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Before you start...

Read through the relevant Unit Guide (under Moodle, Unit Guides)
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Conside this weel@forum question then complete2 hours prereadng from recommended
andoptional soures on Moodlgcf. Resourcédoxes below)to help answer thiguestion

From the reading, come prepared to sharguestion, challenge, implicaticdaapplication
Download this learning guide (and the associated powerpoint pdf), and have it opgouo
computer ready to edit if you are a clasased student

Put together your personal profile (1 page) and bring it to class or emaiDiave
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This modulas a bumper edion, the longest of the course. We overvidghne hisory of apologetics, then
delveinto broad types of apologetics befommpacking a stevise method we wilemploy most weeks.

In thefirst sessionwe skim across the high points of apologetics across histongidering the challenges
posed by the culture at large, and how Christians responded in defending and commending their beliefs.
In the second sessiome consider the main schools/types apologetics, and evaluate the strengths and
weaknesses of each as we seek a complete apolog@tiasibility, credibility and relevance is our rally cry!
In the third session, | will teach you a stepstep apologetic method for approaching any topic.

(This approach will be helpful for the remaining assignments, and we will often practice this in the third
session of subsequent weeks so it becomes second nature.)

¢CKAA& Y2RdzZ S arda ¢AdAKpsloheticstdihk Rayure of TRtk subsgGuend 2 dzZNRA S Y
modules we wiltonsider thenterrelation of truth, reason and revelatiorgxploring the bigger picture of
beliefs through the lens of worldview analysis, presuppositions and epistemology.

OBJECTIVES
The objectives of this module are to:
1 Review the intellectual attacks upon Christian faith and Christian responses, including the
Apologists, Augustine, Aquinas, the Enlightenment, Darwinism, and secular humanism
1 Consider the schools/types of apologetics (natural theologljextive immediacyrevelation OR
classical; evidential; reformed; fideism; cumulative case; presuppositional) and how they function
1 Learn a metapologetic method, drawing on diverse apologetic types, in addressing objections

OUTCOMES

On completion of this module, studesshould be able t@xplain the place of apologetics in the Christian
faith, both theologically and historicallytulents should be aware of the major types of apologetidsere
each is strong and weak in defending and commending Christiamiggratedin a multifaceted method
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Aligned with the Unit Guide Outcomes, students should be able to: ey CARDINAL

Knowledge (know and understand): A PULigg
Al. Apologetics as the defence and commendation of the Christian gos Hl:?fo
A5.Strategies to defend and commend Christian faith A 20/,

Skils (be able to): 99
B1. Discuss the nature of Christian apologetics

SESSION FLQWCcture runs 6:19:00pm,

breaks from 7:05:10pm, and 7:558:050m)

6:15 Apologetic High Points across the ages (50 minutes)
7:10 Apologetic Types and Strategies (dbutes)

8:05 Meta-Apologetic Method (55 minutes)
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Resource.1l

There are somexcellentreadings this week, offering different angles on the apologetic enterprise.
Explore freely, but within your two hours of preading, you might want to prioritise the following:

+ Dulles(2004) packs an amazing amount into six short pages, touching on apologetic appro
across history, its Nineteenth and Twentieté @ G dzNB  FIF € £ FNRB Y mhnd O
I LJ2 f 2 3nSHe Av@atgrrstCSy G dzNE d ¢2 KA a OFff F2NJ ald
apologetic approach must position peopetrust in and love a person, not champion
confidence in their own autonomous rationality and finite/fallible intetle

+ Graham(2013) amplifies my personabnvictions, drawing on history to demonstratet
apologetics is properly positioned as a typeablic theology Rather than aiming tain an
intellectual argument, or simply persuading our neighbour to accept the gospel and follow
Christ, apologetics is about carving out a space where our particular Christian voice and et
convictions can be heard and valued in a pluralistic dialofjue oriented to the holistic
flourishing ghalon) of *all* citizens, irrespective of whether or notthéydzo YA G (2
Lordship A Christcentred, intelligible witness, must serve the common good. Again, Amen!

+ In previous iterations of the coursBpa & Bowmai2001) was the set text for PE620 students
LiQa | NBdzZ ofé GKS o06Sad GSEG 2y GeLsSa 27
pages 1723 offer a broadntroduction to the field (recapping last module), while pages524
offer a comprehensive overview of the history of apologetics, informing the following notes

+ The fall and phoenix like rise of apologetics in the Twentieth Century is a pivotal period to
understand the current state and somewhat divided schools of apologetics in the present. 4
such, if you are wanting an indepth historical survey of this period, chedRullgs(2005).

+ !0 0KS SyR 2F GKAa TFTANEROG a EdgaghguhbelieHe diageyori
Gg2 LRE23SGA0 IAINBlFGaxX ! dAdzAGAYS FyR ! ljdg
SOSNE (K2dZAKUG OFLWAGSMOOSYUNSESNRYAYpKSE OKk
GKIFG aGd2Ne G2 SELRAS GKS GGNY3IAO FElgeT
metanarrative For the concluding chapter exploring the legacy of both thinkers and
contemporary relevance, reeChang2000).

+ Lucky last, and in answering the forum question this week, | particularly identify with Blaise
Pascal. Like Kierkegaard (another favourite), his more literary approach has strengths and
weaknesses, but his versatility and integration are a wonderful méaela fantastic 10 page
introduction to his strategy, and his greatest woAenséesead Guinnes$1989).

In pressing the case for their discipline, apologists shouldikempnd that it is neither necessary nor

sufficient for salutary acts of faithlt is not necessary, for we all know people who have strong faith

without having eer read a word of apologeticét is not sufficient, because faith is a gragigen

submissia to the Word of God, not a nolusion from human argumentépolayetics has a more
modesttaskL i aSS1a (G2 aK2g¢g oKeé Ad Aa NBlFLazylroftSs gAl
comes to us thra@ K { ONJA LJG dzNB & ¢ R6 K KSB ntlkigdbl i alzd theh aSskr of

faith objectively justifiableThe task of apologetics is to discover these signs and organize them in such

a way as to be persisive to particular audiencedhe arguments can never prove the truth of
Christianity beyond aflossibility of doubt, but they can show that it is reasonable to believe and that

GKS I NEBdzZYSyGa | 3rAyad / KNRAGAFYAGE FNB y20 RSOA:
that apologetics is neither a necessary nor a sufficient conditiothéosaving act of faith, they will

cultivate the discipline for its ability to challenge unbelief and remove obstacles to faithAtss&ihg

as people ask questions and pose challenges to one another, believers will be called upon to give a
reason forthe faith thatis in them (cf. 1 Peter 3:15)pologetics justifies itself, time and again, as a

distinct discipline and as a normal ingredient in authentic evangelization, catechesis, theology,
ecumenism, and interreligious dialogiiPulles 2005, 367)
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2.1 Why Consider Old Apologists?

Reflection Activity?2.1 ¢ Distance Students

In place of class discussion, online/distance students are required to complete a series of reflectio
four per week. For each reflection activity/question, journal at least 30 (nmgdunil) words, and tick off
the related boxes in the middle of the Unit Guide.

#2.1 Why bother considering previous attempts of Christians to
defend and commendtie Christian faith to their contemporaries?

3Ly &
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rather than to later generationNot surprisinglytherefore, no apologist from previous centuries or

generations precisely fills the prescription that might be written for apreRdnte | LJ2f 2 3SG A O¢
(Avery DullesA History of Apologetid2005], XX

Apologetics involves interpersonal dialogue and so the strategy pursued must vary by time and place.

The particular issues that must be addressadt. So, to, do the frames of reference, or paradigms, within

which we understand the questions and supbly’ @ 4 SNE ® W2 Ky E8ag)&chdladti2 ( dza Q& 6 v
argument, for instance in part appealing t@uctoritas scribentiungi.e., the claim of Biblical writers to

speak for God) anirationabilitas errorumd A @S> GG KS SOARSY( dzyNBdea 2yl of !
gK2 NB2SOG GKS { ONAUltkdoNSrantin ad Bgezbf r@ndng agnostipisin andaTt 8 0
culture of scientific reductionism and moral relativity.

For each period the apologist requires a cleaderstanding of their contexDefensivelyapologists must
respondto critiques that damage the plaumiity of the Christian faithOffensively, apologists must
recognize the particular needs of their audience anthmendhe truth, goodness, and beauty of
Christianity to them in ways they undéasd.

Class Activitg.1¢ 45 minutes

Rather than sit throughaloAg A Y RSR f SOUdzZNE 6 KSNBS L NBOF L) (K
In one of seven groups, you will tackle one of the following seven periods summarising high points
history of apologeticd-eel free to draw ogour own prereading to shape your response.

3 Thinking back through each periad(1) New Testament (2) &ly Church (3Cmstantine and the
Roman Empire (4) Christendom in the Middle Ages (5) Reformatio&iightenment, and7) 19th
century to thepresentt what were the particular challengesind opportunities for apologists to
engage? What is thenduring relevance fotoday?

| SNBEQa GKS LINR2OSaay

(1) As a group whether out loud, or silently work through the notes associated with your
assigned period diistory. Circle whom you consider to be the most important figures, and
underline crucial sentences to make sense of why and how they offered an apologetic. You
10 minutesto prepare a spoken summary of this period, highlighting the greaiesfe
challengeandopportunity for defending, commending and translating Christian faith to this g
What do you see as the enduring relevance of this period for today? How is it similar to, or
different from, our cultural context in posthristendom Australia?

(2) As a whole class, each group will present3¥oninutes with 2 minutesof questions from others.
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O0Apologetics has to meet the adversaries of the faith where they are in each successive géneration
(Dulles 2004, 1:89)

2.2.1 New Testament Times: The First Century Christians

oBefore being an apologetic, Christianity was of course a messétg@egan as aonviction that Jesus was
Messiah and Lordand this conviction seems to have drawn its overpowerimgef from theevent of the
ResurrectionAs the message concerning Jesus as risen Lord was proclaigeegt rise to certain
questions and objectionffom inquirers, from believes, and from adversariefn answer to such
objections, and possibly alsoanticipation of foreseen objections, the Christian preachers spoke about the
signs and evidences they had found convinehg X ¢ 2 &2YS RS3INBST GKSN
apologetics was intrinsic to the presentation of the kerygmhg 6 306% 1£2)S &

3 Inyour perspedie, what New Testament Passages show clear apologetic intent. For instance, read:
+ Luke 1:34
4+ John 20:2731; 21:2425

GhyS Ydzad &l (2 6KIG Skiisgthe 6 KS T2
category of apologetic documentas is obvious at a glance, they bear

little resemblance tanodern apologetical treatisehey are narrative

in form and containittle sustained argumentatioriChey purport to tell

a story rather than to prova caseYet the question may still be asked

to what degree they are motivated by the intention of persuading

unbelievers to accept Christianity or of helping believers to overcome

their doubts and hesitationdf one defines apologetics in terms of this

general intention, one will find at least ana@pgetical ingredient in

0KSaS g(DNas 200 EB)D £

GLY YIFENNIGAYy3I GKAA adzofAYS KAadz2NER:
for the defense of the Christian faitlide explains why the disciples were
first drawn to Jesus and strongly held to Him awid/ Jesus in spite of

A 2 4 A x

|l Aa a2@SNBAIY LIR266SN ¢ (EuIeNBBSSITYI SR |y

G2 KAES y2yS 2F GKS b¢ gNARdGAy3Ta Aa RANBOGEE | yR LN
NEFESOGA2ya 2F (KS | KdzNEDK i inesSagefapd\diaaaiswer the dbiokish 6 A (i K
objections that would have arisen in the minds of adversaries, prospective converts, and candid believers.
Parts of the New Testamentsuch as the major Pauline Letters, Hebrews, the four Gospels, amd Acts

reveall Yy FLIR2f23SGA0FE LINB200dzLI GA2Yy Ay (GUKS YAYRa 27F

The primary commendation of the good news as set forth in the Gospels would seem to be the
attractiveness of the message itselfr rather of the reality that Christ brought into the2aWNX R & X
The primary sign of credibility, to judge from the Gospels, would seem to be the person of Jesus, with His
vitality, determination, and compassion, and His uniquely authoritative manner of teaching and Xcting.

As secondary signs, not whollypseable from the person and work of Jesus, the Gosals ¢
attention to the miraclesJesus Himself, according to the accounts, invokes His miracles as external
confirmations of His divine missi. The New Testament addresses itself primarily to persdms ave
familiar with and who fully accept the Jewistrigtures. The Christian fulfihent is presented as the key to
the proper interpetation of the ancient textdThus] New forms of apologetic would become necessary
when the Church, primarily based oeli¢nistic soil, was forced to deal continually with persons born and
ONBR AY | @SNE RAFOBNBOPE23A Y St f SOldzZ t 62NI Rog
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3 With which gospel writer do you most identify, and how would you characterise his apologetic?

9 Lukeuses arevidential approach(Luke 1:14) in verifying the accuracy of his
G2 NRSNBR¢ K AwitdeBshc@uhts | YR S@ S

1 Paulappeals to the realitygvidential) of the resurrection as the

cornerstone for belief (cf. 1 Corinthians 15)
Pauluses aclassical/logicalapproachin Acts 17, appealing to Mars Hill philosophers
Pauluses aeformed/fideistic approach in Romans 1:48l in stating that

6S tfto& | FRWENRASYOS D2RQa SEA&AGSYyOSs odzi adz
1 Johnappeals to Christ as the Word, emphasigiegelation

T
T

2.2.2 Eaty Church (antiNicene) Fatherslst ¢ 4th Century

dn thefirst three centurieghe literature was predominantlgefensive
it sought to stave off persecution by convincing Roman officials that Christians were
good citizens who obeyed the laws amchyed for the Emperoé. 6 52085 S a

GLY GKS Lkad rLkradg2tA0 SN (KS yS¢ OKIFffSyasSa GK
throughout the Roman Empireequired a new apologetic counterthrust. Rabbinic Judaism, fully

developed Gnosticism, persecuting paganism, and Hellenistic culture and philosophy all opposed the

fledgling church. The religious apologists defended Christianity against these attacksaunght to gain

converts to the faith by arguing for the superiority of the Christian position. There were also political

apologists who argued that the church should be tolerated by the stat@oa & Bowman 2001, 29)

Apologeticsin this period waprimarily concened with refuting heresy (e.g.n@sticism) within the church,
thus highlighting the superiority of the
orthodox Christian positiarAs Roman
religionlost adherents as new converts
to Jesus, antChridgian sentiment was on
the riseThus, apologetics was essential
to combat misunderstanding and
decrease persecutioror instance,
apologists worked hard to tie Christianity
to Judaism to receive the sam
protection under Roman ruléther
apologists sought to explain that

I/ KNR & G A | syhéistssdsiiBsiid G
all Gods, though they dismissadany
gods and nor were they incestuous
OFyyAolfasx at SSLAY
FYR aAaiSNB Ay d KN
RNAY(Ay3 (GKS o02Re
(See, for instance, the Moodle Extra
Resourcéerewith Tertullian and
Octavius.)

Graffiti from the period shows that the
cross truly wa considered foolishness to
many people depicting Christ on a
ONRaa sAlGK I R2y1S

gla GKS / KNRAAGAlIYyQa D2RO®

14! t SBN12Ya g2NBAKALA KA& 3I2F
(1stg¢ 2nd Century Roman graffiti)
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0Of the many apologists from this period, the most important by far was

Justin Martyr(ca. 106165), a convert to Christianity from Platonism. In

his Dialoguewith Tryphothe Jew Justin used messianic prophecies from

the Hebrew Scriptures to prove that Jesus is the Messiah. In his two
Apologieshe appealed for the civibleration of Christianity and argued

that it was in fact the true philosophy. To show that Christianity should

be tolerated, he refuted common errors and ruos (for example, that
Christians were atheists and that they ate flesh and drank blood) and
presented Christianity as a morally superior religion. To support his claim

that it was the true philosophy, Justin made the first attempt in post
OAOEAOLt KAAUG2NER G2 O2NNBfIIGS W2KyQ
philosophy, arguing that Christianity wagpgrior to Platonism and that

Fye GNUziK Ay tftFid2 gl a | Oldz e LI}
doctrine was less than consistently biblical, notably in his strongly
subordinationist view of Christ. However, his efforts were commendable giveaiduie in Christian history

(even before the process of collecting the New Testament canon was completed) and in view of his role as

a pioneer in Christian theologizing and apologediddoa & Bowman 2001, 30)

Tertullian (ca. 166220) was known for his brilliant application of Roman juridical (law) principles to the
defense of Christianity (e.@pology written AD 197)His particular legacy was confronti@nosticism

(a belief that taught salvation by special knowledge and escaping the corrupt flesh by spiritual exercise),
and defending freedom of religion as a basic human right, contending that
Christians under persecution and sentenced to death must vecifair trial.

G.& TFINIGKS Y2ad AYLRNIFYy(d DONBeS| I L0 GdKS
(ca. 185254), whose lengthgontraCelsumd & ! 3+ Ay aid / St adzé LI &

/ St adza Qa LI A fafdhBtadiak cdtici$ns of Ehrigtianidyl 16 it for

example, Origen argued that Jesus did not do his miracles by sorcery, offered a

AYLINB&aAAODS KA&aGG2NAROIf RSTFSyaS 2F WS: NB O
theory and other objections, and shed that the miracle stories of paganism are

FTFN) £t Saa ONBRAOES (KIy dK2asS 2F GKS LG A

has been ranked as one of the classics of apologétBsa & Bowman 2001, 30)
3 Why doesConstantinemark such a radical change in apologetic focus?

2.2.3 PostConstantinian Church Fatherdth ¢ 5th Century

dln thenext few centuriesapologetics turned more aggressivelyradute philosopheravho claimed that
Stoicism and Ne®latonism could provide all that was needed for a blessed lifeo 52089t S &

Gb2GgArlKadl yRAY 3 (KS-Nehg/perod, diuniidmsrial trarisforiationknfst dey G S
noted from thefourth century onward Unlike some of the early apologists, the later patristic authors

take a relatively positive attitude toward classical culture, showing how Christianity preserves, corrects,

FYR adzN1J 3aSa GKS KAIKSAG | OKASOSYSy i dogigtsfareDNBE S |
almost unanimous in opting for a synthesis of biblical faith with classical culture, while correcting the

errors of the pagans in the light of biblical revelatioX.

In the perspectives of a later age, some ask whether these thinkers didaoeoicede too much to their
opponents.Many of them have been accused of ovBlatonizing by depicting Christianity as a means of
escaping from the ambiguities of time and finding refuge in mystical anticipations of eternitgl a
encounters with the divine Many of them, however, dealt realistically with world history and with the
LX  OS 2F NBf (DAs2005 8BF) a2 OASie ¢
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din the fourth and fifth centuries pagan religions were on the wane and Christianity was on the
ascendancy throughout the empirgoarticularly after the edict of Constantine in 313. Christian apologists
wrote with pride of the progress and lifehanging effects of Christianity. They also became more
systematic in their presentation of Christianity as a worldview in contrast to caetipg philosophies,
notably Neoplatonismé Baa & Bowman 2001, 30)

Augustine(354non ! 50 X a! dz3dzaGAyS ¢l a g2y
after trying Manicheism, a dualistic philosophy that viewed bgolod
and evil as ultimate realities, and Platonism, which convinced him that
Manicheism was false and so, by his own testimony, helped him on the
path to Christianity. His earlier apologetic works, not surprisingly, were
in large part devoted to refuting My A OK S|y |IBEaA&f 2 & 2 LIK @ ¢
Bowman 2001, 331).
Augustine highlights the interrationship of faith and reasofReason
precedes faith (a rational mind must be able to recognise the truth in
order to respond to it), yet faith also precedes reason (moshef
Christian truths are in large partunseeD 2 R A& Ay @A aArof Sx
work on the cross was historical, and thus cannot be directly seen now).
G! dzZ3dza Ay Sy GKSys> gl a GKS FANRBROG | LIk
believing in order to understandy daith seeking understandindides
quaerens intellectum)ut for him it was only one side of the coin. He frequently expressed this interactive
2N) AYGSNRSLISYRSY(d @OASs 2F FIFLAGK YR NBlFazy Ay adz
undeNR G F Y RAY 3 T ABOKZBOWmami2DGBA)Y YSy (1 Q¢ 6

aThis does not mean that ne@hristians know nothing about God. Augustine cited Romans 1:20 to
show that some philosophers, especially Platonists, have been able from the creation to recbgriezst t
of a Creator God. The line of reasoning by which even pagans can be made to admit a Creator is essentially
what philosophers would later call@smological - “
argument, reasoning from the changeableness of all
things in the world (Greekosmo$ to the existence of
an unmade Maker of all things. This was one of a
number of arguments by which Augustine reasoned
that knowledge of God was available to pagans. But tlj§
knowledge cannot prevent them from falling into
idolatry and polytheism. The true worghof God can
be found only by placing faith in Jesus Christ.

Such féth is not a groundless faitithey are
much deceived, who think that we believe in Christ
without any proofs concerning Chri@Augustine wove
the proofs he found compelling into an dpgetic
consisting of a number of strands. These proofs :
included fulfilled prophecy, the consistent monotheistig
faith and worship of the church, the miracles of the
Bibe, and especially th#hirack(df the massive
conversion of much of Roman societyf&ith in a
crucified God even when such faith brought
Y I NIi @ NER2&Bownian 2001B2).

3 Across his lifedime, Augustine wrote an incredible
amount.| @S &2dz NBIR lye 27
(e.g.ConfessionsCity of Gogi? How did you find it, ]
andwhat stood out most?

ﬁ‘chuv uele Xfputo

xl?lwﬂ‘ nfnte Gcmut a2 Mrum n
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2.2.4 Chistendom and the Middle Agessth ¢ 16th Century

dThen in theMiddle AgesChristian apologists increasingly directed their attentiodésvs and Muslims
arguing that Jesus fulfilled the messianic prophecies of the Hebrew BibdeeaghMohammed did nat.
(Dulles2005

G.& GKS aS@SyiK OSyildzNE -Rohaidcdtird dndtdummghedrnlitRstrigdled 2 ND S R
against paganism. The church was the central vehicle of Western culture, and its apologists during the

Middle Agesdirected their efforts in three directions toward unconverted Judaism, the threat of Islam,

and the rational ground for belief. Two Christian philosophers of the Middle Ages who stand out for their
contributions to apologetics, and whose works continue b@ read and debated today, were Anselm and

Thomas Aquinag Baa & Bowman 200132).

Anselm(10331109) highlights believing (faith) in order to understand, and proposes thespipitocal

ontological argument ¢éthe notion of a being of unsurpassablegreata & A& f 23A 01 f f & Ay Sz
Fromtheidea2 ¥ GG KI G GKIFIYy gKAOK y20KAYy3a INBFGSNbdhgy 065
(Greekontosx K Sy OSA @I2fyéd 21 MHEdLYHsArguimen? Held MdeRsway with Platonists than
G§2RI&Qa Ylided Ninsvérd seeh foDe dtetnal, and the plan or source from whichemial

existence was derivedte also formed a solid apologetic arguing why God had to become a heraus

2yfe@ D2R AY 1 A& AYFAYAGS 0SAy3dI O02dxd R LINRPDARS |y A

GLY GKS GKANILISSYGK OSyiddzaNE / KNRAGAIY 9dz2NRLIS 461 a &
philosophical works of Aristotle and the strong impetusven to the Aristotelian worldview by the very

capable Spanistiirab philosopher Averroes. The growing influence of Averroist thought in European
universities led to a crisis for Christian thought. Some scholars at the universities were embracing an

uncritical Aristotelianism, while others, especially higlanking church officials, uncritically condemned

anything Aristoteliané Baa & Bowman 2001, 34)

Thomas Aquinag12251274) responded to Aristof S Qa NXzt S
of logic by forming a solid systematic theology from Biblical
revelation, highlighting that some truths about God are

discoverable through reason or through faith, while others

are orly discoverable through faith. S | £ 82 F2 N¥Y SR
g1 etaFA 0SS | NBdzySyida T2N D2RQ& SE
nature of the world aghanging, causative, contingent,
graduated,andordered).This showed that God existed, but

did not prove Gogber se as faith in God ought to be based

on Hisrevelationin Scripture, not on th@roofs (For Aquinas,

reason served to confirm what was already believed by faith

Ay D2RQ&a aStF NBGStI A2y o0

+ 1 yasty 41 &

1 Y 2 eoyedoturinidlligan &Y bafievésb ¥iat | ntay understaril
Others have termed thig@ ¥ | A

0K aSS1{Ay3 dzyRSNEGF YRAYyAbdE
3 What do you think this means, and how have you seen this in practise?

+ Thomas Aquinasalso comes in for some flack in setting up the Enlightenment project of reason
independent of Godautonomous reasohn

3 He did thisby teasing apart what two things?
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2.2.5 Reformation and Humanisml6th ¢ 17th Century

dTheReformationwas a response to both concerns o@atholic teachingdn salvation
and also in response tdumanismio S A y 3 -dentréd\ohilgSophy emphasizing human dignity and
FTNBSR2Y (i (KS SELISyasS 27 ( B& &@Bawmar200BE). (G S OKA Yy
Reformers aimed to restore the correct order, pladmgnan reason under the governance of Scripture
NF GKSNJ GKFYy KdzYtr yAaiGA 0T yIFaGdz2NF ftAa0A© KHBHALPAYHNE

Martin Luther(1483mpnc 0 SYLIKIF aAaSR NBI a2y Qa f Aavpiojegdaf NBE 2SO
employing logic and philosophy to prove and defend the Christian faitg
Justification through grace by faith was reinstated.

John Calvir{15091564) was the chief theologian followihgther,
holding that faith is always reasonable, however faith ofteems
unreasonable to ubecauseof the noetic(mind-blinding) effectf sin
onallhumanreasoninP2 RQa 2 2NR A& 3IAGSY
His revelation cannot be subjected our reasoning or tests:aith

needs no rational justification and is more certain than rationally
2dzaGATASR (y26f SR3ISE 06SOFdzas Al

pu
<
(0p))

pu
Q
Q)¢

3 Some within the reformed school of thought (following on from
Calvin) areresistant to traditional apologetics that is, they discount
reasoning with a norbeliever on the basis of common ground.
Theologically, why would this beAnd do you agree, or disagree?

2.2.6 Enlightenment 17th ¢ 18th Century

dn early modern timesapologetis took on frestphilosophical opponents
On the one hand, it sought tefute skeptics who contended that reason could know nothing about God,
the soul, and immortality; on the other hand résponded torationalists who maintained that
human reason aald prove so much about these realities tht revelation was needed.
TheEnlightenmentOK I £ £ Sy3S KIFIR 06S3dzydé 65dz £ Sa

G! yiAft -RéferBatiddpetidd most Europeans
took Christianity for granted, and the major religious

\ 4 TS o debates were primarily intraChristian disputes about
i >@‘“ 2 s e+ 2 ] the meaningof certain key doctrines of the faith.
<

l\‘\\\}“‘ﬁf“‘i / o, XN R /| Butthe seventeenth century saw the rise otligious

skepticism that challenged the veryuth of the

Christian faith. This skepticism led to new developments
in apologetics. Some responded to the rationalistic
critiques of Christian doctrine by expressing a
skepticism of their ownt regarding the rekbility of

human reason and proposing an approach to religion
that emphasizes faith as a response of the heart. Other
apologists accepted the rationalistic challenge and
sought to answer it by proving that Christianity was just
as rational as the conclusis of modern science. These two approaches were typifiedBigise Pascadh

the seventeenth century andoseph Butleh y (1 KS S A 3 K (iBSE&/BMaddYIBzNE ¢ 0

3 With which thinker/camp would you sooner side? Pascal (fideist) or Butler (evidialist)?
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These developments in apologetics were primarily in response to modern s@eddeigher biblical
criticism.As aboveit drove apologetics two way®ne strandevidentialism(e.g., William Paley) aimed to
play by the same ground rules of sciencdjéaeng them to be neutral groxd between believer and
unbeliever in showing Christian theism to be more rational than any other waoeld through amartialling

of the evidencesThe other strandfideism (e.g., Sgren Kierkegaard) questioned the supremacy of logic and
science, instead emphasising the personal, relational aspects involved ir@hmigtian coming to faith.

Blaise Pasca]16231662) highlighted that apologetics should take into accdhetdifferences among

people.He believed Gotadprovided enough evidence of the truth of Christianity to those who want to

see, but not enough to compel a response, as fltle is meaningless without trusPascal is best known

forhisa2 SNl 6KAOK (GKS o6SGiAYy3a Yy KFa Y2NB (2 3AFLAy

3 In popular form, what isPascd Q& ahdBh&vNday it be used in apologetic conversation?

Gbl GdzNF £ aO0OASYyOSI KNP dAK , athie@eH majph dregkiheoughsaduribyglthe A £ S 2
seventeenth century and revolutionized our view of the world. In the wake of these developments,

most apologists for the next three centuries understood the apologetic task as primarily one of showing

the scientifc credibility of the Christian faith. More broadly, apologetics became focused on providing
empirical evidence, whether scientific or historical, in support of Christianity. Laying the groundwork for

this empirical approach was John Locke (16B204), a Bitish philosopher who developed one of the

earliest formulations of empiricisn€ Boa & Bowman 2001, 37)

W2 & S LIK apotijefic @ffdisdThe Analogy of Religiamere widely regarded asworthy response to

the natural religion of the deists. However, Christian apologetics was forced to reinvent itself with the
advent of theEnlightenment The skepticism of the Scottish philosopBavid Humeg1711-1776)

prepared the way for this movemenithich rejected all revelation claims and all natural religion or natural
theology, and declared the autonomy of human reason. Hume convinced many that the teleological or
design argument, the argument from miracles, and other standard Christian apolaggtiments were
unsound. The German Enlightenment philosopimemanuel Kan{(17241804), who reported having been
g 1SYSR FTNRY KAA GR2IYIGAO &afdzYoSNBRE o0& | dzySQa ¢
ontological argurants for the existence of @oThese successive waves of attack on Christianity forced
orthodox Christians to develop apologetic responses. Such responses varied depending on the theological
convictions and philosophical temperament of the apologstvell as

the content of the unbkeving attacké (Boa & Bowman, 38) BT S s AR

GhyS 2F GKS SINIASald | LWiliahPdey( &
(17431805). Paley systematized the evidential arguments of this time in
two works,A Viewof the Evidencesf Christianityand Natural Theology
The latter work was a classic presentation of the teleological argument. * &
He skillfully multiplied illustrations (most famously his illustration of the
watch found in the desert, for which an intelligemaker must be pOS|ted)
and arguments for design and for the evidential value of miracles.

The force of his apologetic was severely weakened, though, by the rise (
evolutionary biology in the late nineteenth centugharles Darwi a
Origin of Specigd.859) seemed to offer a naturalistic explanation for the
order and diversity in life, encouraging many in the Westltandon belief = = =«
in God as the Creatdr Boa & Bowman 2001, 389) w

2 Nl

32 K& RAR GigirubtiieySeraiel859) so greatly impact P
Christianity?How has this affected apologetic approaches?
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2.2.7 Modern Apologetics19th ¢ 21st Century

dn thenineteenth centuryChristian apologetics underwent still another shift. It responded to
natural scientistsand historicakritics who attacked theeliability of the Bibleon what they regarded as
scientific and historical groundsApologists had to show that new discoveries concerning the antiquity of
0KS dzy A@SNES FyR KdzYl y 2NA3AAY aCréaforandfratimédeni 3 (2 R
KAAG2NAROIE ONRGAOAAY RAR y20 Ay@lLftARF(G® GKS 0A
Toward the middle of the twentieth century apologetics, perhaps for the first time,
acquired a bad name amg Christians themselvgés ¢ 52089t S &

3 What reasons does Dulles give for the collapse of apologetics in the 20th century?
YR ¢gK& Kla |LRft23SGA0a adzomaSldSyiate aNBIADSREK

3 What were the particularchallengesand opportunitiesfor the following apologists to engage?

Charles Hodgél797my Ty 0 YI Ay ldl Ay SR GKI G NBlFazy YdzAad &dz YA
one must discern whether Scriptureimsleed a revelation from God@he nonChristian must theefore be
AYSBAGSR G2 dzaS NBFaz2y |yR a02YY2y &Sy dedy,eicpforSII f dz
Christianity.

B.B. Warfield(18511921) argued that a Christianity devoidsafpernaturalism is, first, a Christianity that

denies God, and second, really no Christianity at all.

Seren Kierkegaar8181855) used persuasion (fideiswr faith-ism) to call on Chstians to repent of
their merely intellectual profession of faith and to believe passionately and personally in Christ.

Abraham Kuype(18371920) developed the notion of the antithesishat there is no common ground

between a Christian and ne@hristian given the effects efn, thus reasoning is uselesseWiust instead

engage in lifestyle evangelism, modelling the truths of the faithhilst at the same time, exposing the

flawed rootof all antiChristian thought.

Cornelius Van T{18951987) formulates the transcendental argument as a reforrf@dsuppositional)

apologst.& { dzOK | LINBaAdzLIIRZ aAGA2Yy | f | L2 23S dChrBtiakdystemsi 62 &
of thought are incapable of accounting for rationality and morality show that ultimately all non

Christian systems ohbught fall into irrationalismThe second step is to commend the Christian view as
AAGAY3I (KS 2yfe LlRaaAirof S LINB A& dzIBhdRBawmAn2Q0H,40) F 2 dzy RI

C.S. Lewif18981963) writesMere Christianig, drawing on the classical apologetical tradition, posing the
trlemmar ¢ [ 2 NRX [ A NBIBNRA YAl WEOdz2Q ARSYyGAGE ®

More recently, apologists such &ancis Schaeffedosh McDowell, John Frame, Peter Kreeft,

William Lane Craig, Gordon Clark, &ephen Evans, Alvin Plantindaspecially well renowned for his
dT'wo Dozen (Or So) Theistic Arguméntd.P. Morelad, Norman GeisleRavi Zacharias, Alister McGrath,
andDavid Clarkhave all come to the fore in various forms of apologetics.

G2 KAtS RSoO0FGS 20SNI RAGSNES LRt 23SGA0 YSiK2Ra 02y
that the age of apologéts is over. These thinkers argue that apologetics assumes the ideal of rational
knowledge that is the basis of modern rationalistic objections to Christianity. With the supposed death of
modern rationalism and the advent pbstmodernism both antiChristan rationalism and Christian

rationalistic apologetics are said to be outmoded. Other Christian thinkers, on the other hand, argue that

the contemporary situation is more complex. Postmodernism, they suggest, has not so much abandoned

the rationalist idedas it has qualified it. A place remains for apologetics, they conclude, though it must take

into account the recent devepments of postmodern thoughThe growing diversity of approaches to the

study and practice of apologetics requires some way obiflasg these approaches and sorting out the

B NA2dza A aadzSa 2B085&Bodriah ZDEU6)I KSe@ RATFTFSNE 6
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2.3 Contemporary Relevance: Curtis Chaigmgaging Unbelief2000)

Curtis ChangiEngaging Unbelief: A Captivating Strategy from Augustine and Aquinas
(Downers Grove, IL, IVP/Apollos, 2000Foncluding chapter on Moodleere.]

G126 OFly ¢S LINBaSyid GKS G NYzblkuth 6 2 dzi
claims as arbitrary@anwe find ways to engage in meaningful conversation without
appeaing arrogant or manipulative€an we witness to the gospel without simply
SytAadAy3a Ay (GKS 2y3A2Ay3 WOdZ GdzNBE 46 NA G
Curtis Chang has found a unigque way to address thesgsing questions
of our age.He argues that similar challenges confronted Christians at two key
moments in church history and stimulated creative respmiy two
monumental thinkersAugustine (A.D. 413) faced a fragmenting society where
pagans accused Christians of causirgrtfounting social ills afflicting Rome
Thomas Aquinas (A.D. 1259) pondered the disorienting Muslim challenge that provoked
most medieval Christians tusade rather than conversé. K N2 dzZ3 K | Ol NB T df£ityaf (i dzR& 2
Godl Y R ! |j Smingia cat@ &entiles Chang argues that both followed a brilliant rhetorical strategy
for engaging unbelief.
Such a critical strategy is critical in our cultural context where
| KNAalGALY ogAlySaa aB8EMNBYI aKRABFODdIz)R OB NI SBHSNRI XaQ

Epochal ChallengesPostmodernity and Pluralism
Learning from the Geats: Augustine & Aquinas

¢CF1AYy3 9O0SNE (Zaoéndrdns f0:5) | LJGA OS¢

(1)Enterd KS / KI £ £ SYISNBQ { (02NEB
QRetelli KIF G {G2NEB (2 9ELRA&AS G(KS &¢NJI:
(3) Capturethat Retold Tale within the Gospel Metanarrative
231 9EGNI b203S&a F2NJ ¢K2a$ LYyGSNBadSRY ! {dz¥yl N

(1) / KFy3d RSaAaONRO0Sa a&aSLR OKL fincortain pefiofisfirahitarg. G KF G FI OS
We are facing two sucdpochal challenges rigimow. The first is the rise of postmodernity
NBf A3A2dza NBfFGAGAAY KIFIA& SNRPRRSR 2dzNJ a20AS0eQa G NX:
the Scriptures, reducing our tifu claims to a will for powefThe second is the growing religiopisiralism
and multiculturalismm an influx of immigrants (especially Muslims) subscribing to a wide variety of religious
and political ideologies, have destabilized our society and browigious tensions to the fore.
In these periods, our tendency is become apathetic about our metaphysical beliefs, and violent as we
grasp for control to return things to the way they once wele see these same trends in Austrglia.

(2) Chang notes that these two chextiges are not entirely uniqué&he first was facedybAugustine as
Christianity was blamed for the collapse of the Roman Empire at the hands of Gothic invaders, thus
guestioning the trustworthiness of Chtias their God and protectofhe second was faced by Aquinas as
Muslim scholars introduced Christerdo (2 (G KS GKAYy{1Ay3a 2F I NAaid20t Sz
belief that they were the oné&rue culture and rationalityMeanwhile, the Crusades raged all around, as
these two civilizations vied for control.
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(3) In both cases, in order to defend andnamend the Christian faith, these two apologists had to
GOl 1S SEINDI LKAWS ¢ ThaOg they must figtNgri K8 Y P K f SYISNRQ &
within KS  OK I f f Sy IBeN,hay masteldll thatorg od the inside, riaterpreting the
OKIfftSyasSNJoe | LIISFHtAy3a G2 GKS OKFfftSyaSNRa 24y
logical or moral contradictiorfinally, they mustapturethat retold tale within the overarching gospel
metanarrative I & ¢ & RISINIG Y& gnBwing Boiv ¢he gospel story better corresponds to reality, and
Ad O0SGUSNI ot S (2 eiddiBsiadidsiOd ¢ a tekasadvihdagnitell the/best sfory(irk
a very real sense, winstheepach 6 LJ® H U @

a. AUGUSTINEhe inheritedepochal storgg & @& ¢ KS  9Tha il dndtantind dn@ @ €
subsequent Christian emperors had married the history of Rome with Christianity, claiming the union
was the consummation of history itself in an etern&y ¢hat would never beshaken.

When Romevasshaken by invaders, Christianivas blamed for the collapse.

Theepochal challengeame from pagan religion, dismissing Christianity as a novel religion drawing
Rome away fronits true gods and protectorg.his challenge was potitl, religious, and philosophical.
Augustine was not bound to this story, and waditgual in both the Christian and the pagaoman
story.He entered the pagan story to show that their own gods had never truly protected Rome, while if
anything, the Chsttian God protected Roman citizens thgh sanctuary in the Churches.

Augustine captured the tragically flawed Roman story within a larger frame, by distinguishing the finite
and fallen City of man from the eternal City of God which predated Rome amewélt be shaken,

even as it is yet to be fully reveateaf whichGod is architect and builder.

TheCity of Godtory possessed greater explanatory power, and offered a new clarity for the
reconstructian of society postv 2 Y S Q l thus didaringd andaptured all challengers.

b. AQUINASWiIth the collapse of Rome, Christianity rose among Gothic invaders to unite all of
Europe in the politicateligious complex called Christendoiith no challenges around, the inherited
epochal storyvas Western Christidty conceiving of itself as theniversal societythe Only City
Christendom supposedly had a monopoly on knowledge aneep. Theepochal challengeame from
the rise of totalizing Muslim culture, clearly undermining the superiority complex of Chrtend
through religious pluralismin particular, Muslims drew heavily on Aristotelian philosophy and
knowledge, which propelled Islamic studies in mathematics, astronomy, and architecture far beyond
2 SAGSNY daaOASy OS¢ ¢ Aekadtémpiaibreof tieAdSaRThe$e2twoll KS t £ G2y
incommensurate and untranslatable cultures were resorting to violence and crusades talseitle

differences] A 1S ! dzZ3dza G Ay Shit KA azzyt 4 ¢ R asKpoar®EGNCANNA A Yy & D ¢
monk, his life was an implidgititique of CNA & § SY R2 Y Q& dTheyrin®ary ¢halléngeéwasi (0 2 NB ©

philosophical, so Aquinas responded in turn. He absorbed Aristotelian philosophy and carved out a new
Christian epistemology that held togethfaith and reason @ D 2 R kh& Gdd ypitBevlogy must be
0KS &lI'YS D2R 27T 1 by Reatidd dic@mimondbtidge ofr@ason in place of

crusade to reach the Muslims. S0 ! [jdzZAy 4 NBG2ft R GKS OKI frth8ty 3 S N& ¢

our senses and reason alone cannot risedgmprehend or grasp God himselius, Aristotle had failed
to ground his own observations and thus fell shortiofi NHzS  BySdasodvieican ®row about God

YR 1 A4 SEA&GSYOSs ordudhtich yan we kaokv GadHIméekpartFyNED2 FORER Q5!

seltrevelation, ultimately in théncarnatios ¢S Ol y y20iKAy3 2F (GKAa 62NI

OSNIFAYyGeyY awSadzi / KN&AH®GGNES Dp RADAThERBIG@VY@iEID I dad N

LISNER2Y X FyR f ActeBo utirdeHigmioioALy SOCBAf ARGAACR] daYKvt G L Y I &
knowledge must be through faitiThis experience of God through Christ guards us against over
attachment and indulgence in the things of this earth, even as it grounds our hope for a bodily
resurrection and a final feast with full clarity of knowledge in the presence of the Trinitarian God.

ljdAylF&aQa GFES 2F NBdzyAGAYy3I (GKS2ft238 FyR LKA 241
ASYyAS FYR AyiGSttSOis OdbYWYMEBEDOAY alLISNE2YEf NB
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(4) Chang applies this strategy to the postmodern and pluralistic challenges we face today.
He suggests a muber of possibilitiesWe mustenterinto new media and the genre of stotglling through
the arts, which is subject to less scepticithan lectures and preaching/e mustretell the postmodern
self, to challenge whether the prime and only trustwortiythority is the selfPostmoderns need to be
made aware of the tragic existential/identity flaw, as they worship objects and imagesadikenclaiming
to be selfsufficient, caught in addictions while claiming freedom from any other authority (p. 161).
G¢2RIFeQa / KNRAAGALIY aO0OK2flNBR dzyR2dzoiSRfeé& ySSR (G2 S
sciences to correct giorted notiors of personhoodBut more than scientific descriptions, we need
compelling stories that simply show what it mean$t& K dzFihaly & must capture the postmodern
with our version of the storyThis gospel story telling needs newness in renditiomvahce to
contemporary angst and alienation, and a plan for repaa divided society (p. 163).
G5SLIAOGAY3 GKS Fi2ySYSyd Ay ONBIGAGS yR oAo0f AOT
plants itself at the heart of the tragic tension@fK S L2 &8 Y2 RSNY ai2NRd® & & & ¢ K
unexpected yet satisfgg resolution of this tensiorin Christ, God too refuses to minimize human doubt or
suffering. . . . At the very climax of the cross, their mutuavidedge and love overcomelals a result,
all of humanity is gathed into that familial embracelhis welcome into the family of Father, Son and Holy
Spirit completes the postm® S N}/ S LJ2 OK Qa Tiag tdbil§l i8 wher& ddubtens arélBagsured and
the marginalized are webme.ltA & G KS SELISNMSyWARERE fucD2 RQa f 23S

3 What are epochal challeges and stories we face today?ow should we respond?

Reflection Activitie®.2 ¢ Distance Students

In place of class discussion, online/distance students are requiredrplete a series of reflections
four per week. For each reflection activity/question, journal at least 30 (meaningful!) words, and tig
the related boxes in the middle of the Unit Guide.

#2.2 Which apologist addressed in this historical review dowfeel has

the most to say to contemporary culture? How could this apologist help?

6/ Fd alO/ NAyRf S wSaSAnRIKOCnhuiedRepsttNES aSRAI Q
for the top 10 bdief blockers in our contemporary contexnd the subsequentowards Belieserie9

COMMUNICATON & ENGAGEMENT

BEST METHODS OF ENGAGEMENT

Experience a personal trauma or significant kife changs

] o [

Seeing first hand people who live out a genuine faith

Philosophical discussion and debating ideas

Miraculous stories
Hearing from public figures and celebrities

[F] Strongly atiract [l Somewhatattract [ Somewhat repel  [] Strongly repel

Q: To what extent would the following attract or repel you from investigating
religion and spirituslity further?

BEST STYLE OF ENGAGEMENT
Conversational &
aon
Acadamic & scientific E 17%

Serious & in-depth E 11%

Funny & humourous 9%

Q: What is your
prefemed tone or style
of communication for
issues of religion & spiituality?

Robust debate with
strong opinions

Apologetics History, Types, & Method

‘ ‘ THEY SHOULD PUT A MESSAGE ACROSS
THAT THEY'RE NOT GOING TO BASH PEOPLE
OVER THE HEAD FOR NOT COMING IN TEN YEARS , ,

Module#2-15

CHRISTIANITY BIGGEST BELIEF BLOCKERS
(‘NON CHRISTIANS' WHO ARE 'OPEN TO CHANGE')

Religious wars 29%

Suffering

Issues around
money

Outdated

Hell &
condemnation

Supematural 17% .
elements
Science & o
s I o
The role of women - 13% ‘ ‘ >
MY BELIEF IS THAT GOD WILL

SEND YOU SOMEWHERE ELSE,
BUT NOT ACTUALLY TO HELL. , ,

Q: To what extent do
the following negatively
influence your perceptions?
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Resource.2

+ ForJohn G. Stackhou#eNJP Q& A G G& odzi é6Aa&aS GFf1 oYLl
GwS@SIFEtSR G [FadY ¢KS hyese . Said ! LILINEI OK

+ Cowan(2000) is fairly concise in introducing you to some major players and often divided
schools in apologetic methodology, summarising strengths and weaknesses
in the conclusiono his edited volumeFive Views on Apologetics

+ As highlighted in Resource 2Bpa & Bowmai{2001) was the set text for PE620 studeintshe
previous iteration of this coursé 1 Q& | NHdz- 6f & GKS 06 S joffering & E (
clear path toward integration, which is my preferenteparticular, see pages 5. They
helpfully embody the major types of apologetics through constructed characters (Tom the
classical aplogist, Joe the evidentialist, Cal the Reformed apologist, and Martina the fideist
whom they bring intaconstructeddialogue with Sarah the sceptic and Murali the nominal Hin
and pluralist/relativist. As the course progresses, these dialogues offexaailent example of
what PE420 students widleatefor their final assessment requirement.

+ In 83.4 below, | suggestrificationismandapologetic triangulationas an ideal and dialogue
driven way toward integration. This is based on my thesis (Bensam @Th& Thiaking Teen
Exploration, Evaluation and Application of Three Apologetic Strategies in Commending the
to Contemporary Western Adolescedts ¢ KA & éntlydepatidaged iSidj adgSpular talk
FYR 62NJAy3 Y2RSt 2F tKRG2ASGKOASA dA/ RSNP
{KFLAY3 GKS ¢KAY1AYy3 2 BistdnSwiele the taipaaeFoSdefénki
and commending thelausibility, credibilityandrelevanceof Christian belief, derives. The
thesis powerpoint presentation workshopbookletand summaryare availablenline here.

Ly GKS FANRG Y2RdzZ Sz ¢S (2dzO0KSR 2y GKS &aLlSOodNyzy
engagement, in any apologetic encountéom Pric€ & o Hnmc 0 O2y OSLJidzr f Y2RSt ¢
evangelism together as he suggested the approachesioiersiorfor the closedminded,persuasiorfor

the open but unconvinced, aratoclamationfor the sympathetic but uncommitted/nominal adherent.

In a related move driven by the questions of your interlocutaike @wley(2016) argued for a strategy of
O2YYSYRA AusHIkyR & KIQG K2 &S I adedirsbiityTi?LN (AKi2 A0SNHERKYERES NA v 3
FG0GNF OO fatyiBiktyeT2 NU iRK 24 S jdzSadA2yAy3a aLa AG NBFEKE

In turn, bothOs Guinnes@015) andAlister McGrath(2012) suggested an existential apologetic

'y &l R@2 Ol O®tha startswirSconfitrent ghliesinkvA OK K dzY'k yA & OF y LISNDS
0Nl yaOSyYyRSy 0S¢ YR KSIFNJI aSOK2Sa 2F D2Résx (Kdza Yl |
as found in creation, finéuning, order, morality, desire, beauty, relationality, and eternity.

It is time, nav, to consider how these diverse strategies can be conceptualised as distinct types and schools
of thought. By teasing the approaches apart, we can more clearly see the strengths and weaknesses of
each. Only then can we put them coherently back togethemimntegrated apologetic that defends and
commends theplausibility, credibility andrelevanceof Christian belief, centred on Jesus the Christ.

Christianity isvorth defending.As suchand as we have seen in the first sesshustory reveals thousands
of faithful Christians collectively employing a multitude of strategies to defend and commend the faith,
each respondingto 5R Q& O f f A yThdas&Kefortdshaail$iprs Mir présenty/raspons@ut

how may we best appreciate and access thdssegiesAVe need &ey to unlock these treasures.

That key is @ypology, making a place for eadipe or schoolof apologetic approach.

There are a number of ways of categing apologetic approacheBerhaps the two major ways are by
éapologetic types Bebnard Ramm = | WRlogeti strategies Bad & Bowman alsoSteven Cowah
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http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=6107
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19712
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19713
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19771
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19770
http://www.scripture-engagement.org/sites/default/files/Benson%20D%202009%20The%20Thinking%20Teen%20Thesis.pdf
http://www.scripture-engagement.org/sites/default/files/Benson%20D%202009%20Shaping%20the%20Thinking%20of%20Teens%20Presentation.ppt
http://www.scripture-engagement.org/sites/default/files/Benson%20D%202009%20Shaping%20the%20Thinking%20of%20Teens%20Booklet.pdf
http://www.scripture-engagement.org/sites/default/files/Benson%20D%202009%20Shaping%20the%20Thinking%20of%20Teens.pdf
http://www.scripture-engagement.org/content/what’s-bible-got-do-me
https://www.lausanne.org/content/lga/2016-09/evangelism-and-apologetics-confusion
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19701
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19700
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19702

Berardw I Y Y(ID@&l)scheme:
1) Appeal to Natural Theolodgvidence and reason)
2) Appeal to Subjective Immedia@gxperience)
3) Appeal to Revelatio(Scripture as sole foundation)

.21 3 . 200Y)tategbezation:
1) Classical Apologeti¢szason)
2) Evidentialisn{evidence)
3) Reformed ApologeticEScriptura appeal tosensus divinitatiby the Spirit
F LI NI FNRY NBFazy X AP | yIF GdzNI £ &¢
4) Fideism(experience)

Acoupleof2 1 KSNJ @I NASGASa S F&NBES oiApologeii@dBy /261 yQa
5) Cumulative Case Apologetiasf A 1 S | f | g-B@eNdtdmakeNdcBd) > Y dz
6) Presuppositional Apologetiécs OF ® WNB F2NXSRQ>X OKIft Sy3aa

Class Activitg.2 ¢ 20 minutes

UsingBernardw I Y'Y Q& taappédb tehStural theology (evidences and reasons), appeal to
revelation, and appeal tsubjective immediacy designate each of three cornerstime room as
representing a particular approackach studenimovesto the approach with which they most identify

From there explain to the other groups (a) youoore beliefs (b) yourprimary aim;
(c) yourstarting point for dialogue; and (d) yowrocess/method/tacticfor dialogue.

Finally each group is to make a case Wty their approach is strongespointing out the veaknesses of
other approaches(In essence, this is a facilitated dialogue after 10 minutes preparation time.)

Consider this quote bifrancis Schaeffdiinterviewed by Rogers 1977, -13):

A QY y20 'y SOARSYGAILIfAAD
presuppositionalist, 2 dZQNBE GNBAyYy 3 (2 |
into the category of a theolagal apologist,

gKAOK LQY yeédemi,¢chdiastic
apologista®@ AYUGSNBald Aa Ay Sgb
cannot apply mechanicalrule$ 2 S OFy I &
down some general principles, but there can

be no automatic applicatiarX S OK LISNA2Y
must be dealt wi as an individual, not as a

OFL&asS 2NJ aidlrdAadao 2N YI OKA

3 lIs there, then, any value in categorizing and studying particular approaches?
3 At the same time, what necessary corrective does Schaeffer bring to all apologists?
3126 R2Sa | <e8gydstiodaet SSAQVAY ARNE | NIAOES a¢KS wSoAN

(2004X helpusinthisregard? KI 4G Aa GaLISNBR2YlFfAaYZé FyR K26 Yl & A
apologetic approach?
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Francis_Schaeffer

3.1 Types of Apologetics Defined
At the most basic level we finthree approaches:

+++

Appeal to Subjective Experience

*e.g. Blaise Pascal (who is also classical, with evidence/reason), Sgren Kierkegaard, Rob Bell

*Psalm 34:8 taste and see

FTARSAAY 62Nl & FTNBY SEA&GSYGALl £2 dzleWA yaiG2 RS 1OR2R/ (8 Fis
*personal encounter with God is the key, hitg limitation is correspondence: how do you know if your

experience has any connection with reality outside your own head?

Appeal to Evidence and Reason

FSOId 1 |jdA Yy I 4 Q cO@RINSrmanNZeigIeF, RaviZachérias, K eedStrobel

*good if you share common ground (e.g. for naturalifine tuning of cosmological constants), but if not

for instance, a Christian dialoguing with a Buddhisti. ¢2y Qi 06S OSNE SFTFFSOUGAOSO
FR2Y Qi dvélBut ratyeRoffdrpdlir best hypothesis so far as probably true, and thus deserving of a
good look by an interested party, rather than demanding a verdict from an overwhelmed inquirer.

Appeal to Christian WorldviewRevelation)
*e.g. reformed/presuppositional apologists like Augustine, Francis Schaeffer, Alvin Plantinga

G/ KNARaGALFIYya AY@GAGS GKSANI ySAIKoOo2dzNA (2 fAYyS dzZLd @
religion and then decide which one, on the whole, comestawad S G G SNJ Ay 02 Y LI NX :
(StackhousetHHumble Apologetic2002], 157).

*useful in postmoderrcontext asyouR 2 Y€kl a single starting pointbeginwherever is most relevant,
and explorepresuppositiongthus not just common ground apply three testgcorrespondence,
consistency, completeness)sirg defensive and offensive mode challenge them to choose tHeest
modeloverall through use gbertinent evidence
. . . . . | _
e A ol orsierceial s oty L e, . avsceraenia cramert s

' ) ACAUCtiVE PhIlOSOPhICAl ayIument
matchor fit to reality.It also seems arrogant to suggest that whiCh 10k€S a manifest featuwre of
your interlocutor can only live, move, reason, and have their EXPEVIENCE as Iraniea, ana
0SAYy3 o0& O02NNRBgAY3I FTNRBY &2dzMN GriCuates that which must b the |4 | §
van Ti, Greg Bahnseand other presuppositionalists contend, ~ CASE€ SO thai €xXPEYIENCE aS SUCh iS
with their transcendental argumes; e.g.here). POSSIPIC.

+++
All approaches require the Holy Spiiit2 RNJ ¢ | Y R 2MaS ghold)igtsSdeai froknS raNge df
approaches in aumulative case approachkeeking to reach a more diverse audierand sure up the
overall plausibility and attractiveness of Christianity.

Note also that each approach/school type deals with beypblogetic questions propegand
meta-apologetic questionthat frame how one respondshis isoutlined by Boa & Bowmar(2001):

ApologeticsProperX RA&AOALX AYy S 06 F A S With thefdefénygediitie &ithEbBaxampPle y O S Ny
1. Why should we believe the bible?

52y Qi Fff NMNBd?AIA2Yya tSIR (2

How do we know that God exists?

If God does exist, why does He permit evil?

I NBy Qi GKS YANYOftSa 2F GKS . A0fS aLANARGdzr £ Y

Why should | believe what Christians claim about Jesus?

oA wWN
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http://www.cmfnow.com/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transcendental_argument_for_the_existence_of_God
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SwqPD0tHfnY
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19713

Apologists vary in their foundationaly 8 6 SN&E (2 G(KELZFeeASAAYPE GwSabAizya
Meta-apologeticsX & G dzRe& 2 F { K Sswéefirypiddiesivhdeilyihg déféndid® loR faith, e.g.
1. On what basis do we argue that Christianity istilueh? (i.e. our epistemology
wK I G & 13ySE@rid Bdw we can know what we kwojustifying knowledge claims)
What is the relationship between apologetics and theology?
Should apologetics engage in a philosophical defence of the Christian faith?
Can science be used to defend the Christian faith
Can the Christian faith be supported by historical inquiry?
How is our knowledge of Christian truth related to our experience?

ogkwnN

3.2 Goals of Apologetics Defined

Major Goals of Apologetics:

1 Vindication/Proofof the Christian faith (positive evidences to support Christian theism)

1 Defenceof the Christian world view (answering objections, clear misconceptions,
show that Christia theism is credible/rational not as strong as proof)

1 Refutationof opposing belits (offence tackling heaebn nonChristan beliefs and
exposing flaws proving the falsity of alternate beliefs)

1 Persuasionbringing a nofChristian to the point of commitment and personal
application to thér life (evangelism/witnessing)

Thus, we have thfour major branches of apologetigeason, evidence, Scripture, experience)
CLASSICAlaims atproof (rational evidences/logits the building block);

EVIDENTIAtaims atdefence(science/historical empiricisiis the building block);
REFORME([ka pesuppositionalism) aims atrefutation (revelationis the building block); and
FIDEISM aims atpersuasion(experiencds the building block)

MAJOR DISTINGUISHING FEATURES OF APOLOGET({@8iIBe&& Bowman 200X | Qa | NB OKI
PART TWO PARTTHREE PART FOUR | PART FIVE PART SIX
4. Mologists 8. Apologists 12. Apologists | 16. Apologists | 20. Apologists
Reason Fact Revelation Faith Integration
Roots Roots Roots Roots Precursors
B. B. Warfield | Joseph Butler John Calvin Martin Luther | Edward J.
Carnell
C. S. Lewis James Orr Herman Blaise Pascal | Francis A.
Dooyeweerd Schaeffer
Norman L. Clark H. Pinnock| Cornelius Van | Sgren David K. Clark
Geisler Til Kierkegaard
Peter Kreeft John Warwick Gordon H. Karl Barth C. Stephen
Montgomery Clark Evans
William Lane | Richard Alvin Plantinga| Donald G. John M. Frame
Craig Swinburne Bloesch
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5. Classical 9. Evidentialist 13.Reformed | 17.Fideist 21.Contending

Apologetics: Apologetics: Apologetics: Apologetics: for the Faith

Reasonable Faith Founded | Christianity in | Reasons of the| (Integrated)

Faith on Fact Conflict Heart

Rational Tests | Methods for Biblical Divine Call to | Perspectival

for Discovering Truth Standard for Obey the Truth| Approaches to

Determining Defining Truth Defending

Truth Truth

Foundation of | Defense of Vindication of | Making Apologetics &

Theology Theology Theology Theology Theology

Personal

Constructive Critical Use of Toward a Critiquing the | Apologetics &

Use of Philosophy Christian God of the Philosophy

Philosophy Philosophy Philosophers

Christianity Christianity Christianity Christianity & | Christianity &

Consistent with| Vindicated by Against False | the Reality Science

Science Science Science Beyond Scienc

Revelation History as the Revelation Revelation Revelation &

Confirmed in Medium of Interpreting Transcending | History

History Revelation History History

Proof from Experience Problem with | Faith Is Apologetics &

Experience Founded on Experience Experience Experience
Evidence

6. The 10. Presenting 14. Taking 18.Calling 22. Reasons fo

Rationality of | Evidence that Every Thought | People to Hope

the Christian Demands a Captive Encounter God

Worldview Verdict

Scripture as

Scripture as

Scripture as

Scripture as

Scripture as

Conclusion Source Foundation Witness Truth
Disproving Uniqueness of | Antithesis Christian Faith:| Myth, Truth,
Other Christianity between Not Another & Religion
Worldviews Christian & Religion

Non-Christian

Religion
t NB @A y 3| The Case for Go( Belief in God a§ To Know God I{ God Who
Existence ProperlyBasic | to Know God | Makes Himself

Exists Known

Deductive Inductive Theological Personal Solutions to

Problem of Evil

Problem of Evil

Problem of Evil

Problem of Evil

the Problems
of Evil

PE420/62D

Miracles as the| Miracles as Miracles as Miracles as Miracles as

Credentials of | Evidence for God Revealed by | God Revealing| Signs

Revelation God Himself

Jesus: Jesus: Jesus: Jesus: Jesus:

Alternatives Evidence SelfAttesting | Christ of Faith | The Answer
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7. 11. 15. 19. 23.
A_po_logetlcs: Apologetlc_s: Apolog_etlcsz Apo!oggtl_cs: Speaking the
Limits of Interpretation of | Authority of Subijectivity of :
. . Truth in Love
Reason Fact Revelation Faith
Classical Mode| Evidential Model | Reformed Fideist Model | One Body,
Model Many Gifts:
Apologists

3 Which approach dgou most readily align with?
3 On a basic level, what do you see as the main strengths/weaknesses of each approach?

3 How, and when, is each approach best utilised?

Reflection Activity?2.3 ¢ Distance Students

In place of class discussiamline/distance students are required to complete a series of reflections
four per week. For each reflection activity/question, journal at least 30 (meaningful!) words, and tig
the related boxes in the middle of the Unit Guide.

#2.3What is your mosihatural apologetic type or strategy?
When have you found it most, and least, useful in defending and commending Christianity?
l 26 R2S&a (GKAa NBfIFGS G2 GKAa | LIINRFOKQa Ay

3.3 Extra Detail for the Eager or Extremelpi@used!
CKS F2ft26Ay3 y20Sa I NB 2LIA2YyI| f BoakBywhgn 26000)NBE O t &

Classical apologeticsas we are using the term in this book, refers to an apologetic approach that

emphasizes the use of logical criteria (xample, the law of noncontradiction, selbnsistency,
comprehensiveness, coherence) in determining the validity of competing religious philosophies. These
criteria are used to refute the truth claims of n@hristian worldviews and to establish the egiste of

D2R OGKNRddzZZK (GKSAAUGAO LINRP2Fad ¢KS | LINMBBSOK X¥$iKaR
apologetics in which one first makes a case for theism (the worldview that affirms the existence of one
Creator God) and then presents evidertkat this God has revealed himself in Christ and in the Bible. The

most famous Christian thinker commonly regarded as paving the way for this approach was the thirteenth
century theologian Thomas Aquinas. In modern evangelical apologetics it is perhapspoesented by
b2NXIYy [® DSAAf SN 2S RA&Odzaa GKAA FLILINRFOK Ay t |

Evidentialismseeks to ground the Christian faith primarily on empirically and historically verifiable facts.
Evidentialists often draw parallel between the scientific method of testing theories and theological
verification. They argue that a high degree of probability can be established in favor of Christianity, and that
this is the same kind of credibility as that associated with cared scientific laws. The evidence does not
necessarily constitute proof, but it is sufficient to answer objections and to show that belief in Christianity is
not unreasonable. Rather than a tvatep method of first defending theism and then defending

Chretianity, as in the classical approach, evidentialists consider the evidence for creation, for the

inspiration of the Bible, and for the divine identity of Christ (especially based on his resurrection from the
dead) as part of an overall case for the rgatif the Christian God. Joseph Butler is commonly regarded as
the pioneer of this apologetic type, and in recent decades it has been especially associated with the

[ dZKSNI y aO0OK2ft NI W2Ky 21 NBAO] az2yilid2YSNd#ise 2S RAAO
L2t 23SGA0ayY Wdzad GKS CIF Ol adé
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