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PART I: HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

1A, PROLEGOMENA

1B.

2B.

3B.

Glossaries -- Since traditional presentations of apologetics employ
philosophical terminology, the uninitiated student may have to refer
to some basic glossaries:

1C. Jim 3. Halsey, For a Time Such as This: An Introduction to the
Reformed Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til (Phillipsburg, NJ:
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1978), pp. 167=T2.

2C. Gordon R. Lewis, Testing Christianity's Truth Claims (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1976), pp. 340-47.

3C. Ronald B. Mayers, Both/And: A Balanced Apologetic (Chicago:
Moody Press, 1984), pp. 219-28.

Bibliographies -~ Since historical and especially contemporary works
on apologetics are very numerous, most students will find it
advantageous to have in their possession a few good bibliographies
on the discipline:

1C. William L. Custer and Jack Cottrell, The Seminary Review, 26:2
(June 1980):71-102 [briefly annotated],

2C. Norman L. Geisler, Christian Apologetics (Grand Rapids: Baker
Book House, 1976), pp. 379-90.

3C. Lewis, Testing Christianity's Truth Claims, pp. 40-44, 71-75,
98-99, 122-24, 148-50, 173-75, 207-09, 230, 252-53, 283-84
[annotated].

HC., Mayers, Both/And: A Balanced Apologetie, pp. 229-38.

NOTE: No survey will be attempted concerning early Jewish apolo-
getical methodology (e.g. Philo; s.v. ISBE, "Philo, Judaeus,” by R.
M. Wenley, 4:2380-83). However, it must be noted that both early
Jewish and Christian apologists were generally steeped in Greek
humanistic philosophy. This was the assumed sphere of common ground
wherein they fought their word-wars. Furthermore, this Alexandrian
mindset has greatly affected not only 'classiecal apologeties' and
polemics but also hermeneutics and theology ever since those early
days.

2A. THE PROBLEM OF ELUSIVE DEFINITION

1B.

The important concession: "No uniform phrase has been adopted to
express the idea of Christian apologetics" (B. Ramm, Appeal %o
Reason, pp. 14-15; cf. Bush, Classical Readings, pp. 375~86; Dulles,
History of Apologetics, ete.).
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2B. The unfortqpate contradiction: "Although the word apologetics (Gr.
apologétikos) does not appear as such in the NT, the NT uses the

vocabulary of apologetics, which is derived from Greek legal
practice, in a popular and technical way" (ISBE [revisedl, s.v.,
"Apologetics, Biblical,"™ by B. Ramm, 1:190).

1C.

2C.

However, édroirovyla/dnoroyEoual (apologia/apologeomai) must not

be extracted from a strictly secular background and then taken

a3 a frozen technical term used to define all stages of the
Christian discipline.

The history of Christian apologetical methodology evidences:
1D. changes in emphasis.
2D, expansion in scope.

3D. an overlap with other vital activities of Christian
ministry:

1E. It "not only defends but commends the faith" (Reid,
Christian Apologetics, p. 14).

2E. It "is essentially an activity in the Church—-
indeed of the Church —- closely related in spirit to
preaching and evangelism" (Casserly, "Theology and
Apologeties,™ CJT 3 [Oct 1957]: 227).

3E. Cf. Furnish's list of NT synonyms for one overarching
activity ("Prophets, Apostles, and Preachers: A
Study of the Biblical Concept of Preaching," Int 17
[Jan 1963]: 52).

3B. Sample Definitions:

1C.

2C.

3C.

4c,

5C.

"On the technical level apologetics 1s the defense and presen-
tation of the truth of Christian faith on intellectual and
moral grounds. As such, it is the work of the theologians and
philosophers. But on the everyday level apologetics is simply
the matter of facing up to the questions of what we believe and
why" (Colin Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind, p. 3).

"Christian Apologetics is the scientific vindication of the
divine authority of the Christian religion" (Keyser, A System
of Christian Evidence, p. 21).

"The science and art of defending Christianity's ftruth-claims"
(Lewis, Testing Christianity's Truth Claims, p. 340).

"A defense . . . for the doectrinal and ethical content of
biblical religion™ (Montgomery, Faith Founded On Fact, p. ix).

"Defense of Christianity in the face of the various attacks
made upon it by the unbelieving world" (Halsey, For a Time Such
As This, p. 168).




6C.

TC.

8cC.

ac.

10C.

11C.

12C.

13C.

14C.
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"Christian apologetics has three great tasks: reasoning for the
existence of God, establishing the deity of Christ, and
defending the inspiration of Scripture" (Geisler, "Foreward,"
in The Resurrection of Jesus: An Apologetic, by Gary
Habermas).

"Christian apologetics is concerned with a defense of the
truthfulness of the Christian religion. The task of theology
is to define the content of revealed truth while the task of
apologetics is to defend its validity" (Pinnock, Set Forth Your
Case, p. 3).

"Christian apologetics is the comprehensive philoscphical,
theological, and factual demonstration of the truthfulness of
our Christian religion" (Ramm, Protestant Christian Evidences,

p. 13).

"Christian apologetics is the discipline wherein an intelligent
effort is made to defend before an unbelieving world the truth
¢laim of the Christian faith, specifically its elaim of
exclusive true knowledge of the living and true God, in a
manner consistent with the teaching of Scripture" (Reymond, The
Justification of Knowledge, p. 1).

"Apologetics is that branch of Christian theology which answers
the question, Is Christianity rationally defensible?" (Carnell,
An Introduction to Christian Apologetics, p. 7).

"Apologetics is the vindication of the Christian philosophy of
life against the various forms of the non-Christian philosophy
of life" (Van Til, Apologetics, p. 1).

"Apologies are defenses of Christianity, in its entirety, in
its essence, or in some one or other of its elements or
presuppositions, as against either all assailants, actual or
conceivable, or some particular form or instance of attack;
though, of course, as good defenses they may rise above mere
defenses and become vindications. Apologetics undertakes not
the defense, not even the vindication, but the establishment,
not, strictly speaking, of Christianity, but rather of that
knowledge of God which Christianity professes fto embody and
seeks fto make efficient in the world, and which it 1is the
business of theology scientifically to explicate" (Warfield,
"Apologetics," in The New Schaff-Herzog Religious Encyclopedia,
1:232-33).

A humorous definition: "Proving what you have never doubted by
arguments you don't understand" (Holderaft, ed., Snappy Squibs
for the Church Calendar, p. 106)!

My working definition: "“The philcsophy of methodology pertain-
ing to all forms of Christian communication.”



3A. SELECTED APOLOGETICAL APPROACHES

1B. Some Selected Personalities (for a good selection of primary
sources, see L. Russ Bush, Classical Readings in Christian Apolo-
geties, A.D. 100-1800 [Grand Rapids: Academie Books, 19831).

1C. The Early Apologists and Polemicists (cf. Mayers, Both/And: A
Balanced Apologetic, pp. 184-95).

. Justin Martyr: The First Apology of Justin

2D. Athenagoras: A Plea for the Christians, by Athenagoras,
the Athenian: Philosopher and Christian

3D, Irenaeus: Against Heresies

4D. Tertullian: The Apology

5D, Origen

1E. On First Principles (De Principiis)




2C.

2E. Against Celsus (Contra Celsum)

6D. Athanasius
1E. Against the Heathen (Contra Gentes)
2E. On the Incarnation of the Word (De Incarnatione Verbe

Dei)

Augustine

1D. Selected Works
1E. Concerning the Freedom of the Will
2E. Confessions
3E. City of God

2D. Key obgervations:
1E. Stressed the effects of the Fall
2E. Stressed the priority of faith

3D. Mayers' apologetical grid (pp. 95-96):

1E.

2E,

"What is the role of Philoscphy in Christian theology
and apologetics?"

"Because of Augustine's ontological and epilstemo-
logical realism between God and man and his reliance
on Platonie thought at many points, philosophy's
questions are ultimately theology's problems also.
The prime difference is probably methodological, as
philosophy begins with man and his reason and finds
at least inklings of God within man, and theology
begins with God and His revelation and understands
the relationship of God and creation. The radical
doctrine of sin and its ravages short-circuits this
mutuality for unregenerated man."

"How are faith and reason related?"



3E.

HE.

5E.

6E.

TE.
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"For the believer these are mutually interdependent
as faith is a response of the will based on credit-
able and noncontradictory evidence. For the un-
believer, since faith as trust is God's gift, these
are furnetionally mutually exclusive.”

"Of what significance is the doctrine of sin for
Christian apologetics?®

"For Augustine it is very important as sin perverts
the will and dulls the intellect. Therefore, divine
illumination is really needed to properly understand
everything as related to the Creator. This illumi-
nation is absolutely indispensable for revelation
proper.”

"Do the theistic proofs have any worth for convincing
the unbeliever?"

"This is very difficult to assess as Augustine seems
to accept them, even if never completely presented,
due to his rationalistic tendencies. At the same
time he limits their usefulness because of the
effects of sin and man's inability to accept God in
an unregenerate state, As usually interpreted in the
history of philoscphy and Christian apologetics, they
are certainly not Augustine's first line of defense."

"To what extent may a believer and unbeliever form a
shared point of contact on common ground?"

"Because both believer and unbeliever are God's
creatures and live in God's universe they share the
same real world and logieal prineciples; however,
since all facts are ultimately God-interpreted facts,
only the believer i1llumined by special revelation
truly 'knows!' the truth of God, himself, and nature.
This perspective is adopted by all twentieth-century
presuppositionalists and verbalized to mean that
believer and unheliever have a common ontclogical
ground but no common epistemological ground."

"Are historical Christian evidences important, or
even possible, as evidence for the unbeliever?"

"Miracles and fulfilled prophecies are the proofs and
evidences that must appeal to the rational man prior
to faith. There are reasons behind miracles even
though we cannot comprehend them with our limita-
tions."

"What degree of certainty is there in the truthful-
ness of Christianity?"



3C.

4c.
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"The believer can have absolute certainty through the
witness of the Holy Spirit by means of special
revelation.”

NOTE: Cf. Ramm's crucial questions for evaluating
apologists and apologetical systems (Varieties of
Christian Apologetics, pp. 17-27).

Anselm [the father of rational theistie proofs]

Note his preface to Monologium on the Being of God: "Certain
brethren have often and earnestly entreated me to put in
writing some thoughts that I had offered them in familiar
conversation, regarding meditation on the Being of God. . . .
It is in accordance with their wish . . . that they have
prescribed such a form for the writing of this meditation; in
order that nothing in Scripture should be urged on the author-
ity of Seripture itself [italics added], but that whatever the
conclusion of independent investigation should declare to be
true, should, in an unadorned style, with common proofs and
with a simple argument, be briefly enforced by the cogency of
reason [italics added], and plainly expounded in the light of
truth™ (in Classical Readings in Christian Apologetics, p.
242},

Note the a priori argumentation throughout the Monoclogium.

Thomas Aquinas [the father of evidential theistic proofs]

1D. Important Works

1E. Summa Contra Gentiles

2E. Summa Theologica

2D. Key observabtions:
1E, Father of RC theology and apologetics

2E. Tabula rasa



3D.

3E.

4E.
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Arguments for the existence of God (esp. cosmo-
logical)

Employs a posteriori argumentation in his writings.

Mayer's apologetical grid.(pp. 102-03):

1E.

2E,

3E.

4g,

BE.

"What is the role of philosophy in Christian theclogy
and apologetics?"

"Philosophy is independent of and thus considerably
more than the handmalden of theology. Its funclion
is to demonstrate rationally the praeambula fidei,
that is, presuppositions of revelation and theology,
and thus prepare the mind of man to receive Christian
revelation by faith. Philosophy proves God's .
existence prior to theology discussing God's essence,
Nevertheless, philosophy can and does logically
elucidate the Christian revelation as well as defend
its truths.”

"How are reason and faith related??

"Faith and reason are mutually exclusive. For the
most part, reason is the means of knowing the mundane
things and faith the means of knowing the things of
special revelation, It might also be said that
reason 1is superior to faith in the clarity and
exactness of knowledge, but that faith is preferred
by means of the character of the knowledge it knows."

"Of what significance is the doctrine of sin for
Christian apologetics?!

"Sin did not leave man rationally or volitionally
incompetent as only original righteocusness was lost
in the Fall. Thus a true philosophy can be con-
structed, theistic proofs are valid, and a system of
ethics is possible based on natural law."

"Do the theistic proofs have any worth for convinecing
the unbeliever?"

"Theistic proofs are seemingly mere than inductively
probable, they are rationally demonstrable. They are
the first line of argument to use with the
unbeliever,"

"To what extent may a believer and unbeliever form a
shared point of contact on common ground?"

"There is most definitely an epistemological common
ground between believers and unbelievers as the
methodology of natural theology must assume, This
epistemological common ground is possible because all
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men have the possibilities and usage of reason
untainted by the Fall.,"

6E. "Are historical Christian evidences important, or
even possible, as evidence for the unbeliever?"

"Special revelation is indispensable for Christianity
if not for theism. Proof of special revelation is
the traditional evidences of God's supernatural work
as seen in fulfilled prophecy, miracles, and so on."

TE. "What degree of certainty is there in the truthful-
ness of Christianity?"

"At the point of evidence, reason by means of demon-
stration is more certain than faith; however, as
stated in question (2), faith is superior to reason
because it puts man in contact with the supernatural
realm as expressed in special revelation, especially
the incarnation and the resurrection -- the heart and
soul of the Christian religion. 1In regard to the
theistic arguments alone, Thomas believed that there
[sic] certainty was a loglcal necessifty and not
simply an inductive probability."

Note: "The Scriptures are nowhere concerned with the
theistic proof or proofs for the existence of God, such as
are found throughout the history of philosophy and
theology: . . ." (ISBE [revised], s.v. "Apologetics,
Biblical," by Bernard Ramm, 1:190).

5C. The Warfield/Kuyper Tension

1D.

2D.

"According to Kuyper there is a general revelation but no
correct, natural theology unless and until one has the
light of special revelation. . . . Warfield's position is
that the unbeliever can and does gain a natural theology
from and prior to special revelation" (Sproul, Gerstner,
and Lindsley, Classical Apologetics, p. 38).

The central issue was (and still remains within Calvin-
istic apologetics) the relationship between faith and
reason:

"This brings us to the point where the Reformed apologists
cannot agree =-- the relationship of faith and
reason . . . . Succinetly stated, does the Holy Spirit
work through the evidences on the mind of the unbeliever
as Princeton Calvinsim [sic] taught throughout the nine-
teenth century and as is exemplified by Benjamin B.
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Warfield? Or, are Christian evidences confirmatory to the
believer only after he has been given faith by the Holy
Spirit? — a perspective more conducive to Dutch Calvinism
best expressed by Abraham Kuyper. In actuality, it is the
a priori/ a posteriori controversy raising its head within
the bastion of Calvinism" (Mayers, Both/And: A Balanced
Apologetic, p. 108).

3D, Inconsistencies in Warfield's apologetical methodology may
be observed in his 'classic' treatment on miracles; for a
critique, see: Colin Brown, Miracles and the Critical
Mind (Eerdmans, 1984), pp. 197-203. DNote that most of
Brown's criticisms may also be applied to contemporary
'classical' apologists.

Van Til

1D. Key generalization: "Biblical Authoritarianism" (Lewis'
terminology).

2D. For a general but excellent outline of Van Til's presup-
positionalism, see: Halsey, For a Time Such as This; cf.
"The Revelational Fideism of Cornelius Van Til," in
Geisler, Christian Apologetics, pp. 56-68.

3D. Some key tenets:

1E. "The only ‘common ground' with unbelievers is that
they too are creatures in God's image and live in
God's world. But there are no common notions or
methods; non-Christians approach the world differ-
ently from Christians and they view it differently.
We have a common world with unbelievers but no common
world view [italics added]. The contact point with
unbelievers is the imago Dei. But even here the
'point of contact' is the 'point of conflict.' . . .
Conflict is inevitable because of human depravity and
sin" (Geisler, Christian Apologetics, p. 57).

2E. "According to Van Til's main trend of thought, reason
cannot of itself discover the true meaning of sense
data, or determine the most consistent view of the
world. Fallen man cannot refer to facts or logic to
test the words of God. Every thinker begins with
some unproved presuppositions and so does the
Christian. Presupposing the triune God of the Bible,
Van Til simply seeks to set forth the Bible's
teaching. Reason's role is not to check the validity
of Scripture by evidence or noncontradiction, but
simply to interpret the Scripture as accurately as
possible. . . . Van Til asks us to believe not what
we can confirm or infer, but what God says because
God says it. . . . Faith in divine authority precedes
every valid use of the intellect" (Lewis, Testing
Christianity's Truth Claims, pp. 292, 294).




7C.

8c.

9C.
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Gordon Clark

1D

2D.

3D.

Key assumptions:

1E. "There is only one logie, and it is Divine" (Gordon
H. Clark, The Gordon-Conwell Lectures on Apologetics;
Tape 7: "Veridicalism and Empiricism" [The Trinity
Foundation, 1981]).

2E. "The Biblical teachings are the set of axioms from
which the theorems of Christianity are deduced"
(Ibid.; Tape 5: Empiricism).

Apagogic methodology
For surveys and criticisms of Clark's approach, see:

Geisler, Christian Apologetics, pp. 37-45; and Lewis,
Testing Christianity's Truth Claims, pp. 100-22, 291-92.

Edward J. Carnell

1D.

2D.

3Pb.

"The Verificational Approach™ (Lewis' terminology).

1E. "Carnell has been called a combinationalist because
of the presence of both rationalistic and empiricist
elements in his methodology" (Bush, Classical
Readings, p. 379).

2E. In Carnell's system, "There are actually four tests
for truth: logical consistency, internal personal
coherence, external empirical adequacy, and existen-
tial relevance" (Geisler, Christian Apologeties, p.
122).

See the survey by his loyal disciple: Lewis, Testing
Christianity's Truth Claims, pp. 176-283.

For a more objective critique that highlights some
strategic weaknesses in Carnell's apologetical metho-
dology, see: DBrown, Miracles and the Critical Mind, pp.
203~06. -

Bernard Ramm

1D.

2D,

Key assumption: Stages of Verification.

"The Christian is convinced of the truth of his faith
first by the witness of the Spirit to the Gospel, second
by the actions of the living God which make a difference
in the cosmos, and third by the adequacy of the synoptic
vision Christianity provides of humanity, the world, and
God. In the third stage Christianity is found to be true
because on its prineciples cone can make the most sense out
of life in this world" (Lewis, Testing Christianity's

Truth Claims, p. 329).
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10C., John Warwick Montgomery

1D.

2D,

3D-

"Montgomery's system with its stress on methodological
presuppositions, objective evidence, the fitting of the
facts, an inductive use of reason, and the ground for
faith in high probability, is a noble attempt at a pure
empiricism . . " (Ibid., p. 308).

"Evidentialist John Warwick Montgomery argues that the
Resurrection of Jesus is a historical event so persuas-
ively documented that only 'a recalcitrant will' can deny
its truth., The historical context of this event, more-
over, demands that one recognize the validity of the
claims of Christ and submit to the full authority of
infallible Seripture" (Bush, Classical Readings, pp. 383-
84}, Note that Montgomery fails to concede practically
and apologetically the fact that all natural men are
characterized by 'recalcitrant wills.'

For some valuable critigues emphasizing the shortecomings
of Montgomery's apologetical methodology, see: W.
Stanford Reid, "Subjectivity or Objectivity in Historiecal
Understanding?" in Jerusalem and Athens, ed. by E. R.
Geehan (Presbyterian and Reformed, 1971), pp. 404-19;
Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind, pp. 206-~10; and
especially W. Gary Phillips, "Apologetics and Inerrancy:
An Analysis of Select Axiopistic Models" (Unpublished
Th.D. dissertation, Grace Theological Seminary, 1985), pp.
94-248, 378-81.

11C. Francls Schaeffer

1D.
2D.

3D.

A unique evangelistic methodology.
Part presuppositionalist and part verificationalist.

"While the stress on presuppositions sounds 1like Van Til,
the meaning of those statements is more like Carnell's
hypothesis, for they are subject to testing by the
coherence criterion of truth. . . . Reason has an impor-
tant role in Schaeffer's approach, but it is not the sole
principle apart from revelation" (Lewis, Testing
Christianity's Truth Claims, pp. 298-99).

12C, Norman Geisler

1D.

Geisler introduces his own methodology as follows (note
the two stages):

"Establishing the truth of a world view is a special
problem and demands a special test for truth. We have
concluded that the traditional tests for truth will not
suffice because they are inadequate to Jjudge between world
views, More than one world view may be true on the
grounds of rationalism, experientialism, evidentialism,
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and so forth. However, unaffirmability can falsify a
world view and undeniability can verify a world view.
supposing this to be the case when Jjudging between world
views, we now come to the problem of determining what is
true within a given world view. It is here that combina-
tionalism [which he previously dubbed as a "leaky bucket™]
or systematic coherence seems to be the most adequate test
for truth . . ." (Christian Apologeties, p. 145).

His system has been labelled "Neo-Thomistic Apologetiocs™
(Purdy's terminology; ef. Richard A. Purdy, "Norman
Geisler's Neo-Thomistic Apologeties," JETS, 25:3 [Septem-
ber 1982]1: 351-58).

Geisler outlines his overall argument for theism as
follows (Christian Apologetics, pp. 238-39):

"(1) Some things undeniably exist (e.g. I cannot deny my
own existence).

(2) My nonexistence is possible.

(3) Whatever has the possibility not %o exist is cur-
rently caused to exist by another.

(4) There cannot be an infinite regress of current causes
of existence.

(5) Therefore, a first uncaused cause of my current
existence exists.

(6) This uncaused cause must be infinite, unchanging,
all=powerful, all-knowing, and all-perfect.

(7) This infinitely perfect Being is appropriately called
"God. '

(8) Therefore, God exists.

(9) This God who exists is identical to the God described
in the Christian Seriptures.

(10) Therefore, the God described in the Bible exists."
Building upon this he continues (ibid., pp. 264-65):

"Historical Christianity is inseparable from claims of the
miraculous. Indeed, the central premise in the Christian
apologetic is the miraculous and historical incarnation of
God in Jesus of Nazareth. The argument takes on the
following form:

"(1) Undeniability is the only adequate test for the truth
of a world view.
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4D,
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(2) Theism is the only world view that meets the test of
undeniability,

(3) Therefore, theism is true.
(4) In a theistic universe miracles are possible.

(%) Historical events are knowable in a theistic uni-
verse.

(6) Systematic consistency is the test for the truth of
claims within a world view.

(7) The claim that Christ's coming was a miracle is the
most systematically consistent position.

(8) Therefore, it is true that Christ's coming was a
miracle.

(9) The claim that Christ is God is the most system-
atically consistent view.

(10) Therefore, Christ is God.

(11) Christ verified that the Bible is the Word of God."
For a brief survey and critique of Geisler's apologetical
methodology, see: Lewis, Testing Christianity's Truth

Claims, pp. 308-12; cf. also Brown, Miracles and the
Critical Mind, pp. 210-15.

Even Geisler at the outset of the development of his
methodology is forced to concede, "Of course, there is no
way to show in advance that theism is actually undeniable
and all nontheisms are unaffirmable . . ." (Christian
Apologetics, p. 144}, He alsoc concedes that "it must be
admitted that systematic consistency does nof provide an
apodictic or undeniable test for truth. No finite mind is
in actual possession of all the facts . . ." (Ibid., p.
146).

13C. Clark Pinnock

iD.

2D.

His burden: "The shape of our defense is to some extent
molded by the intellectual climate of our times. . . .
What is needed now 1s the emergence of a new generation of
tough-minded Christian intellectuals" (Clark Pinnock, Set
Forth Your Case [Chicago: Moody Press, 19671, pp. 8, 139;
ef. pp. 85 ff.); ef. his articles "Does Faith Need
Reasons?" His (October 1976): 16-18, and "Our Basis for
Faith: Limited but Sufficient,"™ His (April 1977): 12-15.

For a brief survey of Pinnock's approach, see: Lewis,
Testing Christianity's Truth Claims, pp. 301-04.
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14¢C. Josh MeDowell

"Josh McDowell, utilizing a team of researchers, has brought
together a vast compilation of quotations from specialists in
the examination of evidence related to belief in the truth of
the Bible and the deity of Jesus Christ. . . . The overall
structure reflects an approach of pure empiricism . . "
(Ibid., p. 326).

15C. R. C. Sproul, John Gerstner, and Arthur Lindsley (see:
Classical Apologetics: A Rational Defense of the Christian
Faith and a Critique of Presuppositional Apologetics [Grand -
Rapids, MI: Academie Books, 1984]). For extensive critique,
see my review article: GIJ 7 (Spring '86): 111-23.

16C, Frederic Howe

1D. Bib Sac articles and Challenge and Response: A Handbook
of Christian Apologetics (Zondervan, 1982).

2D. His burden: the separation of apologetics and evangelism.

17C. Others

?B. Some Selected Categories
1C. Verificationists

1D. [Evidentialists (usually assume tabula rasa; usually employ
cosmological argument)

1E. Key point: For all practical purposes most eviden-
tialists assume that Christian evidences are
inherently compelling.

Brown's comments are instructive: "Broadly speaking,
Christian apologists find themselves pushed into two
camps over the question of miracles. . . . The first
camp may be labeled the offensive camp, Its leaders
see miracles as objective events that give irrefrag-
able proof of divine intervention. Such events are
ascertainable by anyone who cares to use the normal
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techniques employed by secular historians investi-
gating secular history. Miracles are seen as
providing objective grounds for believing, and do not
require any special faith-commitment as a prerequi-
site to accepting them" (Miracles and the Critical
Mind, p. 197).

Key words:

1F.

3F,
Key

1F.

onuetov [semeion] (i.e. "sign, sign-miracle™):
In John's "Gospel there is special reference to
the onueto of Jesus (2:23; 3:2; 06:2, 26; 9:16)
and sometimes there is summary mention of their
great number (11:47; 12:37; 20:30)" C(TDNT,
"snuetov,” by Rengstorf, T: 245, cf. his whole
survey, pp. 243-57).

60vaprs [dynamis] (i.e. "miracle") in the
Synopties

Zova [ergal (i.e. "works")
passages:

John's Gospel

1G. Much emphasis is placed upon John 2:11, 23;
Y:48; 6:2, 14, 30; T:31; 10:37-38; 14:11;
and of course 20:30~31 (ef. Morris Inch,
"Apologetical Use of 'Sign' in the Fourth
Gospel," The Evangelical Quarterly, H42:1
[January-March 1970]1: 35-43).

2G. For balance concerning Jesus' Messianic
attestations, carefully note:

1H., The context of John 2:23 (i.e. vv. 24-
25)

2H. The context of John 6:30 (i.e. vv. 2,
11-14) —- apparently there are never
enough sign-miracles to generate
saving faith!

Brown's appeal to Pascal (i.e. Pensees
No. 835) is an important reminder
herein: "Thus, there is enough
evidence to condemn and not enough to
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convince, so that it should be
apparent that those who follow 1t are
prompted to do so by grace and not by
reason, and those who evade 1t are
prompted by concupiscence and not by
reason" (Miracles and the Critical
Mind, p. 39).

The mixed response in John 12:27-29.

The clear statement of faet in dJohn
12:37.

The restricted audience {(i.e. the
eleven) of John 14:11.

The syntax of John 20:31 along with
its immediate {(e.g. v. 29) and larger
contexts (e.g. 3:2; 6:14; T7:31; 10:37-
38).

1I. These attestations were directly
locked into Messianic prophecies,
and the combination of revel-
ation, attestatlon, and illumin-
ation led the elect Israelite
along a progressive pathway of
soteriological enlightenment.

2. Consider the following excerpts
from Colin Brown's, Miracles and
the Critical Mind:

"iracles are not to be severed
from the accompanying teaching"
(p. 98).

"Shedd's view of miracles as
tokens may well come closer %o
John's view of miracles as signs
(John 20:30) than the assumption
that they are inescapable,
verifiable proofs. For a sign is
not a conelusive scientific
demonstration, but a pointer or
indication <that calls for a
response™ (p. 167).

"What 1s c¢lear from all this
is the fact that miracles were
not thought of as a basic ground
for bhelief in God. God's
existence I1s to be believed in on
other grounds. Miracles function
as a sign of identifieation,
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enabling the one who performs
them to be identified as God's
agent. But a sign is not the
same as a proof. A sign points
to something. It may carry with
it some indication of its
authenticity and veracity. But
its function consists in direc-
ting us toward that to which it
points" (p. 19).

"It 1s not%t for nothing that
scholars 1like R. E. Brown
interpret the Fourth Gospel as
'The Book of Signs.' However, if
we speak in this way, 1t 1is
important to remember that the
gigns illustrate and embody the
teaching of Jesus. The signs are
interwoven in a series of
discourses and discussion that
they illustrate. They are thus
prophetic signs in the tradition
of Qld Testament prophecy. They
do not lead away to another God,
like the aigns of the false
prophet who is to be condemned
and destroyed. Rather, they
illustrate and embody the work of
the Father, and as such reveal
God's glory.

"Despite the emphasis on the
signs of Jesus in John 20:30-31,
signs have an ambivalent value.
The preceding verse caps the
account of Thomas's unbelieving
attitude toward the resurrection
with the question, 'Have you
believed because you have seen
me? Blessed are those who have
not seen and yet believe!
{20:29). Lohse observes that

Jesus' miracles exert no

incontrovertible power

before which all must bow,
but rather, 1like his
preaching, consistently
provoke a double reaction

(7.40f.; 9.163; 10.19;

11.45f.). On the one hand

stands faith, which under-
stands the signs of Jesus as

a revelation (2.11; 4,46~

54). But on the other hand,
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the signs of Jesus release
the embittered hatred of the
Jews, which brings him to
the cross.

"Throughout the Gospel, the signs of
Jesus (like the teaching of Jesus)
provoke both belief (2:11, 23; #:50,
53; 5:9; 6:14, 21; 9:11, 17, 33, 38;
11:27, 45; 12:11) and unbelief (5:18;
6:66; 9:16, 24, 29, 40f.; 11:53). The
desire for signs and wonders, which
does not get beyond being impressed
with the remarkable, could be compared
with what the Synoptic parable of the
sower likens to seed fallen on the
path or among thorns (2:24f.; 3:2;
4:48; 6:2; 12:18). For the reader of
the Gospel, the purpose in recording
the signs of Jesus is not to provide
conclusive proof but to provide
grounds for believing in the Christ,
the Son of God, so that thne believer
may have life in his name" (pp. 323-
243,

Matthew 11:2-6 (i.e. Jesus' response to John the
Baptist; cf. Messianic connection: Isa 35:5-6).
Contrast Jesus' response to the hostile in
Matthew 12:38~39.

Mark 2:1-12
The great messages in Acts (Mayers, Both/And: A

Balanced Apologetic, pp. 149-50); the eviden-
tialist appeals to the following:

1G. Jewish Apclogetics
1H. Pentecost, 2:14-39
24. Peter to Jewish populace, 3:12-26

3., Peter and John hefore the Sanhedrin,
4;8-12; 5:29-32

4H. Stephen's speech, T:2-53

5H. Peter's sermen in Cornelius' house,
10:34-43

6H. Paul at Antioch of Pisidia, 13:16-41

TH. Paul hefore Jewish audience at his
arrest, 22:1-21
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8H. Paul before the Sanhedrin, 23:1-6

QH, Paul to Jews while under house arrest,
28:17-28

2G. Gentile Apologetics
1H., Paul at Lystra, 14:8-18
2H, Paul at the Areopagus, 17:22-31
3H. Paul before Felix, 24:10-21
4H. Paul before Festus, 25:8-11
3G. Apologetics with Mixed Audience

1H. Paul before Felix with his Jewish
wife, 24:24-25

2H. Paul before Festus with King Agrippa,

26:1-29
5F. The Voice from Heaven: 2 Peter 1:17-18 (yet,
note vv. 19-21: our possession 1s the "more
sure prophetic word"; also, remember the
significance of John 12:27-29).
Key premise: "Biblical apostolic practices are

normative and must be the measure of any apologetical
framework" (Ibid., p. 136).

1F.

However, Mayers is forced to contradict himself
when it comes to the bottom-line issue, since
the biblical writers were "witnesses" in a
unique sense (e.g. ef., 1 John 1:1-3; 4:14):

1G. "Unlike all nonbiblical historians, John
had the Holy Spirit of God to superintend
and direct his selection of data, his
recording of that data, and his interpre-
tation of the historiographical account so
that his product is 100 percent accurate
. s+ » + In the final analysis, biblical
accounts are different from all other
historical records as they are the joint
product of God and the human historian"
(Ibid., p. 68).

2G. Mayers and others need to recognize that
those of the apostolic circle were primary
witnesses (usually eyewitnesses) whereas we
are secondary witnesses; the biblical data
is impressive:
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Consider: John 14-16 (e.g. 14:25-26;
15:26-27; 16:13-15; 21:24); Luke
24:U48; Acts 1:21-22; 5:32; 10:40-43;
13:31; 22:15; 26:16; 1 Peter b:1; 1
John 1:1=3; 4:14,

On the significance of the ndetug
[martys] word complex, note the
following excerpis:

1I. "The word-group f{irst acquired
its specific importance in
biblical theology in the NT, more
precisely, in Acts and the
Johannine literature. . . . The
frequent use of the witness-theme
in the NT stresses the importance
of the historical foundations of
the Christian religion. The
principal events of the public
ministry of Jesus were wrought in
the presence of his chosen
companions and apostles. They
had been present in Jerusalem
during the final week, and were
in a position to attest the facts
of his trial, crucifixion and
burial. Above all, they were
competent witnesses to vouch for
the fact of his resurrection.
For both Luke and John the
Jerusalem apostles occupy a
special place in holy history,
becauge they had been with Jesus
from the commencement of his
public ministry. . . . In the
Book of Acts the factual content
of the apostolic ftestimony
receives particular attention,
especially in the speeches. . . .
It was of supreme significance to
the New Testament writers that
the apostolic teaching was not
based on a collection of myths,
but on the experience of eye-
witnesses" (NIDNTT, s.v.
"uaptuplo,” by Coenen and Trites,
3:1042, 47).

2I, "It is Luke's usage in Lk. 24:48
and Ac. which takes us beyond
this [i.e. the popular usage of
the terms], but in such a way
that here, too, the term first
denotes one who declares facts
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directly [emphasis added] known
to himself. . . . The fact that
Luke applies the concept of the
witness to the content of the
Gospel is grounded in his marked
concern to expound clearly the
historical foundations of the
evangelical message. At issue
are, not doectrines, myths, or
speculations, but facts which
took place in the clear light of
history at a specific time and
place, facts which can be
established and on which one can
rely. Hence one must speak of
witnesses. Nor are these
witnesses in general. They are
those who are qualified to be
withesses because they themselves
lived through the events. They
were indeed specifically called
to be such (Lk. 24:47; Ac. 1:8,
22-26). They were given the
necessary equipment for their
task (Lk. 24:48; Ac., H:32).
Herein may be seen Luke's concept
of, and interest in, the witness.
This concept coincides with that
of the apostles in the narrower
sense, and unless it undergoes
reconstruction, it is equally
bound to disappear as historical
development proceeds.

"411 the essentlal elements
are present already in the first
and only instance in Lk., i.e.,
in the missionary command of the
risen Lord te the eleven in
Jerusalem (24:48)., Jesus first
shows that according to the
statements of 3ecripture Christ
had thus (i.e., as He did) to
suffer and on the third day to
rise again. He then says that on
the basis of His name repentance
for the remission of sins is to
be proclaimed to all nations
beginning at Jerusalem. 1In the
last phrase the reference to
seriptural statements becomes the
missionary charge to the
disciples. The addition duelsg
pdptupes Todtwy [ ! you are
witnesses of these things'] shows
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why the disciples are fitted for
this task, and how they will
discharge it. They are fitted
because from experience they can
bear witness to the factuality of
the suffering and resurrection of
Jesus, and also because they have
grasped in faith the significance
of Jesus, and can thus attest it.
They discharge the task by
proclaiming both the facts and
their significance as they have
grasped this in faith. Only thus
does the kerygma become the
kerygma. As special equipment
they have the prospect of the
Spirit whom the Father has
promised and whom Jesus will send
(v. 29).

"What is intimated in Lk. is
developed in Ac. The missionary
charge to the apostolic band is
repeated with the phrase Zceogdé
pou pdptupegcl 'You shall be my
witnesses'] (1:8). The primary
thought is that they can and will
proclaim from first-hand know-
ledge the story of Jesus (1:22;
10:39) and especially the fact of
His resurrection (2:32; 3:15;
5:31f.; 10:41). But in so doing
they will always emphasize its
saving significance (ef. esp.
10:42). It is at once apparent
that this condition can be met
only by a select cirele whose
members had the honour of
personal encounter with the risen
Lord (10:41; 1:22). These are
wdptupeg adToD mpbg TOV Aadv
['His witnesses to the people'l
(13:31)" (TDNT, s.v. "udptug," by
Strathmann, L4:492-93),

Such emphases lead Brown to
stress another factor of apolo-
getical discontinuity: "Reports
of events, especially at this
distance in time, do not have the
same evidential force as direct
experience of events themselves
« « + o« Those who were eyewit-
nesses to an alleged miracle were
in a different position from us



5E.

2F.

24

who read the account of it some
nineteen centuries Ilater. They
were in a position to ask
questions and check facts in a
way that we cannot do"™ (Miracles
and the Critical Mind, p. 205).

Nevertheless, we do now have the apostolic
kerygma inscripturated; this constitutes our
Divinely sanctioned evidential reservoir., Even
in the 1light of this important truth, Brown
reminds all that "the historical evidence for
many miracles is limited to the testimony of at
most the four Gospels and sometimes to that of
only one Gospel, If, however, miracles are
accepted . . . because they are reported in
Scripture, whieh is divinely inspired, it has to
be acknowledged that the miracles themselves
have ipso facto ceased to be independent items
of evidence that compel faith and have become
themselves objects of faith" (Ibid., p. 203).

Key problem: Evidences are shackled because of the

1F.

Fall, natural man's world-and-life view, etc. Cf.
Luke 16:27-31.

The unbeliever has only an AM receiver and we
must broadcast on FM!

1G. Note Mayers' continued concessions to the
biblical facts:

"There is no truly 'neutral'! appeal to the
facts in some forensic and legal manner as
the facts are already previously given
definitive interpretation in Scripture.
This rules out the approach of those who
feel there is an analogy beiween neutral
jurors and autonomous and alienated
unbelievers who analyze, evaluate, and
decide for or against a supernatural and
authoritative revelation of the Creator's
person and will. Such interpretive common
ground simply does not and cannot exist
between the belisver and unbeliever. Pure
common-ground evidentialism is impossible
for Christian apologetics. The Christian
apologist is not a defense lawyer approach-
ing a neutral and undecided jury. Rather,
he faces a self-determined and God-
rejecting enemy of Christ in need of divine
reconciliation. . . . Though history cannot
be rejected so glibly or we reject Luke and
John, it is at the same time a healthy
reminder that all the objective evidence
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possibly conceivable is not capable of
regenerating a person and turning him from
sin, Satan, and self to the Creator,
Savior, and Lord. . . . Doubtless Jesus did
not do miracles to induce conviction or
overcome doubt in an apologetic manner,
though this was frequently the effect of
His miracles. . . . Jesus seemingly did
miracles only where great need or great
faith (or both) were present ~- not to
create faith. . . . But, and this is very
important, miraculous signs are not enocugh
. . . As important as empirical evidence
is, it is never entirely sufficient in its
own right. . . . The episode ascribing
Jesus!' exorcism of demons to Beelzebub, the
prince of demons, shows how blind to the
evidence and illogical the unbelieving
heart can be (Matt. 12:22-28). The use of
such revelatory evidence may very likely
have the same result today. . . . Men,
alienated from God, can always disbelieve
if that 1is their wish -- miracle or
fulfilled prophecy notwithstanding"
(Both/And: A Balanced Apologetic, pp. 72,
131-32, 140-43).

Geisler well notes:

"Contrary to evidentialism, meaning is not
inherent in nor does it arise naturally out
of bare facts or events., Nothing happens
in a vacuum; meaning always demands a
context, And since the facts are admit-
tedly distinet from the interpretation, it
is always possible that in another context
or framework of meaning the said facts
would not be evidence for Christianity at
all. For example, in the context of a
naturalistic world the resuscitation of
Jesus' corpse would not be a miracle but
merely an urusual natural event for which
there 1is no known scientific explanation
but which, by virtue of its occurrence,
both demands and prods scientists to find a
natural explanation. Meaning, then, does
not really grow out of the event by itself;
meaning is given to the event from a
certain perspective. The earthquake that
an 01d Testament theist bhelieved was
divinely instigated to swallow Korah (Num.
16:31£f.) would undoubtedly be explained by
a naturalist as geological pressures within
the crust of the earth. What the New
Testament claims was the 'voice of God' in
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John 12 was admittedly interpreted by
someche standing nearby as 'thunder.! No
bare fact possesses inherent meaning; every
fact is an ‘'interprafact' by virtue of a
necessary combination of both its bare
facticity and the meaning given to it in a
given context by a specific or world view"
(Christian Apologetics, p. 96; cf. his
expansion on p. 97).

Note Ellis' appropriate challenge of
evidentialist assumptions concerning "the
Tempty tomb' traditions':

"Tt is not an apologetic to unbelievers at
all, for the Gospel accounts admit that an
empty grave convinces no one -- not even
the disciples. . . . For proof of the
resurrection can one neither go to the
empty grave nor seek assurance from
appearances ([Lukel 24:12, 24, 27, 41).
One's conviction of the resurrection must
arise primarily from the conviction that
Jesus is Messiah of whose passion and
resurrection the Scriptures prophesied and
who himself so prophesied (24:25ff.,
yurf,). That is, for Luke the resurrection
is ‘'confessional history.!' This does not
mean that it is less historical or a
different kind of history in its 'happened-
ness.' But 1t does mean that one's assur-
ance and affirmation of it rest ultimately
on the witness of the Word of God and not
on a resurrection certificate from the
Jerusalem medical society. Thus ¢the
resurrection of Jesus can rise above the
'probable! to which all historical verifi-
cation 1s subject and become a 'certain'
historical event" (E. Earle Ellis, The
Gospel of Luke, Century Bible [London:
Thomas Nelson and Sons, 19661, pp. 273-T4).

The strategic relationship between a man's
world-and-life view and Christian evidences
is commendably developed by Brown as he
interacts with both early evidentialists
and many contemporaries whe stand in the
0Ld Princetonian line:

"The view that one takes of miracles
depends in the long run, not simply on
isolated pieces of testimony, but upon the
view that one takes of the testimony in
relation to the view that one takes of the
world in general. . . . No one appears to
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have based belief in God as such on
miracles. Rather, the miracles were
interpreted as signs that fitted into and
modified an existing framework of belief.
They were seen as saying something about
what God was doing and about the person who
wrought them. Although they modified the
framework of belief, they did not establish
that framework in the first place. . . .
The whole argument [i.e. Warfield's] is
further medified by the admission of belief
in a personal Creator God as the condition
for granting the feasibility of miraciles.
It would seem from this that Warfield was
ready to concede that miracles could not be
admitted as objective proof that would
compel belief in someone who was not
prepared to accept a theistic world view
« + » One wonders how Warfield himself
would have reacted to a student who pointed
out that Warfield's own approach to
miracles was not a matter of objective
proof that created faith. Rather, they
have a place as part of the fabric of a
belief-system in which beliefs not only
about the trustworthiness of the Gospels
and the acceptance of their reports at face
value, but also the prior commitment to
beliefs about sin, creation, incarnation,
and resurrection play a decisive part.
This decisive part not only affects their
interpretation (which actually tends to be
pushed into the background in Warfield's
writings) but also the question of their
possibility and actuality. . . . If we
acknowledge the miracles as historical
events, as the present writer does, it is
not on the basis of overwhelming historical
evidence as such, but as events consonant
with biblically grounded beliefs about God.
Within this scheme of belief, the miracles
function as signs pointing to further
perceptions about Jesus but not as irrefra-
gable objective proofs" (Miracles and the
Critical Mind, pp. 168, 200, 202, 205).

2F. Even believers have short circuits in their FM
antennas!

For example, note Mark 6:51-52 in its miracle
context and Luke 24:11 in its context (ef. vv.

1-11

and the background statement of Matt

16:21).

Rationalists
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"The seeds of rationalism have been firmly implanted
in the Western world since at least the time of
Plate. . . . Rationalism is characterized by its
stress on the innate or a priori ability of human
reason to know truth. Basically, rationalists hold
that what is knowable or demonstrable by human reason
is true. . . . Rationalism can be most easily
understood by contrast with empiricism. The former
stresses the mind in the knowing process and the
latter lays emphasis on the senses., . . . Along with
its stress on the mind, rationalism holds to an a
priori aspect to human knowledge, that is, something
independent of sense experience. By contrast
empiricists stress the a posteriori, or what comes
through empirical experience" (Geisler, Christian

Apologetics, p. 29).
Alleged Rationalistic Examples

1F. Acts 17:1-3

1G. The allegation: The meaning of Suaiéyopal
[dialegomai] is to be derived directly from
its employment as a Greek philosophical
term.

2G. Its refutation

1H. "In the New Testament there iz no
instance of the classical use of é&ua-

réyouou in the philosophical
sense" (TDNT, s.v. " SrLoiéyouol ,
Suohoylropal  ,  SLaloyiLouds "

by Schrenk, 2:93).

2H, "In Ac. SvaréyecSar with the dat., or
with npds Tuva , or sometimes absol.,
is used of Paul's addresses in the
synagogues (17:2, 17; 18:4, 19), in
the temple (24:12), in the school of
Tyrannus (19:9), and to the church in
Troas (20:7, 9). There is no refer-
ence to ‘'disputation,' but to the
'delivery of religious lectures or
sermons.'. . . What is at issue is
the address which any qualified member
of a synagogue might give" (TDNT,

2:94-95; cf. NIDNTT, s.v. "&uaioyCroual, "

by Furst, 3:821).
2F, Acts 17:16-34
1G. The allegation: "'that the apologist must

adjust his epistemological authority or
method in terms of the mindset of his
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hearers as he finds them'" (an accurate
summary of their contention by Bahnsen,
"The Encounter of Jerusalem with Athens,"
Ashland Theological Bulletin 13 [Spring
1980]: 31).

Its refutation
TH. Via precedent

"It has been suggested that the
structure of the Areopagus address
reflects, in its major motifs of
monotheism, anti-idolatry, a moral
demand and an impending eschatological
event, the same type of approach which
Diaspora Judaism utilized in their
Gentile proselyte literature. For
Paul to reflect such emphases should
not be considered strange, in light of
his background and training in the
Judaism of his day.

"While this interesting simil-
arity has been observed, it has not
been insisted that correlation of
content demands that Paul merely
adapted the propagandistic methods and
message of Diaspora dJudaism for his
own missionary endeavors. It is,
however, strongly implied that such
correlation should not be lightly
dismissed, since both Paul and Judaism
have the 0ld Testament as their
ultimate socurce . . .

"We see the Apostle Paul as a
thorough-going Hebrew of Palestinian
persuasion, whose education would have
acquainted him with Jewish literature
and beliefs in contradistinction to
Greelk philosophy. We have observed
that the basic motifs of the Arecpagus
address are similar to the extra-
Biblical motifs of Judaeo-Christian
missionary propaganda, making the
fundamental motif of the speech
Jewish~Christian rather than Greek-
Stoic. Yet, to align Paul's Gentile
apology with Judaism's apologetice
methodology 1is not tantamount to
saying that Paul also reproduced their
total conceptual propositions. Paul
is certainly versatile enough to
utilize a basically wvalid approach
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while editing the concepis through
insightful Biblical eyes with the aid
of New Testament revelation' (Meadors,
"The Areopagus Address: A Judaeo-
Christian Missionary Sermon," Th.M.

thesis [GTS, 19791, pp. 158-59; p.
7).

2H. Via observation

1I. The background of Paul's sermon:
Acts 17:16~22a

2I. The essence of Paul's sermon:
Bets 17:22b-31

1J. Declarations: vv. 22b-29

2J. Exhortation: wvv. 30-31

3I. The reactions to Paul's sermon:
Aets 17:32-34

3E. Shortcomings

1F, Philosophical shortcomings:
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1G. Augustine, Aquinas, Blaise Pascal
(Pensees), etc.

2G. Logie [for the 3 basic "'laws'" see Mayers,
Both/And, p. 391, in and of itself, is not
necessarily unassailable ({ef. John V.
Dahms, "How Reliable Is Logie?" JETS 21:4
[December 1978]: 369-80). Cf. Gelsler pp.
136-37.

3G. Similarly, "No strictly rational proof is
avallable for the existence of anything.
It is a mistaken effort fto contend that
reality can be rationally proven" (Geisler,
Christian Apologetics, p. 43; eof. his whole
section on "The Inadequacy of Rationalistice
Methodology," pp. 42-45).

BG. Geisler appropriately continues: "Ration-
alism in the strong form of logically
inescapable arguments proves nothing, since
there is no way to loglcally prove the very
laws of thought which are used to prove
things. All rational Justification must
come to an end in first principles. These
first prineciples cannot be rationally
proven, for if logic is used as the basls
for proving logie, then one 1s simply
arguing in a cirele. Further, even
granting the validity of the laws of
thought, they cannot be validly used to
demonstrate any reality by logical neces-
sity. . . . In the weak form of raticnal-
ism, that is, noncontradictoriness, it is
also insuffieient; for meny competing world
views msy be internally consistent. The
law of noncontradiction as such is only a
test for falsity, not a test for truth"
(ibid., pp. 136-37).

Biblical shortcomings:

The theological and practical implications of
post-Fall reason are astronomical. Again,
Mayers' concessions to the biblical perspective
are noteworthy:

"Total depravity, therefore, affects the
reasoning process if not the very ability to
reason by the men for whom Christ died, that is,
wayward, lost, and unbelieving men in need of

new birth. . . . The actual content of his
reasoning begins with man's will and reason, not
God's will and Word. . . . Man's continuous

drive for ultimate autonomy demands that
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whenever he thinks of origins, death, and other
ultimate issues, his self-produced presuppo-
gitions must reinterpret God's universe in an
aghostic or atheistic manner. . . . 3in
certainly affects man's psychological activity,
hindering his ability to think correctly. .
In his actual godlessness and wickedness, then,
man suppresses and/or interprets in a nontheis-
tic framework the obvious evidence of Geod's
reality and care. The Fall thus affects fthe
reasoning process if not the ability to reason
as God's unique creature" (Mayers, Both/And, pp.
y5-46, 203; cof. "The Inadequacy of Rationalistie
Methodology" in Geisler's Christian Apologetics,
pp. 42-45).

20. Presuppositionalists

1D.

Biblieal Fideists

1E.

2E.

3E.

The priority of faith.

Note: For the biblical fideist, faith is above
reason. In contrast, for the rationalist, faith is
according to reason, and for the existential
'fideist, ' faith is contrary to reason.

The necessity of commencing with self-referential
axioms.

See: "The Positive Contributions of Fideism" in
Geisler's Christian Apologetics, pp. 59-61:

iF., "The antirationalistic emphasis of fideism has
significant value. Man can neither rationally
comprehend nor logically demonstrate the
existence of the transcendent God of Christian
theism. ¥

2F. M"Fideists are right that neither evidence nor
reason 1is the basis for one's commitment to
God."

3F. "Objeetive evidence alone does not induce a
religious response. Apologetics as such does
not and cannot produce faith in Christianity."

Y, "Faith is more than intellectual, it is voli-
tional. . . . It is a heart commitment.”

5F. "The fideistic stress on the personal dimension
of truth is an important contribution to our
understanding. . . . It is truth that must be
appropriated by a person (the believer) in a
personal way, namely, by a personal commitment.
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. In short, fideism is a welcomed corrective
to the abstract and deadening influences of
religious rationalism."

"An overlooked contribution of Van Til's view is
his insistence that no scientific or historieal
ifacts' make any sense outside of a metaphysical
framework. . . . All facts are ‘interprafacts.'

Thne same events and 'facts' do have
different meanings within different world
views."

"an's sinful condition affects his response to
God. . . . Man's sinfulness does indeed influ-
ence the world view he formulates.™

2D, Existential Fideists (i.e. irrationalism)

1E.

2E.

3E.

Hybrids

Kirkegaardian approach {(e.g. an existential leap)

Neo-orthodoxy (e.g. Barth, Brunner)

Self-refuting (i.e. not bibliecal)

1D. Practical Hybrids (ef. various personalities above )

2D, S8elf-acclaimed Hybrids
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Hanna's Veridicalism (more philosophically oriented)

Crucial Questions in Apologetics, by Mark M. Hanna. Grand Rapids: Baker,
1981, Pp. 139. 35.95. Paper.

Apologetics is the theological discipline that brings theology to interface
with philosophy. The key point of contact is epistemology. This provocative
book guestions the correctness of empirical epistemology as well as that of
presuppositional epistemology. Veridicalism is presented as a more adequate
epistemological starting point that will satisfy the claim of special revelation,
the claims of experience, and the claims of reason.

A brief presentation of subject matter is followed by a section of
questions and answers, A review of contemporary challenges, the relation of
apologetics and theology, and the distinctive:approaches.of presuppositional-
ism, verification, and veridicalism constitute the pattern of the work. Signifi-
cant criticisms are brought against both the presuppositionalist and the
verificationalist. These criticisms warrant careful consideration from each
position. Criticism is balanced with appreciation for that which Hanna feels
is of value from each of these divergent views. :

Verdicalism’s vision seems to be a form of foundationalism. Knowledge
can be reduced to certain foundations. These foundations in the past have
either led to skepticism through empiricism, or to dogmatism through
rational apriorism. Hanna seeks to escape both by reducing knowledge to
phenomenological givens. He defines a given as that which presents itself to
awareness, does so directly, and as something that can be corroborated by
reflective examination of it and its comportation with other givens. Givens
are of two types. There are self-evidencing givens, like the principle of
noncontradiction, and perceptual objects, that are universal and thus form
neutral ground for the believer and unbeliever. There are self-evidencing
special givens like the Bible (pp. 101-3).

The focus of the vision of veridicalism is now clear. Both empirical and

non-empirical universal givens are used in gaining certainty. Justification of
the truth of Christianity stems from the union of the special givens of Bible :
with the relevant universal givens. A major guestion arises over what union '

or comportment actually mean? [s this a form of phenomenological idealism
in which rational coherence to givens is the basis to justify truth claims?

Hanna has promised  another book to expand and-develop veridicalism.
One hopes that the question/answer format is abandoned, for at best the
questions seemed contrived and not the most relevant questions to be asked
in light of the content, Veridicalism is a creative position in apologetics and
this seed book deserves wide reading in the evangelical community.

JamEes GRIER

(Grace Theologiecal Journal, 3:1 {Spring 1982]:

138-39; cf. Gordon H, Clark, The Gordon-Conwell

Lectures on Apologetics; Tape 6: Veridicalism
[The Trinity Foundation, 19811.)
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Mayers' "Both/And" Approach (more scripturally oriented)

(Ronald B. Mayers, Both/And: A Balanced Apologetic, Moody
Press, 1984.)

Mayers'! work 1s a respectable attempt at methodological
bridge-building (pp. xi, 197). His thesis is that "a
Christian methodology, based on the ontological implica-
tions of creation and the epistemological assumptions of
speclal revelation, demands an eclectic apologetic
framework that does justice to both the a priori person of
God and the a posteriori interpreted work of God in
creation and revelation"™ (p. 198). Although he is
insistent regarding this both/and approach, it seems (to
his credit) that theologically he is a bottom-line
presuppositionalist (cf. e.g. pp. 8, 18, u45-U6, 60, 68,
72, 76, 131-32, 140-43, 168, 203, etc.). Mayers' greatest
contribution resides in his exposure of "the extremes of
the purists" (p. 212; cf. pp. 17, 87) in both the eviden-
tialist and presuppositionalist schools.

1F. His dialectical grid (pp. 212-13):
1G. Ontological

1H. Being Per Se

Being of Man

Both

Spirit

Greatly Dignified
Ideally Theonomous
Inherently Dependent
Loving

Creative

Both And
God Creation
Infinite Finite
Permanence Change
Unity Plurality
Abscluteness Relativity
Purpose Spontaneity
Necessary Contingent
Grace Nature

And

Body

Wretchedly Depraved

Actually Autonomous

Sinfully Independent
Cruel

Destructive
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Epistemological

Both And

A Priori A Posteriori
Deductive Inductive
Rational Empirical
Universal Particular
Certainty Probability
Internal Relations External Relations
Consistency Coherence
Objective Subjective

Logic Intuition
Knowledge Mystery
Theological

Both And

Three God One
Transcendent  God Immanent
Inward General Revelation Qutward
Event Special Revelation Word
Divine Christ Human
Historic Christ Contemporaneous
Holy Spirit Inspiration Man
Sovereignty Ethics Freedom
Proviaion Salvation Response
Belief Faith Trust
Already Last Things Not Yet

His apologetical grid (pp. 214-17):

1G.

"What is the role of philosophy in Christian
theology and apologetics?"

"Philosophy and theology are interdependent for
the Christian thinker. Philosophy and theology
are concentric¢ circles as the former aitempts to
work out in detall and systematize a Christian
world view based on and within the paramesters of
divine revelation and theological doctrine.
However, from the perspective of intellectual
problems and cultural implications of the
Christian faith, philosophy functions differ-
ently than theology, albeit never independent of
God and His revelation. In regard to theclog-
ical prolegomena, philoscphy is the handmaiden
of theology in dealing with the ontological and
epistemological assumptions of the theclegian,
but it is never capable of econstructing a viable
natural theology apart from special revelation.™
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"How are reason and falth related?”

"These are neither identical nor opposites.
Faith as belief and trust is both objective
and subjective. As belief, faith is
rational and dependent on reason for a
logical presentation of the evidence. Like
the disciples who were first told by the
women of the resurrection, we cannot
believe if what we are L{o believe seems
'1ike nonsense' (Luke 24:11). And like
John, we do need to 'see' rationally if we
are to believe (John 20:8). Spiritual
understanding is more than rational
comprehension, however, and thus with
Blaise Pascal we must wait for God, by
means of the Holy Spirit, to give 'spiri-
tual insight, without which faith is only
human, and useless for salvation' {Pensees
No. 282)."

"Of what significance is the doctrine of
sin for Christian apologetics?"

"Man is totally depraved and can do nothing
on his own to either know God or gain God's
favor. Although total depravity does not
meann man is no longer man made in God's
image, it does mean that his God-given
abilities are perverted and unconsciously
and consciously used wrongly to maintain
what man perceives to be his own indepen-
dence and divinity. Thus the evidence of
God's reality and His redemptive activity
and care for man is plainly visible in both
creation and supernatural revelation, but
man's willful refusal to accept God's
gracious provision is a product of both his
sin nature and his actual sinfulness."

"Do the ftheistic proofs have worth for
convincing the unbeliever?"

"Because of the persuasiveness of natural
revelation, particularly in man's intuitive
knowledge of God through his own ontolog-
ical makeup, there is a built-in recep-
tivity to the claims of natural theology.
However, the arguments are not only
logically invalid, the Christian apologist
must diselaim God's special revelation in
order to c¢laim the Thomistic path of
natural theology. . « "
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"To what extent may a believer and
unbeliever form a shared peint of contact
on common ground?"

"There is common ontological ground on
three fronts: ereation, God's iwage in
man, and historical revelation. Because
believer and unbeliever alike live in God's
universe and are made 1n His image, the
ultimate structure of being is identieal.
The Christian apologist must appeal to this
inherent 'feel' for the transcendent and
personal that can only be met and fulfilled
by the 1living, personal, triune God.
Similarly, believer and unbeliever have the
same history, including the culmination of

God's speecial revelation == the incarnate
and resurrected Jesus of Nazareth, the
Christ. However, man's willful and

autonomous sinfulness will not permit him
to see and interpret these realities and
facts in the only possible way they can be
truly interpreted. Thus there is no
epistemological common ground until an
individual is enabled by the Holy Spirit to
accept revelation as revelation. Until
then, common ground between the believer
and unbeliever may be implicit given
creation and history, but it 1s never
explieit.®

"Are historical Christian evidences impor-
tant, or even possible, as evidence for the
unbeliever?®

"They must be or what Jesus claims concern—
ing His works (John 10:37-38), and what
John writes {John 20:30-31) cannot be
correct! This is the historical reality
that cannot he reasonably denied. This is
the means by which the Holy Spirit convicts
of sin, righteousness, and Jjudgment (John
16:8-11), But, at the same time, eyes
covered with scales (Acts 9:18) and blinded
by Satan (2 Cor. 4:4) will not correctly
discern these facts without the indispens-
able work of the Holy Spirit. . . ."

"What degree of certainty is there in the
truthfulness of Christianity?"

"A411 historical evidence is only probable,
and that is all we can ask of Christianity
from the standpoint of objective and
rational evidence. Regardless of the high
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degree of probability that is indicated,
inductive, historical evidence is not
susceptible to deductive proof. But
neither is any other reality, and if it
were, there would be no need of trust in
the persocon of God beyond the evidence.
This does not mean the belisver 1s left
with only probability, There is absolute
personal subjective certitude by means of
the witness of the Holy Spirit that enables
us to see seriptural revelation as God's
special revelation, and through indwelling
the believer 'the Spirit himself testifies
with our spirit that we are God's children’
(Rom, 8:16). . . ."

Note the following two charts.
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PART II: EXEGETICAL AND THEOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITTONALISM

AN INTRODUCTION TO BIBLICAL PRESUPPOSITIONALISM

1B, The Availability of a Biblical Perspective

2B. The Need for a Thoroughly Biblical Presentation

1C.

2C.

Proverbs 3:5-7
Hughes' plea:

"The construction of a system of apologetics that is
distinctively Christian should be founded on the testimony of
Scripture to the nature of reality in its divine, its human,
and its cosmic aspects. It should, moreover be founded on the
biblical testimony in its entirety, for the teaching concerning
God, man, and the universe is plain and consistent throughout
the whole of Scripture and is not dependent on the selection of
a few isolated proof texts" (P. E. Hughes, "Crucial Biblical
Passages For Christian Apologetics,™ in Jerusalem and Athens:
Critical Discussions on the Theology and Apologetics of
Cornelius Van Til [N.p.: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing
Co., 19711, p. 131),

3B. The Introduction of Key Presuppositions

1C.

2C.

The Crucial Presupposition

1D. The God-breathed, self-attesting Word (i.e. an autopistic
rather than axiopistic assumption)

2D. Grier's challenge:

"4 true defense of Christianity demands the open communi-
cation of self-authenticating Scripture to man. . . . It
would be fruitless to defend a self-authenticating
Sceripture by abstract non-sceriptural argument. . . . The
internal evidence ought to be presented unashamedly from
the starting point of the Bible as God's authoritative
word. It ought to be presented with the force of an
absolute demand and the prayer that God the Holy Spirit
will open the blind eyes of the hearer so that he will see
the overwhelming evidence and bow in repentance and faith"
(James Grier, "The Apologetical Value Of The Self-Witness
Of Seripture," GTJ 1 [Spring 19801: T4).

The Corollary Presuppositions

1D. Generally, concerning theology
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Although apologetics and theology are interrelated,
"theology must supply the presuppositions of apolo-
getics" (Greg Bahnsen, "Apologeties," in Foundations
of Christian Scholarship: Essays in the Van Til
Perspective [Vallecito, CA: Ross House Books, 19761,
p. 238).

"Let us no longer allow ocur apologetics to come far
behind our theology" (Horne, "Biblical Apologetic
Methodology," p. 84).

Specifically, concerning epistemology: hamarticlogy must
'inform' epistemology

1E.

The recognition of a delicate interrelationship
between:

1F. The significance of the image of God in mankind
1G. A survey of the Scriptural data

1H. Pre-Fall: Gen 1:26-30
1I. Functional
2I. Relational
3I. Analogical
4T. Combinational

2H., Post-Fall: Gen 9:6; James 3:9

2G. 4n introduction to the theological tension
(ef. 2F. below)

1H. "At no point does man, acting upon his
adopted principle of automony,
interpret or discern anything
correctly--3cripture is express on
this truth (I Cor, 2:14; 1:20, 27;
3:19). . . . One who holds to scrip-
tural teaching concerning the deprav-
ity of man must maintain that the
faculties are corrupt and defiled, but
this doctrine does not imply their
complete annihilation' [emphasis
added] (Halsey, For A Time Such As
This, p. 30).

2H. "The common ground between believers
and unbelievers lies not in a supposed
common epistemology but in a common
bearing of God's image. This meta-
physical common ground, involving as
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it does the sensus deltatis, beccmes
the proper point of contact in
apologetics and evangelism., Men are
accessible to the gospel because they
are God's image-bearers and live in
God's universe which constantly
testifies to them of God" (Dave L.
Turner, "Cornelius Van Til and Romans
1:18-21: A Study In The Epistemology
Of Presuppositional Apologeties," GIJ
2 [Spring 1981]: 57).

2F, The limitations of natural man's knowledge and
conscience

1G. His knowledge is suppressed

H.

2H.

Salient observations from Romans 1:18-
32

1I. Preliminary contextual observ-
ations

2I. Selected exegetical observations

Epistemological implications from
Romans 1:18-32

1I. "The intellect is not a part of
human nature somehow exempted
from the general corruption, not
something which can be appealed
to as an impartial arbiter
capable of standing outside the
influence of the ego and return-
ing a perfectly objective
Jjudgment” (Cranfield, Romans,
1:118).

2I. "Man refuses to honor God-in-his-
revelation and formulates a life-
and-world perspective more
congenial to his standpoint of
revolt" (Henry, God, Revelation
and Authority, 1:402).
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3I. "The fall of man was a
catastrophic personality shock;
it fractured human existence with
a devastating fault. Ever since,
man's worship and contemplation
of the 1living God have been
broken, his devotion to the
divine will shattered. Man's
revolt against God therefore
affects his entire being; he is
now motivated by an inordinate
will . . . he devotes human
reasoning to the cause of
spiritual rebellion. . . . His
revolt against God is al the same
time a revolt against truth and
the good . . ." [emphasis added]
(Henry, God, Revelation and
Authority, 2:134-35).

41, "Man in sin does not have the
will or the means fto recover a
true knowledge of God" (ISBE
[revised], s.v. "Apologetics,
Biblical,"™ by Bernard Ramm,
1:191).

2G. His conscience is circumscribed

1H.

2H.

Salient cobservations from Romans 2:12-
16

1I. Preliminary contextual obser-
vations

2I. Selected exegetical observations

Epistemological implications from
Romans 2:12~16

"What has been said of the
revelation of God in nature may also
be said of the second source of the
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knowledge of God, the revelation of
God in conscience (ef. Rom. 2:15-16).
This 'guardian appointed for man,’
'this inner witness and monitor,' by
whnich man is given a native sense of
the will of God, is by reason of 3in a
faulty sense also. I, too, cannot
save sinners" (3. Lewis Johnson, "Paul
and the Knowledge of God," Bibliotheca
Sacra 129: 73-74).

2E. The commensurate methodological restrictions

1F.

3F.

"Man must know God in order to find intelli-
gibility in anything else. Man cannot gain
knowledge by looking within himself for the
final reference point or interpretive category
of experience. Human Xnowledge is completely
dependent upon the original knowledge of God,
and thus God's revelation is foundational for
man's epistemological endeavors" (Bahnsen,
"Apologetics," in Foundations, p. 213).

"The sin-darkened mind, contrary to popular
opinion, is a slave to certain very definite
presuppositions. Failure {o accept Scripture's
teaching on this wmost important point 1lies at
the base of the historical impotence of Chris-
tian apologetics and evangelical witness. . . .
If one does not begin one's investigations of
ancient, medieval, or modern philosophy with the
biblical presupposition of the noetic effects of
sin . . . , he will eventually establish a
refuge for the apostate man™ (Jim S. Halsey, For
A Time Such As This: An Introduction to the
Reformed Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til
LPhiladelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Co., 19761, pp. 100, 105-6}.

"Since apologists had surrendered the battle at
the presuppositional level already, it 1is no
surprise that we find them accommodating to the
methods of idealistie philosophy . . . , higher
eriticism . . . , and Darwinian science, . . .
The same arguments which appeared throughout the
history of the church were again rehashed, with
all the ensuing defects of the Socratic outloock
thwarting their success.

"By taking as its starting point an
agreement with apostate thought and presuppo-
sitions, Christian apologetics has throughout
its history ended up in captivity behind enemy
lines. Having salid 'yes' to unbelieving
epistemology or interpretation at the outset,
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the later attempt to say 'but' and correct the
conclusions of non-Christian thinking has been
manifestly unsuccessful"™ (Bahnsen, "Apolo-
geties," in Foundations, pp. 230-31).

4F, M"To capitulate to the unregenerate demand for
autonomy and submit the biblical revelation and
its evidence to his viewpoint is fto deny what
Seripture says about him as a sinner whose mind
is at enmity against God" (Grier, "Apologetical
Value of Self-Witness," p. TH4).

5F. "The method is, then, not to reason to the full
theistic position from a standpoint outside of
it, but to stand within the Christian theistic
position itself" (Robert D. Knudsen, "Progres-
sive and Regressive Tendencies in Christian
Apologetics," Jerusalem and Athens, ed. by E. R.
Geehan [N.p.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 19711,
p. 283).

3C. The Charge of Circular Reasoning

1D. First, "presuppositions are universal": "gll epistem-
ological authorities start with linguistic assertions that
are self-referential® (Grier, "Apologetical Value Of Self-
Witness," p. 75).

2D. "Man is God's creature and is dependent on God for
knowledge through self-revelation. The evidence for the
truth of God's revelation is internal to the revelation
and is adapted to man in language form" (Ibid., p. 76).

3D, Consequently,

"We move from the Scriptures, through the Scriptures, to
the Seriptures. Many will condemn this . . . as arguing
in a ecircle, or debating within a closed system. Our only
rebuttal is that all arguing . . . is arguing in a circle.
The only question becomes, Who has drawn the circle? Who
has closed the system? Insofar as the circle is a Biblew-
centered one, it is also God-centered. And a God-centered
mind is always closed, in the most beautiful sense. Our
appeal 1s for more closed minds, more arguing in terms of
God's circle" (Harvie M. Conn, Contemporary World
Theology: A Layman's Guidebook [Nutley, NJ: Presbyterlan
and Reformed Publishing Co., 19731, p. ix).

HAMARTIOLOGICAL COMPLICATIONS

Remember: M"if this doctrine of total depravity is not clearly understood
in its full Biblical delineation, then one's apologetical system is bound
to be woefully defective" (Horne, "Biblical Apologetic Methodology," p.
83).
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Internal Complications

1C.

The Scriptural Evidence for Original Sin and Total Depravity

1D.

Man's polluted roots

1E.

The realities of the Fall

1F.

The reminders from Genesis 2 and 3

"Adam went through a unique experience. . .
When Adam sinned, he fell from an estate of
being good into an estate of being evil, He was
created by God as a creature of whom it could be
said that he was 'very gcood.' TProm this estate
in which he was created by God he fell into an
estate of sin and misery and by his discbedience
plunged all men into that same estate of sin and
misery, That is not true of me. My sin has not
plunged all men into an estate of sin and
misery. Furthermore, by my sin I did not fall
from an estate of being ‘'very good' into an
estate of evil., I and all men like me were born
into that miserable estate of sin, and when we
sinned we simply showed that we were in such an
estate, By sinning Adam became a sinner; by
sinning we do not become sinners, we are already
sinners. 3Sin does not cause us to fall from the
estate wherein we were created, for we were born
into a fallen estate. With Adam, however, the
case was quite different, His sin brought him
into a fallen estate. By disobedience he fell;
by disobedience we simply show that we are
already fallen" (E. J. Young, Genesis 3 [London:
Banner of Truth Trust, 1966] pp. 60-61).
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1G. Note the following summary chart by Newell:

GOD'S PLAN: THE “REIGN OF GRACE" THROUGH .
CHRIST
Romans 5.12-21.
THE TWO MEN
ADAM
CHRIST }Verse 14,
THE TWO ACTS
ADAM—one trespass: Verses 12, 15, 17, 18, 19.
CHRIST—one righteous act (on the cross) : Verse I8,
THE TWO RESULTS

By ADAM—Condemnation, guilt, death: Verses 15, 16,
18, 19.

By CHRIST—]ustification, life, kingship: Verses 17, 18,
19,
THE TWO DIFFERENCES

In degree God the Creator’s grace by Christ, abounds
Verse 15 beyond the sin of the creature, Adam.

One sin, by Adam—condemnation and reign

In kind or |of death. :

operation JMany sins on Christ—justification and
Verse 16 “reigning in life” for those accepting God's

- grace by Him.
THE TWO KINGS

SIN—reigning through Death: Verse 17,
GRACE--reigning through Righteousness: Verse 21,

THE TWO ABUNDANCES
OF GRACE
OF TIE GIFT OF RIGHTEOUSNESS

THE TWO CONTRASTED STATES
CONDEMNED MEN, SLAVES OF DEATH, BY
ADAM
JUSTIFIED MEN, REIGNING IN LIFE, BY
CHRIST .

Verse 17.

(William R. Newell, Romans: Verse by Verse

[Chicago: Grace Publications, 19451,

176)

p-.
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"The context of Romans 5 over and over
again relates our sin and guilt to the act
of one man, . . . It does seem essential to
Paul's point to maintain that the nature of
the union between the %two principles and
their people is parallel. . . . In v, 12
the apostle makes the point that all die
because all have sinned. 1In the following
verses, vv. 13-19 (including both the
parenthesis of vv. 13-17 and the apodosis
of vv. 18-19), he makes the point that all
die because one sinned. Can the apostle be
dealing with two different things? Hardly.
The one fact may be expressed in terms of
both plurality and singularity. . . . There
must be some kind of solidarity"™ (S. Lewls
Johnson, Jr., "Romans 5:12 -- an Exercise
in Exegesis and Theology," New Dimensions
in NT Theology, ed. by Longenecker and
Tenney [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 19741, pp.
310, 13).

"Romans chapter 5 . . . reveals the true
starting point of his [i.e. Paul's]
hamartiology" (D. J. W. Milne, "Genesis 3
in the Letter to the Romans," Reformed
Theological Review 39 [Jan-ipr 1980]1: 11).

The results of the Fall

1F.

2Fl

Personalized in Psalm 51:5

Generalized in Ephesians 2:1, 3
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Note Simpson's eloquent summary:

"This bill of Iindictment cannot but grate
harshly on the ears of shallow religionists of
effeminate sensibilities and an extenuating
temper; and manifold are the attempts they make
to elude its impact by the help of evolutionary
or philosophical presuppositions. Fond of
patting human nature on the back and of glossing
over its vicious propensities, they persuade
themselves Lo regard it as innocent in the main,
or, if somewhat of a scapegrace, 'more sinned
against than sinning.' Its obliquities are
frequently attributed to the development of the
passions in advance of the judgment. But that
complacent theory does not tally with the facts
of the case. For, as the history of humanity
abundantly proves, all mankind without exception
turns aside to his own way. We are sinners in
grain; every mother's son learns to be naughty
without book, Nor will either impulse or
example suffice to account for the anomaly of
wrongdoing co-extensive with an entire species
of moral agents, whilst our fellow-lodgers, the
animal creation, fulfil their instinctive ends
without fail. To confine sin to outward acts is
merely resorting to a hollow euphemism; for
whence these uniformly corrupt fruits save from
a corrupt tree? Deny original sin and the state
of our world becomes harder to construe than if
you embrace the tenet. The evil prineciple lurks
beneath the surface, seated in the hidden heart"
(Simpson, Ephesians and Colossians, pp. 49-50).

Man's profane reputation

1E.

Discussed in Job

1F.

Job H:17

Job 14:4

Barnes well comments:

"The sentiment was undoubtedly common--3o common
as to have passed into a proverb--that man was a
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sinner; and that it could not be expected that
any one of the race should be pure and holy.
The sentiment is as true as it is obvious--like
will beget like all over the world. The nature
of the lion, the tiger, the hyaena, the serpent
is propagated, and so the same thing is true of
man. It is a great law, that the offspring will
resemble the parentage; . . . so the offspring
of man . . . is a man with the same nature, the
same moral character, the same proneness to evil
with the parent® (Albert Barnes, Job, vol. 1, im
Notes On The 0ld Testament, ed. by Robert Frew
[Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, n.d.], p. 267).

Job 15:14-16

Job 25:4-6

Noted by Solomon (ef. his blanket assertion in 1 Kgs

8:46)
1F.

2F.

3F.

Ecclesiastes 7:20

Ecclesiastes T:29b

Ecolesiastes 9:3

Heralded by Jeremiah (17:9-10)

The summary by Laetsch is excellent:

"Yy. 9=10. The 'heart' in Hebrew thought is the

center and fountainhead of 1life in its every form and
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phase (Prov. 4:23). This heart is 'deceitful,’
literally, following the heel, dogging one's foot-
steps for the purpose of betraying him. Compare
tJacob' Gen. 25:26; 27:35-36, the name derived from
the same root word. In point of deceitfulness,
treachery, the human heart exceeds all things. And
the greatest deception it has concelved is the lie of
the natural goodness of man's heart. On this fallacy
all efforts of man at self-reform and national reform
are bhased. This treacherous lie is the greatest
obstacle to a humble return to God. 'Desperately
wicked,' a very apt translation of the Hebrew word,
literally, ‘'inecurable,' occurring eight times Is.
17:11; Jder. 15:18; 17:9, 16; 30:12, 15; Job 34:6;
Micah 1:9. The verb occurs once (2 Sam. 12:15).
Desperately wicked! See Gen. 6:5; 8:21; Matt. 15:19.
Who ean Know it?! Just because of its inherent
incurable treachery no man can fully fathom the
depths of the depravity of man's heart. The Lord is
not speaking here of particularly wicked degenerates.
He describes the human heart, the 1ife seat of every
human being. And the diagnosis of the 3earcher of
man's heart, the greatest Psychologist, is: Incur-
ably wicked! This Searcher of the heart 1s also the
Judge!™ (Theodore Laetsch, Bible Commentary:
Jeremiah [St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
19521, p. 163).

Confirmed by Jesus

1F. His diagnosis: Mark 7:20-23

Note Lane's summary:

"The substance of verse 15b 1s repeated in verse
20, followed by the explanation (verses 21-23).
The source of true defilement in men is the
human heart, and the tragedy of man's having to
sin reaches its demonlc fulfilment in man's
wanting to sin. There is no heart in which this
radical evil has failed to take root. The
catalogue of sinful acts and dispositions which
flow from the heart is thoroughly Jewish in
- character. At the head of the Llist is 'evil
thoughts' which stand behind the evil actions of
men® (William L. Lane, Commentary on the Gospel
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of Mark [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publi-
shing Co., 19741, pp. 256-57).

2F. His avoidance: John 2:23-25

The Practical Effects of Original Sin and Total Depravity

1D.

Man's perverted reasoning

1E.

2E.

Identified in Genesis 6:5 (ef, 8:21)

In summary:

"In Gen. iv; viff. the author continues his
reflection on the state of man. Instead of being
innocent, as God intended him to be, man is a sinner
and this fact makes itself felt more and more. When
man in his high-handedness is left to himself he goes
from bad to worse. . . . In ch, vi. 5 and viii.Z21
(ef. ix. 18ff. and xi. 1ff.) we see how sin poisons
the human heart. Especially in vi. 5 this is
stressed very clearly: tevery imagination of the
thoughts of his heart was only evil continually.' A
more emphatic statement of the wickedness of the
human heart is hardly conceivable. This is empha-
sized once more because in viii. 21 the same judgment
is pronounced on humanity after the Flood; indeed, in
ix, 18ff. and xi. 1ff. both Noah and his descendants
prove to be wicked" (Theodorus C. Vriezen, An Outline
of 0ld Testament Theology [Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
19581, p. 210).

Amplified in Ephesians 4:17-19

The noetic conclusion is summarized as follows:

"The reason of man's mind still functions, but no
matter where it functions the result is vanity and
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evil, always in opposition to God. Man still has
some desire to investigate truth, but the corruption
of the mind renders him incapable of the right way of
investigating truth. Unless seen in relation to God
and His Word, this reasoning only leads to further
perversion" (Donald Eggleston, "The Biblical Concept
of wvobg " M.Div. thesis [Grace Theological
Seminary, 19791, pp. 53-54).

2D. Man's perpetual resistance
1E. An inspired review: Romans 3:9-18

1F, The polemical context

2F. The powerful indlctments

2E. An inspired synthesis: Romans 5:6-10 (ef. Col 1:21-
22a)

3C. The Apclogetical Implications of Original Sin and Total
Depravity: Man's Inability

1D. The burden of Jeremiah 13:23

Laetsch well highlights the impact of this passage:

"This sin is not merely an acquired habit, which they
might give up at any time they chose to do so. They can
relinquish their sinful nature as little as the Ethiopian
can rid himself of his skin or the leopard his spots.
Ever since Adam's fall all children of Adam are, 1like
their father, sinful, every imagination of the thoughts of

their hearts being only evil continually (Gen. 6:5; 8:21;
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Jer., 17:9; Rom. 5:19; Eph. 2:1-2). To make man willing to
yield himself to God and his members as instruments of
rightecusness unfto God is a miracle even greater than
changing an Ethiopian's skin and a leopard's spots, a
miracle possible only to the almighty grace of the Lord
Jehovah (Jer. 31:18, 20, 31-34; 33:8)" (Laetsch, Jeremiah,
pp. 141-42),

2D, The burden of 1 Corinthians 2:14

1E. Man's hostility

Morris aptly points out the significance of the
leading metaphor:

"Such a man receiveth not the things of the Spirit.
The verb has an air of welcoming about it, being the
usual word for receiving a guest. Thus the point is
that the natural man does not welcome the things of
the Spirit; he refuses them, he rejects them" (Leon
Morris, The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians:
An Introduction and Commentary, TNTC [Grand Rapids:
im, B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 19581, p. 60).

2E, Man's hopelessness

1F. "The words: he cannot know them are still
stronger, since they do not merely refer to what
the natural man attempts but what is objectively
true about him; they refer to his condition" (F.
W. Grosheide, The First Epistle to the Corin-
thians, NICNT [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
19531, p. 73).

2F. A natural man "lacks the equipment necessary to
examine spiritual things. . . . He is like a
blind man in an art gallery, like a deaf man at
a symphony" (James L. Boyer, For A World Like
Ours: Studies in I Corinthians [Winona Lake:
BMH, 19711, p. 41).

3F. The implication is that "at no point does man,
acting upon his adopted principle of autonomy,
interpret or discern anything [i.e. spirituall
correctly" (Halsey, For a Time Such as This, p.

30).

External Complications: Satanic Opposition

Note: "But there is another power at work besides the wills of
those whose hearts are veiled against the gospel light--~the god,
namely, of this world, to whom, in turning away from the one true
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God, those who are perishing have submitted themselves, and by whom
their unbelieving minds are blinded" (P. E. Hughes, Paul's Second
Epistle to the Corinthlans, NICNT [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
19621, p. 126).

1C. Aimed at the Recipients of Truth

1D, At the outset (2 Cor 11:3)

2D. Throughout history

1E. The fact of 2 Corinthians 4:3-4

2E. The remembrance of Ephesians 2:2

3E. The knowledge of 1 John 5:19

Notice that:

"John does not say that the world is ‘'of' the evil
one as we are of God (although he has already
declared this in iii. 8, 10, 12; eof. Jn. viii. 44,
47), but in him, since he is thinking now not so much
of the godless world's origin as of its present zad
and perilous condition. It is 'in the evil one,' in
his grip and under his dominion. Moreover, it lies
there. It is not represented as struggling actively
to be free but as quietly lying, perhaps even
unconsciously asleep, in the arms of Satan™ (J. R. W.
Stott, The Epistles Of John: An Introduction and
Commentary, TNIC [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 19641, p. 193).

2C. Aimed at the Disseminators of Truth: Ephesians 6:10-20

Conclusions

1C. The Hopelessness of Anthropocentricity
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Concerning the lost sinner

1E.

2K,

Biblical summary: Romans 6:17-18, 20

Theological summary: "The sinner is so spiritually
bankrupt that he can do neothing pertaining to his
salvation. . . . In the spiritual realm, when Jjudged
by God's standards, the unsaved sinner is incapable
of good. The natural man is enslaved to sin; he is a
child of Satan, rebellious toward God, blind to
truth, corrupt, and unable to save himself or to
prepare himself for salvation. In short, the
unregenerate man is DEAD IN SIN, and his WILL IS
ENSLAVED to his evil nature" (Steele and Thomas,
Romans, p. 153).

Concerning the saved sinner: anthropocentric hangover

1E.

2k,

Sceriptural implications

1F. Romans 7:14-8:8

2F. Homans 12:1-2

3F. 1 John 1:8-10

Two acute spheres of manifestation:

1F. Pride in the 'pew'

2F, Pride in the 'preacher!
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2C. The Hope of Theocentricity: "BUT GOD"; e.g. Ephesians 2:4-10
(in context)

3A.  SOTERIOLOGICAL THEQCENTRICITY
1B, An Introduction to God's Sovereignty in Salvation

1C., An 01d Testament Assertion: Psalm 3:8

2C. A New Testament Assertion: Titus 3:5

2B. Some Insights into God's Sovereignty in Salvation
1C. He is the Architect of Salvation
Note: God is the Sovereign Architect of a plan drawn up in
eternity which includes the provision, means, and application

of salvation.

1D. The prophecy of Isaiah 53

2D. The declaration of Ephesians 1:3-14

2C. He Takes the Initiative in Salvation
1D. Acknowledgments of this perspective

1E. From the initial perspective (i.e. 'salvation')
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The theological implication of Jeremiah 31:18-19
and Lamentations 5:21

The theological corroborations of Matthew 11:25-
27 and 16:15-17

Kent well notes: "Spiritual awareness of Christ
and his Kingdom 1s not arrived at through
intellect or common sense. . . . The final
explanation of human response . . . lies in the
good pleasure of God (ef. Eph 1:5; Phil
2:13}. . . . Jesus claims an authority which
distinguishes him from all other persons (ef. Mt
28:18; Jn 13:3). Here that authority is stated
as Involving the revelation of God to men. . . .
Matthew is in agreement with thoughts more
frequently expressed by John and Paul. This
shows that the Biblical writers were essentially
of one mind regarding the truth that man is
dependent upon God's grace in Christ for all
spiritual knowledge" (Kent, "Matthew," Wycliffe
Bible Commentary pp. 948-49).

The theological manifestations of Romans 5:6-11

The theological affirmation of Romans 9:16

Newell's plea still retains its urgency: "Ch,
that this great verse might sink into our ears,
into our very hearts! Perhaps no statement of
all Scripture so completely brings man to an
utter end. Man thinks he can 'will' and
'decide,!' Godward, and that after he has so
'‘decided' and 'willed,' he has the ability to
'run,' or, as he says, to 'hold out.' But these
two things, deciding and holding out, are in
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this verse utterly rejected as the source of
salvation,--which i3 declared to be God that
hath MERCY. Human responsibility i1s not at all
denied here: man ought to will, and ought to
run. But we are all nothing but sinners, and
can do,-~-will do, neither: unless God come
forth to us in sovereign mercy” (Newell, Romans
Verse by Verse, pp. 367-68; cf. John 1:12-13,
esp. v. 13b).

From the continual perspective {(i.e. 'sanctifi-
cation')

1F.

2F.

3F.

4F.

Tmplied in the process of Colossians 3:10

Noted in the plan of Philippians 1:0

Tdentified in the provision of Philippians 2:13
Lightfoot's paraphrase is illuminating:

"Therefore, my beloved, having the example of
Christ's humility to guide you, the example of
Christ's exaltation to encourage you, as ye have
always been obedient hitherto, so continue. Do
not 1look to my presence to stimulate you.
Labour earnestly not only at times when I am
with you, but now when I am far away., With a
nervous and trembling anxiety work out your
salvation for yourselves. For yourselves, did I
say? Nay, ye are not alone, It is God working
In you from first to last: God that inspires
the earliest impulse, and God that directs the
final achievement: for such is His good
pleasure" (J. B. Lightfoot, Saint Paul's Epistle
to the Philippians I[reprinted; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 19531, p. 115).

Summarized in the panorama of Romans 8:28-30
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2D. Attribution of this initiative: grace

3B. Some Illustrations of God's Sovereignty in Salvation

1C. The Example of Israel (Deut 7:6-11)

2C. The Example of an 0ld Testament Saint (Ps 119:93)

3C. The Example of the Gentiles

1D. Peter's testimony (Acts 9:32-11:18)

2D, Paul's testimony

1E. Concerning his call to ministry (Acts 26:16-18)

2E. Concerning his first missionary Jjourney (Acts 14:27)

3E. Concerning the Thessalonian converts (1 Thess 1:2-5;

2:13)

4C. The Example of a New Testament Saint (Acts 16:14)

4B. Some Implications of God's Sovereignty in Salvation
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1C. Theological Implications (John 6:37, 44-U5, 64-65)

This effectual call is summarized by Kent as follows:

"It must not be imagined . . . that this 'drawing' is a mere
influence which may be wholesome and beneficial if followed,
but is not always successful. The verb employed is a strong
one, and is used of the actual dragging of a net (John 21:6,
11), dragging someone from the temple (Acts 21:30), and haling
someone into court (James 2:6). In none of the uses where
material objects are involved is there any suggestion that the
"drawing' was not accomplished. This concept must not be
overlooked when the word is found in the figurative sense of
the divine pull on man's spirit as here and ia 12:32" (Kent,
Light In The Darkness, p. 107).

2C. Apologetical Implications (1 Cor 3:5-T)

4a, EFFICIENT PROVISIONS
1B. The Irresistible Dynamics

1C. The Objective (i.e. preceptive, propositional) Dynamic: The
Word of God

1D, Selected 01d Testament Affirmations

1E. Through David: Psalm 19:7-14

2E. Through a personal testimony (Ps 119:93)

3E. Through Jeremiah (5:14; 20:7-10; 23:29)
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Concerning the last passage:

"The Word of God impinged powerfully on men's
minds. Tt burned itself first of all into the minds
of those who received it and proclaimed it, and
subsequently made an impact on those who heard it
from them, convicting the hearers of sin and demand-
ing of them total obedience. The two metaphors of
fire and a hammer that shatters the rock convey
something of the powerful character of the Word of
God" (Thompson, Jeremiah, NICOT, p. 502; of. Laetsch,
Jeremiah, p. 201).

2D. Selected New Testament affirmations
1E. Through Paul
1F. The Word's power

1G. Romans 1:16

2G. 1 Thessalonians 2:13

1H. The key verbal always denotes an
effectual working (cf. Moulton and
Milligan, Voeabulary of the Greek
Testament, p. 214).

2H. In this context it must be noted that
"the efficacy of the preached Word" is
being emphasized (Klaas Runia, "What
is Preaching according to the NT?"
Tyndale Bulletin 29 [1978]: 28).

3H. It must be also noted that:

1I. "It appears to have been gener-
ally accepted by the early church
that the apostles'! preaching
reprasented the 'word of God.'
This apostolic ‘'word' (or
testimony), as inscribed in the
Gospel accounts of the life and
work of Christ and in the letiers

sent by the apostles to the
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churches, bhecame the inspired
Seriptures of the New Testament!
(Tenis €. Van Kooten, The Bible:
God's Word [Grand Rapids: Baker,
19721, p. 66).

"The New Testament churches do
not really distinguish between
the spoken and the written
apostolic word. The same
authority first delegated to the
apostles for their oral proclam-
ation was later carried over into
their writing. . . In view of
their nature as apostolic
proclamation, the oral and the
written word could not be
regarded as rivals"™ (Henry, God

Revelation And Authority, Wiy,

2 Timothy 3:15

2F. The Word's productivity (Col 1:4-8)

2E.

3E.

2C.

Thesis:

The Subjective (i.e. Personal) Dynamic:

Through the author of Hebrews (4:12-13)

Through Peter (1 Pet 1:23)

The Spirit of God

The Divine Author of the Word of Truth, the Holy

Spirit, is also the dynamic behind man's appropriation of that

truth.
1D. Historical expressions

1E. Early expressions

The Spirit effectuates the message of the Word.
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Reformation expressions

1F.

Calvin: "'the secret testimony of the 3pirit'";
"'the inward persuasion of the Holy Spirit'":

1G.

2G.

"The testimony of the Spirit is superior to
reason. For as God alone can properly bear
witness to his own words, so these words
will not obtain full credif in the hearts
of men, until they are sealed by the inward
testimony of the Spirit"™ (Calvin,
Institutes [I. 8:13], 1:83).

"Our mind is too rude to be able to
comprehend the spiritual wisdom of God
which is revealed to us by faith, and our
hearts are too prone either fto diffidence
or to a perverse confidence in ourselves or
creatures, to rest in God of their own
accord. But the Holy Spirit by his
illumination makes us capable of under-
standing those things which would otherwise
far exceed our capacity, and forms us to a
firm persuasion, by sealing the promises of
salvation on our hearts" (John Calvin,
Tracts And Treatises On The Doctrine And
Worship Of The Church, vol. 2, trans, by
Henry Beveridge [Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 19581, p. 53).

Critiques:
1H. By Warfield:

"An objective revelation of God,
embodied in the 3Scriptures, was
rendered necessary, and, as well, a
subjective operation of the 3Spirit of
God on the heart enabling sinful man
to recelve this revelation--by which
conjoint divine action, objective and
subjective, a true knowledge of God is
communicated to the human soul™ (B. B.
Warfield, Calvin and Augustine, ed. by
Samuel G. Craig [Philadelphia:
Presbhyterian and Reformed Publishing
Co., 19561, p. 31; ef. pp. 80~83).

2H. By Preiss:

"The same Spirit who speaks to us in
the 3Seriptures speaks also in our
hearts. The exterior testimony which
we read in black and white is con=-
firmed to us and sealed in our hearts



2FI

68

by the secret testimony of the Spirit.
And the secret testimony of the Holy
Spirit does not 1lift us proudly above
the letter of the Word, but, on the
contrary, having made us understand it
a little, it stimulates us to submit
ourselves to it further in order to
know 1t better. The inner testimony
then sends the believer back to the
external testimony, which alone is
normative. It adds nothing to the
written revelation. Extra eam nulla
revelatio, said Calvin of Secripture.
The 3pirit only attests, seals, and
confirms fo the heart of man that such
and such a page in the act of being
read or explained in public worship or
in private is truly the Word of God.
The work of the Spirit then consists
in making the exterior testimony speak
in the inner testimony. . . . On the
part of Calvin the inner testimony of
the Holy Spirit occurred at two
points: it made the believer know, on
the one hand, the authority of
Scripture, and on the other hand the
certainty of his own personal salva-
tion . . ." (Theo Preiss, "The Inner
Witness of the Holy Spirit: The
Doctrine of the Holy Spirit and
Scripture,” trans. by D. G. Miller,
Interpretation 7 [July 1953]: 261~
63).

Luther

1G.

2G.

Mueller's evaluation:

"To Luther fthe written Word of the Scrip-
tures is always indissolubly Jjoined with
the power of the Holy Spirit, who has made
it for all times the means by which he
operates on and in the hearts and minds of
those who properly hear and read it" (J.
Theodore Mueller, "The Holy Spirit And the
Seriptures," in Revelation and the Bible,
ed. by C. F. H. Henry [Grand Rapids: Baker,
19581, p. 276).

Ramm's evaluation:

"To Luther there was an outer and an inner
clarity of Scripture. By the usual laws or
rules of 1language, a Christian could
understand the Scripture as a written



69

document. This is the external clarity of
Seripture. Due to man's sinfulness he
needs an inward assist so that he might
grasp the spiritual Word of God as the Word
of God. The Word of God is a spiritual
entity and can only be understood in faith
with the help of the Holy Spirit. This is
the inner eclarity of Seripture. Hence, %o
Luther the Holy Spirit was the Hermes from
heaven" (Bernard L. Ramm, Rapping About The
Spirit [Waco, TX: Word Books, 19741, p.
8y,

3E. Contemporary expressions

1.

2F,

3F.

Ramm's The Witness of the Spirit; Rapping abcut
the Spirit

"The Holy Spirit sustains varied relations to
the Holy Scriptures. He 1s independent of them
in personal sovereignty, yet identified with
them in official ministry" (George C. Needham,
"The Spirit and the Word," in The Inspired Word,
ed. by Pierson [New York: Randolph and Co.,
18881, p. 324).

"The Holy Spirit is related to Seripture in many
ways. Some of the more signhificant dimensions
of the Spirit's work vis-a-vis Scripture include
inspiration, illumination, application (convie-
tion), and the testimonium® (R, C. Sproul, "The
Internal Testimony Of The Holy Spirit," in
Inerrancy, ed. by Geisler [Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 19791, p. 337).

2D. Seriptural intimations

1E. The undergirding principle (1 Cor 2:10b-11)

1F.

"The Holy 3pirit . . . functions notably . . .
as the supernatural conveyor of divine
knowledge" (Henry, God, Revelation and
Authority, 4:272; cf. p. 283).

"Now, the Holy Spirit has been sent to the
Church as its Teacher, . . . to make them wise
unto salvation, to testify to them of Christ and
to glorify Him thereby. To the apostles, He
came to remind them of Christ's teaching, to
show them its meaning, to add further revelation
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to it, and s0 to equip them to witness to all
about their Lord. To other men, He comes to
make them partakers of the apostolic faith
through the apostolic word. Paul indicates the
permanent relation between the Spirit, the
apostles' word and the rest of the Church in 1
Cor, ii. 10-16" (J. I. Packer, "Fundamentalism"
And The Word Of God [Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 19581, p. 111).

"Man cannot himself find out the truth about God
and his purposes; only the Spirit of God can
make these things known, for the Spirit searches
out all things, even the deep things of God., It
is the Spirit who convinces the hearer of the
truth of the Gospel (ii. 4), the Spirit also who
brings out the meaning of what is given in the
Gospel (ii. 12). . . . In the same way, no one
knows (or, has ever known, eyvoxev ) the inward
truths about God except the 3pirit of God. Only
God knows and can communicate the truth about
himself (cf. Matt. xi. 25ff.; Luke x. 21f.)

« « » . Apart therefore from the Spirit of God,
man remains in ignorance of God and of his wise
purpose for the world" (C. XK. Barrett, A
Commentary on the First Epistle to the

Corinthians, [London: Adam and Charles Black,
19711, p. 1H).

Spirit's initial operation

John 16:8~11

John 3:5ffF.

Spirit's continued operation

An 01d Testament example (Ps 119:13, 33-34, 130)

A New Testament example (Eph 1:17-18)
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The Intricate Synergism

1C.

2C.

Asserted (Eph 6:17)

 Note Simpson's summary: "The Epistle to the Hebrews employs

the same figure (4:12) to set forth the trenchant power of
Seripture, its scimitar edge, capable of sundering the joints
and marrow and dissecting the intents of the heart. 7This soul-
searching quality mekes it the chief medium of conviction, far
more avalling than the subtlety or eloquence of the preacher.
A Bible text smites the conscience point-blank, or floors self-
righteousness as no weapcn of mortal fabrication would do. The
omniscient Spirit of the Lord breathes through its pages, that
Spirit whose fathomless line can sound the depths of Deity
itself, much more the shallows of human nature" (Simpson,
Ephesians and Colossians, p. 151).

Applied (Acts 16:14; 1 Thess 1:5)

1D. "The Spirit works with the Word . . . and through the Word
. « . , not without or apart from the Word. . . ."
(Sproul, "The Internal Testimony Of The Holy Spirit," p.
338).

2D. "The Word is the instrument of the Spirit. But the Spirit
is not the prisoner of the Word, nor does the Word work
automatically. The Word brings the Spirit to the heart,
and the S8pirit brings the Word within the heart™"
(Hendrikus Berkhof, The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit
[Atlanta: John Knox Press, 19641, p. 38).

The Tmplications for Apologetics

iC.

These Efficient Provisions Must not be Diluted
1D, Cf, Ramm's bad example.

2D, Cf, Hendriksen's good example as he comments on 1 Thess
T:5:

"Just as at Corinth (I Cor. 2:4), where Paul was
carrying on his missionary activity while he was writing
this letter, so also at Thessalonica, he was not inter-
ested in mere words (I Cor. 2:4) but in a genuine demon-
stration of the Spirit. . . . There was spiritual dynamite
( 80vaurg ) in the message, enough dynamite to demolish
the idol-gods (verse 9). In fact, the dynamite of the
Spirit was of a different kind than physical dynamite, for
whereas the latter is limited to destructive operations,
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this dynamite was also constructive ("to serve God, the
living and real One," etc.). Notice how the concepts of
Spirit and power go together here, as so often (see Rom,
1:4; 15:13, 19; I Cor, 2:4; Gal. 3:5; and cf, Rom. 1:4, II
Tim. 1:7, 8). . . . The reason why there was such power in
the message was because when Paul (and those associated
with him) spoke, God was speaking" (Hendriksen, I and II
Thessalonians, p. 51).

These Efficient Provisions Must be Determinative

1D.

2D.

3D.

"The Christian preacher, too, is a herald--a herald of
God" (Vietor Paul Furnish, "Prophets, Apostles, and
Preachers: A Study of the Biblical Concept of Preaching,"
Int 17 [January 19631: 55).

"The written and spoken Word draws its power from its
union with the Holy Spirit, who is always operative
through it. The Word of God and the Spirit of God are
inseparable. When the Word is preached the Spirit is
always operative"™ (Robert Preus, "The Power of God's
Word," Concordia Theological Monthly 34 [Aug. 19631: 465).

"If today's preacher brings the same message . . . as Faul
and the other apostles, God alsc speaks through him, Then
his word too is not just a human word, but the Word of God
Himself" (Runia, "What Is Preaching According To The New
Testament? p. 32).

54. METHODOLOGICAL REFLECTIONS

1B.

The Example of the Prophets and Apostles

Note the impact of the IF's (i.e. introductory formilas) throughout
the Scriptures.

1C.

2C.

An OT Prophetic Precedent (Ezek 2:1-7; 3:4, 10-11, 24-27)

A NT Apostolic Precedent; e.g.

1D,

1 Corinthians 15:1-=4
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2D, 1 Peter 4:11a

2B. The Example of the Reformation under Josiah (2 Kgs 22-23; 2 Chr 34~
35)

3B. The Example of the Reformations under Nehemiah and Ezra

4B, The Example of Our Lord

1C. A Polemical Pattern (Matt 4:1-11)

On the impact of this IF, see: Jacob A. 0. Preus, It is
Written (St. Louis: Concordia, 1971).

2C. A Presentational Pattern (Luke 24:13ff.)

1D. Enlightening the two

2D, Enlightening the ten

Note Connelly's comments: "Christ opened the disciples!
minds (v. U45)--He made understanding possible by giving
them the needed insight--so that they could comprehend the
Scriptures. It was at this point that John and Peter and
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the other apostles fully believed in the resurrection.
They did not believe on the basis of the circumstantial
evidence of the empty tomb or even on the basis of the
risen Christ but on the inerrant testimony of divine
revelation. The resurrection was true because God had
predicted that it would happen in His Word" (Connelly,
"The 0Old Testament Predictions of the Resurrection of
Jesus," Th.M. thesis [Grace Theological Seminary, 1981],
p. 7).

Examples of Philip and Peter

Acts B:26ff.

fActs 1G:347F.

Example of Apollos (Acts 18:24-28)

Example of Paul

Observed Through His Practice

1D.

A polemical context (Col 2:4-3:4; esp. 2:4, 8)

Carson's summary is valuable: "The word philosophy here
is obviously linked closely with the phrase vain deceit, .
. » hence the phrase is descriptive of the philosophy. It
is empty for it is veoid of real truth. It is empty of
vital power, for the dynamic of the gospel is absent. It
is empty of hope, for it leads away from the light of
God's presence into the mists of man's speculation., It is
deceitful because of its attractive presentation which
seduces the minds of those who are drawn away by it, and
which conceals its own barrenness. The question arises as
to whether Paul completely condemns philosophy itself or
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only a perversion of it. In the early Church there were
those who would say that philosophy was no enemy of the
gospel; and might indeed, like Judaism, be a preparation
for it. There were others who saw philosophy as produc-
tive only of error. With Paul it would no doubt be true
to say that philosophy, in the simple sense of a love of
knowledge and a desire for truth, would be quite com-
patible with his position. But to philosophy in the
developed sense with its emphasis on the primacy of human
reason he would obviously be utterly opposed. For Paul,
the gospel was rooted in revelation. God had spoken
clearly and finally in Christ. The believer comes in
humility to hear what God has to say to him. His reason
is applied to understand the wisdom which is revealed in
Christ. Thus, Pauline theology is God-centered in
contrast to any humanistic philosophy which begins with
man, and which makes man's reason the measure of truth.
The introductory chapters of I Corinthians show this
contrast between the wisdom of the world and the wisdom of
God. Hence, while the Christian may see a certain
negative value in speculative philosophy, he will con-
stantly be on his guard lest he come to study revelation,
not as a believer, but as a humanist. This does not mean
that he should come with a blind unreasoning faith. But
it does mean that, instead of bringing philosophical
presuppositions which will colour his study of Seripture
and so prejudice his interpretation, he comes as one
conscious of the finiteness of his intellect, and aware
that his mind also is affected by his sinful nature. Thus
he is willing to be taught by the Holy Spirit, and
acknowledges that it 1s the Word of God rather than his
own reason which is the final arbiter of truth" (Herbert
M. Carson, The Epistles of Paul to the Colossians and
Philemon, TNTC [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1960], pp. 61-62).

A presentational context (Acts 28:23-24)

Cbserved Through His Testimony

1D.

Concerning himself: 1 Corinthians 2:1-5
1E. The burden of the context

1F. Esp. 1:19-20; 2:10b-11 contra. with v. 14; 3:18-
21a

2F. Cf, James 3:13-18 on pseudo-wisdom and biblieal
wisdom

3F. Summary statements:
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"Two wisdoms confront each other in
First Corinthians: the 'wisdom' of the
world and the Wisdom of God., . . . The
"wisdom' of the world may best be defined
as self-centeredness: self-love, self-
trust, and self-assertion. . . . Behind all
their surface problems was one problem:
the 'wisdom' of the world. Behind the
solution to any problem at Corinth he
looked to the Wisdom of God. Thus, in
First Corinthians may be seen its under-
lying motif: God's Wisdom over against the
'wisdom' of the world, Jjudging it and
offering true answer to the foolish and
futile strivings of egocentric man" (Frank
Stagg, "The Motif of First Corinthians,"
SWJT 3 [October 1960]: 15-16),

"In the strongest possible ferms the
apostle presents this wisdom [i.e. God's]
as inaccessible to human wisdom, thus as
revelatory, known only through the agency
of God's own Spirit" (Robin Scroggs, "Paul:
L0B0EL and INEYMATIKOZ ," NTS 14 [Oct
671: 33).

"Let him beware who puts his trust in human
wisdom" (ibid., p. 33).

Polemically expressed:

MStop thinking of Christianity as some-
thing in which ingenuity or impressiveness
counts'" (C., Clare Oke, "Paul's Method not
a Demonstration but an Exhibition of the
Spirit," ExpTim 67 [November 1955]: 35).

2E. The burden of Paul's disclosures:

1F.

Paul's general disclosure concerning his
communication (2:1)

1G.

Remember that:

"Some at least of the Corinthians were
setting teoo high a value on human wisdom
and human eloquence in line with the
typical Greek admiration for rhetoric and
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philosophical studies, In the face of this
Paul insists that preaching with wisdom of
words was no part of his commission. That
kind of preaching would draw men to the
preacher, It would nullify the cross of
Christ. The faithful preaching of the
cross results in men ceasing to put thelir
trust in any human device, and relying
rather on God's work in Christ. A reliance
on rhetoric would cause men to trust in
men, the very antithesis of what the
preaching of the coross is meant to effect®
(Morris, 1 Corinthians, pp. 51-52).

This demands "an anti-rationalistic
approach" (Theo Kunst, "The Implication of
Pauline Theology of the Mind for the Work
of the Theologian" [Th.D. dissertation,
DTS, 19791, p. 136):

1H. "'To tell the good riews in wisdom of
word' is an implicit contradiction;
'news' only needs and admits of plain,
straightforward telling" (Findlay, "1
Corinthians,™ p. 767).

2H. "To preach is not a philosophy to be
discussed, but a message of God to be
believed" (ibid.).

3H. "The 'power of God' lies in the facts
and not in any man's presentment of
them" (ibid.).

Paul's specific disclosure concerning his
content (2:2)

Paul's specific disclosure concerning his
limitations (2:3)

Paul's specific disclosure ceoncerning his method
(2:4-5)
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Based upon Paul's testimony even Ramm must
conclude: "In I Cor. 2:1-6 Paul emphatically
declares that Christian faith does not rest upon
the methodology followed by philosophers.
Christianity does not rest upon 'lofty words or
wisdom,' nor upon 'plausible words of wisdom,'
nor upon the 'wisdom of men'" (ISBE [rev.],
1: 191 ) . T L - g AT Y . :

2D. Concerning his successors: the Pastoral Epistles

1E. What not to do

1.

2FI

3F.

1 Timothy 1:6-7

1 Timothy 6:20--21

Kent concludes: T"There is nothing to fear in
true knowledge. But when men parade their
hypotheses and schemes as settled fact, partic-
ularly in the spiritual and religious realm,
such knowledge 1s falsely named and must be
shunned. This sort of knowledge which by its
nature is the antithesis (antitheseis) of
revealed religious truth is the counter affirm-
ation of the enemies of God to the genuine
spiritual knowledge revealed by God's Word.
This falsely-named knowledge subjects God and
His revelation to the mind of man.

"Throughout the history of the church,
there have been men who have claimed a superior
knowledge, and have subjected 3Scripture to their
boasted intellect" (Kent, Pastoral Epistles, p.
210).

2 Timothy 2:23-26

Custer makes an appropriate application: "Now,
do you know why we are not meek; do you know why
we are not gentle? Because, you see, we get
this thing confused. We think it's our job to
convince men. . . . We don't have to berate
people; we don't have to hit them over the head.
We don't have to prove we're right. You simply
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deliver the message lovingly, graciously,
kindly, and then say, 'Dad, they're all yours';
and watch them move. We ought to give God time
to work in our teaching" (James Custer, "Three
Qualities That Set Apart Champions of the
Ministry; Part III: An Unswerving Commitment,"
recorded chapel message [Winona Lake: Grace
Theological Seminary, October 6, 19731).

to do

2 Timothy 2:14-18

2 Timothy 4:1-2

Salient inferences:

1G. "We observe at once that tThe message
Timothy i1s to communicate is called a
'word,' a spoken utterance. Rather it is
the word, God's word which God has spoken.
Paul does not need to specify it further,
for Timothy will know at once that it is
the body of doctrine which he has heard
from Paul and which Paul has now committed
to him fo pass on to others. It is
identical with 'the deposit' of chapter 1.
And in this fourth chapter it is equivalent
to 'the sound teaching' (3), 'the truth'
(4) and 'the faith' (7). It consists of
the 0ld Testament Secriptures, God-breathed
and preofitable, which Timothy has known
from childhood, together with the teaching
of the apostle which Timothy has
'followed,' 'learned! and 'firmly believed'
(3:10, 14)., The same charge is laid upon
the church of every age. We have no
liberty to invent our message, but only to
communicate 'the word' which God has spoken
and has now committed to the church as a
sacred trust" (Stott, Guard the Gospel, p.
106).

2G. "He must proclaim as a herald
(keruxon) the message which has been given
to him by his Lord. He must announce it in
its completeness (Acts 20:27), without
alteration, addition, or subtraction. He
must proclaim, not philosophize or argue.
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This message is the Word of God, which has
previously been explained as God-breathed
Seripture (3:16, 17). To proclaim God's
Word involves all the themes of Seripture,
not picking out some and ignoring others.
The Word of God in its entirety is the
basic material of the preacher's message
(Kent, Pastoral Epistles, p. 292, emphasis
added; cf, Lenski, Colossiansa, Thessa-
lonians, Timothy, Titus and Philemon, p.
852).

"According to Seripture . . . 'heralding!
or 'preaching' is generally the divinely
authorized proclamation of the message of
God to men. It is the exercise of ambas-
sadorship" (Hendriksen, Pastoral Epistles,
p. 309; note his whole discussion: p. 309,
n. 168; pp. 309-10. Cf. Furnish,
"Prophets, Apostles, and Preachers," pp.
55-60).

"Timothy is to 'preach' this word, himself
to speak what God has spoken" (Stott, Guard
the Gospel, p. 106).

"The sermon is nothing less than a re-
presentation of the Word of God" (Henry,
God, Revelation and Authority, 4:479).

"Today's minister must never forget that it
is only His own Word that God has promised
to bless" (Kenneth L. Barker, "Jeremiah's
Ministry and Ours," Bib Sac 127 [July-3ept.
70]1: 229; ef. pp. 228-29 for a good
discussion of 2 Tim 4:2).

Titus 1:9

1B. Concerning the Unregenerate Recipient of Truth
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2B. Concerning the Regenerate Recipient of Truth

Remember the priority of 2 Corinthians 10:3-5

3B. Concerning the Regenerate Disseminator of Truth

Cf. Howe's pertinent observation on 1 Peter 3:15-16:

"The Apostle Peter stresses an attitude of dependence on God. If
the call is issued for the act of giving defense on the basis of
this verse, it is imperative also to issue the call for the proper
attitude in this activity, an attitude exemplified by New lestament
believers in their defense. The apostle stresses an attitude of
total dependence on God., . . . The passage teaches that believers
are encouraged to be prepared to give defense, bubt this defense is
to be devoid of all arrogance, pride, or self-sufficiency" [emphases
added] (Frederic R. Howe, "A Comparative Study of the Work of
Apologetics and Evangelism,™ Bib Sac 135 [Oct.~Dec. 78]: 305).
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The Perils
Of Persuasive

Preaching

A. DUANE LITFIN

noble heritage, reaching back at least as far as the

ancient Greeks and Romans. For most of its his-
lory the subjcct was pursued under the banner of “‘rheto-
ric,” but in more recent times it has been studied by
social scientists under such rubrics as “*persuasion the-
ory,” “attitude change,” and “'social influence.” -

The relation between secular views of persuasion and
preaching is also of long standing. Christianity was con-
ceived in a Jewish womb, and its first preachers, audi-
ences, and modes of discourse were all Jewish. Yet the
new faith was born into a world dominated by Greco-
Roman influence and immediately began to take on some
of the characteristics of its environment. One of the most
obvious of the Church's adaptations was its appropria-
tion of what was then the crown of a liberal education,
rhetoric, for its own use in preaching.

The sermon as we know it now was not what took place
in the New Testament. Today's sermon resembles the
oratorical activity of the ancient Greeks and Romans
more than the practice of the apostles, as almost any
standard work on homiletics demonstrates. For exam-

T HE STUDY of human persuasion has a long and

A. Duane Litfin is assistant professor of practical theoi-
ogy at Dallas Seminary, Dallas, Texas. He has the
Th-M. from Dallas and the Ph.D. from Purdue Univer-
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ple, in
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. .the discussion of how to
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John A.

Preparation and
Delivery of Sermons,

construct and deliver
sermons is much more - :
indebted to the rhetorical ‘3\3 / forms of
Aristotle and Cicero than to the practice
of Peter and Paul. For other homiletical writers the debt
may be more implicit, or it may be to a more modern set
of theorists, but the dependence upon secular writers is

-

‘present just the same.

This dependence is not necessarily bad. The apostles
never intended to provide a comprehensive theory of
homiletics. Qur situation is not that of the New Testa-
ment preachers either culturally or chronologically, and
we would be foolish to try to copy them 1o the letter.
Moreover, the work of rhetoricians and persuasion
theorists, many of whom were themseives preachers,
abounds with wonderfully valuable insights into human
communication. To the extent that we can use their work
to make our prociamation more effective, we not only
should but must do so.



But can we do it unquestioningly? One who did not
was the Danish philosopher Siren Kierkegaard, whom
evangelicals are increasingly coming o realize as less an
ogre than they had thought (see, for example, the review
of books on Kierkegaard in the June 9, 1972, issue of
CHRISTIANITY ToDAY). Kierkegaard believed that secu-
lar theories of persuasion form an inadequate approach
" to preaching because the goals of rhetoric and preaching

are very different. Instead, he advocated his own theory
of *“edifying discourse,” which he believed was more
consonant with Christian goals. _

Kierkegaard's analysis at least raises an important
question. The genesis of any theory of discourse must lie

~in the philosophy or theology that underlies it. Is it
possible that some modern preaching practices are based
upon secular theories of persuasion whose underlying
assumptions are contrary to those of Christianity?

I am convinced that this is a question we need to be
answering, and I would like to suggest a particularly
troublesome area where we might begin. It has to do with
the role of persuasion in preaching in general, and the
goal of preaching in particular. ‘

Secular theories of persuasion have always been de-
signed to enable men to influence their fellow men more
effectively; that is, they are avowedly instrumental, utili-
tarian, or goal-oriented. Responsible rhetoricians have
seldom condoned sophistry or casuistry, of course, but
their efforts have been frankly directed toward drawing
forth particular decisions, attitudes, or behavior.

Significantly, homileticians tend to hold that the goal of
the preacher is similar to that of the secular persuader, to
elicit a desired response from the listener, and that it is
quite proper to use a broad range of rhetorical techniques
to achieve this goal. This assumption lies beneath much
of the contemporary writing on homiletics. For example,
one well-known homiletician writes: ‘*Before the
preacher understands the approach to be made to disbe-
lieving audiences, he must first understand the sources
through which people accept belief, so that he can orga-
nize his material in such a way as to gain the desired
response.” And: “If a good talk made a good sermon the
preacher’s lot would be an easier one. It is the fact that a
sermon has to achieve a certain change of will that puts
upon the preacher the double compulsion of knowing
both the response he desires and the countless tech-
niques which will help him achieve his goal. Persuasion
becomes an art” (Ronald E, Sleeth, Persuasive Preach-
ing, Harper, 1956, pp. 17, 45).

While we may grant that the secular persuader can
proceed in this way, using his techniques to gain a partic-
ular response, are there not additional considerations for
the preacher? One may ask whether the preacher shouid
use any technique in an effort to induce the desired
response from his avdience-~whether, in fact, gaining
“the response he desires"” shouid be the preacher’s goal
at all. For is it not possible that having this goal increases
the possibility that the results will be of man and not of
God? ,

For the sake of illustration, let us consider an extreme

example. In his book Hypnotism: Fact and Fiction,
Frederick L. Marcuse reports a research study con-
ducted at a large eastern university. The researchers
attempted, through hypnotic suggestion, to induce a con-
vinced and vocal atheist to become “‘religious.” The

" attempt was so successful that it had to be halted and all

suggestion removed from the subject’s mind. When his
entire attitude toward religious faith changed after only
three sessions and for the first time in his life he began to
attend church, the investigators decided that the ethics of
the situation prevented them from pursuing their re-
search any further. '

While the example is admittedly a dramatic one, it
serves to raise a monstrous question: would it be possible
through hypnotic suggestion to create a 'believer,” quite
apart from.any work of the Holy Spirit? And would such

- a person truly be achild of God? Such questions are not
~simply. academic. Psychologist James McConnell has

said, “The time has come when if you give me any
normal human being and a coupie of weeks . .. I can
change his behavior from what it is now to whatever you
want it to be, if it’s physically possible. I can’t make him
fly by flapping his wings, but I can turn him from a
Christian into a Communist and vice versa™ (quoted by
Marvin Karlins and Herbert Abelson in Persuasion, .
Springer, 1970, p. 1).

Clearly, it is possible to employ means that go too far in
secking results, means that tend to bypass some essential
elerhent in the human thought process and therefore
render any “results” less than satisfactory. Although
researchers have shown that audiences are not nearly so
malleable as was once thought, nevertheless skilled per-
suaders, including some who stand in the pulpit, are
often able to exert a tremendous influence on other hu-

. man beings. And they do not have to resort to such

dramatic methods as hypnotism. Consider, for example,

.. the words of the well-known social scientist Milton Ro-

keach:
. “Suppose you could take a group of people, give them

.-a 20-minute pencil-and-paper task, talk to them for 10 to

20 minutes afterward, and thereby produce long:range
changes in core values and personal behavior in a signifi-
cant portion of this group. . . . Suppose, further, that you
couid ascertain quickly and that you could predict accu-
rately the nature and direction of these changes. . . .

“My colleagues and I have in the last five years
achieved the kinds of resuits suggested {above). As a
resuit we must now face up to the ethical implications
that follow from the fact that it now seems to be within
man’s power to aiter experimentally another person’s
basic values, and to control the direction of the change™
(Psychology Today, Sept., 1971, p. 68).

Rokeach probably gives too much credit to modermn

- researchers, for persuaders have long been abie to influ-
ence the values, attitudes, and behavior of their fellow

men; but he is correct in asserting that techniques are
now reaching a new level of sophistication and scientific
accuracy. Moreover, it should be emphasized that the
techniques he used were as simple as he says, and that



As messenger he is responsible
for seeing that all hear. But

the response of the hearers is not .
the messenger’s affair.

they are only a sample of those available to any preacher.

All this suggests that through the use of certain tech-
niques it is possible to get “results” even where the Holy
Spirit is not active at all, But according to the Scriptures,
God has said that his work is to be accomplished “not by
might nor by power but by my Spirit" (Zech. 4:6). The
psalmist wrote, “Unless the Lord build the house, they
labor in vain who build it™ (Ps. 127:1). Paul later applied
this principle to preaching when he avowed to the Corin-
thians that “‘my message and my preaching were not in
persuasive words of wisdom, but in the demonstration of
the Spirit and of power, that your faith should not rest on
the wisdom of men, but on the power of God™ (I Cor. 2:4,
5). Paul obviously understood that “persuasive words of
wisdom,” so highly prized in the rhetorically oriented
Corinthian culture, could never bring men and women to
Christ. Only the straightforward presentation of the
Gospel couid do that. The use of persuasive techniques
might indeed win a response, but it would be a response
based upon the “wisdom of men” and not the “power of
God.” Pau] had the insight to see that such results would
inevitably “make void" the very Gospel he preached.

Many Christians are troubled today by the seeming
impermanence of much of what is accomplished by mod-
ern evangelistic methods. Perhaps a certain amount of
the attrition can be explained by Christ’s parable of the
sower, but is it not also possibie that the results we getare
often the product, not of God's Spirit, but of our own
“might” and *‘power” as persuaders? And are not such
false results worse than no results at all?

It is said that D. L. Moody was accosted on the strects
of Chicago one day by a drunk who exclaimed, “Aren't
you Mr. Moody? Why, I'm one of your converts!™ Said
Moody in reply, *“That must be true, for you surely aren't
one of the Lord's.”” We need more of Moody’s honesty in

facing the fact that it is possible for people to respond to-

the messenger and his techniques instead of to the Gos-
pel and the Saviour it sets forth.

How can this pitfall be avoided? It is a function of the
fact that God has chosen to use failible human beings as
instruments to reach other human beings. I suggest,
however, that the danger can be minimized by a careful
rethinking of the goal of preaching.

Earlier I suggested that homileticians, berrowing from
secular persuasion theorists, have often set up “eliciting
adesired response'’ as the goal of preaching. The trouble
with such thinking is that it places the responsibility for
obtaining “results” too much upon the preacher. J. 1.
Packer has analyzed this error perceptively in his book
Evangelism and the Sovereignty of God. He says:

"While we must always remember that it is OUF respon-
sibility to proclaim salvation, we must never forget that it .
is God who saves. ... Our evangelistic work is the
instrument that He uses for this purpose, but the power
that saves is not in the instrument: it is in the hand of the
One who uses the instrument. We must not at any stage
forget that. For if we forget that it js God’s prerogative to
give results when the gospel is preached, we shall start to
think that it is our responsibility to secure them. And if
we forget that only God can give faith, we shall start to
think that the making of converts depends, in the last
analysis, not on God, but on us, and that the decisive
factor is the way in which we evangelize. And this line of
thought, consistently followed through, will lead us F:
astray. ' '

*“Leet us work this out. If we regarded it as our job, not

simply to present Christ, but actually to produce con-

verts——to- evangelize, not only faithfuily, but also suc- .
cessfully-~our approach to evangelism would become
pragmatic and calculating. We shouid conclude that our
basic equipment, both for personal dealing and for public
preaching, must be twofold. We must have, not merely a
clear grasp of the meaning and application of the gospel,
but also an irresistible technique for inducing a response.
We should, therefore, make it our business to try and
develop such a technique. . . . We should regard evange-
lism as an activity involving a battle of wiils between
ourselves and those to whom we 20, a battle in which

- victory depends on our firing off a heavy enough barrage

of calculated effects” (Inter-Varsity, 1961, p. 27).

Much of the contemporary writing on preaching the-
ory demonstrates the very tendencies Packer describes.
But this need not happen. Let us examine the problem
more closely.

In an excellent article on attitude change in the Hand-
book of Social Psychology (111, 173}, psychologist Wil-
liam McGueire suggests that human attitude change may
be broken down into at least five steps or levels: “arten-
tion, comprehension, yielding, retention, and action.”
The hearer must “go through each of these steps if
communication is to have ultimate persuasive impact,”

" he says, “and each depends on the occurrence of the

preceding steps.” The traditional approach to homiletics
seems to suggest that the goal of preaching is the third
step, yielding; thatis, the preacher's goal is to induce the
listener to yield to (and ultimately to act upon) a particu-
lar value, attitude, or belief, I suggest that the preacher’s
goal should not be viewed as the yielding step at all but
simply the previous step, comprehension.

Someone might protest that this makes preaching
merely a sterile inteilectual exercise; but 10 say thatis to
miss the point. Certainly the preacher must deal with the
whole man, including his emotions. My point is that the
goal of preaching should be so to present the Gospel that
the listéner comprehends, sees, is grasped by the issues -
involved. This may well include and even require the use
of “emotional appeals,” but those appeals will be di-
rected toward heiping the listener to comprechend, not
toward inducing him to yield. Technique has a valid role



in inducing comprehension but should not be used by the
preacher to induce yielding.

Preaching must always be a fork-in-the-road. experi-
ence for the listener. He must be so clearly and power-
fully confronted with the truth that he cannot evade or
ignore it. Comprehension is pressed upon him, and he is
forced to make a decision. But the decision is his to
make, a matter between him and the Holy Spirit. The
preacher has shown him the choice; now he is forced to
decide, to accept or reject. .

‘What the preacher must not do is use the many tech-
niques available to him to shuttle the listener down one
road instead of the other, even though he deeply wants
the listener to choose that way. To do so is to violate the
listener's freedom by manipulating him; but worse, it is
to shoulder an intolerable burden, one that belongs only

to the Holy Spirit. It is to take upon oneself the responsi--

bility of getting results.

The preacher is a herald or ambassador for Christ (I1
Cor. 5:20), a function inherent in the words used in the
New Testament for preaching: the preacher comes to
bring or announce the good news of Jesus Christ (eu-
aggelizo), to solemnly proclaim the Gospel (kataggello),
to announce as a herald the Living Word of God (ker-
usso). As the appointed messenger he is responsible for
seeing that all hear and that, to the best of his ability, all
understand. But the response of the hearers is not the
messenger's affair. He is not called upon to persuade the
hearers to respond. :

Secuiar persuasion.theory tries to help the speaker
mold his efforts to the nceds and values of the audience in
order to produce the desired response. The preacher, on
the other hand, should mold his efforts to his audience
for a different reason: to ensure that they comprehend his
message. He should use all the technigues at his disposal
to put the message in terms that his audience can under-
stand, to break through a hearer’s defenses so as to
confront him with the truth. But having done this he dare
go no further. Only the Holy Spirit can properly go
beyond this point. _ .

But, some may object, why can't God use a speaker’s
persuasive techniques to bring people to Christ? The
answer is that he can and sometimes does. He does not
need such “help,” but he may use it in spite of us.

Would it be possible through hyp-
notic suggestion to create a “‘be-
liever,” quite apart from any
work of the Holy Spirit?

But what about all those misguided persons who re-
spond to the messenger instead of the message because
of high-powered efforts to get results? Are we not at least
partially responsible for leading them astray, for encour-
aging them to rest their faith on the *wisdom of men™
rather than the “strength of God,” and will we not be

judged for our well-intended efforts that went beyond
legitimate boundaries?
This is not to say that the preacher must refrain from

" urging, entreating, exhorting, or beseeching his listeners .

to follow Christ. The very essence of the Gospel is
invitation, and some of the terms used in Scripture—for
example, parakaleo (Acts 2:40) and deomai (11 Cor.
5:20)-—clearly portray this aspect of the preacher’s min-
istry. Nothing I have said is meant to deny the validity of
straightforward encouragement or exhortation to receive -
the Gospel, and of an opportunity to respond during the
service. After all, invitation itself can hardly be viewed
as a persuasive technique designed to induce (i.e., to
cause rather than simply be the agent of) yielding. But
the preacher would do well to have serious reservations
about methods like these:

... 1...Slick and flashy evangelism centered around a flam-

boyant, pseudo-celebrity type of evangelist. (Says
Packer: “Those who have begun to understand the sov-
ercignty of God . . . seck to efface themselves in all their
work for God. They thus bear a practical witness to their
belief that God is great, and reigns, by trying to make
themselves small; and to act in a way which is itself an
acknowledgment that the fruitfulness of their Christian
service depends wholly on God . . . [Evangelism and
the Sovereignry of God, p. 271].)

2. The familiar machine-gun, pulpit-pounding style of
evangelistic preaching that tends to rev up the emotions
but bypass the rational facilities.

3. Sad-story-laden messages lacking any real biblical
substance.

4. Interminable invitations designed to wear down
resistance until someone, anyone, responds.

5. Such widespread techniques as asking people to
raise their hands to be prayed for and then asking all who
raised their hands to come forward. (Unwittingly—or
perhaps not so unwittingly—those who do this are using
a very sophisticated method based upon a cognitive con-
sistency model: having publicly admitted his need by
raising his hand, the person is placed under tremendous
social and psychological pressure to comply when the
second invitation is given.)

Such practices seem to be aimed at inducing yielding
and should probably be avoided by those who do not
want false results.

In a widely published IBM advertisement, an execu-
tive was portrayed in a pensive mood, and the copy read:
“No one can take the ultimate weight of decision-making
off your shoulders. But the more you know about how
things really are, the lighter the burden will be. IBM. Not
just data, reality.” In a sense, the goal of the preacher
should be to function for his listeners the way IBM
purports to function for executives. The preacher

" cannot, must not, take the weight of decision-making

from the shoulders of his hearers by employing persua-
sive techniques in such a way that he induces the listener
to yield; but he can and must do everything in his power
to induce comprehension of the reality of God's claims
upon thelistener. : !

4871 17
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"INTRODUCTION TO THE CURRENT ISSUE

The 1980 issue of the ASHLAND THENLOGICAL BULLETIN is com-
prised of a single article by Dr. fireg L. Bahnsen, a Scholar-in-
Residence at Ashland Theological Seminary for Spring Quarter,
1980. The focus of “I'he Encounter of Jerusalem with Athens” is
the exegesis of Paul’s speech at Athens in Acts 17, and its relation-
ship to Pauline texts (especially Romans 1) with respect to the
theme of method in apologetics and witnessing. We are happy to
present this learned and practical piece to our readers, both as a
study of Scripture and as a memorial of the Bahnsen Lectureship
among us. Dr. Bahnsen, a scholar, teacher and writer in the Re-
formed tradition, taught three courses Spring Quarter in the ared
of Christian thought: Philosophy of Christianity, Christian Ethics,
and Christianity and Politics. The lecturer’s learning, zeal for
Scriptural truth and gentleness of manner were appreciated by stu-
dents and faculty alike.

Rev. Greg L. Bahnsen, Ph.D., 32 years of age, ordained minis-
ter in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, is married and has four
children. Formerly he was Assistant Professor of Apologetics at Re-
formed Theological Seminary, Jackson, Mississippi. He is a gradu-
ate of Westmont College, B.A.; Westminster Theological Seminary,
M. Div. and Th. M.; and the University of Southern California,
Ph.D. in Philosophy. He has served as the Youth Pastor, First
Presbyterian Church, Manhattan Beach, California; Assistant Pas-
tor, Calvary United Presbyterian Church, Wyncote, Pennsylvania;
and Pastor, Trinity Chapel, Eagle Rock, California. Among his
publications are Theonomy in Christian Ethics; Homosexuality: A
Biblical View; and A Biblical Introduction to Apologetics. His arti-
cles include “Autographs, Amanuenses, and Restricted Inspiration”
in Evangelical Quarterly, “Socrates or Christ: The Reformation of
Christian Apologetics” and “Pragmatism, Prejudice, and Presuppo-
sitionalism” in Foundations of Christian Scholarship, “Inducti-
vism, Inerrancy, and Presuppositionalism” in Journal of the Evan-
gelical Theological Society, and other articles, letters and reviews
in the Westminster Theological Journal, Journal of Christian Re-
construction, Presbyterian Guardian, Presbyterian Journal, Banner
of Truth, Cambridge Fish, and Chalcedon Reports. Dr. Bahnsen is
a member of the Evangelical Theological Society, Evangelical Phil-
osophical Society, and the Advisory Board of ICBI (International
Council on Biblical Inerrancy, at whose Chicago Summit in 1978,
incidently, this editor met brother Bahnsen for the first time). At
the present moment our author is a free-lance writer, and filling
many pulpits, lectureships and seminars, especially in the areas of
ethics and politics. He is currently residing in Orange, California.

This edition represents three firsts. Dr. Bahnsen is the Semi-
nary’s first guest lecturer to come for a whole quarter’s residence,
and we thank him for this spring issue which is appearing in the
summer after the conclusion of this residence. Secondly, this 1980
issue is the first issue in the decade of the eighties. It is our hope, if
Jesus tarry, that this decade will be the best one for the BULLETIN
and its witness. Lastly, this issue is the first of my editorship. The
BULLETIN and the Seminary wish to thank Dr. Owen Alderfer for
his faithful work as editor, 1968-1979 (Vols. I-XII), and we affec-
tionately wish him the Lord’s very best in his new ministry this
fall at Messiah College, Grantham, Pennsylvania.

—dJoseph N. Kickasola, Editor



THE ENCOUNTER OF JERUSALEM WITH ATHENS

Greg L. Bahnsen, Ph.D.
Scholar-in-Residence, Spring 1980
Ashland Theological Seminary

What indeed has Athens to do with Jerusalem? What concord is
there between the Academy and the Church? . . . Our instructions
come from “the porch of Solomon” . . . . Away with all attempts to
produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, Platonic, and dialectic
composition! We want no curious disputation after possessing
Christ Jesus. . . !
So said Tertullian in his Prescription against Heretics (VII).Tertul-
lian’s question, what does Athens have to do with Jerusalem?,
dramatically expresses one of the perennial issues in Christian
thought—a problem which cannot be escaped by any biblical inter-
preter, theologian, or apologist. We all operate on the basis of some
answer to that question, whether we give it explicit and thoughtful
attention or not. It is not a matter of whether we will answer the
question, but only of how well we will do so.

What does Tertullian’s question ask? It inquires into the prop-
er relation between Athens, the prime example of secular learning,
and Jerusalem, the symbol of Christian commitment and thought.
How does the proclamation of the Church relate to the teaching of
the philosophical Academy? In one way or another, this question
has constantly been before the mind of the church. How should
faith and philosophy interact? Which has controlling authority
over the other? How should the believer respond to alleged conflicts

between revealed truth and extrabiblical instruction (in history,

science, or what have you)? What is the proper relation between
reason and revelation, between secular opinion and faith, between
what is taught outside the church and what is preached inside?
This issue is particularly acute for the Christian apologist.
When a believer offers a reasoned defense of the Christian hope
that is within him (in obedience to I Peter 3:15), it is more often
than not set forth in the face of some conflicting perspective. As we
evangelize unbelievers in our culture, they rarely hold to the au-
thority of the Bible and submit to it from the outset. The very rea-
son most of our friends and neighbors need an evangelistic witness
is that they hold a different outlook on life, a different philosophy,
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a different authority for their thinking. How, then, does the apolo-
gist respond to the conflicting viewpoints and sources of truth giv-
en adherence by those to whom he witnesses? What should he
think “Athens” has to do with “Jerusalem” just here?

Christians have long disagreed over the proper strategy to be
assumed by a believer in the face of unbelieving opinions or schol-
arship. Some renounce extra-biblical learning altogether (“Jerusa-
lem versus Athens”). Others reject biblical teaching when it con-
flicts with secular thought (“Athens versus Jerusalem”). Some try
to appease both sides, saying that the Bible and reason have their
own separate domains (“Jerusalem segregated from Athens”). Oth-
ers attempt a mingling of the two, holding that we can find isolated
elements of supportive truth in extrabiblical learning (“Jerusalem
integrated with Athens”). Still others maintain that extrabiblical
reasoning can properly proceed only upon the foundation of biblical
truth (“Jerusalem the capital of Athens”).

The Biblical Exemplar

Now it turns out that the Bible has not left us in the dark in
answering Tertullian’s important question. Luke’s account of the
early church, The Acts of the Apostles, offers a classic encounter
between biblical commitment and .secular thought. And appro-
priately enough, this encounter takes place between a superb rep-
resentative of “Jerusalem”—the apostle Paul—and the intellectu-
als of Athens. The exemplary meeting between the two is present-
ed in Acts 17. . ,

Throughout the book of Acts Luke shows us how the ascended
Christ established His church through the apostles. We are given a
selective recounting of main events and sermons which exhibit the
powerful and model work of Christ’s servants. They have left us a
pattern to follow with respect to both our message and method to-
day. Thus it is highly instructive for contemporary apologists to
study the way the apostles, like Paul, reasoned and supported their
message of hope (cf. I Pet. 3:15). Paul was an expert at suiting his

. approach to each unique challenge, and so the manner in which he

confronted the Athenian unbelievers who did not profess submis-
sion to the Old Testament scriptures—like most unbelievers in our
own culture—will be noteworthy for us.

We know that Paul’s approach to such pagans—for instance,
those at Thessalonica, where he had been shortly before coming to
Athens—was to call them to turn from idols to serve the living and
true God and to wait for His resurrected Son who would judge the
world at the consummation (cf. I Thes. 1:1-10). In preaching to



those who were deaicated to idols Paul naturally had to engage in
apologetical reasoning. Proclamation was inseparable from defense,
as F. F. Bruce observes:
The apostolic preaching was obliged to include an apologetic ele-
ment if the stumbling-block of the cross was to be overcome; the
kerygma . . . must in some degree be apologia. And the apologia
was not the invention of the apostles; they had all “received”
it—received it from the Lord.!

- The currently popular tendency of distinguishing witness from
defense, or theology from apologetics, would have been preposter-
ous to the apostles. The two require each other and have a common
principle and source: Christ’s authority. Paul’s Christ-directed and
apologetical preaching to pagans, especially those who were philo-
sophically inclined (as in Acts 17), then, is paradigmatic for apolo-
gists, theologians, and preachers alike today.

Although the report in Acts 17 is condensed, Luke has sum-
marized the main points of Paul’s message and method.

But Is This Paul at His Best?

Some biblical interpreters have not granted that Acts 17 is an
exemplar for the proper encounter of Jerusalem with Athens.
Among them there are some who doubt that Paul was genuinely
the author of the speech recorded in this chapter, while others
think that Paul actually delivered this speech but repudiated its
approach when he went on to minister at Corinth. Both groups, it
turns out, rest their opinions on insufficient grounds.

A non-evangelical attitide toward the Scripture allows some
scholars a supposed liberty to criticize the authenticity or accuracy
of its contents, despite the Bible’s own claim to flawless perfection
as to the truth. In Acts 17:22 Luke identifies the speaker of the
Areopagus address as the apostle Paul, and Luke’s customary his-
torical accuracy is by now well known among scholars of the New
Testament. (Interestingly, classicists have been more generally
satisfied with the Pauline authenticity of this speech than have
modernist theologians.) Nevertheless, some writers claim to dis-
cern a radical difference between the Paul of Areopagus and the
Paul of the New Testament epistles. According to the critical view,
the Areopagus focuses on world-history rather than the salvation-
history of Paul’s letters, and the speaker at Areopagus teaches that

IF. F. Bruce, The Defence of the Gospel in the New Testament (Grand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1959), p. 18.
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all men are in God by nature, in contrast to the Pauline emphasis
on men being in Christ by grace.?

These judgments rest upon an excessively narrow perception of
the writings and theology of Paul. The Apostle understood his au-
dience at Athens: they would have needed to learn of God as the
Creator and of His divine retribution against sin (even as the Jews
knew these things from the Old Testament) before the message of
grace could have meaning. Thus the scope of Paul’s theological dis-
cussion would necessarily be broader than that normally found in
his epistles to Christian churches. Moreover, as we will see as this
study progresses, there are conspicuous similarities between the
themes of the Areopagus address and what Paul wrote elsewhere
in his letters (especially the opening chapters of Romans). Jo-
hannes Munch said of the sermon: “its doctrine is a reworking of
thoughts in Romans transformed into missionary impulse.”® Final-
ly, even given the broader perspective on history found in the ad-
dress of Acts 17, we cannot overlook the fact that it, in perfect har-
mony with Paul’s more restricted salvation-history elsewhere, is
bracketed by creation and final judgment, and that it finds its cli-
max in the resurrected Christ. The speech before the Areopagus
was a “plea for the Jewish doctrine of God, and for the specifically
Christian emphasis on a ‘Son of Man’ doctrine of judgment™ (rnot
an “idealized scene” presenting a message about man’s [alleged]
“dialectical relation to God”).5 The Paul on Areopagus is clearly
the same Paul who writes in the New Testament epistles.

Did Paul suddenly shift his apologetical strategy after leaving
Athens though? It has sometimes been thought that when Paul

‘went on from Athens to Corinth and there détermined to know no-

thing among the people except Christ crucified, repudiating the ex-
cellency of wisdom (I Cor. 2:1-2), he confessed that his philosophi-
cal tactics in Athens had been unwise. Disillusioned with his small
results in Athens, Paul prematurely departed the city, we are told,

2E.g., H. Conzelmann, “The Address of Paul on the Areopagus,” Stud-
ies in Luke-Acts, ed. L. E. Keck and J. L. Martyn (Nashville: Abingdon,
1966), pp. 217ff.; A. Schweitzer, The Mysticism of Paul the Apostle (New
York: H. Holt, 1931), pp. 6ff.

3Johannes Munck, The Anchor Bible: The Acts of the Apostles, revised
by W. F. Albright and C. S. Mann (Garden City, New York: Doubleday &
Co., 1967), p. 173; cf. Adolf Harnack, The Mission and Expansion of Chris-
tianity (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1961), p. 383.

+Kirsopp Lake and Henry J. Cadbury, The Acts of the Apostles, vol. 4
(Translation and Commentary) in The Beginnings of Christianity, Part 1,
ed. F. J. Roakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (Grand Rapids: Baker Book
House, 1965 [1932]), pp. 208-209.

sErnst Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, a Commentary (Philadel-
phia: Westminster Press, 1971 [German, 1965)), pp. 528, 529.
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and then came to Corinth and became engrossed in the word of God
(Acts 18:5), never to use philosophical style again.® This outlook,
while intriguing, consists of more speculation and jumping to con-
clusions than hard evidence.

In the first place, Paul is herein portrayed as a novice in Gen-
tile evangelism at Athens, experimenting with this and that tactic
in order to find an effective method. This does not square with the
facts. For several years Paul had already been a successful evange-
list in the world of pagan thought; moreover, he was not of an
experimental mindset, and elsewhere he made plain that favorable
results were not the barometer of faithful preaching. Besides, in
Athens his results were not completely discouraging (17:34). And of
a premature departure from Athens the text says nothing. After
leaving Athens, Paul can hardly be said to have abandoned the dis-
puting or “dialogue” for which he became known at Athens (cf.
17:17); it continued in Corinth (18:4), Ephesus (18:19), and Troas
(20:7)—being a daily exercise for two years in the school of Tyran-
nus (19:8-9). It is further inaccurate to project a contrast between
post-Athens Paul, engrossed in the word, and Athenian Paul, ab-
sorbed in extrabiblical thought. Some Greek texts of Acts 17:24-29
(e.g., Nestle’s) list up to 22 Old Testament allusions in the margin,
thus showing anything but a neglect of the Scriptural word in
Paul’s Athenian preaching!

Mention can again be made of the enlightening harmony that
exists between Paul’s writings, say in Romans 1 and I Corinthians
1, and his speech in Acts 17. The passages in the epistles help us
understand the apologetical thrust of the Areopagus address, rath-
er than clashing with it—as the subsequent study will indicate. Fi-
nally, it is quite difficult to imagine that Paul, who had previously
declared “Far be it from me to glory save in the cross of our Lord
Jesus Christ” (Gal. 6:14), and who incisively taught the inter-sig-
nificance of the death and resurrection of Christ (e.g., Rom. 4:25),
would proclaim Christ as the resurrected one at Athens without ex-
plaining that He was also the crucified one—only later (in Corinth)
to determine not to neglect the crucifixion again. We must con-
clude that solid evidence of a dramatic shift in Paul’s apologetic
mentality simply does not exist.

What Luke portrays for us by way of summary in Acts 17:16-
34 can confidently be taken as a speech of the Apostle Paul, a
speech which reflected his inspired approach to Gentiles without
the Bible, a speech consistent with his earlier and later teachings
in the epistles. His approach is indeed an exemplar to us. It was

SE.g., W. M. Ramsay, St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen
(New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1896), p. 252; cf. P. Vielhauer, “On the
‘Paulinism’ of Acts,” Studies in Luke-Acts, ed. Keck and Martyn, pp. 36-37.

Q

specially selected by Luke for inclusion in his summary history of
the early apostolic church. “Apart from the brief summary of the
discourse at Lystra . . . , the address at Athens provides our only
evidence of the apostle’s direct approach to a pagan audience.””
With respect to the author’s composition of Acts, Martin Dibelius
argues: “In giving only one sermon addressed to Gentiles by the
great apostle to the Gentiles, namely the Areopagus speech in
Athens, his primary purpose is to give an example of how the
Christian missionary should approach cultured Gentiles.”® And in
his lengthy study, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation,
Gartner correctly asks this rhetorical question: “How are we to ex-
plain the many similarities between the Areopagus speech and the
Epistles if the speech did not exemplify Paul’s customary sermons
to the Gentiles?”? In the encounter of Jerusalem with Athens as
found in Paul’s Areopagus address, we thus find that it was ge-
nuinely Paul who was speaking, and that Paul was at his best.
Scripture would have us, then, strive to emulate his method.

—:8——0@3»— Backgrounds

Before looking at Acts 17 itself, a short historical and philo-
sophical background for the speaker of, and listeners to, the Areo-
pagus address would be helpful.

Paul was a citizen of Tarsus, which was not an obscure or in-
significant city (Acts 21:39). It was the leading city of Cilicia and
famed as a city of learning. In addition to general education, Tar-
sus was noted for its schools devoted to rhetoric and philosophy.
Some of its philosophers gained significant reputations, especially
the Stoic leaders Zeno of Tarsus (who cast doubt on the idea of a
universal conflagration), Antipater of Tarsus (who addressed a fa-
mous argument against Carneade’s scepticism), Heraclides of Tar-
sus (who abandoned the view that “all mistakes are equal”), and
Athenodorus the Stoic (who was a teacher of Augustus); Nestor the
Academic followed Athenodorus, evidencing thereby the variety of
philosophic perspectives in Tarsus. The city surely exercised an

7Ned B. Stonehouse, Paul .wm\owm the Areopagus and Other New Testa-
ment Studies (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1957), pp. 9-10.

8Martin Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1956), p. 79.

9Bertil Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation (Up-
psala: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1955), p. 52.
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academic influence on Paul, an influence which would have been
broadened later in Paul’s life when he came into contact with its
culture again for some eight years or so, three years following his
conversion. In his early years Paul was also educated by Gamaliel
in Jerusalem (Acts 22:3), where he excelled as a student (Gal.
1:14). His course of study would have included critical courses in
Greek culture and philosophy (as evidence from the Talmud indi-
cates). When we add to this the extensive knowledge of Greek liter-
ature and culture which is reflected in his letters, it is manifest
that Paul was neither naive nor obscurantist when it came to &
knowledge of philosophy and Gentile thought. Given his back-
ground, training, and expertise in Scriptural theology, Paul was
the ideal representative for the classic confrontation of Jerusalem
with Athens. -

Athens, the philosophical center of the ancient world, was re-
nowned for its four major schools: The Academy (founded ca. 287
B.C.) of Plato, the Lyceum (335 B.C.) of Aristotle, the Garden (306
B.C.) of Epicurus, and the painted Porch(300 B.C.) of Zeno.

The outlook of the Academy was radically altered by Arcesi-
laus and Carneades in the third and second centuries before Christ;
respectively, they moved the school into utter scepticism and then
probabilism. Carneades relegated the notion of god to impenetrable
mystery. When Antiochus of Ascalon claimed to restore the “old
Academy” in the first century B.C., in actuality he introduced a
syncretistic dogmatism which viewed Stoicism as the true succes-
sor to Plato. The Platonic tradition is remembered for the view that
man’s soul is imprisoned in the body; at death man is healed, as his
soul is released from its tomb.

This antimaterialist emphasis was somewhat challenged by
Aristotle’s Peripatetic school, which denied the possibility of im-
mortality and invested much time in specialized empirical study
and classification of the departments of knowledge. The influence
of this school had greatly weakened by the time of the New Testa-
ment. However, its materialistic proclivity was paralleled in the
atomism of Epicureanism.

~ Democritus had earlier taught that the universe consisted of
eternal atoms of matter, ever falling through space; the changing
of combinations and configurations of these falling atoms was ex-
plained by reference to chance (an irrational “swerve” in the fall of
certain atoms). This metaphysic, in combination with an epistemol-
ogy which maintained that all knowledge stemmed from sense per-
ception, led the Epicurean followers of atomism to believe that a
naturalistic explanation of all events could and should be given. By
their doctrine of self-explanatory naturalism the Epicureans de-
nied immortality thereby declaring that there was no need to fear

.~

death. Moreover, whatever gods there may be would make no dif-
ference to men and their affairs. Epicurus taught that long-lasting
pleasure was the goal of human behavior and life. Since no after-
life was expected (at death a person’s atoms disperse into infinite
space), human desires should focus on this life alone. And in this
life the only genuine long-term pleasure was that of tranquili-
ty—being freed from disturbing passions, pains, or fears. To gain
such tranquility one must become insulated from disturbances in
his life (e.g., interpersonal strife, disease), concentrating on simple
pleasures (e.g., a modicum of cheese and wine, conversations with
friends) and achieving serenity through the belief that gods never
intervene in the world to punish disobedient behavior. Indeed,
whatever celestial beings there are, they were taken merely as
dream-like images who—in deistic fashion—care nothing about the
lives of men. Thus Philodemus wrote: “There is nothing to fear in
god/ There is nothing to be alarmed at in death.” The Epicureans
were, as is evident here, antagonistic to theology. Epicurus had
taught them to appeal to right reason against superstition. Accord-
ingly Lucretius denied any need for recourse to “unknown gods” in

. order to explain the plague at Athens or its alleviation.

Zeno, the founder of the Stoic school, agreed that sensation
was the sole origin of knowledge, and that the mind of man was a
tabula rasa at birth. However, against Epicurean materialism, he
taught that reason governs matter in both man and the world, thus
making man a microcosm of the universal macrocosm. Man was
viewed as integrated with nature—man’s reason seen as being of a
piece with the ever-living fire which permeates the world order.
This was the “Logos” for the Stoics. As a kind of refined matter
that actively permeates all things and determines what will hap-
pen, the Logos was the unchanging rational plan of historical
change. Nature’s highest expression, then, was reason or the
world-soul, being personified eventually as god. In addition to this
pantheistic thrust, Zeno expounded a cyclic view of history (moving
through conflagration-regeneration sequences) which precluded in-
dividual immortality. Being subordinated to immanent forces (the
divine world-soul and historical determinism) the individual was
exhorted to “live in harmony with nature,” not concerning himself
with matters which were beyond his control. If life was to be con-
ducted “conformably to nature,” and reason was nature’s basic ex-
pression, then virtue for man was to live in harmony with reason.
The rational element in man was to be superior to the emotional.
Epictetus wrote that men cannot control events, but they can con-
trol their attitude toward events. So everything outside reason,
whether it be pleasure, pain, or even death, was to be viewed as in-
different. Stoicism gave rise to a serious attitude, resignation in
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suffering, stern individualism, and social self-sufficiency. In turn,
these achievements produced pride. Aratus and Cleanthes, two
pantheistic Stoics of the mid-third century B.C., viewed Zeus as a
personification of the unavoidable fate which governs man’s life.
Later Stoics either abandoned or modified much of Zeno’s teaching.
For instance, a century after Cleanthes, Panaetius essentially be-
came a humanist who saw theology as idle chatter; and a century
after Panaetius another Stoic leader, Posidonius (Cicero’s instruc-
tor), opted for a Platonic view of the soul, the eternality of the
world (contrary to the idea of conflagration), and the dynamic con-
tinuity of nature under fate. The famous Roman Stoic, Seneca, was
a contemporary of Paul. .

A final line of thinking which was influential in Athens in
Paul’'s day (mid-first century A.D.) was that of the neopythago-
reans. In the late sixth century B.C. Pythagoras had taught a
mathematical basis for the cosmos, the transmigration of souls,
and a regime of purity. Mixed with the thought of Plato, the Peri-
patetics, and Stoicism, his thought reappeared in the first century
B.C. with the neopythagoreans, who emphasized an efoteric and
mystical theology which took a keen interest in numbers and the
stars. The neophythagoreans influenced the Essene community as
well as Philo—Paul’s other philosophical contemporary.!°

In Paul’s day Athenian intellectual life had come to be charac-
terized by turmoil and uncertainty. Scepticism had made heavy in-
roads, which in turn fostered various reactions—notably: interac-
tion between the major schools of thought, widespread eclecticism,
nostalgic interest in the past founders of the schools, religious mys-
ticism, and resignation to hedonism. Men were turning every
which way in search for the truth and for security. On the other
hand, over four hundred years of philosophical dispute with its con-
flicts, repetitions, and inadequacies had left many Athenians bored
and thirsty for novel schemes of thought. Thus one can understand
Luke’s accurate and insightful aside to the reader in Acts 17:21,
“Now all the Athenians and the strangers sojourning there spent
time in nothing else, but either to tell or to hear some new thing.”
The curiosity of the Athenians was indeed proverbial. Earlier,
Demosthenes had reproached the Athenians for being consumed
with a craving for “fresh news”. The Greek historian, Thucydides,
tells us that Cleon once declared, “You are the best people for being
deceived by something new which is said.” With this background
let us now-examine Paul’s apologetic to secular intellectuals.

10For further details on the philosophical schools of the Hellenic and
Roman periods the reader can consult with profit the standard historical
studies of Guthrie, Brehier, and Copleston.
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Paul’s Encounter with the Philosophers

Acts 17:16-21 (American Standard Version)

(16) Now while Paul waited for them at Athens, his spirit was
provoked within him as he beheld the city full of idols.

(17) So he reasoned in the synogogue with the Jews and the de-
vout persons, and in the marketplace every day with them that
met him.

(18) And certain also of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers en-
countered him. And some said, What would this babbler say? oth-
ers, He seemeth to be a setter forth of strange gods: because he
preached Jesus and the resurrection.

(19) And they took hold of him, and brought him unto the Areopa-
gus, saying, May we know what this new teaching is, which is
spoken by thee?

(20) For thou bringest certain strange things to our ears: we
would know therefore what these things mean.

(21) (Now all the Athenians and the strangers ‘sojourning there
spent their time in nothing else, but either to tell or to hear some
new thing.)

In the early 50’s of the first century Paul was on something of
a “missionary furlough,” waiting in Athens for Silas and Timothy.
(Luke’s rehearsal of this situation, Acts 17:14-16, is confirmed by
Paul’s own account in I Thes. 3:1-2). However, his brief relief was
broken when he became internally provoked at the idolatry of the
city, being reminded anew of the perversity of the unbeliever who
suppresses God’s clear truth and worships the creature rather than
the Creator (Acts 17:16; cf. Rom. 1:25). Paul’s love for God and His
standards meant he had a corresponding hatred for that which was
offensive to the Lord. The idolatry of Athens produced a strong and
sharp emotional disturbance within him, one of exasperated indig-
nation. The Greek word for ‘provoked’ is the same as that used in
the Greek Old Testament for God’s anger at Israel’s idolatry (e.g.,
at Sinai). The Mosaic law’s prohibition against idolatry was ob-
viously binding outside of Old Testament Israel, judging from
Paul’s attitude toward the idolatrous society of Athens. Paul was
thinking God’s thoughts after Him, and strong emotion was gener-
ated by the fact that this “city full of idols” was “without excuse”
for its rebellion (Rom. 1:20)—as also had been Israel of old.

The profligate Roman satirist, Petronius, once said that it was
easier to find a god in Athens than a man; the city simply teemed
with idols. Visitors to Athens and writers (e.g., Sophocles, Livy,
Pausanius, Strabo, Josephus) frequently remarked upon the abun-
dance of religious statues in Athens. According to one, Athens had
more idols than all of the remainder of Greece combined. There
was the altar of Eumenides (dark goddesses who avenge murder)
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and the hermes (statues with phallic attributes, standing at every"

entrance to the city as protective talismans). There was the altar of
the Twelve Gods, the Temple of Ares (or “Mars,” god of war), the
Temple of Apollo Patroos. Paul saw the image of Neptune on horse-
back, the sanctuary of Bacchus, the forty foot high statue of Athe-
na, the mother goddess of the city. Sculptured forms of the Muses
and the gods of Greek mythology presented themselves everywhere
around Paul.!! What is today taken by tourists as a fertile field of
aesthetic appreciation—the artifacts left from the ancient Athen-
ian worship of pagan deities—represented to Paul not art but des-
picable and crude religion. Religious loyalty and moral considera-
tions precluded artistic compliments. These idols were not “merely
an academic question” to Paul. They provoked him. As Paul gazed
upon the Doric temple of the patron goddess Athena, the Parthe-
non, standing atop the Acropolis, and as he scrutinized the Temple
of Mars on the Areopagus, he was not only struck with the inal-
ienable religious nature of man (v.22), but also outraged at how
fallen man exchanges the glory of the incorruptible God for idols
(Rom. 1:23).

Thus Paul could not keep silent. He began daily to reason with
the Jews in the synagogue, and with anybody who would hear him
in the agora, at the bottom of the Acropolis, the center of Athenian
life and business (where years before, Socrates had met men with
whom to discuss philosophical questions) (v.17). Paul’s evangelistic
method was always suited to the local conditions—and portrayed
with historical accuracy by Luke. In Ephesus Paul taught in the
“school of Tyrannus,” but in Athens his direct approach to the hea-
then was made in the marketplace. Paul had already approached
the unbelieving Jews and God-fearing Gentiles at the synagogue in
Athens. Now he entered the marketplace of ideas to “reason with”
those who met him there. The Greek word for Paul’s activity re-
calls the “dialogues” of Plato wherein Socrates discusses issues of
philosophical importance; it is the same word used by Plutarch for
the teaching methods of a peripatetic philosopher. Paul did not
simply announce his viewpoint; he discussed it openly and gave it a
reasonable defense. He aimed to educate his audience, not to make
common religious cause with their sinful ignorance.

Paul was well aware of the philosophical climate of his day.
Accordingly he did not attempt to use premises agreed upon with
the philosophers, and then pursue a “neutral” method of argumen-
tation to move them from the circle of their beliefs into the circle of
his own convictions. When he disputed with the philosophers they
did not find any grounds for agreement with Paul at any level of

1Cf. Oscar Broneer, “Athens: City of Idol Worship,” The Biblical Ar-
chaeologist 21 (February, 1958):4-6.
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their conversations. Rather, they utterly disdained him as a “seed-
picker,” a slang term (originally applied to gutter-sparrows) for a
peddler of second-hand bits of pseudo-philosophy—an intellectual
scavenger (v. 18). The word of the cross was to them foolish (I Cor.
1:18), and in their pseudo-wisdom they knew not God (I Cor. 1:20-
21). Hence Paul would not consent to use their verbal “wisdom” in
his apologetic, lest the cross of Christ be made void (I Cor. 1:17).

Paul rejected the assumptions of the philosophers in order that
he might educate them in the truth of God, He did not attempt to
find common beliefs which would serve as starting points for an
uncommitted search for “whatever gods there may be.” His hearers
certainly did not recognize commonness with Paul’s reasoning; they
could not discern an echo of their own thinking in Paul’s argumen-
tation. Instead, they viewed Paul as bringing strange, new teaching
to them (vv. Hm.*e. They apparently viewed Paul as proclaiming a
new divine couple: “Jesus” (a masculine form that sounds like the
greek iasis) and “Resurrection” (a feminine form), being the per-
sonified powers of “healing” and “restoration.” These “strange dei-
ties” amounted to “new teaching” in the eyes of the Athenians. Ac-
cusing Paul of being a propogandist for new deities was an echo of
the nearly identical charge brought against Socrates four and a
half centuries earlier.!2 It surely turned out to be a more menacing
accusation than the name “seed-picker.” As introducing foreign
gods, Paul could not simply be disdained; he was also a threat to
Athenian wellbeing. And that is precisely why Paul ended up be-
fore the Areopagus council.

In the marketplace Paul had apologetically proclaimed the
fundamental, apostolic kerygma which centered on Jesus and the
resurrection (Acts 17:18; cf. Acts 4:2). This summed up God’s deci-
sive saving work in history for His people: Christ had been deliv-
ered up for their sins, but God raised Him for their Justification
(Rom. 4:25) and thereby constituted Him the Son of God with power
(i.e. exalted Lord; Rom. 1:4). As mentioned previously, Paul’s ap-
proach to those who were without the Scriptures was to challenge
them to turn from their idolatry and serve the living God, whose
resurrected Son would finally judge the world (cf. I Thes. 1:9-10).
This was the burden of Paul’s message at Athens.

Paul was determined to know nothing among men save Jesus

Christ and Him crucified . . . . In His resurrection through the
power of the Creator there stood before men the clearest evidence

12For a comparison of the apologetical methods of Socrates and Paul
see G. L. Bahnsen, “Socrates or Christ: The Reformation of Christian Apol-
ogetics,” in Foundations of Christian Scholarship, ed. Gary North (Valleci-
to, CA.: Ross House Books, 1976).
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that could be given that they who would still continue to serve
and worship the creature would at last be condemned by the Crea-
tor then become their Judge (Acts 17:31) . . . . No one can be con-
fronted with the fact of Christ and of His resurrection and fail to
have his own conscience tell him that he is face to face with his
Judge.’®
It was specifically the aspect of Christ’s resurrection in Paul’s gos-
pel that elicited a challenge from the philosophers. At this they
hauled him before the Areopagus Council for an explanation and
reasoned defense of the hope that was in him (cf. I Peter 1:3, 3:15).
Luke tells us that Paul was “brought before the Areopagus”
(v.19). The Areios pagos literally means “the hill of Ares” (or
“Mar’s hill”); however, his referent is not likely a geographical fea-
ture in the local surrounding of the agora. The Council of the Areo-
pagus was a venerable commission of the ex-magistrates which
took its name from the hill where it originally convened. In popu-
lar parlance its title was shortened simply to “the Areopagus,” and
in the first century it had transferred its location to the Stoa Basi-
leios (or “Royal Portico”) in the city marketplace—where the Pla-
tonic dialogues tell us that Euthyphro went to try his father for im-
piety and where Socrates had been tried for corrupting the youth

with foreign deities. Apparently the Council convened on Mar’s hill

in Paul’s day only for trying cases of homicide. That Paul “stood in
the midst of the Areopagus” (v.22) and “went out from their midst”
(v. 33) is much easier understood in terms of his appearance before
the Council than his standing on the hill (cf. Acts 4:7).*

The Council was a small but powerful body (probably about
thirty members) whose membership was taken from those who had
formerly held offices in Athens which (due to the expenses in-
volved) were open only to aristocratic Athenians. This Council was
presently the dominating factor in Athenian politics, and it had a
reputation far and wide. Cicero wrote that the Areopagus assembly
governed the Athenian affairs of state. They exercised jurisdiction
over matters of religion and morals, taking concern for teachers
and public lecturers in Athens (and thus Cicero once induced the
Areopagus to invite a peripatetic philosopher to lecture in Athens).
A dispute exists over the question of whether the Areopagus had
an educational subcommittee before which Paul likely would have
appeared.'®* But one way or another, the Council would have found
it necessary to keep order and exercise some control over lecturers

13Cornelius Van Til, Paul at Athens (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: L. d.
Grotenhuis, n.d.), pp. 2,3.

14Contrary to Haenchen, Acts Commentary, pp. 518-519, 520.

15For the affirmative position see Gartner, Areopagus Speech, pp. 64-
65; for the negative see Haenchen, Acts Commentary, p. 519.

16

in the agora. Since Paul was creating something of a disturbance,
he was “brought before the Areopagus” for an explanation (even if
not for a specific examination toward the issuance of a teaching li-
cense.) The mention of “the Areopagus” is one of many indicators of
Luke’s accuracy as a historian. “According to Acts, therefore, just
as Paul is brought before the strategoi at Philippi, the politarchai
at Thessalonica, the anthupatos at Corinth, so at Athens he faces
the Areopagus. The local name for the supreme authority is in each
case different and accurate.”?®

Paul appeared before the Areopagus Council for a reason that
probably lies somewhere between that of merely supplying request-
ed information and that of answering to formal charges. After indi-
cating the questions and requests addressed to Paul before the
Areopagus, Luke seems to offer the motivation for this line of in-
terrogation in verse 21—the proverbial curiosity of the Athenians.
And yet the language used when Luke says in verse 19 that “they
took hold of him” is more often than not in Acts used in the sense of
arresting someone (cf. 16:19; 18:17; 21:30—although not always, as
in 9:27, 23:19). We must remember that Luke wrote the book of
Acts while Paul had been awaiting trial in Rome for two years
(Acts 28:30-31). His hope regarding the Roman verdict was surely
given expression in the closing words of his book—that Paul con-
tinued to preach Christ, “none forbidding him.” An important
theme pursued by Luke in the book of Acts is that Paul was contin-
ually. appearing before a court, but never with a guilty verdict
against him. Quite likely, in Acts 17 Paul is portrayed by Luke as
again appearing before a court without sentencing. Had there been
the legal formality of charges against Paul, it is inconceivable that
Luke would not have mentioned them or the formal verdict at the
end of the trial. Therefore, Paul’s appearance before the Areopagus
Council is best understood as an informal exploratory hearing for
the purpose of determining whether formal charges ought to be for-
mulated and pressed against him. Eventually none were.

In the same city which had tried Anaxagoras, Protagoras, and
Socrates for introducing “new deities,” Paul was under examina-
tion for setting forth “strange gods” (vv. 18-20). The kind of apolo-
getic for the resurrection which he presented is a paradigm for all
Christian apologists. It will soon be apparent that he recognized
that the fact of the resurrection needed to be accepted and inter-
preted in a wider philosophical context, and that the unregener- .
ate’s system of thought had to be placed in antithetic contrast with
that of the Christian. Although the philosophers had used disdain-
ful name-calling while considering Paul in the marketplace (v. 18),

16 ake and Cadbury, Acts of the Apostles, p. 213.
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verses 19-20 show them mxwwmmmwsw.gmamm?om in more refined lan-
guage before the Council. They politely requested clarification of a
message which had been apparently incomprehensible to them.
They asked to be made acquainted with Paul’s strange new teéach-
ing and to have its meaning explained. Given their philosophical
presuppositions and mindset, Paul’s teaching could not even be in-
tegrated sufficiently into their thinking to be understood. This in
itself reveals the underlying fact that a conceptual paradigm clash
had been taking place between them and Paul. Given their own
worldviews, the philosophers did not think that Paul’s outlook
made sense. As Paul stood in the midst of the prestigious Council of
the Areopagus, with a large audience gathered around from the
marketplace, he set himself for a defense of his faith. Let us turn to
examine his address itself.

Paul's Presuppositional Procedure

Acts 17:22-31 (American Standard Version)

(22) And Paul stood in the midst of the Areopagus, and said,

Ye men of Athens, in all things I perceive that ye are very re-
ligious (margin: somewhat superstitious).
(23) For as I passed along, and observed the objects of your wor-
ship, I found also an altar with this inscription, TO AN UN-
KNOWN GOD. What therefore ye worship in ignorance, this I set
forth unto you.
(24) The God that made the world and all things therein, he, be-
ing Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not in temples made with
hands;
(25) neither is he served by men’s hands, as though he needed
anything, seeing he himself giveth to all life, and breath, and all
things;
(26) M:m he made of one every nation of men to dwell on the face
of the earth, having determined their appointed seasons, and the
bounds of their habitation;
(27) that they should seek God, if haply they might feel after him
and find him, though he is not far from each one of us:
(28) for in him we live, and move, and have our being; as certain
even even of your own poets have said,

For we are also his offspring.

(29) Being then the offspring of God, we ought not to think that

the Godbead is like unto gold, or silver, or stone, graven by art
and device of man.

(30) The times of ignorance therefore God overlooked; but now he
commandeth men that they should all everywhere repent:

(31) inasmuch as he hath appointed a day in which he will judge -

the world in righteousness by the man whom he hath ordained;
whereof he hath given assurance unto all men, in that he hath
raised him from the dead.
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It must first be noted that Paul’s manner of addressing his au-
dience was respectful and gentle. The boldness of his apologetic did
not become arrogance. Paul “stood” in the midst of the Council,
which would have been the customary attitude of an orator. And he
began his address formally, with a polite manner of expression:
“You men of Athens.” The magna carta of Christian apologetics, I
Peter 3:15, reminds us that when we offer a reasoned defense of the
hope within us, we must do so “with meekness and respect.” Ridi-
cule, anger, sarcasm, and name-calling are inappropriate weapons
of apologetical defense. A Spirit-filled apologist will evidence the
fruits of the Spirit in his approach to others.

Next we see that Paul’s approach was to speak in terms of ba-
sic philosophical perspectives. The Athenians had specifically asked
about the resurrection, but we have no hint that Paul replied by
examining various alternative theories (e.g., Jesus merely swooned
on the cross, the disciples stole the body, etc.) and then by counter-
ing them with various evidences (e.g., a weak victim of crucifixion
could not have moved the stone; liars do not become martyrs; etc.)
in order to conclude that “very probably” Jesus arose. No, nothing
of the sort appears here. Instead, Paul laid the presuppositional
groundwork for accepting the authoritative word from God, which
was the source and context of the good news about Christ’s resur-
rection. Van Til comments: .

It takes the fact of the resurrection to see its proper framework
and it takes the framework to see the fact of the resurrection; the
two are accepted on the authority of Scyipture alone and by the
regenerating work of the Spirit.!”
Without the proper theological context, the resurrection would
simply be a monstrosity or freak of nature, a surd resuscitation of a
corpse. Such an interpretation would be the best that the Athenian
philosophers could make of the fact. However, given the monism,
or determinism, or materialism, or the philosophy of history enter-
tained by the philosophers in Athens, they could intellectually find
sufficient grounds, if they wished, for disputing even the fact of the
resurrection. It would have been futile for Paul to argue about the
facts, then, without challenging the unbelievers’ philosophy of
fact .18 :

Verses 24-31 of Acts 17 indicate Paul’s recognition-that be-
tween his hearers and himself two complete systems of thought
were in conflict. Any alleged fact or particular evidence which was
introduced into the discussion would be variously seen in the light

17Van Til, Paul at Athens, p. 14.

18Cornelius Van Til, A Christian Theory of Knowledge (Nutley, New
Jersey: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1969), p. 293.
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of the differing systems of thought. Consequently, the Apostle’s
apologetic had to be suited to a philosophical critique of the unbe-
liever’s perspective and a philosophical defense of the believer’s po-
sition. He was called upon to conduct his apologetic with respect to
worldviews which were in collision. The Athenians had to be chal-
lenged, not simply to add a bit more information (say, about a his-
torical event) to their previous thinking, but to renounce their pre-
vious thoughts and undergo a thorough change of mind. They
needed to be converted in their total outloock on life, man, the
world, and God. Hence Paul reasoned with them in a presupposi-
tional fashion.

The basic contours of a biblically guided, presuppositional ap-
proach to apologetical reasoning can be sketched from scriptures
outside of Acts 17. Such a summary will give us sensitivity and in-
sight into Paul’s argumentation before the Areopagus.

(1) Paul understood that the unbeliever’s mindset and philoso-
phy would be systemically contrary to that of the believer—that
the two represent in principle a clash of total attitude and basic pre-
suppositions. He taught in Ephesians 4:17-24 that the Gentiles
“walk in the vanity of their mind, being darkened in their under-
standing” because of their “ignorance and hardened hearts,” while
a completely different epistemic condition characterizes the Chris-
tian, one who has been “renewed in the spirit of your mind” and
has “learned Christ” (for “the truth is in Jesus”). The “wisdom of
the world” evaluates God’s wisdom as foolishness, while the believ-
er understands that worldly wisdom “has been made foolish” (I
Cor. 1:17-25; 3:18-20). The basic commitments of the believer and
unbeliever are fundamentally opposed to each other.

(2) Paul further understood that the basic commitments of the
unbeliever produced only ignorance and foolishness, allowing an
effective internal critique of his hostile worldview. The ignorance
of the non-Christian’s presuppositions should be exposed. Thus Paul
refers to thought which opposes the faith as “vain babblings of
knowledge falsely so called” (I Tim. 6:20), and he insists that the
wise disputers of this age have been made foolish and put to shame
by those called “foolish” (I Cor. 1:20,27). Unbelievers become “vain
in their reasonings”; “professing themselves to be wise,they be-
came fools” (Rom. 1:21,22). )

(3) By contrast, the Christian takes revelational authority as
his starting point and controlling factor in all reasoning. In Colos-
sians 2:3 Paul explains that “all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge” are deposited in Christ—in which case we must be on
the alert against philosophy which is “not after Christ,” lest it rob
us of this epistemic treasure (v. 8). The Old Testament proverb had
put it this way: “The fear of Jehovah is the beginning of know-
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ledge, but fools despise wisdom and instruction” (Proverbs 1:7). Ac-
cordingly, if the apologist is going to cast down “reasonings and ev-
ery high thing exalted against the knowledge of God” he must first
bring “every thought into captivity to the obedience of Christ” (2
Cor. 10:5), making Christ pre-eminent in all things (Col. 1:18). Up-
on the platform of God’s revealed truth, the believer can authorita-
tively declare the riches of knowledge unto believers.

(4) Paul’s writings also establish that, because all men have a
clear knowledge of God from general revelation, the unbeliever’s
suppression of the truth results in culpable ignorance. Men have a
natural and inescapable knowledge of God, for He has made it
manifest unto them, making his divine nature perceived through
the created order, so that all men are “without excuse” (Rom. 1:19-
20). This knowledge is “suppressed in unrighteousness” (v. 18),
placing men under the wrath of God, for “knowing God, they glori-
fied Him not as God” (v. 21). The ignorance which characterizes
unbelieving thought is something for which the unbeliever is mor-
ally responsible.

(5) Given the preceding conditions, the appropriate thing for
the apologist to do is to set his worldview with its scriptural pre-
suppositions and authority in antithetical contrast to the world-
view(s) of the unbeliever, explaining that in principle the latter de-
stroys the possibility of knowledge (that is, doing an internal cri-
tique of the system to demonstrate its foolishness and ignorancg

Aand indicating how the biblical perspective alone accounts for the
knowledge which the unbeliever sinfully uses. By placing the two
perspectives in contrast and showing “the impossibility of the con-
trary” to the Christian outlook, the apologist seeks to expose the
unbeliever’s suppression of his knowledge of God and thereby call
him to repentance, a change in his mindset and convictions. Rea-
soning in this presuppositional manner—refusing to become intel-
lectually neutral and to argue on the unbeliever’s autonomous
grounds—prevents having our “minds corrupted from the simplici-
ty and purity that is toward Christ” and counteracts the beguiling
philosophy used by the serpent to ensnare Eve (2 Cor. 11:3). In the
face of the fool’s challenges to the Christian faith, Paul would have
believers meekly “correct those who are opposing themselves”
—setting biblical instruction over against the self-vitiating per-
spective of unbelief—and showing the need for “repentance unto
the knowledge of the truth” (2 Tim. 2:25).1°

19For :?qﬁ.-mn. discussion of the presuppositional method see G. L.
Bahnsen, “A Biblical Introduction to Apologetics” (syllabus distributed by

WMM wﬂwmw@x Christian Bookstore, 11121 Pope’s Head Road, Fairfax, VA
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As we look further now at Paul’s address before the Areopagus
philosophers, we will find that his line of thought incorporated the
preceding elements of biblically presuppositional reasoning. He
pursued a pattern of argument which was completely congruous
with his other relevant New Testament teachings. They virtually
dictated his method to him. :

The Unbeliever’s Ignorance

As Paul began his Areopagus apologetic, he began by drawing
attention to the nature of man as inherently a religious being (v.
22: cf. Rom. 1:19; 2:15). The term used to describe the Athenians in
verse 22 (literally “fearers of the supernatural spirits”) is some-
times translated “very religious” and sometimes *somewhat super-
stitious.” There is no satisfactory English equivalent. “Very reli-
gious” is too complimentary; Paul was not prone to flattery, and ac-
cording to Lucian, it was forbidden to use compliments before the
Areopagus in an effort to gain its goodwill. “Somewhat supersti-
tious” is perhaps a bit too critical in thrust. Although the term
could sometimes be used among pagans as a compliment, it usually
denoted an excess of strange piety. Accordingly, in Acts 25:19 Fes-
tus refers to Judaism, using this term as a mild reproach for its re-
ligiosity. It is not beyond possibility that Paul cleverly chose this
term precisely for the sake of its ambiguity. His readers would
wonder whether the good or bad sense was being stressed by Paul,
and Paul would be striking a double blow: men cannot eradicate a
religious impulse within themselves (as the Athenians demon-
strate), and yet this good impulse has been degraded by rebellion
against the living and true God (as the Athenians also demon-
strate). Although men do not acknowledge it, they are aware of
their relation and accountability to the living and true God who
created them. But rather than come to terms with Him and His
wrath against their sin (cf. Rom. 1:18), they pervert the truth. And
in this they become ignorant and foolish (Rom. 1:21-22).

Thus Paul could present his point by making an illustration of
the altar dedicated “To an Unknown God.” Paul testified that as he
“observed” the Athenian “objects of worship” he found an altar
with an appropriate inscription. The verb used of Paul’s activity
does not connote a mere looking at things, but a systematic inspec-
tion and purposeful scrutiny (the English term ‘theorize’ is cog-
nate). Among their “objects of religious devotion” (language refer-
ring to idol worship without any approbation) Paul finally found

one which contained “a text for what he had to say”.2° Buildi

on .35 admission of the Athenians themselves, Wm.:_ wouw__.m_wwm—ww-
::.:2 er.oa for the ignorance of their worship—that is, an éoW
ship s.;:% is contrary to the word of God (cf. John w.wwuh The
m:rm:wm:m had brought Paul before the Areopagus with m.mom.:.m to

know Svmn they were missing in religious philosophy (vv. 19,20)
and .m.mz_ immediately points out that heretofore their éoum.rﬁ ,Smm,.
admittedly of the “unknown” (v. 23). Paul did not attempt to sup-
E.mBmza or build upon a common foundation of natural ?mo_ov
with the Qn.mmw philosophers here. He began, rather, with ermm%
MMW mvammWo.: A.vm theological inadequacy and mmmmne?mwmmm. He un-
o :ww_ﬂ%n M_ M_om _”M:owaznm and proceeded from that significant epis-

The presence of altars “to unknown gods” in

em.m.emm by writers such as Pausanias and Huwzomnwwah.eﬁoﬂwhww m.w
Diogenes Laertius, such altars were erected to an anon Sm:m
source of blessing. For instance, once (ca. 550 B.C.), when a %_m ue
ma_m:.& Athens without warning and could not mm BEmm_mmmmv
Bmmrn:_m or sacrifice, Epimenides counseled the Athenians to mmvm
white and black sheep loose on the Areopagus, and then to erect al-
tars wherever the sheep came to rest. Not knowing the specific
source of the plague’s elimination, the Athenians built various al-
tars to E;SQ:S gods. This sort of thing was apparently common in
ﬁ:.w ancient world. The 1910 excavation at Pergamum unearthed
evidence that a torchbearer who felt under some obligation to gods
whose names were unknown to him expressed his gratitude by

maoonm:mm:msozwao:mm: .
mqmonermB.Um_mmBmss.m .
bears repeating: . conelusion

In Greek antiquity cases were i ich “

u::cmm: altars :SME_SQSH Mo%mwn%ﬂ_ mﬂmﬂﬂw MMMMWM.MR W_M.”w mﬂwm-

cern” were erected when people were convinced, for oxmav_m%m?mm

experiencing some deliverance, that a deity had been gracious t

them, but were not certain of the deity’s name.2! °
%”m >§m:_m=m had a number of such altars on Mar’s hill alone.

1s was testimony to the Athenian conviction that they were

lorded over by mysterious, unknown forces.

Yet these altars were also evidence that they assumed enough
w;oaﬁa&w@ of these forces to worship them, and worship them m:mm
vm.nfoc_m.w manner. There was thus an element of subtle, internal
critique in Paul’s mention of the Athenian worship of ﬁwﬁ which

20
F. F. Bruce, Commentary on the Book of Acts, in the New Interna-

tional Comment i
mans, 1988, o wmum .o: the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerd-

2'Adolph Deissmann, Paul: A Study i ] ]
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they acknowledged as unknown (v. 23). Moreover, Paul was noting
the basic schizophrenia in unbelieving thought when he described
in the Athenians both an awareness of God (v. 22) and an ignor-
ance of God (v. 23). The same condition is expounded in Romans
1:18-25. Berkouwer notes, “There is full agreement between Paul’s
characterization of heathendom as ignorant of God and his speech
on the Areopagus. Ever with Paul, the call to faith is a matter of
radical conversion from ignorance of God.”?2 Knowing God, the un-
regenerate nevertheless suppresses the truth and follows a lie in-
stead, thereby gaining a darkened mind. Commenting on our pas-
sage in Acts 17, Munck said: '
What follows reveals that God was unknown only because the
Athenians had not wanted to know him. So Paul was not intro-
ducing foreign gods, but God who was both known, as this altar
shows, and yet unknown.?
The unbeliever is fully responsible for his mental state, and this is
a state of culpable ignorance. That explains why Paul issued a call
for repentance to the Athenians (v. 30); their ignorant mindset was

immoral.

The Authority of Revelational Knowledge

Having alluded to an altar to an unknown god, Paul said,
“That which you worship, acknowledging openly your ignorance, I
proclaim unto you.” There are two crucial elements of his apologet-
ic approach to be discerned here. Paul started with an emphasis
upon his hearers’ ignorance and from there went on to declare with
authority the truth of God. Their ignorance was made to stand over
against his unique authority and ability to expound the truth. Paul
set forth Christianity as alone reasonable and true, and his ulti-
mate starting point was the authority of Christ’s revelation. It was
not uncommon for Paul to stress that the Gentiles were ignorant,
knowing not God. (e.g., I Cor. 1:20; Gal. 4:8; Eph. 4:18; I Thes. 4:5;
92 Thes. 1:8). In diametric contrast to them was the believer who
possessed a knowledge of God (e.g., Gal. 4:9; Eph. 4:20). This an-
tithesis was fundamental to Paul’s thought, and it was clearly
elaborated at Athens.

. The Greek word for ‘proclaim’ (‘set forth’) in verse 23 refers to
a solemn declaration which is made with authority. For instance,
in the Greek papyri it is used for an announcement of the appoint-

22G. C. Berkouwer, General Revelation (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerd-
mans, 1955), p- 145.

23Munck, Anchor Bible: Acts, p- 171.

ment of one’s legal representative.?4 It might seem
Mrozemr.g declaration by Paul would be Mvvgvlwﬁwﬂ:ﬂnﬂw%%:mhm
ealt with uwim s.\ro already accepted the scriptures; however
irmar.mw dealing with Jews or secular philosophers Humr_nm epist :
w.so_om_n.ﬂ v_,w.%odz remained the same, so that m<2,~ m=.>§mw~m _H
- “proclaimed ,.ﬁrm word of God. The verb is frequently used in Acts
and erm. Pauline epistles for the apostolic proclamation of the
pel, which had direct divine authority (e.g., Acts 3:18; I Cor %MM-
cf. Qm_. H”:..va. Therefore, we see that Paul, w:vozmm lmmo:._mm mm,.
a wr:omov.?om_ charlatan, presumed unique authority to provide
eﬂm Athenian nr:omow:mwm with that knowledge which they lacked
Ww out God. ._Hr_m was mmw from stressing common ideas and beliefs
low om.ms.mzm the Pauline antithesis between their ignorance m:m
his God-given authority must have been to them!
They were sure that such a God as Paul preached did not and

could not exist. They were therefore
| not . sure that Paul could “de-
clare” this God to them. No one could know such a %om MMam.MM_

believed in.26
Wmc_ aimed to m:osﬂ his audience that their ignorance would no
onger be tolerated; instead, God commanded all men to undergo a
u.m.ms.& change of mind (v. 30). From beginning to end the unbeliev-
er’s ignorance was stressed in Paul’s apologetic, being set
against the revelational knowledge of God. , ¢ v

Culpable Suppression of the Truth

.  Paul reasoned on the basis of antitheticdl presu iti
Mﬁmwm:n m.nmnﬁzm point and authority. He also mﬂnmmm%%mwwﬁwwﬁw
ility .om his hearers for that ignorance which resulted from their
ngﬁﬂwm me:..& revelation certainly played a part in his convic-
ermm QME of i_zm.s.:ar. However, there is no hint in Paul’s words
hat ¢ Nm reve mf.o: rwm vm.mz handled properly or that it estab-
ohe nrooBBcJ interpretation between the believer and unbeliev-
. Rather, Paul’s references to natural revelation were made for

_the very purpose of indicting the espoused beliefs of his audience.

His allusion to their religious nature ha i
ncmm..&. ;. addition, verses 26-27 show that wmw_ MWWMMW eWMMﬁMMN
m..oﬁmosgm_ government of history was calculated to bring men to
. im; ﬁ.ﬁ% should have known Him from His works. Paul’s appeal

0 providence was conspicuous at Lystra as well (Acts 14:17). The

24J. H. Moulton and Geor illigan, .
ge Milligan, The V
New Testament (Grand Rapids: Wm. w.m m»&szmwo%%wﬂm%ww. M\NM}@ Greek

#Van Til, Paul at Athens, p. 5.
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goodness of God should lead men to repentance (cf. Rom. 2:4). Acts
17:27 indicates that God’s providential governance of history
should bring men to seek God, “if perhaps” they might feel after
Him. The subordinate clause here expresses an unlikely
contingency.2® The natural man’s seeking and finding God cannot
be taken for granted. Citing Psalm 14:2-3 in Romans 3:11-12, Paul
clearly said: “There is none that seeks after God; they have all
turned aside and together become unprofitable.” Returning to Acts
17:27, even if the unregenerate should attempt to find God, he
would at best “feel after” Him. This verb is the same as that used
by Homer for the groping about of the blinded Cyclops. Plato used
the word for amateur guesses at the truth. Far from showing what
Lightfoot thought was “a clear appreciation of the elements of
truth contained in their philosophy”?? at Athens, Paul taught that
the eyes of the unbeliever had been blinded to the light of God’s
revelation. Pagans do not interpret nztural revelation correctly,
coming to the light of the truth here and there; they grope about in
darkness. Hence Paul viewed men as blameworthy for not holding
fast to the knowledge of God which came to them in creation and
providence. The rebellious are left without an excuse due to God’s
general revelation (Rom. 1:19-23).
Paul’s perspective in Acts, 17 is quite evidently identical with
that in Romans 1. In both places he teaches that unbelievers have
a knowledge of God which they suppress, thereby meriting condem-
nation; their salvation requires a radical conversion from the ig-
norance of heathendom. G. C. Berkouwer puts it this way:

The antithesis looms large in every encounter with heathendom.

It is directed, however, against the maligning that heathendom

does to the revealed truth of God in nature and it calls for conver-

sion to the revelation of God in Christ.?®
So it is that Paul’s appeals to general revelation function to- point
out the guilt of the unbeliever as he mishandles the truth of God.
He is responsible because he possesses the truth, but he is guilty for
what he does to the truth. Both aspects of the unbeliever’s relation
to natural revelation must be kept in mind. When evidence is
found of the unbeliever’s awareness of the truth of God’s revelation
around and within him, Paul uses it as an indicator of the unbe-
liever’s culpability, and the apostle shows that it needs to be under-
stood and interpreted in terms of the special revelation which is

26Henry Alford, The Greek New Testament (Boston: Lee and Shepherd
Publishers, 1872), 2:198.

21J. B. Lightfoot, “St. Paul and Seneca,” St. Paul’s Epistle to the Phi-
lippians (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1953), p. 304.

_ 28Berkouwer, General Revelation, p. 145.

WMMMMMM by Murﬁme,m ooEmzmmmmozmm representative. Where natural
reve ot ow plays a part in Christian apologetics, that revelation
zmH M Momm.or_.ocmr the glasses” of special revelation.
dare %mmmnmm@:.mwﬂmrmmnvod vrmomovrmnm are said at best to grope in
in God or His revelation. Tne. pholotommors svep “eren thoney
God is not far from each orm oM :M :_ «MWMQ wnmm GM«MMM. Smﬂm: thovgh
L3 ”» ’ ﬂr
:M.Mwn Nﬂmesmwmgw om.ﬁ..m a clarification or m:cm%mamou of S_M MMMM..
ment at God is A_.:nm near at hand even for blinded vmmwl
: m: Mn..m. The ::.vmrmﬁwn,m failure to find God and his acknow-
oM mmm.w _mzonwmzam is not an innocent matter, and Paul demonstrates
s WRMMM WWM Mﬂwowwmmﬁ poets. The strange idea that these quota-
e same way as biblical quotati in th
other speeches of Acts”?? is not only contrary to mvwz_.m ided om.
m.‘rm.m_m __s r_m theology upon the unique mzerwiq of Qomm% “._MMM ﬂnmﬂ
&.MS‘G N <§.= not 88@8& with the context of the >~,oovmm:.m, ad-
ss wherein the groping, unrepentant ignorance of pagan religi-

. osity is declared forcefully. Paul quotes the pagan writers to mani-

M..Mm,.wmmmwn m.i:._” Since God is near at hand to all men, since His
on impinges on them continuall ,
. y, they cannot escq
M““.om,nwm.mw of nraﬁ. O:M.maon and Sustainer. They are without mxm“mw
perversion of the truth. Paul makes the poi
. tr , point that
memM%m,_ nM:nw.nﬂ.m nm their spiritual disposition (I Cor. 2:14) vom@mﬂww
wledge of God which, though s rs ther i

before the Lord (Rom. 1:18ff.). h suppressed, renders them guilty
m<o:m.“”~- M”nwvm_&mm MEm point before the Areopagus by showing that
eistic Stoics are aware of, and obli ’

. , quely express, God
Wmmn:.”mw and man’s mmvm.smm:am upon Him. Epimenides the Onoﬁmm
m:mco ed from a quatrain in an address to Zeus: “in him we live
nd M=o<m and r.m<m our being” (Acts 17:28a; interestingly, Paul
n_.:. S w.zoﬁ.wmm_ line from this same quatrain in Titus 1:12). The
Mmzwmm in EE. io_.:m rm:mm denoted in idiomatic Greek of the first
cen! vaumu .Amwwomﬂ:%m_s Jewish circles) the thought of “in his power”

im. is declaration—"By him we live i

: .. .—is not at all

ﬁcﬂww_em_ M.o Paul’s nrmor.vm% of the believer’s mystical union with
o Hﬂw .om 8«. expressed in terms of our being “in Christ.” Rather
N _._ mv_.m closer to the teaching of Colossians 1:15-17, “in Enh
menmmmmm _n_ ings ommmnmm ... and in him all things consist.” The
o m..wo on “man’s absolute dependence on God for his
e nmmm even though the original writing which Paul quoted
lvo. 61 M aM prove z.gme Zeus was not dead from the fact that men
order of which thought is fully reversed in Paul’s think-

?*Haenchen, Acts Commentary, p. 525.
WGartner, Areopagus Speech, p. 188.
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ing (viz., men live because God lives). Paul’s second quotation is in-
troduced with the words, “as certain of your own poets have said.”
His use of the plural is further evidence of his educated familiarity
with Greek thought, for as a matter of fact the statement which is
quoted can be found in more than one writer. Paul quotes his fel-
low Cilician, Aratus, as saying “for we are also his offspring” (from
the poem on “Natural Phenomena,” which is also echoed in
Cleanthes’ “Hymn to Zeus”). Paul could agree to the formal state-
ment that we are God’s “offspring”; however, he would certainly
have said by way of qualification what the Stoics did not say,
namely that we are children of God merely in a natural sense and
not a supernatural sense (John 1:12), and even at that we are quite
naturally “children of wrath” (Ephesians 2:3). Yes, we can be
called the offspring of God, but certainly not in the intended pan-
theistic sense of Aratus or Cleanthes! Knowing the historical and
philosophical context in which Paul spoke, and noting the polemi-
cal thrusts of the Areopagus address, we cannot accept any inter-
preter’s hasty pronouncement to the effect that Paul “cites these
teachings with approval unqualified by allusion to a ‘totally differ-
ent frame of reference.”’3! Those who make such remarks eventual-
ly are forced to acknowledge the qualification anyway: e.g., “Paul
is not commending their Stoic doctrine,” and he “did not reduce his
categories to theirs.”??

Berkouwer is correct when he says “There is no hint here of a
point of contact in the sense of a preparation for grace, as though
the Athenians were already on the way to true knowledge of
God.”?3 Paul was well enough informed to know, and able enough
to read statements in context to see, that he did not agree with the
intended meaning of these poets. He was certainly not saying that
these philosophers had somehow arrived at unqualified, isolated,
elements of the truth—that the Zeus of Stoic pantheism was a con-
ceptual step toward the true God!

“This is to be explained only in connection with the fact that the
heathen poets have distorted the truth of God . . . . Without this
truth there would be no false religiousness. This should not be
confused with the idea that false religion contains elements of the
truth and gets its strength from those elements. This kind of
quantitative analysis neglects the nature of the distortion carried

31Gordon R. Lewis, “Mission to the Athenians” part 1V, Seminary
Study Series (Denver: Conservative Baptist Theological Seminary, No-
vember, 1964), p. 7; cf. pp. 1, 6, 8, and part 1IL p. 5.

32]bid., part I1I, p. 2; part 1V, p. 6.
s3Berkouwer, General Revelation, p. 143.

N—u Wm Mﬂmm»“”ﬂo:. m.mmcmoéa:mmo: Smga.mm@m 85@?5&&.@&
Within the ideological context of Stoicism an i
course, the declarations of the pagan philosophers MvﬂﬂﬁnMMMﬁMMM
not ..udm. .>=m Paul was surely not committing the logical fallacy of
¢a=_<onm.ﬂoa by using pantheistically conceived premises to sup-
twg a biblically theistic conclusion. Rather, Paul appealed to ﬁwm
distorted teachings of the pagan authors as evidence that the pro-
cess of theological distortion cannot fully rid men of their :&me_
knowledge of God. Certain expressions of the pagans manifest this
knowledge as suppressed. Within the philosophical context es-
hozmm&.v%. the ungodly writer, the expressions were put to a false
use. <<E:: the framework of God’s revelation—a revelation clear-
_M received by all men but hindered in unrighteousness, a revela-
tion wmu.méoa in writing in the scriptures possessed by m.wc_l.nrmm_m .
expressions c.novmz% expressed a truth of God. Paul did not utilize
pagan ideas in his Areopagus address. He used pagan expressions
to demonstrate that ungodly thinkers have not eradicated all idea,

albeit suppressed and distorted, of the livi
albelt suppress , iving and true God. F. F.

Epimenides and Aratus are not invoked as authorities i i

own right; certain things which they said, however MMMMo_thMN.
stood as pointing to the knowledge of God. But er.m knowledge of
God vwmmmnnmﬁ.m in the speech is not rationalistically conceived or
established; it is the knowledge of God taught by Hebrew
prophets and sages. It is rooted in the fear of God; it belongs to the
same order as truth, goodness, and covenant-love; for lack of it
men m.:m women perish; in the coming day of God it will fill the
wmz&. as .orm imewnm cover the sea’ (Is. 11:9). The ‘delicately suited
s::m_os.m to Stoic and Epicurean tenets which have been dis-
82.:& in the speech, like the quotations from pagan poets, have
their w_»nm as points of contact with the audience, but they wo not
commit the speaker to acquiescence in the realm of ideas to which

they originally belong.35
Paul demonstrated that even in thei
: eir abuse of the truth pagans
Mﬂszoe .m<ca the ewsnr of God; they must first have it in cawwmnrma
ey might then distort it. As Ned B. Stonehouse observed

The apostle Paul, reflectin i

> stl . g upon their creaturehood, and upo
their wm.r.m_o.:m ».w_w.r and practice, could discover within ?a#ﬂ%
gan religiosity evidences that the pagan poets in the very act of

suppressing and perverting the t
suppressing and | g the truth presupposed a measure of

34Ibid., p. 144.

..w.mmu, F.B : . = . .
tober, ~®.~9n~.m“,.mn Paul and the Athenians,” The Expository Times 88 (Oc-

36Stonehouse, Paul Before the Areopagus, p. 30.
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Their own statements unwittingly convicted the pagans of their
knowledge of God, suppressed in unrighteousness. About the pagan
quotations Van Til observes: .
They could say this adventitiously only. That is, it would be in ac-
cord with what they deep down in their hearts knew to be true in
spite of their systems. it was that truth which they sought to
cover up by means of their professed systems, which enabled them
to discover truth as philosophers and scientists.?
Men are engulfed by God’s clear revelation; try as they may, the
truth which they possess in their heart of hearts cannot be escaped,
and inadvertently it comes to expression. They do not explicitly un-
derstand it properly; yet these expressions are a witness to their in-
ward conviction and culpability. Consequently Paul could take ad-
vantage of pagan quotations, not as an agreed upon ground for
erecting the message of the gospel, but as a basis for calling unbe-
lievers to repentance for their flight from God. “Paul appealed to
the heart of the natural man, whatever mask he might wear.”?®

Scriptural Presuppositions

In Acts 17:24-31 Paul’s language is principally based on the
0ld Testament. There is little justification for the remark of Lake
and Cadbury that this discourse used a secular style of speech,
omitting quotations from the 0l1d Testament.?? Paul’s utilization of
Old Testament materials'is rather conspicuous. For instance, we
can clearly see Isaiah 42:5 coming to expression in Acts 17:24-25,

" as this comparison indicates:

Thus saith God .umrﬂ..{m? he that created the heavens and
stretched them forth; he that spread abroad the earth and that
which cometh out of it; he that giveth breath unto the people upon

it . . . (Isaiah 42:5).
The God that made the world and all things therein, he, being
Lord of heaven and earth . . . giveth to all life, and breath, and all

things (Acts 17:24,25).

In the Isaiah pericope, the prophet goes on to indicate that the
Gentiles can be likened to men with eyes blinded by a dark dun-
geon (42:7), and in the Areopagus address Paul goes on to say that
if men seek after God, it is as though they are groping in darkness
(i.e., the sense for the Greek phrase “feel after Him,” 17:27). Isa-
jah’s development of thought continues on to the declaration that
God’s praise ought not to be given to graven imyages (42:8), while
R —

37Van Til, Paul at Athens, p. 12.

s8]bid., p. 2.

39Lake and Cadbury, Acts of the >ﬁom.zmm. p. 209.

an

Paul’s address advances to the statem ‘

: ent that “we ought not to

wr_ﬂw that the Qom.rmm& is like unto gold, or silver, or stone, graven
y the mg and device of men (17:29). It surely seems as though the

prophetic pattern of thought is in the back of the apostle’s mind. F

F. Bruce correctly comments on Paul’
aul’s method :
before the Areopagus: ethod of argumentation

He does not argue from the sort of “first principles” whi

@5 basis of the <m1.c=m schools of Qnmm_w vrm_WmMMrﬁerw Mﬂwwmm

Mc: mﬂm memsom of r_.m message are founded on the biblical revela-
on of God . . . . Unlike some later apologists who followed in his

steps, Paul does not cease to be fundamentally biblical in his ap-

proach to er.m Greeks, even when (as on this occasion) his biblical

emphasis might appear to destroy his chances of success.4®

. Those who have been trained to think that th i
mm.._zmn his epistemological authority or method Mzmmmwmwwm.: MMM
mindset .om his hearers as he finds them will find the Areopagus ad-
dress nw.:aw surprising in this respect. Although Paul is addressin
an m:&a:.u.o which is not committed or even predisposed to the awm.
vealed scriptures, namely educated Gentiles, his speech is never-
mr&mmm a typically Jewish polemic regarding God, idolatry, and
judgment! Using Old Testament language and oobmmvem mum:,: de-
clared that God is the Creator, a Spirit who does not wmm&m in man-
made rocmm.m (v. 24). God is self-sufficient, and all men are depend-
ent upon Him (v. 25). He created all men from a common ancestor
and is erw Lord of history (v. 26). Paul continued to teach God’s dis-
mﬁvgc.mroz AE. idolatry (v. 29), His demand for repentance (v.30)
and His mvcou.zﬁ:mzn of a final day of judgment (v. 31). In ermmm 3“
spects Paul did not say anything that an Old Testament prophet
could not have addressed to the Jews. As the Lord Creator (cf. Is
»wm.mv. God does not dwell in temples made by hand—the very mm.::m.
point spoken before the Jews by Stephen in his defense regardin
statements mcoi.w the Jerusalem temple which God himself o_oBm.
NE:%& to be built (Acts 7:48). Both Paul and Stephen hearkened
ack to the OE Testament, where it was taught that the heavens
w.wm.:uoe contain God, and so neither could a man-made house (I
b ings m”mqm Is. m.m“C. And if God is not limited by a house erected
w men, neither is He served by the sacrifices brought to such tem-
m:mm (Acts 17:25). .wm:_ undoubtedly recalled the words of God
erwoﬂmr_wr.m m.mwru:me. “If I were hungry, I would not tell thee; For -
o or is mine, and the fulness thereof. Will 1 eat the flesh of
ulls, or drink the blood of goats?” (Psalm 50:12-13). The Areopa-
m\ﬂm wmmwmmm. stresses the fact that “life” comes from God (v. 25), in
om “we live” (v. 28); such statements may have been subtle mm_z-

10
46-47. F. Bruce, The Defence of the Gospel in the New Testament, pp. 38,
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sions to the etymology of the name of Zeus (zao in Greek, meaning
- %o live’)—the god exalted in the poetry of Aratus and Epimenides.
The genuine Lord of life was Jehovah, the Creator, who in many
ways was self-sufficient and very different from the Zeus of popular
mythology or of pantheistic speculation. God has appointed the
various seasons (or epochs) and boundaries of men (Acts
17:26)—even as the Psalmist wrote, “Thou hast set all the borders
of the earth; Thou hast made summer and winter” (Psalm 74:17).
Paul’s mention of “appointed seasons” referred either to the regu-
lar seasons of the year (as in Acts 14:17, “fruitful seasons”) or to
the appointed periods for each nation’s existence and prominence.4!
Either way, his doctrine was rooted in the Old Testament—the
Noahic covenant (Genesis 8:22) or Daniel’s interpretation of
dreams (Daniel 2:36-45). Another point of contact between the
Areopagus apologetic and the Old Testament is obvious in Acts
17:29. Paul indicated that nothing which is produced by man (i.e.,
“any work of art) can be thought of as the producer of man. Here
Paul’s polemic is taken right out of the Old Testament prophets
(e.g., Is. 40:18-20). No idol can be likened to God or thought of as
His image. God’s image is found elsewhere, in the work of His own
hands (cf. Genesis 1:27), and He thus prohibited the making of oth-
er pseudo-images of Himself (“Thou shalt not make unto thee a
graven image . . . ,” Exodus 20:4). Paul’s reasoning was steeped in
God’s special revelation.

Consistent with his teaching in the epistles, then, Paul re-
mained on solid Christian ground when he disputed with the phi-
losophers. He reasoned from the Scripture, thereby refuting any
supposed dichotomy in his apologetic method between his approach
to the Jews and his approach to the Gentiles. In any and all apolo-
getic encounters Paul began and ended with God. “He was himself
for no instant neutral.”#2 “Like the biblical revelation itself, his
speech begins with God the creator of all, continues with God the
sustainer of all, and concludes with God the judge of all.”3 He had
previously established his hearers’ ignorance; so they were in no
position to generate knowledgeable refutations of Paul’s position.
He had also indicated his authority to declare the truth; this was
now reinforced by his appeal to the self-evidencing authority of
God’s revelation in the Old Testament scriptures. Finally, he had
established his audience’s awareness and accountability to the
truth of God in natural revelation. Paul now provides the interpre-

21Compare Gartner, Areopagus Speech, pp. 147-152, with Haenchen,
Acts Commentary, p. 523.

42Berkouwer, General Revelation, pp. 142-143.
43F, F. Bruce, “Paul and the Athenians,” p. 9.
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tive context of special revelation to rectif i i
. . y the distorted handling of
previous natural revelation and to supplement its teaching %5

* the way of redemption.

Pressing the Antithesis

The themes of Paul’s address in Acts 17 parallel those of Ro-
mans 1: creation, providence, man’s dependence, man’s sin, future
uﬁmm.,amsn. Paul boldly sets the revelational _Vmﬂmcmoamm over
mmm_ﬂwmn the themes of Athenian philosophy. The statements of
Paul’s >~.mo.wmm=m address could hardly have been better calculated
to wmmwﬁ Biblical theology while contradicting the doctrines of pa-
gan vr:.omovr%. Paul did not appeal to Stoic doctrines in order to
&Sm.o his audience (a ploy used in Acts 23:6).4¢ Rather he philo- -
Nﬁwwr_om_._% om.mzmmm. both the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers in
: _“MWWM MMM%MM“%MM.%EN teaching which was directly antithetical to

Against the monism of the philosophers Paul ta
had created all things (v. 24; cf. Ex. Mou:w Ps. HAM“m%e_Mrm%qma%
42:5). HEm precluded the materialism of the mﬂoﬁmum_m m.Sm .erm.
vmznrmuma of the Stoics. Against naturalistic and immanentistic
views Paul proclaimed supernatural transcendence. As his listen-
ers _owwam upon the parthenon, Paul declared that God does not
dwell in temples made with hands (I Kings 8:27; Is. 66:1-2).

God needs nothing from man; on the contrary man depends on
God for everything (v. 25; cf. Ps. 50:9-12; Is. 42:5). The philosophers
o.». Athens .mroza thus do all things to God’s glory—which is inclu-
sive o.m bringing every thought captive to Him, and thereby re-
nouncing their putative autonomy. Paul’s teaching of the unity of
_.&m.rss.mz race (v. 26a) was quite a blow to the Athenians’ pride in
their vmuz.w indigenous to the soil of Attica, and it assaulted their
felt superiority over “barbarians”. Paul’s insistence that God was
not far from any would deflate the Stoic’s pride in his elitist know-
ledge of God (v. 27b). Over against a uniform commitment to the
Mczomvn of fate Paul set forth the biblical doctrine of God’s provi-
‘ MMMM oANE NMWWMMVWP 32:8); God is not remote from or indifferent to

Upon the legendary founding by Athena of th
court, Apollo had declared Amoeow&:M to >ome3~_:mvw n,ﬁwﬂ“ﬂmmwm

. dust drinks up a man’s blood, Once he has died, there is no resur-

rection.” However, the apostle Paul forcefully announced the resur-

“Contrary to E. M. Blaiklock, The Act istori

y . M. , s of the Apostles, An Hist {

%MMMSQSQ. in erw Tyndale New Testament Commentaries, ed. mm. .«..Sm.
er (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1959), pp. 140-141.
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rection of Jesus Christ, a fact which assures all men that He will

judge the world at the consummation (Ps. 9:8; 96:13; 98:9; Dan.

7:13; Jn. 5:27; Rom. 2:16)—a doctrine which contravened the Greek

views of both cyclic and eternal history. The Epicureans were de-

ceived to think that at death man’s body simply decomposed, and

that thus there was no fear of judgment; the resurrection refuted

their ideas, just as it disproved the notion that the body is a dis--
dainful prison. Throughout Paul’s address the common scepticism
about theological knowledge found in the philosophic schools was
obviously challenged by Paul’s pronounced authority and ability to
openly proclaim the final truth about God.

Calling for Repentance and Change of Mindset

One can hardly avoid the conclusion that Paul was not seeking
areas of agreement or common notions with his hearers. At every
point he set his biblical position in antithetical contrast to their
philosophical beliefs, undermining their assumptions and exposing
their ignorance. He did not seek to add further truths to a pagan
foundation of elementary truth. Paul rather challenged the founda-
tions of pagan philosophy and called the philosophers to full repent-
ance (v. 30).

The new era which has commenced with the advent and minis-
try of Jesus Christ has put an end to God’s historical overlooking of
nations which lived in unbelief. At Lystra Paul declared that in
past generations God “allowed all nations to walk in their own
ways” (Acts 14:16), although now He was calling them to turn from
their vanities to the living God (14:15). Previously .God had shown
forbearance toward the sins of the Jews as well (cf. Romans 3:25).
However, with the advent of Christ, there has been a new begin-
ning. Sins once committed in culpable ignorance have been made
even less excusable by the redemptive realities of the gospel. Even
in the past God’s forbearance ought to have led men to repentance
(Romans 2:4). How much more, then, should men now respond to
their guilt by repenting before God for their sins. The lenience of

God demonstrates that His concentration of effort is toward the sal-
vation rather than judgment of men (cf. John 3:17). This mercy and
patience must not be spurned. Men everywhere are now required to
repent. In Paul’s perspective on redemptive history, he can simply
say by way of summary: “Now is the acceptable time” (I Cor. 6:2).
As guilty as men had been in the past, God had passed over con-
frontation with them. Unlike in Israel, messengers had not come to
upbraid the Gentiles and declare the punishment they deserved.

God had “overlooked” (not ..Emsw&‘ﬁ: with its inappropriate con-
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ter. This may have been a polite procrastinati i
brush-off,*® an indication .&mw this mﬂmao:e MW _”MM MMMMMMMQ “was
8.:?8& or bewildered with the message,’® or evidence that mNMMM
wistfully hoped that Paul’s proclamation might prove to be true.5!
One way or another, it should not have been thought impossible v
anybody in Paul’s audience that God could raise the dead (cf >onw
26:8), but as long as this philosophical assumption aos.u.o:mm. their

and hold that detailed proof of the resurrection was cut short in
Paul’s address.*¢ He would have proceeded to this line of reasoning,
we are told, if he had not been interrupted by his mocking hearers.
Once again, however, such an interpretation gains whatever plau-
sibility it has with an interpreter in terms of preconceived notions,
rather than in terms of textual support. F. F. Bruce remarks,

“There is no ground for supposing that the ridicule with which
some of his hearers received his reference to Jesus’ rising from the thinking, the philosophers would never be induced to t th
accept the

dead seriously curtailed the speech he intended to make.”4?” Haen- fact of the resurrecti i i i i
i eriouly curald he sy s he intended to make. # Haer- fack ction or allow it to make a difference in their out-
as it appears in Acts 17 “is inherently quite complete.”® Paul pro- Until the Holy Spiri i i i
claimed that Christ had been appointed the final Judge of man- -repentance, his mecﬂwwwNMMMMM”,W_mem@”wMﬁ”ﬂfﬁmﬂ&%ﬂﬂ% s ong
kind, as His resurrection from the dead evidenced. The Apostle did as the unbeliever’s presuppostions are unchan mmu.m roper accep,
not supply an empirical argument for the resurrection, but argued tance and understanding of the good news of orw:. e.» Mwﬂvmw al res-
theologically from the fact of the resurrection to the final judg- urrection will be impossible. The Athenian _._:om ﬂ s ﬂzom_ -
ment. For Paul, even in apologetical disputes before unbelieving nally asked Paul for an account of his moo:w:a owo esurrection. AL
philosophers, there was no authority more ultimate than that of ter his reasoned defense of the hope within him w%ﬂwnmnh_on. -
Christ. This epistemological attitude was most appropriate in light to the philosopher’s presuppositions, a few were M: wm. . m:a:«a
of the fact that Christ would be the ultimate Judge of man’s every their thinking. But many refused .xw correct ?m?“ﬂ“msvﬂﬂmﬁﬁh%
thought and belief. M“%mehmwwwm MM% concluded with Christ’s resurrection they ridi-
>mnocemuom of the facts is governed by one’s most ultimate as-
sumptions, as Paul was well aware. Paul began his apologetic with
Qz.& and mﬂm revelation; he concluded his apologetic with God and
E._m wwa«m_m.n_o:. The Athenian philosophers began their dispute
with Paul in an attitude of cynical unbelief about Christ’s resurrec-

The Outcome of Paul’s Apologetic

Acts 17:32-34 (American Standard Version)

(32) Now when they heard of the resurrection of the dead, some
mocked; but others said, We will hear thee concerning this yet

again.

nwwwv Thus Paul went oyt from among them.

(34) But certain men clave unto him, and believed: among whom
also was Dionysius the Areopagite, and a woman named Damaris,
and others with them.

Had Paul spoken of the immortality of the soul, his message
might have appeared plausible to at least some of the philsophers
in his audience. However all disdained the idea of the resuscitation
of a corpse. When Paul concluded his discourse with reference to
the resurrection of Christ, such an apparent absurdity led some
hearers to “sneer” in open mockery of Paul. There is some question
as to what should be made of another reaction mentioned by Luke
—namely, that some said they would hear Paul again on this mat-

16E, g., Blaiklock, Acts, Historical Commentary, p. 142; Everett F. Har-
rison, Acts: The Expanding Church (Chicago: Moody Press, 1975), p. 272.

47F. F. Bruce, Book of Acts, p. 362.
ssHaenchen, Acts Commentary, p. 526.

o

tion; ﬁrm& concluded the dispute in cynical unbelief about Christ’s
womsﬁwaecs. However, Paul knew and demonstrated that the
closed m«wnmaa of the philosophers was a matter of dialectical
vmmcmc,.ﬁamoa and ignorance. Their view that God dwelt in im-
%m:..wﬁmw:m meeww« undermined their detailed teaching about Him
heir view that historical eventuation was a matter of mz.maozmm
fate was contravened by their conviction that all things are me-
chanistically determined, and so on. In their “wisdom” they had be
come utterly ignorant of the ultimate truth. Y -
FScMmW_ _SMM that the mxﬁ.mbmﬁo: of their hostility to God’s reve-
PR ven : ough ﬁ.m%. mﬁmo.:oom an inability to escape its force-
. was to be ».o_:wm in ?o:. desire to exercise control over God
8 V. 29) and to avoid facing up to the fact of their deserved pun-

“Harrison, Acts, p. 273.
%Lake and Cadbury, Acts of the Apostles, p. 219.

51). S. St . .
Sons, 1953), %eﬁ%, A Faith to Proclaim (New York: Charles Scribner’s
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ishment before the judgment seat of God (v. 30). They secretly
hoped that ignorance would be bliss, and so preferred darkness to
light (John 3:19-20). So Paul “went out from among them” (v.
33)—a statement which expresses nothing about his apologetic be-
ing cut short, and which gives no evidence that Paul was somehow
disappointed with his effort. Such thoughts must be read into the
verse.

The minds of the Athenian philosophers could not be changed
simply by appealing to a few disputed, particular facts, for their
philosophical presuppositions determined what they would make of
the facts. Nor could their minds be altered by reasoning with them
on the basis of their own fundamental assumptions; to make com-
mon cause with their philosophy would simply have been to con-
firm their commitment to it. Their minds could be changed only by
challenging their whole way of thought with the completely differ-
ent worldview of the gospel, calling them to renounce the inherent
foolishness of their own vr:omm.rmnu_ perspectives and to repent for
their suppression of the truth about God. -

Such a complete mental revolution, allowing for a well-
grounded and philosophically defensible knowledge of the truth,
can be accomplished by the grace of God (cf. II Tim. 2:25). Thus
Luke informs us that as Paul left the Areopagus meeting, “certain
men clave unto him and believed” (v. 34). There is a note of tri-
umph in Luke’s observation that some within Paul’s audience be-
came believers as a result of his apologetic presentation. He men-
tions conspicuously that a member of the Areopagus Counsel, Dio-
nysius, became a Christian, as well as a woman who was well
enough known to be mentioned by name, Damaris. These were but
some converts “among others.” Ecclesiastical tradition dating from
around 170 A.D. says that Dionysius was appointed by Paul as the
first elder in Athens. (In the fifth century certain pseudepigraphi-

cal works of a neoplatonic character made use of his name.) How-
ever Luke himself mentions no church having been planted in
Athens, as we would have expected an educated Gentile to mention
if a church had been started in Athens. Indeed, a family residing in
Corinth was taken by Paul as the ecclesiastical “firstfruits of
Achaia” (I Cor. 16:15). Apparently no church was immediately
developed in the city of Athens, even though patristic writers (es-
pecially Origen) mention a church being in Athens—eventually
getting under way sometime after Paul’s ministry there, so it
seems. The earliest post-apostolic apologists, Quadratus and Aris-
tides, wrote during the time of Emperor Hadrian, and both were
from Athens. However we choose to reconstruct the ecclesiastical
history of the city, it is plain that Paul’s work there was not futile.
By God’s grace it did see success, and his apologetic method can be
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thought. Paul’s concern was with this basic and controlling per-
spective or web of central convictions by which the particulars of
history would be weighed and interpreted.

(5) In pursuing the presuppositional antithesis between Chris-
tian commitment and secular philosophy, Paul consistently took as
his ultimate authority Christ and God’s word—not independent
speculation and reasoning, not allegedly indisputable eyeball facts
of experience, not the satisfaction or peace felt within his heart.
God’s revelational truth—learned through his senses, understood
with his mind, comforting his heart, and providing the context for
all life and thought—was his self-evidencing starting point. It was
the presuppositional platform for authoritatively declaring the
truth, and it was presented as the sole reasonable option for men to
choose.

(6) Paul’s appeal was to the inescapable knowledge of God
which all men have in virtue of being God’s image and in virtue of
His revelation through nature and history. A point of contact could
be found even in pagan philosophers due to their inalienable reli-
gious nature. Paul indicated that unbelievers are conspicuously
guilty for distorting and suppressing the truth of God.

(7) In motivation and direction Paul’s argumentation with the
Athenian philosophers was presuppositional. He set two fundamen-
tal worldviews in contrast, exhibiting the ignorance which results
from the unbeliever’s commitments, and presenting the precondi-
tion of all knowledge—God’s revelation—as the only reasonable al-
ternative. His aim was to effect an overall change in outlook and
mindset, to call the unbeliever to repentance, by following the two-
fold procedure of internally critiquing the unbeliever’s position and
presenting the necessity of the Scripture’s truth. Through it all, it
should also be observed, Paul remained respectful yet earnest. His
manner was one of humble boldness.



