






Under F i r e  -- 
Apologetics, t h a t  branch of theology concerned 

with t h e  defense of t h e  Chr i s t i an  t r u t h ,  has f a l l e n  
on hard times. Though t r a d i t i o n a l l y  considered one 
of t h e  th ree  major branches of systematic theology, 
i t  is hardly represented a t  a l l  i n  seminary c u r r i c u l a  
today. I n  l i g h t  of t h e  c o n f l i c t s  among l i b e r a l s ,  neo- 
orthodox and orthodox, one would expect t h a t  apolo- 
g e t i c s  would have vociferous champions a s  wel l  as 
opponents, but  t h e  su rpr i s ing  f a c t  is t h a t  few theo- 
logians  of any s t r i p e  show r e a l  i n t e r e s t .  Quite t h e  
contrary.  Across t h e  theological  spectrum apologet ics  
is viewed with a  d i s t i n c t l y  jaundiced eye. A person 
l i k e  C. S. Lewis c o n t r a s t s  l i k e  t h e  proverbial  s o r e  
thumb with t h e  numerous theologians who, though they 
have d i f f i c u l t y  agreeing on much e l s e ,  u n i t e  i n  t h e i r  
opposit ion t o  "proving Chr i s t i an i ty .  " Let u s  examine 
b r i e f l y  but  c r i t i c a l l y  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of t h r e e  major 
theological  pos i t ions  i n  t h i s  matter;  a f t e r  doing so,  
we w i l l  be i n  a good pos i t ion  t o  discover why so  much 
of present-day Christendom f i n d s  it d i f f i c u l t  t o  
"give an answer t o  every man who asks  you a  reason 
f o r  t h e  hope t h a t  i s  i n  you" ( I  Pe te r  3 ~ 1 5 ) .  

P ro tes tan t  Modernism 

~ i b e r a l i s m ' s  d ispleasure  with e f f o r t s  t o  defend 
C h r i s t i a n i t y  was made e x p l i c i t  by Willard L. Sperry 
i n  h i s  book, "Yes, But--": The Bankruptcy of 
A ~ o l o n e t i c s  (1931). For Sperry and t h e  modernism he 
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represented,  Chr i s t i ans  who argued f o r  B i b l i c a l  t r u t h  
over aga ins t  s c i e n t i f i c  judgments were hopelessly 
deluded. When sc ience  spoke, theology was t o  l i s t e n ;  
and i n  cases where B i b l i c a l  s tatements seemed t o  be 
contradicted by s c i e n t i f i c  opinion, t h e  former ought 
properly t o  be  re jec ted  o r  r e c a s t  i n  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  
accommodating terms. 

Two b a s i c  assumptions underlay Sperry 's  argument. 
F i r s t ,  he held with modernism t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  is 
b a s i c a l l y  not a r e l i g i o n  of proposi t ional ,  ob jec t ive  
t r u t h ,  but a  way of l i f e  focusing on sub jec t ive  

fee l ing  (Schleiermacher) and moral a c t i o n  ( t h e  "socia l  
gospel"). Thus t h e  defense of doc t r ine  was beside t h e  
point ;  science is t h e  source of cogni t ive  da ta  about 
the  world, and theology should bow t o  its judgments. 
Second, Sperry believed t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  was no t  
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from o ther  r e l i g i o n s  of t h e  
world. Since a l l  r e l i g i o u s  roads lead up t h e  mountain 
of t r u t h ,  one should not  t r y  t o  convince o the rs  of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s  s p e c i a l  claims. 

The f a l l a c y  of t h e  modernist view of C h r i s t i a n i t y  
is  now genera l ly  recognized i n  theological  c i r c l e s .  
The New Testament most d e f i n i t e l y  presents  t h e  Chris- 
t i a n  f a i t h  a s  a matter  of concrete,  cogni t ive  t r u t h .  
Whether one looks a t  C h r i s t ' s  demands ("Believe me 
t h a t  I am in the Father and t h e  Father i n  me1'-- John 
14:10-11) or  a t  the  a p l i c i t  c reedal  a f f i m a t i o n s  of 
t h e  apos t l e s  ("I delivered unto you f i r s t  of a l l  t h a t  
which I allso received,  how t h a t  Chr is t  died for our 
s i n s  according t o  t h e  scr ip tures . , .and t h a t  he rose  
again t h e  t h i r d  day according to t h e  scriptures"-- 
I Cor. 15:l-41, one sees  t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  is not  p r i -  
mari ly a mat ter  of f e e l i n g  o r  even of ac t ion ,  but  a 
r e l i g i o n  of f a c t u a l  bel ief--factual  b e l i e f  which, only 
because of its ob jec t ive  t r u t h ,  y i e l d s  genuine r e l i -  
gious experience and meaningful s o c i a l  ac t ion.  More- 
over, contra l ibe ra l i sm,  t h e  C h r i s t i a n i t y  of t h e  New 
Testament is presented a s  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 
a l l  o the r  r e l i g i o n s ,  pas t  o r  fu tu re .  "I am t h e  way, 
t h e  t r u t h  and t h e  l i f e :  no man comes t o  t h e  Father but  
by me," sa id  Jesus  (John 14:6); " there is none o the r  
name under heaven given among men whereby we must be 
saved," H i s  apos t l e s  preached (Acts 4:12). 

Thus modernism's opposit ion t o  apologet ics  f a l l s  
t o  t h e  ground, f o r  i t :  is  based on a  misunderstanding 
of t h e  nature  of C h r i s t i a n i t y  i t s e l f .  A non-factual 
r e l i g i o n  is of course not  capable of f a c t u a l  defense; 
but  C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  grounded i n  t h e  f a c t  of God's en- 
t rance  i n t o  human h i s t o r y  i n  t h e  person of Chr i s t ,  is 
t h e  f a c t u a l  and defens ible  r e l i g i o n  excellence. 
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Barth and Bultmann 

Though K a r l  Barth was largely  responsible f o r  
t he  demise of modernism, h i s  displeasure with attempts 
t o  defend Chris t iani ty  was a s  g rea t  a s  t h a t  of t he  
modernists. True, he firmly maintained the  object ive  
fac tua l  character of t he  saving events in Scripture  
( the  incarnation, death, and resurrect ion of our Lord, 
e tc . ) ,  and he proclaimed these events as unique and 
Chris t iani ty  as the final r e l i g ious  t ruth .  

But t he  impact of Barth's return to the Bible 
has been considerably weakened by h i s  efforts to re- 
move the key events o f  the plan crf salvation from 
secular examination. Early in h i s  career he assert& 
that the miraculous werats of the  gospel  (virgin b i r t h ,  
resurrection, ate.) took place i n  a "'mega-histaricel" 
o r  "suprahistorieal" realm. (GeschichteB--a realm aat 
subject to the  canons o f  c~ad&~ary  hisesrlcal 
(historisehe) investigation. ' i n  h i s  later  writings 
he sreferred nee eo wake this distinction beeween 
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realms o f  history, but he s t i l l  affirmed that the 
mikacuPsus events sf  S c r i p t u r e  cannot be validated 
apart from pr io r  belief in t h a a 3  Consistent w i t h  
this approach, Barth held that neither the Bible it- 
self nor the saving evenrs recorded in it can be cb- 
j e c t s  of "proof" t o  rhe unbeliever; it is only by 
faith that the Bible assmes its functions as God's 
Word in a mn's l i f e e  

with the  Chris t  of f a i t h ,  t%nd e f f o r t s  t o  s h i f t  a t ten-  
t i on  t o  r a t i ona l  proofs a r e  t o  be re jected a s  r e l i -  
giously and psychologically unrea l i s t i c .  

Both Barth and Bultmnn unhappily share modern- 
i s m ' s  conviction t ha t  objective,  f ac tua l  invest igat ion 
o f  t he  Bible w i l l  destroy t r ad i t i ona l  bel ief  i n  its 
truthfulness.  For Barth t h i s  has meant t he  walling 
off 0% salvat ion events f r m  h i s t o r i c a l  scrutiny; for 
Bultmann, the  deser t ion of objective,  h i s t o r i c a l  eruth 
for subjective,  psychological conviet%sn, But the 
Scripture  asserts wii$hout qualification that "the Word 
beeme fBesh'"(John 1 : 1 4 ) ,  &ha$: the fac~ual character 
o f  the resurrection could eonv%nce even the faithless 
(John 2 0 ~ 2 4 - 2 9 ) ,  and that "none of these things" 
(Christ" saving work and miracles) were hidden or 
done i n  a esmer ( A c t s  2& :26 ) ,  Pn actual fact ,  St is 
not the defense o f  t he  gospel that mkes GodPs eruBh 
Prrelevan~, bu& the refusal to defend i t  i n  the sb- 
jestive terns of ehe New Testmeat proel 

Misguided Brthodoxv 

Sme Chris&ians9 though thoroughly oppased ts 
contaporary  d i l u t i ons  of the gospel message, have 
joined the  hew and c ry  against  defending the  f a i t h .  
Two v a r i e t i e s  of arthodox opposdtisw B s  a g e ~ a ~ g e t i c s  
can be singled out: the  presupposftiawalist and the  
f i d e i s t .  Doubtless our GBttingen student represents 
one o r  the other ,  i f  not both, s f  these a r i e ~ o i n t s ,  

Rudolf Baltmm and h i s  %oliSbowers have '$moved 
Christian truth even f a r the r  from object ive  verifica- 
t ion.  For them, the essence of the  Christian message 
does not l i e  i n  historical accounts of Christ's mirac- 
ulous saving activity. (Bibl ical  miracles are e i t he r  
denied outr ight  or  regarded a s  meaningless and there- 
fo re  irrelevafl t  t o  modern man.) The New Testmewt 
accounts of Christ  a r e  "demythologized" so as t o  y i e l d  
t h e i r  "true" core: the  e x i s t e n t i a l  experience of sax- 
vation. Chris t iani ty  then becomes the  proclamation o 
ex i s t en t i a l  wperience of sa lvat ion i n  the present 
not a defense of supposedly object ive  t r i t h  i n  the  
past .  Truth is known only i n  "personal encounter" 
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For the  orthodox presupposi t isnal is t ,  a rad ica l  
break a i s t s  between the  warPds of t he  Chris t ian and 
the non-Christian--a cleavage so fundmental t ha t  the 
Christian cannot convince the non-Chrfseian sf Chris- 
t ian  &rathe Same gresugpositio~raalists argue t ha t  non- 
Chrfsgians cannot even discover secular facts;  orhers, 
that non-Christians, though they can deternine secular 
fac ts  &pare from faieh, C B B ~ O ~  interpret t h a  rightly; 
and s t i l l  others,  that the non-Christian, even i f  he 
can be Bed to revelatianal facts, w i l l  not  in te rpre t  
t h m  properly when he does meet t h a .  But all presup- 
positfsnalists, whether 0% a s t r i c t  OF m i l d  va~fety, 
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a r e  convinced t h a t  t h e  non-Christian is  incapable of 
a r r i v i n g  a t  a  proper i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of saving t r u t h .  
From t h i s  it follows t h a t  t h e  Chr i s t i an  is attempting 
t h e  impossible i f  he tries apologet ica l ly  t o  persuade 
t h e  non-Christian of t h e  ob jec t ive  t ru th fu lness  of t h e  
gospel s to ry .  The non-Christian l i v e s  i n  h i s  presup- 
pos i t iona l  world, and t h e  Chr i s t i an  i n  h i s ;  and no 
amount of r a t i o n a l  argument can break down the  wal l  
between. 

The f i d e i s t  goes even f a r t h e r ,  He says: Not 
only is  it  i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  impossible t o  convince the  
unbeliever of t h e  t r u t h  of Chr i s t i an i ty ;  it is unspir- 
i t u a l  t o  t r y .  Only God convinces men of C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s  
ve rac i ty ,  and you o r  I can do no more than t o  preach 
H i s  gospel. To endeavor t o  argue with t h e  unbeliever 
is t o  s u b s t i t u t e  human wisdom f o r  the  S p i r i t ' s  working 
(I Corinthians I ) ,  and thus misunderstand t h e  depth of 
human depravity and of man's need t o  r e l y  s o l e l y  on 
God . 

Our answer t o  these  orthodox object ions  t o  apolo- 
g e t i c s  w i l l  n e c e s s i t a t e  a  d iscuss ion more d e t a i l e d  
than t h a t  deal ing with l i b e r a l  and neo-orthodox theo- 
l o g i c a l  pos i t ions .  (Note how much deeper t h e  "con- 
servative" object ions  s t r i k e  than do t h e  anti-apolo- 
g e t i c  views of modernism, neo-orthodoxy and Bultmann's 
exis tent ia l i sm.)  Immediately, however, we can point  
t o  e s s e n t i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  these  "orthodoxt' views. 
The presupposi t ional is t  f i n d s  it  impossible f o r  non- 
Chr i s t i an  and Chr i s t i an  t o  experience common ground i n  
the  matter  of r eve la t iona l  f a c t  and in te rp re ta t ion .  
But consider: I n  t h e  realm of secular  f a c t  (e.g. the  
chemical composition of water,  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  crossing 
of t h e  Rubicon by Caesar),  both Chr i s t i an  and non- 
Chr i s t i an  a r e  capable of discovering t r u t h  and i n t e r -  
pre t ing it; a l l  un ive rs i ty  l i f e  is predicated on t h i s  
assumption, and advances i n  human knowledge a r e  
indisputable  evidence t h a t  even unregenerate man can 
understand t h e  f a c t u a l  na tu re  of t h e  world and 
r a t i o n a l l y  i n t e r p r e t  t h e  d a t a  of h i s  experience. 

(or  t h e  B i b l i c a l  events i n  general)  a r e  not  subject  
t o  comparable treatment,  then whether we l i k e  i t  o r  
not  we a r e  a c t u a l l y  divorcing "Christ ian f a c t s "  from 
secular ,  non-religious f a c t s .  Yet t h i s  is prec i se ly  
what t h e  incarnat ion denies! I n  Chr i s t  God t r u l y  
entered t h e  human sphere; and i f  t h i s  is t h e  case,  
t h e  human events of H i s  l i f e  ob jec t ive ly  d isplay  H i s  
d e i t y  and a r e  not  adequately explainable a p a r t  from 
it. Such f a c t u a l  and i n t e r p r e t i v e  conclusions w i l l  
c e r t a i n l y  a r i s e  when Jesus '  l i f e  is subjected t o  t h e  
inves t iga t ive  techniques applied t o  o the r  h i s t o r i c a l  
events--provided, of course, t h a t  unempirical b i a s  
(e.g. aga ins t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  miraculous) is 
not  allowed t o  d i s t o r t  t h e  documentary p ic ture .  Thus 
Chr i s t ' s  resurreseion is capable of examination by 
non-Christians as well a s  by Chr i s t i ans ,  and i ts 
factual character ,  when considered i n  light of t h e  
claims of the  One raised from the  dead, points  not t o  
a m u l t i p l i c i t y  of equal ly  poss ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  
b u t  t o  a s i n g l e  "best" i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ( i . e .  t o  an in- 
t e r p r e t a t i o n  m o s t  cons i s t en t  w i th  the d a t a ) ,  namely 
the  d e i t y  of Chr i s t  ( J o h  2 ~ 1 8 - 2 3 ,  

O f  course, s i n f u l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  may tempt the  
non-Christian t o  avoid the  weight of evidence, j u s t  a s  
s e l f - i n t e r e s t  has so f requent ly  corrupted invest iga-  
t i o n  i n  o the r ,  purely secular  mat ters ;  but s e l f i s h  
perversions of da ta  o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can be made 
p l a i n  i n  the  area of r e v e l a t i o n a l  f a c t  no l e s s  than i n  
t h e  non-revelatfonal sphere. For Christiasl r eve la t ion  
occurred i n  time--in t h e  secular  world. To m i s s  t h i s  
point  i s  t o  m i s s  the character  of t h e  incarnat ion,  
God came t o  earth and by manifold proofs showed Him- 
s e l f  t o  men, We do M h  and our f e l l o w e n  a d i s s e r v i c e  
when we imply t ha t  His presence among u s  was a doce t i c  
phantasm, open only t o  t h e  sub jec t ive  eye of fa i th  
and not  t o  ob jec t ive  examination by every seeker fo r  
truth. 

Y e t  are we not unspiritually arrogat ing t o  human 
reason a work that only God's Word and Holy S p i r i t  
can perfom? Hardly, d e n  it is Godss word that re- 
C O P ~ S  rhe  h i s t o r i c a l  f ac ts  and ofeers t he  soundest 



a r e  convinced t h a t  t h e  non-Christian is  incapable of 
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God came t o  earth and by manifold proofs showed Him- 
s e l f  t o  men, We do M h  and our f e l l o w e n  a d i s s e r v i c e  
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h i s t o r i c a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  C h r i s t ' s  gospel, 
A s  f o r  t h e  S p i r i t ,  He works through t h a t  very Word t o  
convince men of God's t r u t h ,  so i n  r e a l i t y  we br ing 
men under H i s  convict ing a e g i s  a s  we point  them t o  the  
B i b l i c a l  evidences f o r  Chr i s t ' s  t r u t h ,  More, however, 
needs t o  be sa id  by way of a s p e c i f i c  examination of 
t h e  s c r i p t u r a l  mandates f o r  defending t h e  f a i t h .  

Truth and t h e  New Testament 

I n  t h e  deepest sense, t h e  Bible i d e n t i f i e s  t r u t h  
with t h e  person of Jesus  Chr i s t ,  the  God-man who came 
to e a r t h  t o  d i e  f o r  t h e  s i n s  of t h e  world (John 1 4 : 6 ) ,  
Thus, knowing rhe t r u t h  u l t imate ly  depends on one's  
personal r e la t ionsh ip  t o  Chr is t :  "If you continue i n  
my (Chr is t ' s )  word, then you a r e  indeed my d i s c i p l e s ,  
and you s h a l l  know the  t r u t h  and the  t r u t h  sha l l  make 
you free" (John 8 : 31-32) . 

But t h e  question i m e d i a t e l y  a r i s e s ,  What of 
those vho h e s i t a t e  to enter into suck a personal re- 
l a t i o n s h i p  because they doubt the v a l i d i t y  of Jesus '  
@ l a b s ?  Are they to be regarded as dishonest  persons 
endeavoring t o  h ide  w i 1 B f u l  opposit ion ts Chr i s t  u d e r  
the cloak of a l leged i n t e l l e c t u a l  doubts? If so,  we 
would expect them t o  receive shor t  s h r i f t  i n  t he  New 
Testaeas t ,  Like the hypocr i t i ca l  Pharisees,  they  
ought t o  be condemned a s  "whited sepulchres" i n  order 
t h a t  they might be broblght t o  t h e i r  senses and t o  a 
recogni t ion  of t h e i r  moral pervers i ty .  

But t h i s  is  not  t h e  case,  L e t ' s  consider t h e  
key example of Thomas, whose confrontat ion with t h e  
r i s e n  Chr i s t  f s m s  a cl c t i c  event in John's ~ o s p e l . ~  
I n  2 0 ~ 2 4 - 2 9 ,  j u s t  p r i o r  t o  John's  s ing up of 
purpose f o r  wri t ing  his book, Thomas is  presented a s  
one who would not  bel ieve  the other  d i s c i p l g s 8  testi- 
mony t h a t  they had seen t h e  resurrec ted  Chr is t .  From 
this t h e  conclusion is inescapable t h a t  Thomas, i n  
s p i t e  o f  h i s  contact  w i t h  Jesus  during His e a r t h l y  
ministry, had not  yet become a Chr is t ian ,  s i n c e  belief 
in t h e  resur rec t ion  is an e s s e n t i a l  e l m e n t  i n  the  

demanded concrete,  empirical  proof of Jesus '  claim t o  
r i s e  again a f t e r  th ree  days. He would'not be con- 
vinced, he  sa id ,  unless he could put h i s  f i n g e r  i n t o  
Jesus '  n a i l p r i n t s  and t h r u s t  h i s  hand i n t o  t h e  wound 
made when Jesus '  s i d e  was pierced. 

And what d id  Jesus  do? Did He r e j e c t  Thomas' 
demand f o r  ob jec t ive  proof on t h e  ground (so o f t en  
used by opponents of apologetics)  t h a t  such demands 
a r e  r e a l l y  s i n f u l  cover-ups f o r  w i l l f u l  r e f ~ s a l  t o  
bel ieve?  Not a t  a l l .  Jesus  appeared t o  Thomas and 
provided kb;-. with exact ly  the  m p i r i c a l  e--idernce t h a t  
he needed f s j  became convinced sf H i s  d e i t y ,  Thmas'  
c r y ,  "My Lord  and iiy God," is perhaps t h e  s t rongest  
-9nf ession o i  " 2s' d ~ v i n i t y  i n  t h e  e n t i r e  Bible; 
 ad i t  W a c  "'paKen Because our Lord w a s  wi l l ing ,  i n  - * kiis gracc specifxc:~ ' j t o  s a t i s f y  Thomasg need f o r  
concrete egidence L - ~ t  H e  had risen from the  dead, 

Though C h r i s t  told Thamas that i t  would have been 
better far h b  ts have believed without  seeing (i,e,, 
that he should have believed the t e s t h o n y  of h i s  f e l -  
low d i s c i p l e s  who had a l ready seen t h e  Lord),  t h i s  
rebuke was n s t  given as a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  the  proof 
Thomas needed. Rather, i t  foflowed both Jesuss  ap- 
pearance t o  Thomas and Thomas' a f f i m a t i o n  s f  J e s u s s  
deity, Only a f t e r  Jesus brought Thomas t o  f a i t h  
through graciously  giving him evidence of H i s  resur-  
r e c t i o n  did  We point  ou t  t o  him where h i s  f a i t h  had 
been lacking,  

Paul ' s  Areopagus address i n  Acts 1 7  gives another 
clear exmple  t h a t  in the  New Testament t h e  honest 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  problems of unbelievers a r e  respeczed and 
deal t  with on their Q~%%-B gmund, A t  Athens the  apos t l e  
confronted Episurean and Sto ic  philssophers,  The 
cynical  and self- indulgent  Epicureans, whom E,  M, 
Blaiklock has called the Sadducees mong the Greeks, 7 
were not  ~aul's focus of a t t en t ion ;  it i s  noteworthy 
that Paul's divine  >laster a l s o  had little patience 
with t he  i n t e l l e c t u a l l y  dishonest  Sadducees o h  Israel 
(cf. Matthew 2 2 ~ 2 9 ,  3 4 ) .  But with t he  e t h i c a l l y  sen- 
s i t i v e  Sto ics  it was d i f f e r en t ,  In order t o  witness 



h i s t o r i c a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  C h r i s t ' s  gospel, 
A s  f o r  t h e  S p i r i t ,  He works through t h a t  very Word t o  
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e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  them Paul began where they were--with 
t h e i r  supers t i t ious  be l i e f  i n  an unknown god--and 
through i n  appeal t o  t r u t h s  expressed by t h e i r  own 
poets  (Paul quotes S t o i c  sentiments found i n  Cleanthes, 
Aratus, and Epimenides), he ca l l ed  f o r  repentance and 

judgment of t h e  world " in  r ighteousness by 
t h a t  man (Jesus) whom God has ordained, whereof h e  has 
given assurance t o  a l l  men, i n  t h a t  he has ra i sed  him 
from t h e  dead" (Acts 17 : 31) . 

Here we have one of the  bes t  New Testament ex- 
amples of missionary and apologetic s k i l l .  "He who a s  
a missionary w i l l  t e s t  t h e  var ious  elements i n  t h i s  
speech w i l l  fi.nd t ha t  they a l l  produce t h e i r  e f f e c t , "  
wrote missions s p e c i a l i s t  warneck. Indeed, a s  
Richard ~ o n ~ e n e c k e r  has emphasized, Pau l ' s  concern t o  
be " a l l  th ings  t o  all men" i n  order t o  br ing  thm t o  
a saving knowledge o f  Christ  (I Corinthians 9 ~ 2 2 )  is 
t h e  key t o  his e n t i r e  minis t ry ,  and "from t h e  days of 
t h e  Fathers,  P a u l ' s  Athenian experience as recorded 
i n  Acts 17 has been c i t e d  as t h e  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of t h e  
' a l l  th ings  t o  a l l  men' p r i n c i p l e  as it  worked out  i n  
t h e  Gen t i l e  situation.:g Like  h i s  Lord, Paul was 
wi l l ing  t o  opera te  on the  unbel iever ' s  oxm ground. He 
did not  pos i t ion  himself ou t s ide  of the  unbeliever 's  
frame of reference  and preach a t  him (Paul T i l l i c h  
would say,  "throw s tones  a t  h i s  head") ; r a t h e r ,  he  
literally became a l l  th ings  t o  a l l  honest seekers ,  
whether jews o r  Greeks, so a s  t o  br ing them t o  t h e  
l i g h t  of Chr i s t . lQ  

How can Jesus  and Paul take  such an a t t i t u d e  to- 
ward t r u t h ,  an a t t i t u d e  which encourages t h e  be l i ever  
t o  en te r  t h e  non-Christian's frame of reference  and 
convince him t h a t  t h e  gospel is veracious? The New 
Testament does t h i s  primari ly because, unl ike  much of 
contemporary theology, i t  sees  t h e  f u l l  implicat ions 
of t h e  incarnation.  I f ,  a s  we s t ressed  e a r l i e r ,  God 
r e a l l y  became man i n  Jesus  Chr i s t ,  then H i s  entrance 
i n t o  t h e  human sphere is  open t o  exmina t ion  by non- 
Chr is t ian  and Chr i s t i an  a l i k e ,  and t h e  honest doubter 
w i l l  f ind  compelling evidence i n  support of C h r i s t ' s  

claims. This is why t h e  New Testament makes so  much 
of t h e  eyewitness contact  t h e  e a r l y  church had with 
its Lord (cf. I John 1:l-4). The church of t h e  New 
Testament is not  an e s o t e r i c ,  occu l t ,  gnost ic  s e c t  
whose teachings a r e  demonstrable only t o  i n i t i a t e s ;  
i t  is  the  r e l i g i o n  of the  incarnate  God, a t  whose 
death t h e  v e i l  of t h e  temple was r e n t  from top t o  
bottom, opening holy t r u t h  t o  a l l  who would seek i t .  

Apologetic Need 

The world of t h e  twentieth century,  growing 
s t e a d i l y  maPle r  a s  communication revolut ions  succee? 
each o the r ,  d i sp lays  a r e l i g i o u s  plurali~m experien- 
t i a l l y  unknown t o  our grandrathers,  and <emaylcrL~y 
s imi la r  t o  the heterogeilous r e l i g l .&  s;tua,.ion i n  
the Roman b p i r e  i~ t h e  first century .  r'c zs and 
c u l t s  proliferate; philosophies of l i f e ,  ~ i p l i c i t  and 
i m p l i c i t ,  v ie  f o r  our  attention; and o lde r ,  p r e  ious ly  
dormant re l ig ions ,  such as Buddhism and Islam,'' are 
engaged i n  vigorous proselytizing. All about us  u l t i -  
mate concerns spring up ,  each c%ahing  tQ b e  more 
u l t imate ,  more worthy of our total comitment,  than 
t h e  o ther .  I n  the  un ivers i ty  world t he  p l u r a l i s t i c  
cacophony is louder than perhaps anywhere e l s e :  mate- 
r i a l i s m ,  idealism, pragmatism, cormnunism, hedonism, 
mysticism, ex i s t en t i a l i sm,  and a hundred other options 
present  t h a s e l v e s  to the  college student  i n  s l a s s -  
room, bull-session,  s tudent  organizat ion,  p o l i t i c a l  
r a l l y ,  and s o c i a l  a c t i v i t y .  

mat is the won-Christian to do3 when m i d  t h l s  
d i n  he hears the Chr i s t i an  message? A r e  we Chr is t ians  
so naive a s  t o  think t h a t  he w i l l  automatical ly,  ex 

, accept Christianity as t r u e  and p u t  
away w r % d  views contradic t ing i t ?  And i f  we ca l l  out 
t o  him, "Jus t  try C h r i s t i a n i t y  and you w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  
i t  proves i t s e l f  a p e r i e n t a l l y , "  do w e  r e a l l y  th ink  
t h a t  he will not a t  t h e  same time hear p rec i se ly  the  
sme  subjective-pragmatic appea l  frm numerous o ther  
quarters? 

What is he t o  do? Alphabet ize t h e  "ultimate 
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concernst '  and t r y  them s e r i a l l y ?  I f  so ,  he  must a t  
least t r y  agnost icism, atheism, Baha ' i ,  and Buddhism 
(Mahayana and Hinayana! ) be£ o r e  coming t o  C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  
and a s  Arthur Koes t le r  and o t h e r s  who have e x t r i c a t e d  
themselves p a i n f u l l y  from Marxist  commitment w i l l  t e l l  
u s ,  movement from one u l t i m a t e  concern t o  another  is 
a psychologica l ly  devas t a t ing  experience.  There is 
every chance t h a t  by t h e  time t h e  non-Christian comes 
t o  t r y  C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  he  w i l l  be  s o  jaded psychologi- 
c a l l y  t h a t  he  w i l l  be incapable  of recognizing u l t i -  
mate t r u t h  when he  a c t u a l l y  meets it. 

Evidently,  what is necessary f o r  e f f e c t i v e  
C h r i s t i a n  wi tness  i n  a p l u r a l i s t i c  world is an objec- 
tive apologetic--a "reason f o r  the hope that  i s  i n  
you" t h a t  w i l l  g i v e  the non-Christian clear ground f o r  
a p e r i e n t a l l y  t r y i n g  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  faith before  a l l  
o t h e r  opt ions .  Absolute proof of the  t r u t h  o f  Christ's 
claims is av%ilable only  i n  personal r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  
H i m ;  bu t  c o n t m p s r a r y  man Baas every r i g h t  t o  expect u s  
t o  o f f e r  s o l i d  reasons f o r  making such a t o t a l  corn- 
animent.  The apo loge t i c  t a s k  Ls jus t i%ied  not  a s  a 
r a t i o n a l  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  faith, bu t  as a ground f o r  
f a i t h ;  not  as a replacement f o r  the S p i r i t ' s  working, 
bu t  a s  a means by which t h e  o b j e c t i v e  t r u t h  of God's 
Word can b e  made c l e a r  s o  t h a t  men w i l l  heed i t  as t h e  
v e h i c l e  of t h e  S p i r i t  who conv ic t s  the world through 
i t s  message. 

The a n a l y t i c a l  phi losopher  Antony Flew, i n  
developing a parable  from a t a l e  t o l d  him by John 
Wisdom, i l l u s t r a t e s  how meaningless t o  t h e  non-Chris- 
t i a n  a r e  r e l i g i o u s  a s s e r t i o n s  incapable  of being t e s t e d  
o b j e c t i v e l y  : 

Once upon a time two exp lo re r s  came upon a 
c l e a r i n g  i n  t h e  jungle.  I n  t h e  c l e a r i n g  
w e r e  growing many f lowers  and many weeds. 
One explorer  s ays ,  "Some gardener must 
tend t h i s  p lo t . "  The o t h e r  d i sag rees ,  
"There is no gardener." So they p i t c h  
t h e i r  t e n t s  and s e t  a watch. No gardener 
is  ever  seen. "But perhaps he  is an 

i n v i s i b l e  gardener." So they  set up a 
barbed-wire fence ,  They e l e c t r i f y  it. 
They p a t r o l  w i th  bloodhounds. (For they 
remember how H. G. Wells' The I n v i s i b l e  - 
Man could b e  both s m e l t  and touched - 
though he  could n o t  be  seen.) But no 
s h r i e k s  ever  suggest  t h a t  some i n t r u d e r  
has  received a shock. No movements of 
t h e  w i r e  ever  be t r ay  an i n v i s i b l e  cl imber,  
The bloodhounds never g i v e  cry .  Yet s t i l l  
t h e  Bel iever  is n o t  convinced. "But t h e r e  
is a gardener ,  i n v i s i b l e ,  i n s e n s i b l e  t o  
e l e c t r i c  shocks, a gardener who has  no 
scen t  and makes no sound, a gardener who 
comes s e c r e t l y  to look a f t e r  t h e  garden 
which he l s v e s , "  A t  l a s t  t h e  Scep t i c  
d e s p a i r s ,  "But what remains of your o r i -  
g i n a l  a sse r t ion?  J u s t  how does what you 
ca l l  an  i n v i s i b l e ,  in tangible ,  e t e r n a l l y  
elusive gardener d i f f e r  from an imaginary 
gardener o r  even from no gardener a t  a1 l?" I2  

This  parable  i s  a damning judgment on a l l  r e l i  
t r u t h - s l a b s  save  t h a t  of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h ,  
in C h r i s t i a n i t y  w e  do not have merely an  a l l e g a t i o n  
t h a t  t h e  garden of t h i s  world i s  tended by a loving 
Gardener; we have t h e  a c t u a l ,  empir ica l  en t rance  of 
t h e  Gardener i n t o  t h e  human scene  i n  t h e  person of 
C h r i s t  ( c f ,  John 20:14-151, and t h i s  en t rance  is  v e r i -  
f i a b l e  by way of H i s  r e s u r r e c t i o n ,  

W e  must present  c l e a r  testimony t o  t h e  Tfnomases 
and t o  t h e  Stoics of our  day t h a t  God d id  indeed come 
in t h e  f l e s h  and "showed Inbself a l i v e  a f t e r  h i s  
passion by many i n f a l l i b l e  proofs" (Acts 1 ~ 3 ) .  Under 
no circumstances should w e  r e t r e a t  i n t o  a presupposi- 
t i ana l i sm o r  a f ide ism which would rob  our f e l low men 
of t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  consider  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  f a i t h  
s e r i o u s l y  wi th  head as we l l  a s  h e a r t ,  Our apologet ic  
task i s  n o t  f u l f i l l e d  u n t i l  we rmsve the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
o f f enses  t&ak a l low s a  many non-Christian8 t o  r e j e c t  
t h e  gospel with s c a r c e l y  a hear ing ,  W e  much b r ing  
them t o  t h e  only l e g i t h a t e  of fense :  t h e  o f fense  of 
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When t h e  Greeks of our day come seeking J e s u s  
(John 12:20-21), l e t  u s  make c e r t a i n  t h a t  they f i n d  
Him.  
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I Strange Bedfellows 

Can the  t r u t h  of C h r i s t i a n i t y  be "proven" t o  an 
unbeliever? Ought t h e  Chr is t ian  t r y  t o  "demonstrate" 
t h e  v e r a c i t y  of t h e  Gospel t o  t h e  non-Christian? 
Should one attempt t o  "es tab l i sh  evident ia l ly"  t h e  
Bible ' s  claim t o  be the  very Word of God? Here a r e  
two represen ta t ive  contemporary Lutheran judgments on 
these  questions: 

The c e r t a i n t y  of Chris t ian  f a i t h  i s  not 
dependent upon the  demonstrable character  of 
d iv ine  reve la t ion ,  The idea  tha% s c i e n t i f i c  
s t u d i e s  and Lnvestigations should provide a 
s o l i d  foundation fo r  f a i t h  and give it cer- 
t a i n t y  is contrary t o  t he  nature  of both 
science and f a i t h *  I f  this were indeed pas- 
s i b l e ,  i t  m u l d  mean tha t  science,  ~ z i t h i n  t h e  
empirical  r e a l i t y  which i s  t h e  ob jec t  of its 
study,  could discover something o f  t h a t  reve- 
Bation of which f a i t h  speaks. The discover ies  
of science would i n  t h a t  ease  v e r i f y  f a i t h ,  
But t h i s  wgsa%$d obviously be to ask something 
of science which i t  cannot g ive  without 
ceasing t o  be s c i e n t i f i c .  Whether it be a 
question of a s c i e n t i f i c  inves t iga t ion  of 
na tu re  o r  h i s to ry ,  such a study cannot pene- 
t r a t e  t o  t h a t  which is  dec i s ive  f o r  fai th-- the 
reve la t ion  of God .I 

Chris t ian  theology is t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e x h i b i t ,  
o r  preach, t h e  Gospel, but  not t o  prove i t  t r u e  
by human arguments of reason o r  philosophy. A s  
t h e  Chr i s t i an  theologian proclaims t h e  t r u t h ,  
he wins sou l s  f o r  Chr i s t ,  but  not  a s  he en- 
deavors t o  prove t r u e  t h e  mysteries of f a i t h  
by p r inc ip les  of human reason. This a l s o  is 
t h e  meaning s f  t h e  axiom: "The b e s t  apology of 
t h e  Chr i s t i an  r e l i g i o n  is  i ts proclamation." 
Let t h e  Gospel be made known, and i t  w i l l  of 

i t s e l f  prove i ts d iv ine  character .  Chr i s t i an  
apologet ics  has the re fo re  only  one f u n c t i c ~ - ~  
it is t o  show t h e  unreasonableness of u n b e ~ ~ e f .  
Never can i t  demonstrate t h e  t r u t h  with "en- 
t i c i n g  words of man's ~ i s d o m . " ~  

Only t h e  presence of b i b l i c a l  c i t a t i o n s  i n  t h e  
second quotat ion and t h e  absence of them i n  t h e  f i r s t  
might suggest a d i f fe rence  i n  apologet ic  viewpoint on 
t h e  p a r t  of these  two theologians. The f i r s t  state- 
ment der ives  from Gustav ~ u l g n ,  t h e  renowned spokes- 
man f o r  Lundensian theology, who ca tegor ica l ly  set 
himself agains t  "Biblicism" ( t h e  ve rba l  i n s  f r a t  ion  3 and i n f a l l a l e  authority of Holy Scr ip ture)  a d  de- 
precia ted  t h e  subs t i tu t ionary  ("Latin, " "Ansefmianfl) 
doc t r ine  of Chr i s t  ' s ~tonement  . The second af  f irma- 
tdon -presses the v i e ~ s f n t  of J. Theodore Mueller, 
the great Missouri Syssd dopaticban, who throughout 
h i s  long ca ree r  sksad fast f o r  the inerrancy of 
Scr ip tu re  and the chr is to logy of the h i s t o r i c  church, 
and vigorously opposed Lundensian theology as a 
Lutheran v a r i a n t  of reformed Nea-orthodoxy. 

Yet t h e  apologetic s t ance  of these  two Lutheran 
th inkers  is v i r t u a l l y  indis t inguishable!  Both clafm 
t h a t  Chr i s t i an  reve la t ion  s tands  beyond proof and be- 
yond demonstration--and t h a t  any at tempt t o  o f f e r  an 
apologet ic  t o  e s t a b l i s h  i ts v a l i d i t y  is t o  misunder- 
s tand t h e  na tu re  of t h e  Chr i s t i an  gospel. A s  I have 
pointed ou t  elsewhere, very much t h e  same ant ipathy 
t o  p o s i t i v e  apologet ic  argument is displayed through- 
ou t  contemporary Protestantism: i t  has  been equal ly  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  o ld  Modernism, of t h e  Barthian 
" c r i s i s  theology" t h a t  reacted  aga ins t  Modernism, of 
Bulhnannian ex i s t en t i a l i sm,  and of t h e  orthodox Calvi- 
nism and p i e t i s t i c  fundamentalism which have fought 
t h e  e r r o r s  of l ibe ra l i sm,  neo-orthodoxy, and Bultman- 
nianbsm, 5 

The quest ion w e  wish t o  pose i n  this essay is t h e  
difficult but exceedingly important one concerning t he  
proper relation between Lutheran fa i th  and the apolo- 
getic task: the confess ional  Lutheran t o  feel 



I Strange Bedfellows 

Can the  t r u t h  of C h r i s t i a n i t y  be "proven" t o  an 
unbeliever? Ought t h e  Chr is t ian  t r y  t o  "demonstrate" 
t h e  v e r a c i t y  of t h e  Gospel t o  t h e  non-Christian? 
Should one attempt t o  "es tab l i sh  evident ia l ly"  t h e  
Bible ' s  claim t o  be the  very Word of God? Here a r e  
two represen ta t ive  contemporary Lutheran judgments on 
these  questions: 

The c e r t a i n t y  of Chris t ian  f a i t h  i s  not 
dependent upon the  demonstrable character  of 
d iv ine  reve la t ion ,  The idea  tha% s c i e n t i f i c  
s t u d i e s  and Lnvestigations should provide a 
s o l i d  foundation fo r  f a i t h  and give it cer- 
t a i n t y  is contrary t o  t he  nature  of both 
science and f a i t h *  I f  this were indeed pas- 
s i b l e ,  i t  m u l d  mean tha t  science,  ~ z i t h i n  t h e  
empirical  r e a l i t y  which i s  t h e  ob jec t  of its 
study,  could discover something o f  t h a t  reve- 
Bation of which f a i t h  speaks. The discover ies  
of science would i n  t h a t  ease  v e r i f y  f a i t h ,  
But t h i s  wgsa%$d obviously be to ask something 
of science which i t  cannot g ive  without 
ceasing t o  be s c i e n t i f i c .  Whether it be a 
question of a s c i e n t i f i c  inves t iga t ion  of 
na tu re  o r  h i s to ry ,  such a study cannot pene- 
t r a t e  t o  t h a t  which is  dec i s ive  f o r  fai th-- the 
reve la t ion  of God .I 

Chris t ian  theology is t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  e x h i b i t ,  
o r  preach, t h e  Gospel, but  not t o  prove i t  t r u e  
by human arguments of reason o r  philosophy. A s  
t h e  Chr i s t i an  theologian proclaims t h e  t r u t h ,  
he wins sou l s  f o r  Chr i s t ,  but  not  a s  he en- 
deavors t o  prove t r u e  t h e  mysteries of f a i t h  
by p r inc ip les  of human reason. This a l s o  is 
t h e  meaning s f  t h e  axiom: "The b e s t  apology of 
t h e  Chr i s t i an  r e l i g i o n  is  i ts proclamation." 
Let t h e  Gospel be made known, and i t  w i l l  of 

i t s e l f  prove i ts d iv ine  character .  Chr i s t i an  
apologet ics  has the re fo re  only  one f u n c t i c ~ - ~  
it is t o  show t h e  unreasonableness of u n b e ~ ~ e f .  
Never can i t  demonstrate t h e  t r u t h  with "en- 
t i c i n g  words of man's ~ i s d o m . " ~  

Only t h e  presence of b i b l i c a l  c i t a t i o n s  i n  t h e  
second quotat ion and t h e  absence of them i n  t h e  f i r s t  
might suggest a d i f fe rence  i n  apologet ic  viewpoint on 
t h e  p a r t  of these  two theologians. The f i r s t  state- 
ment der ives  from Gustav ~ u l g n ,  t h e  renowned spokes- 
man f o r  Lundensian theology, who ca tegor ica l ly  set 
himself agains t  "Biblicism" ( t h e  ve rba l  i n s  f r a t  ion  3 and i n f a l l a l e  authority of Holy Scr ip ture)  a d  de- 
precia ted  t h e  subs t i tu t ionary  ("Latin, " "Ansefmianfl) 
doc t r ine  of Chr i s t  ' s ~tonement  . The second af  f irma- 
tdon -presses the v i e ~ s f n t  of J. Theodore Mueller, 
the great Missouri Syssd dopaticban, who throughout 
h i s  long ca ree r  sksad fast f o r  the inerrancy of 
Scr ip tu re  and the chr is to logy of the h i s t o r i c  church, 
and vigorously opposed Lundensian theology as a 
Lutheran v a r i a n t  of reformed Nea-orthodoxy. 

Yet t h e  apologetic s t ance  of these  two Lutheran 
th inkers  is v i r t u a l l y  indis t inguishable!  Both clafm 
t h a t  Chr i s t i an  reve la t ion  s tands  beyond proof and be- 
yond demonstration--and t h a t  any at tempt t o  o f f e r  an 
apologet ic  t o  e s t a b l i s h  i ts v a l i d i t y  is t o  misunder- 
s tand t h e  na tu re  of t h e  Chr i s t i an  gospel. A s  I have 
pointed ou t  elsewhere, very much t h e  same ant ipathy 
t o  p o s i t i v e  apologet ic  argument is displayed through- 
ou t  contemporary Protestantism: i t  has  been equal ly  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  o ld  Modernism, of t h e  Barthian 
" c r i s i s  theology" t h a t  reacted  aga ins t  Modernism, of 
Bulhnannian ex i s t en t i a l i sm,  and of t h e  orthodox Calvi- 
nism and p i e t i s t i c  fundamentalism which have fought 
t h e  e r r o r s  of l ibe ra l i sm,  neo-orthodoxy, and Bultman- 
nianbsm, 5 

The quest ion w e  wish t o  pose i n  this essay is t h e  
difficult but exceedingly important one concerning t he  
proper relation between Lutheran fa i th  and the apolo- 
getic task: the confess ional  Lutheran t o  feel 



t h e  same ant ipatky toward t h e  p o s i t i v e  defense of t h e  
f a i t h  a s  is expe-ienced by l i b e r a l  Lutherans and non- 
Lutherans l i k e ?  O r  does Lutheran theology demand an 
apologet ic  f o r  i v  . Word as aggressive a s  its proclama- 
t i o n  of t h e  Worc Should orthodox Lutheranism share  
t h e  anti-apologe : ic  bed with contemporary theology, 
o r  have we i n a d v - t t e n t l y  picked up t h e  wrong room key 
a l together?  

An E x i s t e n t i a l  Luther wi th  A r i s t o t e l i a n  Followers 

W e  a r e  to ld  t h a t ,  a s  those  who go by Luther 's  
name, we should be t h e  l a s t  t o  approach C h r i s t i a n i t y  
apologet ica l ly .  Yaroslav Pelikan,  i n  h i s  i n f l u e n t i a l  
l i t t l e  monograp;~, , main- 
t a i n s  t h a t  t h e  young Luther had l i t t l e  i n t e r e s t  i n  - 

"natura l  theology1'--in the  knowledge of God o r  of d i -  
v i n e  t r u t h  which can be a t t a i n e d  by t h e  sinner i n  h i s  
unregenerate s ate--and that  even as an old  man when 
he d id  dea l  w i  h t h e  quest ion,  h e  o r i en ta ted  it 
"around t h e  cc x p t  of dread. "6 I n  o the r  words, Lu- 
t h e r ' s  fundame ta l  approach w a s  no t  ob jec t ive ,  cogni- 
t i v e ,  f a c t u a l ,  5ut  r a t h e r  e x i s t e n t i a l :  he  approached 
t r u t h  quest ion as Kierkegaard would later, i n  terms 
of dynamic, pe; onal  experience. Kierkegaard's 
aphorism t h a t  ' :ruth is sub jec t iv i tyq '  s t r i k e s  c l o s e r  
t o  Luther 's  wo*%d-view than any kind of ob jec t ive  
arguments f o r  * :hr is t iani ty ls  v a l i d i t y .  Was Kierke- 
gaard no t  exp pssing t h e  s p i r i t  of Luther 's  pos i t ion  
when he  s a i d  ..hat t o  quest ion o r  defend t h e  t r u t h  of 
Chr i s t  is l i k -  a husband se r ious ly  asking himself 
whether he  could love  another woman--even t o  ask  such 
a quest ion l a b e l s  h i s  lov6 a s  unreal? 

Pel ikan 's  sketch of t h e  h i s t o r y  of theo log ica l  
ideas  between Luther and Kierkegaard presents  essen- 
t i a l l y  an arLd t e r r i t o r y  of orthodox Lutheran dogmat- 
i c i a n s  who, -1hi1e r e j e c t i n g  A r i s t o t e l i a n  adu l t e ra t ions  
of t h e  c o n t e t  of Chr i s t i an  theology, unwitt ingly in- 
corpora te  A r  s t o t e l i a n  ~ . h i l o s o p h i c a l  methodology i n t o  
t h e i r  l abors ,  thereby eventual ly  corrupt ing Luther 's  
e x i s t e n t i a l  ~ n s i g h t s  and paving t h e  way f o r  t h e  v ic to ry  
of R a t i o n a l i ~ ~ .  The s t r e r s  on proofs f o r  God's 

exis tence  i n  such l a t e r  orthodox dogmaticians a s  Hollaz 
is c l e a r  evidence t h a t  Luther 's  d i s i n t e r e s t  i n  "natura l  
theology" d id  not  long remain among h i s  fol lowers.  

One of t h e  chief  sources of Pel ikan 's  i n t r r p r e t a -  
t i o n ,  a s  evidenced by h i s  own bibl iographical  notes ,  
was the  b r i e f  sec t ion  on Natural Theology a t  t h e  out- 
s e t  of Werner E l e r t  's Morphologie des ~ u t h e r t u m s .  
There Elert--who himself r e l i e s  heavi lv  on Ernst  
~ r o e l t s c h ' s  Vernunft und Offenbarung b e i  Joh. Gerhard 
und Melanchthon (1891)--claims t h a t  Melanchthon in- 
cons i s t en t ly  maintained i n  h i s  Apology t o  the  Augsburg 
Confession t h a t  "God can be known i n  no other  way than 
through the  Word," y e t  he "already accepted the  essen- 
t i a l  elements of the l a t e r  ' na tu ra l  theology"' and 
"demonstrates the n a t u r a l  proofs of the  exis tence  of 
God."7 From t h i s  point th ings  went from bad t o  worse, 
both i n  Melanchthon himself and i n  the  orthodox theo- 
logians  of t h e  next century and a h a l f :  Chemnitz, 
~ e r h a r d  , Calov, Hollaz , Baier . (Only Flacius  deserves 
r e a l  p ra i se ,  f o r  he unqual i f iedly  condemned s i n f u l  
man's r a t i o . )  Tragical ly ,  dogmaticians such a s  these  
s e t  f o r t h  p o s i t i v e  apologet ic  arguments f o r  b i b l i c a l  
t r u t h ,  and t h e  Lutheran astronomer-mathematician Kepler 
a c t u a l l y  endeavored t o  harmonize s c i e n t i f i c  d iscover ies  
w i t h  the  Word of God! "How f a r  away from Luther we now 
are!" c r i e s  E l e r t ,  and concludes: 

The development of "natura l  theology" is  
t h e  march of h i s t o r y  from Luther 's  primal 
experience (Urerlebnis) up t o  the  Enlighten- 
ment, It ended with the  ominous e r r o r  t h a t  
Chr is t ian  f a i t h  i n  God and "natura l  knowledge 
of God" a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l .  For t h e  
naive apo log i s t s ,  f o r  many a dogmatician, 
even f o r  many a p o l i t i c i a n  who wanted t o  "pre- 
serve  r e l i g i o n  f o r  t h e  people," t h i s  was a 
comfort and a s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  For t h e  church 
P h i l i s t i n e ,  a s  Tholuck addressed him, i t  was 
reason f o r  no longer knowing of an anguished 
conscience. But then came Ludwig Feuerbach. 
Then came Karl Marx and Nietzsche. They 
showed t h a t  the  knowledge of "natural"  man 
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a r r i v e s  a t  a t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t .  And 
when it came t o  t h e  g rea t  t e s t  of t h e  revela- 
t i o n  of God's goodness, f a i t h f u l a ~ ~ c ~  and 
mercy on land,  a t  sea ,  and i n  the  axr--which 
Z8ckler and many o the rs  taught--the r e s u l t  
was decidedly negative,  Was i t  surpr i s ing  
t h a t  t h e  generat ion of t h e  w a r  and the col-  
l apse  declared the  Chr i s t i an  belief i n  God 
t o  be a de lus ion  becuase i t  had been refuted  
by the terrors and t he  f a t e  that they had 

The BuLtmannian and post-Bultmannian Lutherans o f  
cur day carp.; t h i s  l i n e  of argument even farthes. Does 
Gultmanri tear away all n b j e c t i - i c  gri-unding for Eaith 
by declaring tha t  Ghe .:srrer si-ve3.y histor+.lr,i  descr ip-  

1 -  

t i o n s  sf our  Lord" mmlracu2aus ac ts  are :ea.-.iay the  
mythological garb in xP7hich the p r i m i t i v e  zt;ureh clothed 
its existential experience o f  "authentic self-under- 
standing"? Fine! In  t h i s  "one sees i n  umis takab le  
ou t l ines  the shadow of ~ u t h e r , " 9  f o r  Bultmann i s  re- 
moving the  ob jec t ive ,  i n t e l l ec tua l  p rops  by which 
modern man may a t tempt  t o  " j u s t i f y  himself ,"  even as 
Luther removed the props o f  moral works-righteousness 
from 16 th  century man. Bultmann thus continues 
Luther 's  t a s k  of s t r i p p i n g  away a l l  the  ex te rna l s  
from faith--leaving it as i t  r e a l l y  i s ,  a naked leap 
which can never be aided,  much l e s s  es tabl ished,  by 
ob jec t ive  evidence o r  f a c t u a l  demonstration. This 
viewpoint has been expressed with p a r t i c u l a r  force- 
fu lness  by such post-Bultmannian advocates of t h e  
New Hermeneutic a s  Ernst Kgsemann: 

Neither miracle nor the  canon nor t he  Jesus  
of h i s t o r y  is a b l e  t o  g ive  s e c u r i t y  t o  our 
f a i t h ,  For our f a i t h  the re  can be no ob- 
j e c t i v i t y  i n  t h i s  sense. That is the  f inding 
which New Testament scholarship has made 
p la in  i n  its own fashion. But t h i s  f inding 
is only t h e  obverse of t h a t  acknowledgment 
which Luther 's  exposit ion of t h e  t h i r d  a r t i c l e  
of t h e  Creed expresses.10 

I n  sum: Luther 's  c e n t r a l  convict ion t h a t  a  man 
is  j u s t i f i e d  by grace through f a i t h  and h i s  concomi- 
t a n t  r e f u s a l  t o  confuse law with gospel supposedly 
eliminated f o r  him, i f  not ob jec t ive  grounds f o r  
f a i t h ,  a t  l e a s t  a l l  uses of ob jec t ive  evidences i n  
"def endingi! t h e  f a i t h .  Luther 's immediate fol lowers,  
however, a l legedly  returned l i k e  the  dog t o  i t s  
A r i s t o t e l i a n  vomit i n  endeavoring t o  e s t a b l i s h  the  
t r u t h  of f a i t h  and t o  convince o the rs  of i ts  v e r a c i t y  
by ob jec t ive  argument. Such argumentation is fore ign 
t o  t r u e  Lutheran b e l i e f ,  w e  a r e  t o l d ,  and must be 
excised a s  a cancer. 

Luther and t h e  Class ica l  Dogmatieians Revisi ted ---- 

Energy, e x i s t e n t i a l  o r  otherwise, need not be ex- 
pended here  i n  r e f u t i n g  the  eontention that Luther had 
no ob jec t ive  grounding f o r  h i s  f a i t h ,  Merely h i s  
af f i rmat ion a t  Worms--"I am bound by t h e  Scr ip tu res  
t h a t  I have adduced, and my conscience has been taken 
captive by the  I~Jo~ord of Godi'--should h e  enough t o  show 
t h a t  f o r  Luther t r u t h  w a s  h a r d l y  "subject iv i ty ."  For 
those in te res ted  i n  a d e t a i l e d  ana lys i s  of t h i s  i s sue ,  
a previous essay of mine should prove u s e f u l e l l  Our 
task  here  i s  the more specia l ized one of determining 
t o  what extent  Luther 's  theology allows f o r  and en- 
courages t h e  of C h r i s t i a n i t y ' s  f a c t u a l  
character  i n  t h  before an unbe l iwing  
world, Granted t h a t  f o r  Luther God's Word was ob- 
j e c t i v e l y  t r u e ;  does i t  follow t h a t  i ts  t r u t h  can be  
es tabl ished and defended i n  t h e  marketplace of ideas ,  
o r  i s  the  s i n f u l  character  of t h e  human s i t u a t i o n  an 
absolute  b a r r i e r  t o  such an operat ion? This is t h e  
question before us--and w e  s h a l l  now take  i t  up (not  
fo rge t t ing ,  however, the  sobering considerat ion t h a t  
t h e  s t rongest  opponents of a Lutheran apologetic a r e  
those who base t h e i r  anti-apologetic s tance  on the  
conviction t h a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y  is, a f t e r  a l l ,  non- 
object ive!) ,  

Even the  reading of Pelikan leaves  us a b i t  
shaky a s  t o  t h e  dichotomy between an a l legedly  exis- 
t e n t i a l  Luther and h i s  Aristotel ian-apologetic 
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shaky a s  t o  t h e  dichotomy between an a l legedly  exis- 
t e n t i a l  Luther and h i s  Aristotel ian-apologetic 



fol lowers.  I n  Luther ,  admits  Pe l ikan ,  "we do have 
a t  l e a s t  one passage i n  which he  expounds what 
v i r t u a l l y  amounts t o  an argument [ f o r  ~ o d ' s  ex is tence]  
from t h e  analogy of being. The d e t a i l e d  commentary 
on Genesis,  our ch ief  source  f o r  t h e  o ld  Luther ,  
d e a l s  wi th  n a t u r a l  theology s e v e r a l  t imes. "12 But 
t h i s  apo loge t i c  emphasis i s  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  " the  o l d  
Luthert'--not t o  t h e  Reformer i n  h i s  t heo log ica l  grime, 

We could answer wi th  P l a s s  t h a t  Lu the r ' s  Genesis 
commentary comprises t h e  " longest  and, i n  many re -  
s p e c t s ,  t h e  matures t  of h i s  l e c t u r e s .  "13 However, 
t h i s  l i n e  of approach i s  unnecessary, f o r ,  as such 
Luther scho la r s  as P h i l i p  S ,  Watson have shorn, t h e  
R e f o r m e r ' s  concern with n a t u r a l  theology was by no 
means limited t o  h i s  later years. A s  e a r l y  as  1525, 
Luther i s  expressly teaching i n  
W i l l  t ha t  " the  knowledge of p redes t ina t ion  and of 
God's prescience has been l e f t  in t h e  world [ a f t e r  
t h e  F a l l ]  no less c e r t a i n l y  than t h e  not ion  of t h e  
Godhead i t s e l f .  "14 I n  h i s  Ga la t i ans  commentary 
(1531)--considered by many t o  b e  t h e  g r e a t e s t  of a l l  
L u t h e r " ~  mi t ings - -he  c o n d a n s  a l l  a t t m p t s  by t h e  
s inne r  t o  j u s t i f y  himself on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  n a t u r a l  
knowledge of God, whi le  a t  t h e  same time s t o u t l y  de- 
fending t h e  ex i s t ence  of such n a t u r a l  knowledge and 
encouraging t h e  C h r i s t i a n  t o  d i s p u t e  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  
wi th  unbel ievers  on t h e  b a s i s  of i t :  

When you a r e  t o  d i s p u t e  with Jews, Turks, 
P a p i s t s ,  H e r e t i c s ,  e t c . ,  concerning t h e  
power, wisdom, and majesty of God, employ 
a l l  your i n t e l l i g e n c e  and indus t ry  t o  t h a t  
end, and be  a s  profound and a s  s u b t l e  a  
d i s p u t e r  a s  you can.15 

Such arguments [arguments f o r  d i v i n e  t r u t h  
based on human and e a r t h l y  analogy] a r e  
good when they a r e  grounded upon t h e  ord i -  
nance of God. But when they a r e  taken from 
men's co r rup t  a f f e c t i o n s ,  they a r e  naught. 

Though a l l  e f f o r t s  a t  s e l f - s a l v a t i o n  through n a t u r a l  
theology must be  unqua l i f i ed ly  condemned, Luther sees 
t h e  n a t u r a l  knowledge of God and of H i s  law insc r ibed  
on every man's h e a r t  a s  t h e  po in t  of contact--the 
common ground--which makes t h e  e v a n g e l i s t i c  t a s k  pos- 
s i b l e .  

I f  t h e  n a t u r a l  law were no t  w r i t t e n  and given 
i n  t h e  h e a r t  by God, one would have t o  preach 
t o  an a s s ,  horse ,  ox, o r  cow f o r  a  hundred 
thousand yea r s  be fo re  they accepted t h e  law, 
al though they have ears, eyes and h e a r t  a s  a  
man. They too  can hear  i t ,  bu t  i t  does not  
e n t e r  t h e i r  h e a r t .  Why? What is wrong? 
Their  sou l  is not  s o  formed and fashioned 
t h a t  such a  th ing  might e n t e r  i t .  But a man, 
when t he  law is  set  be fo re  him, soon says :  
Yes, i t  is  so ,  he cannot deny i t .  Me could 
not b e  so quickly  convinced, were i t  not  
w r i t t e n  i n  h i s  h e a r t  b d o r e e 1 7  

Watson summarizes t h e  case  i n  t h e  b e s t  t r a d i t i o n s  of 
d r y  Oxbridge humor: 

He [ ~ u t h e r ]  had, a f t e r  a l l ,  read h i s  Testa- 
ment; and t h e  f i r s t  two chapters  s f  t h e  
E p i s t l e  t o  t h e  Romans, a long wi th  o the r  pas- 
sages dear  t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  theologians ,  could 
no t  escape h i s  n o t i c e .  He had, f u r t h e m o r e ,  
too much reverence  f o r  t h e  sacred  t e x t  t o  
ignore such assages ,  o r  t o  d ismiss  them a s  
unimportant,  PS 
However, r e t o r t s  t h e  an t i -apologet ic  Lutheran, 

does t h i s  r e a l l y  p e n e t r a t e  t o  t h e  k a r t  of ~uther's 
pos i t ion?  Granted t h a t  h e  he ld  t o  n a t u r a l  knowledge 
of God; he nonetheless  refuses t o  a l low such knowledge 
a p lace  i n  sa lva t ion .  A s  s p e c i a l i s t s  on Lu the r ' s  view 
of "reason" have pointed o u t  (one t h i n k s  e s p e c i a l l y  of 
B .  A. ~ e r r i s h l ~  and R o b e r t  H. ~ i s c h e r z o ) ,  Luther in- 
deed encourages r a t i o n a l  ope ra t ions  i n  t h e  secu la r  
realm ( t h e  e a r t h l y  kingdom) but  c a t e g o r i c a l l y  rejects 
reason as a nornative r u l e  in t h e  realm s f  sa lvat ion 
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( t h e  s p i r i t u a l  kingdom). Reason must never be  a l -  
lowed t o  ope ra t e  m a g i s t e r i a l l y  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  God's 
Word; where t h i s  occurs ,  reason becomes Frau Hulda 
and Madam Jezebel--the Devi l ' s  Whore. 

The Kingdom of Reason embraces such human 
a c t i v i t i e s  a s  car ing  f o r  a  family,  bu i ld ing  
a  home, serv ing  a s  a  mag i s t r a t e ,  and ( a s  
~ g r e r ' s  MS. adds) looking a f t e r  cows. A l l  
t h a t  can be demanded of m e  by God i n  such 
a sphere of a c t i v i t y  is t h a t  I should 'do 
my b e s t ' .  The important th ing  not  t o  over- 
look i s  t h a t  t h i s  Kingdom has  its boundaries; 
t h e  e r r o r  of t h e  s o p h i s t s  i s  t h a t  they carry 
t h e  saying ' t o  do one ' s  b e s t '  ( f a c e r e  
i n  s e  est) over i n t o  t he  Rgnurm 3 --- 
i n  which a man is a b l e  t o  do nothing but sin, 
I n  outward a f fa i r s  o r  i n  t h e  affairs  of the 
body man is  master :  ' H e  i s  h a r d l y ' ,  as 
Luther d r i l y  remarks, ' t h e  cow's servant . '  
But i n  s p i r i t u a l  a f 5 a i r s  he a servant o r  
s l a v e ,  ' so ld  under s i n ' .  "For t h e  Kingdom 
s f  Human Reason must be separated a s  f a r  as 
p o s s i b l e  from t h e  S p i r i t u a l  Kingdom. "21 

And what poss ib l e  good can an  apo loge t i c  do when, in 
Luthe r ' s  th inking ,  n a t u r a l  knowledge of God o f f e r s  
no s u b s t i t u t e  whatever f o r  t h e  Word of God i n  Jesus 
Chr i s t ?  Knowledge of t h e  Deus absconditus can only 
impart t e r r o r ;  t h e  - -  Deus revelatus--God i n  Christ-- 
o f f e r s  t h e  s o l e  avenue t o  peace and s a l v a t i o n ,  and 
M e  is  a c c e s s i b l e ,  n o t  to reason and d a o n s t r a t i o n ,  
bu t  t o  t h e  eyes of f a i t h .  Thus even C h r i s t ' s  miracles 
d id  not  convince those  who would not accept  H i s  Word: 
"'When mi rac l e s  a r e  e r f o m e d ,  they are apprec ia ted  
only  by t h e  pious. One must come i n  f a i t h  t o  t h e  
lowly C h r i s t  of t h e  manger and t h e r e ,  paradoxica l ly ,  
one w i l l  m e e t  t h e  d i v i n e  Savior .  Lu the r ' s  theology 
c a l l s  f o r  proclamation of t h i s  t r u t h ,  not  f o r  a n  im-  
p o s s i b l e  defense  of i t  which inva r i ab ly  appeals  t o  
t h e  "na tu ra l  man" d e s i r i n g  t o  j u s t i f y  himself .  

Here we a r r i v e  a t  t h e  c o r e  of t h e  mat te r .  Luther 

ve ry  d e f i n i t e l y  d i s t ingu i shed  two kingdoms, t h e  
e a r t h l y  and t h e  s p i r i t u a l ,  and i n  f a c t  considered 
t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  t o  be  one of t h e  most va luab le  as- 
p e c t s  of h i s  theology.24 But does t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  
dichotomize t h e  world i n t o  a  s e c u l a r  realm where 
reason and proof ope ra t e ,  and a s p i r i t u a l  realm where 
evidence has  no place? This  is p r e c i s e l y  t h e  impres- 
s i o n  given by v i r t u a l l y  a l l  modern i n t e r p r e t e r s  of 
Luther.  Especia l ly  revea l ing  i s  Robert F i s c h e r ' s  
d e c l a r a t i o n  t h a t  f o r  Luther "such i n s i g h t s  ["reason, 
experience, common sense':] o p e r a t e  i n  what would later 
b e  c a l l e d  t h e  henomenal realm; they do not  pene t r a t e  
t h e  noumenal . "$5 The use  of t h e  terms "noumenal" and 
"phenomenal" (borrowed from t h e  Kant i a n  c r i t i c a l  phi- 
losophy, which is i t s e l f  dependent upon a P l a t o n i c  
sepa ra t ion  of t h e  realm of "ideas" o r  " idea ls"  from 
t h e  phenomenal world of sense  experience)  is most 
s i g n i f i c a n t :  Luther is p a i n l e s s l y  being absorbed i n t o  
the i d e a l i s t i c - d u a l i s t i c  frame of r e fe rence  charac ter -  
i s t i c  of v i r t u a l l y  a l l  contemporary P r o t e s t a n t  thought.  
Why can neo-orthodox and o t h e r  v a r i e t i e s  of c u r r e n t  
theology conf iden t ly  hold t o  t h e i r  " theo log ica l  in- 
s i g h t s "  whi le  s imultaneously accept ing  t h e  most de- 
s t r u c t i v e  judgments of b i b l i c a l  c r i t i c s  regarding 
a l l eged  f a c t u a l  e r r o r s  i n  t h e  b i b l i c a l  m a t e r i a l  and 
t h e  supposed h i s t o r i c a l  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  s c r i p t u r a l  
accounts  of our  Lord ' s  l i f e ?  Simply because t h e  
(noumenal) t r u t h  of t heo log ica l  s ta tements ,  w e  a r e  
t o l d ,  is  i n  no way dependent on t h e  phenomenal, secu- 
lar i s s u e s  connected wi th  b i b l i c a l  h i s t o r y .  Af t e r  a l l ,  
t h e  Bib le  conveys r e l i g i o u s ,  n o t  s c i e n t i f i c  o r  h i s -  
t o r i c a l  t r u t h !  "The Bible  is n o t  a textbook of 
science"; e t c .  

Is Luther t o  be  a s s imi l a t ed  t o  t h e  P la tonic-  
Kantian perspec t ive?  The answer w i l l  depend square ly  
on what kind of connection Luther s a w  between t h e  two 
kingdoms. I f  h e  i n  f a c t  kept  them i n  water - t ight  
compartments, then  a  p o s i t i v e  apo loge t i c  o r i g i n a t i n g  
i n  t h e  s e c u l a r  realm could no t  i n  p r i n c i p l e  j u s t i f y  
t r u t h s  ly ing  i n  t h e  s a l v a t o r y  sphere.  The mere f a c t  
of Lu the r ' s  b e l i e f  i n  a  n a t u r a l  theology,  i n  t h e  
sense  previous ly  shown, s t r o n g l y  sugges ts  some kind 
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of connecting l i n k  between t h e  kingdoms i n  h i s  
thinking;  but  what p rec i se ly  is t h e  nature  of the  
l i n k ?  

Ernst Troel tsch  (whom we have a l ready met i n  
passing a s  one of t h e  sources of E l e r t  and ~ e l i k a n ' s  
anti-apologetic view of Luther) is b e s t  known i n  
Reformation s t u d i e s  f o r  h i s  negative views of Luther 's  
s o c i a l  e t h i c  -26 Troeltsch claims t h a t  Luther ' s the- 
ology produced s o c i a l  quietism because Luther never 
connected the  theological  i n s i g h t s  opera t ive  i n  h i s  
s p i r i t u a l  kingdom with t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  e a r t h l y  
kingdom. This a l l e g a t i o n  has been dec i s ive ly  refuted  
by George F o r e l l ,  who shows t h a t ,  i n  the  f i r s t  place,  
Luther 's  two kingdoms a r e  connected a s  t o  o r i g i n ,  f o r  
"these two separa te  realms a r e  u l t imate ly  both God's 
realms"; and, even more important,  they a r e  l inked i n  
p r a c t i c e  by t h e  individual  Chr i s t i an  be l i ever ,  who is 
a  c i t i z e n  of both simultaneously ("Luther explains 
t h a t  a  point  of contact  between t h e  secular  realm and 
t h e  s p i r i t u a l  realm e x i s t s  i n  t h e  person of t h e  indi-  
v idual  Christ ian")  -27 A p a r a l l e l  v indicat ion of Luther 
is  needed epistemologically. 

A s  the  individual  Chr i s t i an  u n i t e s  t h e  two king- 
doms i n  h i s  person, t h e r e  by bridging t h e  sociological  
gap between them, so  t h e  Incarnate Chr is t  Himself 
l i n k s  t h e  two realms epistemological ly.  The incarna- 
t i o n a l  center  of Luther 's  theology e l iminates  e n t i r e l y  
t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of making him an advocate of "two-fold 
trutho--a kind of 16th  century ~ v e r r o g s .  I n  t h e  
sharpest  poss ib le  opposit ion t o  Pla tonic  dualism--and 
t o  t h e  r e l a t e d  modern dichotomies of Kantianism and 
of Lessing's  d i t c h  between h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  and abso- 
l u t e  truth--Luther declares  t h a t  Jesus  Chr i s t ,  i n  H i s  
own person, o f f e r s  immediate access t o  t h e  Divine. 
One begins with t h e  e a r t h l y  and f i n d s  the  heavenly. 
~ u t h e r ' s  words should be c a r e f u l l y  pondered i n  t h e  
f i n a l  version of h i s  Gala t ians  commentary: 

Paul is i n  the  h a b i t  of l inking together 
Jesus  Chr is t  and God t h e  Father so  f r e -  
quently: he wants t o  teach us  t h e  Chr i s t i an  

r e l i g i o n ,  which does not  begin a t  t h e  very 
top, a s  a l l  o ther  r e l i g i o n s  do, but  a t  t h e  
very  bottom. Paul commands us  t o  ascend on 
t h e  ladder of Jacob, a t  t h e  top  of which 
God Himself is r e s t i n g ,  and t h e  f e e t  of 
which touch t h e  e a r t h  next  t o  t h e  head of 
Jacob (Gen. 28:lZf.). Therefore i f  you 
would th ink o r  t r e a t  of your sa lva t ion ,  you 
must s t o p  speculat ing about t h e  majesty of 
God; you must fo rge t  a l l  thoughts of good 
works, t r a d i t i o n ,  philosophy, and even t h e  
d iv ine  Law. Hasten t o  t h e  s t a b l e  and t h e  
l a p  of t h e  mother and apprehend t h i s  i n f a n t  
Son of t h e  Virgin. Look a t  Him being born, 
nursed, and growing up, walking among men, 
teaching, dying re turning from t h e  d a d  and 
being exalted above a l l  t h e  heavens, i n  
possession of power over a l l .  In  t h i s  way 
you can cause t h e  sun t o  d i s p e l  t h e  clouds 
and can ;avoid a l l  f e a r  and a l l  e r r o r s  too,  
And t h i s  view of God w i l l  keep you on t h e  
r i g h t  path.28 

I.uther i n s i s t s  t h a t  t h e  search f o r  God begin a t  
t h e  connecting l i n k  between e a r t h  and heaven which 
e x i s t s  a t  t h e  point  of t h e  incarnat ion,  There we f i n d  
a  genuine hman  being ("nursed and growing up", 
"dying") but a l s o  Very God of Very God ("returning 
from t h e  dead and being exalted above a l l  t h e  heavens"). 
"~h i losophy  ," which starts elsewhere, must be forgot-  
ten;  absolute  t r u t h  is a v a i l a b l e  only here. Why does 
Luther concentra te  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  on t r a d i t i o n a l  
proofs f o r  God's exis tence  (even though h e  considered 
such argumentation v a l i d ) ?  Because f o r  him i t  did  
not c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  proper point  of departure:  

I f  you begin your study of God by t ry ing  t o  
determine how He r u l e s  t h e  world, how H e  
burned Sodom and Gomotrah wi th  i n f e r n a l  f i r e ,  
whether H e  has  e lec ted  t h i s  person o r  Chat, 
and thus begin with t h e  works of t h e  High 
Majesty, then you w i l l  p resen t ly  break your 
neck and be hurled from heaven, su f fe r ing  a 
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f a l l  l i k e  Lucifer ' s .  For such procedure 
amounts t o  beginning on top and building 
t h e  roof before  you have l a i d  t h e  founda- 
t ion .  Therefore, l e t t i n g  God do whatever 
He is doing, you must begin a t  the bottom 
and say: I do not  want to know God u n t i l  
I have f i r s t  known this Man; for so read 
t h e  passages of Scripture: "I an the Way, 
t h e  Truth, a d  the Life"; again: "No man 
cometh unto the Father but by MeQ' (John 14 : 
6 ) .  And there are more 
same dfect.29 

Luther is not a n t i ~ p 1 ~ e e i c ;  be is, rather, exceed- 

-==!) w n  Be legijlti- 
far mrb-zighgmusness or 

L5-d~1%&td l y  ) b-Ikha 
gzr ic  

ss of the bfbl ic  
h i s t o r y  .*r of its piczure r>d 6%- In the 16th 
cen iry. no reputable tbo log ian i ;  of any school of 
thosgiit qwe-tioned t h e  veracizy of the s c r i p t u r a l  
+ - e ~ t ~  T ~ c  -f;Ld winds a£ rationalistic b i b l i c a l  crit- 
;cj.sm h 4  - ~ > e  yet begun =to blow- (TO be sure ,  Ren- 
aissacce Z~unanists sucb as L a V a l l a  would later 
b e  regarded as precursors of criticism, but  they 
c ~ n s t i t u t e d  no negative apologetic threat t o  b i b l i c a l  
auzhori ty in Luther's t 3 . x ~ ~ )  Luther often s a i d  t h a t  
he d i d  hi3 best: work when angry, L e a ,  he recognized 
t h a t  h i s  theolqgical  act3vi%ies were de t smined  &n 
l a r g e  paxt hy th tmpsrary pressures upaa h b ;  
these press-~res aot from unbeliffers doubting 

rd but Pram churchmen who m i s -  
Thus Luther's b a t t l e s  were nec=esrm 

eueic r a t h e r  than aps loge t i c  i n  character .  
Moreover, ~ince h e  was especially confronted by t h e  
tx-aditior Romanist on the r i g h t  and t h e  f a n a t i c  
~ c h w i r m e ~  t h e l e f t ,  bothofwhomappealedtoextra-  

b i b l i c a l  miracles  i n  t h e i r  midst ,  Luther preferred 
t o  f i g h t  on t h e  common ground of t h e  Word, emphasiz- 
ing t h e  truth--which must never be forgot ten  apolo- 
g e t i c a l l y  i n  our contingent world!--that those  who 
want t o  discount t h e  c l e a r  evidence of God's miracu- - 
lous  deal ings  can always f ind  - some way (improbable 
though i t  may be) of doing so. 

But t h e  fundamental themes of Luther 's  theology 
were most d e f i n i t e l y  hospi table  t o  a p o s i t i v e  apolo- 
g e t i c ,  and bore f r u i t  apologet ica l ly  when, not  so  
many years l a t e r ,  t h e  very au thor i ty  of t h e  Word came 
under f i re ,  We have already stressed the central 
role the Incarnation played i n  Luther% ghought-- 
elhinating theological  schizophrenia and offer ing a 
br fdge  from ordinary  human experience t o  the divine 
t r u t h  sf God's revelation, Related thmes of great 
apologetic consequence in his theology include: h i s  
psychosomatic holism (Luther's r e fu sa l ,  in debate with 
ZwingSi and others,  %o separae  Christ's s p i r i t  from 
H h  body; he thereby avoided $he t r a p  of q i s p i x ~ t u a ~ i s t ' '  
theology h i c h  is i n  the last analysis unver i f i ab le  
and indefensible--as was t h e  claim of Wefsmed Modern- 
ists of our century that Chr i s t  rose from t h e  dead 
"sp i r i tua l ly"  but not necessarily i n  body130; Luther 's  
constant e p i s t m o l o g i c a l  insistence sn the 
sf Christian truth ( h i s  repeated assertions t h a t  t o  
f ind  ehe true meaning of the Gospel one must always 
go from '"the o\%tward t o  the inward" and that -the Gos- 
p e l  lies entirely -- extra nos not only precluded sub- 
jectivfsm and auto-salvation,  but also provided the 
foundation for the teaching of $he orthodox Lutheran 
d s p a t f c i a n s  that notitia--objective fact--must always 
ground f iducia--personi%P, sub3 ec t ive  eomitment--and 
tha t  Chr i s t i an  heart c ~ n v f c t i s n  can be  justified bv 
external evidence)31; Luther' 
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( h i s  f im maintenance of t h e  
p r inc ip le  places h5m most definitely o u t s i d e  t he  
P l a t o n i s t  c m p  and opens t h e  way to the  widest variety 
o f  apologetic operations, s i n c e  every f a c t  in t h e  
world--&a u s e  Luther ' s  a m  =pression, 'kven the  mas% 
insignificant leaf of a treeD'--becomes a po t en t i a l  
avenue t o  ~hrist)32; and, f i n a l l y ,  h i s  induct ive  
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p e l  lies entirely -- extra nos not only precluded sub- 
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d 

( h i s  f im maintenance of t h e  
p r inc ip le  places h5m most definitely o u t s i d e  t he  
P l a t o n i s t  c m p  and opens t h e  way to the  widest variety 
o f  apologetic operations, s i n c e  every f a c t  in t h e  
world--&a u s e  Luther ' s  a m  =pression, 'kven the  mas% 
insignificant leaf of a treeD'--becomes a po t en t i a l  
avenue t o  ~hrist)32; and, f i n a l l y ,  h i s  induct ive  



methodology (Luther's requirement t h a t  one discover 
what Scr ip ture  i s  a c t u a l l y  saying and not  f o r c e  i t  
i n t o  a l i e n  categories--e.g., Zwingli's metaphysical 
specula t ions  about t h e  na tu re  of "bodiest'--made pos- 
s i b l e  t h e  defense of t h e  f a i t h  i n  a world about t o  
recognize t h e  necess i ty  of open, inductive,  s c i e n t i -  
f i c  procedure i n  t h e  discovery of t r u t h ;  those who 
followed ~ u t h e r ' s  hermeneutic, a s  opposed t o  t h e  
deductive model of R a m i s t  Calvinism, w e r e  thus--as i n  
t h e  case  of Brahe and Kepler--at t h e  fo re f ron t  of 
both s c i e n t i f i c  advance and t h e  apologetic reconci l i -  
a t i o n  of Scr ip tu re  and s c i e n t i f i c  discovery) .33 

Though not  himself an apologis t  i n  t h e  s t r i c t  
sense,  Luther provided, through such theological  in- 
s i g h t s ,  t h e  b a s i c  o r i e n t a t i o n  necessary f o r  t h e  apol- 
oge t i c  emphases of t h e  c l a s s i c a l  Lutheran dogmaticians. 
E l e r t  f i n d s  it  espec ia l ly  g a l l i n g  t o  admit t h a t  i n  
regard t o  t h e  e f f o r t s  of t h e  dogmaticians and Lutheran 
s c i e n t i s t s  such a s  Kepler t o  harmonize sc ience  and 
Scr ip ture ,  "Luther had l ed  t h e  way with r e l a t e d  in te r -  
p re ta t ions  of ~ e n e s i s . " 3 4  But is it not  f a r  more 
reasonable t o  s e e  a p o s i t i v e  re la t ionsh ip  between t h e  
apologetic a c t i v i t y  of the  g rea t  Lutheran theologians 
following Luther and t h e  work of Luther himself,  
r a t h e r  than t o  claim t h a t  somehow a l l  of these  theolo- 
gians--who were evident ly  t ry ing  t o  be f a i t h f u l  t o  
the  g r e a t  Reformer--somehow managed t o  perver t  h i s  
theology by l a tch ing  on t o  per iphera l  aber ra t ions  i n  
h i s  thought? 

Even E l e r t  and Pelikan have t o  admit t h a t  hardly 
a g rea t  name i n  Lutheran dogmatics from Luther 's  time 
t o  the  18th  century disregarded "natural  theology" 
and t h e  ob jec t ive  defense of Chr i s t i an  t ru th .  The 
following concise apologetic bio-bibliography should 
o f f e r  s u f f i c i e n t l y  in t imidat ing evidence i n  t h i s  re- 
gard; t h e  c i t a t i o n s ,  taken together ,  c o n s t i t u t e  a 
v e r i t a b l e  ca ta log of apologet ic  argumentation by t h e  
16th  and 17th  century Lutheran f a t h e r s :  

Chemnitz (1522-1586) : Loci theologic i  
(Frankfurt & Wittenberg, 1653), P t .  1, 

pp. 19f f . ("De n o t i t i a  Dei") ; Examen 
Conc i l i i  Tr iden t in i ,  ed. Preuss - ( ~ e i ~ z i g ,  
1915) , pp. 6f f . ("De Sacra Scripture")  . 

Heerbrand (1521-1600): Compendium theologiae 
(Leipzig , 1585), pp. 33f f . I 

A. Hunnius (1550-1603) : Tracta tus  de  
sacrosancta maies ta te ,  a u t o r i t a t e ,  f i d e  
ac  c e r t i t u d i n e  Sacrae Scr ip turae  (Frank- 
f u r t ,  1591) , passim. 

Hafenreffer (1561-1619): Loci theologic i  
(3d ed.; ~Gbingen,  1603), pp. 30ff .  

Gerhard (1582-1637) : Loci theologic i ,  I, ed. 
Frank (Leipzig, 1885), pp. 266ff. (on t h e  
quest ion of ~ o d ' s  exis tence) ,  pp. 25ff .  
(on t h e  au thor i ty ,  canonic i ty ,  and reli- 
a b i l i t y  of t h e  b i b l i c a l  books) -35 

J. V, Andreae (1586-1654) : Sol v e r i t a t i s  s i v e  
r e l i g i o n i s  c h r i s t i a n a e  c e r t i t u d o ,  i n  h i s  
Rei c h r i s t i a n a e  6 l i t e r a r i a e  subsidia  
(Tabingen, 1642) , pp. 1-120. (The - Sol  
v e r i t a t  is is an abridgement of Hugo Grotius ' 
De v e r i t a t e  r e l i g i o n i s  chr i s t i anae :  "corn- 
monlv held t o  be t h e  pioneer work i n  modern 

Calov (1612-1686): Systema locorum theolog- 
icorum (Wittenberg, 165501677), l o c i  on God 
( e - g . ,  11, pp. 61-86) and Holy Scr ip ture ,  

i' 
t 

Quenstedt (1617-1688): Theologia didactico- 

i polemica, I (Witte?berg, 1685), pp. 97-102 
("An per a l i a  #Ql/ Tq'pl~ persuaderi  p o s s i t  
Sac. ~ c r i ~ t u r a e  autor i tas?")  , 250f f . ("De 
Deo, ejusque n a t u r a l i  no t i t i a" )  . 

Baier (1647-1695): Compendium theologiae 
posi t ivae ,  ed. Walther, I (St .  Louis, Mo., 
1879), pp. 121-31 (catalog of arguments 
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ding  t o  f i d e s  humana , with  r e fe rences  
apo loge t i c  arguments i n  s t i l l  o t h e r  

dogmaticians of c l a s s i c a l  Lutheran ortho-  
doxy--not included h e r e  f o r  want of 
spacev-e.g., Huelsemann and Dannhauer). 

Hollaz (1648-1713) : Examen theologicum 
acroamaticum (Stockholm [Holmiae] & Leip- 
z i g ,  17501, pp. 106ff .  ( t h e  e x t e r n a l  evi- 
dences of t h e  d i v i n e  o r i g i n  of Holy Wri t ) ,  
188ff .  ( t h e  n a t u r a l  knowledge of God) .37 

It w i l l  be  noted t h a t  t h e s e  c i t a t i o n s  range a c r o s s  
the e n t i r e  period of Lutheran orthodoxy, beginning wi th  
the genera t ion  of E u t h e r D s  and MelanchthonBs s m  s tu-  
den t s ,  Moreover, t h e  l ist  could be  r e a d i l y  extended 
by the a d d i t i o n  sf t h e  names o f  exegetes  such a s  
Chytraeus (of whom E l e r t  says  s a r c a s t i c a l l y  t h a t  he  
f i n d s  " i n  every chapter  of the F i r s t  Book of Moses the 
proof f o r  one o r  more loci of d ~ ~ a t i c s " 3 ~ )  and authors  
o f  works defending the Bib le  agafnst charges s f  con- 
t r a d i c t i a n  and e r r o r  ( e , g , ,  Andreas Altharraer, whose 

s f  152% wepa% through 
a t  beas t  s i x t e e n  e d i t i o n s ) ,  

But d i d  t h e s e  Lutheran a p o l o g i s t s  not  i n e v i t a b l y  
weaken t h e  b i b l i c a l  p i c t u r e  of man's t o t a l  dep rav i ty ,  
deemphasize t h e  s c r i p t u r a l  teaching concerning t h e  
Holy s p i r i t ' s  work i n  s a l v a t i o n ,  and in t roduce  a sub- 
t l e  synergism into t h e  preaching of the  gospel  of d i -  
v i n e  grace? Not a t  a l l .  They recognized (though 
E l e r t  s e a e d  t o  have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  doing so)  t h a t  t h e  
F lac i an  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  the  view t h a t  man r e t a ined  h i s  
th inking  and reasoning processes a f t e r  t h e  F a l l  is 
nothing l e s s  than heresy;  f o r  if o r i g i n a l  s i n  meant 
t h e  l o s s  of t h e  very image of God i n  man ( inc luding  
t he  l a s s  of h i s  r a t i o n a l  f a c u l t y ) ,  man would have 
ceased t o  be man, no subsequent r e v e l a t i o n  could even 
i n  p r i n c i p l e  have been comunica ted  t o  man, and C h r i s t  
could not even have become man without  becoming an 
i r r a t i o n a l  sinner! i n  retaining Luthe r ' s  view of the 
Incarnation a s  t h e  center of theology, the  orthodox 
dogmaticians r i g h t l y  opposed any F lac i an  a t t e m p t  t o  

dehumanize man by a concept of t h e  F a l l  t h a t  would 
lead t o  a l o s s  of man's a b i l i t y  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t r u t h  
from falsehood i n  m a t t e r s  s e c u l a r  o r  (which is t h e  
same th ing)  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t r u e  from f a l s e  claims 
t h a t  God was i n  f a c t  i nca rna te  i n  t h e  s e c u l a r  sphere.  

Nor d i d  t h i s  apo loge t i c  approach produce a "de- 
pneumatized" theology. The dogmaticians r i g h t l y  
maintained t h a t  t h e  f i d e s  humana o r  " h i s t o r i c a l  f a i t h "  
could no t  i n  i t s e l f  save. N o t i t i a  is possessed by t h e  
d e v i l s  a l s o ,  who tremble but  are not  saved because of 
i t .  There must be  t h e  personal  commitment--the com- 
mitment of t h e  whole person--to C h r i s t  f a r  s a l v a t i o n ,  
and t h a t  is  brought about s o l e l y  by t h e  S p i r i t ' s  work. 
A t  t h e  same time, however, the  orthodox theologians  
c o r r e c t l y  r e f u s e d  to say (as t h e  modern neo-orthodox 
do) t h a t  %his personal caanwitment through t h e  work of 
the Moly S p i r i t  sawhow '"produces" the n o t i t i a  o r  of-  . -- 
d e s s  the  only evidence of i t s  r e a l i t y ,  Hardly! The 
f a c t s  s f  God's ex i s t ence  and of H i s  i nca rna te  reve- 
l a t i o n  i n  Je sus  C h r i s t  s tand  a s  o b j e c t i v e l y  t r u e  and 
e v i d e n t i a l l y  compelling wholly a p a r t  from b e l i e f  i n  
them; f a i t h  i n  no sense  c r e a t e s  t h e i r  f a c t i c i t y .  They 
s tand  over ap,%inst  man, judging h i m  by t h e i r  sheer  
v e r a c i t y  and compelling force--and un le s s  he  v o l i -  
t i o n a l l y  r e f u s e s  t o  b e l i e v e ,  and goes a g a i n s t  a l l  
sound reasoning i n  s o  doing, they  w i l l  move him t o  a 
Spir i t -produced conversion and l i v i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
wi th  Je sus  C h r i s t .  

"Synergism"? Hardly, f o r  everything is  done by 
God, not  by man. The e v i d e n t i a l  f a c t s  a r e  God's work, 
and the s i n n e r ' s  personal  acceptance of them--and of 
r h e  Person on whom they center - - i s  e n t i r e l y  t h e  pro- 
duc t  of t h e  Holy S p i r i t .  To argue  t h a t  t h e  Lutheran 
dogmaticians f e l l  i n t o  synergism because they de- 
fended t h e  f a i t h  and expected a r a t i o n a l  response 
from t h e  s inne r  would r e q u i r e  our  condemning t h e i r  

a s  w e l l  (and, indeed, a l l  C h r i s t i a n  preach- 
i n g ) ,  on t h e  ground t h a t  i t  presupposes a r e spons ib le  
d e c i s i o n  on t h e  s i n n e r ' s  p a r t .  - But t h e  same Paul  w h  
a s s e r t e d  unqua l i f i ed ly  t h a t  men a r e  saved by g race  
alone (Eph. 2:8-9, e t c . )  t o l d  t h e  Ph i l ipp ian  j a i l e r  
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t o  "believe on the  Lord Jesus  Christw--and defended 
God's t r u t h  i n  philosophical  terms on the  Areopagus 
and c i t e d  h i s t o r i c a l  evidence f o r  C h r i s t ' s  resurrec-  
t i o n  i n  conjunction with h i s  very statement of t h e  
nature  of the  gospel (I Cor. 1 5 : l f f . ) .  A l l  appeals  
t o  t h e  s inner  whether i n  evange l i s t i c  preaching, o r  
i n  ev iden t i a l  argument, must assume the  exis tence  of 
r a t i o n a l  f a c u l t i e s  t o  permit communication a t  a l l ;  
synergism e x i s t s  only when, following conversion, the  
j u s t i f i e d  man is  led  t o  bel ieve  t h a t  i n  any way what- 
ever ( r a t i o n a l ,  moral, v o l i t i o n a l )  he contributed t o  - 
h i s  own sa lvat ion.  Lutheran theology par t icular ly--  
i n  comparison with o ther  theological  t radi t ions--  
keeps t h e  knife-edge of t h i s  mystery sharp, thereby 
making poss ib le  a most aggressive apologetic combined 
with a most s a l u t a r y  theocentrism. 

And yet--and yet--our anti-apologetic Lutheran 
o f f e r s  h i s  f i n a l  counter: Surely the  "defense" of 
C h r i s t i a n i t y  v i o l a t e s  the  most fundamental aspect  of 
Lutheran theology: the  Law-Gospel p r inc ip le !  When 
augments  a r e  offered for t h e  t r u t h  s f  the Word, s in-  
ne r s  a r e  l e d ,  even when t h e  apologis t  does not  intend 
i t ,  t o  r e l y  upon themselves ( t h e  misuse of the  Law) 
r a t h e r  than, i n  r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  3 

t o  come t o  God s o l e l y  on the  ground of H i s  f r e e  grace 
( t h e  Gospel). 

Let me suggest,  however, t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  is  
t h e  exact reverse  of this-- that  the  neglect  of apolo- 
g e t i c s  is t h e  s u r e s t  way t o  confuse Law and Gospel, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  our day. 

If we go back t o  t h e  beginning of t h i s  essay,  we 
f ind  a s t range phenomenon: t h e  orthodox Mueller and 
the  Lundensian ~ u l 6 n  occupying t h e  same anti-apologe- 
t i c  bed. Both argue t h a t  "proof" is  incapable of 
being marshalled t o  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  pos i t ions .  One 
bases h i s  b e l i e f s  on an i n e r r a n t  Sc r ip tu re ,  the  o ther  

upon an e r r ing  Scr ip tu re  and undefined elements i n  
t h e  church's h e r i t a g e  of f a i t h .  Note t h a t ,  under 
these  condit ions,  an individual  standing ou t s ide  
these  two commitments has no way of " t e s t ing  t h e  
s p i r i t s t t  t o  s e e  which view, i f  e i t h e r ,  is worthy of 
h i s  commitment. "Begin with i n e r r a n t  Scripture!" - 
c r i e s  Mueller. "Begin with my understanding of ' t h e  
f a i t h  of t h e  Chr i s t i an  Church'!" c r i e s  ~ u l g n .  I n  t h e  
absence of an apology t h a t  w i l l  make sense t o  t h e  un- 
committed, it is impossible, even i n  p r inc ip le ,  t o  
decide between these  views, But i f  t h i s  is where t h e  
r e l i g i o u s  quest ion is  l e f t ,  then t h e  non-Christian 
w i l l  make an a r b i t r a r y  decision--which w i l l  be depend- 
e n t  on himself a lone  (not on evidence ou t s ide  him- 
self)--and h i s  comitment (even i f  t o  t h e  t r u e  posi- 
t ion)  w i l l  be man-centered and the re fo re  l e g a l i s t i c - .  
The neglect  of an apologetic f o r  Chr i s t i an  t r u t h  thus 
inevi tably  eonfuses Law with Gospel by turning God- 
p e l  i n t o  a r b i t r a r y ,  self-centered Law, Only a genu- 
i n e  apologetic based on ex te rna l ,  ob jec t ive  f a c t  a s  
presented i n  general  and s p e c i a l  r eve la t ion  preserves 
r e l i g i o u s  decis ion from a r b i t r a r i n e s s ,  keeps t h e  gos- 
p e l  t r u l y  Gospel and ( t o  use  Watson's f e l i c i t o u s  
phrase) " l e t s  God be God." 

Moreover, l e t  us  no te  wel l  t h a t  t h e  opt ions  
be£ o r e  t h e  unbeliever today a r e  by no means l imi ted  
t o  a Mueller and t o  an ~ u l g n .  Ours is an age of re-  
l i g i o u s  cacaphony, a s  was the  Roman Empire of C h r i s t ' s  
t i m e ,  From agnosticism t o  Hegelianism, from devi l -  
worship t o  s c i e n t i f i c  ra t ional ism,  from theosophical 
c u l t s  t o  philosophies of process: v i r t u a l l y  any 
world-view conceivable is offered t o  modern man i n  
t h e  p l u r a l i s t i c  marketplace of ideas  .39 Our age is 
indeed i n  ideological  and s o c i e t a l  agony--grasping a t  
anything and everything t h a t  can conceivably o f f e r  
t h e  ecs tasy  of a cosmic r e l a t i o n s h i p  o r  of a compre- 
hensive Weltanschauung, W i l l  we ,  a s  Lutherans 
having perhaps t h e  s t ronges t  theological  and apolo- 
g e t i c  resources i n  Christendom, continue t o  h ide  be- 
hind our t r a d i t i o n s  and our e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  s t r u c t u r e s ,  
f ea r ing  the  world of i n t e l l e c t u a l  unbel ief ,  o r  w i l l  
we y ie ld  t o  the  Holy Spir i t - - the  S p i r i t  of truth--who 
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can overcome our i n e r t i a  and br ing u s  i n t o  t h e  agoras 
of our time, t h e r e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  by "many i n f a l l i b l e  
proofs" t h e  t r u e  character  and message of t h e  Unknown 
God? 
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THE UNREALITY OF MAJOR NON-THEISTIC POSITIONS 

Pantheism 2 l a  Spinoza 
I S  MAN HIS O W  COD?* 

Current ly  making t h e  rounds on American c o l l e g e  
campuses is  t h e  ques t ion ,  "How a r e  you going t o  rec- 
ognize God when you g e t  t o  Heaven?" Answer: "By t h e  
b i g  ' G '  on h i s  sweatsh i r t . ' '  This  l i t a n y  has  more 
metaphysical  profundi ty  than meets t h e  eye, f o r  i t  
r e f l e c t s  t h e  contemporary phi losophica l  dilenma a s  t o  
t h e  meaningfulness of God-language--a dilemma t o  
which we s h a l l  be addressing ourse lves  s h o r t l y .  But 
i t  is e s s e n t i a l  t o  make one b a s i c  poin t  a t  t h e  very 
o u t s e t :  i n  t h e  philosophy of l i f e  of cvery person 
k~iishout exception,  smeone  o r  something i s  invested 
with  t h e  swea t sh i r t  l e t t e r e d  " G s i '  There are no 
a t h e i s t s ;  everyone has h i s  god. I n  the language of 
Paul T i l l i c h  (who was i r o n i c a l l y  called an a t h e i s t  
by some of h i s  l e s s  perceptive c r i t i c s ) ,  all of u s  
have our "u l t imate  concerns," and the sad th ing  is 
t h a t  so  few of them a r e  t r u l y  u l t i m a t e  o r  worthy of 
worship. A s  one of William James' "twice-born" (hav- 
ing come t o  C h r i s t i a n  belief a s  an adult), 1 zm es- 
p e c i a l l y  concerned t h a t  i d o l s  be  properly i d e n t i f i e d  
Hnd the- t r u e  owner of t h e  cosmic swea t sh i r t  wear it. 
As a modest cosr tr ibut ion t o  t h a t  end, we s h a l l  f i r s t  
cons ider  how much ul t imacy ought t o  be a t t r i b u t e d  to 
t h r e e  prominent a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  b i b l i c a l  theism, and 
then devote ourse lves  t o  t h e  c r u c i a l  arguments i n  
behalf  of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  view of God. 

* An i n v i t a t i o n a l  p re sen ta t ion  a t  DePaul Univers i ty ,  
Chicago, February 5 ,  1969, i n  debate with humanist 
J u l i a n  J. Steen,  dean o f  t h e  Chicago School for 
Adults.  The debate  was sponsored by DePaulrs 
theology department; Professor  Robert Campbell, 0 .  
P. served as moderator. This  same essay was a l s o  
presented a t  Harvard Univers i ty  on -February 1 4 ,  
1969 a s  one o f  a s e r i e s  of "Chr is t ian  Contemporary 
Thought Lec tu resen  

I recal l  bu t  one oecasion when my old  Greek pro- 
f e s s o r  a t  Cornel l  was d r a m  i n t o  a r e l i g i o u s  d iscus-  
s ion ,  and--in a s t a t e  s f  obvious discsmfort--he 
defended h i s  unorthodoxy somewhat as fo l lows:  "Dut 
do not  conclude that I a m  an acheis%, F a r  from it, 
For we the  universe as a whole, with all its mystery, 
i s  God, and I reverence it,'' T h i s  -8sicwpslnt (which 
can, o f  course, ke seated in many dff9erenE ways) has 
serhaps bese k e e r  age "Earth and defended 'by Spinoaa. 
-3- -+ $ag& Gwe ,f :-t f --: ""-;?-{es L -  ---a- t h e  p l ~ f l o s ~ p h e ~  endeavors 
$ 2 3  s l ~ o w  ;hat *:"= gr,i-vfhrse i s  a s ing le ,  al l-mbracing 
.,rxlfty and t11a.t -k;21t c n i t y  2s Gade This  is praveg-4 by 
t h e  f a c t  rhaL eke un-h~erse  O ~ V ~ B U S ~ ~  cansists o f  
scme t'lling--Spinsza c a l l s  i t  Snbsta~ce--and t h i s  Sub- 
stance " i s  in i t se l f  and i s  conceived through I tself ' ' ;  
now since God i s  proper ly  defi-eaed as "a being absct- 
lu-kelgr i n f i n i t e s '  and Substance is infinite and unique,  
i t  follows t ha t  Substance i s  God, 

The f a l l a c y  i n  t h i s  p i ece  s f  geometr ical ly-  
modeled l e g e r d m a i n  has  been w e l l  s t a t e d  by C, E. M o  

Joad i n  h i s  Guide t o  Philosophy: "If  w e  assume t h a t  
Substance i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  means simply 
'a11 t h a t  t h e r e  i s , '  then t h e  i n i t i a l  d e f i n i t i o n  con- 
t a i n s  wi th in  i t s e l f  t h e  conclusion.  Such a conclusion 
is  not  worth proving. It is ,  indeed,  merely a 
tautology-- that  i s  t o  say ,  a n  a s s e r t i n g  of t h e  same 
th ing  i n  two d i f f e r e n t  ways." Pantheism, i n  o the r  
words (and t h i s  a p p l i e s  equa l ly  t o  a11  forms of i t ,  
whether der ived  from Spinoza o r  n o t ) ,  is n e i t h e r  t r u e  
nor f a l s e ;  i t  is  something much worse, v i z . ,  e n t i r e l y  
t r i v i a l .  W e  had l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  t h e  universe  was 
h e r e  anyway; by g iv ing  it  a new name ("God") w e  ex- 
p l a i n  nothing. We a c t u a l l y  commit t h e  venerable  in- 
t e l l e c t u a l  s i n  of Word Magic, wherein t h e  naming of 
something is  supposed t o  g i v e  added power e i t h e r  t o  
t h e  th ing  named o r  t o  t h e  semantic magician himself .  
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Human i s m  

If t h e  un ive r se  cannot- be meaningfully d e i f i e d ,  
why n o t  man himself?  Can w e  no t  regard a s  s t r i c t l y  
l i t e r a l  t h e  ques t ion  posed i n  t h e  t i t l e  of t h i s  pre- 
s e n t a t i o n ,  "Is >fan H i s  Own God?" and answer it  aff i rm- 
a t i v e l y ?  For t h e  humanist, man is himself t h e  proper 
"u l t imate  concern," and human va lues  a r e  t h e  only  
e t e r n a l  v e r i t i e s .  

But which "human values" do w e  mean? Anthropol- 
o g i s t s  such as Ruth Benedict have discovered a most 
bewildering v a r i e t y  of human va lue  systems, s t y l e s  of 
l i f e ,  and e t h i c a l  norms. And what is worse, t h e s e  
morals and mores a r e  o f t e n  e n t i r e l y  incompatible.  
Some peoples- reverence  t h e i r  pa ren t s  and o t h e r s  e a t  
them. Among canniba ls  i t  is doubt less  both good eth- 
i c s  and good t a b l e  manners t o  c l ean  your p l a t e .  

How is t h e  humanist going t o  dec ide  among these  
competing va lue  systems? H e  has  no abso lu te  vantage 
po in t  from which t o  view t h e  e t h i c a l  b a t t l e  i n  t h e  
human arena.  H e  is  i n  t h e  a rena  h imsel f ;  o r ,  t o  use  
bea tn ik  poet  ~ e r o u a c ' s  expression,  he  is  "on t h e  
roadw--not i n  a house by t h e  s i d e  of t h e  road where 
he  can watch t h e  world go by and a r b i t r a t e  i t .  A l l  
va lue  systems t h a t  a r i s e  from wi th in  t h e  human con- 
t e x t  a r e  n e c e s s a r i t y  condit ioned by i t  and a r e  there-  
f o r e  r e l a t i v e .  Out of f l u x ,  nothing but  f l u x .  A s  
Wit tgens te in  c o r r e c t l y  observed i n  t h e  Trac ta tus  
Logico-Philosophicus: "If t h e r e  is any va lue  t h a t  
does have va lue ,  i t  must l i e  o u t s i d e  t h e  whole s ~ h e r e  
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of what happens and is t h e  case  . . , . Eth ics  is 
t ranscendenta l .  '' 

Y e t  a t ranscendenta l  pe r spec t ive  i s  exac t ly  what 
t h e  humanist does no t  have. He is  t h e r e f o r e  l e f t  t o  
consensus gentium (major i ty  v a l u e s ) ,  c u l t u r a l  t o t a l i -  
t a r i an i sm ( t h e  va lues  of one ' s  own soc ie ty )  o r  sheer  
au thor i t a r i an i sm (E va lues ,  not  yours) .  But, sad t o  
say ,  f ~ f t y  m i l l i o n  Frenchmen - can be wrong; t h e  e t h i c a l  
pe r spec t ive  of an  e n t i r e  s o c i e t y  can be c r u e l l y  i m -  
moral;  and t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  who cons iders  himself t h e  

t r u e  barometer t o  moral worth may simply be  s u f f e r i n g  
from ove rac t ive  glands o r  an advanced s t a g e  of messi- 
a n i c  complex. 

To e s t a b l i s h  abso lu te  e t h i c a l  va lues  f o r  human 
a c t i o n  is both l o g i c a l l y  and p r a c t i c a l l y  impossible  
a p a r t  from transcendence. To move t h e  world Archi- 
medes r i g h t l y  noted t h a t  he  would need a fulcrum out- 
s i d e  t h e  world. The a s s a s s i n a t i o n  of b i b l i c a l  revela-  
t i o n  i n  t h e  18 th  century  l e f t  man without  a c l e a r  
conception of o r  confidence i n  God, and God's r e s u l t a n t  
dea th  i n  t h e  19 th  century  ( i n  t h e  work of Nietzsche and 
o t h e r s )  s e t  t h e  s t a g e  f o r  t h e  dehumanization of man i n  
t h e  20th. Nietzsche recognized f u l l  we l l  t h a t  a p a r t  
from God only man remains t o  e s t a b l i s h  h i s  own va lue ;  
and t h e  s t ronge r  has  every r i g h t  under such condi t ions  
t o  impose h i s  se l f -centered  va lue  system on t h e  
weaker--and e l imina te  him i f  he  does n o t  l e a r n  h i s  
l e s sons  we l l ,  The a n t i - S a i t i s m  of t h e  d e i s t s  ~f t h e  
1 8 t h  century Enkightement  ( a s  definitively researched 
by Arthur Wertzberg i n  h i s  1968 pub l i ca t ion ,  The 
~ r e n c h  Enlightenment and t h e  Jews),  t h e  Nietaschean 
t r ansva lua t ion  s f  va lues ,  will-to-power, and a n t i -  
c h r f s t i c  t reatment  of t h e  weak, and t h e  National  
S o c i a l i s t  exterminat ion of r a c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  minor- 
i t i e s  demonstrate only too  c l e a r l y  what happens when 
man becomes t h e  measure of a l l  t h ings ,  It is  cur ious  
t h a t  humanists p re sen t ly  (and commendably) s t r i v i n g  
f o r  r a c i a l  e q u a l i t y  i n  t h i s  country do not  a sk  them- 
s e l v e s  why, i n  any abo lu te  sense ,  t h e i r  goa l s  a r e  more 
j u s t i f i a b l e  than t h e  genocide p rac t i ced  by an equal ly  
pass ionate  and i d e a l i s t i c  genera t ion  of young people 
i n  t h e  Germany of t h e  1930s and 1940s. A s  f o r  m e ,  I'm 
f o r  abso lu te  r a c i a l  j u s t i c e ,  and I ' m  w i l l i n g  t o  s e e  
i t - -or  any comparable va lue- - le f t  a t  t h e  mercy of rel- 
a t i v i s t i c  humanism. I f  man i s  h i s  own god, then r e l i -  
gion i s  r e a l l y  i n  t rouble .  Personal ly ,  I ' d  be w i l l i n g  
t o  j o i n  a Man-is-dead movement ! 

Agnosticism 

High on t h e  popu la r i ty  p o l l  of non- the i s t i c  u l t i -  
mate concerns today is  agnost icism. What is seldom 
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recognized, however, be e i t h e r  i ts  advocates o r  its 
opponents, is t h a t  t h e  term agnost icism embraces two 
very  d i f f e r e n t  pos i t i ons .  The f i r s t  might be c a l l e d  
"hard-boiled" agnost icism: "I know t h a t  I am unable 
t o  know t h a t  t h e r e  is a God"; t h e  second, "soft-  
boi led" agnosticism: "I am no t  s u r e  whether knowledge 
of God is  possible ."  

L i t t l e  t ime should b e  spent  on hard-boiled agnos- 
t i c i sm,  s i n c e  i t  is tantamount t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  atheism, 
and s u f f e r s  from i ts  b a s i c  f a l l a c y :  i t  presumes t h a t  
one can ( a p a r t  from any r e v e l a t i o n  of God, t o  be 
sure!)  know t h e  universe  so  we l l  t h a t  one can a s s e r t  
t h e  non-existence of God o r  t h e  non-existence of com- 
p e l l i n g  evidence f o r  h i s  ex i s t ence ,  But such s m p r e -  
hensive knowledge of t h e  universe  would r e q u i r e  e i t h e r  
(a) r e v e l a t i o n ,  wf.,ich is  excluded on p r i n c i p l e ,  o r  (b) 
d i v i n e  powers of observa t ion  on t h e  park of t h e  athe-  
ist o r  hard-boiled agnos t i c ,  I n  t h e  l a t t e r  case ,  
atheism and t h e  a t r e m e  agnos t i c  p o s i t i o n  become s e l f -  
de fea t ing ,  s i n c e  t h e  unbel iever  per fosce  c r e a t e s  a god 
by de i fy ing  h imsel f ,  

A s  f o r  sof t -boi led  agnost icism, i t  is h ighly  com- 
mendable i f  a c t u a l l y  p rac t i ced  (wllich is  very  seldom). 
A g e n u i n e a g n o s t i c  of t h i s  school  w i l l  of course  bend 
every e f f o r t  t o  s e e  whether i n  f a c t  evidence does ex- 
i s t  i n  behalf of t h e i s t i c  c la ims ,  H i s  view of t h e  
universe  is open-ended; he  is  a pass ionate  seeker  f o r  
t r u t h ;  and he recognizes t h a t  h i s  b e s t  energ ies  must 
be put  t o  t h i s  ques t ,  s i n c e  one ' s  happiness i n  t h i s  
world, t o  say nothing about one ' s  e t e r n a l  d e s t i n y  i n  
t h e  nex t ,  is  d i r e c t l y  a t  s t a k e  i f  God i n  f a c t  e x i s t s  
and makes demands on h i s  c r e a t u r e s .  The t r u e  agnos t i c ,  
then ,  might be thought of a s  a person i n  t h i s  room who 
was not  s u r e  whether o r  no t  t o  be l i eve  a r e p o r t  t h a t  a 
bomb was planted i n  t h e  bu i ld ing  and would go o f f  i n  
two hours. Because of t h e  c r u c i a l i t y  of t h e  p o s s i b i l -  

, he  would not  sit h e r e  i n  b l a s e  ind i f f e rence  ( t h e  
usual  agnos t i c  pos tu re ) ,  bu t  would c l e a r  t h e  room and 
engage i n  a most d i l i g e n t  search  of t h e  premises t o  
determine whether conc re t e  evidence supported t h e  
claim o r  n o t ,  

It is  now our t a s k  t o  perform a b r i e f ,  bu t  hope- 
f u l l y  cons t ruc t ive ,  check of t h e  u n i v e r s a l  p r a i s e s  
t o  s e e  i f  d i v i n e  power i s  t h e r e  revea led .  

THE REALITY OF THE BIBLICAL, GOD 

Where t o  look f o r  t h e  f o o t p r i n t s  of Deity? V i r -  
t u a l l y  anywhere bu t  i n  t h e  arguments of some modern 
theologians ,  c l e r i c s ,  and myst ics ,  of whom i t  might 
we l l  be s a i d :  "With f r i e n d s  l i k e  t h a t  God doesn ' t  
need any enemies." I r e f e r ,  f o r  example, t o  those  
Anglican canons who parachuted from t h e  top  of S t ,  
Pau l ' s  Cathedral ,  t o  "bring t h e  young people back %s 
t h e  church" ( e l i c i t i n g  t h e  remark i n  magazine : 
"If God i s n P  t dead, maybe he wishes h e  were") ; o r  t h e  
Protestant-Ronan Catholic-Jewish death-of-God school;  
o r  ABdsus Huxley's World Con t ro l l e r ,  who dec lared  i n  
Brave New World that God now "manifests himself a s  an 
absence; as tllokagh be werela" t h e r e  at a l l , "  Once 
having s t a t e d  t h i s  small  caveat, however, not  even t h e  
sky is the  e v i d e n t i a l  l i m i t .  As Jacques Mar i ta in  s o  
w e l l  expressed i t  i n  : "There i s  n o t  
j u s t  one way t o  God, as t h e r e  is t o  an o a s i s  ac ross  
t h e  d e s e r t  o r  to a new mathematical i dea  ac ross  t h e  
breadth  of t h e  sc i ence  of n m b e r ,  For man t h e r e  a r e  
a s  many ways of approach t o  God a s  t h e r e  are wanderings 
on t h e  e a r t h  OH" paths  t o  h i s  own h e a r t , "  We s h a l l  
consider  fou r  such pathways. 

God and t h e  World 

I n  h i s  f a ~ i o u s  1948 BBC debate  wi th  Bertrand Rus- 
s e l l ,  t h e  g r e a t  h i s t o r i a n  of philosophy F. C .  Copleston 
succ inc t ly  s t a t e d  t h e  fundamental "augment  from con- 
tingency" f o r  God's ex is tence :  

F i r s t  of a l l ,  I should say ,  we know t h a t  
t h e r e  a r e  a t  l e a s t  some beings i n  t h e  world 
which do not  con ta in  i n  themselves t h e  
reason f o r  t h e i r  ex is tence .  For example, 
I depend on my pa ren t s ,  and now on t h e  a i r ,  
and on food, and s o  on. Now, secondly, t h e  
world i s  simply the real o r  imagined t o t a l i t y  
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absence; as tllokagh be werela" t h e r e  at a l l , "  Once 
having s t a t e d  t h i s  small  caveat, however, not  even t h e  
sky is the  e v i d e n t i a l  l i m i t .  As Jacques Mar i ta in  s o  
w e l l  expressed i t  i n  : "There i s  n o t  
j u s t  one way t o  God, as t h e r e  is t o  an o a s i s  ac ross  
t h e  d e s e r t  o r  to a new mathematical i dea  ac ross  t h e  
breadth  of t h e  sc i ence  of n m b e r ,  For man t h e r e  a r e  
a s  many ways of approach t o  God a s  t h e r e  are wanderings 
on t h e  e a r t h  OH" paths  t o  h i s  own h e a r t , "  We s h a l l  
consider  fou r  such pathways. 

God and t h e  World 

I n  h i s  f a ~ i o u s  1948 BBC debate  wi th  Bertrand Rus- 
s e l l ,  t h e  g r e a t  h i s t o r i a n  of philosophy F. C .  Copleston 
succ inc t ly  s t a t e d  t h e  fundamental "augment  from con- 
tingency" f o r  God's ex is tence :  

F i r s t  of a l l ,  I should say ,  we know t h a t  
t h e r e  a r e  a t  l e a s t  some beings i n  t h e  world 
which do not  con ta in  i n  themselves t h e  
reason f o r  t h e i r  ex is tence .  For example, 
I depend on my pa ren t s ,  and now on t h e  a i r ,  
and on food, and s o  on. Now, secondly, t h e  
world i s  simply the real o r  imagined t o t a l i t y  



o r  aggregate of i nd iv idua l  o b j e c t s ,  none of 
which con ta in  i n  themselves a lone  t h e  reason 
f o r  t h e i r  ex is tence .  There i s n ' t  any world 
d i s t i n c t  from t h e  o b j e c t s  which form i t ,  any 
more than t h e  human r a c e  is  something a p a r t  
from t h e  members. Therefore,  I should say ,  
s i n c e  o b j e c t s  o r  events  e x i s t ,  and s i n c e  no 
o b j e c t  of experience conta ins  witti in i t s e l f  
t h e  reason of i ts  ex i s t ence ,  t h i s  reason,  
t h e  t o t a l i t y  of o b j e c t s ,  must have a  reason 
e x t e r n a l  t o  i t s e l f ,  That reason must be  an 
e x i s t e n t  being. Well, t h i s  being i s  e i t h e r  
i t s e l f  t h e  reason f o r  i t s  own ex i s t ence ,  o r  
i t  is  n o t s  I f  i t  i s ,  w e l l  and good, I f  i t  
is n o t ,  then we must proceed f a r t h e r .  But 
i f  w e  proceed t o  i n f i n i t y  i n  t h a t  sense ,  then 
t h e r e ' s  no explanat ion  of ex i s t ence  a t  a l l ,  
So, I should say ,  i n  o rde r  t o  explain e x i s t -  
ence,  t h a t  is  t o  say ,  which cannot no t - ex i s t ,  

This  argument is not  only regarded by most phi lo-  
soph ica l  advocates of theism a s  t h e  keystone of t h e  
so-cal led " c l a s s i c  proofs'! of ~ o d ' s  ex i s t ence ;  i t  is 
today re inforced  by a most impressive b a t t e r y  of evi-  
dence from t h e  phys ica l  s c i ences ,  For example (one 
may on t h e  poin t  consu l t  t h e  engineering pub l i ca t ions  
of Univers i ty  of Michigan professor  Gordon J. Van 
Wylen), t h e  second law of thermodynamics s t a t e s  t h a t  
f o r  i r r e v e r s i b l e  processes  i n  any c losed  system l e f t  
t o  i t s e l f ,  t h e  entropy ( l o s s  of a v a i l a b l e  hea t  energy) 
w i l l  i n c r e a s e  wi th  t i m e ;  t hus  t h e  universe ,  viewed a s  
such a  system, is  moving t o  t h e  condi t ion  of maximwn 
entropy (hea t  d e a t h ) ;  bu t  (and t h i s  i s  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
aspec t  of t h e  ma t t e r  f o r  our  purposes) i f  t h e  i r r evess -  
i b l e  process had begun an i n f i n i t e  time ago--if , i n  
o the r  words, t h e  un ive r se  were uncreated and eternal--  
t h e  e a r t h  would a l r eady  have reached maximum entropy;  
and s i n c e  t h i s  is not  t h e  case ,  we a r e  d r iven  t o  t h e  
conclusion t h a t  t h e  universe  is  indeed contingent  and 
f i n i t e ,  and r e q u i r e s  a c r e a t i v e  f o r c e  from t h e  o u t s i d e  
t o  have brought it. i n t o  ex is tence .  

It should be c a r e f u l l y  noted t h a t  t h i s  a - 

argument from contingency i s  empir ica l ly  grounded i n  
t e s t a b l e  experience;  i t  i s  n e i t h e r  a  d isguised  form 
of t h e  h ighly  ques t ionable  on to log ica l  argument, which 
a s s e r t s  a p r i o r i  t h a t  God's essence e s t a b l i s h e s  h i s  
ex i s t ence ,  nor  an at tempt a t  a l l e g e d l y  " syn the t i c  2 
p r i o r i "  reasoning. And un l ike  t h e  "causal  argument," 
i t  does not  g r a t u i t o u s l y  presuppose an u n a l t e r a b l e  
cause-and-effect s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  universe  ( a  very 
doubt fu l  assumption i n  l i g h t  of E ins t e in i an  physics  
and t h e  Heisenberg unce r t a in ty  p r i n c i p l e  which r e q u i r e s  
us  t o  g ive  s e r i o u s  cons idera t ion  t o  a l l  event-claims, 
even those  "miraculously uncaused") . 

But what about t h e  s tandard r e b u t t a l :  "You j u s t  
beg t h e  quest ion:  now t e l l  us  why God e x i s t s " ?  Though 
t h i s  ques t ion  e v i d f n t l y  s t a r t e d  Bertrand Russe l l  on 
t h e  d o m h i l l  s l i d e  i n t o  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a n t i c l e r i c a l i s m  
a t  an e a r l y  age, i t  is no t  e s p e c i a l l y  profound. W e  
have j u s t  seen some of the evidence f o r  t h e  contingency 
of t h e  universe  we l i v e  i n ;  t o  regard t h i s  world a s  
e t e r n a l  i s  out  of t h e  ques t ion ,  gut  t o  regard i t s  
c r e a t o r  a s  l i kewise  contingent  ("Who c rea t ed  him?") 
would beg t h e  ques t ion ,  f o r  i t  would f o r c e  US t o  pose 
..---- 

t h e  very  same query again--and again .  Only by s t o p p i n g  
with a  God who i s  t h e  f i n a l  answer t o  t h e  s e r i e s  do w e  
avoid begging t h e  question--and only then do we o f f e r  
any adequate account f o r  t h e  cont ingent  universe  wi th  
which we began. Moreover, t h e  "why God?" ques t ion  
s u f f e r s  an acu te  case  both of a r t i f i c i a l i t y  and of ab- 
s u r d i t y ,  a s  phi losopher  P lant inga  has  shown i n  h i s  es- 
say on "Necessary Being" ( i n  h i s  ----- F a i t h  and Ph i losop t~z  
[1964]) : 

W e  should n o t e  t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  "TFJhy does 
God e x i s t ? "  never does,  i n  f a c t ,  a r i s e ,  Those 
who do not  b e l i e v e  t h a t  God e x i s t s  w i l l  n o t ,  
of course,  a sk  why fie e x i s t s .  But n e i t h e r  do 
b e l i e v e r s  ask t h a t  ques t ion .  Outside of the- 
i s m ,  so  t o  speak, t h e  ques t ion  i s  nonsens ica l ,  
and i n s i d e  of theism, t h e  ques t ion  is  never 
asked. . . 

Now i t  becomes c l e a r  t h a t  i t  is  absurd t o  
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t h e  t o t a l i t y  of o b j e c t s ,  must have a  reason 
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of Univers i ty  of Michigan professor  Gordon J. Van 
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entropy (hea t  d e a t h ) ;  bu t  (and t h i s  i s  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
aspec t  of t h e  ma t t e r  f o r  our  purposes) i f  t h e  i r r evess -  
i b l e  process had begun an i n f i n i t e  time ago--if , i n  
o the r  words, t h e  un ive r se  were uncreated and eternal--  
t h e  e a r t h  would a l r eady  have reached maximum entropy;  
and s i n c e  t h i s  is not  t h e  case ,  we a r e  d r iven  t o  t h e  
conclusion t h a t  t h e  universe  is  indeed contingent  and 
f i n i t e ,  and r e q u i r e s  a c r e a t i v e  f o r c e  from t h e  o u t s i d e  
t o  have brought it. i n t o  ex is tence .  

It should be c a r e f u l l y  noted t h a t  t h i s  a - 
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ex i s t ence ,  nor  an at tempt a t  a l l e g e d l y  " syn the t i c  2 
p r i o r i "  reasoning. And un l ike  t h e  "causal  argument," 
i t  does not  g r a t u i t o u s l y  presuppose an u n a l t e r a b l e  
cause-and-effect s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  universe  ( a  very 
doubt fu l  assumption i n  l i g h t  of E ins t e in i an  physics  
and t h e  Heisenberg unce r t a in ty  p r i n c i p l e  which r e q u i r e s  
us  t o  g ive  s e r i o u s  cons idera t ion  t o  a l l  event-claims, 
even those  "miraculously uncaused") . 

But what about t h e  s tandard r e b u t t a l :  "You j u s t  
beg t h e  quest ion:  now t e l l  us  why God e x i s t s " ?  Though 
t h i s  ques t ion  e v i d f n t l y  s t a r t e d  Bertrand Russe l l  on 
t h e  d o m h i l l  s l i d e  i n t o  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a n t i c l e r i c a l i s m  
a t  an e a r l y  age, i t  is no t  e s p e c i a l l y  profound. W e  
have j u s t  seen some of the evidence f o r  t h e  contingency 
of t h e  universe  we l i v e  i n ;  t o  regard t h i s  world a s  
e t e r n a l  i s  out  of t h e  ques t ion ,  gut  t o  regard i t s  
c r e a t o r  a s  l i kewise  contingent  ("Who c rea t ed  him?") 
would beg t h e  ques t ion ,  f o r  i t  would f o r c e  US t o  pose 
..---- 

t h e  very  same query again--and again .  Only by s t o p p i n g  
with a  God who i s  t h e  f i n a l  answer t o  t h e  s e r i e s  do w e  
avoid begging t h e  question--and only then do we o f f e r  
any adequate account f o r  t h e  cont ingent  universe  wi th  
which we began. Moreover, t h e  "why God?" ques t ion  
s u f f e r s  an acu te  case  both of a r t i f i c i a l i t y  and of ab- 
s u r d i t y ,  a s  phi losopher  P lant inga  has  shown i n  h i s  es- 
say on "Necessary Being" ( i n  h i s  ----- F a i t h  and Ph i losop t~z  
[1964]) : 

W e  should n o t e  t h a t  t h e  ques t ion  "TFJhy does 
God e x i s t ? "  never does,  i n  f a c t ,  a r i s e ,  Those 
who do not  b e l i e v e  t h a t  God e x i s t s  w i l l  n o t ,  
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and i n s i d e  of theism, t h e  ques t ion  is  never 
asked. . . 

Now i t  becomes c l e a r  t h a t  i t  is  absurd t o  



a s k  why God e x i s t s .  To a sk  t h a t  ques t i on  is 
t o  presuppose t h a t  God does e x i s t ;  b u t  i t  is 
a necessary  t r u t h  t h a t  i f  IIe does,  H e  has  no 
cause ,  And it  is  a l s o  a necessary  t r u t h  t h a t  
i f  H e  ha s  no cause ,  t hen  t h e r e  i s  no answer 
t o  a ques t i on  ask ing  f o r  H i s  c a u s a l  cond i t i ons .  
The ques t i on  ''Why does God e x i s t ? "  i s ,  the re -  
f o r e ,  an absu rd i ty .  

God and Personhood 

Robert Benchley t e l l s  of t h e  d i s a s t r o u s  c o l l e g e  
b io logy  course  i n  wfiich he  spen t  t h e  term met icu lous ly  
drawing i n  h i s  l a b  manual t h e  image 06 h i s  own eyelastl  
as i t  f e l l  a c r o s s  t h e  microscopic f i e l d ,  The ca t a s -  
t r ophe  occurred because he  l o s t  t r a c t  s f  the necessary  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between himself  as s u b j e c t  ( h i s  sub jec-  
t i v i t y )  and t h e  a t e r n a l  o b j e c t  t o  b e  observed (the 
o b j e c t i v i t y  s f  t h e  o u t s i d e  w o r l d ) ,  Such r e s u l t s  and 
ochers  no l e s s  d i r e  are i n e v i t a b l e  when one engages 
i n  what m i t e h e a d  wela t e m e d  "extreme objectivism"-- 
an ob j ec t iv i sm which even o b j e c t i f i e s  t h e  s u b j e c t ,  A 
person is  an  " i r r e d u c i b l e  I"!: he  can never  be  f u l l y  
comprehended a s  an o b j e c t ,  No m a t t e r  how complete a 
l i s t  you make of your own c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s - - o r  of t h e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h a t  s tunning  coed you a r e  dating-- 
you and t h e  coed t ranscend  t h e  l i s t ,  Persons a r e  
grounded i n  t h e  c l a y  of t h e  cont ingent  world w e  d i s -  
cussed above, bu t  a t  t h e  same t ime they  t r a n s c e n t  i t ;  
human personhood warxants t h e  des igna t ion  " s a i - t r a n -  
scendent." This  semi- t ranscendent ,  i r r e d u c i b l e  chgr- 
a c t e r  05 t h e  human person is t h e  q u a l i t y  t h a t  has es- 
caped (and l o g i c a l l y  must escape)  t h e  b e h a v i o r i s t  who 
always t r e a t s  h i s  s u b j e c t s  a s  o b j e c t s ;  i t  is ts t h e  
c r e d i t  of contemporary psyc'tlological ( e s p e c i a l l y  
psychoanalyt ic)  thought t h a t  e f f o r t s  a r e  now made t o  
g e t  beyond such hyper-object ivism- Indeed, i n  t hose  
c a s e s  where h u m n  s u b j e c t i v i t y  and f r e e w i l l  a r e  con- 
s i s t e n t l y  denied,  t h e  d e t e m i n i s t i c  o b j e c t i v i s t  loses 
a l l  r i g h t  t o  c la im v o l i t i o n a l  a c t i o n  and purpose  as 
an experimenter ,  H i s  r e f u s a l  t o  recognize  the 'kemb- 
t ranscendent  I" f i n a l l y  r e s u l t s  i n  his own epistemo- 
l o g i c a l  evapora t ion ,  

Now, a s  ph i lo soph ica l  t heo log ians  such a s  I an  
Ramsey have shown i n  cons ide rab l e  d e t a i l  i n  r e c e n t  
y e a r s ,  t h e  p a r t i a l  t ranscendence of t h e  human s u b j e c t  
e s t a b l i s h e s  bo th  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of metaphys ica l  as -  
s e r t i o n s  and t h e  l eg i t imacy  of God-language, W e  can- 
n o t  meaningful ly  t a l k  about  t h e  un ive r se  around u s  
wi thout  presupposing ou r  own s u b j e c t i v i t y ,  and t h e  
p a r t i a l  t ranscendence w e  possess  demands an unqual i -  
f i e d l y  t ranscendent  i n t e g r a t i n g  s u b j e c t i v i t y  t o  make 
i t  meaningful.  A s  Ramsey p u t s  i t  i n  an essay  i n  h i s  - 
Prospec t  f o r  Metaphysics (196%): " Jus t  a s  'I' a c t s  
a s  an i n t e g r a t o r  word f o r  a l l  k inds  s f  s c i e n t i f i c  and 
o t h e r  d e s c r i p t i v e  a s s e r t i o n s  about  myse l f ,  '1 e x i s t '  
being a s o r t  of conceptua l  p r e suppos i t i on  f o r  them 
a l l ,  s o  a l s o  may 'God-e regarded as a con tex tua l  
p resuppos i t ion  f o r  t h e  Universe." 

Th i s  p e r s p e c g i v e  sheds  cons ide rab l e  Bight on two 
fundamental p r o b l m s  r a i s e d  by the is t ic  b e l i e f :  t h e  
existence sf  e v i l  and the quesrion sf meaningful God- 
t a l k  ( t h e  p r o b l m  sf t h e  " swea t sh i r t , "  a s  a l l uded  t o  
a t  t h e  o u t s e t  of t h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n ) ,  Opponents of 
theism have p e r e n n i a l l y  argued t h a t  t h e  n a t u r a l  and 
moral e v i l s  i n  t h e  un ive r se  make t h e  i d e a  of a n  omnip- 
o t e n t  and p e r f e c t l y  good God i r r a t i o n a l ,  But i f  sub- 
j e c t i v i t y  (and i ts  c o r r e l a t i v e ,  f r e e w i l l )  must be pre- 
supposed on t h e  l e v e l  of human a c t i o n ,  and i f  God's 
c h a r a c t e r  a s  f u l l y  t ranscendent  d i v i n e  SuLject  s e r v e s  
t o  make human v o l i t i o n  meaningful ,  t hen  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  
of f r e e w i l l  i n  i t s e l f  p rovides  a l e g i t i m a t e  exp lana t ion  
of e v i l ,  To create p e r s o n a l i t i e s  wi thout  genuine f r e e -  
w i l l  would n o t  have been t o  c r e a t e  persons  a t  a l l ;  and 
f r e e w i l l  means t h e  genuine p o s s i b i l i t y  of wrong dec i -  
s i o n ,  i .e.,  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of e v i l  by ~ o d "  c r e a t u r e s  
(whether wide-ranging n a t u r a l  and moral  e v i l  by f a l l e n  
ange l s  o r  l i m i t e d  chaos on e a r t h  by f a l l e n  mankind). 
A s  f o r  t h e  argument t h a t  a good God should have c re -  
a t e d  on ly  t hose  be ings  h e  would f o r e s e e  a s  choosing 
t h e  r ight--or  t h a t  h e  could c e r t a i n l y  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  
e f f e c t s  of h i s  c r e a t u r e s '  e v i l  d e c i s i o n s ,  t h e  obvious 
answer is ( a s  P l an t inga  develops i t  wi th  g r e a t  l o g i c a l  
r i g o r  i n  h i s  God and Other  Minds [ 1 9 6 q )  t h a t  t h i s  
would be  tantamount t o  n o t  g iv ing  f r e e w i l l  a t  a l l .  To 



a s k  why God e x i s t s .  To a sk  t h a t  ques t i on  is 
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drawing i n  h i s  l a b  manual t h e  image 06 h i s  own eyelastl  
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c r e a t e  only those  who "must" ( i n  any sense)  choose 
good is t o  c r e a t e  automata; and t o  whisk away e v i l  
e f f e c t s  a s  they a r e  produced is  t o  whisk away e v i l  
i t s e l f ,  f o r  an a c t  and i ts  consequences a r e  bound to- 
ge ther .  C. S. Lewis has  noted t h a t  God's love  e n t e r s  
i n t o  t h i s  i s s u e  a s  w e l l ,  s i n c e  t h e  b i b l i c a l  God cre-  
a t ed  man ou t  of love ,  and genuine human love  is  im-  
poss ib l e  without  freewill--without t h e  f r e e  poss ib i l -  
i t y  of accept ing  love  o r  r e j e c t i n g  i t .  J u s t  a s  a boy 
who o f f e r s  himself and h i s  l ove  t o  a g i r l  must count 
on t h e  r e a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  of r e j e c t i o n ,  s o  when God 
o r ig ina ted  a c r e a t i v e  work t h a t  made genuine love  
poss ib l e ,  i t  by d e f i n i t i o n  e n t a i l e d  t h e  concomitant 
p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e  e v i l  r e j e c t i o n  of h i s  love by h i s  
c r e a t u r e s ,  

By t h e  "'sweatshir.$i? problem we refer ta_, an sb- 
j e c t i o n  t o  theism posed by such analytical philoso- 
phers  as Mab Nielsen and Antony FIeaq, who claim %-.hat 
CodPs very uzaiqueaess makes it i r r a t i o n a l  to say any- 
th ing  about him: since, i n  the absence sf any p e r f e c t  
analogy, he must always be  described i n  nega t iv ie ies ,  
God-talk becomes totally meaninglesss The swea t sh i r t  
with t h e  b i g  "G," we are t o l d ,  is  n e c e s s a r i l y  empty. 
But aga in  note how the understanding of Gad as tran- 
scendent i n t e g r a t i n g  Subject  i n  relatksn t o  s e m i -  
t ranscendent  human s u b j e c t s  e l e a r s  t h e  a i r ,  Bman 
persons are l i kewise  unique--no person is j u s t  l i k e  
another ,  and the  very meaning of "subject"  and ind i -  
vxdua1 " f r emi l IP '  e l l t a i l s  this i r r e d u c i b l e  uraiqueness, 
To c a l l  God-talk meaningless,  then ,  is  a t  t h e  same 
time t o  render  man-talk nonsensical!  Conversely, i f  
we once accept  what is  involved i n  t h e  concept of hu- 
man s u b j e c t i v e  ex i s t ence  (and how can w e  avoid i t ? )  
then w e  s imultaneously open t h e  g a t e  t o  meaningful 
God-talk. A s  Rmsey nea t ly  sugges ts ,  "We might per- 
haps then say t%nat we a r e  as c e r t a i n  of God as w e  are 
of ourse lves ,  " 

However, i t  would b e  conceding f a r  too much if 
we were t o  a l l s w  t h a t  t a l k  about Gad involves only 
negatives--the so-called "sdeat%a by a thousand q u a l i f i -  
ca t ions , "  Here w e  f i n d  ourselves i m e d i a t e l y  draw 

i n t o  d i scuss ion  of 

God i n  C h r i s t  

The fol lowing parable ,  formulated by phi losophers  
Flew and Wisdom, is a good statement  of t h e  view t h a t  
God-claims a r e  too vague t o  be  s e n s i b l e  and o f f e r  no 
adequate empi r i ca l  evidence i n  t h e i r  beha l f :  

Once upon a time two exp lo re r s  came upon a 
c l ea r ing  i n  t h e  jungle.  I n  t h e  c l e a r i n g  
were growing many f lowers and many weeds. 
One exp lo re r  s ays ,  ''Some gardener must tend 
t h i s  p lo t" .  The o t h e r  d i sag rees ,  "There i s  
n s  gardener",  So they p i t c h  t h e i r  t e n t s  
and s e t  a watch, No gardener  is  ever  seen,  
"But perhaps he  i s  an i n v i s i b l e  gardener." 
So they s e t  up a barbed-wire fence ,  They 
e l e c t r i f y  it. They p a t r o l  w i t h  bloodhounds. 
(For they remember how H. G .  Wells ' s  The 
I n v i s i b l e  Man could be  both smelt  and touched 
though h e  could n o t  be seen.) But no s h r i e k s  
ever  suggest  t h a t  some i n t r u d e r  has  received 
a shock, No movements of t h e  wi re  ever  be- 
t r a y  an i n v i s i b l e  cl imber,  The bloodhounds 
never g ive  cry .  Yet s t i l l  t h e  Bel iever  i s  
no t  convinced. "Eut t h e r e  is  a gardener ,  in- 
v i s i b l e ,  i n t a n g i b l e ,  i n s e n s i b l e  t o  e l e c t r i c  
shocks, a who has  no s c e n t  and makes 
no sound, a gardener  who comes s e c r e t l y  t o  
look a f t e r  t h e  garden which he  loves." A t  
l a s t  t h e  Scep t i c  d e s p a i r s ,  "13ut what remains 
of your o r i g i n a l  a s s e r t i o n ?  J u s t  how does 
what you c a l l  an i n v i s i b l e ,  i n t a n g i b l e ,  e t e r -  
n a l l y  e l u s i v e  gardener d i f f e r  from an imaginary 
gardener o r  even from no gardener a t  a l l ? "  

This  parable  may echo t h e  r e l i g i o u s  claims of 
many s i n c e r e  people,  bu t  i t  has  l i t t l e  t o  do wi th  t h e  
Chr i s t i an  a f f i rma t ion  of God. Why? Because c e n t r a l  
t o  t h e  C h r i s t i a n  p o s i t i o n  i s  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l l y  grounded 
a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  t h e  Gardener en tered  t h e  garden: God 
a c t u a l l y  appeared i n  t h e  empir ica l  world i n  Je sus  
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Chr i s t  and f u l l y  m; , f e s r e d  h i ,  d e i t y  through mirac- 
u lous  a c t s  i n  genera l  and h i s  r e s u r r e c t i o n  from t h e  
dead i n  p a r t i c u l a r  C h r i s t i a n  t a l k  about God there-  
f o r e  becomes i n  tht most r igorous  sense  a f f i r m a t i v e ,  
f o r  when asked t o  ' t i e f ine  God" o r  " te l l  u s  what he  
looks l i k e , "  t h e  C h r i s t f a n  simply p o i n t s  t o  Chr i s t .  
D r .  Jowett  was supposed t o  have been asked by an ef-  
f u s i v e  young lady ,  "Do "11 me--what 13 you th ink  
abou t  ~ o d ? "  and h i s  r e p l y  was: "That, my dear  young 
lady ,  is  a very  unimporta:::+ qraest::-ln; t h e  only th ing  
t h a t  s i g n i f i e s  is  what he  %i:ir!cs about me," The 
C h r i s t i a n  knows what God th inks  about him--and t h e  hu- 
man race ;  he  knows what God's e t e r n a l  va lue  system is  
(and how despe ra t e ly  t h e  human r a c e  needs t ha t  know- 
ledge ,  as we saw i n  our  d i scuss ion  of humanism!); and 
he knows t h a t  i n  spite of man's se l f -centered  t rampl ing  
of ~ o d ' s  values, ~od's love  has reached do&% to  earth,  
Mow does he  lcnow t h i s ?  Because God t e l l s  %~ t h i s  i n  
Chr i s t  

Now i t  cannot b e  s t r e s s e d  too  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  t h i s  
claim t o  d i v i n e  in t e rven t ion  i n  h i s t o r y  i s  s o l i d l y  
grounded i n  h i s t o r i c a l  evidence, The Eextual case f o r  
the Hew T e s t m e n t  documents which record C h r i s t ' s  d i -  
vine u t t e rances  and acts i s  ss exce l l en r  t h a t  Sir 
F r e d r i c  G ,  Kenysn, d i r e c t o r  and principal l i b r a r i a n  of. 
t h e  Bnr i t i sZz  Museum, could w r i t e  i n  1940 i n  The Bib le  

" B e t h  t h e  a u t h e n t i c i t y  and t h e  
of t h e  b o o E  of t h e  New Testament 

may be regarded as f i n a l l y  e s t ab l i shedTi  (Kenyan's 
i t a l i c s ) .  The world 's  foremost l i v i n g  b i b l i c a l  arche- 
o l o g i s t ,  W. F *  Albr ight  o f  Johns Bopkins Univers i ty ,  
has i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  New Testament m a t e r i a l s  a s  grimary 
source documents f o r  t h e  l i f e  of J e sus ,  Bating a l l  sf  
them ( inc luding  John ' s  Gospel) "between t h e  f o r t i e s  
and t h e  e i g h t i e s  s6 t h e  first cea tury  A , D .  (very prob- 
ab ly  sometime between about 50 and 75 A,B,)'"(inter- 
view i n  January 18, 1963) -  The 
New Testament w r i t e r s  claim eyewitness con tac t  w i t h  
t h e  events of J e s u s '  career, and describe h i s  death 
and pos t - resur rec t ion  appearances i n  minute  de ta i l ,  
I n  A , D ,  56, f o r  mmple, Paul  wrote (1 COX=,  15) that 
over f i v e  hundred people had seen the  r i s en  Jesus and 

t h a t  most were s t i l l  a l i v e .  The New Testament w r i t e r s  
e x p l i c i t l y  a f f i r m  t h a t  they a r e  present ing  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t s ,  no t  r e l i g i o u s  f a b l e s ;  w r i t e s  P e t e r  (I1 Pet .  1: 
16) : "We have n o t  followed cunningly devised myths 
when we made known t o  you t h e  power and coming of our  
Lord J e s u s  C h r i s t ,  b u t  were eyewitnesses of h i s  maj- 
es ty ."  And i f  decept ion and f a b r i c a t i o n  were h e r e  
involved,  why d i d n ' t  t h e  numerous r e l i g i o u s  enemies 
of t h e  e a r l y  C h r i s t i a n s  b l a s t  t h e  whole bus iness?  F,  
F. Bruce of t h e  Univers i ty  of Manchester has  shrewdly 
observed i n  h i s  book, The New Testament Documents (5 th  
ed,, 1960) ,  t h a t  i f  t h e  e a r l y  proclaimers of C h r i s t ' s  
d e i t y  had had any tendency t o  depa r t  from t h e  f a c t s ,  
t h e  presence of b s s t i l e  wi tnesses  i n  the audience 
would have served as a most pswerful c o r r e c t i v e ,  

The central a t t e s t a t i o n  f o r  Jesus-deity i s  h i s  
r e s u r r e c t i o n ,  and t o  deny i t s  f a c t i c i t y  isn't easy. 
To oppose I t  on h i s t o r i c a l  grounds is so d i f f i c u l t  
t h a t ,  i f  one succeeds, the  v i e t o r y  i s  e n t i r e l y  Pyrrh ic :  
any a r g m e n t  t h a t  w i l l  Impugn the New Testament docu- 
ments w i l l  a t  the same time remove confidence from v i r -  
t u a l l y  a l l  o t h e r  anc ien t ,  and numerous modern, h i s t o r i -  
ca l  sources ;  the r e s u l t ,  then ,  i s  a gene ra l  (and en- 
t i r e l y  unacceptable) h i s t o r i o g r a p h i c a l  so l ips ism.  To 
oppose t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  on t h e  ground t h a t  mi rac l e s  do 
n o t  occur is,  as we have noted e a r l i e r ,  both philosoph- 
i c a l l y  and s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  i r r e s p o n s i b l e :  philosophi- 
c a l l y ,  because no one below t h e  s t a t u s  of a  god could 
know t h e  universe  so  w e l l  a s  t o  e l imina te  mi rac l e s  5 

" '; and s c i e n t i f i c a l l y ,  because i n  t h e  age of 
E ins t e in i an  physics  ( so  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  world of 
Newtonian abso lu te s  i n  which lIume formulated h i s  c l a s -  
sBe anti-miraculous argument) t h e  universe  has  opened 
up t o  a l l  p o s s i b i l i t e s ,  "any a t tempt  t o  s t a t e  a  'uni- 
v e r s a l  l a w  of causa t ion9  must prove f u t i l e i '  ( l o g i c i a n  
Max Black),  and only a c a r e f u l  cons ide ra t ion  of t h e  
m p i r f c a l  testimony f o r  a  miraculsus event can de ter -  
mine whether i n  fac t  i t  has o r  has  not  occurred,  

Success i n  opposing t h e  evidence f o r  C h r i s t ' s  
r e s u r r e c t i o n  is  s o  hard t o  come by t h a t  some o b j e c t o r s  
t o  C h r i s t i a n  theism (e,g, haxnanist C o r l i s s  Lamoat) are  
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reduced t o  arguing t h a t  t h e  event is t r i v i a l .  "Even 
i f  Chr is t  rose  from t h e  dead, would t h a t  prove h i s  
claims? And would it necessar i ly  mean anything f o r  
us?'' I n  a recent  public discuss:ion following a lec-  
t u r e  I del ivered a t  Roosevelt Universi ty,  I was in- 
formed by a philosophy professor t h a t  C h r i s t ' s  con- 
quest of death was no more s i g n i f i c a n t  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  
than a medical v i c t o r y  over p a t t e r n  baldness. To 
which I offered t h e  inev i t ab le  reply: "A knock comes 
a t  the  door. It 's t h e  f a c u l t y  sec re ta ry  with t h e  mes- 
age t h a t  your wife and chi ldren have j u s t  been k i l l e d  
i n  a t r a f f i c  accident .  Your comment would of course 
be: 'Oh wel l ,  what 's death? J u s t  l i k e  pa t t e rn  bald- 
ness"." I n  point  of f a c t ,  we a l l  recognize t h e  over- 
arching s ign i f i cance  of death,  and a very large pro- 
por t ion  of our individual  and s o c i e t a l  energies are 
expended i n  t ry ing  t o  postpone it  (medicine),  bndi- 
s e c t l y  overcome i t  ( f m i l i a l ,  vocational ,  and a r t i s t i c  
achievement), ignore it ( e s c a p i s ~  entertaimen$), o r  
k id  ourselves about it ( funera l  p rac t i ces ) .  mether 
we look t o  anthsopslogical  evidence, psychsanalytdc 
s t u d i e s  (E. Mermg's Death [ % 9 6 7 ] ) ,  phi ls -  
s sph ica l  t reatments (Jacques Choron's Death and fifestern 

[1963]) ,  or  l i t e r a r y  expressions of t h e  h w a n  
d i l e m a  (Camus' L a  Peste), the  r e a l i t y  of t h e  problem 
of death f o r  all. mankind i s  displayed with appal l ing  
c l a r i t y ,  Pf Chris t  d id  i n  f a c t  conquer t h i s  most bas ic  
of a l l  human e n m i e s  and claimed on t h e  b a s i s  of i t  t o  
be God incarnate ,  a b l e  to give e t e r n a l  l i f e  t o  those 
who bel ieve  i n  h b ,  it would be sheer madness not  %s 
take  with f u l l  seriousness t h e  b i b l i c a t  a f f i m a t i o n  
thaZ "God was i n  Chr i s t ,  reconcil ing the  world unto 
himself.  " 

Contemplation of the c e n t r a l i t y  sf death and manss 
quest  f o r  i m o r t a l i t y  vis-2-vis the  God quest ion leads 
us q u i t e  n a t u r a l l y  t o  a s t r i k ing  new book which t r e a t s  
the  existence of God from t h e  standpoint of man's 

the  New School f o r  Socia l  Research. Berger argues 
t h a t  such human experiences a s  hope i n  t h e  f a c e  of 
death and the  convict ion t h a t  t h e r e  must be a r e t r ibu-  
t i o n  transcending inadequate human j u s t i c e  f o r  the  
commission of monstrous e v i l  i n  t h i s  l i f e  a r e  most 
sens ibly  explained i n  terms of God's existence.  Other 
analogous empirical  po in te r s  t o  t h e  exis tence  of t h e  
transcendent a r e  man's af f i rmat ion of s o c i e t a l  or- 
dering (cf .  Voegelin's Order and History) and unshake- 
a b l e  conviction t h a t  such ordering extends t o  t h e  
universe a s  a whole (c f .  the  reassurrance given by 
mothers t o  t h e i r  fr ightened chi ldren s i n c e  t h e  world 
began, "Everything i s  a l l  r igh t f ' )  ; man's humor, re- 
f l e c t i n g  h i s  b a s i s  awareness t h a t  a r a d i c a l  discrep- 
ancy e x i s t s  between l i f e  a s  he l i v e s  i t  ( i n  f i n i t u d e )  
and l i f e  a s  i t  ought t o  be ( i n  transcendent r igh tness ) ;  
and man's play experiences--his b r i e f  t ransmigrat ions 
out of time i n t o  realms where f i n i t u d e  is  momentarily 
transcended : 

Some l i t t l e  g i r l s  a r e  playing hopscotch i n  
the  park. They a r e  completely i n t e n t  on t h e i r  
game, closed t o  t h e  world ou t s ide  i t ,  happy i n  
t h e i r  concentration. Time had stood s t i l l  f o r  
them--or, more accura te ly ,  i t  has been col- 
lapsed i n t o  t h e  movements of t h e  game. The 
outs ide  world has,  f o r  the  dura t ion of t h e  
game, ceased t o  e x i s t .  And, by implicat ion 
(s ince  the  l i t t l e  g i r l s  may not  be very con- 
sc ious  of t h i s ) ,  pain and death,  which a r e  t h e  
law of t h a t  world, have a l s o  ceased t o  e x i s t .  
Even the  adu l t  observer of t h i s  scene, who is  
perhaps a l l  too conscious of pain and death,  
is momentarily drawn i n t o  t h e  b e a t i f i c  immunity. 

In  t h e  playing of a d u l t s ,  a t  l e a s t  on cer- 
t a i n  occasions, t h e  suspension of time and of 
the  ' iserious'* world i n  which people s u f f e r  and 
d i e  becomes e x p l i c i t .  J u s t  before  t h e  Soviet  
troops occupied Vienna i n  1945, t h e  Vienna 
Philharmonic gave one of i t s  scheduled concerts .  
There was f igh t ing  i n  the  immediate proximity 
of t h e  c i t y ,  and t h e  concertgoers could hear 
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In  t h e  playing of a d u l t s ,  a t  l e a s t  on cer- 
t a i n  occasions, t h e  suspension of time and of 
the  ' iserious'* world i n  which people s u f f e r  and 
d i e  becomes e x p l i c i t .  J u s t  before  t h e  Soviet  
troops occupied Vienna i n  1945, t h e  Vienna 
Philharmonic gave one of i t s  scheduled concerts .  
There was f igh t ing  i n  the  immediate proximity 
of t h e  c i t y ,  and t h e  concertgoers could hear 
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t h e  rumbling of t h e  guns i n  t h e  d i s t ance .  . . . It w a s  . . . an  a f f i rma t ion  of t h e  u l -  
t ima te  triumph of a l l  human g e s t u r e s  of 
c r e a t i v e  beauty over  t h e  ges tu res  of de- 
s t r u c t i o n ,  and even over t h e  ug l iness  of 
w a r  and dea th ,  . . . 

A l l  men have experienced t h e  dea th less -  
nes s  of childhood and w e  may assume t h a t ,  
even i f  only  once o r  twice,  a l l  men have 
ape r i ewced  transcendent  joy i n  adulthood, 
Under the  aspect of induc t ive  f a i t h ,  re- 
l i g i o n  is t h e  final v i n d i c a t i o n  of ch i ld-  
hood and a f  j ay ,  and of a l l  g e s t u r e s  that 
replieage these, 

Professor ~ e r g e r k  argments carry us from t h e  
lowlands of s6ciology t o  the he igh t s  of  phi losophica l  
ontology, for- they eonjoin w i t h  a very important pas- 

-. 

sage i n  Noman Malcolm's c l a s s i c  essay s n  Anseh ' s  
i c a l  proof of ~ o d %  ex i s t ence  ( 
January, 19601, Asks Maleoh: an 

beings fomed  t h e  concept of "a being a g r e a t e r  than  
which cannot be conceivedt'? T h i s  is  Iris suggested 
answer, based, as are Berger 's  arguments, on "an under- 
s tanding  of t h e  phenomena of h m a n  l i fe" ' :  

There is t h e  phenomenon of f e e l i n g  g u i l t  
f o r  something gha t  one has  done o r  thought 
o r  f e l t  o r  f o r  a d i s p o s i t i o n  t h a t  one has. 
One wants t o  b e  f r e e  of t h i s  g u i l t ,  But 
s o m e t h e s  t h e  g u i l t  is f e l t  t o  be s o  great 
that one is s u r e  t h a t  nothing one could do 
oneself, nor any forg iveness  by another  
human being,  would r a o v e  it, One fee ls  a 
guilt t h a t  is  beyond a l l  measure, a g u i l t  
"a greater %ban which cannot be conceived," 
Paradoxically,  i t  would seem, one neverthe- 
less has an in tense  desire  t o  have t h i s  
incomparable g u i l t  r a ~ v e d ,  One requires 
a forgiveness that  i s  beyond a l l  measure, a 
forgiveness "'a greater than which cannot be 
conceived." Out o f  such a stom in t h e  s o u l ,  
L am suggesting, there arises t h e  conception 

of a fo rg iv ing  mercy t h a t  is  l i m i t l e s s ,  
beyond a l l  measure. 

The experiences of dea th ,  judgment, o rde r ,  hu- 
mor, p lay ,  and g u i l t  po in t  beyond themselves--as does 
t h e  very  "I" who is conscious of them--and t h e  d i r ec -  
t i o n  of the  s ignpos t  is t o  a Cross where t h e  t ran-  
scendent God s f f e ~ e d  " forg iv ing  mercy t h a t  is  l i m i t -  
less, beyond a l l  measure," I n  t h e  words of the 
Apostle (Ram. 4 : 2 5 ) ,  he was "del ivered f o r  our of-  
fences  and was r a i s e d  again f o r  OUT justificationet? 
Is man h i s  o m  God? N o ,  f o r  man could never attain 
such Iimitless mercy, But God became man ts o f f e r  
ghat mercy, which no one could buy at any pr ice ,  as a 
free g i f t .  The evidence of God's oristence and of h i s  
g i f t  is more than compelling, b u t  those who i n s i s t  tha t  
they  have na need of hixn sr it w i l l  always f i n d  xqays 
t o  discount  t h e  o f f e r ,  As Pascal trenchantly obsemed 
(Pensees, No, 4 3 0 ) :  ""I y a aassez de lmiere  pour qui 
ne desirrtllt que d e  vo i r ,  et: assez d'obscurite pour 
eeux qui s n t  une disposition contraire.' ' T h i s  sta te-  
ment i s ,  06 course,  bu t  a corolgary of J e s u s a  wrds 
(Mt, 9 ~ 1 3 ;  l8:3): "1 am no t  come t o  ca l l  t h e  r igh teous ,  
but  sinners t o  repentance, Exceph you be  converted 
and became as little ch i ld ren ,  you sha l l  not  enter in- 
t o  the kingdom s f  heaven." 

ANNOUNCEMT: Arrangements are being made t o  have 
D r .  Hans Kipsten, o f  the EvmgeticaZ 

Lutheran Free Church of Germany, deliver the ---------0 2971 
Lectures. He i s  being asked t o  make 
' s  Answer t o  the ProbZems of Today the 

subject of h i s  presentation. 
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