BASIC ISSUES IN APOLOGETIC SYSTEMS
Gordon Lewis, Testing Christianity's Truth Claims, p. 286

I.
Logical Starting Point: 

A.
Independent facts do not constitute effective knowledge.

B.
They become effective only when they are ordered, unified and interpreted.

C.
The logical starting point is the fundamental principle(s) by which facts‑reality is interpreted.  It is the overall synthesizing element that unites the particulars.

II.
Common Ground ‑ Point of Contact

A.
Conversation between two people requires some common concepts.

B.
Common ground is knowledge shared by a believer and a non‑believer that can be used to verify religious truth claims.

C.
Point of contact is knowledge shared by a believer and a non‑believer that is the basis for communication of religious truth claims.  

D.
These are the basis of both kerygma and apologia.

1.
"God loves you and has a wonderful plan for your life" 

a.
Requires many common concepts.

b.
This is not common ground.

c.
It is point of contact.

2.
Common ground functions as a "court of verification."

III.
Test of Truth 

A.
When faced with competing truth claims (world views), one must have some criterion of verifiability/ falsification whereby to test the competing claims.

B.
The nature of the test will vary according to the nature of the proposition to be tested.

C.
For the Christian the test is correspondence with the mind of God.

D.
For Apologetics the question is if one can test the truth of the Christian world view, and if so, how?
IV.
The Role of Reason

A.
Reason is the human ability to order, unify, and interpret data.

B.
The question for apologetics is to what degree faith depends on reason, to what degree reason can verify or falsify the Christian world view.

V.
Basis of Faith

A.
What is the basis of the Christian's certainty?

B.
To what degree can one be certain that Christianity is true?


VAN TIL'S PRESUPPOSITIONALISM
I.
Logical Starting Point

A.
Every person begins with presuppositions regarding the nature of reality (metaphysics) and how to understand it (epistemology).

1.
Metaphysics = the nature of ultimate reality

2.
Epistemology = how do you know ultimate reality and how do you know that you know
B.
The Christian presuppositions

1.
Metaphysical: 
The Triune God
2.
Epistemological: 
Revelation in Holy Scripture

II.
Common Ground

A.
There is no epistemological common ground.

1.
There are no "neutral facts"

2.
The non-Christian has sinfully rejected the only proper interpretative system

3.
Therefore he will never know truth unless he works with the Christian presuppositions

B.
There are points of contact.

1.
Both believer and unbeliever are creatures of God.

2.
Both are constantly confronted by God's revelation.

3.
Though the non-Christian actively suppresses this knowledge, it is inescapable.

III.
The Role of Reason

A.
Reason can never be autonomous or neutral.

1.
Reason builds from presuppositions

2.
If reason is autonomous, God is not.

B.
The proper role of reason is to interpret facts within the presuppositions.

1.
Reason shows how facts are to be interpreted.

2.
Reason cannot test that facts fit the presuppositions.
C.
Such reasoning is always circular.

1.
One assumes that truth of the Christian presuppositions.

2.
Everyone argues in a circular fashion in that they presuppose the nature of reality and a method whereby one comes to know it.

IV.
The Test of Truth

A.
The only test of truth: Agreement with Scripture

1.
Facts?

But no such thing as a neutral fact

2.
Logic?

It is biased by both presuppositions and personal sinfulness

B.
To use any other test is to replace God with it.
V.
Basis of Faith

A.
Faith is based entirely on God's own revelation.

B.
The degree of certainty is absolute.

VI.
KEY MOTIVATIONS OF VAN TIL'S METHOD

A.
Glorify God first and last

1.
Never compromise His truth.

2.
Never demand that He submit Himself to my test.

3.
All persons are obligated to acknowledge God in all their thinking.

B.
Sin has blinded man

1.
All non-Christians unremittingly resist this obligation.

2.
They suppress the knowledge of God from general revelation. Romans 1:18-26
3.
They pretend to be autonomous.

C.
It is only by the Spirit's illumination that sinners will accept the Truth of God.

D.
Any other apologetic fails by:

1.
Appealing to "brute facts"

2.
Not beginning with God's self-revelation

3.
Allowing sinners to retain their illusion of adequacy & autonomy.

4.
Repeating the Edenic sin of putting God to the test.
VAN TIL'S METHODOLOGY IN APPLICATION

I.
NEGATIVES

A.
No direct appeal to facts.

B.
Non‑Christian presuppositions never lead to Truth.

C.
No independent logic.

II.
POSITIVES

A.
The world is created and providentially sustained by God.  Therefore every fact is properly interpreted with Christian presuppositions.

B.
Every person knows God (Romans 1:18 ff)

1.
The knowledge is constantly suppressed.

2.
Nonetheless it is inescapable.

3.
Therefore the presupposition of God is valid.

III.
OUTLINE

A.
Unashamedly presuppose the truth of the triune God who has revealed Himself in Scripture.
B.
Challenge the unbeliever to recognize his presuppositions.
C.
Clearly identify the differences between them.
D.
Assume his presuppositions for the sake of argument.
E.
Point out how they lead to unintelligibility and inconsistency if they are consistently applied.

Without an adequate basis, their facts are not facts and laws are not laws.  They are inherently self-contradictory.

F.
Ask him to assume my presuppositions and show that it makes "facts" and "laws" intelligible.

Note:  At "E" use only his facts and interpretations. At "F" he may use only my facts and interpretations.

G.
Rely on the Holy Spirit to remove the scales from his eyes so he will accept the God he knows.


PRESUPPOSITIONALISM


A Personal Evaluation

I.
STRENGTHS OF PRESUPPOSITIONALISM

A.
Clarifies the cruciality of presuppositions.

1.
Everyone has them.

2.
The non-Christian's presuppositions are fundamentally different from and opposed to the Christian's.

3.
Differing world-views significantly change interpretations of the facts.

B.
Correctly begins with the triune God of the Bible.

1.
All persons are obligated to acknowledge God in all their thinking.

2.
Challenges the "god" of the non-Christian.

3.
Emphasizes the importance of God's revelation.

C.
Correctly challenges the sinner's claim to autonomy and adequacy.

1.
Emphasizes the noetic effects of sin.

2.
Rejects the adequacy of the sinner's reasoning processes.

D.
Correctly stresses the necessity of the Holy Spirit’s regenerating activity for saving faith.

1.
Sin has irreparably blinded humans

2.
All non-Christians unremittingly resist the obligation to acknowledge God.
3.
No one will be "reasoned into the kingdom of God."  1 Cor. 12:3
4.
Reason can never substitute for faith.

II.
WEAKNESSES

A.
Van Til is correct that our reason is ultimately circular.  But it is not viciously circular as he claims.  Vicious circularity begins with an entire world view and then derives that world view from the presuppositions.

World view level assumptions can be tested by their explaining power.
B.
Van Til's methodology is inconsistent in that he rejects common ground and then uses it.

1.
Van Til correctly denies metaphysical and ultimate common ground.

2.
But Van Til utilizes epistemological common ground at a proximate level.

a.
Admits and uses laws of logic.

b.
Admits unbelievers have "much truth."

c.
Admits unbelievers have similar principles of beauty and goodness.

d.
States the proximate starting point is the human consciousness.

C.
If Van Til's rejection of epistemological common ground were correct, there could be no communication between people who hold differing presuppositions.  In other words, his differentiation between common ground and point of contact is drawn too strictly.

1.
The facts, logic, values to which words refer must have at least some proximate commonality.

2.
If not, then we could not communicate.  If so, then our apologetic should include them.

D.
Van Til's fideism gives too much away to the non‑believer.

1.
It is common for the non-Christian to presuppose a god other than Yahweh.

2.
If we use Van Til's method, then we cannot challenge the non-Christian's presuppositions by any external facts or internal logical fallacies.

3.
In effect we justify his right to his presupposition.

E.
Van Til confuses the basis for (object of) belief with the warrant for (justification for) belief (cf. Geisler, Christian Apologetics, p. 62).

1.
All Evangelicals agree that the only basis for faith is God and His revelation, i.e., His speaking and doing.

2.
It is another matter to examine the warrant for believing that God exists, or that the Bible is His revelation.

F.
Van Til incorrectly assumes that any appeal to a warrant for belief dishonors God. 

1.
Jesus did not rebuke Thomas or John the Baptist for this.

2.
John Stott puts it this way:  "We cannot pander to a man's intellectual arrogance, but we must cater to his intellectual integrity" as the Holy Spirit begins His work in the person.

3.
This appeal works if and only if the sinner retains the capacities of humanness to some degree.

G.
Van Til makes a false alternative of presuppositional and Arminian apologetic systems.

1.
This is similar to the false alternative of God’s sovereignty and human self-determination.

2.
There is vast difference between human as autonomous and human as responsible.

H.
Van Til's fideistic appeal to Scripture as the test for truth begs the apologetic question.  Apologetics by definition deals with those who reject the Scripture's authority.

III.
NO APOLOGETIC

A.
Bible denies the legitimacy of Apologetics

1.
The Bible assumes the existence of God; it does not defend it.

a.
Genesis 1:1
b.
John 1:1
2.
Jesus simply preached the gospel, prayed to the Father, and lived a life consistent with it.

a.
John 13:35; 1 John 3:14
b.
Acts 10:38
c.
He is unconcerned to defend His Messiahship

3.
Jesus actually hid the truth rather than trying to compel assent.  

a.
Matthew 13:13
b.
Very concerned for the content of the Gospel

4.
Jesus is a person to be known, not a theory to be argued.

a.
The great commission is to preach, baptize and teach.  

b.
Nowhere are we to argue anyone into faith.

c.
Jesus' prayer John 17:3
d.
If Jesus becomes a theory, is this not sacrilege?

5.
The apostles preached the gospel; they did not argue about it.

6.
Paul changed his method from Athens to Corinth

a. Acts 17:17  He reasons with the philosophers trying to persuade

b. 1 Cor. 2:2 He determines to know nothing save Christ crucified

c. 1 Cor. 2:4-6 He refuses persuasive words of human wisdom, preferring the hidden wisdom of God

d. Col. 2:8 Philosophy is deceptive

B.
Apologetics In The Bible

1.
God is defended.

a.
Miracles

(1)
Ex. 14:18 Pharaoh: plagues

(2)
1 Kings 18 Mt. Carmel

b.
Remembering

(1)
Exodus 12:14
(2)
Joshua 4
2.
Jesus' miracles were to support His claim of Messiahship.

a.
John the Baptist Matthew 11:2-5
b.
Jews John 10:25-26, 37-38
c.
Thomas John 20:24-29
3.
The nature of the Gospels makes it clear that personal knowledge cannot be divorced from facts about Jesus.

a.
Notitia, assensus, fiducia
4.
Apologetics is one intention of the gospel writers.

a.
Matthew 1:22 Appeal to Prophecy

b.
Luke 1:1-4 "That you might know with certainty"

c.
John 20:30-31 signs lead to belief

d.
1 John 1:1-4
5.
The Apostles did defend their gospel.

a.
Acts 2:14-36 Pentecost

b.
Acts 14:15-17 Paul & the Pagans

c.
Acts 17:14-28 Paul & Everyone

6.
Paul did not change his method from Athens to Corinth

a. Acts 17:17  He reasons trying to persuade

b. Acts. 18:4  He reasons trying to persuade 

c. 1 Cor 1-2 Paul refuses to ground his gospel on flashy rhetoric, like today's marketing strategies 

d. Col. 2:8 The problem isn't philosophy, but the world view foundations of the philosophy. A merely human, naturalistic world view is not a proper foundation for Christianity. 

7. 
The Apostles command defense of the gospel.

a.
Paul 2 Cor. 10:5; Phil. 1:7
b.
Peter 1 Pet. 3:13-16
c.
Jude Jude 3

EVIDENTIALISM

SOME CONTEMPORARY EVIDENTIALISTS:

William Lane Craig
C. S. Lewis

Gary Habermas

J. P. Moreland

John Montgomery
Norman Geisler

John Gerstner

Many Roman Catholics

Note:
There are significant differences in the methodology of these apologists.  Nonetheless the similarities are greater than the differences.  Thus I am grouping them together for the sake of summary.

I.
LOGICAL STARTING POINT

Evidentialists, as opposed to Van Til, presuppose a method to arrive at truth rather than the content of truth.  They assume reality and accessibility of the world.





VAN TIL

 EVIDENTIALISTS

Metaphysical

Triune God


Facts of reality

Epistemological
Bible



Rationality

A.
Empirical Data.

1.
All knowledge begins with experience of the facts

2.
Interpretation of the facts is not arbitrary

a. In many cases the interpretation arises from the context of the fact.

b. Experience shows us that the variable is not so much meaning as significance

B.
Rational Principles.

1.
The mind has innate thought forms, categories, laws of logic.

a.
This rationality is part of the image of God.

b.
The categories include non-contradiction, causality, quantity, quality, relation, etc.

2.
The mind structures, orders, unifies, interrelates sense data using these categories or structures.

II.
COMMON GROUND

A.
Observable Data.

1. Facts are publicly observable

2. Facts are relatively objective

a. Experience is not communicable except as a fact, a report of the experience.

b. Presuppositions are personally subjective unless they are tested by facts.

B.
Innate Rational Principles.

1.
All are in God's image

2.
Even sinners share these principles though they use them sinfully.

3.
Thus appeals to non-contradiction, etc., are valid.

III.
TEST FOR TRUTH

A.
Correspondence

Does the proposition match the data of experience?

B.
Coherence (non-contradiction)

1. Is the claim self-consistent? Do key parts contradict each other?

2. Does it fit the rational principles?

3. Is the claim consistent with other true propositions?

IV.
ROLE OF REASON

A.
By induction to structure, order, unify and interrelate the data of experience according to the rational principles.

B.
Its function is to demonstrate the existence of God, human immortality, natural law, reality of the resurrection, etc.

V.
BASIS OF FAITH

A.
The basis is the publicly observable data and the universal logical principles used inductively.

B.
The degree of certainty is high probability.  However, this is the same as all other truth claims in the real world (other than logic and mathematics).  The chance of a public record being incorrect is quite low.

VI.
AN EXAMPLE OF THE METHOD APPLIED  

J. W. Montgomery, Where is History Going?

A.
Establish the reliability of the Gospels as historical documents.

B.
Show that Jesus claims to be God.

C.
Show that the resurrection is an historical fact.

D.
This validates Jesus' claim.

E.
Therefore all he said about God, the Bible, etc. is true.

F.
Therefore the Christian world view is true.

  
EVIDENTIALISM

 
A Personal Evaluation

I.
THE STRENGTHS OF EVIDENTIALISM

A.
It recognizes that any world view has empirical content.

1. Therefore correspondence with empirical facts is a valid, though incomplete, test of truth.

2. It recognizes that facts are basic to theories.

B.
It utilizes the common ground provided by God's creative and providential activity.

1. Facts and rational principles are results of God's activity. All communication depends on this. 

2. It utilizes ordinary ways of knowing to establish warrant for Christianity.

C.
It avoids the traps of fideism and subjective pluralism.

1. It emphasizes the public and objective nature of evidence.

2. It realizes that facts in their factual context cannot be interpreted arbitrarily. Facts are not bare.

II.
WEAKNESSES OF EVIDENTIALISM

A.
The evidentialist logical starting point is inadequate.

1.
The stated Logical Stating Point will lead only to skepticism.  No empirical argument leads to certainty -- neither in science nor in religion.

2.
In fact the assumptions of order, causality, etc., amount to assumptions of theism.

B.
Induction from effect to cause is a most uncertain form of argumentation.  

1.
Many deny that causality is an inherent reality.

2.
Even if the principle of causality is granted, identifying a particular cause is often impossible.  

a. There are no simple causes in a complex world

b. It is usually impossible to establish the necessary connection from effect to cause.

3.
One cannot reason necessarily from finite effects to an infinite cause.

C.
The transition from empirical evidence to personal authority is very difficult.

1. There is no empirical way to move beyond probability

2. Empiricism tends to get lost in endless details and matters irrelevant to the defense of the faith

D. It does not satisfactorily answer problems of

1. The necessity of special revelation to know God.

2. The noetic and moral effects of sin.

 
INTRODUCTION TO COMBINATIONALISM

EMPIRICAL EVIDENTIALISM: Stay with the facts!

1. The basic approach is inductive: 

BUT: How can one get beyond the facts?

In reality, by importing truckloads of metaphysical assumptions!  There are just too many facts!

2. Basic test of truth is correspondence with the facts

BUT: Where does one get a truth to test?

In reality, by beginning not with unbiased facts, but with a suggested explanation of the facts.
IDEALISTIC PRESUPPOSITIONALISM: Stay with God’s truth!

Forget the facts!
Forget Explain the facts!
I.
Basic approach is deductive

BUT: How can one get beyond a merely formal truth?

In reality, by importing truckloads of empirical, material assumptions!
II.
Basic test of truth is correspondence with the Scripture, which is self‑authenticating.

BUT: How can I know this is God's word & not Satan's

In reality, by testing world views by logic and facts.
COMBINATIONALISM:

Because the Word became flesh, faith and history intersect.  

Therefore we can and must deal with Christianity as both faith and history: testimonium and indicia
 
COMBINATIONALISM

I.
LOGICAL STARTING POINT: The hypothesis that the triune God of the Bible exists

A.
What is a hypothesis?

1.
A pattern of meaning to explain the configuration of data. Its purpose is to exhibit relations and connections between facts.

More Simply: A Testable Truth-Claim
2.
Ultimately a world view level hypothesis must

a.
Locate and establish truth.

b.
Give a basis for the rational universe.

c.
Give an explanation and an answer for the human predicament.

B.
Why Hypothesis?

1.
It is the ordinary way of knowing.

2.
It does not beg the apologetic question.

3.
It gives something to order the data.

4.
It gives direction to investigation.

5.
It gives something to test.

C.
Is this a good hypothesis?

1.
It is specifically Christian.

2.
It meets criteria of a good hypothesis:

a.
Logical consistency.

b.
Suggests an explanation of the data in question.

c.
Entails testable consequences.

d.
Simple.

II.
COMMON GROUND

A.
Ultimate common ground.

1.
Non‑existent. Either one begins with YHWH or not.

2.
The non‑Christian's starting point is different.

3.
The idea of "The Eternal" or "The Creator" may be common, but this is not YHWH
B.
Proximate common ground

1.
External Facts: Science, history, creation, etc.
2.
Internal Effable Experience:

a.
Personal existence:

Undeniably true
b.
Rational categories: The True
c.
Ethical categories: The Good
d.
Aesthetical categories: The Beautiful
C.
The divine foundation of common ground

1.
God as creator and providential Lord.

2.
Man as created in the image of God.

3.
God's general revelation.

III.
THE TEST OF TRUTH

A.
Truth distinguished from truth's test

1.
Truth is correspondence with the mind of God.

2.
The test of truth is validating the claim that a given proposition corresponds with the mind of God as opposed to Satan, me, etc.

B.
A Combinational test of truth

1.
Consistency (Non-Contradiction, Coherence): the formal test

a.
Contradiction = Affirming and denying the same thing at the same time and in the same respect.

b.
The surest test of the absence of truth
2

SEQ 1_3 \* alphabetic \r 0 
Fact fitting: the material test

a.
God's revelation must correspond with God's creation.

b.
Must take sin into account.
3

SEQ 1_3 \* alphabetic \r 0 
Viability: the existential test

a.
An adequate metaphysical hypothesis must answer the person's deepest needs.

b.
Don't expect it to justify sinful desires or actions or selfish needs.
IV
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THE ROLE OF REASON

To show how the Christian hypothesis satisfies this test of truth and that no others do.

V
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BASIS OF FAITH

A.
Basis of certainty

The sufficiency of the evidence to provide warrant for the Christian hypothesis when combined with the internal workings of the Holy Spirit.

B.
Degree of verification

Because this world is God's world and the world in which God has revealed him, the warrant for faith can be given with very high probability.  From this warrant, with the Spirit's working, the Christian has full spiritual certitude that the basis of faith is sure.

1 
Certainty: 

a.
Based on the state of the evidence for a particular belief

b.
Related to warrant for belief
2 
Certitude: 

a.
Degree of psychological or spiritual persuasion.

b.
Related to basis of faith
 
THE MOTIVATION OF COMBINATIONALISM

I

SEQ 1_1 \* ALPHABETIC \r 0 
The non‑Christian knows much truth.

A.
Truth is thinking God's thoughts after Him.

B.
Sinners are in God's image and thus have the capacity to think God's thoughts.

C.
Sinner's live in God's world and thus inevitably think God's thoughts.

II
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The non‑Christian will never come to a Christian world view from the "facts".

A.
They sinfully suppress and distort the true significance of what truth they have.

B.
Apart from the proclamation of the gospel, they do not have enough data to reason to redemption in Jesus Christ.

III

SEQ 1_1 \* ALPHABETIC \r 0 
The evangelist/apologist serves as the Holy Spirit's agent to overcome these difficulties.

A.
The evangelist-apologist consciously relies on the Holy Spirit.

B.
The evangelist-apologist is the agent of special revelation.

1 
to show the significance of truth already known.

2 
to reveal the propositions of special revelation.

C.
The evangelist-apologist shows Christianity is worthy of all commitment: It tests true.


COMBINATIONALISM


A personal evaluation

I
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The strengths of combinationalism.

A.
It recognizes the cruciality as well as the empirical content of an integrative world view

B.
It correctly begins with the self‑revealing triune God.

C.
It utilizes the common ground provided by God's creative and providential activity.

D.
It takes full cognizance of both the sinfulness  and the capacity of the non‑Christian.  

E.
The apologist depends upon and is the agent of the Holy Spirit's revelatory, illumining, convicting activity.

F.
It gives the best and most comprehensive answer to the problem of testing religious truth claims.

II
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OBJECTIONS TO COMBINATIONALISM

A.
It makes the law of non‑contradiction more authoritative than the Bible.

1 
But the reason for using it is not that the philosopher says it, but because God is consistent.  1 Sam. 15:29; Tit. 1:2; Jas. 1:17
2 
I believe non-contradiction is a part of the logical structures of the image of God

3 
By God's grace non-believers uses a divine standard of truth (however inconsistently)
B.
It is demeaning God's character to put Him to the test.  Van Til argues that to put god to the test is to repeat the Edenic sin.

1 
But the presence of false spirits/prophets requires us to test religious truth claims Deut. 18:20-22; 1 Kings 18:20ff; 1 John 4:1-4
2 
This is not a claim to be testing God in the sinful sense (Ex. 17:7; Deut. 6:16; Matt. 4:7), but testing the claim to be speaking for God.
C.
Apart from the Holy Spirit no one will confess Christ.

1 
Absolutely true! But the Holy Spirit may work through human agency.

2 
Compare John 16:8-11 and 1 Cor. 14:24
D.
There is no common ground between the Christian and the non‑Christian. The Christian must not abandon the true light of Scripture to grope in darkness with the non‑Christian.

1 
Both Paul and Jesus use common ground

a.
Jesus: Parables, Old Testament

b.
Paul: OT with Jews, General Revelation with others
E.
The best one can do with a combinational approach is to establish the probability of Christianity.

1 
Which is better?  Probability or credulity?

2 
Probability is not chance, but degree of verification.  Key points of Christianity can be verified to a high degree of probability.

3 
The warrant for faith, which is from testing Christian truth claims, is probable.  Faith, which is based on the Holy Spirit's witness, leads to certitude.

4 
Faith is built on the sufficiency of the evidence.

THE METHOD APPLIED


Some Practical Considerations

I
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Apologetics Defined:

"In apologetics the believer in Christ seeks to answer first for himself and like‑minded believers and second for non‑ believers, questions about the credibility (believability) or veracity (truthfulness) of the Christian faith."  

Stanley Obitts

II
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The Basic Purposes

A.
To the believer: The main task is to strengthen faith 

1 
This is the first task of apologetics.

2
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As we try to think Christianly about our world, we will encounter serious questions about the credibility of our faith.  

a.
These questions must not be dismissed.

b.
Attitudes behind dismissal

(1)
Faith is emotionally based

(2)
Christianity is a "Sunday" thing

(3)
Christianity will fail under testing

(4)
It is a sin to question

(5)
I don't question.  Why should others?

c.
Personal wrestling will strengthen faith.

3 
The believer's circle

B.
To unbelievers: Apologetics in relation to evangelism 

1 
Always keep the demand for decision before the person.

a.
Avoid irrelevancies where possible

b.
If Christianity is true, it deserves and demands total commitment and trust

2 
The purpose is not to argue the person into faith.  Only the Spirit gives illumination to darkened minds of unbelievers.  But the Spirit often uses human means to accomplish this end.

3 
The ability to answer every question is neither possible nor crucial.  Much more important is

a.
The willingness to examine

b.
The confidence that Christianity will not only survive, but thrive under honest examination.

4 
Remember the three fold definition of faith:

a.
Knowledge, assent, trust

b.
Apologetics will help some people with assent.

III
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The tasks of apologetics, especially as related to unbelievers.

1
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To break down intellectual road blocks to faith.

2
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To present positive foundations for the veracity of Christianity=s truth claims.

3
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To demonstrate the inadequacies of other world views.

4
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To correct distortions of Christianity.

IV
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The method presented graphically:

The light of God=s Word as made real to me and in me by the Holy Spirit focused on the unique person to whom I am witnessing.

REMEMBER:  The heart of the method is answering personal questions concerning the credibility or veracity of Christianity (1 Pet. 3:15)


APPLYING THE COMBINATIONAL METHOD

These are the basic steps in applying the combinational method in a real situation:

1.  In the course of conversation, present a truth claim that is specific to the person and the situation.  This will not usually be the existence of the triune God of the Bible in so many words though this will be behind what you are saying.  More often it will be the gospel, a sub‑point of the gospel or with Christians, a biblical truth.  Important at this point is the clarification of what the other person believes and the differences between the two positions.  It is vital that this be presented in a personally relevant way that keeps the demand for decision before the person throughout the whole process.  

2.  In response to this truth claim the person has a question.  (If there is no question, then you go on.  To raise them would be a hindrance rather than a help).  The combinational technique focuses on answering questions (1 Peter 3:15).  The key is to get to the really significant questions.  These are decisive questions that enable one to decide between differing truth claims.  This is where I let the four tasks of apologetics guide me to decisive questions.  I am looking for questions which are true road blocks to faith, which are sincerely seeking warrant for faith, which will give me a chance to expose inadequacies of other world views or distortions of Christianity.  This process requires sensitive listening and reflective questions.  Lack of sympathy will often abort the process.

3.  As the conversation progresses, the next step is to discover and establish common ground.  This is more than just a starting point for conversation.  It is data that will be used to verify or falsify truth claims.  Conversational common ground may be turned into apologetic common ground if one works at it.  For example the with the football addict Saturday=s Shriner game may move into apologetic common ground by asking why he feels compassion for useless kids or why so much time, effort and money should be put into kids who will never make much of a contribution.  Keep in mind the basic categories of common ground: facts (history, science, personal experience), personal existence (why am I such a neat person?), rational categories (non‑contradiction, causality, etc.), ethical categories (rightness, compassion, etc.), aesthetical categories (beauty, etc.).  These will guide your thinking as you look for apologetic common ground. Remember, we are looking for things the person already knows to be true and feels strongly about which can be used to decide between Christianity and something else.

4.  Mixed with #3 is the quest to establish and use tests of truth.  The three basic tests are fact fitting, consistency and viability.  The specific test of truth will be specific to the truth claim, the question, and the common ground.  For example let's say the truth claim is the uniqueness of Jesus Christ, the question is what evidence is there for that, with the answer focusing on the resurrection.  The test of truth may focus on fact fitting.  But you may also bring in viability as well -‑ it gives ground for one's hope of personal immortality.

The point is that the philosophical outline we have discussed gives direction and goals for each step of the methodological process.  Of course these four steps are not usually discreet.  One question raises a new truth claim, common ground may raise a new question, etc.  The goals are still the same: use what is personally relevant to the person to give sufficient warrant for a faith commitment to the gospel.  With prayer and the Holy Spirit's help, this will help some come to faith and others to strengthen their faith.


THE PROBLEM OF EVIL

I

SEQ 1_1 \* ALPHABETIC \c 
Introduction

A.
Statement of the Problem

5

SEQ 1_3 \* alphabetic \c 
God exists, is omnipotent, omniscient and omnibenevolent and evil exists.

6

SEQ 1_3 \* alphabetic \c 
Hume=s Statement

a.
Is he willing to prevent evil, but not able?  Then he is impotent.  

b.
Is he able, but not willing?  Then he is malevolent. 

c.
Is he both able and willing?  Whence then is evil?

B.
The Crux of the Problem
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The presence of evil seems to contradict the attributes of YHWH
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The absence of evil seems would make the work of Jesus unnecessary

C.
The Relevance of the Problem
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Experience of evil has caused many to deny the probability or even the possibility of a loving God.
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For many evil is more real than God.

II

SEQ 1_1 \* ALPHABETIC \r 0 
Basic Concepts

A.
Problem of evil (P.O.E)
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Religious (Existential) P.O.E.

a.
The problem a particular evil causes a particular person regarding his faith in God.

b.
Why does God allow this thing to happen to me?
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Philosophical/Theological P.O.E.

a.
Not individual related.

b.
Is the existence of YHWH compatible with the existence of evil?

B.
Key Attributes of God
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Omnipotence: God has all power to do whatever He has the ability to do.  God's ability is limited...

a.
Logically

(6)
Cannot create a round square?

(7)
We cannot demand that God do something that fits my presuppositions

b.
Morally

(8)
Cannot contradict His own character

c.
Decreetally

(9)
Cannot contradict His own plan
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Omnibenevolence: God is essentially good.  Thus He is fundamentally opposed to evil.  He will do all that is possible to eliminate evil and bestow good.
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Omniscience: God knows not only all that is, but all that can be

a.
God knows all possible things?

b.
God knows all possibilities?

c.
God knows what I will choose tomorrow?

(10)
He knows because He decreed it

(11)
He knows because He foresaw it
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Omnisapience: God is wise enough to know the best plan among all possible plans
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Sovereign: God is in control

a.
God makes all decisions finally

(12)
God causes some things to happen (decreetal will)

(13)
God approves free choices (permissive will)

b.
God can give choice to others sometimes

(14)
God causes some things to happen (decreetal will)

(15)
God gives free choices but opposes and never approves sinful choices (preceptive will)

C.
The Idea of Evil
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Moral evil:  

a.
Any act or result of an act done by moral agents contrary to the ultimate standard of good.

b.
This we usually call sin or foolishness

19

SEQ 1_3 \* alphabetic \r 0 
Physical or natural evil:  

a.
Any act or state of affairs affecting sentient creatures in an undesirable way that is not moral evil

b.
This we usually call calamity, tragedy or disaster

c.
Insurance companies call this an act of God

III
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The Dilemma

A.
Deny one or more of the attributes of God
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God has not the power to prevent all evil.

21
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God does not want to prevent all evil.

22
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God does not know how to prevent all evil.

B.
Deny the Reality of Evil
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Evil is an illusion.

24
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Evil is the result of incomplete evolution.

C.
God has a good reason for allowing evil
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Evil enhances our dependence upon God (Schleiermacher).

26
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Evil is a part of the process of perfecting humans.  The final good will eschatologically vindicate all the intermediate evil (Irenaean B John Hick).
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The presence of evil allows God to show His attributes of mercy, grace, etc. (Some Calvinists, e. g., Boettner, Dobson, Piper, Sproul).

28

SEQ 1_3 \* alphabetic \c 
Evil is the result of God's gift of freedom to humans.  Freedom and evil is better than no freedom (Many evangelicals B C. S. Lewis, Yancey, Plantinga, etc.).


A SUGGESTED THEODICY

IV

SEQ 1_1 \* ALPHABETIC \r 0 
The Augustinian Defense (Free Will Variation)

A.
Key Point: Human freedom and some evil serves God's glory best.

B.
Elements of the Defense.
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Evil is the result of morally significant actions of free creatures.

30
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God chose to create morally free creatures.  Entailed in this freedom is the possibility of evil.
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It is within God's power to end evil?

32
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Is God's character benevolent?  I.e., does He wish to end evil?

33
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Why doesn't God end evil?  To end evil immediately, God would have to eliminate freedom.

a.
God can create free creatures.

b.
God cannot also determine that they do only what is right.

c.
To do so would reduce man to robot and contradict God's intention to create free creatures.

d.
Morally free creatures and the observed amount of evil is more valuable than no freedom and no evil.
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God is triumphing over evil without destroying freedom through His program of reconciliation.

C.
Assessment of the argument
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Positives

a.
Gives a possible reason why God allows evil

b.
Defeats the atheological argument

c.
Works particularly well in Wesleyan-Arminian theologies

d.
In any system the emphasis is

(16)
Freedom is necessary for obedience

(17)
God has provided redemption
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Negatives

a.
Assumes God cannot interfere in free will (contrary choice) and still have true worship

b.
BUT

(18)
Freedom (CC) necessary for worship

(19)
Worship in eternal state

(20)
Therefore freedom in eternal state

c.
AND

(21)
Freedom or (exclusive) guarantee no sin

(22)
Freedom in eternal state

(23)
Therefore no guarantee no sin in eternal state
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The existence and persistence of evil in the world is the death knell of any purely empirical proof of YHWH
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The Christian hypothesis is not falsified by P.O.E.

a.
The atheological proofs against God fail for the same reasons the theistic proofs did.

b.
No one has succeeded in demonstrating an actual inconsistency in the five propositions (Plantinga)

c.
Don=t despair if you cannot answer the problem to your full satisfaction.

d.
Matt. 23:37-39 -- Jesus= incredulity over Jerusalem=s rebellion.

e.
There can be no satisfactory answer for a truly irrational phenomena.

f.
Our ignorance of the ultimate solution does not mean there is not one B especially in view of the Cross.

g.
Any proposal must be person specific as well as theology specific.


QUESTIONS ABOUT SUFFERING
1. It is not fair that the wicked prosper.

2. Why did God make me so sinful?

3. Why do I have to suffer so?  

4. I just want to be happy.

5. What did I do to deserve this?

6. It's O. K. that I suffer for what I do, but why do I have to suffer because of his sin?

7. If God created this, He must be a demon.

8. The whole show is meaningless.

9. Why do children have to suffer?

10. I've tried so hard -- and now this.

11. There is no way God can be glorified in this.

12. Why doesn't God do something!


12 BASIC PRINCIPLES FOR THINKING ABOUT SUFFERING
1. Evil is the result of the morally significant free actions of God's creatures.

2. Physical calamity like disease usually comes from a broken world though it may come as a consequence of sinful actions of the sufferer or other humans.

3. God is loving enough and powerful enough to bring good out of the worst evil.

4. The human context of suffering/evil is a place where God's glory can be demonstrated

5. I believe in a theology, a theodicy, of protest.  This (evil) is wrong!!

6. This is a broken world.

7. God is active and involved, choosing to join us in suffering.

8. I can trust a God who will die for me.

9. God is currently overcoming evil through the mercy of redemption.

10. God's glory is shown in our faith response, not our circumstances.

11. If God were to just eliminate evil, He would have to eliminate me!

12. Remember that evil is fundamentally irrational.


A SUGGESTED STRATEGY


FOR DEALING WITH THE P.O.E.
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With Unbelievers:

1

SEQ AutoList1_2 \* Arabic \r 00
Moral Evil

2
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Physical Evil

1
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Note that much physical evil is the result of

1
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human tampering with the world.
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man getting in the way of natural processes.

2

SEQ AutoList1_3 \* Arabic \r 00
Attack the evolutionistic explanation of natural evil -‑ it offers absolutely no hope of resolution of the problem.
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Present the Christian hypothesis (Rom. 8:18ff).  It presents both a reason​able explanation of the source (human tampering) and a sure solution to the problem.  NOTE:  Only a Christian solution yields a world which is not essentially evil.
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Believer and Unbeliever: Why Me?!
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Sometimes we can explain why

1

SEQ AutoList1_3 \* Arabic \c0
Natural punishment of sin
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Discipline
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Much more often we cannot ‑ at least not immediately
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Follow the example of Jesus (John 11:33-36)
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Note that God is not silent.  He has expressed Himself most clearly at Calvary.  His love, good​ness, redemptive power shown there is sufficient to answer every challenge and resolve every doubt.

Dorothy Sayers put it like this:  For whatever reason God chose to make man as he is -- limited and suffering and subject to sorrows and death -- He had the honest and courage to take His own medicine.  Whatever game He is playing with His creation, He has kept His own rules and played fair.  He can exact nothing from man that He has not exacted from Himself.  He has Himself gone through the whole of human experience, from the trivial irritations of family life and the cramping restrictions of hard work and lack of money to the worst horrors of pain and humiliation, defeat, despair and death.  When He was a man, He played the game as a man.  He was born in poverty and died in disgrace and thought it well worth​while.  (Christian Letters to a Post-Christian World [Grand Rapids:  Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1969], p. 14].
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Summary

The Scripture is unmistakably clear in its affirmation that God is victor over evil.  It is not out of control.  Because God is triumphing over evil, so can we.  Our proper response is praise for God=s wisdom and greatness.


IS CHRIST THE ONLY WAY TO GOD?
Religious toleration is deeply ingrained in our American system.  E Pluribus Unum.  There is no exclusive truth.  An open mind is a cultural assumption.

How can God be more narrow minded than Americans??

Really three questions:  

1) 
"How can God send innocent people to hell?" [universalism] 

2) 
"Are there not other equally valid ways to God?" [pluralism]

3) 
AAren=t all religions essentially the same?@ [syncretism]

HOW CAN A LOVING GOD SEND INNOCENT PEOPLE TO HELL?
Virtually every word of this statement is a distortion.

TRUTH CLAIM

YHWH, the God of holy, loving justice, allows people to reject His gracious revelation and chose to be apart from Him for eternity.

DEVELOPMENT

1
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God makes Himself known to all people through general revelation.  If this revelation is repudiated, rejected or distorted, there is no possible excuse of innocence (Rom. 1:18-32)
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The biblical teaching as well as empirical evidence shows humans are aware they fail to meet an internal standard of righteousness. 

3
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People who have not heard of Christ are not condemned for not knowing Christ, but for rejecting what God has made clear to them.  Romans makes it clear that all have fallen short.  They are not innocent.
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What if someone responds positively to this revelation?  The Bible does not hold out any hope that there are such.  It speaks of the necessity of Israel and the church preaching the gospel to every creature.  If some are saved, it certainly would not offend me!!  But I cannot rely on that being true.  It is my task to exercise my gifts to enable the mission of the church to be carried out.

ASK THE QUESTION, 

AOnly way to what?@
Power?

Knowledge?

Truth?

Personal Fulfillment?

Supernatural?

Overcoming Personal Wrongness?

Righteousness?

Forgiveness?

Power to Love Others?

ARE THERE NOT OTHER EQUALLY VALID WAYS TO GOD?
TRUTH CLAIM

Jesus Christ is unique among humans as the incarnate Word.  Only Christianity is a religion of grace with a personal God who moves to save humans justly from their sins, where salvation is not dependent upon our achievement.  While most other religions have some truth, only Christianity IS true truth.

DEMONSTRATE THAT:
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humans are sinful and in need of redemption

Do not allow the argument that people are good, sincere believers to prevail.  People are sinful as well as good.  One can be wholly sincere and mortally wrong!
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Jesus is unique

He alone claims to be incarnate God-man.

He is not a good teacher (only).

Liar - lunatic - Lord
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Christianity claims to be unique

Luke 2:10

Luke 24:46‑48

John 1:29

John 3:16-18

John 14:6

Acts 4:12

Acts 26:15-18

Romans 9:30-10:21

1 Corinthians 1:21

1 Corinthians 15:1‑4

Galatians 4:8

Ephesians 3:4-10

1 Timothy 2:5‑6

Note the points concerning counterfeits:

Matthew 24:23‑24

Mark 13:21‑22

Galatians 1:8‑9

1 John 2:18‑19, 22‑23
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Most other religions also claim exclusivity
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Everyone rejects some religions

satanism

Aztec sacrifices

Temple prostitutes

Suicide cults
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Christianity is truly unique.

A.
Jesus

B.
Tri-personal, loving, holy God

C.
Sin as universal, redeemable rebellion against God

D.
Salvation by grace based on God's provision

E.
Heaven as personal communion with God and His family.

Do NOT make the mistake of trying to prove other religions all wrong.  We need not deny that there are many good points in other religions or cultures, even points that we do not have in the Bible.
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Other religions really are different
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"Why can=t we all agree?" usually translates into "Let's do it my way." or "Why can't you admit that I'm right?"

9.
That uniqueness does not make God guilty of narrow minded intolerance.

A.
God is not narrow.  He has revealed Himself universally, provided a universally valid way of salvation, and given specially equipped and empowered people the mission to proclaim it.

B.
Exclusivity is not inherently wrong and toleration is not necessarily a virtue.

C.
All roads may lead up mountains, but they are different mountains.  The blind men must be sure they are feeling the elephant.

D.
Religious toleration does not mean equal validity of truth.

E.
The uniqueness of Christ and His own exclusive claims are the heart of the issue.

F.
Respond emotionally with the horror of God who gives His own most precious Son only to have Him rejected.

RELATIVISM
Agree-Disagree: A society which allows people to choose their beliefs is much better than one which imposes a particular ideology on its people.

Reason for growth of relativism: There is a breakdown in confidence that we can know anything beyond my own feelings and the hard data of science.

WHO DECIDES?
What is the best flavor of ice cream?

Should Gerry wear a tie when he teaches?

What brand of car is best?

Is sex outside marriage wrong?

Is Jesus God?

What happens when I die?

OFFERINGS:
"How could we be so wrong? We're so sincere?"  Linus

Didn't Jesus tell us to love God and not fight about Him?

Who are YOU to claim you know it all?!?

Who are YOU to tell me I am wrong?!?

You believe in absolute truth?? What kind of bigot are you?!?

I don't understand why you religious folk are such absolutists. Why would you want to impose your values on everyone else?

To hold that others' sincere beliefs wrong is intolerant, rigid, close-minded, arrogant, bigoted, and hostile. Such attitudes are responsible for war, slavery, persecution and torture. Arthur Schlesinger

Protagoras asserted, "Whatever you believe is true."

Socrates replied, "Well, then, dear Protagoras, I believe that you are wrong."

KEY QUESTION:
On what basis do we decide truth about God? About morals?

CHRISTIAN AFFIRMATION: God has the right and wisdom to define morality and has done so in the Bible.

NON-CHRISTIAN OBJECTIONS: 

People have differences. There's gotta be room for toleration. Different strokes for different folks.

Ain't no one gonna tell me what to do! I only submit to what I agree to.

I gotta be me. I can't live for someone else. I'm gonna do what makes me happy and fulfilled as a person.

Me and my buds got a good thing going. We're tight. Don't need to tell anyone. Don't need anyone to tell us.

CHRISTIAN RESPONSES:

Agree-disagree: "If we understood the Bible well, we would know exactly what God want us to do in every situation."

1. 
There are cross-cultural moral absolutes even at a human level.

2. 
There are moral "grey areas."

3. 
God does not prescribe a detailed morality for every situation (Rom. 14; 1 Cor. 8, 10)

4. 
There are degrees of sin 

A.
All sin is sin.

1.
Matt. 5:27-28 Lust = adultery

2.
Jas. 2:10-11 Transgress one = transgress all

3.
Gal. 3:10 Whole curse for trangressors

B.
Some sins are worser than other sins

1.
1 John 5:16-18 Sin to death

2.
John 19:11 "greater sin"

3.
Luke 12:47-48 severer judgment

4.
Jas. 3:1 Teachers judged more severely

5.
Matt. 11:20-24 Chorazim & Bethsaida

6.
Num. 15:22-30; Lev. 4:1-35; 5:15-19 Intentional vs. unintentional

7.
Matt. 18:6 Child abuse

8.
Matt 23:15 Pharisees are twice as much sinners

9.
1 Tim. 5:8 Non-providers are worse than infidel
5. 
We shouldn't but often do canonize human commands or reduce our morality into negatives.

6. 
God's law is the ground rules of a love relationship, not an arbitrary set of rules. 

7. 
Legalism is rules apart from reasons and relationships.

8. 
God is first interested in character and motivation and then in specific behaviors.

9. 
Jesus tied love with believing and obeying the truth (Matt. 5-7; 19-20; John 14:15, 23; 15:9-17; 1 John 2:3-6)

10. 
There are moral absolutes (nurture life) which get fuzzy when applied (terminally ill patients)

