i durthethattlesusanddrstood t o0 s up

the importance of using sound reasoning in defending his own identity and the nature of

130 This type of argument is used to expose the weakness of a given proposition
by showing that its premises lead to absurdlogical conclusions. See also Matthew
22:41-46.

181 Matt. 12:25b27a

2Gr oot huis, fAiJesus: Philosopher and Apol
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the kingdom. As J. Gr e sotraamd, whasptkeintheconcl udes,
pen t ude of divine authority®Addifdessswasdescend
willing to reason with men, the church is on solid ground when it seeks to do the same,
particularly when we see the language of the New Testament, the missionary activity of

the early church, and the teaching of the apostles also sungpibie same.

Apologetics in Church History

If it is rightly said that both the Old and New Testament support the use of
apologetics, we ought to find apologetic arguments readily employed by those who are
recognized as key figures in church history. Wbee searches the original writings and
discourses of church leaders, this is just what is found. A few of these leaders and their
apologetic efforts are discussed below.

Justin Martyr (e. 114165) and Athenagoras of Athens (d. after 177) were among
theearliest noted apologists and tregod against those who charged Christians to be
atheists. In hi€mbassy for the Christian&thenagoras defended Christianity before the
Roman Emperor Marcus Aureliby stating that when others who had openly declared
there is no God are charged with atheism, the Roman state is proper in their judgment.
But the charge of atheism could hardly be true for those who

distinguish God from matter, and teach that matter is one thing and God another,
and that they are separatega wide interval (for that the Deity is uncreated and

133 Machen,What is Christianity?127.
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eternal, to be beheld by the understanding and reason alone, while matter is
created and perishable), is it not absurd to apply the name of ath&ism?

Justin similarly dismissed the charge of atheis hisFirst Apology*3®and in other
writings is found deferidg the resurrection:

But even in the case of the resurrection the Saviour has shown us
accomplishments, of which we will in a little speak. But now we are
demonstrating that the resurrectidrttze flesh is possible, asking pardon of the
children of the Church if we adduce arguments which seem to be sef=itdr s

and physical: first, because to God nothing is secular, not even the world itself,
for it is His workmanship; and secondly, becawseare conducting our

argument so as to meet unbelievétsr if we argued with believers, it were

enough to say that we believe; but now we must proceed by demonstrations. The
foregoing proofsare indeed quite sufficient to evince the possibility of the
resurrection of the flesh; but since these men are exceedingly unbeliggingi)
further adduce a more convincing argumestill,d an argument drawn not from

faith, for they are not within its scope, but from their own mother unbilief,

mean, of course, from physical reasons.ifFby such arguments we prove to

them that the resurrection of the flesh is possithley are certainly worthy of

great contempt if they can be persuaded neither by the deliverances of faith nor by
the argumets of the world®

What is of particular note in this defense of the resurrection is that Justin goes on to

defend his use of apologetics before the church as well. He understands that his

134 Athenenagoradh Plea for the Christians by Athenagoras the Athenian:
Philosopher and Chrigan, trans. B. P. Prattenhcvi, Early Christian Writingsaccessed
November 5, 201ttp:/Avww.earlychristianwritings.cortext/athenagoraplea.html

135See Justin MartyiFirst Apology RobertsDonaldson English Translation, ch.
v and vi, Early Chrigan Writings accessed November 5, 2013
http://lwww.earlychristianwritings.com/tejdstinmartyrfirstapology.htmil.

136 Justin MartyrFragments of the Lost Work of Justin on Resurrection
RobertsDonaldson English Translation, ch. v, Early ChristiantiMgs, accessed
November 5, 201,dttp://www.arlychristianwritings.com/text/justinmartyr
resurrection.htmlemphasis added.
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arguments are based on reasoth @t faith, and he argues thhtile faith is the
language of those who already believe, reason is what must be employed when debating
with outsiders the matter of God and the resurrection of Christ.
It is not surprising then that in hegritings Justin discussed at length fulfilled
proptecyandoffeéed it as a fAproof, 0 decl aring:
Though we could bring forward many other prophecies, we forbear, judging these
sufficient for the persuasion of those who have ears to hear and understand; and
considering also that those persons are able tthaeee do not make mere
assertions without being able to produce proof, like those fables that aré told o
the secalled sons of Jupitéf’
He uses prophecy as evidence again when arguing against the IBalsgue with
Trypha*8as does Tertullian & 166220) inAn Answer to the Jews® For both men,
the validity of the gospel could be rationally defended, and fulfilled prophecy was a
reasonable proof.
Perhapshe most important apologist of the third tey was Origen (ca. 185
254),whor esponded to Cel susd clengthyContraLessim of Chr i ¢

he argued against what Celsasv aghe philosophical, ethical, and historical

shortcoming®f Christianity. For example, Origen contended thatlgsus did not do his

137 Justin Martyr First Apology ch. lii.

138 Justin Martyr Dialogue with TryphpRobertsDonaldson English Translation,
ch. li-liv, Early Christian Writingsaccessed January 14, 2014
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/justinmargialoguetrypho.html

139 Tertullian,An Answer to the Jewsans.S. Thelwall, ch. viiixi, Early
Christian Writingsaccessed January 14, 2014
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/tertullian08.html
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miracles by sorcery, 2) Jesusd6 resurrection i s better e:
and(3) the miracle stories of pagam do not offer the same credibility as those of the
Gospelst*®
Augustine joined the earliest church fathers in apologetic effortshagthimself
was persuaded by a we#tasoned faithPrior to his conversion, Augustine was a member
of a religious culhamed after its thirdentury founder, ManiAugustine howeverhad
intellectual doubts about Manichaeanjsandas he was able to rewwe onlyshallow and
poorly reasonednswers to his concerrigg abandonedhis cultic beliefs. Not long after,
Augustine found himself in dialogue witlvo Christian leaderfAmbrose and
Pontitianuswho unlike Manichaeartounterparts coulohtelligently address his
questions and conceri8.Eventually, Augustine converted to Christianity and developed
his own apologetic specifically aimed at the Manichdéhsugustine would also defend
many doctrines of thefaifh nc |l udi ng an or t hoahdexenvi ew of Je:

addressed the question of evil and free H#l.

149Kenneth D. Boa and Robert M. Bowman, Bajth Has Its Reasons:
Integrative Approaches to Defending the Christian Féidbwners Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2005), loc. 658, Kindle.

141 Moreland,Love the Your Gqdi2.

142 Aougustine,On the Morals of the Manichaeartsans. Richard Stothig rev.
and ed. Kevin Knightaccessed November 5, 2013
http://www.newadvent.orédthers/1402.htm

WAugustine, f Ev iGnhristamApoldgce &n AWholody ofd i n

Primary Sourceseds. Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad V. Meister (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2012), 41921.

83



Another use of apologetics became important with the rise of Islam. Theodore
Abu Qurrah (a. 775830) responded to the charge that Christians, in holding to the
doctrine of the Trinity, advocate arim of polytheism. IrOn the Trinity he writes that
the failure of Muslims to recognize Christianity as monotheistilcas failure to grasp
the distinction between fipersonso and finatur
could understand thateHather, Son, and Holy Spirit are three persons, but are of one
nature!** John of Damascus similarly argued against Islam, criticizing the claim of
Muhammad as prophet. He did so on the basis that Muhammad provided no evidence for
the divine inspiration oiis message and that he falsified his claim to prepbetl by
endorsing sexual immorality. In regards to the former, John offead@miori argument
along the following lines:
1. The Qurdan stipulates that marriages an
witness.
2. No witnesses are provided that indicate that Muhammad came from God.
3. Since witnesses are required for the lesser concerns of marriages and business,
they are certainly required to verify prophet status.
4. Since Muhammad has no witnesses to his pbpistatus, he should not be

considered a prophé&t®

144 House and JowerReasons for Our Hopd6364.

145 House and JowerReasons for Our Hopd 6465.
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Anselm (10331109) and Aquinas (1228274) stand as significant apologists in
the heart of the Middle Ages. Anselm, like Augustine, viewed faith as preceding
understanding, but nonetheless offeaeguments that faith itself was reasonaffahe
most famous of his apologetic endeavors was the development of the ontological
argumentwhich posits thatheidea of arunsurpassalplgreatbeingis logically
inescapableAn ot h er orhajorcantrilgtionst® apologetics is found in his book
Cur Deus Homgh Why timan@9d i n wthat@oldbebaeme amag u e
becausgas an infinite beinghe is the only one o could provide infinite atonement for
ma n 6 $* Aguinas.was a prolific defender thfe faith. In answering objections to the
faith, including the claim that suffering is a defeater of God, he develops the

cosmological argumei Summa Theologica

In the world of sense we find there is an order of efficient causes. There is no case
known (neither is it, indeed, possible) in which a thing is found to be the efficient

cause itself; for so it would be prior to itself, which is impossible. . . . Butif in
efficient causes it is possible to go on to infinity, there will be no first efficient

cause, neither will be there be an ultimate effect, nor any intermediate causes; all
of which is plainly false. Therefore it is necessary to admit a first efficient cause,

to which everyone gives the name of G6tl.

This cosmological argument is offereldragside a teleological argument in which

Aquinas argues:

146 Bpa and Bowmarfkaith Haslts Reasondoc. 72732.
147Bpa and Bowmarfaith Has Its Reasonsoc. 73365.

148 Thomas AquinasSumma Theologi¢@nd and rev. ed, 1920, trans. Fathers of
the English Dominican, 1 p, Q2, Art 3, New Ad¥eaccessed November 5, 2013
http://www.newadvenbrg/summa/1002.htm
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We see that things which lack intelligence, such as natural bodies, act for an end,
and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always, in the same way, so
as to obtain the best rdsu . . Now whatever lacks intelligence cannot move
towards an end, unless it be directed by some being endowed with knowledge and
intelligence . . . Therefore some intelligent being exists by whom all natural
things are directed to their end; and thisigeive call God*®
With these arguments in hand, Aquinas replies to the objection of evil, stating:
Since God is the highest good, He would not allow any evil to exist in His works,
unless His omnipotence and goodness were such as to bring good eveevdut of
This is part of the infinite goodness of God, that He should allow such evil to
exist and out of it produce godef.
The Reformersodé contribution to Christian
sense of apologetics. More often than not tasguments are not towards those that deny
God, but relative to the teaching of the Roman Catholic Church. Furthermore, the
Reformers, because of their views on the depravity of man, did not see reason as the
means by which men would come to faith. JohrvGaln w1t is prepasterous 1o
attempt, by discussion, to rear up a full faith in Scriptt&This is not to say, however,
that Calvin was fully resistant to the use of reasonriffono ot her r eason t han
obstreperous mouths of wemlsel iCa¥v vi n, whil e believing 0
reasono still believed that Scripture could
It is true, indeed, that if we choose to proceed in the way of arguments it is easy to

establish, by evidence of var®kinds, that if there is a God in heaven, the Law,
the Prophecies, and the Gospel, proceeded from him. Nay, although learned men,

149 Aquinas,Summa Theologicd p, Q2, Art 3.
150 Aquinas,Summa Theologicd p, Q2, Art 3.
151 John Calvin)nstitutes trans. Henry Beveridge, vol. 1, ch. 7, sec. 4, accessed

November6, 2013 http://www.spurgeon.org/~phil/calvin/bk1lch®tmli#four.htm
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and men of the greatest talent, should take the opposite side, summoning and

ostentatiously displaying all the powers of thgggnius in the discussion; if they

are not possessed of shameless effrontery, they will be compelled to confess that

the Scripture exhibits clear evidence of its being spoken by God, and,

consequently, of its containing his heavenly docttiie.

With therise of deism, skepticism, and atheism in the days of the Enlightenment
and following, we find a number of new apologists. Joseph Butler {1892) wrote
what is recognized as the most important criticism of deism ever published. In his
Analogy of Religgn, he wunder mines the deistsd argument
and what they called obscure evidence in favor of Christidtity.

William Paley, on the other hand, took on atheists in his-tesggnized work
Natural TheologyThere he addresses objections still common today: God is nothing but
a god of the gaps; only the results of supposed divine design are ever seen, never the act
itself; organisms have #fAfl awed designso (as
which point at best to an imperfect designer; and chance cannot be discounted simply
because of improbabilities. It is Matural Theologyhat Paley introduces the famous
Awat chmaker 0 design argument to explain how
pointsto a designer:

In crossing a heath, suppose | pitched my foot agaistetng and were asked

how the stone came to be there; | might possibly answer, that, for any thing |

knew to the contrary, it had lain there for ever; nor would it be perhaps smeasy t

show the absurdity of this answer. But suppose | foundtahupon the ground,

and it should be inquired how the watch happletoebe in that place; | should

hardly think of the answer that | had before given, that, for any thing | knew, the
watch mighthave always been there. Yet why should not this answer serve for the

152 Calvin, Institutes vol. 1, ch. 7, sec. 4,
153 House and JowerReasons for Our Hopd 81-85.
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watch as well as for the stone? why is it not admissible in the second case as in
the first? For this reason, and for no otivéz, that, when we come to inspect the
watch, we perceivd® what we could not discover in the sténthat its several

parts are framed and put together for a purpesggethat they are so formed and
adjusted as to produce motion, and that motion so regulated as to point out the
hour of the day; that, if the diffeméparts had been differently shaped from what
they are, or placed after any other manner, or any other order, than that which in
they are placed, either no motion at all would have been carried on in the
machine, or none that would have answered thehagestnow served by it. . . .

This mechanism being observed . . . the inference, we think, is inevitable, that the
watch must have had a ma#iethat there must have existed, at some time, and at
some place or other, an artificer or artificers who forméar ithe purpose which

we find it actually to answer, who comprehendsaanstruction, and designed
its uset®*

The French mathematician and scientist, Blaise Pascal-{l&23, added his
voice of reason to the others, and is best known for his practical apologétites.
of fering a |ist of fAproofsod for Christianity
of the apostles, and fulfilled prophety,he argues that even if reason could not decide
the matter one is nonetheless wise to bet on the Christian proposition:
AGod is, or he is not.o But to which side
nothing here. Theris an infinite chaos which separated us. A game is being
played at the extremity of infinite distance where heads or tails will turn up. What
will you wager? . . .Let us weigh the gain and the loss in wagering that God is.

Let us estimate these two cleas. If you gain, you gain all; if you lose, you lose
nothing. Wager, then, without hesitation that H&fs.

154 william Paley,Natural TheologyLondon edition (New YorkNY: American
Tract Society, 1881), hccessed November 6, 2013.
https://archive.org/stream/naturaltheologyOOpale#page/n23/mode/2up

155 House & JowersReasons for Our Hopd91.

1%B| ai se Pas c al Ghrisfiaf Apelog@fiasy/n Anthidlogy of
Primary Sourcesed Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad V. Meister (Grand dspMI:
Zondervan, 2012), 987. Originally published ifPensées1669.
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All told then, we see that church history supports the use of reasoned arguments
to defend the faith. Theseseoebce$ thearewha
by faith in the use of apologetics in obedience to Scriptures and for the defense and
advancement of the kingdom. Add to these witnesses modern apologists like C. S. Lewis,
Norman Geisler, Alvin Plantinga, William Lane Craig, AdsMcGrath, and Ravi

Zacharias, and the presatdy church has good support in pursuing apologetics.

A Response to Objections to Christian Apologetics

Thus far, it has been argued that the use of Christian apologetics by the present
day church is supptad by New Testament terminology, Old and New Testament
narrative and teaching, and the use of apologetics throughout church history. Despite the
strong case in its favor, there remain objections to the use of apologetics, and it is helpful

to address thenore common criticismsdividually.

DoesScriptue Not Tell Us That knowledgePuffs Up (1 Cor 8:1-3)7?

It is true that knowledge can | ead to an
call to love, but as noted earlier Scripture is also adamanivila can and should know
thingstobetrué®’Thus, when we consi der itishesttods wor ds
take them not as antithetical to the pursuit of knowledge, but against any pride that may

come with intellectualhetprad manmenrtes gomn 0d htea

157 CarsonBecoming Conversant9399.
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warning is humility, not ignorancé®® This, one might argue, is why Scripture does not
shy away from calling us to love God with all our minds and says that when we do not
pursue knowedge we do so at our own péfif Certairly, the mind may be used to act
arrogantly towards God and others, but it is also a@eeh means by which we may
love God and, thus, should not be neglected.
DoesKnowledge of GodNot Come througtDivine
Revdation and Not the Use ofdgic?

It is true that God must open our eyes that we might come to a worshipful and
salvific understanding of hiff°The psal mi st decl aOmsmysuch wher
eyes that | mayeswonderful things in your law'® But this is not to say that God does
not use logi as a means by which to open our eyes. Earlier in discussing the ministry of
Jesus, it was noted that Jesus used standard philosophical forms in the presentation of
theological arguments. Furthermore, when Jesus explained to his disciples the meaning of
parables, he does not do so by illogical or mystical means; rather, he teaches them truths
of the kingdom through discernible metaphors. With Jasusur exampleve can use

logic with the hope that God niguse it as a means to bridiyine revelation tathers.

158 Moreland,Love Your Godé1.

159 Hosead:6; Isa. 5:13Piper,Think loc. 2196:98.
160 John 6:44

161ps, 119:18
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DoesScriptureNot TeachThat ReopleAre Converted by Faith Not bydason?

Both Reformed and Arminian thinkers agree that spiritual birth comes by faith
and not through the process of reason. But this does not mean that faith is not encouraged
by reason or that reason is not necessary for faith. The Bible gives every sense that those
who are saved are normatively saved after having understood something about God,
namely that righteousness comes by faith in the merciful work of God in Christ. One
frankly cannot come to faith without having
requires mental apprehension. Machen agrees with this very sentiment:

No conversion is ever wrought simply by argument Butbecause intellectual

labor is insufficiet it does not follow, as is so oftersased, that it is

unnecessarycod may, it is true, overcome all intellectual obstacles by an

immediate exelise of His regenerative powe&ometimes He dese But He does

so very seldomUsually He exerts His powen iconnection with certai
conditions of the human mirtd?

Doesthe Use ofApologetic AgumentsdNot Undermine
the Work of the Holy Spirit?
The entire Christian I is to be lived in the Spirtf3 That is, our work andur
praiseandour evangelistic effas are to be led by the Spirit. In the New Testament, we
see men who are ldxy the Spirit, including Jesus himsaling reasoned arguments to

encourage faith. This would suggest that rather than undermining the work of the Holy

162 Machen,What Is Christianity?166.

163Rom. 8:511; Gal. 5:16
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Spirit, the use of apologes likely places us in step with the Spirit. Thus, while it is true

that it takes the Spirit for a persanunderstand the things of G&t it may also be that

the Spirit works throughs to use apologetic® that ve can in turn lead others to saving

faith. This is the poinR. C. Sproumakesvh en he wri tes, AWe must t &
do our work before the Spirit does his work, because the Spirit does not ask people to put

their trust and faith an® affection in nonse

Do We Not Just Need to ¥posePeople to the Word of God?

It may be true that there are those who upon reading the Bible are taken by what
they read or hear and find themselves, without the persuasion of others, placing their faith
in Christ apart from any particulargunents to do so. But theseensto be a
considerably greater number wiumce exposed to the Word of Gaaust wrestle to
understand what they read and then become convinced of its validation. This effort to
understand is often indispensabletospern 6 s eventual faith. I n fa
hearing without understanding is meaningless:
It istrue Paul says in Romans 10th at #Afai th comes from hea

through the word of Christ. o Sanpheari ng i
without understanding produces nothing. When we hear the Word of God, Paul

says, we must Athink overo what we hear.
indictment of Jesus: fAHearing they do not
13:13)166

1641 Cor. 2:14

165R. C.Sproul,Defending Your Faith: An Introduction to Apologet{Grand
Rapids, MI: Crossway, 2009), 25.

166 piper, Think loc. 86769.
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Consider @irther the great marsfforts at thdranslationof the Scriptureshat have been
made. If it is true that people only need to hear the Word of God (and need not be
mentally engaged in understanding the tekgn one could simply read it in its original
languages without having awpmprehension of it? This strategy, of course, has not
provento beeffectivebecause people must be engaged at the level of the mind to come
to faith.
Ifatthe RIIHU Mmani t y 0 s kilR BexaneDepravegyiHo® Can
We Think That Apologetic Arguments \M Have Any Efect?

Scripture is resolute that humanigyfallen and depravedut this does not keep
God fromcalling us to reason with hir providing evidence in order to encourage our
faith, as was discussedbovein the section coveringpologetts in the Old and New
Testament$®’ While it is true that human depravity means the image of God in humanity
has been tainted, i1t has nfaldeclaratienthatdthe mpl et el vy
death penalty is warrantéased a the image of God in humanity evidence enough
that some remnant of the image remaffi&urther, since God uses reason and appeals to
the mind throughout Scripture, we can deduce
reasoning abilitieas havingoeencompletely eclipsed by the fall. J. P. Moreland agrees

when he writes:

167|sa. 1:18
168 Gen. 9:6
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The doctrine of total depravity does not mean that the image of God is effaced,
that sinners are as evil as they could possibly be, or that the intellect, emotions,
and will are gone mcompletely useless. Rather, total depravity means that the
entire person, including the intellect, has been adversely affected by the Fall and
is separate from God. The sinner alone cannot extricate himself from this
condition and cannotenr i t s fa@@at @mmend himself to God on the basis
of his own righteousness. Further, the entire personality is corrupt but not
inoperative, and every aspect of our personality has a natural inclit@tiom in
ways cont swaysyHowever, Gomelod this ares that reason,
considered in itself, is bal§®
Since reason itself is not considered bad, we see Scripture, despite our depravity,
regularly calling us to use our mind not only in coming to faith but also in leading others
to faith. It does so becauseapresumption thareasoned explanation of the Christian

faith can be effective.

Doesthe Argumentative Biture ofApologeticsNot Make it Unbiblical?

It is true that God does not want believerseécehgaged in foolish argumests
but to consider apobetics a form of foadh arguments is to misunderstiaapologetics.
Apologetics is about setting forth good reasons for one to embrace the Christian
worldview; it is not about arguing with people. As Paul makes clear in both 1 Peter 3:15
and 2 Timothy 2:2-25, Christians are to provide answers to those who ask and correct
those who oppose them, but to do so with kindness and gentleness. One way to think of

the apologists as a purveyor of truth. A good salesperson sets forth all the reasons why

169 Moreland,Love Your God59-60.

170phjl, 2:14; 2 Tim. 2:23; Titus 3:9
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someone shuld buy something, but they dotrargue with a potential custom&t.So
should be the case withe Christian apologist.
But Learning to Use pologetcs Is Hard Vork;
Is It Really for Everyone in thel@irch?

Undoubtedly the use of apologetics takes somading, preparation, and perhaps
even formal training, and most certainly there are those who have a greatgiv&od
ability to absorb and present apologetic arguments. But this does not excuse the follower
of Christ who earnestly seeks to see thedased from spending at least some time
learning wellreasoned ways to explain and defend the gospel. For this reason, the person
wi t h o n & tefims af hpelogetic capacishould put that talent to use, and the one
with many talents shaédi put themany talents to us€?

Paul Derides Rilosophy in 1 Corinthians 1:28hdColossians 2:8, So Why

Should We EmbraceApologetics WhentlinvolvesSo Much milosophy?

In both of these passages, Paul is not arguing against philosophy in general (that
is,t he use of sound, systematic thinking), but

which i n Paul 6s dS$torcismooEpiculeansalv @olossiang,linu d e d

particular, we see Paul crafting a very careful argument just after his remarks in

MJjudy Salisbury, fACreating alBYoAarpol ogetic
Church Ready? Motivating Leaders to Live an Apologetic eife Ravi Zacharias and
Norman L. Geisler (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2003), 91.

172 \Matt. 25:1430
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Colossian : 8 . He speaks of Christds deity and th
who are in Christthese are his premis&S Then, he draws a comlion based on these
premises:
Therefore do not let anyone judge you by what you eat or drinktloregard to
a religious festival, a New Moarelebration or a Sabbath dayese are a
shadow of the things that were to come; the ngaiibwever, is found in Christ*
This argument (the purpose of which seems to expose the kind of false phil@saphy
was calling out) follows basic tenets of sound philosophy and gives every reason to
discount the idea that God is against philosophy in gene@ilmssian®:8.
In regards to the 1 Corinthians passage, there is also good reason to believe that
Paulis not addressing philosophy in general, but rather worldly philosophy and worldly
wisdom. This conclusion is supported by the fact, ihaaddition to calling out the
el oguent use of argument to arrive at fAwisdo
Hellenistic culture)’® Paul also paints a positive picture of the pursuit of wisdom. He
says that the preachi ng Gdlossfanmdr24 andiperhaps t he fA wi

more revealinghe contrasts the wisdom of God (which he readily teachiésthe

wi sdom of WeHoghowever, spgak a message of wisdom among the mature,

173 Col. 2:915
174 Col. 2:1617

1"Gor d on The FirBt&m@stle tgithe Corinthiandhe New International
Commentary of thBlewTestamented. Gordon D. Fee (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1987), 7475.

96



but not the wisdom of this age or of the rulers of this age, who are coming to nthing
Therefore, an examination of both Colossians 2:8 and 1 Corinthians 1:20 shggest
Scripture does not speak categorically against the use of philosophical arguments, but
speaks against bad philosophy.
Did JesusNot Say That the Kingdom of éavenWas Hidden from the
Wise and learnedBut Revealed to Those Who Are Likeniltiren?
Yes, Jesus did utter these words in Luke 10:21, but the questions we must ask are:
what is it about the wise and learned that keeps the gospel hidden fropatigewhat is
it that allows the kingdom of heaven to be revealed to children? If we are tiamde
the passage to mean that a person must become like a child in their thinking and
reasoning ability, then most undoubtedly it would not have been revealed to the Apostle
Paul, any of the other apostles, or the likes of men like Apollos, as evidenteel
reasoning that is on display in Acts and the epistlessJésuwor ds i ndgMatt hew 1
us the best indication of what Iltellyoutse about c
truth, unless you change and become like little childrenwithunever enter the kingdom
of heavenThereforewhoever humbles himself like this chddhe greatest in the
kingdom of heaven. When | ooking to the nature of <chil

entering into the kingdom, Jesus specifically pointstmmility. It is humility, then, not

176 Col. 2:6
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childl i ke reasoning that is the best under st anct

childrenl’’

Is Loving PeopleNot a Better Way to Encourage
Peopleinto the Kingdom than pologetic®
Scripture undobtedly calls us to love peoplfand tells ughat our lovecan act
as a powerful witnes¥® Furthermore, anecdotal evidence suggests that many people
point to the importance of a caring relationship in their coming to faith in Christ.
However, even if suchvidence suggests that more people come to faith because of the
love of others as opposed to reasoned argument, this would not discouot thane
reasoned argumewtasa pivotal elementn their conversion. In some cases, people may
come to faith masy because of the love they have experienced from Christians, in other
cases love and sarapologetic arguments mplay an equal role, and in still other cases
apologetics arguments may be the most important factor in encouraging someone to
Christ. Perhps thisis why we see the Apostle Paul as apt to act as a nursing mother to

the caring Thessaloniaf{8as he was an ap@st to the thoughtful Bereal¥$ or the

177 For a thorough exposition of Luke 10:21, see Piphink loc. 17571912.
178 Matt. 22:39; John 15:12

17 John 13:35

1801 Thess. 2:7

181 Acts 17:1115
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hilosghical Athenians® When it comes to loving others and apologetics, it is not an
p

either/orissue, but a both/and calling.

Is the Apologetic Enterprise Stillalid in a Postmoderndiety?

As explored in the first chapter, a significant shift has occurred in the worldview
of many in North America, a shift which in padnbe attributed to aostmodern
mindset. It is debatable, however, just how postmodern the average thinker rélly is.
Postmodernism at its core is about epistemology, and specifically about the inability to
access objective knowledge. On certain issues individuals grawitaedia postmodern
perspectivehowever, when it comes to personally important issues, individuals generally
remain adamant that objective truth exists. Furthermore, in the practice of everyday life
people behave as moderns, not postmoderns, in the bandieely really do believe that a
car moving fifty miles an hour can kill theffurthemore,they do not believe that belief
in the peoplekilling capacities of cars is just a language game or social construote
important element of apologetics is to help others recognize that truth does exist and that

truth is equally valid in the realms of the natural #resupernatural. In other words, the

182 Acts 17:1634

183See William Lane Craigbds comments regar(
postmodern society. Willia#wodame GCroaiigt yirbo
Reasonable Faitlaccessed January 15, 20h#p://www.reasonablefaith.org/doe-live-
in-a-postmodernsociety A counter to the argument set forth here is found in Myron B.
PennerThe End of Apologetics: Christian Witness in a Postmodern Cdi@esxtd
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2013).
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apologetic enterprise is a valuable tool in helping rescue p&opiehe postmoern

milieu.184

Concluding Remarks Regarding Questions about Apologetics

Responses to the above objections to apologetics are meaninterthose who
would easily cast its use aside, but there is a sense in which a defense of apaogetics
unnecessary since, as Ravi Zacharias so aptly states, apologetic arguments have an
uncanny way of defending themselves.
Apologetics is a subject that ends up defending itself. The one who argues against
apologetics ends up using argument to denourtpeveent. The one who says
apologetics is a matter of pride ends
impoverishment. The one who says conversion is a matter of the heart and not the
intellect ends up presenting intellectual arguments to convince others of this
position. So goes the process of sadhtradiction'®®

As Zacharias points out, the sdifeating argument amst intellectual argumenis

reason enough to doubt objections to the use of apologetics by the church.

184 For material that addresses the shortcomings of postmodernism and the
chuc hés r espons e, Trghearad the NewXmaadf ChrisBamiTheh ,
Emerging Effects of Postmodernism in the ChijWgheaton, IL: Crossway, 2005) and
D. A. Carsord Becoming Conversant with the Emergent Chukéiderstanding a
Movement and itemplications

185 Ravi ZachariasBeyond Opinion: Living the Faith We Defefiashville, TN:
Thomas Nelson, 2007), xxiii.
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Training Others to Teach Apologetics

A major component of thidoctoralproject is the use of lay leaders in the
apologetics conference. It would be possibleniieito lead allsessions of the conference,
but there are reasons to believe it is important for others in the church to be drained
equipped for ministry in the body. First, Scripture specifically calls Christian leaders to
train up leaders underneath them who will in turn train others. Second, it is valuable for
the congregation to have models of lay people who have wrestldayaridi/ with
guestions of Christianity. Aird, it is helpful for apologetics knowledge to be spread
among the body so that the longevity of knowledge is better secured.
Paul 6s instruction to Timothy provides th
AANd the things you have heard me say in the presence of many witnesses entrust to
reliable men who will @obe qualified to teach others Tird. 2:2). Paul taught Timothy
in the ways of the Lord and in turn asked Timothy totcahers who wouldhen in tun
teach others. This is reminiscent of Jesuso
departi nGtherefaredasd:maki disciples of all nationsteaching them to
obseve al that | have commanded yayMat. 28:1320a). From these words can be
argued that part and parcel tterstob®yer ving Jes
Chr i st 6 s(whicbimtora inéddes going and teaching other§hus, it is Jesus
himselfestablishes the cycle of teachers teaching teachers.
P a uwrifings also give an indication of the importance of having living models
who know the Scriptures well enough to teactecghn the local congregatidh Tim.

3:1-7). The value of this instruction is not just that the local church will not go &uwrty,
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so that those who sdwing models might be encouraged to live a similar life. This is
why the writer of Hebrews calls his readers not only to look up to leaders in the church,
but to watch theirives and imitate thertf® Establishing lay leaders as apoltigexperts
not only provides aarces for answers, but also communicatesters in the body that
they too can attain similar understanding vatimeeffort.
Paul also recognized that Christ his wisdom dispersed the gifts necessary for a
mature chuh. In Ephesians 4:112, Paul writes:
It was he[Christ] who gave some to be apostles, some to be prophets, some to be
evangelists, and some to be pastors and teachers, te p a rs peopkedal 6
works of service, so that the body of Christ may be bipilntil we all reach
unity in the faith and in the knowledge of the Son of God and become mature
What is notevorthy here is that wheRaulspeaks of different roles, he speaks of them in
the plural. The church is not to be limitedoialy one pastgrone prophet or one
evangelist, but a plurality of gifted leaders as the Lord provides. From a practical
standpoint, tts allows even particular rolesich aghat ofteacherto be filed by a
vari ety orfdifférentdgpiesr Qne kenefit of disgarg knowledge in this way
is that if one person is called elsewhere or perhaps passes away a congregation does not
lose allof its knowledge.
Because Scripture specifically calls churches to (1) be in the business of training

up leaders, (2) have mode@isthose living out a reasoned faith, and (3) disperse the work

of God through a plurality of leaders, there is every reason for the local church to do the

186 Heh. 13:7
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same today. Therefore, training lay leaders in areas of apologetics, as is the design of the

presenproject, is reasonably supported.

Summary

The purpose of this chapter has been to provide a biblical and theological
rationale for thigloctoralproject and particularly for its research questids:it possible
for a pastor to team with trained |Baders in providing an apologetics conference that
effectively increases apologetic understanding among those that?attémsi was
accomplished in this chapter, first, by exan
compr ehens.i o-revelaibn. Iteleed ibveas shavh that human understanding
of Goddés revelation presupposes and even den
reason in the apologetic enterprise isataddds with th@ature of Scripture. Second, the
specific use of apologes in both the Old and New Testaments was explored with
particular attention given to examples of Jesus and the apostles. In adl&ion
apologetieladen terminology in thbiblical textwas revealedin each case, substantial
and instructive examples ik of apologetics being employed by Spled leaders. Third,
a brief overview of the use of apologetics in church history was sketched and indicated
that the contemporary use of apologetics is not a fad. This overview indicated that many
of t od aggtic argumgnts are similar to those that were offered in the days of the
early church fathers. Fourth, common objections to apologetics were addressed and found
to be wanting. While certain objections might point to possible excesses (such as the
attainnent of knowledge for prideful motives), in no case do they give reason for a
moratorium on the use of apologetics. Finally, becauseltiutoral projectequires
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training lay leaders tetch others about apologetiosistural evidence for the value of
equipping layleaders was provided. Togetlesch of these strands of support gives

strong rationale for the questitims doctoral project addresses
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CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

Much has been written over the last fifty yearsagards to apologetics with a
substantial increase in published material in the last twegags. The increase in
apologetic works is likely a reflection of the changing cultural landscape. When the North
American culture at large was generally ope@loistian thought and retained more
elements of a Christian worldview, the need for apologetic arguments was of lesser
importance. Now that the culture has been broadly influenced by secular and pointedly
norttheistic thinking, it has become imperativettGristians provide a reasoned case
for Christianity. The rise in published materials has helped meet the increased demand.

Before discussinthe outstanding contributions to apologetic thought available
today, it should be mentioned that tbsctoral pojectis not the first to involve training
of those within the church. Several others have sought to complete doctoral projects
aimed at incorporating apologeticganhe church. For example, Phillip Gray specifically
considered the training of other véicaal preachers in apologetit&®ichard Brown, Jr.

addressed apologetics in kiisctoral projects a part oflarge student ministry

'Phillip Anthony Gray, ATraining Preacher
Centuryo (DMin t hcalSenmsnary, B8%.ki ne Theol ogi
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curriculum? and Thomas Francis, Jand Wade Humphries trained laity in apologetics
as an integral part of larger evangelism affibese projects have some commonality
with thisdoctoral projectbut none specifically involveeaming with lay leaders to train
others in apologetics. Furtimore, while these other doctoral projects are helpful in
understanding how others have sought to provide apologetics training of some sort or
another, ultimately it is the published work of seasoned apologists that provide the
foundation on which thidocoral projectrests. What followsthen is a discussion of
chief contributors to various apologetic arguments.

In some cases apologists have sought to address many issues througbpioulti
volumes, but many works address a single topic or subset o$tdpithis literature
review, applicable works will be reviewed by topic whether or not the materials are from
a monograph or part of a larger woAdditionally, pertinent norChristian works that
support Christian apologetic aimall be includedIn adition tothe review of literature
for the apologetitopics addressed in thisoject, a short review of literature related to
general pedagogical isss will also be included as thdsctoral projecincludes not only

the teaching of apologetics, but tin@ining of leaders to teach others. Overalls ithe

Ri chard Stanley Brown, Jr., AA Strategy
Devel oping Strategic, Bal anced, and Strong L
t hesi s, Liberty University, 2012); Thomas Wi
Members to Integrate Apologetics with Evangelism at First Baptist Church of Walton,
Kentuckyo (DMin thesis, Southern Baptist The

3Thomas William Franci s, Jr ., ATrain
Apologetics with EvangelismatFirs Bapti st Church of Wal't
thesis, Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2012).

ing C
on, K
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intent of this chaptetio give those interested in pursuing any of the apologetic topics
furtherunderstanding of the major contributors and the contour ofahgirmentgor

each topic area.

The Ramifications of a Godless World

William Lane Craig is Research Professor of Philosophy at Talbot School of
Theology. Inthe opening chapter dis most recent boekOn Guard: Defending Your
Faith with Reason and PrecisioGjaigt ackl es t he question, AWhat
make i f God exi siwerks inataial that Wwas eadier publighedksiro r e
Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologefi&r ai gds cl aim is that
God, there is no meaning, purposeyalue to human life. Each is simply an illusion,
idespite our subj ec tdraigdefireséanimds shattviichhab e cont r
to do with significanceyalueas that which pertains to good and evil, right and wrong,
andpurposeas that having to do with the goal or reason for something.

In regards to meaning, Craig argues that if everyone passes out of existence when
they die, then there is no significance to any human accomplishment. In making this
claim, he does not say thartain accomplishments might not be relativietportant

while on Earth, butrather, if all efforts in life lead to the same end, namely destruction,

4 William Lane CraigOn Guard: Defending Your Faith with Reason and
Precision(Colorado Springs, CO: David C. Cook, 2010);529 William Lane Craig,
Reasonhle Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetic3rd ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway,
2008), 6590.

® Craig,On Guard 30.
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one must wonder if any one life can be said to be of greater meaning than another. In fact,
sincehuman dstination in a @dles world is no different thatinat of a pig or a plant,
humankind cannot even be said to have more significance than other living organisms in
the universe.
When addressingalue, Craig notes thatlife ends at the grave, then the man
in which one lives life is of no ultimate consequence. There is neither moral content in
any action nor any attending moral consequences. As such, malowratter if one
brutally and randomly kills others or spends all of life helping the most despe need,;
either course of action is of precisely equal and zero value. Craig puts it this way:
I n a world without God, whods to say whos
are wrong? There can be no objective right and wrong, only our culturally
and persondt relative, subjective judgments. Think of what that means! It
means itdéds impossible to condemn war, opp
can you praise generosity, seHcrifice, and love as good. To kill
someone or to love someone is morally equivalemtif-a universe
without God, g o oddtheereisdnlyehe hate, valuelasét e x i st
fact of existence, and there is no one to say you are right and | am%rong.
Finally, when speaking of purpose, Craig asserts that a universe created by chance
meanghat everything in that universe is without purpose. Organisms will come and go,
the universe will keep expanding, difd will no longer exist. Een f life doesin some

form or fashion continue to exist, it would still have no purpose, no end for Whiels

made Craig asserts that inthatcaBeAs f or man, hé& aldindeproduat eak of

6 Craig,On Guard 35.
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of matter plus time plus chance, 0 and we ar e
purposeless universé to |ive a purposeless |
Cr ai g 6 sionmayatdistseadingseem a bit harghthe effort of a
Christian conservative to paiimt a dishonest wathe atheistic and naturalistic
perspective as so bleak that no one would want to cast their lot in that direction. But
Cr ai gob6s c o ntgubthisaww, they ara theesammeas those who embrace the
atheistic position. Britishiblogist Richard Dawkins writes,
In a universe of electrons and selfish genes, blind physical forces and genetic
replication, some people are going to get hurt, gheeple are going to get lucky,
and you won't find any rhyme or reason in it, nor any justice. The universe that
we observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at bottom, no
design, no purpose, no evil, no good, nothing but pitiledisference®
Stephen Jay Gould, in trying to explain the source of resistance to Darwiglismas it
resides in the lack of purpose that is integral to the thémgording to Gouldii Da r wi n
argues that evolution has no purpose. Individuals struggterease the representation
of their genes in future generatioasd that is all *Cornell professor William Provine
concurs when hdates,
Let me summarize my views. .There are no gods, no purposes, no-goal

directed forces of any kind. Thereno life after death. When | die, | am
absolutely certain | am going to be dead.

’ Craig,On Guard 37.

8 Richard DawkinsRiver Out of Eden: A Darwinian View of Lifidew York,
NY: Basic Books, 1995},33.

% Stephen Jay Goul&Ever Since Darwin: Reflections in Natural Histgbondon:
W. H. Norton, 1977), 12, emphasis added.
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ultimate foundation for ethics, no ultimate meaning to life, amtree will for
humans, eithet®

The purposelessness entailed by anisiilceview of life should bring people to
despair, and for some it has. But for many, Craig points out, despair is sidestepped by
subjectively assigning meaning even when there is none. This, Craig says, is
intellectually inconsistent:

If God does not ext, then life if objectively meaningless; but man cannot live

consistently and happily knowing that life is meaningless; so in order to be happy

he pretends life has meaning. But this is, of course, entirely incon8igtant

without God, man and the uniger arewvithout any real significance.

Atheist Loyal RueProfessor Emeritus at Luther Colleggrees with Craig, but says this

sort of conflict is necessary for humans to be psychologically sound. That is, humanity

must deceive itself into thinking that rationality and morality are true in order to avoid

becoming crazy and destructive. He calisth a i NoonbHledecausest brings a

sense of meaning even where thereisriéhel t i mat el y, concludes Cr ai

is the position in which the atheist is placed if he is to escape the utter despair incumbent

in a meaningless existence.

Pwilliam B. Provine and Phillip d$ic Johnso
Philosophy? A Debateddween William B. Provinand Phillip E. Johnson at Stanford
Uni versity, OXiginsRdsea@lis,no 1 &eedseddMarch 4, 2013
http://www.arn.org/docs/orpages/orl61/161main.htm

11 Craig,Reasonable Faith79.

12See Loyal RueBy the Grace of Guile: The Role of Dedeptin Natural
History and Human Affair@New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1994).
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In regards to value, Craig also sees atheists as living inconsistently more often
than not. He notes that Bertrand Russell, though an atheist who did not believe that
objective ethical values existed, nonetheless readily denounced war and any restrictions
onsexual freedom. Friedrich Nietzsche, who disdained the idea of good and evil, could
not accept antSemitism and NazGerman nationalisnand nor couldleanPaul Sartre.
Even New Atheist Richard Dawkingho was quoted earlier as having no belief in good
and evil, is a strident moralist, condemnithg harassment of homosexuals and religious
indoctrination of children. He has even deve
while marvelously oblivious to tHA contradic
Francis Schaeffer noted well before Crdid, Tofsay | am a machine is one thing; to
live consistently as®™ f this is true is quit
J. P. Morelandin Scaling the Secular Cityecognizes that some have tried to
escape the conundrum of whi€lnaig speaks by positing that objective morals exist as
brute facts of the universe; they are like Platonic forms that have been in play as long as
the universé® But, as Moreland notethere are séus shortcomings to this view,few
of whichwill be mentioned here. First, even if such brute morals gkiat says nothing

about whether weughtto live up to them.flfor some reason we ought to live according

13 Craig,On Guard 43.

14 Francis Schédéer, The God Who Is Therén The Complete Works of Francis
Schaeffe(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1982), 68.

5See Mor edusamnidddrs ari sfil mmanent Purpose and
Moreland,Scaling the Secular City,22-28.
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to them, one must wonder how we can choose to live up to them since atheism dismisses
freewill. Second, Moreland believes the theory of evolution cseagggnificant defeater
of floating objective morals:

If evolutionary theory is all there is to the demment of the cosmos from the

Big Bang to man, then any view which postulates the brugtegce of morals

would seem to do so in an ad hoc way. The general background theory would

count against the veridicality of the claim to know that morals exist, even though

it would be logically possible for them to exist.

Third, Moreland, arguesthatv en i f obj ective morals are
the universe, it is hard to see Wwhiryout hey wou
universe, there are all kinds of gases and planets, and stars, why should it be that the
morals that exist in thuniverse apply only to one species on one pl&hétith these
counterarguments, Moreland fits himself in step with Craig suggesting that when
atheists seek to ground objective morals they do so without a worldview that can
consistently or easily support them.

In addition to the forfeiture of meaning, value, and purpose inheratiieism,
others have noted additionakkes as well. For example, &.Lewis in The Case for
Christianity, questions whether the atheistic point of view supports human rationality:

Supposing there was no intelligence behind the universe, no creative mind. In

that case, nobody designed myibrar the purpose of thinking. It is merely

that when the atoms inside my skull happen, for physical or chemical reasons,
to arrange themselves in a certain way, this gives me, apm@byct, the

16 Moreland,Scaling the Secular Cityl 25.
17 Moreland,Scaling the Secular Cityl 26.

18 Moreland,Scaling the Secular Cityl 26.
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sensation | call thought. But, if so, how can | trustawn thinking to be

true?...But i f | candét trust my own thinking,
arguments leading to Atheism, and therefore have no reason to be an Atheist,

or anything else. Unless | believe in God, | cannot believe in thought: so | can

never use thought to disbelieve in Gdd.

PaulCopani n hi s presentationsafysimubbr aheAsgmmer

So not only is objective morality undermined if naturalism is true; so is

rational thought. Our bel i mdsesntomay hel p us
think theyo6re true. So we may firmly bel.i
intrinsically valuable or that we have moral obligations or that we have free
will or our choices really matter. This cluster of beliefs may helgiv@o
sapienssurvive, butthg may be compl etely false. So i
hardwired by nature to form certain beliefs because of their survival
enhancing value, then we cstatudoftheseave conf i
beliefs2°
Beyondthe loss of objective rationality, otherete that atheism also does away

with objective beauty. This was David Humeos

Beauty is no quality in things themselves: It exists merely in the mind which
contemplates them; and each mind perceives a different beauty. One person may
even peceive deformity, where another is sensible of beauty; and every

individual ought to acquiesce in his own sentiment, without pretending to regulate
those of other$!

19C. S. Lewis The Case foChristianity (New York NY: Macmillan, 1943, 32.
The Case for Christianithater became the opening chapterdiefe Christianity

paul Copan, @ A0 Massianhte Chmvigtiorm@ontémporary
Discourses on Christian Apologetjed. Paul Copaand William Lane Craig (Nashville,
TN: B&H Academic, 2007), 89.

2’Davi d Hume, A Of t BnglishEssays: Gidneydto Matauldya st e, 0
vol. XXVII, The Harvard Classics, ed. Charles W. Eliot (New Y,o¥l¥: P.F. Collier &
Son, 190914), accessed Newmber 18, 201 3ttp://www.bartleby.com/27/
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But again atheistcanhave a difficult time maintaining that beauty is just in theaye
the beholder. Schaeffer makes this very point when he shares the story of Bernard
Berenson, an ardent atheist, who nonetheless was boisterous in his attack on modern art.
Schaeffes t at es, i Nensomeamlivd withkhes syBte®’ but must take leap
into another worldview out of desperatith.

Finally, there are those who recognize that love itselillsdkat the altar of
atheism. At the very least, inGodless world love is reduced to nothing more than a
chemical reaction akin to the fizzeated wheiaking soda and vinegar are combined.
JeanPaul Sarte admitted the existential impact this kind of reality would have on his
fellow man:

The man who wants to be loved does not desire the enslavement of the

beloved. He is not bent on becoming the object of passion, which flows
forth mechanically. He does not want to possessutomabn, and if we

22 5chaefferThe God Who Is Theré9.

BSee also Crispen Sartwell dos remarks abou
atheistic stance, he wrilftbeastyisentresyupport of ob
subjectivé thatis, if anything that anyone holds to be or experiences as beautiful is
beautiful . . . then it seems that the word haseaning, or that we are not

communicating anything when we call something beautiful except perhaps an approving
personal attitude. laddition, though different persons can of course differ in particular
judgments, it is also obvious that our judgments coincide to a remarkable extent: it would
be odd or perverse for any person to deny that a perfect rose or a dramatic sunset was
beautilul. And it is possible actually to disagree and argue about whether something is
beautiful, or to try to show someone that something is beautiful, or learn from someone
el se why it is.0 Such remarks would seem inc
some sort of universal Platonic forms of beauty. These forms, of course, would be subject
to the same shortcomings for moral Platonic forms as addressed by Moreland and noted
above. Cri s pi n Th &tartforddhcyclopediaBoePhilogohall2012
Edition),ed. Edward N. Zalteaccessed November 13, 2013
http://plato.stanforgédu/archives/fall2012/entrie&auty
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want to humiliate him, we need trytoonlgp suade him that the be
passion is the result of a psychological determinism. The lover will then
feel that both his love and his being are cheapeneld the beloved is
transformed into an automaton, the lover finds himself albne.
Sincefew want to find themselves alone, atheist or not, love continues to be pursued even
if it makes little sense in@odless world.
In the discussionaboy&/i | | i am Lane Craigbs argument r
ramifications of a world without God has begetailed, whié the contributions of P.
Moreland Francis Schaeffer arathers have been consideriwell. Interesting, they
do not seem to stand alqmes if calling across a great divide trying to convince
intellectual atheists. Instead theffenecho the seimhents of atheists from David Hume
to Richard Dawkins and from Je&aul Sartre to Loyal Rue.
There is one more contributor to the discussion, however, that shatube
forgotten:the author of Ecclesiastes. If not Solomon himself, the writer had aocess
great wealth and power, and with it sought t
sought tadiscoverif meaning, purpose, and value could be found apart from looking to
the divine, and by operating solely as if the physical world wasatléxisted. He did
not pursue his answers in the realm of thowgity but alsoin experienceand pursued

pleasure, education, wealth, and achievement at every turn. At the end of his experiment,

he arrives at his conclusi bp: TRBabMbani ngUes sl

24 JeanPaul SartreBeing and Nothingness: A Phenomenological Essay on
Ontology trans. Hazel Barnes (New YorMY: Citadel Pressl956), 343.
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meaningles! Ever yt hi n g®Thus, it coaldwell be griuedstisat thée o
modern apologisin suggesting that there is no meaning, value, or purpose apart from

God, is not presenting a modern argument but one with anciest root

The Fine-Tuning Argument

Observers have long looked at the universe and concluded, based on its order and
beauty, that there must be an intelligent and powerful being who created the cosmos. This
conclusion did not end with the beginning of flugentific age bytfor many is
increasingly reinforced as more and more is discovered about earth and the universe. The
fine-tuning argument for God is relatively simple; it states that the conditions that allow
for life in the universe, and particulaiife on earth, are so unlikely that it is best
accounted for by the finining actions of God. A review of literature indicates that there
is general consensus among both theisticandnbre i st i ¢ sci ent-i sts rege
t unedo nat ugeghe gréat qudsteon, therafoveeis not whether the universe

has been finduned, but to what do whom this fnetuning should be attributed.

The Evidence for a Finéuned Universe

As cosmological data mounted in thé"2@ntury, it was observedaha number
of life-supporting characteristics which Earth enjoys could have been otherwise. In fact,

the data kept suggesting that the common denominator among the conditions which

25 Eccl. 1:2, NIV
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describe the universe is that they promote intelligent life on earthphrsomenon

became recognized as the AAnthropic Pri

nci pl

the term AAnthropic Principleodo became popul a

Ti p p The Antheopic Cosmological Principf€Here the authors not onpresent a
number of extraordinarily fine uned cosmol ogi cal WAcoinci
exi stence of intelligent observers, but
occasion |l ed to si g#fAthdugh®arrowan® i g p tuipdsé s
was far from arguing foGod or a supebeing, they nonetheless opened the door wide to

recognizing the necessity of certain constants of nature if life is to exist in the universe.

The Coincidental Constants

While The Anthropic Cosmodical Principleprovided examples of the fistaned
constants which govern the universe, others have brought clarity to these constants.
Martin Rees did just that ifust Six Number& a bookwhich, as the title suggests,
explores how life would not be psible on earth if any one of six cosmological constants

presented were slightly emned. These constants, as explained by Rees, are:

26 John D. Barrow and Frank J. Tipl@he Anthropic Cosmological Principle
paperback ed. (New YoyNY: Oxford University Press, 1986).

27 Barrow and TiplerThe Anthropic Cosmological Principlé1.
28 Martin Rees,Just Six Nutpers: The Deep Forces that Shape the Universe

(New York, NY: Basic Books, 2000).
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1. The ratio of electromagnetic force to the force of gravity. If this ratio were
sl ightl y s ma ldliMecnminiaturgd univdrsg coald exist:ma t
creatures could grow larger than insects, and there would be no time for
bi ologica® evolution. o
2. The strong nuclear force which defines the strength with which atomic nuclei
bind. This force has0.086ov02D08une coaldlnod . 00 7 .
exi%%t.o
3. The amount of matter in the universe, which tells us the relative importance of
gravity and expansion energy in the universe. If the ratio of gravity/expansion
energy were too high, dtdngagymdiver se wou
been too |l ow no galaxies?3or stars would
4. Cosmic antigravity, which controls the expansion of the universe. This force
isverysmall;ifitwerenofii t s effect would have stopp
from forming, and cawic evolution would have been stifled before it even
beg&n. o
5. The binding force of gr-amassyeaergypiOopo

about 1/100, 000. | f this rati o were s ma

29 Rees,Just Six Number®.
30 ReesJust Six Number.
31 Rees,Just Six Number®.

32 Rees,Just Six Numbers.
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place, in which no stars or solar systecould survive, dominated by vast
bl ack *®hol es. o
6. The number of spatial dimensionghich isthree. Life could not exist if the

number of dimensions was fewer or gredfer.
This list has been further expanded by others like Paul D&Rshin Collins3® and
Hugh Ross. Ross appears to provide the most exhaustive list as he addresses some 140
different constants that must be within a very small range for there to be life anywhere in
the universglet alone on eart®. Many have likened tis@constants to dis ona control

panel; all must b&urned to just the right setting in order for life to exist.

The Evidence for a Finéuned Earth

Not only are finetuned constants necessary for intelligent life forms to exist
anywhere in the cosmos, it has also been noted that there are some extraordinarily rare

characteristics about planet Earth that render it particularly conducive to lifeein oth

33 Rees,Just Six Numbers.
34 Rees Just Six Numbers.

3% See Paul Daes, The Goldilocks Enigma: Why Is the Universe Just Right for
Life? (2006; repr., N& York, NY: First Mariner Books, 2008).

®Robin Collins, fiThe Teleol ogieal Argumen
Tuning of t Hee BldskwelCempan®n to Natumal Theologgd.William
Lane Craig and J. P. Morelafialden, MA Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 20B1.

37 Hugh RossWhy the Universe Is the Way It(Brand Rapids, MI: Baker
Books, 2008), Appendix C.
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words, not only must certain features exist in the universe for life forms to appear, so also

certain additional features must be true of our planet for life to be specifically found here.

This is perhaps best explored by Peter D. Ward and Donald BrewrRRare Earth:

Why Complex Life is Uncommon in the UniverseThey not e s-ome of Eart
conducive characteristics to be: its location relative to the sun, the size of the moon
relative to the Earth (whi ch nkobwateronitshe Ear t h
surface, its oxygen rich/carbon poor atmosphere, and its very thin outer crust that allows

plate tectonics, among other things. John Gribbin picks up the discusgilmmein the

Universe: Why Our Planet Is Uniqaad looks at many dhe same improbabfeatures

of Earth. He conclude§, The reasons why we are here form
the chance of any other technological civilization existing in the Milky Way Galaxy at

the present t i me®lusshowsmaf Hsgh Rossdriesyto apswer theé . 0
guestion by assigning probabilities to the parameters for a planet suitable to supporting
advanced life as well as faplanet with a suitable ecosystem to support such life. His

calculations suggest odds off#tand 16, respectively® Considering that the

38 John GribbinAlone in the Universe: W Our Planet Is UniquéHoboken,
NY: Wiley, 2011), 205.

39 Hugh RossAppendix C.
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maximum possible number of planets in the universe is estimated té%th&Gvidence

is not only that the universe has been fitiwaed for life, but so also has planet E4fth.

A Twice-Privileged Planet

The ideahat the universe has been fiumed for life and that Earth in particular
has special properties conducive to life has been readily appreciated for several decades,
but few recognized how unigueal t hé6s o b s er ¢ ®itseemghafine pl at f or m
tunal constants. &wer still saw any significant correlation between the narrow set of
conditions that allow life to exist on Earth and the narrow set of conditions that provide
perhaps the best vantage point possible for seeing the rest of the universe.

Thisbegan to change, however, with the work of Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay
Richards and the publication ©he Privileged Planet Here Gonzalez and Richards
review some of the features that make the planet suitable for life, but more importantly
they expose how tise same features are importantdservation of the universe. For
example, they note the importance of the moon imtaaiing a properly tilted Earth, but
they also note how the same moon is perfectly suited to create solaegclips these

solar eclipsesvhich, in turn, allow for otherwise unavailable observations to confirm

40 Hugh Ross, Kenneth Samples, and Mark Claitghts in the Sky and Little
Green Men: A Rational Christian Look at UFOs and Extraterrest(@islorado Springs,
CO: NavPres2002), Appendix C.

41 Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay Richard@ise Privileged Planet: How Our Place
in the Cosmos Is Designed for Discov@fashington, D.C.: Regnery, 2004).
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general relativity or the formation ofess?>The tr ansparent property o

atmosphere presents another example: it lets in the light necessary for temperature

regulation and photosynthesis, but it also allows for humans to view the héavens.
Similarly, the Earet Ma@dusltydatriegn omwt vifdd ha

not only precludes galactic interference disruptive to life, it also provides a clear vantage

point to peer even beyond our own gal&kBased on evidence like thithey conclude,

Our local environment, centeringonthearp r esent ti me and Eart hi
exceptional and probably extremely rare, with respect to both its habitability and

its measurability. Further, the evidence suggests that in our universe these two

properties are yoked, that those highly improbaltdees best suited for the

existence of complex and intelligent observers also provide the best overall

conditions for making diverse and widanging scientific discoveries.

What makes this fAyokingo particywaarly odd i s
necessary:

If we did not know otherwise, in fact, we might even expect that the habitability

of an environment would detract from its measurability. For instance, intergalactic
space, which is obviously | owrseangt he scal
distant galaxies than is the surface of a planet with an atmosphere. We might

suspect this igenerally true. . . But when weombine the various phenomena

that need measuring and observing, it turns out that the opposite is th& case.

42 Gonzalez and Richardshe Privileged Planetl-19.
43 Gonzales and RichardEhePrivileged Planet65-68.
44 Gonzalez and Richard§he Privileged Planetl46-51.
4% Gonzalez and Richard§he Privileged PlaneR21.

46 Gonzalez and Richard§he Privileged Planet305.
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Furthemore, in response to those who take an evolutionary perspective, Gonzalez
and Richards note that the observability of
ancient man. That is, knowledge derived from such phenomena provided no survival
advantagetour ant’Ebeéodbssoovery of Earthés unique
universe begs for an explanation. At the very least, it calls for dismissal of the
Copernican Principle, or the Principle of Me
lonely speckn the great enveloping cosmic dar€ we are lonely not because we are

ordinary, but because we are extraordinarily fit for life and discovery.

Interpreting the Data

While debate will always exist as to what counts towards legitimateifimag
data,consensus among those representing a wide variety of schools is that the universe
requires its unique features I f it is to sus
characteristics simply could not have been widely different than they are if complex
intelligent life was to flourish. But why is this the case? Different voices suggest different
possibilities.

Paul Daviesin The Goldilocks Enigmauggests seven different possible
answers:

1. The universe is absurd and just happens to be the way it is.

47 Gonzalez and Richard§he Privileged PlaneB05.

48 Carl SaganPale Blue Dot: A Vision of the Human Future in Spédew York,
NY: Ballantine, 1994), 7.
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2. The universe has some deep underlying unity that necessitates the universe
being as it is. Eventually Bheory of Everythingvill explain why the
universe and Earth are just as they are.

3. Multiple universes exist. These universes have a wide variety of

chaacteristics. Given enough universes, it is inevitable that there is one like

our own.
4. AThe universe Iis created by God and des
the emergence of sentient beings is par

5. Thereis some underlying lifepdni pl e At hat constrains t he
multiverse to evolve towards | ife and m

6. The universe explains idlselldopd hweher e st !
universe canrichelp but create itself.

7. The universe is not the real world and is just some &fndrtual reality show
that some unknowable agent has cadged.

ies own Ainclinations,asheemmlddes,i n the direc

| cannot accept these features as a package of marvels that just happen to be, that

exist reasonlessly. It seenwsme that there is a genuine scheme of tlinte

universe is fAaboutd somet hing. But | am e

set of problems in the lap of an arbitrary god or abandoning all further thought
and declaring existence ultimately to be astayy>®

49 Davies,The Goldilocks Enigmé61-67.

50 Davies The Goldilocks Enigm®67-68.
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In contrast to Davies, William Lane Craig limits his approach tevariag the
why question of finduning to just three possibilities: chance, necessity, and d&sign.
The chance option overl aps Daviesdptioopti on 1
could be said to overlap Daviesod options 2,
Daviesdo options 4 and 7. Craig dismisses the
implausibled®?’f or ever y i n d-prehibiting universdsiresnotontyat | i f e
possible but far, far more likely than anylfee r mi t t i "y uni ver se. 0

I n regards to chance, Craigbs examinati on
William Dembskj which essentially states that when there is an event that conforms to an
independently given pattern and that pattern is compglgch(aeing dealt a Royal
Flush three times in row), we should seek an explanation apart from c@avaethat
the probability of the constants e the uniwv
that the finelytuned conditions requisite for life represent an independent and complex
pattern, Aone is 6warranted in inferringé th
the Big Bang ar e AWwihnecéssity ancdchan bath elonfnatedh ance . 0

Craig posits design by an intelligent designer as the most plausible option.

°1 See CraigReasonable Faitnl61172; CraigOn Guard 11-124;and William
LaneCai g, fADesign antdunihmeg Aoft ht lGedialddh IFvaerese, 0 i
Design: The Teleological Argument and Modern ScicedeNeil A. Manson (Bw
York, NY: Routledge, 2003), 1585.

52 Craig,On Guard 112.

53 Craig,On Guard 113.

“Cr ai g, 0 DrghsopigFmeTaning 0A-@56 2
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Although ending with the same results, Robin Collins addresses the why-of fine

tuning differently than Davies or Craig. His approach is to consider thetatheis

explanation and the theistic explanation and then select which of the two options is most

plausible. It is not that other options do not exist, but as these are the predominant options

he believes thdimiting himself to these two is legitimate. Forliyahis argument is
framed in this manner:
1. The existence of the firining is not improbable under theism.
2. The existence of the firining is very improbable under the atheistic version
of the singleuniverse hypothesis.
3. From premises (1) and (2) .it follows that the finguning data provide
strong evidence to favor the design hypothesis over the atheistic single
universe hypothesis.
Collins considers premise 1 uncontroverdiabr fAi f God i s an al l
good for intelligent, consous beings to exist, it is not surprising or improbable that God
woul d create a worl d t h%Premiseislsuppodedipp or t
largely the same way as Collins dismisses the chance dptisaying that if
the initial conditions of the universe and the fundamental parameters of physics

are thought of as a dart board that fills the whole galaxy, and the conditions that
are necessary for life to exass$ a small onéoot wide target. . . it would be

“Collins,i A Sci ent i, féb@l. Ar gument

good

Col lins, AA Scientific Argument, o 78.
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highly improbable dr the finetuning to occur under the atheistic singlaverse
hypothesié that is, for the dart to hit the target by chafrce.

Responding to Critics of the Design Inference

If life in the universe, and on Earth in particular, requireas array of fators to
be finetuned with great precision, andtlife odds of that finéuning arenfinitesimally
small, what sort of objections or alternatives are there to concluding that an intelligent
designer must be involved? There are seyardl it is helpful® understandhe theistic
responsg to those objectionstephen M. Barr providesgood list of these objections or
alternatives irModern Physics and Ancient Faith

First, it has been suggested that since we do not know with certainty what the
paramegrs of a lifeproducing andife-sustaning cosmos are, we cannot trassess how
unlikely it is that our present universe has such parameters. Barr replies that while
certainty on this matter is not possible, given the complexitigedfactors involvedit is
possible tdehavefnaogif e aatheasesomeveattrds sucteag a r d
theage of the universe and the variety of elements. Since the questiontwirfingis

one of plausibility and not certainty, the theist is justifiedrguang that lifegiving

Collins, AA Scientific Argument, o 78.

°8 Stephen BariModern Physics and Ancient Religi(votre Dame, IN: Notre
Dame Press, 2006).
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parameters consistent with current scientific understanding are more plausible than
scenarios which are conjured up without any substantial sutiport.

Second, it has been argued by some that science will eventually provide
explanatons for anthropic coincidences. While this might be true, it is arguable as to
whether this is a real objection. As Barr writes,

[E]ven if all the physical relationships needed for life to evolve were explained as

arising fromsome fundamental physical theotlyere would still be a

coincidence. . . If life requires dozens of delicate relationships to be satisfied,

and a certain physical theory requires dozens of delicate relationships to be

satisfied,and they turn out to béhe very same relationshipthat would be a

fantastic coincidenc®.

Third, it may be argued that if there is some gramified theory of everything
that reaiires the cosmic constants to fall withisraallrange would a divine designer
even have a ée, intelligent choice in the matter? Barr answers yes. Since there is
conceivably an infinite number of grand unified theories that could be chosen, God
retains unlimited maneuverability. Also, there is no logic that would require that any
grand unified theory would need to exist in the first place.

Fourth, some have proposed the idea of many domains as a plausible explanation
for the coincidence of life permitting parameters in the cosmos. The many domains

approach suggests that while the whole univisrsebject to the same underlying

fundamental laws, different parts of the universe appear to have differentgbleysis at

%9 Barr, Modern Physics]143-45.
60 Barr, Modern Physics]14546.
61 Barr, Modern Physics]146-47.
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certain states.ifSce itis possible thathereare a great number of domains, it is highly

likely that at least one would haviéetpermitting properties. But whether this

explanation effectively dismissesthropic coincidences is dubious, for as Barr states,

Ahaving | aws that | ead to the existence of d

life inevitable wouldtselfqual f y as an ant R®ropic coincidence
Fifth, and perhaps most commonly, a multiverse explanation is posited for the

anthropic coincidences. In other words, rather than there being one universe with many

domains operating under the same fundamental laws,dhereany universes which are

not subject to any of the same laws. These universes are infinite, or at least great in

number; thus, according to multiverse proponents it is not surprising that at least one is

capable of producing life. In response, Baresfions why it is necessary that any of the

universe existsFurthemore heasks whyif there are so many universes, would it not be

necessary that universes of every description exist (including ones in which there are

atheists who errantly come up withultiverse theoriesy’
On the issue of multiverses, Robin Collins offers even more rebuttals. First, he

S uggest shotuldhpeetehydothessfor which we have independent evidence or

that are natural extrapoPHthisistrus,thénr om what we

In the case of finduning, we already know that minds often produce-funmesd
devices, such as Swiss watches. PostulatingdGosupermind as the

62 Barr, Modern Physics]54.
63 Barr, Modern Physics]55-56.

4Col lins, AA Scientific Argument, o 81.
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explanation of the finduning, therefore is a natural extrapolation fromwet

already tserve minds to do. In contrast, it is difficult to see how the atheistic

manyuniverses hypothesis could be considered a natural extrapolation of what

we observé>

Second, like Barr, Collins wonders why there has to be any universes at all. If
there arenultiverses, the question of how the universes are generated réfiEisl,
Collins recognizes that any universe generator must not just randomly select the
parameters of physics, it must also select the very laws of physics. This makes the
multiversehp ot hesi s e v e f Founhy neanyinaerse scénariosedd nod
do a good job of explaining the extraordinary beauty, elegance, harmony, and ingenuity
that so many have recognized in the universe. While the theistic explanation easily
accounts for such features, the atheistictiveerise hypothesis can only call this a
remarkable coinciden& Finally, Collins wonders how it is that the highly ordered
arrangement of the universe is explained by the multiverse hypothesis. Would not the

second law of thermodynamics suggest that onaerd at best be in just a small patch of

the universe and not the whdig?

Col |l ins iA Scient.i Argument , 81.
®Col I ins AA Sci@8nt i Argument , 81
Col |l i ns iA Scient.i Argument , 8 2.
®Col I ins iA Scienti Argument , 82.
®Col Il ins AA Sci&ht i Argument , 8 2

130



In addition to the responses by Barr and Collins, others also have issues with the
atheistic rebuttal® or alternative explanations of the fiening argument. John
Polkinghorne is noatall convinced that an infinite collection of anything, let alone
uni verses, I s a Aguarantee that i1t will <cont
an infinite nunber of even integers, but one will never be found with the property of
o d d n & Bhas, why should one assume that an infinite, or near infinite, number of
universes are sufficient enough to produce oneplitelucing universe?

John Lennox, inresponset St ephen Hawkingds claim that
universe can themselves cause the universe apart from any intelligent intervention,
reminds his readers that | aws can never brin
on something t Hahsising dkeneacdystobat . probl em v
He also finds it problematic when Hawking says that the universe camadtbmg or
when he claims the universe can cause itself. The first claim is not accurate because the
nothingHawking posits is rdly somethingfor examplethe law of gravity or quantum

fluctuations). The latter claim is sadbntradi¢ or y b e c. awes esXareateésfX 0

“John Pol ki nghor ne Chriti@oAgologeticd: APhysi cs, 0 i n
Anthology An Anthology of Primary Sourceed. Khaldoun A. Sweis and Chad V.
Meister (Grand Rags, MI: Zondervan, 2012), 4640.

1 John LennoxGod and Stephen Hawking: Whose Design Is It Anyway?
(Oxford: Lion Hudson, 2011), loc. 850, Kindle. In this book Lennoxspoading to
Stephen Hawking and Leonard Mlodinohe Grand DesigfNew York NY: Bantam,
2010)
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we imply that we are presupposing the existence of X in order to account for the
existente of X. 0

Findly, William Lane Craig is particularly pointed in addressing the suggestion
that we should not be surprised that we observe a universe that permitgeimtdfe
since only if this vere the case would we be here to observe it. This was essentially
Basow and Tipplerds contenti on:

We should emphasize again that the enormous improbability of the evolution of
intelligent life in general anBlomo sapiens particular at any randomly chosen
point in spacgime doesotmean wan particular exist here .. [O]nly if an
intelligent species does evolve in a given sgawoe location is it possible for its
members to ask how probable it was for an intelligent species to evolvé’there.

But Craig says it does not follow that since we are alive to obsésyeelimitting
conditions that we should not be surprised by thep@emitting conditions in the first
place. To illustrate this point, Craig borro

Suppose you are dragged before a firing squad of 100drenagksmen, all of

them with rifles aimed at your heart, to be executed. The command is given; you
hear the deafening sound of the gukisd you observe that you are still aljtkat

all of the 100 marksmen ssed! Now while it is true that . you shold not be
surprised that you do not observe that you are dead, nonsthetesqually true

that . . .you should be surprised that you do observe you are alive. Since the firing
sqguaddés missing you alble baserpribseeyou i S extr eme
expressed. .is wholly appropriate, though you are not surprised that you do not
observe you are dead, since if you were dead you could not observe it. Similarly,
while we should not be surprised that we do not observe that the fundamental
features oftte Universe are not fireined for our exister it is nevertheless true

t h awte 8hould be surprised that we do observe that the fundamental features of

2 Lennox,God and Stephen Hawkiniggc. 31415.

3 Barrow and TiplerThe Anthropic Principlg566.
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the universe are finkined for existence, in view of the enormous improbability
that the Universe shid possess such featurés.

Given the generally agreed upon improbability of apiémitting universe and a
life-permitting Earth, the question of why we have such a universe must be confronted.
While different options are available to answer this qaesit should be the aim of
honest inquirers to seek the most plausi bl e.
accounts for the evidence is difficult to trump. While other arguments might be
possibilities, we hayv ¢elligercdis asverywptauslbld 6 ex per i en
explanation for complexity that is not easily explained by chance or necessity. This is
why even atheists like the eminent Fred Hoyle have had to admit:

A common sense interpretation of the facts suggests that a supatiitaie

monkeyed with physics, as well as with chemistry and biology, and that there are

no blind forces worth speaking about in nature. The numbers one calculates from

the facts seem to me so overwhelming as to put thidesion almost beyond
question’®

The Moral Argument

The moral argument for the existence of God is generally considered under the
broader heading of teleological or design arguments. In general, it defends the existence

of objective morals, and then argues that their existence flowsd transcendent being.

“Craig, fADesi gn-Taning 0A-A0GHe illugiration wBsi n e
originally found in John LeslidJniverseqLondon: Routledge, 1989).

®Fred Hoyle, AThe Uni ver skEnginefiagand and Pres
SciencgNovember, 1981)12.
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As just one strand of the design argument, the moral argument is generally presented
alongside finguning arguments or biological design arguments and consumes a chapter
orsectionofamut opi ¢ wor k | i k eChrBtauApodlogeticsGr oot hui s 6
However in Is Goodness without God Good Enough®e find an entire work dedicated

to the topic of the moral argument. It begins with an edited transcript of a 2001 debate
between William Lane Craig and Paul Kyfftzontinues with contributions fromthers

on both sideof the debateand ends with closing responses by Craig and Kurtz.

Although there are some valuable perspectives provided by the detractors of the moral
argument in this volume, this literature reviex focus on the chapters authored by

supporters of the moral argument before including the contributions of others not featured

in Is Goodness without God Good Enough?

William Lane Craig

Thebook begins with the KurtZraig debate transcript. Cragthe second to
speak and begins his opening statement by unequivocally stating that he believes a person
can be moral without a belief in God. At the same time, he tells his audience that the

moral argument is not about whether it is possible to be gabdwibeliefin God, but

"® Robert K. Garcia and Nathan L. King, gds Goodness ithout God Good
Enough? A Debate on Faith, Secularism, and Etfliamham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2009).

" Paul Kurtz was professor emeritus at the State University of New York at

Buffalo until his death in 2012. He was a strong proponent of seculartismm and a
prominent skeptic.
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whether it is reasonable to conclude there is anything that we can objectively call good if

there is no God. More specifically, Craig sets out to defend two propositions: (1) if

theism is true, we have a sound foundation for nitgrand (2) if theism is falsave do

not have a sound foundation for moralfityn defense of the first proposition, Craig says

that morality is rooted in the holy and loving natureof Geth o A suppl i es t he at
standard against which all actiongar me a g°nradditian,dCraig argues that because

God holds all persons accountable for their actions, theism not only provides the basis for
objective morals, but also the assurance that in the end the scales of justice will be

balanced?

Thelargerprt of Cr ai g 6cencetns theasecend propgsitioneHe t
contends that because the atheistic view of
bypr oduct snecahnotmrgueuhunead morals any more théor other
organisns of naure. Accordimgly, Craig states,

Thus, if there is not God, then any basis for regarding the herd mentality [of moral

behavior] by Homo sapiens as objectively true seems to have been removed.

Some actiod say, rap8d may not be biologically or socially advantageous and so

inthe courseofayl ut i on has become taboo; but on
nothing really wrong about raping someone. Such behavior happens all the time

fpaul Kurtz and William Lane Craig, AThe
without God Gt &GdodnEss withauthGddGoodrEnoughl? Robert K.
Garcia and Nathan L. King (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2009), 30.

®Kurtz and Craig, fAThe Kurtz/ Craig Debate

80Kurtz and Craig, AThe Kurtz/ Craig Debate
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in the animal kingdom. . .[T] he rapist who chooses to flout the herd mentality is
doing nothing more serious thactiag unfashionabl*

In addition to this point, Craig argues that even if there was a case to be made for
objective morals and duties, there is no mor
Stalinorasaind t here i s no di fafteergeavéclBisneans,ause | i f e
among other things, that if altruism is only a result of evolutionary conditioning, the

altruistisult mat ely fAjust stupid, 6 because

[A] firefighter rushing to a burning building to rescue people in anger or a

policeman who satices his life to save those of his comrades does nothing more

praiseworthy, morally speaking, than an ant that sacrifice$ fitsghe sake of

the ant heap?

In developing his argument through the course of the debate, Craig clarifies two
substantibfeatures of his argument. First, he notes that his propositions are conditional in
nature. ThaifGods,extiH®Btysdds daare €A Mot exi st . o0 Thus
moral argument Craig is not so much defending the existence of God asyiregisotr
expose the implications of a Gpadesent or Go@bsent world* Secontly, Craig

suggests that thetheisb sase is weakened becausarhest fightontwo fronts.Atheists

must fight against the idea that theidoes indeegrovidea rational basis for moral

81Kurtz and Craig, fAThe Kurtz/ Craig Debate
Kurtz and Craig, AThe Kurtz/ Craig Debate
8Kurtz and Craig, fAThe Kurtz/ Craig Debate

84Kurtzand Cr ai g, AThe Kurtz/ Craig Debate, o 3
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objectives, duties, and accountability, and they must debunk the conclusioihilsh
is the most reasonable respoifsgheism is trué?

Al t hough Cr ai go6s a thegsubstantiation of theexistenaetof r equi r
God, i1t is clear that Craigds purpose in pre
conclusion that God does indeed exist. His assumption is that when ppesgaed are
generally unwilling to discard their intuitive sense that moral objectivesidband
embrace nihilism. In other words, Craig believes that if he can help people understand
that moral objectives only make sense within the framework of theismijrtheiion
regarding moral objectives will move them to conclude that God existsdrtitis line
of thought into the framework of a formal argument, as does Craig, it reads:

1. If God does not exist, objective morals do not exist.
2. Objective moral values and duties do exist.

3. Therefore, God exisf§.

®Kurtz and Craig, ATWE Kurtz/Craig Debate

8 Craig,On Guard 129
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C. Stephen Laynma

C. Stephen Layman isgfiessor of philosophy at Seattle Pacific University and
has frequently written on God and morality, and specifically on the moral argfihhent.
his book,Is Goodnessvithout God Good EnoughRayman explains thatinlike Craig
he does not believe thattifeism is false, there are nmral objective truths. He doestno
dismiss the possibility out of hand, but he does believe therateglausible meta
ethical theories such as moral Platonism that couldwstdor the existence abjective
moral trutts without GodP®

Layman 6 s ar gument , t hu shanthatookCeagFirst, heli f f er ent
argues that moral theorists are right in generally agreeing that moral reasons are
overriding. That i s, al tiftcoesttpBleemtateandigeht be i n
about traffic causing a delay, moral reasons overriddrgelfest and encourage one to

get up on time or at least speak honestly about her tardiness. But then Lagsan ad

8%For example, see C. Stephen Layman, #AWhy
Moral?0 Superheroes and Philosopled. Tom Morris and Matt Morris (Ctagq IL:
Open Court Press, 2005), 2617 6 ; C. St ephen Layman, fAGod anc
Repl i es t oFaithhnd hldsaplog8 G\prib2006): 304316; C. Stephen
Layman, fAGod and EthicatThéddryedaRussShafrandaud i n
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2007); C. Stephen Laymhetters to Doubting Thomas:
A Case for the Existence of G@dew York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2007), 229
249.

8t is important to note that in making the case against Craig, Layman is only
arguing against the impossibility of objective morals apart from God. He is not arguing
against Craigbdbs case that God is nedessary f
accountability.
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secondargument il f t here i s no @otbde CaarridingrReasdns f e af t
Thesi s i8%To substantiate his @aing he presents a story in which a woman in

great poverty is presented with an opportunity of dishonest gain that will almost certainly

relieve her of a lifetime of poverty and will alsnost certainly not be discovered by

ot her s. | n ,Jithoutria sedord thesiseegarding Gaakistence and the

possibility of gain or loss after death, any overriding reason to choose the path of honesty

and poverty over dishonesty and abundance is without force or prifience.

JohnE. Hare

JohnE. Hare isNoah Porter Professor of Philosophitakeology at Yale
University and has written extensively on the topic of God and morality, most notably in
God and Morality, Goadddvey Balzet Being Gbdd®TheMor al Gap
latter two are largely centered on developing a moral argument foridteree of God
and impact the shape bis contribution tds Goodness without God Good Enough?

Harebdbs argument takes on a deoéprdaymddys di f fer e

8C. Stephen Layman, @A Moral Asgument for
Goodness without God Good Enoughb2.

®_ ayman, AA Moral Argument, o 55,

%1 John EHare,God and Morality: A Philosophical HistorOxford: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2007); JonE. HareGod 6 s Cal | : Mor al Real i sm, God¢
Human Autonom{Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001); John E. HEne, Moral Gap:

Kantian Ethics, Hu ma n (Oxfordi Qxferd Unaversity Péessd 6 s As s i
1996); John HaralVhy Bother Beig Good? The Place of God in the Moral Life
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2002).
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and asks, #fAls Mor al Goodness ?0wiiths thetitle Be |l i e f
to his chapter. Before defending his ansimehe negative, he statést o s ay t hat a
morally good life without belief in God is rationally unstablea$ to say that it is
impossibled®? This statement has hiagreeing with Craig and mibsther theists that
belief in God is not a preequisite for moral behavior. For Hare, however, the question is
not whether it might be possible on some level, but whether it is ratmbelieve it can
be attained consistently apart from God given wieknow of human experience.
Along theselinediar e believes it iIs not inappropr
happiness, but that morality calls us to place our own happiness at no lgnestbian
equal to the happiness of others so as to create the thigloekfor all. Unfortuately,
history has shown ugat much of what makes human experience miserable is an
inability to doexactlythis. For Hareoughtsimply can if a person isinable to do
something, we do ni@onsider him or her morally culpable. &nhumans have proven
unable to producen a consistent levéthe highesgood through moral behavias, it
rational to believe that such behaviors are indeed moral in natureosigicesare not
accompanied bgan? Hare answers it is not.
Rather tharstop here, Hare goes on to suggest that theism does rationally support
morality, and it does so based on the possi6b

and consi s t%Fortthose aho pld notddieve id God, there is a gap between

“John Hare, fAls Moral Goodness ,Owilstnhout Be
Goodness without God Good EnougB3.

BHare, fAls Mor al Go®GodRationaly Steble@BHO ut Bel i ef
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moral t y 6 s de ma & ehpaaity td fulfillthen@demand. This gap, however, is

filled in the theistods accoumThismevelatiorhia wor | d
tum,r@r der s humanityods preoccupatiornionwmi th self
order to assist in oneds ability to reorder
(particularly relative to the atheistods st an

source of the moral demand on us and the enabler of our complfance

Richard Swinburne

Richard Swinburne is emeritus Nolloth Professor of the Philosophy of the
Christian Religion, University of Oxford, and has written several books related to
apologeticsincludingThe Coherence of Theisithe Existence of Go@he Resurrection
of God IncarnatendFaith and ReasafP In his essayi What Di fference Does
Maketo Morality?,0°® Swinburnedisagrees with Craig that objective moraguire the
existence of God and instebdlieves that the existence of God makes a sogmf
difference in the content and knowledge of morasgywell as in the seriousness with

which oneapproache morality.Thus, Swinburne does nptopose a moral argumerair f

“Har e, Ails Mor al Goodness wi tohd®OWt. Bel i ef

% Richard SwinburneThe Coherence of Theisnev. ed. (New YorkNY:
Oxford University Press, 1993); Richard Swinburfiee Existence of Godgv. ed.(New
York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2004); Richard Swinburflee Resurrection of God
Incarnate(New York NY: Oxford University Press, 2003); and Richard Swinburne,
Faith and Reasarrev. ed. (New YorkNY: Oxford University Press, 2005).

%Richard Swinburne, AWhat Difd derence Does
Goodness without God Good Enough?1-63.
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the existence of God, only tlaegument that if God does exist it makes a wutiml
difference.

Swi nbur nenbfer whey mgralsrdo namecessarily entail the existence of
God revolves around the idea that objective morals are epistemologically basic and exist
in all possible worlds. If theists and atheists can know them tawbeandf they are true
in all possible worlds, then Swinburne believes it cannot be said that their existence is
contingent on God: AThe existence of God mak
necessary oignaticleat, howdvdt,sh.ad Swi nburnedés ar gume.
defeater of Craigbs proposition. Craig does
truths or that they are not true in all possible wonldther,he argues that moral truths
have no plausible reason for their existerarafrom God, an issue which Swinburne
never directly addresses.

Swinburnebés case that the existence of Go
multifaceted. He arguefirst, that the existence of God shapes contingent moral truth.
For example, if being thankful to benefactors and seeking to please them is a necessary
moral truth, then it is a contingent moral truth that we should be thankful to God and
obey his commands if ldoes indeed exi$€Second, the existence of

morality a much more serious matter than it

Swi nburne, AWhat Mkefd et ®Hce Does God

BSwi nburne, AWhat Mnuakfef,ebb6.eln5cce Does God
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ourfuture®®*Thi s argument coincides with Craigds u

basis for moral accountdity. Third, Swinburne says that if God exists and made us from
nothing and sustains the laws of nature that work in our fédvemywe owe him a great

debt, which undoubtedly makes a difference in our mordiftiginally, Swinburne

suggests that God makaslifferene because of the knowledge can provide regarding
moral truths. He is able to help us discover what we are incapable of discovering
ourselvesboth in regards to necessary moral truths and contingent moral‘ftu@rs.

this pant, he overlaps #h John Haren that God is presented as one who can give us

what it takes to do what we ought.

The contributors to theistic moral argumentsrGoodness without God Good
Enough?provide a good sampling of the representative thought on the topic poskeex
some 6 the best thinkersTwo additional contributors, however, are worthy of mention.

One is CS. Lewis, andhe other is Paul Copan.

C. S. Lewis

C. S. Lewis opened his popwhichaesfidte f ense

broadcast on the BBTater published imThe Case for Christianityand subsequently

Mere Christianity with a moral argument. While he certainly helps his listeners see the

YSwi nburne, AWhat Makfd5@r ence Does God

10swinbur ne, AWhat Diff,etbe59.ce Does God

Vs wi nbWhrmade, Di f ferencels9B@des God Make,

143

Ma k e

0

r

of



causal relationship between God and the existence of objective moral laws, perhaps his
greatestcontribt i on i s the means by which he undergi
existence of such morals laws.

Lewis supports the case for objective moral laws by exposing how huyifikanis
ornotcannot help but appeal to somecefiLaw of RIi
Behavior. o Two men may quarrel, but their qu
legitimate standaranly about which one is acting in accordance to that stantfartis
is because fairness, or unselfishness, or promise keeping, is partopéetive moral
law. We might want to pass these off as local societal convention, evolutionary herd
instinct, or learned respond®it none of these arguments sit well with Lewis.

Lewis says thatvhat is right and wrong is recoiged in virtually every cliure.

There might be particular aspects of the law that differ from society to soeigtyhe

appropriate number of wived)ut the basic tests are largely the same.§.,nearly all

society holds that you shoulef®legi®p your hand
dismisses the claim that morals are herdnitt because of their statusaaudicators

over our pri mal urges: NANThe Mor al Law isnot

something which makes a kind of tune (the tune we call gosdanagght conduct) by

102 ewis, The Case for Christianifya-7.
103 ewis gives evidence of the similarity between the tioediefs of different

cultures in C. S. LewisThe Abolition of Mar{1943; repr.New York NY: Simon &
Schuster, 199691-1009.
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directi ng °Ihaheriwardstthe Moral saw & what determines which
instincts should be obeyed in any given circumstalfically, he argues against the idea
that because we learn morals from parents and teachers they are simply human
inventions.This is certainly not so, says Lewis, for in that case we would have to dismiss
multiplication facts as simply human inventions dese we learn them from others as
well 105

After presenting his arguments and counter arguments for objective morals, Lewis
ultimately argues that the moral argument is better than design argunnéctisare
basedn the make up of the universecause itdlls us something more about the
designer: fAYou find out more about God from
general just as you find out more about man by listening to his conversation than by

|l ooking at a HWouse he has built. o

Paul Copan

Paul Cpan is Professor and Pledger Family Chair of Philosophy and Ethics

atPalm Beach Atlantic University. He is the author of numerous popular apologetics

104 ewis, The Case for Christianifyl0.
105 ewis, The Case for Christianifyl0-11.

106 | ewis, The Case for Christianify25.

145



books?’ andhas frequently presented the moral argument in book3 tikeéveryone an
Answer Passionate Qaviction and most recentlylLegitimizing Human Righf$® One
of his most robust defenses of the moral argument is a chaftee iRationality of
Theismt®in which he offers two main arguments well asa response to tHeuthyphro
guestion, features which are common to his other works as well.
His first argument i s that moral values a
to reject something fundamental about our humandé%as would be the case if we
rejected all logicalruths or epistemic beliefs.léng these lines Copan writes,
Although thesgrima faciebeliefs may be defeasible, in the absence of any
decent defeaters for holding them there is just no good reason to reject them

Similarly, many of our morgbrescriptions are so inescapable that we would do
serious damage to our noetic struetin rejecting their validity!?

107 see, for example, Paul Copan and William Lane Ci@igation Out of
Nothing: A Biblical, Philosophical, and Scientific Explorati@rand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 2004)Paul CopanHow Do You Know Youdre Not Wron
Objections That Leaveltistians Speechleg&rand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2005);
PaulCopanThat 6s Just Your I nterpretation: Respor
Your Faith(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2004pdPaul Copanfi Tr ue f or You,
Not for M&: Overcoming Obje@ns to Christian Faithrev. ed. (Minneapolis, MN:
Bethany House Publishers, 2009).

Wpaul Copan, fAA MoEveyoneAm/ Answeids23 Paal i n
Copan, nAA Mor @bassichategQomaietiorf99)P a@ I  CGrquradimg A
Human RightsNat ur al i smdéds Fai |l ur e anLdgitiBizingl i cal The.

Human Rights: Secular and Religious PerspectigdsAngus J. L. Menuge (Burlington,
VT: Ashgate, 2013), 1B2.

Wpaul Copan, @A MiberRationaldyrofgrheigmad Pauld i n
Copan and Paul K. Mosé¢tondon: Routledge, 2003), 1421.

WCopan, @A Mor a@heRationgliyofeThetsyi®. i n

1lCopan, #@AA Mor @he Raionglity of @heisnd51.i n
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His second argument is that objective morals are a much better fit in the theistic
perspective than in the naheistic perspective.lt s h i s inllexidingsetwéeh at A
two competing hypotheses, we should look for (a) the more natural (less ad hoc)
transition from the overall #ory to the entity in questiofh) the more unified theory,
and (c) the nmMéRoreCogamisisntwins bueon allycourdts and should
thus be seen as the more adequate answer for the properly basic belief we have in moral
objectives.

Finally, it is common for Copan in his writings to include a response to the
Euthyphroguestion which is often re¢d as an insurmountable dilemma for theists. The
guestion i Buthyphram aPlogtueds when Socrates ponder
holy because the gods approve {%The or do they
dilemmaexists ifone chooses the fireption, sinceitmake6od és mor al j udgmen
appear arbitrary. If, however, the second option is chosen, then there is a moral code that
stands outside of God to which God is subservient. Copan considers this to be a false
di Il emma and t h atér gréiodd gosdnessmwith no headtalook elsewhere.

Of course, an atheist may then ask if the character of God is good because it is

Goddés character or is God characterés good ©b

12Copan, #AA Mor @HeRaionglity of @heisnd54.i n

13Citedi n Copan, fAA MdheRhtionalitypfulhesm31l., 0 i n
Copan references the quote as from PBtdhyphrolOa, inPlato, The Collected
Dialogues of Platped. Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, trans. Lane Cooper
(Princeton NJ Princeton Unrersity Press, 1961), 178.
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responses, two of which are peased here. First, if the naturalist is correct and there is a
real dilemma, then would not this dilemma apply to her as well? For certainly we can
al so ask the at he..maral valuesngpodaimplyrbecaukeitreyare A Ar e
good, or is thereome independent standard obddo which they conforni®'* Second,
Copan suggests that Athe naturalistds query
some seklsufficient and selexplanatory stopping point beyond which the discussion can
gonofir t A r . o

Considereddgetheythe casarguwed by these diverse thinkers makige moral
argument formidable. It posits God as the necessary source of morality, but just as
importanty it presentour knowledge obbjective morality as properly basic.doing
so, it offers an argument in which the foundational premise is not substantiated by
Asomet hing out there, o0 but by humanityédés int
This is perhaps why Lewis offers it as his main argument for the existeGmel@and
why Craig, even though he admits to a personal preference fisatamcosmological

argument, has found the moral argument tobeeeffectivell®

14Copan, A Mor @he Raionglity of @heisnd66.i n
Copan, @[ A Mor a@he Ralionality of #heisnd66.i n

118 Craig,On Guard 144.
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The Kalam Cosmological Argument

TheKalamcosmological argument for the existence of God is nettoghe
apol ogi s tl® kistonygoesabkatjeast to thé'&entury, but the modern use
of the argument has largely been spearheaded by William Lane Craig. Craig completed
his first Ph.D. at the University of Birmingham, EnglahtiHe titled hisdissertation
ATHKal Oms mol ogi cal Asingeltsroempletion in 1®@RBiascbben
Craigbs hal | neaexistencd & Gadnrsadditibogublishing his
dissertation by the same titff he includes significant sections on the topic in his more
popular worksReasonable Faiffi® andOn Guard*?°and has used the argument in
countless public debates and presentations.

The proposed formulation of thalamcosmological argument is rather simple,
involving two premises and a single conclusion:

1. Everything that begins to exist has a cause of its existence.

U Craigbeginf he Kal Um Co s mowitloathomagh hisory gfitsne n t
origination and development. Its earliest proponent appears to be John Philoponus, a 6th
century Qiristian philosopher, scientjsind theologian. Because the argument is largely
in defense of a monotheistic God, it later became attractive to both Muslihdewas and
was significantly developed by Saadia ben Joseph9822and alGh Uz Ul -1111) 1 05 8
before being championed by St. Bonaventure (12224). twasaGh Uz Ul i i n hi s
Incoherence of the Philosophexho fully developed the argument, and siaé&h Uz Ul i
was of thekalammovement of Arabic thought and philosophy, Craig aptly used the term
to name the argument for contemporary discourse. William Caag,The Kal Um
Cosmological Argumer{Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 200(-60.

18Craig, T h e K @okntblogical Argument
119 Craig, Reasonable Faith,11-56.
120 Craig,On Guard,127-46.
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2. The universe began to exist.

3. Therefore the universe has a cause of its existence.

Craig contends that if the two premises can be substantiaed#conclusion follows,
and thusspends the bulk of his text defending the premises.

Craig defends the second premise first and does so with two philosophical
arguments and two empirical confirmations. The first philosophical argument has to do
with adual infinities. Craig argues that while potential infinities exist, actual infinities do
not exist in the real world. He states his case with some ta¢laely mathematical
diagramsas wellaswith some more accessible examples tieveal the absurdities
which would exist if actual infinities occurred in the real world. One such illustration is
AHI | berd 6whiHoh ewas conceived by David Hil ber
mathematicians of the late"l@nd early 2t century. Hilbert conclude$ te mfinite is
nowhere to be found in reality. It neither exists in nature nor provides a legitimate basis
for rational though The role that remains for the infinite to play is solely thadrof
i d éZwithout actual infinites, Craig argues, the univesiseply could not have

existed ineternity past??

121 pavid Hilbert,i On t h e inIPhilbsbphyi of Mathématiced. Paul
Benacerraf and Hilary Putnafinglewood Gffs, NJ: PrenticeHall, 1964) accessed
January 162014
http://www.math.dartmouth.edu/~matc/Readers/HowManyAngels/Philosophy/Philosoph
y.html Also quoted irCraig,The Kal Um CosmoB7gi cal Argument

122Craig,TheKal Um Cosmol o0,d02cal Ar gument
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Craigbs second philosophical argument in
the formation of an actual infinite by successive addition is an impossibility. This
argument does not assume that actualiteBncannot exist, but says that even if they did
exist it would bampossible for a temporal series of events to become an actual infinite
no matter how much time is allowethis is sdor the simple reason that another event
could always be added to theriest?® Without the possibility of arriving at an actual
infinite, one is leftaskinghow onecould arrive at the present if the universe is infinitely
old. The answer, of course, is tlate cannotand the second premise is further
supported.
The two fhilosophical arguments for the second premise can be traced back to the
medi eval contributors mentioned above, but C
confirmationso that derive themselves from n
confirmations is the welupported Big Bang Theory. Though initially resisted by the
likes of Albert Einstein, observations Bglwin Hubble and the discovery of microwave
backgroundadiation by Penzias and Wilsenentually made the beginning of an
expanding universe a finite tinago a conclusion few would deny. In his 1979 work,
Craig mentions two attempts to bypass the concldsimammely the Steady State Theory

and the oscillating mod&land then adds other efforts in his later wétkasonable

123Craig,TheKal Um Cosmol 0,d03cal Ar gument
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Faith.}>* He showshe shortcomings oéach alternative model, and in the latter
publication agrees with the words of the #tbrist ®smologist Alexander Vilenkin:

It is said that an argument is what convinces reasonable men and a proof is what it

takes to convince even an unreasonable il the proof now in place,

cosmologists can no longer hide behind the possibility of agtestl universe.

There is no escapthey have to face the problemadosmic beginning?®

The second empirical confirmation concerns the Second Law of
Thermodynamicswvhichin the broadest sensemeank er e i s a fAgeneral te
towar ds | e v BSsuchmthmat ldssordaredtstates@ré@ more probable over time.
Because the universe is a closed system, with no energy going in and out of ituéed arg
that if the universe had an infinite past, equilibrium would have already been achieved
and the presentrigperature, pressure, and gasddhe universe would be uniform. Since

this is not the case, Craig says we have one more piece of supportdaerttige that the

universe came into existence at a finite time in the past.

124 See CraigReasonable Faithl 2839, 14450, where Craig addresses the
Steady State Model, oscillating models, vacuum fluctuation models, chaotic inflationary
models, quantum gravity models, string scenarios, inflationary multiverse theories, and
baby unverses, and discusses their inability to sidestep a finite universe.

125 Cited in CraigOn Guard 92. Craig references Alexander Vilenkiiany
Worlds in OngNew York, NY: Hill and Wang, 2006), 176. Vilenkin essentially repeats
this conclusion in a papergsented with Audrey Mithani at a 2012 Cambridge
conference celebrating Stephen Hawkingds 70t
Al exander Vilenkin, ADIi dothecdnseedr Nev élmbver a
2013 http://arxiv.org/pdf/1204.4658v1.pdf

126Craig,TheKkal Um Cosmol od30cal Argument,
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Craig began his dissertation by defending the second premise because at the time
of its writing there were few he believed would find fault with the first premise since
even skepts of the past had upheld it. In fact, before offering any support of e fir
premise, Craig boldly state§,F o r t h e eis sornntiitivelypobwousi especially
when applied to the universe, that probably no one in his right reaily believest to
b e f d'Nenethelgss, he offers two short defenses. The first is the argument from
empirical facts which he considers over wheln
falsified, the causal proposition may be taken as an empirical generalisation@they
strongest supp o t?8Thesecpne argumentiebasad ohadpgiod s . 0
category of causality wherein the causal principle is defended by the kdetiard
idea that the mind brings tlaepriori category of causality to all experien@®

Craig admittedly spent little time defending the first premise in his 1979
publication, because, as mentioned, he figured few would bother attacking it. As others
began to interact with his material and enter thexdebate, he found there was more
resistance than he anticipated. In factTreism, Atheism and Big Bang Cosmo]agy
work which represents a 1993 debate between Craig and philosopher Quentin Smith,

Smith pronounces, AThe fact of the matter i s

27Craig,TheKkal Um Cosmol od4lcal Argument,
128Craig,TheKal Um Cosmol o,d45cal Ar gument

129Craig,TheKkal Um Cos mol 0,d4548 1 Ar gument
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cane from not hing, b y®mhoag, ihhisdater wonkGraigadds not hi ng
to his defense of the first premisg First, because some find in the seemingly
indeterminate generation of matter at the quantum level a possibility for the universe as a
whole to be generated out of nothing, Craig exposes the somewhat misleading nature of
the quantum argument. He notes that quantum theories have to do with particles
originating out of a fAvacuum, 0 ,buhrdtheehat t he
sea of fluctuating energy governed by physical laws that have a physical sttd¢Roe.
Craig,theuse of these theories in support of something coming from nothing is most
certainly disingenuous. Secondly, Craig responds to critics of the first premise by
asserting the absurdity of something coming from nothing; for if something na® co
from nothing, then why doe®tanything or everything come into beingr nothing.
He pointedly asks,
Why dondt bicycles and Beet hfmmen and r oot
nothing? Why is it only universes that can come into being from nothing? What
makes nothingness so discriminatory? Ther

t hat favors wuniverses, for nothingness do
anything constraimothingness, fortheies n 6t any tstainedy® t o be con

130william Lane Craig and Quentin Smitfiheism, Atheism, and Big Bang
CosmologyOxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 135

131 See CraigOn Guard 7578; Craig,Reasonable Faithl11-116; William Lane
Craig, nAThe Cos moChosganémlogetds. AnlAnttology pfo i n
Primary Sourcesed. Khaldoun A. Sweis and &t V. Meister (Grand Rapids, M.
Zondervan, 2012), 993.

132 Craig,On Guard 76.

133 Craig,On Guard 77.
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Having set forth a defense of the first and second premises élais
cosmological argument, Craig finds the conclusion inescapable: the universe has a cause.
But more than recognizinatthe universe has a cause, Craig goes on to say it may be
plausibly argued that this cause is a personal being who freely chose to create the world
independent of any prexisting conditions. I©On Guard Craig expands on the nature of
this personal God:

In my view, then, God existing alone without the universe is changeless and

ti mel ess. His free act of creation 1is

being. Therefore, God enters into time when He csdaie universe. .
Thekalamcosmological agument thus gives us powerful grounds for

believing in the existence of a beginningless, uncaused, timeless, spaceless,

changeless, immaterial, enormously powerful Personal Creator of the universe.

Although coming to a conclusion in favor of theism, Grigialso careful to recognize the
limitations of the argument:

Thekalamcosmological argument leads us to a personal Creator of the universe,
but as to whether this Creator is omniscient, good, perfect, and so forth, we shall
not inquire. These questioase logically posterior to the question of his

existence. But if our argument is sound and a personal creator of the universe
really does exist, then surely it is incumbent upon us to inquire whether He has
specially revealed Himself to man in some waat the might know Him more

fully or whether, |l ike Aristotlebs unmove

from the world that ¢ has made.

Overall, the di stKaamnargumest refateveatdo athere of Cr ali

cosmological arguments is the prentisat the universe came into existeriReDouglas
Geivett indicates that this unique feature gives the argument at least four advantages: (1)
the claim that the universe came into existence fits nicely witBxhéhilo creation

account of Genesis 1, (&)e claim that the universe began to exist makes it more

intuitive than the claim that the universe is contingeatfeature common to other
cosmological arguments, (3) for those using the argument from contingency, the claim
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that the universe had a begingiis one more indication it is indeed contingent, and (4)
the claim thathe universe had a beginnihgs both philosophical and scientific
supportt3

As mentioned earlier, since the publicati
presented hiKalamargumenbn countless public stages and has willingly allowed for
its scrutiny as its chief proponent. While others have written short chapters or articles on
theKalamargument, they borrow largely from Craig and do not add significantly to his
presentation of #nargument. On his websifReasonable FaithCraig offers transcripts
of numerous debates with the likes of Stephen Law, Lawrence Krauss, Edwin Curley,
Michael Tooley, and more, eleven of which have to do with the existence of God wherein

Craig offers thékalam cosmological argument in one form or anotiiéTwo debates

have been published in book form: one with Quentin Sraghmentioned earlieand one

13¥R. Dougl as K@diavne tQo,s niioTl hoeg i To&EVeryghe apnu me nt , 0

Answer: A Case for the Christian Worldview: Essays in Honor of Norman LUeGed.
Francis J. Beckwith, William Lane Craig, and JM®reland (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press2004), 6364.

135 See a listing of debate transcripts at http://www.reasonablefaith.org/debate
transcripts.
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with the late Antony Flew?® An additional publishedcitque of Cr ai gbés ar gur
offeredby Paul Daper3’

As might be expected) the course of public debaf®aighas been confronted
with criticism, some f whi ch he addresses in a chapter
Coul dn6t Have Made Them Up (or, the Worl dos
Cosmd ogi cal AYTgerermhecounters abjections to the form of the argument,
the first and second premises, and the conclusion. While he does not claim in this article
that all critiques of his argument are without merit, he does find many objectidys eas
di smi ssible due to a misuse of Kaamr ms or | ogi
cosmological argument continuesdtand the test of time and demaadsasoned

response by detractors.

The Historical Reliability of the Gospels

Christianity isunique among the major world religions in that it ties its beliefs,
ethics, and worldview to Godds historical en

incarndion of his Son, Jesus Chrigthus, the trustworthiness and authority of Christian

138 william Lane Craig and Antony Flevioes God Exist? The Craiflew
Debate ed. Stan W. Wallace (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2003).

B'paulDr aper, AA KalidamgOQes md| & didosophy Ar gu me n't
of Religi: An Anthology5th ed., ed. Louis Pojman and Michael Rea (Belmont, CA:
Thomson Vadsworth, 2008), 451.

3¥wWi I l'iam Lane Craig, @AObjections So Bad |
t he WalbrWost@bjectionstotieal am Cosmol ogi ComelLeAr gument )
Us Reasoyed. Copan and Craig, 5b.

157



orthodoxyi s ti ed to t he hi stparticularlyasitysrecdrdedlie s us 6
the Gospels of the New Testament. If it is unreasonable to believe in the historicity of the
life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, the Christiaitipn is poorlygrounded.
Conversely, if it is reasonable to believe in the historicity of the Gospel narratives, then
the call to follow Christ is compelling.
For many Christians the historicity of the Gospels is a given. If it is in the Bible,
then it happened as recedd While this argument may lbenvincingfor those who
presuppose the historicity of Scripture, it is not a compelling argument for those who
stand orthe outside seekgnto discern whether the Gospelcounts reflect historical

events, legend, Christiatbogma, a deliberate attempt to deceoresome kind of hybrid.

Thus, it is important that the Christian be preplto provide something beyofidl t 6 s t r ue

because t he BdNbw Testasnanyssholar Cradg Evans writes,

Some conservative @ktians will, of course, simply respond by saying,

AWhat ever the New Testament Gospels say
wh o

historical. o6 That may work for those
authority of the Bible. But what about those who woulé kit have sound,
compelling reasons for accepting the Gospel narratives as reliable? Telling them
that the Bible is inspired and therefore true without providing any criteria that

historians would recognize willont s at i sf y t hMomons Aytheer al

same thingwithrgse ct t o t he B o &Muslim$afiieghe mon? Doné

i nspirat i anf Oreholytbdoleafte) anotider could be appealed to in
this manner. Is this the only defense that can be m&de?

Fortunately, there are defenses that lsa made other than appealing taan
prioic ommi t ment to Scriptureds historicity.

the genre of the Gospels, the input of eyewitnesses, the transmission of the narratives

139 Evans Fabricating Jesudoc. 53943,
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both before (oral) and after (textughey were first recorded, evidence inside and outside
the Gospels, alleged contradictsgythe existence of other gospels, and the problem of
miracl es. Books s UlcetHistarical Reliahilitygf the GaspefSa r g 6 s
the more accessibf@an WeTrust the Gospelé® by Mark D. Roberts touch on many of
these issues, but other worksdl significantly to any one onore of the above topics

and will be considered below.

The Question of Literary Genre

It is not uncommon for Christians to defend tigdricity of the New Testament
in general, or the Gospels in particular, by addressing questions of transmission.
Transmission is an imptant issuebut if the Gospel text is clearly not indicative of a
literary genre common for other histoal account$rom the same period, transmission
may become a moot point. In other words, if the literary style and structure of the
Gospels has more in common with mythologies than with historical accounts, perfect

transmission lends nothing to the argument of histyri

140 Craig L.Blomberg,The Historical Reliability of the Gospeland ed.
(Downers Grove, ILInterVarsity Press2007).

141 Mark D. RobertsCan We Trust the Gospels? Investigating the Reliability of
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and Jol{idvheaton, IL: Crossway,d®7).
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CraigS. Keener provides a good overvi@ivgenre possibilities for thedspels in
The Historical Jesus of the Gosp&$He considers the options of folk literature,
memoir, novel, drama or mythography, and the idea that the Gospels are a genre unto
themselves. All of these optisnhowever, pale considerably in lighttbé option ®
biography (obios), s i n ceeénavé@ mumerous examples of surviving biographies within
a few decades after the “Auswithethesesurvivingd ot her s
biographies that the Gospels most readily compare. This conclusion is particularly
supported i n RaookWhatrAce th8 @Qospels?dAgengparison with
GraeceRoman Biography** Here he concludes:
[T]he gospels all shaen identical genre, that of  uamd also make up a
subgenre within that genre, namely 1A v z . [T]he idea that the gospels
aree 9 waquld be untenable if no connection with Hellenistic literary culture was
possible for their authors and readénsfact, not only is such a link possible, it is
demanded by the generic features of the texts themselves and also by the social
setting of early Christianity#°

As Burridge explains, th&ospel writers wrote in the literary form they did because the

form already existed in their day, and furthéeir immediate audience understood what

142 Craig S. KeeneiThe Historical Jesus of the GospéBrand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2009).

143 Keener The Historical Jesys78.

144 Richard A. BurridgeWhat Are the Gospels? A Comparison with Graeco
Roman Biography2nd ed. (Dearborn, MI: Eerdmans, 200

145 Burridge,What Are the Gospels254-55.
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they wrote because that literary form was commonly recognized and understood for what
it was, namely biography.

It is important to note, however, that ancient biograpéiesildnot be treated as
modern biographies. This is not to say that they are nitriwial in nature, but that
ancientbiographies were meant to magnify heroes and provide models for moral
instruction!*® As Keener recognizes A Such hi st éenmaignbended t o b
magnifying heroes,but..such an emphasis doe¥Thunt make th
while the Gospels are sometimes dismissatbasistoricalbecause they so obviously
lift up Jesus, such magnificatiemarguably a mark of their ancidmstoricity. This is
especially the case since ancient writtaddocumenteatoncerns for accuracy in
recording hitoricaleventse ven i f they had greater rhetorioc
biographers. To this point, Keenerot es, whi | e fnotachieveboms@nor i ans
ideals of accuracy . .[h]istory was supposed to be truthful, and historians harshly
criticized other historians whom they accused of promoting falsehood, especially when

they were thought to exhibit sedfe r v i n g *&0Omeecandoackide ithen, that the

146 Keener The Historical Jesys78.
147 Keener The Historical Jesys0.

148 Keener The Historical Jesy96.
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apologist is not misguided in contending that the historicity of the Gospels is plausible

despite the magnification of Jesus or any otfnticeable rhetoric featur@s the text'4®

The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony

While the Gapels are representative of ancient biographies, it can also be said
that their historical content is the result of immediate human testimony by witnesses of
the events. This is preci desdsgndthdhe t hesi s of
Eyewitnesses: The Guals as Eyewitness Testimdayin this work, Bauckham exposes
theprimacy of eyewitnesses BreceRoman historiography, witgreatest weight given
to the historian as eyewitness and secondary weight given to the investigation of those
who were eyewitnesse®! Thus, while modern history might exalt the dispassionate
observer, the ideal ancient historian was one,\ab@ participapivas A cl osest t o
events and whosg#irect experience enabled him to understand and interpret the
significance of what he hal e e'¥ Thére is evidencthis was the approach of the early

keepers of the Gospel accounts.

149 For a full discussion on ancient historiography and how the Gospels compare
to other ancient histical literature, seKeener,The Historical Jesysl0925.

150 Rjchard Bauckhamlesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness
TestimonyGrand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2006).

151 Bauckham,Jesus and the Eyewitness2s24.
152 BauckhamJesus and thEyewitnesse®.
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In particular, Bauckham fers to Papias, an early secerehtury Christian leader
who was an acquaintanoéthe prophetess daughters of Phillip (one of theeBef Acts
6). Papias writes,

| shall not hesitate also to put into properly ordered form for you [singular]

everything | learned carefully in the past from the elders and noted down well, for

the truth of which | vouch. For unlike most people | did mgog those who have

a great deal to say, but those who teach the truth. Nor did | enjoy those who recall
someone el sebdbs commandments, but those wh
given by the Lord to the faith and proceeding from the truth itself. And if by

chance anyone who had been in attendancgoa ¢ Uk o | dthetelddisk @s t i s
should come my way, | inquideabout the words of the eld&rgthat is,] what
[according to the elders] Andrew or Peter saigér), or Philip, or Thomas or
James, or John or Matthe or any ot her of the Lord
Aristion and the el der Jo legousintFbrédidL or
not think that information from books would profit me as much as information
from a living and surviving voice (Euseilsi, Hist. Eccl. 3.39-3).1°3

0s di
dos d

What is teling about this and what Bauckham highligistshe concern Papias had for
investigating those closest to the actual eventslaose whdhad personally heard the
words of Jesus and the apostles.

There isgoodreason to believe this would halveen the concern of a first
century historian as well. Thus, while sosezkto dismiss the Gospels asleveloped
legendary account without historical controls, the evidence is that the early church was
adamant in ensurg thatonly stories rooted in eyewitness accounts were preserved and

forwarded. One should not be Gospelpri sed then

153 BauckhamJesus and the Eyewitness#s16. Bauckham makes the following
notation in regards to this quote: AApart fr
parUkol oashBe@yoneswho had be eatonisfromatt endanc
Lightfoot, Harmer, and Holme3he Apostolic Fathers314, with the words in square
brackets added. o
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Now many have undertaken to compile an account of the things that have been
fulfilled among us, like thaccounts passed on to us by those who were
eyewitnesses and servants of the word from the begirding seemed good to
me as well, because | have followed all things carefully from the beginning, to
write an orderly account for you, most excellent Thelaghiso that you may
know for certain the things you were taugtit.

Nor should onée surprised to finospels written byyewitnesses Matthew and John,

orbyMarkwho had direct access.to Peterds eyewit

Oral Transmission

The eyewitnesscaounts found in the Gospels were not recorded as they were
happeningWhile there is ongoing debate about the date of each of the Gospels, the
collection is generally dated between three and six decades after the death of Christ. This
means that the stes related in the Gospels were first orally communicated before they
weretransmitted byext. With oral transmission comes the issue of memory, as the
events had to be remembered apart from reference to a writtenhexquéstion is
therefore raiseds it possible to remember events accuratelgr time? This is precisely
thequestion that Robert Mclver addresseMigmory, Jesus, and the Synoptic
Gospels®®In reviewing the literature on memory research, Mclver notes that while there
is undoubtedly a ks of memory about details of any experienced evihttive passage

of time, there is evidence that accunaemories about certain kinds of events can be

154 uke 1:14

155 Robert K. MclverMemory, Jesus, and the Synoptic Gospalanta, GA:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2011).
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maintained over thirty to sixty year time frame. Thevidencancludes (1) the stability
of memoy after thenitial loss of certain details in tHest three to four yearafter an
event!®® (2) ahigher retention rate for that which is visually experienced and not just
verbally experiencetf’ (3) improved memory of events which for the participaneti o f
greater salience, emot i o%R)theiproveropossieliye nt , or
of retainingpersonal event memoriésr several decadés? and (5)the indicated ability
of personal event memories to get the gist of an event right even ifspatific details
are wrong-°
Mclver also delves into the study of collective memory, or memory that is held by
a community about an evel@n this issue he notes that studies indicatkective
memory fAonly very rarely tcean ttei nascttandafl o remvaetnita
that Athere are strict | imits to innovations

memory that any group has for its founder. Any newly introduced materials must be

156 Mclver, Memoly, Jesus, and GospeB5-40.
157 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and Gospeds-38.
158 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and Gospels.

159 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and Gosped®-58. Personal event memories are
defined as thosthat represent a specific eveénat took placetaa particular time and
place, include a detailed account of a perso
event occurred, and are accompanied by various sensory images.

160 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and GospekS.

161 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and Gospel$6.
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consistent with what is meame ma§ihasy sofo t
Mclver concludes that despite the imperfectness of memory

it mustnot be overlooked that eyewitness testimony is generally reliable, and the
eyewitness memories that lie behind the Gospel accounts should therefore be
approached witlan attitude that expects them to be a generally reliable record of
Jesusd6 sayi®fgs and doings.

he

f

When considering oral t rAaldniftoirome,d KGCeonnntertohl

Oral Tradition and the Synoptic Gospét&is particularlyinsightful. Bailey fas

specialized in Middle Eastern New Testament Studies and has had extensive life
experience in the Middle East watching how stories are maamed in Middle Eastern
culture, he has notdtat oral knowledge is maintained neither through informal

uncot r ol I ed tradi t i o n-créftedhoeer and ofvde with httle eodcgre o
for the original eventhor through formal controlled tradition (wherein knowledge is kept
through strict, formal, and verbatim recitation processes).

Instead, it is maitainedby aninformal controlled tradition in which the contour of
knowledges consistent with the original event, but in which certain flexibility is given to
Aapprovedo st or ydloadbeen a gart ¢f thér coraneunity) ko @mpihasize

certainparts of the story or to shape the flow of dialogue. Sugibflgy, however,

162 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and Gospel$6.

163 Mclver, Memory, Jesus, and Gospel$6.

“Kenneth E. Bailey, dAlnformal Controll

Go s p dhemeliar0 (19%): 411. The article was originally published in tAsia
Journal d Theology5 (1991): 3454.
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never allowdorthebasi ¢ story | i ne t basibsonime vthiker e d : ATo
telling that account. .is unthinkable. If you persisted, | think you would be aut of
t he v i%®Theafteaivedess of informal controlled tradition in maintaining an
account of the original event without substantial change has been documented by Bailey
to be effective for at least one hundred ygifirsot many centurie&®
Based on such information, Bailey concksj

It is my suggestion that up until the upheaval of the JeRsman warnformal
controlledoral tradition was able to function in the villages of Palestine. Those
who accepted the new rabbi as the expected messialld record and transmit
data concerning him as the source of their new identityf T] he JewiskRoman
war would have disrupted the sociological village structures in whicimfibrenal
controlledtradition functioned. However, anyone twenty yearsasid older in
that year would have been an authentic reciter of that traditiohot everyone
who lived in the community in the village and heard stories of Jesus was
authorized to recite the tradition. The witness was required to have been an
eyewitressof the historical Jesus to qualify. . Thus, at least through the end of
the first century, the authenticity of that tradition was assiaréide community
through specially designated authoritative witnes§és

These fAdesignated aut hor it atapostlesheengetvasi t nesses
or thosewhowere also with Jesus dag his earthly ministry;tiis theywho would have
ensured that the ministry of Christ on eandremembered pragly. As Richard
Bauckham notes,
The fact that these informadtavhether the Twelve or other discipiesvere not

only eyewitnesses but also prominent teachers iedhgChristian movement
shows. . .that they did not merely start the traditions going and then withdraw

185Bailey,il nf or mal Controll ed Oral Tradition,
166Bailey,i | nf or mal Contr o4l ed Oral Tradition,
67Bailey,il nf or mal Controll ed Oral Tradition,
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from view but remained for many years the known sources and guarantors of
traditions of the deeds and words of Jé$8is.

Thus,it is safe to say that oral transmission in Middle Eastern culture is a far cry
from the Atel ephone goaisoeuntthe hcauracyiofsthefGospe uent | vy
recordst®® In the telephone game, there are no controls after the first transmission, but in
the case of the accounts concerning the life of Jesus, there would have been controls

throughout the transission process thatould have asured its accuracy.

Textual Transmission

The Apostle Paul tells us in his first extant letter to the Corinthians that the
narrative of Christ that he had passed on was the same as had been pass&d Tthaim.
is, he confirmed that he had mt&ined the accuracy of the otednsmission oévents.
Eventually, however, the church recognized the need to record in written form the life of
Christ, likely because the living eyewitnesses were becoming fewer and hesatlse
church spreadherewere those whavould seeko distort the Gospel stprThe original
manuscriptgor each of the Gospelsave not been identified (nor it is it likely that they

could be identified as original even if found), and only copies of the manuscripts remain.

168 Bauckham,Jesus and the Eyewitnesses,

189 For a more thorough analgof the inappropriateness of the telephone game
as an analogy of first century oral tradition, see Rob€as, We Trust the Gospe|s7l-
81.

1701 Cor 15:34
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The question that mugherefore be addressied can we trust the accuracy of the
manuscripts in representing the originals?

The questionof textual transmissiors addresseth a number of works including
Br uce MeheZegtefrtheé Blew TestamentTitansmission, Corruption, and
Restorationt'* as well as more accessible books suchresNew Testament Documents:
Are They ReliableBy F.F. Bruce!’2Can We Trust the Gospelb9 Mark D. Roberts.’®
Is the New Testament ReliablepPaul Barnett/*andThe M&ing of the New
Testament: Origin, Collection, Text and CaripnArthur G.Patzial’ As these text
indicate, the earliest extant Gospel manuscripts date only to the second century, with no
completecollectionof the Gospels dated before the fourth centlihys preserga
problem for the historicity of the Gospels if there is reason to believe that the text was
altered between the original writing and the extant documents. Confidencavhether
the extant copies are reflective of the original, howasgegreatly increaseghen there

are a largemumberof manuscripts and when the manuscripts date near the original

171 Bruce M. MetzgerThe Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission,
Corruption, and Restoratiqr8rd ed. (New YorkNY: Oxford University Press, 1992).

172, F.Bruce, The New Testament Documents: Are They Religi@eghd
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003).

173 RobertsCan We Trust the Gospels?

174 paul Barnettls the New Testament Reliablegy. ed. (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press2004).

175 Arthur G.Patzia,The Making of the New Testant: Origin, Collection, Text
and Canon2nd ed. (Downers Grove, llnterVarsity Pres2011).
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In regards to the New Testament, more than five thousand extant manuscripts
exist with the earliestlating within a century of the originalsletzger explaiahow this
compares to other ancient manuscripts:

[T]he timebetween the composition of the books of the New Testament and the
earliest extant copies is relatively brief. Instead of the lapse of a millennium or
more, as is the case of not a few classical authors, several papyrus manuscripts of
portions of the New @stanent are extant which were copieftthin a century or

so after the composition of the original documétts.

Similarly, F. F.Bruce states:

The evidence for the New Testament writings is ever so much greater than the
evidence of classical authors, thgethenticity of which no one dreams of
guestioning. And if the New Testament were a collection of secular writings, their
authenticity would generally be regarded as beyond all doubta tisous fact

that historians have often been much readier &i the New Testament records
than have many theologians. Somehow, or otherethre people who regard a

0 sraecd b dpsoKa@touadsr suspicion, and demand much more collaborative
evidence for such a work than they would for an ordinary seculaiganpa

writing. From the viewpoint of the historian, the same standards must be applied
to bothl’’

Metzger Bruce, and others are able to make these claims because the plethora of
manuscriptallowstextual critics to discern where there has been erroransrrission
andwhether theareintentional or inadvertent. Furthermore, as Metzgers)ttere are
so many quotations of the New Testament documents inleikifeal church writings

that neany the entire New Testament cha constructed without any exit versions of

176 Metzger, Text of the New Testame8§.

77 Bruce, TheNew Testament Document®.
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the ancient biblical text’® Thus, when it is claimed that there are hundreds of thousands
of differences in the manuscript, most of these are easily recognizadagspellings

or accidental omissions that do not obstruct the abilitg¢onstruct the original text with
considerable confidendé’® In other words, the apologist can confidently assert that most
modern New Testament translations provide a reasonable reflection of the original

manuscripts

Internal Evidence

Internalevidence for thdistoricity of theGospels includes both their genre and
the use of eyewitness accounts. Other authenticating criteria include embarrassment and
internal coherence. The embarrassneem¢rion suggests that is hardly likely that those
who are seeking to falsify information would in the process embarrass themselves,
particularly when they have a vested interest.
In Fabricating JesusEvans commentsdnh i s cr i t er i @dsayingsi 6 Embar r
and actions are those that are known to reachtoatle ministry of Jesus, and therefore,

like it or not, they cannd®Inthecaselaht et ed fr om

178 Metzger, Text of the New Testame86.

17 For a specific response to those (such as Bart Enrman) who suggest the
existing differences in extant manuscripts make it impossible to arrive at the meaning of
the text, see fAiThe Origi nal Cdbgsts SORaEIt a ment Ha
That ttB€aRé&c over eBdckand Daniel B Wallace)kthronibg
Jesus: Exposing Popul ar Cul t yade ceaderQapg st t o LU
(Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 2007),-36.

180 Evans Fabricating Jesusloc. 56263.
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Gospels, it must be asked wilye Gospel writers embellished the story of Jesus in order
to establish him as worthy of worshapd yetleft embarrassing elements imettext hat
potentiallycouldweaken their own position as leaders in the church. For examipje
woul d Pet ertéhse rdepsrciimpdreds,06 i nfighting, the un|
later became a church leadéhe doubting of Thomas, or women as the first witnesses to
the resurrection (when the testimony of women was heavily disregdre@dintained
Or why, asks Evans, woul dbywldhetheBapmigt?e | s r ecor d
Perhaps thelassic examplefo fi e mb a traditios is thenbgplism of Jesus
(Mk 1:9-11 and parallels). What makesJe s 6 bapti sm esmbarrassin
baptism called for repentance of sins and yet, according to Christian teaching,
Jesus was sinless. So why would sinless JesusJghiofor baptism? Good
guestion. No Christian would make up this story. Its preservation in the Gospels
argues strongly that it is authentic material. The fact that it is preserved in the
Gospels and not deleted also shows that the writers of the Gosmitsevery
effort to tell the trutht8?
Internal coherence also speaks loudly to the historical reliability of a document.
In regards to this coherence, DartelBock, in the final chapteof Key Events in the Life
of the Historical Jesy¥? presents whzhe says is an inductive argument for the
historicity of the Gosmeles 0b 8Bsye dd eqpnrt ht tcenihre r fed

means that the el ements of the Gospel portr a

ways and through such a plethoraofi e mes t hat the coherence run

181 Evans Fabricating Jesusloc. 56366.

182 parrell L. Bock and Robert L. Webb, ed&y Events in the Life of the
Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of Context and Coheré@Gcand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 2010).
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ofthetex!t®¥ Thi s coherence, argues Bock, centers o
place in the center of it:

Jesudactivity centered in a call to Israel to come back to covenant faithfulness

and to recognize the arrival of a new era, the promised era of deliverance. His

actions supported thes&ims . . .

Jesus saw himself situat edantdipatedd he cent
being completely vindicated as the Son of
this understanding produced a coherent narrative for the early church, where he
and the promise became the inseparaidssage. . . Theypoint to a historical
depth within the early churchéssdaradition
eventsdoes not have the feel of elements added bit by bit over time. Rather, there
is a coherent core around which we get a solid glimpse of the aims of the
historical Jesu&*

With these word8ock argues that the depth at which a wide variety of events recorded
in Jesusd | ife coalesce coul dsuahdepthimev e happe
been invented. This coherenepart from any support for the historicity afyaparticular
eventof the Gospel accountspeaks loudly to the overalistoricity of the Gospel
record
The argument from internal coherence can also be mattmkingto the whole
of the New Testament and particulaityt h e wr i t i n g $ettecslikelyPpre-u | . Paul 6
date the Gospelget what they reveal of the life of Jesssonsistent with the Gospels.
F.F. Brucein The New Testament Documents: Are They Reliablaeffmarizes how
well the teaching of Paul coincides with the Gospels:
[ P a u Isties weeemot written to record the facts of the life and ministry of

Jesus; they were addressed to Christians, who already knew the gospel story. Yet
in them we can find sufficient material to construct an outline of the early

183Bock and WebpKey Eventsg25.
184 Bock andWebb,Key Eventsg850-52.
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apostolic preaching abodésus. While Paul insists on the divine-exéstence of
Jesusyet he knows thatle wasnone the less a real human being, a descendent of
Abraham and David; who lived under the Jewak; who was betrayed, and on

the night of His betrayal instituted aemorial meal of bread and wine; who
endured the Roman penalty of crucifixion, although the responsibility for His
death is laid at the door of the representatives of the Jewish nation; who was
buried, rose the third day, and was thereafter seen alive iy @yawitnesses on
various occasions, including one occasion on which He was so seen by over five

hundred at once, of whom the majority were alive nearly twikwntyyears

later18°

Bruce then | ater concludes: fdloanshort, th
trace it in the writings of Paul agrees with the outline which we find elsewhere in the
New Testament , a nd Thecohdremesfthe Gaspel aGoustgte | s . 0
other New Testament writisgf an earlier date weakens any claims that thepéls
were made to cohere with one another at some latebgdt®se seeking to establish and
justify a religious movementnsteadthe evidence suggests their coalescenbased on

actual historical events experienced, known, and propagated from earty date.

External Evidence

Authenticity is substantiated not only theinternal consistency of the witnesses
(in this casethe Gospels), but also by corroboration with evidence outside the accounts
in question. External corroboration for the Gospels is significant and includes language

artifacts, archaeological findings, and exbiblical historical accounts. In regards to

185Bruce The New Testament Documemg.

186 Bruce The New Testament Documems.
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language artifactspaong the most compelling are the personal names of characters
found in the Gospel€Extensive research has been done of the frequency of names in
firisttcentury Palestine and is predsugdnédtde i n an e
Eyewitnesse&’ Interestingly, similar frequency is found in the Gosaeld Acts. For
examplethe frequencyoffite t op t wo me-cebtsy Palestme, Simonrandf i r st
Joseph, is indicated at 15.6%, while the frequency of the same two names inghks Gos
and Acts is 18.2%®*The frequency of the top nine Pales
similar to what we find in the Gospels and Acts at 40.3%. What is particularly telling
explains Bauckhams thatthe frequency of names differed significantly amémeg
Jewi sh Diaspora, meaning that it is fAvery un
accretions t*% the traditions. o

The historicity of the Gospels cals@a be supported by archaeologsich is
explained in a chapter of Maflk R o b e @ah WaeTrust the Gospelséntitled,i Do e s
Archaeology Support the Reliability of the Gosfes | n t hRobertstescrbest e r
the findings of the synagogue in Capernaum, the Pilate Inscription, the cliff at El Kursi
(thesitewhereJesus sdardemons into pigs and the Pool of Siloam. Roberts provides

picture of each in a web article on the topic and adds a description of theobanes

187 BauckhamJesus and the Eyewitnessgs:92.
188 BauckhamJesus and the Eyewitnesses,72.

189 BauckhamJesus and the Eyewitnesses,
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crucified man andf a tribute penny’°’As Roberts notes, none of ¢tF

anything about Jesus, of courset Biwey all show that when the Gospels refer to places

and people, these pl altes and people really e
In establishing the historicity of the Gospelse must also consider what has

been recorded of the life of Jesus outside of the biblical red®rdse categorizes this

evidence into two categories: the early Jewish writings and the early Gentile writings. In

regards to the former category, Bruce focuses on evidence in the Talmud and in the

writings of the historianJosephud-e notes the Talmud s@aks of Jesus as a historical

figure, describehim as one who practiced magic (an admission to the miraculous acts he

performed), teBof his death,nansed i ve of hi s disciples who wer

name, and discuss] e s us & i n testroythedaw bubto add to'fJ @is ep hus 6

record is no less confirming as it speaks of John the Baptist, the family of the Herods,

OMarkD. Roberts, fADoes Archaeology Support
SectonA9 accessed January 8, 2014,
http://www.markdroberts.com/htmfiles/resources/gospelsreliable3.htm#oct2705

191 Roberts Can We Trust the GospelstB4.

192Bryce, 103.
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Augustus, Quirinius, Annas, Caiaphas, James the brother of Jesus, and the life and death
and resurrection of Jesus, allvatiich match up nicely with the Gospel accoufits.

Relative to early Gentile writings, Bruce notes the works of both Christian and
nonChristian writersincluding Mara BaiSerapion, Tacitus, Pliny the Younger, Justin
Martyr and Tertullian. The latter tweven refer their readers to other historical writers to
confirm what they wrote of Chridt? Based on this early exttziblical evidence, Bruce
concludes:

Whatever else may be thought of the evidence from early Jewish and Gentile

writers. . .it does at least establish, for those who refuse the witness of Christian
writings, the historical character of Jesus Himself. Some writers may toyheith

f an c yChasfiannay toh 6, but they do not do so on
evidence. The histaity of Christ isasaxiomatic for an unbiased historian as the
historicity of Julius Caesar . -mytt hibs not h
theoriest®®

Thus, when considering extraiblical writings alongside archaeology and language

artifacts areasonablease can be made that the Gospel accauatsstorical in nature.

193Bruce, 10515. Much controversy has surrounded the writings of Josephus
particularly when they speak of Jesus as the Christ and as one who rose from the dead.
This controversy isated by Bruce, butashestates, t seems wunl i kely that
wasnotaChrisin should use the expressions [about
resurrection]. . . . Yet there is nothing to say against the passage on the ground of textual
criticism; the manuscript evidence is as unanimous and ample as it is for anything in
J o s e p huk. &orfurther discdssionontheautnei ci ty of Josephusd w
Jesus, see AndreB#stenbergerl,.. ScottKellum andCharlesL. Quarles,TheCradle,
the Cross,andthe Crown: An Introductionto the NewTestamen{Nashville, TN: B&H
Academic, 2009)loc. 32933355 Kindle.

194Bruce, 11819. Sealso J. Warner Wallac€old Case ChristianityColorado
Springs, CO: David C. Cook), 1981.

195 Bruce The New Testament Documerita3.
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Alleged Contradictions

Objections to the historityi of the Gospels often inclu@gdleged contradictions.
Thus, it is important for the apologist to be prepared to addresscbeserns. The claim
of contradiction has to do with various elements of the Godpeladingtheology
chrorology, omissions, paraphrasesmposites, and variations in names and numbers.
Each of these 1 s adThe listodcal Rehbiliylofithe GaspeB|l o mber g 6
First, in regards to suggested conflicting theology, Blomberg notes that
considering the New Testamdrds been the most scrutinized
piece of literature in the history of the world, it is not surprising to discover that
virtually every passage in the Gospels has been seen as conflicting with some
other passage by someone or other at some time in higtory.
However, throughout history the vast majority of the readers of at least the Synoptic
Gospels have recognized their great Enity and not their differences, so much so that
mosthave not felt that any theological differences were notewdfthy.
Second, relative to chronological differences between the Gospels (i.e., some of
the events are placed in different orders inGlospes$), Blomberg notes that such

contradictory claims are unwarranted for two reasons: (1) the Gospel writers frequently

arrange passages in topical or themattier:°® and (2) the wording of the Gospelseso

196 Blomberg Reliability of the Gospeld.52.
197 Blomberg Reliability ofthe Gospels15253.

198 Blomberg,Reliability of the Gospe)<.68.
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not necessitate that event®k place in theame ordethey are presenteéd® In regards

to thelatterpoint, Roberts writes,
thef i rst readers of the Gospels wouldnot h
and John to narrate all of the events in the precise order in which they happened.
That 0s hgwitwas doneoirt those days. So if we come along and insist that,
in order to be reliable, the Gospels must get everything in the precise
chronological order, web6re demanding some
inconsistent with the intentionsdfe evangel i sts. Wedre askin
something that they are ndf.
Third, in regards to omissions, paraphrases, and composite speeches, Blomberg
does not believe that this should be a problem, as editing has always been a part of the
recordingprocess and most certainly in the ancigatld. To demand that ancient
historians record evgrevent without any abridgements t o fij udge t hem by
standards of precision that-oon e i n a nt i 2% Thust Blombeegaqateis thee d . 0

following regarding the paraphrasing of speeches, something which evidently occurred in

the Gospels:

199 Blomberg,Reliability of the Gospel46971.

200 Roberts Can We Trust the Gospels0 4. Robertso6 concl usi on
with Papias6 recollection of the Apostl e Joh
interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately, though not in order, whatsoever he
remembered of the things said or done by Christ. Foehbkear heard the Lord nor
followed him, but afterward, as | said, he followed Peter, who adapted his teaching to the
needs of his hearers, but with no intention
discourses, so that Mark committed no error whdéhus wrote some things as he
remembered them. For he was careful of one thing, not to omit any of the things which he

had heard, and not t o s tEzdesgastralfistoogf39.14hem f al s
17.

201 Blomberg Reliability of the Gospe|477.
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modernconcerns for accurate quotation make many uneasy with certain examples
of free paraphrases of othersé speeches.
such qualms. Gré&eand Hebrew had no symbols for quotations marks, and a
historian or biographer referring to what othsaid did not necessarily try to cite
their exact wording. So long as what was written remained faithful to the meaning
of the original utterance, autteowere free to phrase reports however they liked,
and no one would accuse them of misquoting their sources or producing
unreliable narrative$’?
Fourth, Blomberg addresses specific concerns related to variations in personal
names and places as well degéd historical errors regarding the death of Judas, the
reference to Abiathar in Mark 2:26, the murder of Zechariah mentioned in Matthew
23: 35, and the date of Quiriniusd governorsh
and Bl omb e r gdusongpcanog e addressad bese, but suffimesaythat

for the apologistthere are reasonable solutidoseach of the legitimate concerns critics

have regarding the historicity of specific people, places, or events.

202 Blomberg Reliability of the Gospeld57.
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The Ot her nGDheepiyViewo and t he

In recent years, it has been increasingly suggested both in popularfiios
more scholarlywork*t hat t her e a?whicbdrehequally Rgitimatep e | s 0
expressions of early Christianity when compared to the Synoptic Gospelsramd J
These other gospelis,is said were crowded out by early power brokers and labeled
heretical in an act of hegemarhis argument was first forwarded by Walter B&tfdn
the early 197006s and | ater gathered strength
Hammadi documents, which included early Gnostic writings with supposed stories and
sayings of Christ. Elaine Pagels éat Ehrman, along with others, take theseingi

as evidence that there was a diversiithin early Christianityand that the New

203 For exampleDan Brown,The Da Vinci Code: A NovéNew York NY:
Doubleday, 2003).

204 For exampleElaine PagelsBeyond Belief: The Secret Gospel of Thomas
(New York, NY: Random House, 2003art D.Ehrman Lost Christianities: The Battles
for Scripture and the Faiths We Never Kn@ew York, NY: Oxford University Press,
2005) Bart D. EhrmanThe Orthodox Corruption of Scripture: The Effect of Early
Christological Controversies on the Text of the N@mstamentupdated ed. (New York
NY: Oxford University Press, 2011).

25The other fgospelso or fearly Christian
Gospel of Thomas, the Apocryphon of James, the Gospel of Philip, the Gospel of Truth,
the Gospel of Petethe Gospel of Judas, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Gospel of
Mary.

206 See Walter Bauefrthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianig® ed., ed
Robert A. Kraft and Gerhard Krodel (1971; repr., Mifflintown, PA: Sigler Press, 1996).
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Testament Gospels have no more legitimate claim to true orthodoxgriaf the other
gospels.
Strongresponssgto the diversity argumentan be found iThe Heresyf
Orthodoxy: How Contemporary Cultureds Fascin
Understanding of Early Christianityy Andreas Kostenberger and Michael Kryg€ér
E v a nFabdicatingJesusa nd Bo c k &ethanind Jasaséhé sesponse to the
diversity view is generally along the following lines: (1) the date of the biblical Gospels
as well as the remainder of the New Testanmetcedes that of the other writingf§ (2)
there is evidence that the early church was committed to a defined Chystenyiearly
on and did not manufacture orthodoxy to force unity in the face of many #&¢@;the
book of Acts which is the earliest record of the earlychyiitlpr esent s a consi st
picture of the church as a group of belisverho were primarily aacernedhot with
fashioning avariety of Christian teachings with corflicting doctrinal perspectivesut
with propagating a message that did not originate with jifé¢4) thechurch Fathers

taught that the theology of tlkanonical Gospelwas rootedn Old Testament theology

207 Andreas J. Kostebergerand Michael J. Krugeilhe Heresy of Orthodoxy:
How Contemporary Cultureds Fascination with
Understanding of Early Christianitf¢Vheaton, IL: Crossway, 2010).

208Bock and Wallace, 11217; Sealso thediscussion onhedating of the
alternative gospels throughout chapthreeandfour of Evans Fabricating Jesus

209 K gstenberger and Krugaderesy of Orthodoxyb4.

210K pstenberger and Krugdderesy of Orthodoxy75.
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whereas thetherwritings seek to divorce the gospel from its Old Testament rd6(s)
most of the other writings have a clear Gnostic flavor consistent with second century
Gnosticism, contain idsaand language foreign to firséntury Jewish Palestine, and
generally lack historical credentaklative to the events they presétft(6) confessions
and hymns are found the epistles which predate the<$pelsall of which are in line
with orthodoxy?*3and (7) the canonization gress was not the creation of authoritative
documents but the recognition of that which had been recognized as authoritative from
the beginningandfurthermore, this canonization process began at a very early'tlate.
One of the most important complaintstioé diversity argument forwarded by
Kdstenberger and Kruger is that it is presented as generaHfalsiireble. That is, if the
New Testament is held to be unified and other early writings also support early
orthodoxy, this is proof that winners suppexsshe voices of others. If, however, the
New Testament exhibits diversity and other early writings indicate the same, then this is
taken as support of the diversity argum@&ptn other words, the diversity argument as it

is presented is nefalsifiable and, thus, on that note alos@ questionable hypothesis.

211 Kpstenberger and Krugaderesy of Orthodoxyb5-57

212K pstenberger and Krugateresy of Orthodoxy63-69; EvansFabricating
Jesusloc. 75779, 831900; Bock and Wallace, 128.

213K pstenberger and Krugaderesy of Orthodoxy7 7-80.
214 K pstenberger and Krugareresy of Orthodoxyl 27-49.
215K ostenberger anKruger, Heresy of Orthodoxy71.
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In light of it shortomings and iteon-falsifiability, one might ask why the
diversity viewcommands the populateagure that it presently enjoyKostenberger and
Kruger provide a reasonable answer and one witich the apologist must contend:

|l ndeed, it is contemporary culturebds fasc
driven the way in which our understanding e$us and early Christianity had

been reshaped. If it can be shown that early Christianity was not as unified as

commonly supposed, and if it can be suggested that the eventual rise of Christian
orthodoxy was in fact the result of a conspiracy or a povady gy the ruling,

political, cultural, or ecclesiastical elite, this contributes to undermining the notion

of religious truth itself and paves the way for the celebration of diversity as the

only Atrutho that 1 s |dedivérstybdconsthelasus t he t
remaining orthodoxy, and orthodoxy becaheresy, because it violates the new

orthodoxy: the gospel of diversity®

The Problem of Miracles in the Gospels

For many, the greatest hurdle to accepting the Gospel accounts as histthneal is
inclusion of countless miracles and exorcisms throughout the text. While it may be
possible to discount some of theraules as simply the result opaychosomatic event,
the multitude and magnitude of miraclaghe Gospelpresents a particulargslem for
those who doubt the place of supernatural intervention in reliable historical accounts.

Withouta doubt the most complete walldressing the problem of miracles is
Craig S. <¥dueeMracies The @redibility of the New Testament

Accont?’The primary thrust of Keeneros book #dis

216 Kgstenberger and Krugareresy of Orthodoxy234.

217 Craig S. Keenemliracles: The Credibility of the New Testament Accounts
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011).
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reports, whatever th2aoldaisméosnadatrial d&xpl ama
consideration of potentially supranatural explanations as a legitimate explanatory
o p t i?dImregards to the first thrust, Keener devotes nearly three hundred pages to
referencing eyewitness accounts of miracles throughout history and across cultures.
These miracle accounts areiwdocumented and generally involve a multiplicity of
attestation thaf provided for other nommiraculous events would be readily received as
providing strong evidence of historicity. Thus, as Keener explains, it takes special and
unwarranted pleading to discount them out of hand:

Without a special burden of proof againstacle claims, they can be evaluated

on a cas#y-case basis by normal laws of evidence like any other claims. To

reject all eyewitness claims in support of miracles (when we would accept in

court eyewitness claims of similar quality for other eventspbimresupposes

against miracles from the start, rigging the debate so as to exclude in advance any

supportive testimony as reflecting misunderstanding or decefstion.

Of particular concern to Keener is that the presupposition against miracles and the
diminishment of eyewitness testimony smacks of Western ethnocentricity:

Regardless of the explanation given, hundreds of millions of people around the

world sincerely believe that suprahuman forces are at work or that miraculous

healings occur. Indeed, thosdavdeny such forces (however defined) are clearly

a minority of the worldoés popul ation. Whe

charitable nor plausible to simply dismiss the existence of sincere claims,

however one choos#o explain them. By analogy,is plausible that many
ancient claimants also sincerely believed that they reported such phenomena

218 Keener Miracles, 107.
219K eenerMiracles, 107.

220K eenerMiracles, 213.
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accurately, rather than that they were inventing them for purposes of
propagandd?!

Keenerdos | atter point is of hegiaciudgonaful ar | mpor
miracles in the Gospels is clear evidence that they were not written to record history but
ratherwere fabricated to propagdtgth in a miracleworking and divine Messiah.

Considering, however, the association of miracles withmeasiait figures such as

Paul or with other eschatological prophets such as Eéglwvell as the lack of miracles

associated with many venerated figures of antiquity, there was little reason for the Gospel
writers to craft st onotaetsalypérforhthetPsd miracl es
Therefore, automatically dismissihngh e Gospel accouassometling Jesusao
lesstharhi st or i cal phenomena is no |l ess reflect.i
Western antisupernaturali$fithan the oubf-hand dismssal of miracle accounts in the

modern world.

221 Keener Miracles, 222.

222 Keener Miracles, 24,27.

~

223\Western antisupernaturalisms a fimowo and fi mpteeflectaa| i st i c o
a small minority position in the worldods cul
the pespective held by others. Along thdsees Keener comment8§, We st er n schol ar
may readily dispute the explanations for such phenomena, which may vary from one
claim to another, but when some scholars deny that such phenomena ever belong to the
eyewitness level of historical sources, they are not reckoning wigothi@ reality of a
sizeabl e proportion of the worl dbds popul atio
culturally different people will be compelled by what they badio be their own
experience othat of others close to them to dismiss such schofaeshan experientially
narrow cul tur al Miracles2l3.al i sm. 0 Keener,
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If one is to accept as historical the eyewitness accounts of miracles either in the
modern age or in antiquity, one is still left with explaining these phenomena. In other
words, it is possible to accept thetimony that one has properly recounted an unusual
phenomena, sticas an alleged healing, question the attribution of the phenomena to
divine intervention as opposed to psychosomatic influence or coincidence. Keener does
not disagree and thinks thatratle claims should be examined on a dagease basis,
but sees no reason to exclude divinakaition altogether outside of amgrounded, pre
commitment to traditional Enlightenment prejudice:

A merely intuitive rejection of supernatural claims thests not so much on an

argument intelligible in our own cultural setting but on an older academic

traditiond even though tradition is usually regarded as a nonemperical and

nonrational foundation for epistemology. Contemporary approaches lack

necessary grawds for a priori rejecting potéial supernatural explanations. . . .

An inflexible prejudice against the possibility of supranatural activity is no more

neutral than a priori commitment to that possibilitys.

A second valuable resource regardinggheblem of miracles ith Defense of
Miracles: A Comprehensi ve.?EdtedbyRfDpuglasGodds Act
Geivett and Gary Habermas, this book is not specifically aimed at supporting the
historicity of tre miracles in the New Testamdnit mor e general ly, Godods

human history from its inception to today. Here we find Richard Purtill defimeacles

as fian event in which God temporarily makes

224 Keener Miracles, 207.

225R. DouglasGeivettand Gary R. Habermas, eds. Defense of Miracles: A
Comprehensive Case f (Down&8oGroves IL:A@Vaisityn 1 n Hi st o
Press1997).
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to show God i s actaowsfgrbath tts® predictatdlity dfedturan i t i on al
laws as well as the unexpected exceptions to those laws by divine action. This may
appear to be aad hocdefinition developed to allow room for miracles, but it certainly is
no more than the netheist®ad hocre qui r ement @At hat nature funct
fash?Burdbher more, Purtillos allowance for bo
seem to explain more than natural law alone. As Ce®is noted in his booliracles
Theology says to you in effeéd, Ad mi t God and with Him the
miracles, and | in return will ratify your faith in uniformity as regards the
over whel ming majority of events. o0 The phi
uniformity absolute is also the philosophy which offers yolidsgrounds for
believing it to be general, to laémostabsolute. The Being who threatens
Natureds cl ai m mobkeroimeravfubdcasioose . Tleon f i r
alternative is really much worse. Try to make Nature absolute and you find that
her unformity is not even probable. By ctaing too much, you get nothing. . . .
Theology offers you a working arrangement, which leaves the scientist free to
continue his experiments and the Christian to continue his prayers.
In other words, while someonsider science as haviagcluded the possibility of
miracles (and thus the possibility that any account of miracles in the New Testament or
otherwise could be historical), Lewis sees the possilafitpiracles as inextricably tied
to the possibility okcience; both require the existence of an omnipotent God.
L e w cosmafusion may be more than ntireists are willing to accept, but they

should at | east be wi-bdgding gciehcef-thegaxmygmi ze t he

suggestion that if science caneaplain something it will certainlgio so one dayThis

226Ri chard L. Purtil linDefénBesofMiraciesilg Mi r acl es, (

221 C, S. LewisMiracles How God Intervenes in Nature and Human Affairs
(1947; repr., New YorkNY: Macmillan, 1978), 106.
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kind of thinking is precisely what &. Moreland seeks to expose in his contributiolmto
Defenseof Miracles ent i tl ed ASci ence, Mi racl es, Agenc
Gaps: o0
Some claim that @ can never conclude that an event is a miracle because science
may find a natural cause for the event in the future and this principle (that science
ought only to search for natural causes) is the very foundation of scientific
advance. . .l think thatthis position is a questidnegging, sciencef-the gaps
argument to the effect that since natural causes have been found for a number of
phenomena, then natural cause will be found for all of them. | see no reason,
however, to accept this argument andatigude toward miracles that it
exemplifies. If we have good theological, philosophical or scientific grounds for
suspecting that some phenomenon is the result of a primary causal act of God
(theistic scientists do not appeal to primary causes-illy), then | do not see
why we cannot do research in light of thnviction?2®
While Moreland confronts scientific naturalism, Norman Geisler confronts the
more general modern mindset in his contributiomtBefense of Miracledn particular,
Geislerount ers David Humeds argument against th
Humeargle s t hat b e c a u.preportipas hizwheketto theavidens®®the
evidence that indicategature follows laws should always outweigh the evidence that a
law might have been broken in a particular acence. Thus, even if a miradi@s taken
pl ace, it should never be reasonably believe

On these [ Humeds] grmotbaliayestheaicekshowthrep| ayer s
sixes on thdirst roll, since the odds against it are 216 to 1. Or, we should never

2823, P. Moreland, fASThemnrcy, and atche sGo dgefi
in In Defense of Miracled45-46.

2Nor man L. Geisler, fAMirmbdéfemszmofand t he Mo
Miracles, 79. Cited from David Hume&n Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding
3d ed., rev. P.H. Nidditch (Oxfor@€larendon, 1975), Section X, part 1, see chap. 1, pp.
30-33.
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believe we have been dealt a perfect bridge hand (though this has happened) since
the odds are against it aré&35,013,559,600 to 1! What Hume seems to overlook
is that wise peopledse their beliefs on facts, not simply on odds. Sometimes the
Aoddso against an event are high (based o
the event is otherwise very good (based on current observation or reliable
testimony)23°
Undoubtedlythe mirat es t hat Jesus performed were fiaga
naturalistic perspective, but this is precisely why the Gospel writers chose to include
them. They were not written to puff up the identity of Jesus, but rather to provide
eyewitness evidence of higigue nature.
Another important perspective when considering the problem of miracles is that
of Craig Evans. Ifrabricating JesusEvans dedicatesachapted e sus & mi racl es a
explains howtheywere part and parcel to his message. To strip the Gasgdels J e s u s 6
miracles is to strip avaboytthe kingdorcaof &qaibis s of Jes
is significant because thereageneral consensus among New Testament scholars of
many il k that the main thrust atfEvadsesus 6 t eac
guestions is whether one can maintain such a position and deny the historicity of the
miracles:
Everyone agrees that the essence of Jesus
rule) of God. What is not always clear, however, is that in the thinkidgsafs
the onset of the kingdom of God means the collapse of the kingdom of Satan. And
the collapse of the kingdom (or rule) of Satan is seen in the exorcisms and
healings. The exorcisms and healings cannot be ignored or discounted if we are to

understandullythes gni f i cance a bhadpriogamationtthatehe J es us 06
rule of God has indeed arrived, and that it is the time to repent and emBface it.

20Gei sl er, AMiracles and Modern Mind, o 79.
231 Evans Fabricating Jesusloc. 167882.
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To support his claim about miracles and kingdom teaching, Evans points to passages such
asMatthew 101-8, Mark 3:2327,6:7, and Luke 6:1219, 91-6 and 11:20. In each case

Jesus indicates that teaching of kinegdom and miracles go hamthand. Thus, those

who seek to maintain the message of Jesus and not the historicity of miracles in the
Gospelssed to parse the text where it was clgarot intended to be parsed.

As stated earlier, it can be said thatosm-Christian is not unreasonable to be
concerned about the historicity of the Gospels. Christians claim that Christ is worthy of
worship and a#égiance precisely because revealedimself as God in history. If it can
be reasonably asserted and evidenced that the Gospel accounts do not reflect accurate or
consistent historical accounts, th@hristianity can be readily dismissed. The Christian
apologist,as evidenced by the review of literature provided Hegisa good defense
relative to the historicity of the @pe$ which include arguments related to the genre of
the Gospels, the input of eyewitnesgheoral and textual transmission of tharratives,
andevidence from within Gospels as well as from exiitaical sources. In addition, the

apologist has reasonable amsg/for alleged contradictiomsd the problem of miracles.

The Historicity of the Resurrection

The resurrection of Jesasntirues to be a topic of interest amdmgth Christians
and norChristians and much has been written about its historicity over the last forty
years. Gary Habermas has compiled a bibliography of some 3,400 scholarly journal

articles and books written in French, German, or English about theeeson since
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1975232While there are plenty of chaptlemgth treatment&3it is the larger works of
four leaders in the discussion of the bodily resurrection of @GhHstbermas, Michael

Licona, William Lane Craig, and N.. Wrightd that are reviewed here.
Gary HabermasrFhe Risen Jesus & Future Hope

Gary Habermas is Distinguished Research Professor at Liberty Baptist
Theological Seminary and Graduate School. He completed his doctoral thesis on the
resurrectio® and has subsequently written numerous b@wkkarticles on the
resurrectionincludingThe Resurrection of Jesus: An Apologétie twevolume series

The Resurrection; Resurrected? An Atheist & Theist Dial¢gite Anthony Flew);The

232 Michael R. LiconaThe Resurrection of Jesus: A New Historiographical

Approach(Downers Grove, IL: InterMas i ty Press, 2010), 19. See
that reports on a large portion of these published materials: Gary R. Habermas,
AExperiences of the Risen Jesus: The Foundat

Procl amati on o fDialbghfebuRa sf Thealogywstno. @ (Fall006):
28897.

233 For example, see resurrection related chapteBeakwith, Craig, and
Moreland, eds.To Everyme A Answer;Copan and Craig, ed€pome Let Us Reaspn
Copan and Craig, ed®assionate Convictigreisler and MeisteReasons for Faith
House and JowerReasons for Our HopandDarrell L. Bock and Robert L. Webb,
eds, Key Events in the Life of the Historical Jesus: A Collaborative Exploration of
Context and CoherencReprint ed. (Grand Rapids,IMEerdmans, 2010).

2*Gary Robert Habermas. @dAThe Resurrection

Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1976), electronic version available at
http://www.garyhabermas.com/books/ dissertation/habermas_dissertation_1976.pdf.
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Case for the Resurrection of Jegusth Licona); andThe Risa Jesus & Future Hop&®
The lattei s H a bneost ,reeseramination of the resurrection and is discussed
below.
Gary Habermasisknownor hi s A mi ni maptesetedaTthes 0 appr oa
Risen Jesus & Future HopRather than argue over all possisieands of evidence for
the resurrection, Habermas begins his ar gume
resurrection which he says are generally agreed upon by scholars ofzavety of
religious persuasions. He presents them as follows:
1. Jesus diedypRoman crucifixion.
2. He was buried, most likely in a private tomb.

3. Soon afterward, the disciples were discouraged, bereaved, and despondent,
having lost hope.

4. Jesuso6 tomb was found empty very soon a

5. The disciples had experiences tlejieved were actual appearances of the
risen Jesus.

6. Due to these experiences, the disciples
they were evewilling to die for what they had seen.

7. The proclamation of the resurrection took place very early, at the legioh
church history.

235 Gary R. Habermagd,he Resurrection of Jesus: An Apologétianham, MD:
University Press of America, 1984); GaryHabermasThe ResurrectionHeart of the
Christian Life(Joplin, MO: College Press, 2000); GaryHtabermasThe Resurrection:
Heart of New Testament Doctrindoplin, MO: College Press, 2000); Gary R. Habermas
and Antony GN. Flew,Resurrected? An Atheist and Theist Dialogeet John
Ankerberg (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2005); Gary R. Habermas
and Michael R. Liconal'he Case for the Resurrection of Jebrsand Rapids, MI:

Kregel Publications, 2004); Gary R. HaberniEse Risen Jesus and Future
Hope(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2003).

193



8 The disciplesd public testimony and pre
the city of Jerusalem, where Jesus had been crucified and buried shortly
before.

9. The Gospel message centered on the death and resurrection of Jesus.

10. Sunday, the day of the resurrection, became the primary day for gathering and
worshipping.

11.James, the brother of Jesus and a former skeydEconverted whelme saw
the risen Jesus.

12.Just a few years later, Saul of Tarsus (Paul) became a Christian believer du
an experience he believed was an appearance of the rised*esus.

To minimize possible criticism by skeptics, Habermas furthettiet down the facts to

thesix most attestehumbers 1, 5, 6, 7, 11, li&ted above), and believes that from

these sixa strong case can be built for the historicity of the resurrection. He claims

naturalistic theoriethatforward some sort of hallucination on the part of the early

disciples cannot account for the minimal fakts.provides an excellent catalogue of

rea®ns to debunk the hallucination hypothessludingthe fact thahallucinations are

subjective experigces emanating from individuals not groups; J esus o6 f ol | ower s
hallucinated, his body could have easily been produced as cewidence of bodyl

resurrectionthere is no evidence that PaulJamesverein a frame of mind conducive

to hallucinating the risen Chrjsind theNew Testament record delineates between

visionsandJesud rest®rrecti on.

236 HabermasThe Riserdesus 9-10.
23" HabermasThe Riserdesus10-12.
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For Habermas a historical resurrection of Christ is the best explanation of the
minimal facts, but he recognizes tlia¢ resurrection requires a theistic worldview if it is
to be interpreted as a divine act. This being the case, Habermas presentarglmeht
for theism using an epistemic argument,kalamcosmological argument, design
arguments, and evidence from near death experiences. These arguments ground the
reasonableness of theism, which in turn allows theism to provide the framework for
undestanding the resurrection as a divine act and not an inexplicable anomaly.

Most books defending the resurrection are centered on an evaluation of the
evidence with perhaps some discussion of the necessary supporting worldview. But these
elements only takap the opening two chapters DieRisen Jesus & Future Hope.

Instead of stopping at this pojitabermas continudsy explaining that the ramifications

of the resurrection are so profound that they ought to make the unbeliever consider the
resurrectionlf the resurrection is true, Habesmclaims ishould change the way we live

and think. It should keep us from fearing death, it should allow us to handle suffering

better and it should cause us to come under the authority of Scripture (sidce s u s 0

teading was validatetdy the resurrection and hecognized the Scriptures as

authoritative). Why should peopéwenbe interested in looking at evidence for the
resurrection of Jesus? Habermasd answer woul

direction inlife.

Michael Licona:The Resurrection of Jesus

Michael Licona is currently Associate Professor at Houston Baptist University.
Hecompletehi s under gr adwoktatdibeatynlbhiversizy svheeehe s
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became familiar with thetudiesof Gary Haberras. Later he earned his Ph.D. at the
University of Pretoria and his doctoral dissertation was published under théhatle
Resurrection of Jesus: A New Historiographical ApproZ&mhe subtitle is indicative of
Liconaodos effort t oprefessaonal his@riah ds eppasectod e nce as
biblical studies expert or theologian.

Prior to examining any historical evidence, Licdamiliarizes higeaders with
issues related to the philosophy of history (such as the nature of knowledge), managing
theimpactof o ne s 0 hstoridalonvestigatias aml historical methods. He

suggests that while the historian is certainly subject to perspectival limitations, these

Il imitations can be mitigated by bgedngti ng fort

oneds ideas to unsympathetic experts, being

A

detaching onebds self from briocacsko amnd wvelsitcaho |
hypothess are made. Licona also believes that when considering evidence, it itaimhipo
for the historian to take the stance of methodical neutrality as opposed to methodical
credulity or skepticism. This means the ev
examination and a burden of proof is needed to move the historian awaypé&om t
agnostic position. Licona is careful to follow these guidelines as he lays forth his case for
the resurrection.

For manycconsideration of the bodily resurrection of Christ is necessarily

inappropriate because of thgriori rejecton of supernaturahtervention. In response,

238 | icona, The Resurrection of Jesus
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Licona argues thaxcluding divine miracless not within the bounds of goodskory as
it arbitrarily eliminates certain possible conclusions. He likens the detection of a miracle
as similar to recognizing that something is grodwt of an intelligent designer.
We may recognize that an event is a miracle when the event is (1) extremely
unlikely to have occurred given the circumstances and/or natural law and (2)
occurs in an environment or context charged with religiousfsignce. In other
words, the event occurs in a context where we might exmpdto act?3°
Thus, we would not consider someoneds heal in
miracle, but we may consider the immediate absence of a terminal diseapeagttera
miracle.
It is only after his preliminary discussion on historiography and the acceptability
of the miraculous that Licona sets forth the historical evidence. This includes New
Testament literature, ne@hristian sources (such as Josephus, Pding, Tacitus),
apostolic fathers, and other roanonical literature. He rates each source as to the
likelihood of providing trustworthy independent testimony from unlikely to highly
probable, while declaring the evidence of some sources as indeterminatestpful in
relationship to the resurrection. Based on the evidence available from these sources,
Licona identifies three strongly attested f a
sound resurrection hypothesis: the crucifixion of Jesus, the amoeaof the risen Jesus

to the disciplesand the conversion of Paul. These fewer than the minimal facts

identified by Habermas ihe Risen Jesus & Future Hogedeven the five minimal

239 icona The Resurrection of Jesuks3.
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facts that Licona promoted with Habermag hre Case for the Reasaction of Jesus

largely because Licona seeks to build his case only on the most verifiable of facts.
With thesethree bedrock facts in hand, Liconathexamines the varied

hypothese forwarded by skeptics to explain these facts. This includes the views of Geza

Vermes, Michael Goulder, Gerd Liudemann, John Dominic Crossan, and Peter F. Craffet,

many of whom suggest some mix of psydazial reasons for the resurrection

appearances artkde conversion of Paul. For each hypothesis, Licona considers

explanatory scope, explanatory power, plausibility, ad hoc nature, and ability to illumine

other experiences. All are found wanting in at least three of these categories. As the

historical resutection hypothesis does not suffer such failingspna concludes,
JesusoO0O resurrection from the dead is the
historical bedrock. Since it fulfills all five of the criteria for best explanation and
outdistances gupeting hypothesis by a significant margin in their ability to fulfill
the same criteria, the historian i s warra
event that occurred in the pa&t.

This conclusion is significant relative to others that have ewriith defense of the

resurrection because of Liconads very pointe

criteria derived from sound historiography.

240 icona, The Resurrection of Jes&l0.
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GaryHabermas &8MichaelLicona: The Case for the Resurrection

Gary Habermas and Michael Licona marshalesir efforts to writéThe Case for
the Resurrectiod*! There is not much that is offeredTihe Case for the Resurrection
that is not found in the other two books, but it is worth mentioning if for no other reason
thanthe fact thatt is authored by twofahe leading defenders of the historicity of the
resurrection and was written with the | ay pe
facts approach but reduce the number of facts to &mlaling the evidence for tieenpty
tomb. The historicity of the epty tomb is not as widely helas the other facts, so they
do nd make their argument dependent on it, thetydo think it should not be
overlooked. After providing the evidence that supptite minimal facts, Habermas and
Licona consider each of the majcounterarguments from legend to fraud to apparent
death to psychological phenomenon. While not adding anything particularly novel when
compared with their other works, this book nieeythe best in terms of providing the
uninitiated with an orderly andasyto-understand volume in support of a historical and

bodily resurrection of Jesus.

William Lane Craig:The Son Rises

As mentioned previously, William Lane Craig complelesifirst Ph.D. at the

University of Birmingham, England and focused his studirethekalamcosmological

241 Habermas and LiconZhe Case for the Resurrection of Jesus
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argument. Soon thereafter, Craig pursued a second doctorate under the supervision of
Wolfhart Pannenburg at the University of Munich, &eetompleted his dissertation on
the resurrectioriThe Son RiseJhe Historical Evidencéor the Resurrection of Jesd$
was published prior to the completion of his dissertation and is a more accessible version
of his doctoral research. In 2002 Craig also completed a more exhaustive work on the
resurrection entitledssessing the New TestamEwitdence for the Historicity of the
Resurrection of Jesi#43 These academic and literary pursuits have allowed Craig to be
part of a number of public debates on the resurrection with the likes of Bart Edshan,
Dominic CrossanGerd Ludemann, and Walt8imnottArmstrong, among othefé?

Craig beginsThe Son Risesmilarly to the manner in which he begins his more
popular multitopic books Reasonable FaitandOn Guard by discussing the
importance of considering the historicity of the resurrectiolifeAvithout hope after
death is a life without meaning, purports Craig:

We have a very peculiar circumstance that allows us to determine now the truth of

the biblical doctrine of resurrection, namely the biblical conviction that a man has
been raised fim the dead by God in advance as the basis and pattern for our

242\Villiam Lane Craig,The Son Rises: Historical Evidence for theResction
of Jesug1981; repr., Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2000).

28 William Lane CraigAssessing the New Testament Evidence for the Historicity
of the Resurrection of Jes(lsewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 1989).

244 See William Lane Craiglhe Best ofVilliam Lane Craig: Debate Collection,
Volumes 12, DVD-ROM (La Mirada, CA: Biola University); William Lane Craig and
Walter SinnottArmstrong,God? A Debate between a Christian and an Ath{aistv
York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2004); William Lane @aWill the Real Jesus
Please Stand Up? A Debate between William Lane Craig and John Dominic Credsan
Paul Copan (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1999).
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future resurrection. . . . Thus, the histotycof the resurrection of Jesus becomes
of paranount importance to modern m&Hs.

With this perspective as his impetus, Craig quickly dismisses thutelated theoriés

the conspiracy theory, the apparent death theory, and the wrong tomi®tineos of
which garners contemporary support among scholars. He then turns the bulk of his
attention to providing a positive case for the resurrectiorcandteing theories that in
someform or fashion posit the resurrection accounts as legendary and fictional.

Craigbs foundational facts are the empty
death, and the early churchoésCralgplacesef i n t he
significant weight on the fact of the empty tomb, and does so in large part by examining
why theNew Testament documents can be trusted as to resurrection testimony. If the
tomb was indeed emptthe question is why? Craig concludes thatrdsairrection
account ismuch more plausible than that the badgs stolen.

With regards to the appearances after Jes
ofPAul 6s t est i moospel aaceuntsvand duggests thardwas iradequate
time for legends to arise. Further, with the reported witnesses still alive, the accrual of
legend would have been difficult. The suggestion that the appearances were mere visions
or hallucinations is not supported as the accounts clearly speak of bodily, physical
appearance. While it is possible to say that the disciples were distressed by the loss of

their leader, they had no expectation that he would returalaotithemwould have

245 Craig, The Son Riseg1-22.
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needed to experience the same psychologiadlyiced vision at the same time, a
phenomenon which is unprecedented.
The church has long believed that the resurrection is a fact of history, and the
evidence is that this belief was in place at the time oiiteng of theNew Testament
But Craig wonders where thelief in presentlaybodily resurrection could have arisen
if not based on the historical event of Christ. It could not have come from the Jews, for
even those who did believe in bodily resurrection believed that it occurred at the end of
the world and involved the entire @t of Israe) not just an individual. In support of this
stance, Craig quotes German New Testament s¢lolachim Jeremias:
Ancient Judaism did not know of an anticipated resurrection as an event of
history. Nowhere does one find in the literature amgltomparable to the
resurrection of Jesus. Certainly resurrections of the dead were known, but these
always concerned resuscitations, the return to earthly life. In no place in the late
Judaic literature does it concern a resurrediidn §glory] as areven of
history 246
Without the support of Jewish teaching, and certainly withibvetsupport of the Roman
worldview, Craig concludes that no viable explanation for the origin of belief in the
resurrectiorexistsapart from a historical resurrection ©hfrist.
Compar ed (The Résureaion afdesus C r Theée Spi6 Risadoes not
offer an extenge look at source materials, nor doesmdividualy discuss the strength of

each source. It does, however, provide a more readable rationale asadistoyical

resurrection is a significantly better fit than any modern hypothesis.

246 Cited in Craig;The Son Rise4.30. Craig references the quatefrom Joachim

Jeremi as, iDie 21l teste Reshriexthd Edauard Dhanist er ¢ ber

(Rome: Liberia Editrice Vaticana, 1974), 194.
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N. T. Wright: The Resurrection of the Son of God

N. T. Wright is the retire@Bishop of Durhamn theChurch of England and is
currently Research Professor of Néastament and Early Christianityst. Mary's
College,University of St. Andrewsn Scotland. He is a prolific writer on the New

Testament andn The Resurrection of Son of G#d provides one of the most exhaustive

looks at the resurrection. Unlikkhked her wor ks revi ewed her e,

aim to build a case for the resurrection by examining biblical ofilgiical accounts.
Instead, he sets out to challenge what he considers to be the dominant paradigm
concerning the resurrection hddg manyscholars andnainline churches.

This paradigm generally holds to the following: (1) the Jewish context allows for
Aresurrectiono to mean many things; (2)
bodily resurrection, (3) the earliest Chiasis believed in Jesaglorification or exaltation
in some speciahonbodily sense, (4) the resurrection stories were inventions made to
support a notbodily concept of resurrection, (5) the appearances of Jesus were merely
descriptions of personal, emal conversion experiences and did not involve any external
reality, and (6) Jesus did not physicallyerisom the dead, even if we dotikmow what

happened to his bod®

247N. T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of GdMinneapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 2003).

248 \Wright, Resurrection of the Sor,.
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In challenging this paradigm, Wright begins by looking at what resurrection
meart in the ancient world, and particularly in fase¢ntury Judea. This, says Wright, is
essential so that we can understand the language of the writings on which any case is
made about the resurrection:
Many studies of the resurrection have begun by exawgitme accounts of the
Easter experiences in Paul and the gospels, subjecting those accounts to detailed
tradition-historical analysis. This puts the cart before the h&@seh analysis is
always speculative; until we know what resurrection meant inntbdtl, we are
unlikely to get it right.This is not just a matter of seeing the big picture ahead of
the details, though that is important too; it is about knowing what we are talking
about before we begin to talk about‘t.
With this in mind, Wright themxposes three main influences on tingtcentury
Judeans. First, the pagan Roman wdrttinot believe in bodily restection of any kind.
The body was generalgonsideredad and even if some sort of sdifg existed beyond
the grave imostcertainf di d not involve a continuous fMnpe
Second, the Sadducees, who did not believkanesurrection of the dead, held some
sway in the Jewish mindut their perspective was ihg minority. Third, and perhaps
most importantwas the perspective of the Pharisees, who had the strongest influence on
first-century Palestinian Jews. They believed that the bodily resurrection would occur and
further that it would occur at the end of th
What is importat to note is that the conceptresurrection for all three groups

was the same. That is, when resurrection was spoken of it refetyedilypresurrectio.

Thus, Wright concludes,

249 \Wright, Resurrection of the So80.
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Jew and nowlew alike heard the early Christians to be saying thabibdily

resurrection] happened to Jesus. They did not suppose that Christians were merely
asserting that Jesusd soul had attained s
statusz®

They uniformly understood that what was being declared was wholly Jesus ad
risen from the dead. Therefore, it is without substantial support that those today construe
the language of the New Testament to be speaking of a resurrection that is not bodily in
nature and was not first experienced by Jesus Christ.

In support of ths thesis, Wright explores the epistles of Paul and the other
apostles, the early church fathers, and the Gospels, providing a thorough analysis of each.
His point in reviewing the contributions of each source is not to defend their individual
historical naure (which was beyond the primary scope of the book), but rather to show
thatthey could not rightfully be taken to be purporting something other than bodily
resurrection:

Let us be quite clear at this point: we shall see that when the early &iwisil

Ar es ur they meantd im the sense that it bore both in paganism (which

denied it) and in Judaism (an influenti part of which affir med
ddmot mean that someone posse;svbemd fia heave
predicated ofdsus, it did not mean hiperceived presenoén the ongoing

church. Nor, if we are thinking historically, could it have me#iné passage of

the human Jesus into the power of Gdtimeant bodily resurrection; and that is

what the early Christian affired. There is nothing in the early Christian view of

the promised future which corresponds to the pagan view we have studied;

nothing at all which corresponds to the denials of the Sadducees; virtually no hint

of thefdisembodied blissview of some Jewishources; no Sheol, risles of

bleszsed, nofishining like starg but a constant affination of newly embodied

life.2%t

250\Wright, Resurrection of the So83.
251 \Wright, Resurrection of the Soa09-10.

205



Wright, however, does not end here. Most certainly, the bulk of his book is meant
to defend the above conclusion, but with that comafus hand, Wright goes on to
defend the historicitpf the resurrection and not simghe meaning in which the stories
Sshould be taken. He does this based fAon two
secure whemve talk about the first Easte. . the emptiness of the tomb and the meetings
with the risen Jesu®>? In essence, he builds a case from just two minimal facts as
opposed to Haber maso6 or Lindivoualy,dhethefobnger | i st
these facts is sufficient to bring alicearly Christian belief, but that together they bring
about a sufficient conditiof?® Furthermore, Wright argues that because of the nature of
their claims outside the mainstream, the combination of the empty tomb and the
appearances of the risen Jesusewmt only sufficient cause for their beliefs but were
necessary as well:

We are left with the conclusion that the combination of the empty tomb and

appearances of the living Jesus forms a set of circumstances which isatiself

necessary and sufficiefdr the rise of early Christian belief. Without these

phenomena, we cannot explain why this belief came into existence, and took the

shape it did. With them, we can explain it exactly and precfsély.

Thus, while Wright set as his primary aimTihe Resuction of the Son of God

to debunk the idea that resurrection language in the New Testament could be taken to

252\Wright, Resurrection of the SoA86.

253 Wright, 68693. The facts are insufficient by themselves becaos®s were
regularly robbed, so an empty tomb without appearances would not have generated the
di sciplebs belief. Appearances with a tomb s
been insufficient to generate belief in the bodily resurrection of Jesabvious reasons.

254\Wright, Resurrection of the So696.
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mean something other than bodily resurrection, he does in the end provide a deitsnse of
historicity. Nonetheless, the most important contrtouti of Wr i ght 6 s t o me
defends against a reading of Beriptures that allows for a strictlgpiritual reading of

the resurrection of Christ.

When considering these works together, the Christian who holds to the bodily
resurrection of Christ is ndeft to take the fact by faithlone The literature provides an
excellent assessment of the historicity of source documents, a thorough examination of
the context in which those documents would have been understood, a defenselgf a bod
resurrection athe best explanation of the evidence, and a recognitidreamplications
both for firstcentury observers as well as the contemporary person. Thus, it is reasonable
to defend more than a fuzzy view of spiritual bliss in the afterlife, but a fully ertdbod

resurrection at the second comoifghe one who has alreadgen from the dead.

Christianity among the Religions

Addressing the topic of Christianity among the religions seems like a nearly
impossible task considering all of the variationdeliefs and the manner in which they
differ from historical Christianity. Bytonsidering the eveancreasing pluralistic North
American culture, it would be negligent not to broach this subject as part dbtharal
project. This review of literatungertaining to the subject will be necessarily brief, but
will touch upon literature that provides general information about the religions, some
understanding of why other religions exists, and how to engage with those of other faiths.
Works providing degiption and analysis of the major, and not so major, religions
of the world abound. They include everythiingm the exhaustive sixtearolumeThe
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Encyclopedia of Religid®t o si mpl e introducti World | i
Religions: An Indispensabletroduction®® Two books that provide enough information
to provide a solid grounding in a good number of religions andrgstritten from a
Christian vantage point aténderstanding World Religiorsy Irving Hexhan®®’ and

Neighboring Faithsy Winfried Coduan?°®

Irving Hexham:Understanding World Religions

Hexham follows an interdisciplinagpproach that considers not otitg beliefs
but also the history, practice, philosophy, and cultural manifestations stemming from
three main religious traditions:fAcan (including witchcraft and sorcery), Yogic
(Hinduism & Buddhism), and Abramic (Judaism, Christianity, and Islam). While
Hexham clearly writes from a Christian perspective, he does not seek to compare
Christianity to each of the other religiodsecly, nor does he seek to offer advice to
Christians on how to interface with those of other faiths. His aimpsetgent solid

rubric for the study of religions that presents religions on their own terms.

255 Mircea Eliade, edThe Encyclopedia of Religipfi6 vols. (New YorkNY:
MacMillan, 1987).

256 Gerald R. McDermotfWorld Religions: An Indispensable Introduction
(Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 2011).

257 Irving Hexham,Understanding World Religions: An Interdisciplinary
Approach(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2011).

258 Winfried CorduanNeighboring Faiths: A Christian Introduction to World
Religions 2nd ed. (Downers Grove, IInterVarsity Press2012).
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Winfried CorduanNeighboring Faiths

Neighboring Faithss similar toUnderstanding World Religioria that it too
takes an interdisciplinary approach and provides an excellent study of various religions
that does not create straw men as foils for Christialmteed, the reader is left withe
impresson that the information provided for each religiwauld resonate with the
adherents of the religions studied.
WhereCor d meonréks sets itself apart from I rvin
Neighboring Faithends with a discussion of how Chigsts might approach those of the
particular faith exploredC o r d uadvitéisnot lengthy, but it does help Christian
readers maintain the particularity of Chri st
followers wanting, and avoid approaching thogether faiths with misguided
presuppositions. Aother important contribution B§orduan is that in his introduction to
Neighboring Faithdie provides an excellent argument that monotheism preceded other

religious and was not the product of some socialigionary process.

GeraldR. McDermottGod 6s Ri v al

When considering Christianityés place amo
for questions to arise from both Christians and-@bnistians alike. These questions
include Why has God allowediffierent religions?How should Christians treat other
religions? But doall religionsnotlead to God?andGiven all of the options, how can

oneknow what to believe@erald McDermott targets the first of these questiordind 6 s

209



Rival: Why Has God Allwed Different Religions?° In doing so, he takeslook at both
Old and New Testament teaching as well as the teaching of the church fathers to discern a
proper view of other religions. His conclusion istthaChristian iggroundedwell in
believingthatthe origin of at least some religiorsssupernatural, that they teach at least
some truth, and that despite their errors God uses them in his work of redemption.
With this in mind, he answers the question of why God permitted other religions
with at leasa threef ol d answer . First, Gododos Il ove for t
the freedom to reject his trytWwhich they did in forming various views of God and
reality. Second, God permitted other religio
humanhard e s s 0 #°Héhdéd ahis becadise even truth that is distorted can be used
by God to prepare for the gospwhichistiahi s | eads
other religions let Christians show others that their-@bnistian religious yearningser

properly fulfilled in Christ.

29 Gerald RMcDermott Godods Rivals: Why Has God Al
Religions? Insights from the Bible and the Early Chyi@bwners Grove, IL: IVP
Academic, 2007).

260McDermottGod 6s ,Bl.val s
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Timothy C. TennentChristianity at the Religious Roundtable

Timothy Tennentin Christianity at the Religious Roundtaf3fé appearsargely
to agree with McDermottds conclusions and ar
perspective on other religions. By using this tememeans to steer clear of both
pluralism (which purports that all religious paths are equally legitimate and Christianity
does not have an exclusive claim to truth) and inclusivism (which claims tlaa¢ all
saved by the work of Christ although they may follow other religious paths), but he also
means to avoid a kind of fundamentalist exclusivism that considers virtually everything
connected with another religion as dangerous.
Insteadh engagedsm& crlaucsdagvrnii zes that Godobés gene
there is some truth in other religions and, therefore, calls believers to be engaged in open
dialogue with others, seek understanding, and forward the truthfulness and particularity
of Christianity. Takinghis stance, Tennent uses the bulkisftext to outline how the
Christian might dialogue with those of the Hindu, Buddhist, and Muslimsfart
provides fictional firspp e r son A Rel i gi ous Roundtabl ed di al c

Christiars mightengage in conversations with others.

261 Timothy C.TennentChristianity at the Religious Roundtable: Evangelicalism
in Conversation with Hinduism, Buddhism, and Is{@nand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 2002).
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Michael Greeni But Dondét dad tRel Ggd dhs L

In regards to the questioBut do all religionsnotlead to God?Michael Green
has published a short response aimeithose who might ask that sameestior?®? His
highly readable book explores the competing tenants of various religions and
acknowledges that while a pluralistic view is attractive, it is hardly the view of many of
the worl dés religious practitioners:
[1]f you askthe actual worshippers within t&fent faiths whether all religions are
the same, you will get an emphatic denial. They know very well that Christians
are different from Muslims and Hindus, and often they are so persuaded for the
rightness of their own religion that they slaughter mesbéother religions and
burn their mosques or churches.It is the academics sitting in their studies who
write books saying that all religions are the same: the practitioners on the ground
think differently?3
After seeking to convince hisreadenséat t he wor |l ddés religions
different, Green focuses on Jesus and unfolds his unique life, teaching, and actions in

history. For Green, the real comparison is not between Christianity and other religions

but between theall to follow Jesus and the roads that lead away from him.

262 Michael Greenfi But Donét All Religions dL1ead to
Faith Maze(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2002).

63GreenBut D oReligions A415.
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Mark Mittelberg:Choosing Your Faith

While Green addresses those who use pluralism as a defense against the exclusive
claims of Christ, Mark Mittelbergn Choosing Your Faiti®%* considers a whole host of
otherbarriers that are just as likely to keep people from following Jesus. These barriers
undoubtedly include other religions, but Mittelberg does notess$dvarious religions in
a oneby-one fashion. Rather he considers the way people decide among vaittmis fa
and discusses whether those ways are valid. In the process, he does address religions like
Mormonism, IslamandBuddhism, but he does so to explain the untrustworthy ways
people come to other faiths. For example, Mittelberg questions whether traditio
mystical experience, intuition, and Aauthor.i
discerning truth. Although they might provide some insight into truth, for Mittelberg
something more is needed. This something more is evidence that comesgimantb
sensory experienca s t h e s eyivem toolsewe Bustduse to gain the vast majority
of our information, andltimately decide what we believé®® The reader is then
presented with logical, scientific, textual, historical, and experientialieriteorder to
test the religions and in the process is shown how Christianity does a better job of

meeting these criteria than other religions.

264 Mark Mittelberg,Choosing Your Faith: In a World of Spiritual Optiof@arol
Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2008).

265 Mittelberg Choosing Your Faith154.
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CraigJ.Hazen:Five Sacred Crossings

One other book of note when considering Christianity among the rediggon
CraigJ.H a z e n 0 ,§ivenSacved Crossingsvhich features the fictional character,
Michael Jernigar®® Called upon tesubstitute for several weeksa comparative
religionsclass Jernigan, a Vietham vet and expert in South Asian Buddhism, takés o
challenge of explaining wh@hristianity is the best place to stdrsearching for a
religion. His explanation, however, does not caim®ugh didactic teaching, but rather
through the unfol di ng o fomihéCaxdemopenmgerhed cr os s
encountered during his combat days.

Although presented in their original cryptic form, the five crossings essentially
suggest that Christianity asgood road to travel because: (1) it can be tested in the
physical world, (2) the salvation itgrides is free, (3) it acknowledges what we
experience in the world as real and not illusory, (4) it uses the same logic in affirming

theological truths as it does truth about everyday reality, and (5) Jesus is front and center

266 Craig J.Hazen Five Sacred Crossings: A Novgl008;repr., Los Angelegs
CA: Contend Publishing Group, 2012).
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and not ancillary®’Inth e end, Hazenos-thieatanikg apdrappealinge s a no

way to help people through the maze of religious options.

Answering the Problem of Evil & Suffering

The problem of evil has long been a complaint of theismfandome a fatal
flaw. Thus, in addition to offering positive arguments for the existence of God or the
veracity ofScripturethe Christian must also be prepared to answer thislageritique.
Stated simplythe problem of evil claims that the following thre®positions are in
some manner inconsistent or improbable:

1) God is omnipotent.

2) God is whollygood

3) Evil exists.

In responséo the alleged flaw, theists have addressed logical and evidential
concerns, compared competing worldviews in lightefthwo r | d 6 sives uf f er i ng,
substantial reasons wiagood and alpowerful God could justifibly permit evil and

suffering,explained the necessity of moral and natural evil in a dynamic vwaortt],

®'Hazends novel is based on an actual exp:¢
religious studies class during which he shared the ess#rihe five crossings (although
crossings three and four were combined in th
Thought f ul Person on a Religious Quest Shoul
given). An account of his own expemrai ence 1S

Wor | d of RRassiorte Gamdctioa: Contemporary Discourses on Christian
Apologeticsed. Paul Copan and William Lane Créipshville, TN: B&H Academic,
2007, 14053.
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recognized that even if thegical and evidential argumenfor God are answered the

emotional problem still remains.

Plantinga and the Logical Problem

Al vin Plantinga is the John A. O6Brien Pr
University of Notre Dame and is largely responsible for putting the logical problem to
rest inGod, Freedom, and EViP® In addressing the alleged contradiction, Plantinga
beginsby clarifying thatthe three premises of the problem of evil are not formally
inconsistent. They do not, for example, say that A is greater than B and B is greater than
C but A is not greater than C. Thus, in order to claim that they are incongistenmust
add other propositions to the formulatienuc h as fAEvery good thing a
every evil thait knows aboua nd can %° i mi nate. 0
The problem, Plantinga argues, is that this and other attempted propoditio
not prove to be necessaapnd if they are not necessary thtéhe purported problem of
evil is not one thais by necessity illogicaln other words, while it may not be
immediately evident how evil and Geodnco-exist, it is equally evident that the two are
not necessarily exclusv& o convi ncing has been the force
academic atheists hawsoved away from the logical problem (wherein they attempt to

show that belief inhe existence aBodin light of evil is logically contradictory and thus

268 Alvin Plantinga,God, Freedom, and Eyi{Grand RapidsMI: Eerdmans,
1977).

269 plantinga God, Freedom, and Evil8.
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irrational) tothe evidential problem (wherein they seek to estaltiahGodis highly

unlikely in light of the evidenge

The Evidential Problem

While the logical problents still forwarded by the layperspit is the evidential
problem that is most regularbfferedby scholarly atheist thinkers as a defeater of God.
In essence, the evidential problem states that given the quantity, quality, and gratuitous
existence oévil in the world, it isunlikely that there is an afjowerful, good Godince
such a Godawuld have created a different world in which the manifestation of evil would
have been much less than what it is. Because dfefjaencyof this claim, the large
proportion of published material by theists is not spent mitigating the logical problem, bu
ratherthe evidential problem. Although there are theists who solve the evidential problem
by either limiting the power, knowledge, or goodness of God, among those who maintain
the traditional view thaGod is omnipotent, omniscient, and wholly good esal/
responses are offered.
In his Free Will DefensgPlantinga suggestsat
it is possible that God could not have created a universe containing moral good
(or as much moral gal as this world contains) withbcreating one that also
containsmoral evl. And if so, then it is possible that God has a good reason for
creating a world containing ewif°

The good reason could include the proposition that a world with creatures who have free

will is more valuable than a world with creatures without freé Whus,if humanity

270 plantinga God, Freedom, and EviBl.
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choossto do what is wrong, even inmeasure that is appallinthis, says Plantinga,
cann@ count against Go d&3SInfachmthdregsmotengtha or good
disconfirms the propositi&that
God is omniscient, omnipoterand morally perfect; God has created the world;
all the evil in the world is broadly moral evil; and there is no possible world God
could have created that contains a better balance of broadly moral good with
respect to broadly moral evif?
Because ntingcand conf i rm Pl anfiThmhgaésxi sthesces of God
precluded nor rendered probable by the existence of evib®
JohnFeinberg Chairman of the Department of Biblical and Systematic Theology
at Trinity Evangelical Divinity Schogboes a bit further and considers ways God might
eliminate evil. His suggestions include:
1) God could eliminate evil by doing away with mankind.
2) God could remove all objects of desire.

3) God could remove all human desires.

4) God could allow us to have desires haver to the point where they would be
aroused to produce moral evil.

5) God could allow us to have any desiagsl to form intentions based on those
desiresutintervens by taking awayany intentions that would lead to evil.

6) God could eliminate any witig to do evil.

271 plantinga God, Freedom, and Evig0.
272 plantinga God, Freedom, and Evi3.

273 plantinga God, Freedom, and Evi3.
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7) God could eliminate the expression of evil by stopping any bodily actions that
would cause evil.

8) God could eliminate evil by miraculously intervening so that any bodily
action that was intended for evd mitigated?’*

Feinbergargues, however, that if God were to take any of these actions we woud likel
not enjoy the resultsye would not even be the same kinds of creature:
| take it that God could have done this, and if he had, it would likely have
removed moral evil. The pbtem is that it would also remove human beings as
we know them. It is hard to know what to call the resultant creature since it could
neither move northinkeven f@Ar obot o seems too fAcompl ir
anyone who thinks there is any worth in belmgman and in God creating
humans, would find it acceptable if God did tHis.
Thus, while not f i°Fdinperginonetitless gites furthes dGeslencea mp |,
to the possibility that God could not have created a better, lesfledilworld that
includes indeterminaigreatures such as humans repre$ént.
As the evidential problem is one of probalidg (that is, istates that it is not

likely that God exisfs some theists directly address the stated improbability of Bod

exampleGregoryGanssle and Yena Lestatethat the likelihood of God existing ot

274 John S. Feinberd;he Many Faces of EviFheological Systems and the
Problems of Evjl3rd ed. (Whaton, IL: Crossway, 2004), 1728.

275 Feinberg Many Faces of Evjl179.

276 Feinberg takes a compatibilist view of human free will and providence as

opposed to Plantingads incompatibilist stanc
2"C.S. Lewis also gave a free will defense

exclude the possibility of suffering which the order of nature and the existence of free

wills involve, and you will findThehat you ha

Problemof Pain(1940;repr., New York NY: HarperCollins, 2001), 25.
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something that we are in a position to as$€€8ased on what we know, it may not seem

as if there are sufficient reasons for evil such that God could be considered omnipotent

andgood. The problem is we are not in a position to know how much we knome If
know all there is to know timeperhaps we could claim that God is unlikely, but if the
guantity and quality atheinformation we possess is paltry compared to all that can be
known, wecould be very far off in our assessment of how likely it is that Gotticou

exist. Ganssle and Lee write,

We are not in a position to judge what

cases of evil. We do not know what reasons God might have thad vemder the
observations surprising. Because we lack this key information, we cannot
compare the relevant probabiliti€.

28Gregory E. Ganssle and Yena Godand AEVI

Evil: The Case for God in a World Filled wikain, ed Chad Meister, and James K. Dew
(Downers Grove, ILInterVarsity Press2013), 1525

2PGanssleandLe@d Evi denti al Problems of Evi
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Therefore, fAWe ought to be skeptical about o
about whether or not it is unlikely that thesea justifying reason for the evil we
obse®ve. o
Other theists argue that even if the problem of evil counted againss@id,
evidence would only be among a larger pool of evideagarding the existence of God.

This is the stated position of Williatrane Craig irOn Guard

Now the atheist says Godbés existence is i
Al mprobabl e r el athe baskgrdaumd infermation? dhe What i s

suffering in the world? I f thatos all the
consider ng, then itds no wonder Godbés exi st e
that( Though, as 1 6ve just argued, appearanc
the really interesting question. The inte
existence is probablerelagiv t o t he full scope of evidenc
whatever improbability suffering may cast

by the arguments for the existence of G&id.
Given this $ance, it is not surprisingpat when Craig debated Michael Tooley on the

problem of evil, he began by presenting five lines of evidence in favor of the existence of

80GanssleandLe@ Evi denti al Problems of Evil,o 2.
are precisely the point of Plantinga
tent : I dondt see a St. Bernard; it
That is because if there were one th :
St. Bernard to avoid detection in a small tent. Again, | lookésidny t en't : I do
any noseeums (very small midges with a bite out of all proportion to their size); this time
it is not particularly probable that there are no noseeumsinnigyéent | east it 1 sno
more probable than before | looked. The reasbogorse, is that even if there were
noseeums there, |l woul dndét see 6em; theyodre
wh et h e reasGrs,df any, for permitting . evils . . . are more like St. Bernards or
mor e | i ke nos e e uWssranted Ghtisttan BeliefNevaYork, NYr g a
Oxford University Press, 2000), 466.

0
i
e

281 Craig,On Guard 161.
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God (the origins of the universe, the finming of the universe, the existence of

objective morals, facts concergithe life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, and the

experience of believerd} and ended his operg statement with a challenge:
If Michael wants us to believe that God does not exist, then he must first tear
down all five of the reasons | presented #r&h in their place erect a case of his
own to prove that God does not exist. Unless and until he does that, | think belief
in God is the more plausible worldvieit?

While it is dubious that Tooley would need to dismantle all arguments in favor of theism,

Craig does have a point in suggesting that the evidential argueh&tite to the problem

of evil and sufferings not sufficient in and of itself to declare the case closed.

C. S. Lewis and the Depravity of Man

The evidential argument against Goah@d so much that there would be no evil or
suffering, but that there would not be as much evil and suffering as there is. How could
God if he were wholly good and aflowerful permit humanity to enderwhat we must?
The answeC. S. Lewis gives imThe Poblem of Pains that he allows it because of the
depravity of man. While Lewis pointedly states he does not believe in the doctrine of
totaldepravityi partly because on the | ogical ground

should not know ourselves daped, and partly because experience shows us much

22Wi Il i am Lane Crai g andTodky DdbateeTheismpol ey,
At hei sm and t he G&daodEVileTie Cade foEGod ih g VWoHdieah
with Pain, ed Chad Meister and James K. Dew (Downersv@r IL: InterVarsity Press,
2013), 29198.

283Craigand Tooleyd The -Co @li gy Debate, 0 298.
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goodness i n hha maethelassaphints afoire ®f humanity being wildly
rebellious albeit in often subtle, socially acceptable ways.

We imply, and often believe, that habitual vices are gtkaeal single acts, and

make the opposite mistake about our viréuéke the bad tennis player who calls

his normal form his 6bad daysd and mi st ak
do not think it is our fault that we cannot tell the real truth abatgelves; the

persistent, lifdong, inner murmur of spite, jealousy, prurience, greed; and self
complacence, simply will not go into words. But the important thing is that we

should not mistake our inevitably limited utterances for a full account avdnst

that is inside®

This means thatltimately, the pain we suffer is not unjustified, even pain that would

lead to death. DA. Carson concurs:

| am a responsible participant in my own death. Death is not simply something

that happens to me. It hagags to me because | am a sinner. In that sense | have
caused deat h; | am deathés subject, not |
attracted the just wrath of God. And that wrath is not mere outworking of

impersonal principles, still less the arbity demarcation between time and

eternity, but Gododés personal and judicial
have responsibly indulged as a per&§$n.

As Lewis himself fought in World War | and wrote hisdk in the throes of

World Warll, he was aagaintedwell with the suffering common humanity can

284 | ewis, The Problem of Pair61.
285 _ewis, The Problem of Pairb3-54.

286D, A. CarsonHow Long,0 Lord? Reflections on Suffering and Etihd ed.
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2006), 99.
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perpetrate and the evil t%A&hus positsiewtsjift ut es t

Godlovesuhhe cannot keep us in this st%mhie, but

he

~

n

requires thatwe beawakeed si nce fierror and sin both hav

they are the less their victimu s pe ct s t h Bisawakemirg, e tomaludes, iso T
accomplished by pain:

Until the evil man finds evil unmistakably present in his existence, irotine 6f

pain, he is enclosed in illusion. Once pain has aroused him, hes kmathe is in

some way or other Oup agai nsdréiset he r eal
makes some attempt at an adjustment, which, if pursued, will lead him to religion
...No doubt Pain as Godds megaphone is a
final and unrepented rebellion. But it gives the only opportunity the bad man can

have for amendment. It removes the veil; it plants the flag of truth within the

fortress of a@bel souf®®

As Lewis expounds el sewhere, suffering and

u

t

P

thingso (temporal happiness) for ®%orrst thin

the greater good of a broken humanity.

287 A contemporary voice speaking about the atrocities of mankind since the
beginning of the 20th century is Clay Jones. For a startling look at the prevahehce
extent of hwuman evil, see Clay Jones, A We
Dondét Under st an2bDll\cegsset\rine2Q 2013er , 0
http://lwww.clayjones.net/wqontent/uploads/2011/06/Humdvil-and Suffering.pdf

288 |_ewis, The Problem of Pai 41.
289 ewis, The Problem of Pair93-94.

20C.S. Lewisi Fi r st and S &oddnntie DAtk Essagsson 0 i n
Theology and Ethic&rand Rapids, MI: Eerdman$972), 27831.

2°1Some have called what Lewis argleset he A Gr eater Good Def el
Keith E. Yandel |, N TSophialG (Oetaber @9741G& od Def ens e,
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Kreeft and Worldview Fit

Evil and suffering exists, or at least the appearance of evil afediegfexists.
Therefore, itbecomes a problem that all worldviews must explain, not just theism. The
questionisvhi ch worl dvi ew makes the most sense ou
and evil Peter Kreeft, Professor of Philosophy at both Boston College and Th& King
College,argues convincingly that the Christian worldview best explains suffering in
Making Sense Out of Sufferifitf He does this first by declaring that other worldviews,
such as atheism, paganism, dualism, Satanism, pantheism, deism, and idealism, provide
easy but unsatisfying answer s. For exampl e,
the problem of evibecaus among other things, it (bglittles the vast majoritywho have
believed in a gd despite the fact that they also have known gajdismisses other
evidences in favor of Go@3) leaves open the question of why evoluti@s not already
created an elAfree world if it is hasadan infinity to do so; an) does not explain
where the idea of evil came from in the first place, since evil requires the existence of a
standard of goodness and a God who sets that staffélard.

While Kreeft concludes that widviews that diminish or eliminate God or deny
evil altogetherare less than satisfying, he spends most of his time provedihgfi c | u e s 0

from philosophers, artists, and prophets that support the@haistierstanding of God in

292 peter KreeftMaking Sense Out of Sufferif@rand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1990).

293 Kreeft, Making Sense30-32.
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light of the presence @&vil. These clues aim in at least five significant directions. First,

they indicate that happiness is found in being good, not feeling?§®8dcond, they tell

us that suffering might be necessary to make us good and evét? tieatis,
If we need tasuffer to become wise, if we need to sacrifice some pleasure to be
virtuous, if too much pleasure would make us fools, if an easy life would make us
less virtuous. . .God might use suffering to train us, sacrificthg lesser good
for the greatef®

Third, the clues suggest thae came from paradise and are made fdoitwhy else

would we feel something is wrong or missing in thesnhbf evil and sufferingf®’

Fourth, they remind us that no one is truly gé®difth, they harken to the Day of the

Lord wherein death iswallowed up, sffering ceases, and justiceadministered®®
Together these clues shape the Christian understanding of the world, an

understanding which includes both the presence of a good gumaadiful God as well

as grievous eVand suffering. While the position of Christian theism may not answer all

294 Kreeft, Making Senseg4. In deénse of this point, Kreeft note8,s uf f er i ng
does not refute the belief in a good God to the ancient mind because a good God might
well sacrifice our subjective happiness

295 Kreeft, Making Sensez6-77.
29 Kreeft, Making Senser1-72.
297 Kreeft, Making Sense92-95.
298 Kreeft, Making Sensel, 14-18.

299 Kreeft, Making Sensel,25-26.
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guestions surrounding the problem of evil, Kreeft argues tha&hhstianposition
makes better sense than that offereddaypeting worldviews.
Kreeft goes on to suggest that the clues about God, humanity, and evil do not
converge in ameaabout the problem of evil but arounghe@rson If the problem of evil
is ultimately a problem with a person, namely an-peiimitting God, then the answer
must also be personal. Kreeft believes a personal answer is fodedus Christ who did
notjustwat ch our suffering f rsolvethapregblemdfiut Adi d t
sufferingp 1) he suffered with us; 2) me transfor
becoming man; and 3) he died and ro%¥e, trans
In presenting his case, Kreeft makes special note of the resurrection and its impact on our
view of suffering:

[The resurrection] makes more than all the differendberworld. Many

condol ences begin by saying something | iKk
your dear oneagain, but . matted whit evords follow, no matter what
comforting psychology foll ows that #dAbut,6 o

bereaed that makes all the rest trivial, something the bereaved longs infinitely
more to hear: God can and will bring back your dear one to life again. There is
resurrection.

What difference does it make? Simply the difference between eternal joy
and infiniteand eternajoylessness. . .

Because of resurrection, when our tears are over, we will, incredibly, look
back at them and laugh, not in derision but inBy.

300 Kreeft Making Sensel38.
301 Kreeft, Making Sensel38-39.
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Such an understanding of the person of God Incarnate and the implications of his
resurrectio makes sense of the suffering in the world and doesusbmore than

competing worldviews.

Garry DeWeese and Natural Evil

Much of what has been presented above applies easily to the problem of moral
evil and the suffering that it causes, but what abatural evil? One might be able to
accept the loss of 2,977 at the World Trade Center in 2001 as the attendant consequences
of human free will, but what about the losssome 230,000 as a result of the Indian
Ocean TsunarfiiGarry DeWeese, Professor ofligien and Ethics at Talbot School of
Theology, offers an answeiahisii Fr e e P r o ¢ ¥3he defese ihvelves six.
premises, the first three of which are:

1. The natural world is a dynamic world composed of a vast number of

interacting nonlinear digsative dynamical systems which are sensitively
dependent on initial conditions.

2. Nonlinear dissipative dymaical systems may, givemvery slight disturbance
in initial conditions, lose equilibrium and behave in wildly erratic ways.

3. Wildly erratic systemsn the natural world cause natural .

3Garry DeWeese, fANatubDaef eBwGedaddERINGFr ee
The Case for God in a World Filled with Pagds.Chad Meister and James K. Dew Jr.
(Downers Grove, ILInterVarsity Press2013), 5364.

308pDeWeesefi Nat ur al Evil, o 55.
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DeWeese defends these three premises largely by relying onmubders
theorywhi ch i ndicates that even the slightest d
of a butterfl yds wi ngadafcreating@eatanatirdlevil has t he p
el sewhere (fa *tornado in Texaso).

The second part of DeWeese0s argument i nc

4. A dynamic world inwhich free creatures can exercise genuine creativity,
thereby bringing about truly novel effects, is better than a static world.

5. God would want to create a dynamic wotd.

In defense of thee two premisesefirst sets out the neurphysiological defensi
which he notes that both the brain dhd heart are recognized as dmear, dynamic
systemsn which impulses originate from various locasofhis allows for both the
brain and the heart to Arepair omplytweuell f or r e
not be possi bl e |soggests DeWeegaoadean Wustratioslaf Thi s
the superiority of a dynamic, even wildly chiaptvorld over a static world.
Second, he defendiss argumenby recognizing that dynamic systems have a
much greater potential for novelty and variety (think snowflakes), and this potential is of
great value, even to God:

A mechanistic world, where natur al proces
orientation, would not allow for genuine creativity. Certpinot all of

3%sSee E. N. Lorenz, fAPredictabiinity: Does
Brazil Set Off a Tornado in TexmentdO, Ameri ca
Science 139th meetingccessed January 27, 2014
http://eaps4.mit.edu/research/Lorenz/Butterfly 1972.pdf

305DeWeesefi Nat ur al Evil, o 58.
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humanityés creativity is for the good,
impoverished the world would Beand our individual lives would @ewithout

the possibility of bringing about truly novel effects in the world. Indeed, as
creaturesmaden Goddés i mage, the exercise of
to a meaningful lifé%®

This, of course, would give reason for God to want to create a dynamic exeldif
such a world would bring about the possibility of natural evils.
Thefinalprem se i n DeWeesebds argument i s:

6. Even God cannot make a dynamic world in which natural evil could not

occur3?’

This premise is not meant guggesthat God actualizesll natural evil (although
Scripture would certainly suggest he deesn occasion), butather that he knowingly
creates the potential for natural evil for the sake of a dynamic woride the
potentiality is created with a dynamic system, it is not hard to imagine how creatures,
particularly those with free will, could create a disturbaiviz the butterfly effect) in the
larger system and thising abounatural evil. Theresultingimplication is that natural
evil is anatural consequence free will. In other words, if God wants to create a
dynamic world in which creatures would haved will, natural evil becomes inevitable.
DeWeeseds formulation also provides for
moral evil when one adds in the fall of humanity and the presence of demons. If all free

actions have the possibility of creating matievil, then certainly a proportion of natural

306DeWeeseii Nat ur al Evil, o0 59.

307DeWeesefi Nat ur al Evil, o 61.
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evi l must be attributed to mor al evil. As De
agents can cause natural processes to become chaotic in nature. To the degree that this is

so, the resulduwind ke amanr &fWhisweWeése fahotthe al | . 0
only one to tie natural evil to the fact that we live in a fallen wiflthe does provide

perhaps the besiplanatiorof how they are connected.

D. A. Carson and the Mystery of Compatibilism

Many of the contributors mentioned above are incompatibilists. This means they
believethatl) people have free will, and 2) free will is only free will if there is nothing
outside the person acting (including Gdlagtdetermines the will. Those taking this
position include CS. Lewis, Alvin Plantinga, and William Lane Craf@thers, however,
are compatibilists who argue that 1) people have free will, but 2) persons can maintain
free will even if God is absolutely sovereigwer their activity This camp incldes
Douglas Groothuis, John Feinberg, andADCarson. While attempts have been made to

support this position philosophicaff{? it is not unusual focompatibilistssimply to

38DeWeesefi Nat ur al Evil, o 62.

309 For exampleseeJohn Feinbergvho ties posfall natural evil to the fajlor
William Dembski who proposes that the fall is responsible for evefafineatural evil in
an old earth scenariéeinbergThe Many Faces of Eyi191-203; William A. Dembski,
The End of Christianity: Finding a Good God in an Evil Wqitshville, TN: B&H
Academic, 2009).

30see R. EFree Wil &sdnwvalving D@etermination and Inconceivable

Wi t h o Mind43, no0l69 Jan 1934):2 7; and John Frame, fHuman
and Fr e dlkedactride ofiGodPhillipsburg, NJ: P&R Publishers, 2002).
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presenthe biblical data and draw their conclusion apart fromnipsophical
argumentsThis is, in essence, what B. Carson accomplished in his bodkw Long,
O Lord?Reflections on Suffering and E¥F
Carson admits that how the two propositions of compatibilism are simultaneously
true i s a my stergafprovidenae defies dut ditemptrtoytasne it by
reas®Buto since AGod i s | e guestionghbireirothert ed i n  an
t hi ngs , Meecusing oun allegiance, establishing our faith, nurturing a desire for
h ol i #3%hemystéry is noonly acceptable but preferred:
One of the common ingredients in most of the attempts to overthrow
compatibilism is the sacrifice of mystery. The problem looks neater when, say,
God is not behind evil in any sense. But quite apart from the fact thabtioalb

texts will not allow so easy an escafiee result is a totally nonmysterious God.
And somehow the god of this picture is domesticated, completely unpu#4ling.

While many apologistshrink from offering mystery as a solution for questions related t
God, the compatibilist stance is nonetheless valuable in that, at the very least, it does not
package evil and suffering in a little box as if it all can be understood. Defenses against
the claim that evil and suffering precludes the existence of Gaat iwiigr scenarios that
make it plausible that God could exist hvévil, but these scenarids not constitute

absolute explanations of theoptem of evil. Thus, it is valuabte remind those trained

311 carsonHow Long, O Lord?

312 CarsonHow Long, O Lord?201.
313 CarsonHow Long, O Lord?219.
314 CarsonHow Long, O Lord?200.
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to answethisissue, whether compatibilsor inconpatibilists, that an element of

mystery will always remain.

The Emotional Problem

Nearly all who defend the existence of God in a suffering world recognize that
such a defense rass little tothe one who is actually experiencing evil. When people
suffer they most often do not care whether their suffering is supported by some logical
construct, nor do they necessarily find
things work together fogoodfor those who love God'® Rather they need someone
who will stand by them in their pain and wrestle with them in their questions. Therefore,
the apologist must not be quick to give an apologetic answer when the questions asked
are but the heart dng out. To that end, several works thibvide personal and helpful

Acompani onshi po dsdfferingate:d Srace Biggpisedlerrg n c i n

315Rom. 8:28
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Sittser3!® A Grief ObservedC. S. Lewis3!” Walking with God through Pain and
Suffering Tim Keller;38 WhenGod WeepsJoni Eareckson Ta¢fa® A Grief Sanctified

J.1. Packer®?° andExperiencing GrigfH. Norman Wrigh£?!

Confronting Myths about Christianity

't is not unusual for myths about Chri sti
Christianity and barers to &ith. Although they are likelynore red herrings than actual
defeaters, these mythave nonetheless proven effective in justifying a life absent of
Christian faith. Thus, it is important for the apologisteasto become familiar with the
more prevalenmyths and how to dispel themdequatelyAs with myths in general,

some have basis in fact aathershave absolutelpo basis, ando in familiarizing

316 Jerry SittserA Grace Disguised: How the Soul Grows through Lespanded
ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2004).

317C. S.Lewis, A Grief Observe@1961; repr.New York NY: HarperOne,
2009).

318 Timothy Keller,Walking with God through Pain and Sufferifiyew York,
NY: Dutton Adult, 2013).

319 Joni Eareckson Tada and Steven Edtdsen God Weeps: Why Our Sufferings
Matter to the AlmightyGrand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1997).

3203, 1. PackerA Grief Sanctified: Through Saw to Eternal HopéWheaton,
IL: Crossway, 2002).

321 4. Norman WrightExperiencing Grie{Grand Rapids, MI: B&H Books,
2004).
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oneself with myths, it is important to concede what is true even if the truth does not paint

Christiars in a particuldy noble light.

Jeffrey Burton RusselExposing Myths about Christianity

The most exhaustive response to myths about Christianity is Jeffrey Burton
R u s s ExbdsingdMyths about Christianity: A Guide to Answering 145 Viral Lies and
Legends®?? Russell is Professor Emeritus oiskbry at the University of CaliforniSanta
Barbara, and he draws from his much more intensive monogiaphsiing A History of
Witchcraft Inventing the Flat Earth: Columbus and the HistoriaasdMedieval
Civilization,*23in the formulation of his response to the 145 myths. His approach is
remarkably evemanded as he willingly concedes where Christians have not lived out a
God-honoring faith, while at the same time not budging from the historical record or
Christian orthodoxy.

In Exposing Myths about Christianjtynyths are grouped under six subheadings:
(1) Christianity Is Dying Out, (2) Christianity Is Destructive, (3) Christianity Is Stupid,
(4) Jesus and the Bible Have Been Shown to Be False, (5) @hiZsliefs Have Been

Shown to Be Wrong, (6) Miracles Are I mpossib

322 Jeffrey Burton RusselExposing Myths about Christianity: A Guide to
Answering 145 Viral Lies and Legen@owners Grove, IL: IVP Books, 2012).

323 Jeffrey B. Russell and Brooks Alexand@rHistory of Witchcraft, Sorcerers,
Heretics and Pagan2nd ed. (London: Thames & Hudson, 2007); Jeffrey Burton
RussellInventing the Flat Earth: Columbus and Modern Higtos (New York NY:
Praeger, 1991); and Jeffrey Burton Rusddéidieval Civilization(New York NY:
Wiley, 1968).
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and (8) What Assvoul bevexpectedhd mythe addressed are diverse and

range from AGChexdti @anii Clyr i she @raat ldbrabyatr ned down
Alexandrigo0 and from ABelief in Christianity is i

church changed the Bible to fit its doctrine
(generally one to four pages), but regularly undermine errantibetorformation,

correct misunderstandings about Christianity, or expose ungrounded assumptions made

by those who perpetuate the myths.

Ronald L. NumbersGalileo Goes to Jail

Other mythbusting works are less exhaustive and tend to focus in on fewer
myths. Ronald L. Numbers, Hillsdale Professor of the History of Science and Medicine at
the University of WisconsiMadison, offers a look at twenfive myths about science
and religion inGalileo Goes to Jai#?* This edited compilatiodoes not onlyaddress
myths that Christians feel are used to denigrate their faith, but also includes articles from
nonbelievers who believe that Christians have their own myths that keep them from
Afacing t he fingwhatthey balieve to beveorld witbont God

Thus, in addition to seeing the |ikes of
the rise of Christianity was responsible for the demise of ancient scienceor Edwar d B.
Davi sO trestplbpedmsmyt h fAthat | saac eliMmattitoen6s mech

need f or alGrealls Michaehiiese 6s di sagregambat with the

324Ronald L. Numbers, edalileo Goes to Jail and Other Myths about Science
and Religion(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2010).

236



6intelligent de tfic adpallgngetoeewlutoms e altadneas Mwoioere 6 s

defense againsthe cl aim Athat evolution @&enilt royed D
he reconverted onGdileosGoes o daifiteb thadreader dbitlessa | |
of a Christian apologetic and a bit more of an exposition of how various sides of the
theistatheist debate name the myths and answer them.
Philip J. SampsorSix Modern Myths

Philip J. Sampson (Ph.D. in social sciences from the University of Southampton
in England) narrows the discussion further by honing in orSixsiModern Myths about
Christianity and Western Civilizatiol¥® Before introducing the six myths, however,
Sampson presents a sizeable introduction that discusses the role of story and myth in
reinforcing and perpetuating the prevailing worldview. Thisaduction includes the
following:

Indeed, we have become soastomed to the idea of historical narrative that

myth seems a thing of the past. Myths are seen as untrue, relics of premodern

anxieties that science and progress have assuaged. The ancients have relied on

them, but now we know better. However, some matlesstill with us.

Just as the Bible cannot be regarded as mythical simply because it is an
ancient text, so some modern stories of our place in the universe cannot be
regarded as history simply because they are recent texts. Indeed, such stories
might have more in common thiancient myths than with history. Of course,
modernday stories of who we are and how we fit into the universe are no longer
told in the same way the Greeks told theirs, but that does not mean that we have
no such stories. The modern mind, no less tloseeahone, uses story to reinforce
its belief that we are more advanced and

325 philip J. SampsorSix Modern Myths about Christianity and Civilization
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001).
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But unlike the ancient Greeks we clothe our modern myths in the garb of history
and sciencé?®

With this as his premise, Sampson congmon to reveal six modern myths and to
propose the antheistic tenants they seek to support.
First, Sampson examines the mythamlience and the church being at wdth
oneanother The mi srepresented storythefythGal i | eods
and suggests that a person must stand on either the side of rational investigation or
irrational dogma. Accurate details regarding
religious leaders are not important in maintaining the myth; what is impsttat a
man who had the science right was ultimately rebuffed by the church. 8gcond
Sampson explains thdte myth of Darwinism tells a story that does away with the need
for God; the world is but a product of blind, natural selection. If that nteahstories
about peppered moths or caricatured reports of the Scopes trial continue to be told
without caveats or footnotes, so be it in order to support the larger aim of dismissing
God3?" Third, Sanpson suggests there is a myth at®@hitistianity holdimg a leading role

in environmental degradation. The unfounded connection is forwarded as truth in order to

paint the church as the enemy of what we can touch and taste and breath.

326 SampsonSix Modern Mythsg.

327 Of course, as Sampson explains, it was not just the atheists who advanced
Dar wi nds st owey.ustuhfer pdvancting a wide range chuses such as
eugenics, the superiority of men over women (and thus the opposition to the suffrage
movement), and the supremacy of the Arian race.
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The fourth, fifth, and sixth myths are all aimed at painting the church as
oppressive. Whether through the obliteration of culture in the case of missionary activity,
the repression of human nature through restrictions on human sexuality, or the
persecution of noorthodox believers (such as witches). In regéodbe latter, Sapson
comments,

The factis that somewhere between 90 percent and 99 percent of the cruel deaths

reported by the story of witehunting are fictional. Exaggeration on this scale

requires explanation. What can have possessed so wide a range of authors to

imagine the torture and execution of millions of women? No doubt there are many

social and psychological factors involved here, but by inventing so many deaths

and attributing them to the church, the modern mind evades its own

responsibilities and gains ankalfor the unprecedented slaughter of the twentieth

century3?8
Sampsonbs conclusion in regards t &kesfohe fwitc

the other mythsaswellxeagger ati on or even complete fabri

narrative does noupport antitheistic aims by accident.

David Bentley HartAtheistDelusions

Another valuable contribution to the discussion of myths about Christianity is
AtheistDelusions: The Christian Revolution and Its Fashionable Enetfilesithored by
David BentleyHart. Hart is an Eastern Orthodox theologian and philosopher whose book

is more a set of interwoven essays than distinct responses to various myths. Nonetheless,

328 SampsonSix Modern Myths]37-38.

329 David Bentley HartAtheistDelusions The Christian Revolution and Its
Fashionable Enemig®ew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2009).
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along the way he addresses such myths as: monotheism has been the causef dfienost

wars i history®3° early church writings were influenced by Gnosticism and preached

liberation from the flesh; Christianity supports the oppression of women; atheism, rather

than theism, can better substantiatée moralit
was appropriately oveot@hriwnt ibgynsanh dwegehiodt o
to repress reason and scholarship; the church represses science; and Christianity has been

particularly intolerant obther religions.

Rodney StarkFor the Glory ofGod

The work of Rodney Stark shouddsobe considered in addressing myths about
Christianity. Stark, who is the Distinguished Professor of Social Sciences at Baylor
University, contributes to the discussion most poignantfanthe Glory of God: How
MonotheisLed to Reformations, Science, Witdhints, and the End of Slaveti}.Here
Stark provides evidence of monotheismds subs

modern science as well as the end of slavery. In addition, he explores the era-of witch

330 0On this issue, the reader is also directed to an insightful article by Robin
Schumacher on the prevalence of wars instigated for religiousgagpRobin
Schumacher, fADoes? Rdlei gMyarh Gadwde RWAr gi on i s
accessed September, 4, 201tBp://www.blogos.org/compellingtruth/doesligion-
causewar.html

331 Rodney StarkEor the Glory of God: How Monotheism Led to Refations,
Science, WitchiHunts, and the End of Slaveigrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2004).
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hunts which he suggests wer e fFAnother of fAWester
valuable contribution by Staik his chapter on the appeal of Christianity to women in
The Triumph of Christianity?® This ancientind longstandingappeal speaks loudly

agains the myth that Christianity has been oppressive towards women.

Robert D. Woodberryii Th e  Mi s s ioofn alriyb eRroaolt sDemocr acyo

The research of Robert D. Woodberry dovet
Protestant missions has often been showninainega | i ght , but *%Woodberr
on the impact of #Aconversionaryo Protestant
characterization unwarranted. While Woodberry does not deny the sometimes culturally
insensitive tactics of missionaries, their preseis strongly associated with higher
literacy ratesthemass education of women and the poor, protection of the
disenfranchised through natiolent social action, and religious freedom. In fact, as the
articleds title sugigeBe¢snvehe donatpoi Badt s €
is more strongly associated with the formation of democratic governments across the
gl obe than any other known factor. Thus, say

culture and religion more seriously. Raétigs groups are not merely interchangeable with

332 Rodney StarkFor the Glory of Gog287.

333 Rodney StarkThe Triumph of ChristianittNew York, NY: Harper One,
2011), 121136.

3%Robert. D. Woodberry, fAThe Missionary R
American Political Science ReviéW@6, no. 2 (May 2012): 2444.
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any other organization: Distinct theologies and organizational forms lead to distinct
o ut c o’fia the case of Protestant missionarikese outcomes, contraiy modern

myths, are laudable and provide Hrey point of defense for the Christian apologist.

Other Contributions

Three other works aimed at dispelling myths about Christianity focus on myths
that are most tied to Scripture. Paul Capars God a Moral Monster3% defends
against those who would call God a g@bmoting, jealous, vindictive, genocidal beast.
He does thisypcarefully examining boththesr i pt ur al and cul tur al
in Old Testament history. Copan does the same with biblical iresgaiduman
trafficking, polygamy, dietary | aws, and
Copan does not always present sldunmk arguments, he does at least present the case
that it is not unreasonable, in light of all the evidence, to viewdSaarighteous and
good God who, while willing to judge siig not capricious or inhumanBavid T.
L a mkGodsBehaving Badk’ covers much of the same Old Testament territory, but

does so in a slightly less academic and more popular format, while Frédavane ¢ k e 6 s

%¥Woodberry, fAMissionary Roots, o 269.

336 paul Copanls God a Moral Monster? Making Sense of the Old Testament
God(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2011).

337David T. Lamb,God Behaving Badly: Is the God of the Old Testament Angry,
Sexist and Racist®owners Grove, IL: InterVarsity Presz011).
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Busted®® engages more with New Testament myths. These myths have to do with the
trustworthiness of the biblical text, the claims of Christ, @hdstian particularity, while
von Kamecke also discuss&s&emnyd tdWilainkea AiCht hs

eviinthe worl d there canot be a God. o

In some cases the works reviewed above expose thatdhlsehood of certain
myths, while in other cases they give sufficient reason to interpret data in ways that are at
least not indicting of thism. In still other cases, they admit to some of the failings of the
church to respond in a manner reflective of the overall Christian ethos. As such, they are
excellent resources when responding to theofisgyths as defeaters of Christianity

and/orasievi denceo in favor of competing worl dvi

Putting Apologetics into Practice

Participants of the apologetics conference thaergral to thisloctoral project
were exposed to the apologetic arguments for which the above review of literature has
beenprovided.The intent of the conference wasimprove the apologetic understanding
of the participants but the hope is that any increased understanding will not just be
helpful in solidifying the confidence of the participants themselves, but will also be

helpful as they interface with those outside the Christian community. Therefore, the final

338 Fred von KameckeBusted: Exposing Popular Myths abd@ihristianity
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2009).
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session of th apologetics conference wlasused on giving advice on how to put

apologetics into practice

Greg Koukl:Tactics

Most published material on the tomtputting apologetics into practice is in the
shape of an added chapter to a book that covers apologetic argu@rentsok,
however thatis focused wholly omelping people in the practical use of apologetics is
Gr e g KTadiés]i AdGame Plan foriBcussing Your Christian ConvictioA%.Koukl
is President and Founder of Stand to Reason, a ministry focused on the use of apologetics
in the public sphetemeaning hénas had plenty of opportunity to put apologetide in
practice himself. ITacticsKoukK says his aim is to make apol
diplomacy than ED a y*®%and offesa n a p pr o aesmoré dnd&iendlyit r a d
curiosityd akind of relaxed diplomadythano n ¢ o n f r¥*dWhilesfdrwaraing.an
AAmbassador Model 0 t h am,andoharhcterdos the parnobtiel e d g e,
apologist,Tacticsis focused on the wisdom element. Koukl says the wisdom element is

all about artful and cordial conversation thaeslomot seek to make a convereagry

339 Gregory Koukl, Tactics: A Game Plan for Discussing Your Christian
ConvictiongGrand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2009).

340K oukl, Tactics 20.

341 Koukl, Tactics 20.
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encounter, but r atnh esro nheoopneesd st os hfiopeudt aan ds tgoi nvee

about whichto think342

Artful and cordial conversation, suggests Koukl, is best obtained through asking
guestions. He calls his question asking
Lieutenant Columbo to was known for sheepishly and unassumingly asking questions
in order to uncover evidence. Columbo questions are centered on three aims: gathering
information, reversing the burden of proof, and leading the conversation in a particular
direction. The firsaim of gathering information is important so that the apologist can
properly under st and *#Qften pepplehase mot padiculsrty n 6 s
strong at stating their own view and their initial statements may not accurately represent
their truestance or concerns. The seconddiraversing the burden of prabfis
valuable because peogtequentlymake unsubstantiated statements that are meant to
disarm Christian theisnWhile Christians at times must provide sound reasonstiat
they believe tde trueit is not urreasonabléor othersto bear the burden of proof for
their own claims. In calling others tegitimizetheir own claims, it is possible to help a

person uncover the lack of evidence or coherence in their own viewpoethird aim

342K oukl, Tactics 41.

343 Similarly, Gregory Ganssle writes thaitiestions aimed at gathering
information all ow the questioner to be
followers of Jesus, we need to cultivate our diagnostic skills so we can identify and
articulate exactly how the remedy Jesus bringswilme et t he <cruci al
G. Ganssl e, A Maki ng CdmeleGis Rgasoh: Nevdssaysin t i
Christian Apologeticsed. Paul Copan and William Lane Craig (hable, TN: B&H
Academic, 2012)7.
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of Columbo questions is tmovethe conversation in a direction that purposely builds off
a personb6s presuppositions oriIndomgsptheavoi ds t o
apologist avoids fAlandmineso thaestmay i mpede

issues most poignant for the listeA&.

Norman and David Geisle€onversational Evangelism

A second book focused primarily on the use of apologetics with unbelievers is
Conversational Evangelism: How to Listen and Speak So You Cdaddby Norman
and David Geislet?® NormanGeisler has long been recognized in the academic field of
apologetics, but his son David has recognized that approaching people head on with
apologetic arguments is rarely successful in opening their hearts and anthdgerson
of Christ.Similar to Koukl, the Geislerasdvocatd he fart of asking quest
threateni rlgeatenag . 0s Nbhe o p éauraguestonscomer m, f or
across as though we are attempting to load both barrels of our sheggsinould not be
surprised when people decide not to (figuratively speaking) come to our hunting

par¥y . 0o

344 Koukl, Tactics 47-49.

345 Norman Gesler and David GeisleGonversational Evangelism: How to Speak
So You Can Be Heaf@&ugene, OR: Harvest House, 2009).

346 Geisler and GeisleGonversational Evangelism 14.
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For the Geislers, guestions are successfu
own perspective, minimize defensivenemsd create a curiositg tvant to hear moré.’
They are also successful if they uncover whether barriers to faith are intellectual,
emotional, or volitional. The apologist is often prepared with tools to address intellectual
concerns, but if the barriers are emotional or volitiona t he apol ogi st ds too
good or perhaps even create stronger resistance. The end game of apologetics, at least
relative to unbelievers, iIis to see them come
for emotional or volitional reasonthen all the apologetics in the world is not going to
convinc¥ them. o

The Geislers offer a number of potential questions for unbelidwarsuggest
four fundamental questions for the apologist to ask of him or hevkelh in
conversation with other§hese questions are:

1. What are the possible questions (or issues) behind each question (or issue) that
needs to be addressed?

2. What terms need to be clarified?
3. What truth do we want them to grasp about the question or issue raised?
4. What questions anilustrations can we use to help them grasp this té¢th?
The first two questions help the apologist understand the person being engaged and thus

help determine a starting point for further discussion. The third addresses the

347 Geisler and GeisleConversational Evangelisn5.
348 Geisler and GeisleConersational EvangelisnB9.
349 Geisler and GeisleConversational Evangelism39.
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conversational pathway to bekén, and the fourth shapes the specific means by which
the apologist proceeds down the pathway. Overall, what the Geislers suggest is not a

canned or reactionary apologetic method, but one that is pointedly thoughtful.

Moreland and MuehlhoffThe God Corersation

The use of illustration and story is important if the apologististac h t oday 6 s
postmodern cultur&®J.P. Moreland and Tim Muehlhoff recognize this to be so and
have put together a collection of stories and illustratiofhanGod Conversamn: Using
Stories and lllustrations to Explain Your Fafttt For Moreland and Muehlhaf§tories
are valuable not just because they are culturally vogue, but because they can (1) present
ideas in clegreasy to follow ways, (2) help people better rementiepointbeing
made (3) allow for repetition without weariness, and (4) sustain the interest of the
listener3®? In paticular The God Conversatigorovides illustrations to answer questions
regarding scientific/naturalistic claims, the presence of edilsaffering in the world, the
resurrection of Jesus, the uniqueness of Christianity relative to other religions, and

objective morality.

350 Geisler and GeisleConversational Evangelism39140. Also see AlisteE.
McGrath,Mere Apologetics: How to Help Seeker and Skeptics Find Eaithnd Rapid,
MI: BakerBooks, 2012), 1388.

3513, P. Moreland and Tim Muehlhoffhe God Conversation: Using Stories and
lllustrations to Explain Your FaitiDowners Grove, ILInterVarsity Press2007).

352 Moreland and MuehlhoffThe God Conversatiori5-18.
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JohnG. Stackhousglr. Humble Apologetics

In addition to the above work3ohnG. Stackhousglr. provides some egltent
perspectives regarding the practice of apologetics in ttes kdction oHumble
Apologetics: Defending the Faith Tod%®§ When it comes tdeveloping principles of
Christian communicatigrwhether directly related to apologetics or not, Stackhouse sees
the believer 6s modeP*Ulbdnsately, hie means that Chlistiamsi s hi ms e
should profess the gosper related apologeticapt just byword or deedut by a
complementary comibation of both.Thus, in chapteeight Stackhouselr.offers these
words:

Moral excellence is, of course, a good thing in itself and does not need to
be justified instrumentally as a means to some other end. But in terms of

apologetics, we must recogrithat behaviorisnotselfnt er preting. A fAg
persono in our culture might be a Chri sti
or Bahaodoi, or secular humanist. Our frien

our distinctive behavior, butitisnotkboe assumed t hat they wil/l
in a line that leads to Christianity. .
Toputitstarklyi f Amessage without | ifeodo was s
need to perform signs, nor did he need to form personal relationships in which to
teach the gspel to those who would believe him and spread the word. He could
simply have hired scribes to write dowis message and distribute it.
Furthermore, to an iIimportant extent Chri s
message. Thus the gospels are accounsefus 6 deeds .as wel | as
Therefore we are to offer, as God Incarnate did, both word and flesh, both
message and life, to our neighbors in apologétits.

353 John G. Stackhousédr.,Humble Apologetics: Defending the Faith Today
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2006).

354 Stackhousedr.,Humble Apologeticsl31-32.
355 Stackhousedr.,Humble Apologetigs133-35.
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For Stackhouselr.then,a Christlike apologetic of word and deed is one that is
full of both grace and truth. He notes that apologists are well known for their emphasis on
sharing the truth, but nditeir grace; thus, the apologistrightto remember to love
people well in the process of sharing apologetic argum8taskhouselr. asseg, i G o d
cares aboutpeopteor e t han he caréebeabbstractutlfiésus
cross to make a point. He died>®n the cross
Stackhousglr6 s comment s aie nohunique; regisvef literdunedirsds
many seasoned apologists reminding their readers of the importance of focusing on the

person

356 Stackhouselr.,Humble Apologetigsl42.
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who s therecipient of any apologetic arguments.
Communicators can always be susceptible to compromise in order to convince
listeners of garticular point or perspective. Doing apologetics as Jesus does calls
apologists to avoid such compromise. Stackhodiseffers four particular places of
compromise to avoid:
First, we must not compromise Godoés mi
that it becomes narrower than God wants i

Asaved, 06 or fimindso being fichanged, 06 but
family and cooperating with i in the global work of redemption.

357Josh McDowell wites,it r ut h bears the sweetest frui
soil of a loving relationship.o6 Josh McDowel
Transformo  Apalogetics for a New Generation: A Biblical and Culturally Relevant
Approach to Talking laout God ed. Sean McDowell (Eugene, OR: Harvest House,

2009), 68. William Lane Craig adds: AMore of
what you say that will bring an unbeliever to Christ. . . . For the ultimate apologgtic is
your | i ReasomableFaith40g Norman and David Geisler nofe,Our g o all

should be to talk to people in such a way today that the next time they see us, they are

eager to continue the spiritual conversation, not run the other direction. We will be more

likely to read our ultimate goal if we plant a seed today, water it tomorrow, and look for

the fruit after a season (1 DanKimbaiposeans 3: 6)
this questionfi When you are studying apologetics, do
for the people you are preparing to talk to? Or are you stockpiling ammunition to show
people they are wrong. 0 Dan ki rpoedetics HAA Di f f
for a New Generation: A Biblical and Culturally Relevant Approach to Talking about

God, ed. Sean McDowell (Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 2009), 38. Finally, Tim Keller

of fers this valuable reminder: AMany peopl e
Christianity do so against a backdrop of personal disappointment with Christians and

churche. We all bring to issues intellectual predispositions based on our experiences. If

you have known many wise, loving, kind, and insightful Christians over the years, and if

you have been to churches that are devout in mind yetmivided and generous, iyo

will find the intellectual case for Christianity much more plausible. If, on the other hand,

the preponderance of your experience is with nominal Christians who bear the name but
dondt pr act irighteous tanatacs, them the drgurseats fbristianity will

have to be extremely strong for you to concede that they have any cogency at all.

Timothy Keller,The Reason for God: Belief in an Age of Skepti¢idew York, NY:

Dutton Adult, 2008), 52.
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Second, we must not compromise Godds |

deceive, and par t-anduwiatrd tyo ntod c tuises tthleath bs

occasionally among evangelical G@meand part

and find out how.to have great sex!o
Third, we must not compromise Godos me

the church, wellmeaning apologists have trimmed the gospel to make it fit a little
easier with the presuppositionsdgoreferences ohe audience. . .T.oo much

editing of the message to suit the categories and interests of our neighbors can
result in our merely echoing them, rather than giving them the gift of something

wonder ful they. dondt already have
Fourth, we must not compromi&o d 6s | ove. Apol ogetics
l ook | i ke Goddéds | ove at wor k. Peopl e shou
we speak and act in the name of Goddés | ov
this standard falls badly short of the glory of Gatl.
Eachof t hese four reminders are hel pful i n Kkeeé

in order to produce results.

Stackhousglr.alsof ocuses on whatSpheec icfaild sA picAluodg eetnic
This meangfirst and foremostthat the apologist must recoggeithat among listeners
there is a spectrum of openness. Similar to Koukl and Geisler, StackBonstes that
good question asking and listening is imperative in determining how open someone is to
receiving the gospel , stamakisprmariyeelleciualn g whet he
moral, spiritual, or along some ®%%hcea di mens
diagnosis is made, the apologist must then consider the apologetic approach to take.
Stackhousglr. offers three main approaches: agige subjective experience, appeal to
evidences and reasons, and appeal to Christian worldview. The first two approaches are

relatively selfexplanatory, whilghe third refers to an effort lijie apologist to provide

358 Stackhouselr.,Humble Apologetics140-41.
359 Stackhousedr.,Humble Apologeticsl46.
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not just piecemeal arguments, but axplanation of how Christianity is the best
worldview fit for what we intuitively and experientially know of the world. Of course,
Stackhousdr.does not think the apologist can only use one of these approaches in a
given situation, but remembering tlthére is more than one appro&eaeps the

apologists frondefaulting to an approach that may not be most effective.

Other Contributions

Other apologists offer some helpful advice as well. AligtdvicGrath in Mere
Apologeticsencourages aspiring apolstggto fipr act i ce, OPBlamesWi ce, pr a
Sire in A Little Primer of Apologeticseminds apologists to cadh the Holy Spirit in
prayer

[A] s apologists we should be praying every step of théwayour study of

Scripture and the world around, for knowledge and sensitivity to the people we

encounter, for those we meet and with whom we have significant conversations,

for our community of faith to be an apologetic community, one living the faith we

proclaim36?

C. S. Lewis cautions against relying too heavily on the latest scientific research as the

foundati on of onedés argument, for fAwe shal/l

finishing touches to our argument science has changed its mind and quietly withdraw

360 McGrath Mere Apologetics38.

361 James W. SireA Little Primer on Humble Apologeti¢®owners Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2006), 49.
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the theory we have been®ginslly, WayneaHouseand f oundat

Dennis Jowers offegxcellent individualized advice on how to address the cultist,
secularist, postmodernist, Muslim and New Age mystic in the final five chapters of
Reasos for Our Hope®®® These sourcespgethemwith the previously reviewed work,

provide an excellent array of instruction regarding the use of apologetics.

Teaching Others to Teach

As thisdoctoral projectoncerns not only the presentation of apologetic
information to a general audience, but also calls for the training of laity in the
presentation of that information, a review of literature applicable to the art of teaching is
pertinent. The literature reviead provides an academic basistfwe training of &y

leaders in preparation for the apologetics conference.

Bruce Wilkinson:The Seven Laws of the Learner

Undoubtedly the most referred to book on teaching in the Christian conién is
Seven Laws of the Learngy Bruce Wilkinsor®* Wilkinson is a profesional writer and

conference speaker who is reported to have trained over 100,000 teaching professionals.

362C. S. LewisGod in the Dock: Essays on Theology and Et{@sindRapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1972), 92.

363House and JowerReasons for Our Hop@&72429.
364 Bruce Wilkinson,The Seven Laws of the Learner: How to Teach Almost

Anything to Practically Anyongisters, OR: Multhomah Books, 2005).
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Asindicated byth¢ i t | e, he proesvwemitcsh sheev elne Ifiileawess enab
Ateach al most anything to practically anyone

Law number onés the Law of the_earner, which essentially statibsit teaching
is not about the teacher presenting information but about causing the learner to learn.
According to Wilkinson, ATrue biblical teach
have learnedftheyh aven ot | e ar e |mplémemtadion efthistaw t a u g
irequires the teacher to ref oé%asdtaketon enti on f
the responsibility of doing everything in his or her power to cause the student to learn.

Inevitably this calls for a review of the content to be taught, the style and climate used to
teach, and the character and background of the students. Béba$sverLaws of the
Learnermoves the center of teaching to the student, it calls for success to be measured
not by how much information is presented byhow much the student learned.

Thesecondlaw s t he Law of Expectation and stat
powerfulandundei abl e i mpact o [%Ifeveearcyxpecestidysare meet . O
too low for thoseheyinstruct, it is likelytheywill not encouragéearnerdo new
understanding anehighteven contribute to their underperformaniéeexpectations are

too high for t@ long, then discouragement on the part of the leanngint take place

365\Wilkinson, Seven Lawsl,7.
366 Wilkinson, Seven Lawsl9.
367 \Wilkinson, Seven Laws33.
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The teacher, therefore, must not undersell student potential but encourage learners to
fulfill it by giving them the proper skills and painting a vision of their future.
The Lawof Ap |l i cati on is Wil kinsonds third | aw
is not acquisition of information by the students, but rather the application of the
information towards the end of clgad lives. In other words, the Law opplication
calls the Christin teacher to movhe student from studying thelie or theology or
church history to obeying the Lord. This demandsd theteacher aply the teaching to
her own lifeso that students have a living model. It also calls for persuasion on the part
of theteacher. Some teachets nd believe they should try to persuade their students,
but if they understand that the egdal of teaching is applicatioather tharcontent
acquisition, they will do all they cahroughboth content and delivery to encourage
people to apply what they are learnii{g.
Fourth is the Law of Retention. This law calls for the teacher to use all means to
help the learner retain the necessary information. This includes efforts by the teacher to
focus on the facts that are most impotiarrange the facts so they are easy to remember,
review the facts frequently, and attach memorable storedlastrations to what is
taught.
Wil kinsonds fifth |l aw is the Law of Need.
learn best when they senseteeend f or t he information; theref

responsibility to helpearnersunderstand the need before every new unit of content.

368 \Wilkinson, Seven Law<sl7885.
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Al ong these | ines, Wil kinson quotes an unnan

one who imparts knowledge his students. . but one who awakens their interest and
makes them eager t o pur3Toeawakenstwdeneinteyest, f o r
however, it takes effort on the part of the teacher to understand the audience. Uncovering
what is already impaaint to them, where they have experienced their own shortcomings,
and what questions they have help thacheto discover the needke content can
pointedly address.

Sixth is the Law of Equippingvhich says that the primary purpose of the teacher
is toequip Christians to do the work of the ministry. Therefore, the success of the teacher
is not based on how many people participate in the learning experienoa,Howt many
of the learners go on to minister in qualitative godntitativeways. This, ddares
Wilkinson, requires that students are trained to be independent users of the skills they
have acquired.

The seventh and final law is the Law of Revival. This law calls the teacher to be
responsible for leading the learner to spiritual restoratiarde®its may learn information
and perhaps even apply what they have learned in real world ministry settings, but at the
same time may not have confronted issues in their own lives. The teacher, therefore, must
encourage students to examine their own ligesfront them about the presence and
consequences of sin, and engage in intense prayer for the Lord to be at work in the lives

of the learners.

369\Wilkinson, Seven Law<284.
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Together, thes8even laws help the teacher move away from a purely content
focus. In each case, they emphasig what the student learns is ultimately the
responsibility of the teacher. A good teacher, Wilkinson concludes, is not one who
downl oads the required information and then
life implemenation. Rather, he consds whether or natudents are learnirtg behis
problem This is probably the most importareiminder of the Seven Laws in regards to
this doctoralproject. Presenters must remember that the end game is not the transfer of

information, but genuine understandioig the part othe conference participants.

Howard HendricksTeaching to Change Lives

Bruce Wilkinson was a student of Howard Hendrazk<Dallas Theological
Seminary. Pr i $eventaws oWWhelLéaimdtendrick® poposed his own
seven laws iMeaching to Change Livé%® These overlap with Wilkinson at many points
with a similar emphasis on the learoentered teaching. Hendk& however, does
discuss the focus teachers must also place on themselves. For Hendriges;itbewho
stops growing todagtops teaching tomorro#! which means there is a need for a

teacher to continue growingtellectually, physically, socialff? andnot rest on past

3% Howard HendricksTeaching to Change Lives: Seven Ways to Make Your
Teaching Come Aliv§Sisters, OR: Multhomah, 1987).

371 Hendricks Teading to Change Lived7.

372 Hendricks Teaching to Change Live4-34.
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laurels. While the lay leaders for this project were recruited for the sake of an apologetics
conference, they were also recruited with the hope of creating a team of community
Afexpertso that woul dinthedoregeabledusureulp lbeghoseo t he ch
experts, continued growth, as Hendricks encourages, will be necessary.

Another valuable contribution of Hendricks is his declarati@ieaching that
impacts is not head to head but heart to he#t That is, if a teacher hopesitapact her
studentssignificantly, she must be willing not only to share what she kndwusalso
sharewhatshedoes with that informatioand how shéeels about it. In this wayearnes
seethe value of what is taught and amere likely to put whatitey know to use.
Hendricksd instruction al otmgconhfdranee | i ne i s va
presentation. The lay leadensdl must give students a sense of the value and

applicability of the information to the presenters themselves.

Stanley and@nes Communicating for a Change

Andy Stanley is pastor and founder of one
Point Community Church in Alpharetta, Georgia, and is well known for his teaching
skills. In his bookCommunicating for a Changé*which he ceauthored with Lane
Jones, a model for teaching is explained. Tle@his not meant to addresi$ teaching

environmenta s per haps Wil kinson and Hendricksd bo

373 Hendricks Teaching to Change Live85.

374 Andy Stanley and Lane Jon&pmmunicating for a Change: Seven Keys to
Irresistible CommunicatiofColorado Springs, CO: Multhomah Book§0B).
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lay out the fundamentals of developing a stromtjvidual teaching session. These
fundamentals include:

1 Determine your goalBefore starting to teacbetermine the goal of
communication. Ultimately the goal of communication must not be to teach a
subject but to teach people to learn a sulSiéct.

1 Pick apoint If every timewe teach, we give peoplleree to four things to
applyto their lives each week, theylguit before they even change.
Therefore, it is important to know tle@ething that the audience needs to
know and what to do about it. We miwstve a burden for this point and we
need to help the audience build a burden for grasping the point a$well.

1 Create a mapCreate a pathway for how you will teach people. For Stanley,
this map is represented by the following words:-ME-GOD-YOU-WE. Me
means begiming by telling people about something you struggle with or a
tension you often find in yourseMYemeans helping people see that they
probably struggle with and wonder about the same s$taaghe teacher and
not transitioning until there issense the audience really wants you to help
them resolve the issue. Il n other words,
intending to answer until you are confident your audience wants it answered.

Otherwise you are about to spend twenty to thirty minutes aimye

375 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang81-99.

376 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang&01-16.
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questi on n o BoGhdmeansshamg the andienceé that God
addresses this struggle and question andimgitkem through one text that
shows them just tha¥.oumeans telhg people what they ought to do in light

of what God says. This ihales what they should do in relationships, in their
stage of life, with believers and unkelers, and with people they dotno

know yet.Thefinal wemeans tying people a vision of what it would look

like if everyone in the church community walked inthay of Godd s
teaching?’®

1 Internalize the messagk is imperative that the teacher can talk and not read
what they are trying toommunicate. If the teacher has imdernalized the
message, the audience should not be expected to internéfize it.

1 Engagethe audienceThe pointthat iscommunicated needs to connect with
real needs janditpeeds plhap@mn lodk at thiags in a way
they hae nevembeforelooked at them. Engaging people also means working
hard on trasitions. People need to kndhat you are moving on to the next
part of your map and how it connects to where you have keerh er fAr ul es
e ngage me n hodmovimgethtougt ieformation too fast or too slow;

explaining not just reading through thiblical text; using illustrations or

377 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang@25.
378 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang&1930.

379 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang&33-43.
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visuals that surprise people; and not getting so complicated that people are lost
along the way®°
1 Find your voicelt is important that the speaker is authentic and does not try
to be anyone other than himself or heté®
1 Find some tractionlf strugglingwith how to shape a teaching session, seek
God and ask yourself questions like: What do they need to know? Why do
they need to know it? What do they need to do? Why do they need té%o it?
The fundamentals psented byStanley and Jones agenerally directed tward
the weekly preachehowever, many of their points are applicable to a presentation that
involves a larger venue or thgenerallyallows for oneway communication. Sindhe
apologetics conference that iapned involves speakers presenting to a larger audience
many of the fundamentals are applicaB&rticulaty importart are the ideas gficking a
point and creating a map. As the lay presenters do not have a great deal of public
speaking experience ahdve been exposed to a large amount of information relative to
their topic, it will be important for them to understasearlywhat information they want
to communicate and how they will go about communicating it in a clear and compelling

fashion.

380 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang&45-66.
381 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang&69-80.

382 Stanley and Jone€ommunicating for a Chang&83-91.
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William R. Yount:The Teaching Ministry of the Church

A final work that offers helpful perspectives on teaching in the Christian
environment i s T Teaching MinisRy dheYChurch't® this edited
work with contributions from a variety of authasplores the whole realm of Christian
education and includdepics ranging from theological foundations for the teaching
ministry of thechurch to selecting curriculumbviously, not everything in this book is
applicable to theloctoral projecat handSome of the repetitive themes in the book,
however, overlap well with what is offered in the three badkesadyreviewed. This
includes the idea that teaching is ultimately not about the transfer of information but
about the formation of peopl¥ountsaysfi Teach pe o p,0®8an c ot CH reisstoinan
teachers are fanore than transmitters of lesss. . . Our calling is to help learnggrow
t owar ds Ch¥0Othar thémksdntleds the importance of the teacher having a
clear teaching objectiie or each teaching session and the
for learning. In regails to the latter, Yount writes,
We make a dangerous assumption when we walk into a classroom thinking our
students are ready to learn. Our learners have their heantsirrggon a hundred

different things, and they may not be at all ready to focus on the subject at
hand38®

38 william R. Yount, ed. The Teaching Ministry dhe Church 2nd ed.
(Nashville, TN: B&H Academic, 2008).

384yount, The Teaching Ministry65.
385 Yount, The Teaching Ministryl85.

386 Yount, The Teaching Ministry238.
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Similarly, Margaret Lawsn, a contributing author,adds,Adul t s need t o know

need to learn something. They are motivated to learn that wWiegtperceive will help
t he3i. o

Each of the four books reviewed echo important sentiments about the teaching
process. They call the teacher to be audiereeric, identify clear objectives, help
listeners personally understand the value of what trepe&ing taught, provide points of
application, and keep the learner engaged by communicating clearly and hamestlyg

other things. Theselements are important when teaching lay leaders to teach others.

Summary

Theaim of this chapter has been twiev literature relative to tharguments
presented during the conference that is central tatusralproject. Each of the
apologetic topics could have easily beenttpec of aprojectby itself Thus, the review
of literature presented here is monsidered exhaustive in anyway, but is designed to
expose valuable contributors to the arguments and the most substantial elements of their
arguments. Nonetheless, sufficient discussion of literature for each topic was provided to
indicate that the lay arlergy apologist has at his or her disposal ample resources to
establish welgrounded arguments. Furthermore, there is sufficient direction among the
literature to allow clergy to prepare lay leadadequatelyo present their apologetic

findings in a nanner which will benefit potential learners.

387Yount, The Teaching Ministry357.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH QUESTION AND DESIGN

This chapter provides a description of the research design as applied to the
research question addressed in chapter one. A summary of the research question and
hypothesis will be followed by a description of the project design including the
methodology usgto prepare lay leaders and the instrumentation used to test the
hypothesis. In addition a thorough description will be provided of the research

environment as well as a chronology of the research process.

Research Question & Hypothesis

The research qgdon addressed in thiboctoral projects as followsiils it
possible for a pastor to team with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics
conference that effectively increases apologetic understanding among those wio attend
The hypothesis is th#tis question can be answered in the affirmaflaus, this project
involved the training of lay leadets team with men presenting apologetic material at a
weekend conference. To determine if a positive relationship exists between the efforts of
theteam and incr@sed apologetic understanding in pagticipants of the conference, a
noticeable increase in understanding must be evidenced by the attendees. If such an

increase is recogred, the research question tenanswered in the affirmative.
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Seting of the Project

| serve as the Executive Pastor of BridgePoint Bible Church in Houston, Texas.
BridgePoint Bible Church was established in 1933 andalsasiday worship attendance
of approximately 600. The church is located in what is known aSrteagy Corridor of
Houston, which is home to corporate headquarters for the likes of BP, Shell,
Conoco/Phillips, and Exxon, and is surrounded by strong public educational facilities. In
keeping with the surroundings, many who attend BridgePoint are erdsye
professionals and most have completed at least undergraduate studies. Although there are
people who attend BridgePoint who are new to the Christian faith, many have been
exposed to Scripture for a number of years. While some individuals have maateapers
efforts to become more versed in apolagetthe church has not maaey churchwide
effort to improve apologetic understanding since at least 2000.

The research design involved an apologetics conference which was held at
BridgePoint on April 11 and2, 2014, a detailed schedwiewhich will be presented in
this project The conference was advertised to those in the church community with most
promotion outsidef the churchtaking placeby word-of-mouth. Prior to the conference |
met with selectethy leaders who in turn taught the breakout sessions at the conference.
The initial group preparation session occurred on January 20, &@d e final
preparation session occurred on April 6, 2014. Most preparation sessions occurred on
Sunday afternoonsvith the exception of the March 8, 2014, and March 22, 2014,
sessions, which occurred oat8rday mornings. In additiohmet with lay leaders on an
individual basis as needed throughoutdaf@ementionedme period.
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Implementation of the Project

The implementation of the project involved five major steps. First, the project was
outlined and initial biographical research was completed. This included the selection of
ten apologetic issues to be addressed at the conference and the identificagoatofdit
relevant to each topic. Secondlydentified six individuals within the congregation who
would act as presenters alongside hinthe conference. These individuals included four
men and two women and each was assigned one of the ten apolegetsc @nly one
hadcompletedany significant reading or training the ssue assigned, but becausengf
familiarity with the lay leaders | was abife assigrtopics for which they would likely
already have some interest. Third, | met with the lay leaatedprovded each with a
reading list withwhich to begin preparation for the conference. Later | met with them in
order toaid in thedevelopnent ofinitial outlines for each presentation and to provide
pedagogical instruction to aid in a successful gméstion. | also provided a forum in
which presenters practiced their presentations before the other lay leaders and received
feedback. Fourth, the lay leaders and | completed the conference and implemented the
measurement tool at the onset and conclusidhe conference. An additional follewp
measurement tool was sent to conference participants six weeks after the conference.

Finally, the data was evaluated and analyzed.

Preparation for the Project

The success of this project depended upon carefpapaton in six areas. First, it
was important to have a solid outline of the apologetics conference $oetleat leaders
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asked to participate would know in advance clear paranfetdiseir involvement.
Second, it was necessary to identify participamho would be willing to stay engaged in
the project over a sustained period of time and complete a substantial amount of
preparation. Third, the completion of an early reading list for each apologetic topic was
required so that lay leaders would havéeaatsg point in their individual study and
preparation well before the conference date. Fourth, the measurement tool had to be
developed in conjunction with the lay leaders so that questions asked of participants
overlapped with the material to be pnetsel at the conference. Fifthhad to conduany
own research for each of the ten apekigissues both to aid my own presentations,

but also to coach the lay leadersperlyas they prepared their presentations. Sixth,
preparations for the actual derence required preonference promotionthe creation of

audiovisual aids, anthe development of participant materials.

Recruitment of Lay Leaders

It wasmy intent not to provide prpackaged curriculum to lay leaders for
presentation at thgpalogetcs conference. Rathdrsought to create community
Afexpertso for the various topics. Such an
projectwould be willing and able to engage in a significant amount of research and study
relative to the topi@assigned. Thug,sought individuals who had both tinier and
interestin such a sustained effort. Fuethl selected lay leaders who roughly represented
the overall make up of regular attenders to BridgePoint. In the end, seven invitations were
extended to participate and six individuals agreed to be part of the project, all between the
ages of thirty and siyt Of the lay leaders, only the one assigned to the historicity of the
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Gospels had conducted any significant prior study of the topic assigned. He, however,
had completed his Ph.D. in New Testament studies and is a current professor at the

Houston extensioof Dallas Theological Seminary.

Training of Lay Leadersand Creation of Presentations

In preparation for the apologetics conference, the lay leaders were subject to a
number of training sessienEach of these sessions is described below.
Session 1 awirred on January 20, 2013. At this meeting the lay leaders were
acquainted with one another and received an introduction to the preparation process.
They were toldhat the intent of the projedi t o devel op them as c¢commu
on the assigned pac by means of strong engagement with major literature on their topic.
Each was given a list of potential readings for his or her topic. Collectihelyeading
lists make up much of the bibliography presented indbetoralproject and were
generallylisted from easiest to most difficult to read. The leaders were instructed to begin
with the easiest readings first and then progress to the harder readings. In each case, they
were asked to identify the arguments they found most compelling and whidelthey
could be later explained to others. They were also asked to take note of the tone of the
writings as well as the content, and to highlight illustrations that would prove beneficial
later. The lay leaders were told that it would not be the aim girésentations to
providéegmaior arguments, but rather to present
leaders were asked to create a basic outline for their presentation to be completed by the

fall of 2013. Such an outline would allow meeamwsure thathe lay leaders were
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processing material in a posiivnanner; it would also allome toensure that the
eventual presentations and the measurement tools were complementary.

Session 2 took place only 14, 2013. At this sessiohpresented little new
information. The intention was to check with each of the lay leaders to see how their
reading was progressing and to answer any outstanding questions. Ongcéhagain
presenters were told thiatthe process of doing their readithgey wereto make note of
what they considered to be the most effective arguments and to highlight any illustrations
that might help support those arguments. Some of the presenters indicated reservations
about presenting a convincing argument. They were then reminded that thefitibent
conference was not to Aproveo v-easonedus apol og
cases for each topic area. Overall, the lay leaders came to Session 2 having completed a
number of the suggested readings allowing them to be sufficiently awtdre adntour
of arguments relative to their topic area.

Session 3 took place on September 8, 2013. During this session lay leaders were
provided with instruction on how to develop a successful presentation. This session was
not aimed athe content of thi presentatios but rather at the manner in which the
content would be presented. This tragnsession was developed attbad completed a
review of literature on teaching (as presented in chépted. This review resulted in
the developmentofti@ Pr eparing for aol®Sococesbkifoné Poeseni
Appendix A | walked the lay leaders through the outline adding personal anecdotes and
answering gqguestions along the way. The | ay |
positive, and therevas a collective sense of confidence that developing a strong
presentation was possible.
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Session 4 was not a collective session of lay leaders. Instead lay leaders were
asked to provide me with a general outline for their presentation by November 3, 2013
Once the outlines were received, individual meetings with the leaders were scheduled in
November and December. At these meetings, wipcterally took about one hodr,
gave individual suggestions regarding the outlines. These suggestions irthieided
sdection of salient pointghe order ofthe presentation, anthe extent of depth regarding
any particular point. In addition, | answered any questions or coritemshe lay
leaders ad generally encouraged themtheir efforts.

Session 5 took plagan February 10, 2014. This session allowed the lay leaders to
reconnect with one another and for me to present the final preparation steps for the
conference. In particular, | gave instructions about the flow of the conference and the
development of Powedmt slides and handouts for their presentations. In addition, they
were reminded of the APreparing for a Succes
review them as they developed the particulars of their presentation.

Session 6 was designed as pgracsessions for the lay leaders. On March 8, 2014,
three of the lay leaders made their presentations to other lay leaders. Each presentation
included the PowerPoint slides to be used during the apologetics conference. Following
each presentation, feedbaghks provided both by me and the other lay leaders. The
remaining three lay leaders practiced their presentations on March 22, 2014, and received
similar feedback. After Session 6, | met in the following weeks with any lay leaders who

desired specific helm crafting their final presentation.
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Session 7 occurred on April 6, 2014. During this final meeting, | reviewed
conference detailgfferedan opportunity for final concesrto be stated, and expressed

confidence in the lay leaders.

Recruitment of ConferenceParticipants

The apologeticsanference was promoted on the church website, church signage,
and in the worship services for five weeks prior to the conference. In addiitre
Sunday prior totte conference (April 6, 2014)plr esent ed a sermon entit
Who Gives Reasons. 0 The purpose of the ser mo

and reason as vitally connected, giving impetus for them to participate in the conference.

The Apologetics Conference

The centerpiee of this doctorgbroject is @ apologetic conferenaguring which
[, along with the trained lay leaders, made presentations centered on ten apelogetics
oriented topics. The apologetics conference was tfieddhy Go d: Exploring Re
Believe in theGod of the Biblo and t ook place on April 11 an

specific schedule for the conference as follows:

Friday, April 11, 2014

7:00-7:30 Introduction & PreConference Assessment
7:30-8:15 Plenary Session 1
The Ramifications of a GodkesVorld

8:30:9:30 Breakout Session 1:
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A. A Look attheFine-Tuning of the Universe

B. The Moral Argument for the Existence of God

Saturday, April 12, 2014

9:3010:15 Plenary Session 2
The Kalam Cosmological Argument
10:3011:30 BreakoutSession 2:
A. The Reliability of the Gospels
B. Evidence for the Resurrection
11:4512:30 Plenary Session 3
Christianity as a Reasonable Quest
12:301:30 Lunch
1:30-2:30 Breakout Session 3
A. Answering the Problem of Evil & Suffering
B. Confronting Myths about Christianity
2:453:30 Plenary Session 4
Putting Apologetics into Practice
3:30-3:45 Post Conference Assessment and Closing Remarks
The conference began with an introtian by an appointed emcee wixplained
theconfe enceds tie to a doctoral research proje
conference schedule, and it was indicated that they could participate in all or part of the
conference. However, all adults (age 18 and over) were encouraged to participate in the

ertire conference and to complete the measurement instruments so as to contribute to the
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research project. Participants were read the Verbatim Consent Form Instructions as
approved by Biola Universityo6s Profsesecti on of
Appendix B and adults interested in participating in the research project completed the
Informed Consent Forifsee Appendix Land depagsed them inprepared bins. Those
who consented were then asked to complete th€Bngerence Survefsee Appendix
D) and to deposit the surveys in the respective collection bins. It should also be noted that
when participants arrived at the conference, they were given a conference packet. In the
folder, they found: (1) the Consent Form, (2) a conference program thateddhe
schedule, note pages, and recommended resources, and (3}@wnference Survey.
Following the introductory remarks, | presented the first lecfurgé,h e
Ramifications of a Godless Wortd f or a p pr dixeimmatdsAfterthef or t vy
lecture,participants wergiven the option to attend one of two breakout sessions
prepared byhe lay leaders. These sessions involved a lecture of approximatelfiverty
minutes with about fifteen minutes reserved for questions and answers relative to the
lecture. After the breakout session, participants were dismissed until the next morning.
On Saturday, April 12, participants returned to BridgePoint Bible Church in the
morning. Prior to the lunch break, participants attended the second plenary session, a
seond breakout session, and the third plenary session. The lunch break allowed
participants not only to eat, but to browse a book table developed for the event that
featured many of the recommended resources indicated in the conference program for
each topiaddressed. After the lunch break, the final breakout sessibtha final
plenary session wemmpleted. At the completion of all presentations, the emcee asked
those participants whtadcompleted the Consent Form and the@omference Survey
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to compékte the PosConference Survefsee Appendix E Participants were thanked for
their involvement in the research project avetedismissed.

Finally, six weeks after the conference, on May 23, 2014, those participants who
completed the Consent Form weemtan email asking them to participate in an

anonymous onlin€ollow-Up Survey (see AppendiX F

The Conference Presentations

The conference presentations were the original work of each of the presenters.
Each presentation was approximately fefite minutes in length. The verbal
presentation was accompanied by PowerPoint slides which adequately represented the

content of each presentation.

Developmentand Application of Research Instruments

The primary purpose of thoctoralproject is to answer the questidgis it
possible for a pastor to team with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics
conference that effectively increases apologetic understanding among those wid attend
To measure whether the trained leaderss@sedhe apologetic understanding of
conference attendees, a Paad PostConference Survey were developed (see Appendix
D andE, respectively). The surveys were crafted to coincide with the ten different
apologetis presentations. That is, questiong&developed to measure the apologetics
understanding of attendees priothe conference and then to test them over the same
guestions at the end of the conference. In particular, three questions were developed for
each of the ten sessions for a totalhafty questions. In addition, it wamy contention
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that if understanding truly increased there would also be an increase in apologetic
confidence as well as an increased knowledge in where to turn for answers to apologetic
guestions. Thus, five additionguestions were asked to measure apologetididence
and four questions were asked to measure if participants had a sense of where to turn for
answers to apologetic questions. In total then, participants asked thirtynine
identicalquestions bothdfore and after the conference.

Prior to answering the thidgine questions on the P@onference Survey
participants were asked three demographic questions: (1) Are you a regular attender of
BridgePoint?(2) Do you consider yourself a practicing Chan?, and (3) Are you at
least 18 years of age? It was anticipated prior to the conference that most of the
participants would be Christians from the BridgePoint community. The first two
guestions were aimed at confirming that preconception. Answers foghtwo
guestions also alloedfor theanalysis of any differences between those inside and
outside the BridgePoint community and the Christian faith. The third question was asked
to confirm that the survey taker was old enough to participate inutig. st

As indicated earlier, the R@onference Survey was administered and collected
prior to any of the presentations and the Ramtference Survey was administered and
collected after all sessions were completed. Attendees created aryidgrtifde tlat
was placed atteop of both surveys. Th-andPostl | owed
Conference Surveys to be directly compared while maintaining anonymity.

In addition to the identical thirtgine apologetics questions on the-Rned Post
Conferenceésurveys, three additional questions-@®) are found on the RP@onference
Survey. These questions have to do with personal use and interest in apologetics. Six
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weeks after the conference, participants who completed the Informed Consent Form (on

which they were asked for an email address) were sent an email in which they were asked

to complete an online survey. On the online survey, questicd? 4@und on tk Pre

Conference Survey wesskedagainfor comparison purposes. In addition, one other
questorwas asked relative to the statement: @l
apol ogetics conference in a conversation wit
was to see if use of and interestapologetics increased in the period following the

conference, also indicators of a true increase in apologetic understanding as a result of the
conference. Those who completed the online survey gave no personal information, but
provided the same code used for the Brel PostConference Surveys which allowed fo

data to be appropriately matched while maintaining anonymity.

Each of the questions on the three different surveys consists of a single statement
to which the participant is asked to respond. The response options given are in the form
of a Likerttypescale. This scale allows for five pateal answers, each of whichgs/en
a numerical value: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neutral, (4) disagree, and (5) strongly
disagree. Participants were asked to select a whole number response (1, 2,)3addor 5
not to respond with an answer between any of the options (e.g., 1%2). For each question
there is a desired response, that is, a response that indicates apologetic understanding
relative to a particular issue. In some cases, apologetic understandisigased by
agreeing with the statement given and in other cases by disagreeing with the statement
given. The surveys were constructed in this manner to encourage participants to be
thoughtful about their responses daa@void rote responses on one sidi¢he scale or
the other.
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Instrumentation and Project Hypothesis

| hypothesized thaas a result of teaming with lay leaders in the presentation of
an apologetics conferendée participants of the conference would increase their
apologetics understanding. The results of the reseaecheasured by comparirige
Pre, Post, and FollowUp Conference 8rveys.Thisis accomplished by comparing the
before and after responseslaneasuring the movement on the Liksrale. If the
responses shonoticeable movement towardsettesired response, thecanconclude
that the hypothesis was supported. If the responses show movement away from the
desired response or remain stablentheanconclude that the hypothesis was not

supported.

Summary

The intent of this chapter hhgsen to explain the treatmdrapplied relative to the
research questioifhe treatmentalled for the recruitment and training of lay leaders, the
developmenand completion of an apologetics conference, and the design and
implementation of a research instrument to measure the effectiveness of the apologetics

conference in increasing the apologetic understanding of participants.

278



CHAPTER 5

PROJECT RESULTS

This chapter reports on the apologetics conference which lies at the center of this
doctoralproject. It discusses the degree to which the project was conducted as planned as
well as the results of the P@onference, Postonference, anddiow-Up Surveys and

their significance.

General Description of Project Implementation

To answer th research question of thdsctoralproject | trained lay leaders to
team with me in presenting apologstimaterial at a weekend conference. This
apologetics conference was completed on April 11 and 12, 20B4idgePoint Bible
Churchin Houston, Texas. The conference was completed without deviation from the
planned schedule as set forttchapterfour with the PreConference Survey completed
prior to the presentation of the ten apologetics topics. Each of the lay leaders duly
completed their presentations consistent with the materials they prepared with me over
the previous fifteen monghThe PostConfererme Survey was implemented immediately
following the conference, while the online Folldyp Survey was distributed on May 24,
exactly six weeks after the conference completion date. Participants were given one week

to respond to the online survey.
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A total of 185 individuals attended the conference, although not all attended the
entire conference. Of the attendees, 118 completed thédPference Survey, 107
completed the PogEonference Survey, and 78mpleted the Followdp Survey Only
those who attendkethe entire conference were asked to complete theQRogerence
and FollowUp Surveys. Some of the surveys were not completed properly and some did
not have the necessary identifying code. In the end, there were-ghtyseable
matches for PreandPostConference Surveys (n=84), and 39 useable matches between
the PreConference Survey and the Folldp Survey (n=39).

Prior to answering the apologeticdated questions on the Fo@nference
Survey participants were asked three demographic quest{@) Are you a regular
attender of BridgePoint?2) Do you consider yourself a practicing Christizard (3)
Are you at least 18 years of age? It was anticipated prior to the conference that most of
the participants would be Christians from the Briéiget community. The first two
guestions were aimed at confirming that preconception, and indeed the preconception
was confirmed. Only two survey completers were not regular attenders of BridgePoint
and all participants indicated that they were practi€@hgstians. Had there been a
significant number of participants who had answered no to the first two questions, there
may have been reason to consider a comparative analysis between participants inside and
outside the BridgePoint community and the Chnrstaith. In the absence of participants
outsideof BridgePoint and the Christian faith, no such comparative analysis is called for
and all participants were considered in the same statistical pool. The third question was
asked to confirm that the surveykés was old enough to participate in the study. All
surveys indicated an answer in the affirmative to the third question.
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Survey Results

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the conferencevethseceived by the
participants; however, such evidence is nftigent to indicate that the apologetics
conference answered the research question at happothesized that as a result of
teaming with lay leaders in the presentation of an apologetics conference that the
participants of the conference would inceediseir apologetics understanding. The results
would be measured by comparitng Pre, Post, and FollowUp Conference @veys.If
the responses indicate movement towards the desired respondeyitheanclude that
the hypothesis has been supportéthe responses indicate movement away from the
desired outcomes or remaintdts thenl will conclude that the hypothesis has not been
supported.

The surveys were crafted to coincide with the ten different apologetic
presentations. In particular, thrgeestions were developed for each of the ten sessions
for a total of thirty quesons (Questions-B0). It ismy contention that if understanding
truly increased there would also be an increase in personal confidence relative to
apologetic questions as Wwak an increased knowledge of where to turn for answers to
apologetic questions. Thus, five additional questions (QuesticB5)3dere asked to
measure apologetaonfidence and four questiof@uestions 3@9) were asked to
measure if participants hadsanse of where to turn for answers to apologetic questions.
In addition to the identical thirtgine apologetics questions on the-Rued Post
Conference Surveys, three additional questions (QuestieA2)4dre found on ther&
Conference Survey whicheseaskedagainon the FollowUp Survey. These questions
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have to do with personal use and interest in apologetics. In addition, one other question
was asked on thieollow-Up Survey (Question 43p see if usef and interest in
apologetics increased in the period following the conference. As with QuestBinsfl
the responses for the latter questions indicate movement away from the deiosoes
or remain stable, thenwill conclude that the hypothesis has not been supgor
Results Indicated by Responses to Questied& 1
Content Comprehension
Questions 430 were asked on both the Pamd PosConference Surveysnd
thesesuveys are presented in Appendix D andeach of the questions on the surveys
consisted of a single statement to which the participants were asked to rd$pesal.

statements are shovoelow:

Life without God

1. Love and beauty as we know it would not exist apart from the existence of
God.

2. If God does not exist, any meaning one attributes to life is subjective.
3. If there is no God, human reason is unreliable.

The Kalam Cosmological Argument

4. Everything that comes into existence has a cause.

5. The Second Law of Thermodynamics undermines thetiggahe universe
had a beginning.

6. If the universe had a beginning, it had to have a cause.
Resurrection

7. Itis essential to biblical Christianity that the resurrection was a historical
event.
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8. The Gospels report that the disciples experiereedunters with the risen
Christ. These reports are historically credible.

9. The biblical report that women were the first withesses of the resurrection
weakens the historical case for the event.

The Historical Reliability of the Gospels

10.The theological lcaracter of the Gospels means we cannot rely on them as
being theologically accurate.

11.The testimony of the Gospels canodét be t
they were written too long after the events occurred.

12.Even if the Gospels included reajewitness testimony, we cannot trust that
they provide an accurate historical account of first century events for the
simple reason that eyewitness testimony is not always credible.

The Problem of Evil and Suffering

13.Nonb el i ever s d o n 0thevihaadsseffereg ligerCoristlares oho. w i

14.God is good and loving. He also allows for evil and suffering. These two
thoughts are not compatible.

15.The Christian worldview provides the best explanation for why there is euvil
and suffering in the world.

Fine-Tuning of the Universe

16. Christian and noi€Christian scientists agree that life in the universe would be
highly improbable if gravitational and electromagnetic forces were slightly
different than they are.

17.When Christians infer that there is a Goddehsn the intricate design of the
universe, they have moved beyond the boundaries of good science.

18When it i's said #hatedt e itnii we rmea nits trhfa

conditions of our universe had to fall within an extremely narrow range in
order to allow for life.
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The Moral Argument

19. All moral values and duties are subjective in nature, varying from society to
society and at times even from individual to individual.

20.Even if moral duties exist in an objective seritsis, still difficult to explain
why one should follow these morals apart from a belief in God.

21.1f moral values and duties exist in an objective sense, their existence must
stem from something beyond individuals and societies.

Myths about Christianity

22.Christianity has a longistory of impeding scientific pursuits.

23.Religious wars, including those done in the name of Christianity, are the cause
for a significant percentage of largeale, armed conflicts since the time of
Christ.

24.The Bible does a good job of supporting theseaof disenfranchised groups
including women.

Christianity among the Religions

25.Christianity is unique among the worl dbo
being tested through historical evidence.

26.1f on a religious quest, one reason to start withisianity is that while Jesus
is revered by other religions, he is at the center of Christianity.

27.An attractive feature of Christianity versus other religions is that salvation is
free.

Putting Apologetics into Practice

28. Apologetics is helpful in remorg barriers to belief that people might have.
29.When using apologetics, the tone of the discussion is not important.

30. Asking people questions about their own beliefs is generally not a good way
to help them see the weaknesses in their own thinking.

The response options given were in the form of a Litygre scale: (1) strongly
agree, (2) agree, (3) neutral, (4) disagree, and (5) strongly disagree. For each question
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there was a desired outcome (DO) that indicated proper apologetic understanding. This
outcome is indicated on Table 1 for each question. In some cases, apologetic
understanding was indicated by agreeing with the statement given and in other cases by
disagreeing with thetatement giverPre and PosConference Survey responses were
matchel for individual participants using the identifying code.

Table 1 shows the average qfm@nference response and the average @userence
response for each question. Movement towards the desired oyoimdicated by
comparing the results of two suggwas on average positive for each of thesfions

with the exception of gestionnine,which had a very slight 04) movement away from

the desired outcome. There is no particular rea$ovhich| am awareas to why this
guestion elicited negative movenavhen all the others elicited positive movement. As
mentioned, three questions were asked relative to each of the ten apologetic
presentations. When the average movement for each grouping of three gugaton
considered, the movement was positive for each set of questicinsling the setfo

which question nine was a paréésTable 2).
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When considering the data collectively, participants provided an answer equal to
the desired outcome an avgeaof 13.96 times on the P@onference Survey and an
average of 20.83 times on the RGsinference Survey (see Table 3). This is an
improvement of 49%, indicating the participants increased their understanding of
apologetic issues as a result of the cmriee as measured by the Raed Post
Conference Surveys.

The setup of the conference with the breakout sessions only allowed participants
to attend seven of the ten presentations. Participants were asked on-iGerRestnce
Survey to indicate whickessions they attended, but to answer questiond for al
presentations. This alloweade to compare the results for the breakout sesattended
with those ofthe breakout sessions not attended. Since some of the presentations had
slight overlap, it was»@ected that even without attendance at a particular session results
would improve slightly on the Pe§tonference Survey, while a more marked
improvement would be indicated for sessions actually attended. This expectation was met
as participants moved t@nds the desired outcome by an average increment of 0.20 for
the sessions not attendattleD.44 for sessions attendedg s able 4). In other words,
when participants attended a breakout ses#iair responses moved more towards the
desired outcome fohe questions associated with the breakout session than if they did

not attend the session.
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Table 5.4. Average Improvement Considering Session Attendance, Questions24

Question 7-9 1012 1315 1618 1921 2224 7-24
Indicated Improvement with Sessic 0.15 026 053 054 040 076 0.44
Attendance

Indicated Improvement without 5 5, 516 031 034 015 025 0.20
Session Attendance

Impact of Session Attendance 0.16 0.11 0.22 0.21 0.25 051 0.24

Total Useable Responses: 84

Note: All calculations have been made using-nmmded numbersvhich accounts for

calculation deviances across rows or columns.

Results Indicated by Responses to Question3531

Apologetic Confidence

It is my contention that ithe apologetic understanding of the participants actually

increased, they would exhibit a corresponding increase in confidence relative to their own

ability to answer questions that others might have regarding Christianity. Questi8is 31

were designed to meare this confidence, arsde listed below:

31.0ne reason | donot of ten

able to answer their questions.

32.1 am confident | can explain to others why | believe God exists.

33.If someone questions the historicak | i abi | ity of

really know how to respond.

shar e

t

my

h e

faith

New Te

34.1f someone asks me why a good and powerful God would allow suffering and
evil, | know some good ways to answer their question.

35.When norChristians ask me questions about the Bibl€mistianity, | am

uncomfortable.

As with Questions B0, there was a desired outcome (DO) of 1 or 5 for each

guestion on theigen Likert scale, as indicated Table 5. When considering the data for

Questions 315 collectively, participants provided an answer equal to the desired
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outcome an average of 0.38 times on the@®urference Survey and an average of 0.92
number of times on the PeSbnference Surveyrhis is an improvement of 58%.
Furthermore, the average deviation from the desired outcome was 1.82 on the Pre
Conference Survey for Questions33 and only 1.30 on the PeSbnference Survey.
This is an improvement of 0.52, or 29%, indicating that thiegi@ants increased their

confidence in answering apologetasented questions as a result of the conference

Table 5.5. Apologetic Confidence, Questions 385

Question 31 32 33 34 35 31-35
Desired Outcome (DO) 5 1 5 1 5 n/a
Average PreConferenceResponse 273 299 3.10 246 3.50 n/a
Average PreConferenceDO Differential 227 199 190 146 150 1.82
Average PosConferenceResponse 279 196 385 186 3.64 n/a
PostConferenceDO Differential 221 096 115 0.86 1.36 1.30
Pre/PostConferencdmprovement 0.06 1.02 0.75 0.61 0.14 0.b2
PreConferenceResponses = DO 0.00 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.38
PostConferenceResponses = DO 0.00 0.25 0.20 0.29 0.18 0.92
Increase in Responses = DO 0.00 0.15 0.13 0.19 0.06 0.54

Total UseabldResponses: 84

Note: All calculations have been made using-muwmded numbersvhich accounts for
calculation deviances across rows or columns.

Results Indicated by Responses to Questior3936
Participanté UnderafWhkeretdi ng
Turn for Answers
One indication of increased apologetic understanding is an increased awareness of
where to turn for answers to questions on various apologetic topics. One of the purposes

behind using lay leaders was to make participants aware of a nambeividuals

within BridgePoint Bible Church to whom they could turn with questions. Furthermore,
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the inclusion of recommended resources in the conference program and a corresponding
book table gave participants exposure to where to find additionakasistihus, it was
expected that the responses would move towards the desired outcome for Questions 36
39 in the PosConference Survefsee Appendix Erelative to the Pr€onference

Survey(see Appendix D These four questions are listed below:

36. There argeople at BridgePoint | can turn to if | need answers to tough
guestions about Christianity.

37.BridgePoint is a good church for someone who wants more than surface
answers to tough questions about God and the Bible.

38.The people making the presentationthé conference would be good
resources if | have questions about their subject areas.

39.1 am aware of good resources if | need help in answering tough questions
about Christianity.

As with the previous questipparticipants were to respond to the above
statements with an answer of 1 (strongly agree) to a 5 (strongly disagree) using-a Likert
type scale. The desired outcome (DO) for Question3B@as 1, or strongly agree.
When considering the data for Questions336collectively (see Table 6), particigan
provided an answer equal to the desired outcome an average of 1.44 occurrences on the
PreConference Survey and an average of 2.68 occurrences on tHednbstence
Survey. This is an improvement of 1.24, or 86%. Furthermore, the average pre
conferenceesponse for Questions 3 was0.83 greater than the desired outcoamsl
the averag postconference response was oflg6 greater than the desired outcome
Thisis an improvement of 0.47, or %/ indicating that the participants increased their

undersanding of where to find answers to apologetic questions, and in particular
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recognized to a greater degree that BridgePoint is a church in which such answers can be

found.

Table5.6. Participants' Understanding of Where to Turn for Answers, Questions 339

Question 36 37 38 39 36-39
Desired Outcome (DO) 1 1 1 1 1
Difference in DO and Pr€onferenceResponse 0.73 0.74 0.95 0.90 0.83
Diff erence in DO ath PostConferenceResponse 0.44 0.38 0.30 0.31 0.36
Pre/PostConferencdmprovement 0.29 0.36 0.65 0.60 0.47
PreConferenceResponses = DO 0.43 0.44 0.25 0.32 1.44
PostConferenceResponses = DO 0.63 0.65 0.70 0.69 2.68
Increase in Responses = DO 0.20 0.21 0.45 0.37 1.24

Total Useable Responses: 84

Note: All calculations havbeen made using nenunded numbersvhich accounts for
calculation deviances across rows or columns.

Results Indicated by Responses to Questior4340
Sustained Apologetic Interest and Use
If increased apologetic understanding has occurred apemtigipants, it is
believed that they will be more likely to engage others in conversations about Christ, use
salient points from the Why God Conference in discussions with others, and have an
increased interest in apologetics as indicated by pursuiogrees related topalogetics.
With this in mind,l askedthe participants Questions 42 in the PreConference Survey
(see Appendix Eas well as in the Followlp Survey(see Appendix Jsix weeks after
participation in the conferenc€hese questions @ias follows:

40.1 have had a discussion with a rR@Ghristian about spiritual issues in the last
Six weeks.

41.1 have read something related to apologetics in the last six weeks.
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42.1 have an interest in learning better how to answer questions and objections
regading Christianity.

Although the number of completed Follawp Surveys was sevengight, only thirty
nine could be successfully matched with completedmaference Surveys using the
participantprovided idenflying code. In additioh asked Question 4ia the FollowUp
Survey as an indication of the extent to which people put the inflmmgained at the

conferencdo use.

43.1 have used something | learned in the apologetics conference in a
conversation with someone.

There was no preonference equivaht to Question 43.

Table5.7. Sustained Apologetic Interest and Use, Questions-4@

Question 40 41 42 4042
Desired Outcome (DO) 1 1 1 1
Difference in DO and Pr€onferenceResponse 192 1.86 0.37 1.38
Difference in DO and Postonference Response 163 1.31 0.48 1.14
Follow-Up Improvement 0.29 055 -0.11 0.24
PreConferenceResponses = DO 0.13 0.15 0.67 0.95
Follow-Up Responses = DO 0.15 0.21 0.54 0.90
Increase in Responses = DO 0.03 0.05 -0.13 -0.05

Total Useable Responses: 39

Note: All calculations have been made using-nmmded numbers which accounts for
calculation deviances across rows or columns.

As with the previous questions, participants were asked to respond to the above
statements with an answer of 1 (stronadyee) to a 5 (strongly disagree). The desired
outcome (DO) for Questions 4B was 1, or strongly agree. When considering the data
for Questions 4@12 collectively (see Table 7), participants provided an average pre

conference response af38 above the [@ and anaverage followup response of.14
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above the DOThis is an overall improvemeof 0.24, or 1%, despite the fact that
responses to Question 42 did not show an improverhbatlatter question may not have
shown an improvement because of oversdiom or perhaps because of the small sample
size combined with the fact thiadth preconferenceand followup resultsvere very near
the DO.

Theoverall positive movement for Questions-48 howeverjs not matched by
an increased number m#sponsesaial to the DJor the questions. Althougthe follow-
up responses for Questions 40 and 41 show more DO responses, Question 42 did not and
thusmitigated the DO results of Questions 40 and 41.

Question 43 was asked orderto discern whether participanised the
information they gained at the conference in conversation with others. There was no
equivalent preconference question, which meant that the answers did not need to be
compared with @revious survey. This allowede to use all sevensgight respnses to
the FollowUp Conference Survey for this particular question. It was anticipated, based
on the overall hypothesis of thdectoral projectthat participants would on average
provide an answer of less than three, or the neutradgrerence poson. The actual

responses confirm such an expectation as the average score for Question 43 was 2.22.

Significance of Findings

Once again, | pursued thi®ctoral projecin order to answer the questidits it
possible for a pastor to team with trainayl leaders in providing an apologetics
conference that effectively increases apologetic understanding among thost:enti®
| hypothesized that as a result of teaming with lay leaders in the presentation of an
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apologetics conference that the particiganf the conference would increase their
apologetics understandinghis increase in understanding was measuretbmparing
responses on the P@onferencePostConferenceand llow-Up Qurveys.| selected a
desired outcome for each question and movenmevards the desired outcome was
measured by comparing the FEenference Survey with the PgSbnference Survey for
Questions 439 and the Pr€onference Survey with the Folledp Survey for Questions
40-42. The survey results indicated that there wasament towards the desired
outcome for each of the question sets. That is, participants indicated that they increased
their knowledge of apologetic arguments in Questie6,ltheir apologetic confidence
in Questions 385, and their awareness as to vehier seek further apologetic
information in Questions 389. In addition, six weeks after the conference, they
indicated a greater use and pursuit of apologetEfdicated by responses to Questions
40-42.Remarkably, of the fortywo questions in whichefore and after comparisons
were made, forty showed movement towards the desired outcome.

| was confident throughout the development ofdbetoral projecthat the
research question would be answered in the affirmative, but was pleasantly surprised by
the strength of the affirmation. This affirmation comes not only through the analysis
already presented, but also through anecdotal evidence. Both during the conference and

in the days that followed, participants regularly commented on how helpful teeahat

was in encouraging their own faith and equipping them with answers to share with others.

In addition, a number of participants spoke of wanting to bring friends to BridgePoint,
because they now knew that it was a church that waoeilable to answeheir friendsod
guestions. Eagerness was also noted by t
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presentations online in order to review various arguments and/or listen to the breakout
sessions they were not able to attend.

Although the process of prepagithe presenters was lengthy, requirsgne
fifteen months, it is believed that the period of time granted to the lay leaders, the strong
engagement of the lay leaders in the prepargtiooess, and the mentorihg/as able to
provide were the main coittutors to the success of thectoralproject. The lay leaders
were not just handed a set of notes to rely upon for their presentations, but instead read a
great deal of material from top contributors to their topic area and were able to come to a
place of conviction and confidence about @éihguments they made. The process allowed
the leaders to exhibit a significant degree of mastery and expertise that not only made for
strong presentations, but also gave a sense of confidence to participants. Participants were
clearly not given canned or erficial answers and were significantly engaged by the

material. This was the case despite the differing presentation styles of the lay leaders.

Summary

The intent of this chapter has been to explain the results dbtiieral project
relative to the research questidvly hypothesisvas that this question could be answered
in the affirmative and was tested by working with lay leaders to present an apologetics
conference. Attendees of the conference completed surveys at the onset of the
conferenceat its completionand six weeks after the conference. Tésults of the
surveys were compared afaind to confirmthe hypothesis by indicatingcognizable

improvement from survey teurvey relative to apologetic understanding.
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CHAPTER 6

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, thdoctoral projecwill be summarized. The problem addressed
by this project will be reviewed, the treatment applied will be addressed, and the results
and attending conclusions will be discussed. In additiopnapsis of each of the
preceding chapters within thisojectwill be presented and recommendations for further

study will be made.

Review of the Problem

In chapteroneit was argued that discipleship in the American evangelical church
has largely forgo&n the mind. While there have been calls to evangelism, doctrinal
orthodoxy, community engagement, moral living, and a personalized relationship with
God, there has long been lacking a call to rigorous thought regarding thebied
nature of the Christin worldview and how it speaks to questions others might have of its
veracity. In large part this has meant that while the church has continued its ability to
share what it believes at least on the most foundational theological issues, it has too often
lost its ability to articulate why it believes what it believes. It is not surprjsiver that

the American church has increasingly found itself losing the battle for hearts and minds.
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In order to address this issue, the church must begin the procegspyieg
believers with the information and skills necessary to preseatlaquatease in favor of
the Christian worldview and to expose the failings of other worldviews with which it
vies. In other words, the church needs to learn how to win in theetptake of ideas
through sound apologetic efforts. As set forth, it has been the intent dbtiieral
projectto address this need by exposing a local church to apologetic arguments. This
could have been accomplished through the sole efforts of a peational minister or by
contracting the services of agbessional apologist. It wamy contention, however, that
apologetic understanding could increase without resorting to the poofakskpert
model. Furthermoré&believed that by choosing to estishla team of trained lay leaders
in an apologetic effort the church could do more than just learn about apologetics for a
weekend; it could be invested with weblrsed individuals who could help create a

culture of developing the forgotten mind.

Reviewof the Treatment

Of course, my desire to increase apologetic understanding in the local church and
to do so by teaming with lay leaders is only worthwhile if indeed it could be shown that
increased apologetic understanding through such diumeis possible. To that end,
sought to build aoctoralproject in which church attenders were encouraged to attend a
weekend apologetics conferenat which the lay leaders arldpresented various
apologetics related topics. Adult conference attendeee asked to complete pre
conference postconference,and followup surveys in order to ascertain whether an
increase in apologetic understanding was attaifid.kind of understanding thaiwas
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looking for was not on€limensional. That is, it wasny belief that if apologetic
understanding had indeed increased it would not just result in the additqolofetic
information, butit also wouldincrease the confidence of participants in addressing
guestions people might haabdoutthe Christian faithjmprove their understanding of
where to find further answers to difficult questions, and increase their use of apologetics.
Thus, questions on the survey instruments were aimed at measuring this kind -of multi
dimensional increase in apologsticinderstandig by comparing before and after

responses. The survey instruments are presented in AppeDdigeand F

Review of Results

The data acquired from the surveys uniformly supported the hypothesis that
apologeic understanding woulohcrease among conferanparticipants. Comparison
was made between poenferencepostconferenceand followup surveys for all
participants who completed usable surveys. An analysis indicated that there was a
significant increase in apologetic understandasgindicated by better grasp of
apologetic arguments, increased apologetic confidence, and improved use of and interest

in apologetics.

Summary of PrecedingChapters

The purpose of thidoctoral projects to answer the research questids:it
possible for a pastooteam with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics
conference that effectively increases apologetic understanding among those wi attend
Chapteronearticulated this question and the corresponding hypotHeaiso provided
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the reader with definitions of pertinent terms as wethasimitations and delimitations
of the project.

The purpose othaptertwo was to provide a biblical and theological rationale for
thisdoctoral projecand particularly for the research questidhis was accomplished
first by examining Scriptureods cal-l to use r
revelation. Second, the specific use of apologetics in both the Old and New Testaments
was explored with particular attention giverthe examplef Jesus and the apostles.

Third, a brief overview of the use of apologetics in church history was sketched and
indicated that the contemporary use of apol o
throughout the ages. Finally, in the second chaptenmon objections to apologetics

were addressed and found to be wanting.

Chapterthreewasareviewof literature relative to tharguments presented during
the conferencas well as to the training of lay leadeEsach of the apologetic topics
could hae easily been th®pic of aprojectby itself. Thus, the review of literaturgas
not considered exhaustiviayt wasnonethelessufficient to indicate thate lay or clergy
apologist hasvell-grounded arguments his or her disposdturthermore, thereias
sufficient direction among the literaturedaide clergy iradequatelyreparing lay
leaders to preseapologetic findings in a mann#ratwould benefit potential learners.

The intent ofchapterfour was to explain the treatmelnapplied relative to the
research questioifhe treatmentas indicated abovealled for the recruitment and
training of lay leaders, the development and completion of an apologetics conference, and
the design and implementation of a research instrutoeneasure the effectiveness of
the apologetics conference in increasing the apologetic understanding of participants.
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Chapterfive was written to explain the results of tthectoral projectelative to
the research hypothesEheresults of thesurveyscompleted by the conference
participantsvere comparedinalyzedand presented for the reader. These results
confirmed the hypothesis by indicating significant improvement from surveyrtey

relative to apologetic understanding.

Implications of the Doctoral Project

The findings of thigloctoralproject indicate that is indeed possible for a pastor
to team with trained lay leaders in providing an apologetics conference that effectively
increases apologesicinderstanding among those who atteé®dcha finding is important
because more often than not apologetics training is left up to professional clergy or
apologists. While such training is not wrong, it may give the impression that while
apologetic arguments are interesting, they are not someltfahgan be grasped at a
significant level by the common chugier.

By employing lay leaders in the process of teaching apologetics, the participants
of the conference viewed BridgePoint in a different way. They recognized that there were
those in the clmeh who could help answer their questions and that the church as a whole
is a place where people can freely inquire about the Christian faith. It is unlikely that such
would havebeen the result ifhad sought to present all of the apologetic toplogse
Participants may h& gained an elevated view ofy personal ability to address
apologetic issues, but it is doubtful that their impression of the church as a whole would

have changed. The inclusion of lay leaders was crucial to such a change in perspect
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In addition to the use of lay leaders proving to be effective in improving the
apologetic understanding of a local church, the lay leaders themselves found the process
to be personally valuable. Although the commitment was significant and called for a
considerable measure of research and presentation preparatipagj@pants
considered their inclusion in the project beneficial. Some found the research invigorating
as it caused them to thimkoredeepy about an issue than they are often requioad
church. Others found the training relative to developing a strong presentation helpful not
only for the present project, but also for other teaching environments. For many, the
prospect of a public presentation about a difficult issue was dauntinge\etheless
they discovered themselves able to complete such an assignment. Success in this project
would seem to set them up well for further success in other teaching settings.

One of the great advantages to using a lay team in training otherdogetms is
the fact that apologetic knowledge becomes dispersed among the local congregation. The
value of this dispersion is at least tiadd. First, each of the apologetic topics could
consume a lifetime of study. By encouraging lay leaders to becopeete in certain
topics, it is likely that the depth of understanding regarding a variety of topics would be
much greater than if one individual was called to bexgrert in all arenas. Although
made a significant effort to become wedlrsedn the literature and arguments for each
of theapologetic topics, in someases the presenters surpassgknowledge regarding
a particular project. This is as it should be in a healthy congregation. Secondly, by
dispersing apologetic knowledge among a groupyfdaders, the longevity of expertise
is anticipated to be great It is always possible thatould be called away from the
church, but even if this occurred, a considerable amount of apologetic knowledge would
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remain with the church. Likewise, onetbt lay leaders could also leave the church
(although each was selected in part because of their recognized commitment to the body),
but again only a portion of the apologetic expertise would be lost.

In summary, the affirmation of the hypothesis of thostoral projechas several
implications. First, it indicated that teaming with lay leaders is effective in increasing the
apologetic understanding of people in the church. Second, it indicated that using lay
leaders can significantly improve the perspaxthat the local church as a whole is a
place where questions about Christianity can be asked. Third, it provides valuable skills
and expeence to the lay leaderso#tth, the longevity of apologetic knowledge in the

church appears to be batsecured Wwen using a clerghdy leader team.

Recommendations

When considering recommendationgontemplated any changewould make to
this particulardoctoral projecgtrecommendations for researchers of similar projects, and

recommendations for furtheesearch.

Recommendations for Changes to this Project

Three main tasks were involved in this project: 1) designing and implementing an
apologetics conference, 2) training lay leaders to develop apologetic presentations, and 3)
creating and implementing siey instruments to measure the effectiveness of the project
in increasing apologetic understanding. In regards to the first task, no changes are
recommended. The topics chosen seemed to be of considerable interest to the
participantsand the schedule usewhile intensive, appears to have been appropriate to
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maintain engagenmé throughout the conference. Neither elnangesecommendedbr
the preparation of the lay leaders. It is believed that the leaders received adequate
information and helpful trainothat allowed them to succeed, as measured by the
increase in apologetic understanding of those who attended the conference. This training
included group settings, ofm@-one interaction, and top&pecific instruction relative to
both content and presemibn.| did not, however, complete a formal debrief with the lay
leaders to discern from their perspective if any changes in the training process would be
suggested from their standpoint.

In regards to the third ta8kthe development ahimplementation ofhe surveg
| would likely change some of the wording for the questions to provide for greater clarity.
Anecdotal evidence suggests that double negatives contained in some questions were
confusing (e.g., Questions 12 and ,3d9me terms were not properiyderstood (e.g.,
Aunder mineso in Question 5), and other quest
to the conference even if participants were not familiar with the topic of discussion (e.g.,
Questions 1, 7, and 8). In addition, the method of &shabg an identifying code created
too many identical codes among participants, meaning that some of the surveys became
unusable for the simple reason that they could not be uniquely matched. In addition, it was
apparent that many individuals could nanesnber their identifying code six weeks later
when the FollowUp Survey was completed. This resulted in many of the Felpw

Surveys being unusable for comparison purposes.
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Recommendations for Researchers of Similar Projects

When considering the threeain tasks of this project, it is recommended that
researchers of similar projects select an apologetisference schedule that would be
most advantageous to their local congregation. | have been at BridgePoint Bible Church
for fourteen years and had ense of the topic areas that would interest people and a
schedule that would attract and maintain participants. The topics and schedule best for
other churches may vary.

Participation was good at the conference for several reasons: 1) the church
advertisd the conference for sena weeks before the event,Ifreached a message prior
to the conference entitled AA God Who Gives
encourage participation, and Bextended many personal invitations. When it comes to
apologetics, many who are uninitiated do not see the value until after they have heard the
arguments; thyst is incumbent upon any researcher to provide stronec@néerence
incentive for attendance.

When providing lay leader training, it is recommeddhat researchers emphasize
both content and presentation in the training venues. The former is necessary if the
participants of a conference are going to haveenbgnd usable informatida present.

The latter emphasis on presentation, however, ipisnportant. Often apologetics is
about the development of formal arguments and little is said étmactualpresentation
of the argumentd.believed that it was important to provide significant training relative
to presentation not only so that mia&ls were presented in an understandable and

engaging way, but also becaugeelieved that the manner and tone that was used by the
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lay leaders in presenting their material would in and of itself be instructive to
participants.

Finally, in regards to suey development and implementation, it is recommended
that future researchers create a means of securing better identifying codes for the reasons

indicated in the previous section.

Recommendations for Additional Research

Teaching apologetics in the Idadurch can take many forms. As indicated in
chapterthree others have sought to assess the effamtis®f teaching apologetics in the
local church, but none have studied the effectiveness of teaming with lay leaders in the
process. Some recommendasidar additional research that involves the use of lay
leaders might include:

1. Use of a fully layled approachRather than a vocational minister teaming

with lay leaders, research could be conducted Heeteffect of a completely
lay-led presentation tea | believe my inclusion on the team provided a
helpful validation of the team aswhole. In other words, sint@am respected
as a pastor in the church my inclusion likely helped with garnering
participation and lending general credibility to the conference. This belief,
however, may not be warrantethd thee may be value to a strictly ldgader
team.

2. Implementéion of a more directedstreamlined preparation method.

purposely allowed all lay leaders to craft their own presentation. This
approach took a considerable amount of time as each was called upon to do
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his or her own research on each topic area. Suepproach is believed to
have hel ped the | ay | eaders become fAicom
assigned topic; however, it may well be that in terms of presenting an
understandable apologetic argument, effectiveness could still be attained by
giving presenters a prdeveloped outline. This woulgtobably lessen the
fifteenrmonth presentation period used for this project.

. A nonweekend conference presentation medilims project used a weekend
apologetics conference as the medium. This approach mayckaain
advantages because participants make a siertarcommitment and are
perhaps able to see overlaps between various apologetic arguments. At the
same time, it is just as likely that the amount of apologetic information was
more than many particgmts could adequately process in such a short period.
Thus, additional research might include a weekly class that highlights just one
topic per week.

. Use of an application componeiita further researcproject was done using

a onceperweek class, it wuld be possible for participants to be given
assignments orderto use what they learn in conversations with others.
Although thisdoctoral projectlid include instruction on how participants
might put apologetics to use, they were not given the opubyrtio apply

what they had learned or debrief their attempts with other participants and
leaders.

. Formal review of lay leader3.his project did not involve a formal interview

or survey of the lay leaders. In future projects, such a review might expose
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ways in which the preparation process and effectiveok®e presentations

mightbe improved.
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APPENDIX A

PREPARING FOR A SUCCESSFUL PRESENTATION

In preparing lay leaders for the presentations, the following instructions were
provided during training sessions. The instructions were given as a hard copy and were

explained verbally by the researcher.
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Preparing for a Successful Presentation

. Remember the goal of all teaching:cause learningn the end our aim is not to
teach information but to teach people.

. ldentify the aim for the specific session: what is it that we want to cause people to
learn?

It will be our goal to cause people to learn answers to questions regarding the
Christian faith such that they can readily use them in conversations with others.

. Prepare your own heart and the heart of your listeners thppaght Ask God to
build in you a humble, yet assured, heart. Also ask him to help you to answer any
skeptics in a gentle way. Pray your listeners will be learners more than critics.

. Create a map that helps cause people to learn

1. Stirin people a desire to know the answer/responseguestion/issue at hand.
We must highlight and personalize theegtion we are trying to answeo that
people are ready to |l earn. APriming the
teaching processnd the result is that peopiet an answer for augstion they
dondt t hink t-WEnydehizaa dxcellemthvay toNdine the pump.

ME
WE

2. Present the answer to the question at handiearly as possible and provide a
response to any common objections or questibhs intention is not to show
people how much you know about a subject; the intention is to make sure that
people understand what you are teaching. This means that you should only share
what you can explain well. It also means that it is likely that you will need to say
key things in seeral different ways or perhaps repeat important points.

3. After presenting your answer, show people how this information casduein a
conversationThis acts not only to remind people that you are teaching them not
justto give them information bwtsaministry tool. It also provides you an
opportunity to repeat the main stream of the argument.

4. Close by giving peoplewsionof how the Christian community will be well
served if it is equipped with the answer you have provitled.vision should be
inspiing and encourage peoplevitat to learn even more.
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5. Between each of the above provide a cteamsition For example, after stirring
interest in people, simply tell them that now you are going to provide them with
some helpful thoughts to addreks issue.

E. Be conscious of important live presentation elements:

1. EngagementPlan to be engaging by using illustrations and visual aids, not as
filler but to help people understand and keep focused. For the sake of continuity,
we will all provide an outlie of our points, as well as a list of Recommended
Resources.

2. Internalization It is imperative that people see us having internalized the
argument we are presenting. We cannot hope that others will internalize it if we
have not done so ourselves.

3. Tone Humility is key. Be norcondescending and naelfpromoting, but
properly confident

4. Volume Obviously we want to be loud enough, but we also want our volume to
aid in attention through variation

5. SpeedToo slow bores people, too fast loses them. Vargpeged for emphasis
can be important as well.

6. Ifnervous say a quick pray before you start &
provision by starting strong.

APeople | earn what they care about and r
Standford Eriksen

Recommendd Resources:

The Essence of Good TeachiSgandford C. Eriksen, 1997

Teaching to Change Lives: Seven Ways to Make Your Teaching Come Alive

Howard Hendricks, 2003

1 Communicating for a Change: Seven Keys to Irresistible CommunicAnoly,
Stanley and LaaJones, 2006

1 The Seven Laws of the Learner: How to Teach Almost Anything to Practically
Anyone Bruce Wilkinson, 2005

1 The Teaching Ministry of the ChurcWilliam Yount, 2008

= =4

311



APPENDIX B

VERBATIM CONSENT FOR M INSTRUCTIONS

Prior to completing theonference surveys, participants of the conference were
read the following consent form instructions verbatm keepi ng wi th Bi ol a

Protection of Human Rights in Research Committee requirements.

312



Verbatim Consent Form Instructions

Thank you for attending this apologetics conference. It is parthafsésprojectdeveloped by

John Hopper who is a student of Talbot School of Theology at Biola University, La Mirada,
California. The conference schedule is as listed in your foldepiavitles for you to attend four
plenary sessions and three out of six different breakout sessions. If you attend the seven sessions
possible for you to attend and complete the surveys to be explained, your total time involvement
will be approximately nin&ours.

To assess the effectiveness of this conference in improving your apologetic understanding and
interest, you are asked to participate in a prel posiconference survey, as well as a short

online survey six weeks after the conference. The tota &stimated for completing all three
surveys is 25 minutes. These surveys will ask you to create an identifying code known only to
you, so as to maintathe anonymity of each surveyll completed surveys will be maintained

by John Hopper and will noebmade publi@ven in their anonymous statiformation from all
surveys will be analyzed and certain statistics from the survey set will be made public. Again,
however, the results of any one survey will not be made public. If some unforeseen event caus
an individual survey to be made public, your unique identifying code means it is unlikely anyone
will be able to associate a survey with you.

Your participation in this research project is anticipated to benefit the BridgePoint Bible Church
communityby providing church leaders with information about the apologetic understanding of
the church attenders and the effectiveness of using a pastor and lay leaders to train them. Upon
completion of thehesisproject a brief summary of survey results will bmailed to all

participants. Furthermore, when the writtbasisprojectis completed it will be made available

for public review.

If you would like to be a part of this research project and are at least 18 years of age, you are
asked to read and sigmet Informed Consent Form found in your conference folders, knowing

that at any time you are free to leave the conference or opt out of completing any remaining
surveys. Please place the completed Informed Consent Form in one of the collection bins found at
the back of the room when completed. Once you have completed the Informed Consent Form,
you may also complete the ptenference survey.

If you are under 18, or would not like to be part of the research project, you are free to attend the
entire conferece. You are asked, however, not to complete any surveys.

Thank you again for your attendance and participation.
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APPENDIX C

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Prior to participation in the survey, attendees of the conference were asked to
completethéd ol | owi ng i nformed consent form in kee|]

Protection of Human Rights in Research Committee requirements.
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Informed Consent Form

Participantdéds name:

I authorize John Hoppédoctoralcandidateat Biola University, La Mirada, California, and
Executive Pastor at BridgePoint Bible Church, Houston, Texa¥/or any designated research
assistants to gather information from me on the topic of Christian apokbgetic

| understand that the general poses of the research are to assess the effectiveness of a
researchedesigned apologetics conference and that | will be askemhtplete a preand post
conferencesurvey as well as a followp surveysix weeks after the conferenckunderstand that
the approximate total time of my involvement in completing the three surveys will be about 25
minutes and theotaltime of my involvement at the conference will be about 9 hours.

The potential benefitf theresearctstudyis that John Hopper will hav@ore accurate

information regarding thapologetic understandirgf church attenders as watisight inhow to
furthertrain people in apologetichis information can then be shared with other church leaders
in the formation of future training opportuieis.

| am aware that | may choose not to answer any questions that | find embarrassing or offensive.

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that | may refuse to participate or discontinue
my participation at any time without penalty or leddenefits to which | am otherwise entitled.

I understand that if, after my participation, | experience any undue anxiety or stress or have
guestions about the resea@ my rights as a participarthat may have been provoked by the
experience, John hhper will be available for consultation, and will also be available to provide
direction regarding medical assistance in the unlikely event of physical injury incurred during
participation in the research.

Confidentiality of research results will beaintained by the researche¥ly individual results
will not be released without my written consent.

Signature Date

| am over 18 years of age: Y&s No R

Email (used to send me folleup surveyand brief summary of researcdsulty

There are two copies of this consent form included. Please sign one and return it to the researcher with your
pre-conference surveesponses. The other copy you may keep for your records.

Questions and comments may be add@sgsJohn HopperBridgePoint Bible Church, 13277 Katy
FreewayHouston, Texas{7079 Phone832448133Q
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APPENDIX D

PRE-CONFERENCE SURVEY

Prior to all teaching sessions of the conference, participants who had completed

the informed onsent form also completéde Re-Conference &rvey included here.
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Last letter of the city you were born in

Second digit of your age on April 11, 2014

Favorite holiday

WHY GOD? PRE-CONFERENCE SURVEY

Preliminary Questions

A. Are you a regular attender of BridgePoint? Yes No

B. Do you consider yourself a practicing Christian? Yes No

C. Areyou at least 18 years of age? Yes No

Respond to each of the questions below by indicating your level of agreement or disagreement with each

statement. Please circle one of the five numbers for each qu&stioiwt mark a space between the
numbers

Life without God
1. Love and beauty as wanéw it would not exist apart from the existence of God.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

2. If God does not exist, any meaning one attributes to life is subjective.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strorgly disagree

3. |Ifthere is no God, human reason is unreliable.
1 2 3 4 5

strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

The Kalam Cosmological Argument

4. Everything that comes into existence has a cause.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

5. The Second Law of Thermodynamics undermines the idea that the universe had a beginning.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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6. If the universe had a beginning, it had to have a cause.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
Resurrection

7. ltis essential to biblical Christianity that the resurrection was a historical event.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

8. The Gospels repothat the disciples experienced encounters with the risen Christ. These reports are
historically credible.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

9. The biblical report that women were the first witnesses of the resurrectioengetile historical case
for the event.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

The Historical Reliability of the Gospels

10. The theological character of the Gospels means we cannot rely on them as being theologically

accurate.
1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

11.The testi mony of the Gospels canét be trusted as hi
long after the events occurred.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

12. Even if the Gospels included real eyewitness testimony, we cannot trust that they provide an accurate
historical account of first century events for the simple reason that eyewitness testimony is not always

credible.
1 2 3 4 5
strongl agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

The Problem of Evil and Suffering

13.Nonbel i evers dondédt have a problem with evil and suff
1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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14. God is good and lovin He also allows for evil and suffering. These two thoughts are not compatible.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

15. The Christian worldview provides the best explanation for why there is evil and suffering in the world.
1 2 3 4 5

strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

Fine-Tuning of the Universe

16. Christian and noiChristian scientists agree that life in the universe would be highly improbable if
gravitational and electromagnetic forces were sligtiitierent than they are.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

17. When Christians infer that there is a God based on the intricate design of the universe, they have
moved beyond the boundaries of good science.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
18. When it is said tthuantedt, e iuniivse rmeen nits tihfaitned he i niti q

had to fall within an extremely narrow range in order to allow for life.

1 2 3 4 5
stronglyagree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

The Moral Argument

19. All moral values and duties are subjective in nature, varying from society to society and at times even
from individual to individual.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

20. Even if moral duties exist in an objective serisis, still difficult to explain why one should follow
these morals apart from a belief in God.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

21. If moral values anduties exist in an objective sense, their existence must stem from something
beyond individuals and societies.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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Myths about Christianity

22. Christianity has a long history of impedisgientific pursuits.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

23. Religious wars, including those done in the name of Christianity, are the cause for a significant
percentage of largscale, armed conflicts since the time of Christ

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

24. The Bible does a good job of supporting the cause of disenfranchised groups including women.
1 2 3 4 5

strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

Christianity amonghe Religions

25.Christianity is unique among the worldés major rel
historical evidence.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

26. If on a religious quest, one reason to start W@ithistianity is that while Jesus is revered by other
religions, he is at the center of Christianity.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

27. An attractive feature of Christianity versus other religions is that salvatioreis fre
1 2 3 4 5

strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

Putting Apologetics into Practice

28. Apologetics is helpful in removing barriers to belief that people might have.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

29. When using apologetics, the tone of the discussion is not important.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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30. Asking people questions about their own beliefs is generally not a good way to help them see the
weaknesses itheir own thinking.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

Apologetic Confidence

31.One reason | dondét often share my faith with others
guestions.
1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

32. I am confident | can explain to others why | believe God exists.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
33.1 f someone questions the hi st orrealykhowhoswtoi abi |l ity of
respond.
1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

34. If someone asks me why a good and powerful God would allow suffering and evil, | know some good
ways to answer their question.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

35. When norChristians ask me questions about the Bible or Christianity, | am uncomfortable.
1 2 3 4 5

strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

Where to Turn for Answers

36. There are people at BridgeRbl can turn to if | need answers to tough questions about Christianity.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

37. BridgePoint is a good church for someone who wants more than surface answers to tough questions
about God and thBible.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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38. The people making the presentations at this conference would be good resources if | have questions
about their subject areas.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

39. I am aware of good resources if | need help in answering tough questions about Christianity.
1 2 3 4 5

strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

Personal Use of and Interest in Apologetics

40. | have had a discussion wighnorrChristian about spiritual issues in the last six weeks.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

41. | have read something related to apologetics in the last six weeks.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

42. | have an interest in learning better how to answer questions and objections regarding Christianity.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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APPENDIX E

POST-CONFERENCE SURVEY

Following all of theteaching sessions of the conference, participants who had
completed the informed consent form and attended the entire conference were asked to

completethe PostConference Grvey included here.
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Last letter of the city you were boim

Second digit of your age on April 11, 2014

Favorite holiday

WHY GOD? POST-CONFERENCE SURVEY

Respond to each of the questions below by indicating your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement.
Please circle one of the five numbers for each quedliomot mark a space between the numbers

Conference Attendance

| attended the follwing sessions at which John Hopper was the presenter:

C The Ramifications of a Godless World

C The Kalam Cosmological Argument

C Which GodChristianityas a Reasonable Quest
C Putting Apologetics into Practice

| attended the followingrealout sessions:

C A Lookat FineTuning of the UniverséMike Hugele)

The Moral Argument for the Existence of G@liim Muckle)
TheReliability of the Gospel¢Ben Simpson)

Evidence for the Resurrecti¢fheresa Clede)

Answering the Problem of Evil & Sufferingoe Sanders)
Confronting Myths about Christianit¥ivian Bush)

O 0 0 00

Life without God
1. Love and beauty as we know it would not exist apart from the existence of God.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

2. If God does not exist, any meaniage attributes to life is subjective.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree

3. |Ifthere is no God, human reason is unreliable.

1 2 3 4 5
strongly agree agree neutral disagree  strongly disagree
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