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Introduction to Apologetics

We live in an era in which society ridicules both the Bible and those who take its claims
seriously. The prominent philosophies of the day have caused most people to view the
Bible as a source of myth, fable, and old-wives tales. The Bible is the object of criticism
and mockery, especially for those who have been educated in the secular university
system. Who today actually believes that Noah built an ark, that Jonah was swallowed by
a whale, or that Jesus really walked on the water? Such accounts are for the
feeble-minded and weak. Further, everyone knows that the Bible is full of contradictions,
false statements and inaccuracies. Science has disproved all the major claims of
Scripture. Almost everything we’ve been taught about the origins of Christianity is false.
The manuscripts have been corrupted and corrupt church leaders have imposed their own
political agendas.

Christian truth-claims come under attack in many ways today. They are challenged as to
their meaningfulness. The possibility of miracles, revelation, and incarnation are
questioned. Doubt is cast upon the deity of Christ or the existence of God. The historical
or scientific accuracy of the Bible is attacked. Scriptural teaching is rejected for not being
logically coherent. Conscious life following physical death, everlasting damnation, and a
future resurrection are not readily accepted. The way of salvation is found disgusting or
unnecessary. The nature of God and the way of salvation are falsified by heretical schools
of thought. Competing religious systems are set over against Christianity—or some try to
assimilate it into their own thought forms. The ethics of Scripture is criticized. The
psychological or political adequacy of Christianity is looked down upon.'

Others suggest that the Bible was never meant to be taken literally. Like most fables and
morality tales, the stories of the Bible are rooted in historical reality but point to higher
principles that are true. It doesn’t matter if Jesus rose from the dead or not. The moral
principles Jesus taught are more significant than detailed accuracy of the account. This is
the position that most Liberal “Christians” take.’

Those who do take the Bible seriously are not comfortable letting such criticism pass
without comment. Students of the Bible have for many years argued for the truth of
Scripture, defending both themselves and the Bible from their critics. If the Bible is what
it claims to be, all allegations of error and inaccuracies must prove unfounded.
Christianity is not a “blind” faith. It is established upon verifiable historical events. If the
record of the Bible is found to be genuinely mistaken, especially regarding key elements
of the faith, Christianity would instantly lose all credibility. If Jesus did not actually rise
from the dead, or if a certified error or contradiction could be proved to exist in the Bible,
biblically-based faith would also crumble.

Hence, those who have staked their eternal destiny on the truth of the Bible strive to
respond to criticisms. If the Bible is verifiably mistaken or corrupt, no one would retain
his commitment to it as the Word of God. Also, believers seek to present logical,

! Greg Bahnsen “Answering Objections” The Biblical Worldview (V11:2; Feb., 1991) Covenant Media Foundation

2 It’s important to use the term “liberal” accurately. A theological liberal is one who does not believe the Bible is literally true. He may
see the Bible as a valuable record pointing to God, but he does not believe that the Bible is true in all it affirms. One should not use the
term “liberal” in a theological context unless this is his meaning.
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reasonable responses to critics to show them that their criticism of the Bible is inaccurate
or mistaken. Further, students of the Bible want to be able to give an answer to those who
have genuine questions about the Bible or about Christianity.

Apologetics has had a long history going all the way back to the New Testament itself. In
the Book of Acts the Christians presented reasoned answers to various charges made
against Christianity. To the Jews the church pointed out that Christ was the fulfillment of
Old Testament prophecy. To the Gentiles the church argued that God was calling them to
turn from superstitious religions to the true God revealed in Jesus Christ. In all of their
apologetics the early Church emphasized the resurrection of Jesus Christ. In fact, they
called it the central pillar on which all of Christianity either stood or fell.

Key Text: 1 Peter 3:15 Be ready always to give an answer to every man that asketh you a
reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear:

All Christians should be ready to give a defense to everyone who asks for the reason for
their hope in Jesus Christ. Of course, for some Christians this will be a very special
ministry calling, but all Christians should be able to explain what they believe, why they
believe it, why others should believe it, and why contradictory systems are inadequate.

Apologetics involves responding to any intellectual challenge to the Christian faith. This
means that apologetics deals, first and foremost, with answering the outright denials of
Christianity which are found in atheism and in other religions. But apologetics also deals
with answering the distortions of Christianity, which are found primarily in the cults, as
well as in some professing Christian groups within the Christian community itself. Thus,
Christian apologetics must answer all challenges to the orthodox, biblical Christian faith
— no matter who the challengers are.’

THE MEANING AND PURPOSES OF APOLOGETICS

L. Meaning.
A. The Greek Word apologia is used 20 times in the NT.
Acts 18:4 Every Sabbath he reasoned in the synagogue, trying to
persuade Jews and Greeks.

Acts 19:8-9 Paul entered the synagogue and spoke boldly there for three
months, arguing persuasively about the kingdom of God... [and later]
reasoning daily in the school of Tyrannus.

Acts 22:1 Men, brethren, and fathers, hear ye my defense which I make
now unto you.

Philippians 1:7 It is right for me to feel this way about all of you, since I
have you in my heart; for whether I am in chains or defending and
confirming the gospel, all of you share in God's grace with me.

Philippians 1:16 I am put here for the defense of the gospel.

3 Christian Research Institute, What Is Apologetics?
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1 Peter 3:15 Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks
you to give the reason for the hope that you have.

B. Activities synonymous with apologetics

1. Jude 3 you should earnestly contend for the faith which was once
delivered unto the saints.

2. Titus 1:3 he brought his word to light through the preaching
entrusted to me by the command of God our Savior

“The preaching” is that set of basic truths that constitute the
salvation message. This message should include: 1) God; 2) Sin;
3) Jesus; 4) Faith and repentance.

3. Titus 1:9, 11 [Pastors must] encourage others by sound doctrine
and refute those who oppose it. For there are many rebellious
people, mere talkers and deceivers, especially those of the
circumcision group. They must be silenced, because they are
ruining whole households by teaching things they ought not to
teach-- and that for the sake of dishonest gain.

II. Definition of Apologetics: “A verbal defense; a reply to a formal charge; an
answer.” Apologetics is the justification and defense of biblical Christianity.
Biblical apologetics focuses on spreading and defending the Christian philosophy
of life while challenging non-Christian philosophies.

The apologist responds to the objections of unbelievers in a way which sets forth
the objective truth of Christianity and the exclusive character of the Christian
system. He or she offers reasons for belief, vindicating the Christian worldview
over against competing systems of thought and living. The appropriate response
to critics of the faith is that of reasoning with them, refuting objections, proving
conclusions, and offering arguments.

Offering arguments in favor of certain conclusions should not be confused with
being argumentative or contentious in one’s demeanor. Presenting a reason for the
hope that is within us does not demand that we do so in an offensive or arrogant

4
way.

By the way, apologetics has nothing to do with apologizing (saying you’re sorry)
for anything.

4 Bahnsen, “Answering Objections”
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III. Specific Purposes of Apologetics

A.

B.

=

to defend or demonstrate the truth-claims of Christianity; to prove that
Christianity is true

to answer particular objections and/or criticisms of the Bible and
Christianity

to give an account of the foundational concepts of the Christian faith

1. the existence of God
2. the reality of divine revelation, the Bible
3. the ability to know God and truth

to reach non-Christian with the gospel (i.e., evangelism)

to challenge non-Christian faith systems (e.g., Mormonism, Islam); to
attack the foolishness of unbelieving or unorthodox thought

Summary: Apologetics consists of:

v Proof: presenting a rational basis for faith

v Defense: answering objections of unbelief

v Offense: exposing the foolishness of unbelief and unorthodoxy

IV. Two approaches to Apologetics

A.

Rationalist: setting forth rational, logical arguments defending Christianity
with the aim of convincing unbelievers. This approach focuses on reasons
to believe and on defending the faith against criticism. This is often called
“traditional” or “classical” apologetics because this seems to be the
method used by the most prominent apologists of earlier centuries.
Rationalists start from “neutral” ground and work toward proofs that the
Bible and Christianity are true. Before one can meaningfully discuss
historical evidences, one has to establish God’s existence. Without a
theistic context, no historical event could ever be shown to be a divine
miracle. Once God is proven to exist, one can show that the Bible is God’s
Word, that Jesus is God’s Son, and that Christianity is the only valid faith.

The problem with a rationalistic approach to apologetics is that one must
assume a standard of truth that exists apart from the Bible. The Bible, in
order to be true, must meet this independent standard. The Bible becomes
subject to man’s ability to reason—one must show the unsaved person that
the Bible is truly reasonable.’ Further, rationalists seem to rely on weighty
arguments and evidence to bring conversion rather than on a simple
declaration of the Gospel message.

Presuppositional: starting out with the notion that the Bible is true and that

it’s God’s business to convince unbelievers of this fact. This approach

’ Terms such as “likelihood” and “plausibility” frequently crop up in rationalist apologetics. The believer seeks to show the unbeliever
that the Bible has good potential for being true.
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focuses on presenting the truths of Christianity as fact without regard for
how unbelievers respond to it.

Presuppositional writer John Frame states, “[We] should present the
biblical God, not merely as the conclusion to an argument, but as the one
who makes argument possible.”® By demonstrating that unbelievers cannot
argue, think, or live without presupposing God, presupposition-alists try to
show unbelievers that their own worldview is inadequate to explain their
experience of the world and to get unbelievers to see that Christianity
alone can make sense of their experience.

The problem with this approach is that it assumes what it’s trying to prove,
namely, that the Bible is true. However, this seems to be consistent with
Peter’s admonition to recognize the Lordship of Christ in the apologetic
task (1 Pet 3:15). There is no true neutrality—everyone accepts the
authority of God’s Word or they do not, and not to do so is sin.

Both the testimony of history and the testimony of God’s Word have
informed us that the world will not be convinced one whit of the truth of
Genesis because of a mountain of creationist evidence or the discovery of
Noah’s Ark. The world will not be convinced one whit of the truth of
Exodus and Joshua because of a mountain of archaeological evidence. The
“evidence that demands a verdict” will always return from the world a
verdict of unbelief. The “search for the historical Jesus” or for the
“historical Paul” will never convince men that Christ died and rose for
them or that the New Testament is authentic. These might attract the nod
of approval from a humanistic world that operates from a foundation of
intellectual autonomy, but they will do nothing to change the heart. The
Holy Sprit can change the heart of the enemy of the gospel, but he never
stoops to engage the enemy on their terms. He will only engage the
enemy on God s terms: the foolishness of the Word preached. Far be it
from us to imagine we can improve on his methods. The world may call us
“anti-intellectual,” but God will call us wise.’

Why does which apologetic approach you take matter? Imagine this scenario: you
are attempting to convince a friend that Jesus really did rise from the dead. You
show your friend all the evidence from the Bible that the resurrection is a fact. But
your friend does not believe the Bible. He says that you can’t use information
from the Bible to defend the Bible. The rational apologist would then step back
and show that the Bible is indeed trustworthy. The presuppositionalist, on the
other hand, would keep preaching the Bible, knowing that God has promised to
use the Word to draw unbelievers to Himself in spite of the unbeliever’s unbelief.
One should not revert to the unbeliever’s world-view just because the unbeliever
doesn’t accept the Christian world-view.*

% From Five Views on Apologetics, Steven B. Cowan, ed.
7 Snoeberger, Mark, “Engaging the Enemy...But on Whose Terms? DBTS Journal, vol. 8 (Fall 2003), p. 84.
8 For example, one does not help a mentally ill person by adopting his (the sick person’s) skewed ideas.
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Note: A third approach to apologetics, experience, is commonly used to defend the faith
in many Christian circles. That is, Christians argue for the existence of God and the
validity of Christianity based on their own personal experiences of God. This is the
argument “I know God is real because I can feel Him in my soul.” Feelings of inner
peace, confidence, excitement, security or conviction may seem beyond question to the
one feeling them, but have little weight with others. Experiences are by nature subjective
and personal. While individuals may find such experiences confirm and deepen their own
faith, it is unlikely that others will be persuaded based on such experiences. Hence, it is
unwise to use personal religious experiences as a primary apologetic resource. Personal
testimonies may aid apologetics, but one’s experiences should not be the focus of an
apologetic encounter.

Another Note: Apologetics follows and presupposes a correct system of theology. One
must determine the content of Christianity before he can defend and propagate it. The
better you know the Bible and theology, the better you will be able to explain, promote
and defend orthodox Christianity. It’s obviously counter-productive to defend and
propagate false doctrine.

Conclusion: Apologetics is the study of the best ways to 1) explain Christianity to
unbelievers; 2) defend Christianity against its critics; and 3) challenge unbelieving and
unorthodox ideas about God. In this series we’ll follow this general outline, first looking
at the validity of what Christianity teaches, then showing that many criticisms of
Christianity don’t hold up under scrutiny, and finally exposing the weaknesses of unbelief
and unorthodox ideas.

Discussion:
1. What is apologetics? See conclusion.

2. Why do we need to bother with defending Christianity? Can’t God defend Himself?
God obviously doesn t need our help to defend Him or His word. Nevertheless, we
should be ready to give an answer because we are commanded to do so (1 Pet 3:15),
because of biblical examples of doing so (e.g., Paul), and because apologetics is part
of evangelism.

3. What’s the difference between rational/classical apologetics and presuppositional
apologetics? Rational apologetics seeks to defend the Bible using external
information. It focuses on logical arguments and evidence external to the Bible.
Presuppositional apologetics assumes that everyone has a basic understanding of
God and that what they need to hear is what the Bible says even if they reject it.

? Another example: “You ask me how I know He lives? He lives within my heart.” He Lives by Alfred H. Ackley, copyright 1961,
Rodeheaver.
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Introduction to Biblical Apologetics,

Continuation

The Christian View of Knowledge

As we’ve already learned, the task of biblical apologetics is to spread and defend the
Christian message while challenging other non-Christian systems. Before learning how to
do so, it’s important that we consider some truths about how we know what we know."
Understanding how believers and unbelievers think will help us become better apologists.

A Controlling Text
Paul gives us some important instructions regarding knowledge in 2 Corinthians 10:5 —

Casting down imaginations, and every high thing that exalteth itself against the
knowledge of God, and bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of
Christ.

Another translation puts it this way:

We demolish arguments and every pretension that sets itself up against the knowledge
of God, and we take captive every thought to make it obedient to Christ.

Note the following conclusions based on this text:

¢/ Christians must strive to “cast down” those systems of thought that are contrary to
Biblical teaching. This seems to apply most specifically to the thought life of
individual Christians. That is, they should not allow any anti-Christian ways of
thinking within their own minds. But more broadly speaking, part of the
apologetic task is challenging those philosophies and religions that contradict the
Bible no matter where one finds them. It’s biblical to expose and challenge all
anti-Christian ideas, whether within one’s own mind or in the broader culture.

¢/ In all our thinking, Christ is to be recognized as Lord. That is, the contents of the
Bible, and especially the teachings of Christ and the apostles as found in the NT,
should inform all our thinking. One does not try to defend or propagate
Christianity from a supposedly neutral standpoint. Instead, biblical teaching
should influence all thinking. Believers need to develop a Bible-soaked logic, a
way of thinking that is saturated with biblical principles.

1 The technical word for the study of knowledge is epistemology, based on the Greek word epistamai, meaning “to know” or “to
understand.”
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The Bible is the Standard

What is the basis for knowledge? How do we determine that something is true or false?
Christians believe that the ultimate standard for determining the truth or falsity of
anything is God’s Word. Scripture can be judged by no higher authority than Scripture
itself. Believers accept a biblical world-view. Unbelievers adopt other grounds for
determining truth, like personal or majority opinion, or even whatever works best. But
Christians must base their thoughts on the Bible.

We do not judge the Bible on human terms. “It makes sense to me” is not the yardstick
for judging the truth of biblical claims. Man’s intellect is not the highest standard. We
submit to the Bible’s teaching; we do not stand in judgment of it.

Communication with Non-Believers

There is no such thing as neutrality when it comes to one’s views about the Bible, God, or
Christianity. Everyone approaches the Bible with a set of ideas that are already set in
place. Such views are called presuppositions. Christians believe that the Bible is true, that
God is the creator and sustainer of all things, and that the highest duty of man is to honor
and obey God. Christians know this because God has convinced them that such is the
case. Non-Christians reject the Christian view and replace it with other ideas. Further,
non-believers are blind to spiritual truth, spiritually dead, and under the influence of
Satan, all of which prevents them from comprehending biblical truth. They think that the
“message of the cross is foolishness” (1 Cor 1:18). So neither believers nor unbelievers
approach the Bible from a neutral standpoint.

How can Christians and non-Christians communicate if they reject each other’s
presuppositions? That is, if Christians believe the Bible and non-Christians reject the
Bible, how can a Christian convince a non-Christian that he needs to be saved? The Bible
teaches that non-Christians do have some knowledge of God, and that deep down they
agree on some basic things even if they claim not to (cf. Rom 1:18-25). So based on this
fact, believers can encourage unbelievers to admit what they know to be true—that God
exists and that there’s a difference between right and wrong. We simply proclaim the
message and trust that God will use it to draw people to Himself.

Also, keep in mind that in the evangelism process the believer is not trying to argue a
non-believer into submission. He’s not trying to win a debate, thereby intellectually
convincing the non-believer that the Gospel is true. He’s simply announcing the good
news, planting the seed. It’s God’s business to make an unbeliever responsive to the
message. In fact, without God’s work in the unbelieving heart, no one would respond
positively to the Gospel. We can plant and water the seed, but God is the one who brings
about a harvest (1 Cor 3:6).

The Danger of “Neutrality”

Some suggest that in defending and propagating the Gospel, believers should take more
of a neutral attitude. That is, Christians should encourage unbelievers to take an honest,
impartial look at the Bible and Christianity and judge it for themselves. People should not
assume anything; they should simply look at the Bible like any other book—honestly and
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impartially. If the Bible seems to make reasonable sense, if it holds up to critical
investigation, then it is acceptable. If not, then disregard it.

The problem with such an approach, as noted above, is that everyone starts with some
presuppositions. Those who desire an impartial investigation of the Bible assume that
they are gqualified to engage in such an investigation. They presuppose that their own
intellect is sufficient to judge whether the content of the Bible is reasonable. In fact, the
Bible itself claims that the principles contained in it will not make sense to non-believers.
The wisdom of God is foolishness to men (1 Cor 1:18f). Hence, from a non-believing,
“neutral” point of view, the Bible will never be acceptable. It makes no sense, therefore,
to encourage unbelievers to “impartially” judge the Bible. Rather, we must encourage and
even demand that unbelievers submit to and obey the Bible whether they recognize its
authority or not. We do not hold the Bible up for critical scrutiny. We simply proclaim its
truths and let the chips fall where they may.

“You shall not tempt [make trial] of Jehovah your God” (Deut. 6:16). When Satan
tempted Jesus to do so—to push God into offering proof of the veracity of His word (as
quoted by Satan)—Jesus rebuked Satan, “the accuser,” with these very words from the
Old Testament. It is not God whose integrity and veracity and knowledge is somehow
suspect. It is that of those who would accuse Him and demand proof to satisfy their own
way of thinking or living."!

In every area of life, the Bible demands submission to its principles. Christians must be
committed to biblical thinking in every area. Paul asserts that all wisdom and knowledge
are deposited in the person of Christ (Col 2:3-8). Every thought is in some way related to
Jesus Christ. Christians must refuse to think like unbelievers. To attempt a supposed
neutrality or independence in our thinking would be an act of disloyalty. We are
dependent upon God and the Bible and have no right or ability to assert our intellects
apart from God. The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge (Prov 1:7). Rational
thought is based on a correct understanding of God and His Word.

UNBELIEVING THOUGHT CHRISTIAN THOUGHT

Vain in their imaginations Every thought captive to the
obedience of Christ

Their foolish heart was darkened | The light of the knowledge of the
glory of God

Enemies of God in their minds Love the Lord thy God with all thy
heart, and with all thy soul, and
with all thy mind.

“What is truth?” (Pilate) “Thy Word is truth” (Jesus)

We are not implying in any of this that the Bible is essentially unreasonable, mistaken,
full of genuine contradictions and absurdities, or unable to withstand investigation.

!! Bahnsen, “Answering Objections”
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Christianity is not blind faith that simply believes irrespective of the evidence. Reason is
not the enemy of Christian faith. Perhaps no other world-view has as high a regard for
logic as Christianity does.'? Critics have been examining the Bible for centuries in their
quest to find fatal flaws or any proof that the Bible is not trustworthy.'> While one must
admit that the Bible does contain many things difficult to understand and that there are
some problems not easily resolved, there are no obstacles so serious that they destroy or
even reduce the Bible’s credibility, as we shall see.

Circular Arguments

Those who take a presuppositional approach to apologetics are often charged with
circular reasoning. We say the Bible is true because we believe the Bible. We assume
what we are trying to prove. But all reasoning starts either with God or with man.
Christians are persuaded that the correct starting point is not man’s intellect but God’s
Word. Unbelievers also engage in circular reasoning, assuming what they are trying to
prove—that they have the intellectual capacity to sit in judgement of the Bible. They
think they are rational because they are rational. So there’s no avoiding circularity in
reasoning. The question is which circle you want to be in, God’s or man’s.

The Purpose and Place of Evidence

There is much evidence that supports biblical claims. Christianity is not a house of cards
that will come crashing down due to a lack of supporting evidence. Our faith is built on a
solid foundation of historical accuracy and verifiable events. Some scholars believe that
the resurrection of Jesus Christ is the single most well-attested event in all of ancient
history. So there is no lack of evidence to back up the claims of the Bible and of
Christianity.

People often say they reject Christianity because it fails to offer enough evidence to
support its claims. In response, Christian scholars have accumulated a great many reasons
to believe. However, we are on shaky ground when we base our faith solely on historical
evidences. Historical studies can suggest that events actually happened, but they cannot
prove it. They can persuade and remove doubt, but ultimately people do not convert to
Christianity because they are intellectually moved by the proofs. God may use such
studies to convince people of the truth of His Word, but conversion is not simply
intellectual agreement to a series of statements. Faith comes by hearing the Word of God
(Rom 10:17). The Holy Spirit uses the Word to convince people of their need for
salvation. A study of the evidences of Christianity may remove some of the obstacles that
hinder belief, but evidences alone will never bring about conversion. After all, the devil
believes what the Bible says (James 2:19).

Unbelievers often claim that one should not believe anything that doesn’t have good
evidence. The problem is that we believe countless things without good evidence or
proof. If we eliminated all belief in things for which we don’t have good evidence, we
would get rid of a good many things indeed. It’s clear that we do have the right to believe
things even without solid proofs in many cases. Even the statement ““You must have proof

'2 Nash, p. 74. Many religions include irrationality as a primary aspect of their faith. Christianity does not.
13 Skeptics assert that they have found fatal flaws, but Christian scholars and apologists have discredited such assertions.
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before you believe” is unprovable. Those who make such statements should be shown
how absurd such a claim is. A person’s beliefs may be perfectly rational even if he cannot
prove them to others. This of course does not suggest that Christianity lacks good proofs,
only that evidence or lack thereof neither establishes nor destroys Christianity.'*

Conclusion:

The Christian view of knowledge seeks to take every thought captive to the obedience of
Christ. There is no such thing as independent, impartial, or neutral thinking. Christians
seek to think God’s thought after Him; unbelievers rebel against God by asserting their
own intellectual independence. All reasoning starts either with God or with man.
Christians assert that God and His Word is the correct starting place.

Discussion:

1. Why is it so important to consider presuppositions before launching into a study of
apologetics? Because Christians need to understand their own viewpoint as well as
the unbelieving viewpoint. They further need to know that everyone, even the skeptic,
bases his thinking on his own set of presuppositions.

2. Explain the idea of circular reasoning and why all systems of thought are to some
degree circular. Circular reasoning is assuming what you are trying to prove. All
systems of thought are somewhat circular. Even science and math start with axioms
that are presupposed and upon which the whole endeavor is based.

3. When the unbeliever dismisses the Bible, what is he presupposing? That he has the
capacity to sit in judgment of the Bible.

4. How important are Christian evidences in one’s conversion to Christ? Such may
remove obstacles and influence one to study the Bible, but ultimately one is not
converted simply because he believed the evidence.

5. What do we mean by a Bible-soaked logic? Thinking biblically, letting the Bible
influence all your thoughts and decisions.

' Nash, p. 88f.
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Part I: Defending the Validity of Christianity

Lesson 1: An Accurate Gospel Presentation

A significant aspect of the apologetic task is presenting the Gospel message to unsaved
people with the goal that they would convert to Christ. We commonly call this
evangelism. It is critical that we are able to make an accurate presentation of the Gospel.
Today the Gospel message is often watered down, misunderstood and misspoken. In our
evangelistic efforts we must make sure that we are communicating the true Gospel in an
appropriate way. We must strive to present the message of the Gospel clearly and
accurately. This lesson will examine what information you must include as you tell others
of their need for salvation through Christ.

When you present the gospel, there are certain topics that your audience must understand.
You should thoroughly understand each topic yourself and you should be able to discuss
the content of each topic with any age group.

Note the progression that follows: God, man, Christ, response (repentance and faith)

1. Who is God? The Creator and sovereign Lord

It’s important that you start here because much error and confusion regarding the
person of God abounds in our culture and around the world. People need to know
who God is and where they stand in relation to Him.

Texts Ideas

Gen 1:1 God exists. He is the Creator. Because He made us, we are
totally dependent upon Him. He can do as He pleases. He is in
charge of the universe.

1 Pet 1:15-16 God is holy. He never sins. He always does what’s right.

John 3:16; Rom | God loves us. He wants to have a friendly relationship with us.

5:8;2 Pet 3:9 He wants us to be saved and has provided a means of
salvation.
Eph 1:11 God is absolutely sovereign. He’s the King of kings.

Rev 4:11 As Creator, God is worthy of man’s worship.
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2. What is man? Utterly sinful and unable to save himself.

Texts Ideas

Jer 17:9; Rom People are basically sinful. People do bad things because they

5:12, 3:10-23 are sinful. Each person has sinned against a holy God.

Eph 2:1, 4:17-19 Man is dead in trespasses and sin. He has no fellowship with
God.

John 3:18, 36 Sinners are separated from and under the wrath of God. This
is man’s primary problem, and he cannot solve it by himself.

Rom 6:23a; Isa Sin deserves to be punished. That punishment is eternal

59:1-2, 64:6 separation from God and from everything good.

Rev 20:14-15 Those who remain in their sin will spend eternity in hell.

It’s critical that your audience understands the nature and severity of their sin and
alienation from God. Francis Schaeffer said that, given one hour, he would take 45-50
minutes to show how one has sinned against and offended a holy God, and then 10-15
minutes to preach the gospel. A person must acknowledge his disease before he’s
ready to take the cure. So make sure your student understands the full meaning and
ramifications of his or her sin.

3. Who is Christ? The sacrifice, Savior and Lord

Again, it’s critical to take the time to explain exactly what the Bible says about the
person and work of Christ. There’s much false information floating around about
Jesus—don’t assume that the student knows who He is and what He did.

Texts Ideas

Matt 1:21; Luke He is the Son of God, God in the flesh, and lived a perfect,
19:10; John 1:1; 1 Pet | sinless life. Jesus is the Savior. He came to save us from our
2:22 sin.

1 Cor 15:3-5 Christ died for our sins, was buried, and arose the third day.

2 Cor 5:21; Isa 53:4-7 | Christ took the punishment for our sins. He suffered instead of
us. He was our substitute.

John 14:6; Acts 4:12 | He is the only way of salvation. There is no other means.

Mt 7:21-23; Luke Jesus is both Lord and Savior. We must recognize His
6:46; Rom 10:9 Lordship.
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4. How should I respond to the Gospel? Repent of my sins and trust in Christ.

The gospel message demands a response. Just knowing the facts of the gospel does
not mean that one is saved. One must make a personal decision regarding the facts.

Texts Ideas

John 3:16; Salvation occurs when one repents of his sin and believes in the
Acts 20:21 | person and work of Christ.

1 Thes 1:9; | Repentance is turning away from and rejecting sin and turning to
Acts 20:21, | God. It is being sorry for sin and wanting to be forgiven.
26:20

John 3:16, | Faith is trusting in Christ to forgive you. It is a trust in and
36, 5:24; commitment to Him. It is trusting Christ alone to be saved. Belief
Eph 2:8-9 consists of knowledge, assent, and whole-hearted trust.

Luke 14:33 | Discipleship is costly. Following Christ may require a major change
in your lifestyle.

Two frequently neglected but essential aspects of salvation are repentance and
commitment. Clearly define and emphasize the need for repentance. Simply
acknowledging one’s sin is not enough (e.g., Judas was sorry that he sinned). We must
urge people to turn from their sin and seek forgiveness. And when one trusts Christ as
Savior, he is also recognizing Him as Lord. We must present Christ as the NT presents
him—both Lord and Savior. Make this clear to the student. Unfortunately, much of the
material written for evangelism either leaves out or downplays both repentance and
commitment. This fact results in many false professions of faith.

Note: People sometimes attempt to make the salvation decision as easy as possible by
stripping down the gospel to its bear minimum, and in so doing they leave out important
information. Being saved is more than just believing in Jesus. Millions of people who
claim to believe in Jesus are not genuinely saved (cf. Mt 7:21-23). So we have to
carefully define our terms and express precisely what we mean when we present the
gospel to an unbeliever.

Conclusion: An accurate, clear presentation of the Gospel message is an important
aspect of the apologetic task. Make sure you can tell others why they need to be saved
and what they must do to be saved.

Discussion:

1. Shouldn’t we first convince people that God exists before launching into a Gospel
presentation? No, the Bible teaches that everyone knows that God exists. They need
to hear of their alienation from God, of God s wrath against them, and of the means
of salvation thru faith in Christ.
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2. Shouldn’t we first convince our audience that the Bible is trustworthy before telling
them what the Bible says? No, we believe the Word of God does the work of God,
whether your audience believes it or not. It’s God's job to convince unbelievers that
the Bible is true. We simply proclaim its message.

3. What if the person you are talking to tells you that he doesn’t believe in God or the
Bible? Still present the same message as long as he is willing to listen. Remember
that faith comes by hearing the Word, not by being convinced intellectually.

4. Why do we need to stress the importance of accuracy and clarity in a Gospel
presentation? Because it's so common for people to leave out or add to the message of
the Gospel. It'’s very common today for people to make it as easy and painless as
possible for people to accept Christ. Evangelists often say little or nothing about

repentance, the Lordship of Christ or the costs of discipleship.

[*
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Lesson 2: The Reliability of the Bible

One of the purposes of apologetics is to present a rational basis for Christian faith. We
want to demonstrate that Christianity is reasonable, logical and sensible. Although we’ve
already shown that Christianity does not rest on man’s intellectual ability to prove the
claims of the Bible, it is beneficial to examine some of the evidence that supports
Christianity. In this lesson we’ll endeavor to show the legitimacy of Christianity’s
foundational documents and basic claims.

Christianity stands or falls with the Bible. Like the old song says, “Jesus loves me, this I
know, for the Bible tells me so.” If the Bible is not trustworthy, then faith based upon the
Bible is empty and absurd. If one could find genuine, unquestionable errors and/or
contradictions in the Bible, Christianity would come crumbling down. Hence, Christian
apologists have for centuries been defending the Bible against the attacks of critics and
skeptics. In today’s lesson we’ll discuss why faith in the record of Scripture is not
misplaced.

Scripture’s Doctrine of Scripture

What does the Bible say about itself? It claims to be God’s book, originating from the
very breath of God (2 Tim 3:16). The Bible is God’s self-witness; it is God speaking to
us. The words “Thus saith the LORD” occur 279 times in the OT. There is no higher
authority, no greater ground of certainty than that established as the Holy Spirit enables
Christians to believe, understand and use the Scriptures rightly.

Difficulties of the Apologetic Task

The primary source of our knowledge of the events we are concerned about are the
Scriptures themselves. While there is some extra-biblical information available, it does
not add much to our knowledge of the events we are interested in. Thus we must ask the
question, “Are the accounts recorded in the Bible worthy of belief?”

From the outset we should admit that proving that something actually occurred in history
is not as easy as one might think. If there’s doubt as to what occurred a few years or a few
centuries ago, imagine trying to prove that something happened 2,000 or even 3,000
years ago! Today we can go back to newspaper or TV reports to research an event, but in
biblical times such technologies did not exist. The events of the Bible occurred before the
invention of the printing press, so the texts we have are copies of hand-written
documents. Small errors can creep into such texts over time as one copy is made from
another. Some copyists and translators were more careful than others, so there are some
texts that are admittedly less reliable than others. These are just a few of the challenges
facing those who seek to defend the reliability of the Bible. However, none of these
difficulties make our task impossible.

Some people argue that the details of the biblical stories are not very important as long as
the general teaching comes through. Errors of historical or geographical nature are not all
that important, they suggest. However, if the Bible is in error on areas that we can check

(like dates and locations), then how do we know that it’s not wrong concerning doctrine?
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The Bible claims to be God’s Word, not just a newspaper account or a historical record. If
it’s truly inspired, we should expect it to be perfect in all that it affirms. And that’s
exactly what we find—it’s perfectly reliable.

The Reliability of OT History

The OT does not read like a standard history book—it’s full of miraculous stories. God
walks on earth and interacts with man, angels appear, children are born to old people, fire
falls from the sky, prophets foretell events, a cloud leads a nation through the wilderness,
iron floats, and a host of other fascinating events are recorded in the pages of the OT.
There are those who dismiss such accounts immediately simply because they don’t
believe such miraculous events could have happened. Thus, even if archaeology and
related sciences could vouch for all the ordinary data contained in the OT (e.g., dates,
places, reigns of kings, etc.), it could say nothing about such miraculous events. They are
unverifiable. The only reason we know they happened is that those who saw them happen
recorded them.

Before tackling the issue of the historical accuracy of the OT accounts, one must first
decide upon the issues of the existence of God, revelation and the possibility of miracles.
If one admits that God could exist and that He could intervene in the normal flow of
events with a miracle, then the contents of the OT are not so ridiculous after all. On the
other hand, if one is dead-set against the possibility of miracles, then he’ll find much to
ridicule in the OT."

With this backdrop, we can still make a good case for the accuracy of the OT account.
Here are some factors that argue for the historical accuracy of the OT:'®

1. The text of the Hebrew OT has been preserved with an accuracy unparalleled in any
other Near-East literature. The Jews have always held Scripture in very high regard
and were exceedingly careful to preserve their texts.

A group of scribes known as the Massoretes (500-900 AD) carefully copied and cared
for the Hebrew Bible. They were so meticulous in their work that they successfully
transmitted the text with marvelous accuracy. [Read Evidence p. 56]

An example of how well the OT text was preserved over the years is found among the
texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS). Prior to the finding of the DSS, the oldest copy
of Isaiah available dated back to about 900 AD. In the DSS was a copy of Isaiah from
about 150 BC. Looking at the two copies, scholars found only minor differences,
mostly matters of spelling, word order, and word use. The text had been preserved
very faithfully during that entire time period (about 1,000 years). This strongly
suggests a very careful and faithful preservation work over the years that separate the
two copies. And if this is true of Isaiah, it’s likely true of the rest of the OT books.

2. Archaeology largely supports biblical dates. Evidence supports the age and origin of
Abraham, Moses and many of the other figures in the OT. One scholar asserts that
“no archaeological discovery has ever [contradicted] a biblical reference.”"’

15 In a future lesson we’ll discuss the possibility of miracles.
' From Can I Trust the Bible? p. 135f.

'7 Evidence, p. 65, quoting archaeologist Nelson Glueck. Biblical scholars recognize that there are still problems harmonizing
archaeology with the Biblical account, but none so serious as to bring into question the accuracy of the Bible.
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3. There are significant similarities between the biblical accounts and the findings of
archaeology regarding the social and political patterns of the times. For example,
Babylonian legal documents found in 1925 near the Tigris River reflect and confirm
the practices mentioned in the Bible.

4. Various people groups mentioned in the OT, once regarded by skeptics as legendary,
have been discovered. A good example of this is the Hittite nation. Other than in the
Bible, no evidence was found for them until scholars found a huge library full of
Hittite cultural items.

5. The Assyrian and Hittite law codes prove that OT laws are had counterparts in other
Near Eastern cultures.

6. Excavations of ancient sites have proven that the other religions mentioned in the OT
did exist and that some of their rituals and practices were similar to those the
Israelites practiced.

7. The story of the Israelite conquest of Canaan and settlement there is confirmed by
archaeology. Evidence of the violent destruction of Canaanite cities squares with the
OT record of the times.

8. Close parallels exist between the covenants (agreements or treaties) God made with
Abraham and those secular kings made with their subjects.

While skeptics and critics would likely take issue with some of the above points, the
more scholars dig around and explore in the Middle East, the more evidence comes to
light supporting the OT record of events. Archaeology disproves many alleged biblical
errors and inaccuracies.

New Testament Accuracy

Perhaps more important to Christians is the issue of how accurate and reliable the text of
the NT is. The following facts strongly suggest that the text of the NT is very reliable and
accurate.

1. A large amount of manuscript evidence exists supporting the NT.

There are about 5,600 Greek manuscripts of the NT in existence today. In contrast
to this, other books from biblical times may be recorded in only a few
manuscripts (MSS) or even a few scraps of MSS. Further, the oldest of these MSS
may come from a time many hundreds of years after the book was originally
written.'® The oldest NT documents come from a time only 50 years or so after
the autographs. So there are no other books like the NT. No other ancient books
have so much high quality MSS evidence to back up their claims.

There are many versions of the NT in other languages. The NT was translated into
many languages, such as Latin, Syriac and Egyptian (a.k.a. Coptic). These are
important because they were translated from the Greek very early on and likely
reflect an early (and thus more likely accurate) reading of the Greek.

'8 For example, Caesar’s famous book Gallic War, written about 50 years before Christ, is found in only 9 or 10 MSS, none of which
is older than the ninth century AD. So nearly a thousand years separate the original writing and the oldest copies now available.
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The NT has also been preserved in the form of quotations in other works. Some of
these writings contain lengthy quotations from the Bible. These are important
because they go back to an early form of the Greek NT.

2. Because of the hand-copying process, slight errors were inserted into the text.
However, such errors are generally small and insignificant, and can be identified by
comparing several texts to each other. And even though there are differences between
the various families of Greek MSS, these differences (called variants) are generally
minor and do not demand any changes in doctrine or practice. No essential teaching
of the NT is greatly affected by any copying errors or variations from one text to
another.

3. This historical accuracy of the NT is verifiable. One does not find historical errors in
the text of the Bible.

Luke, the author of Luke and Acts, was a very careful and accurate historian. He
includes a great deal of secular history in his accounts—rulers, dates, places,
customs and the like (e.g., Luke 3:1-2). Luke even is able to accurately record the
correct titles of the many Roman government officials mentioned in his books, no
small feat in itself. Archaeology has repeatedly vindicated Luke’s historical
accounts, so that Luke is now considered among the best ancient historians ever.
Archaeology has confirmed many details from the pages of the NT. Entire books
have been written on how archaeology supports NT claims.
v Archaeologists found an inscription warning Gentiles not to enter certain
sections of the Temple area. This temple barrier was undoubtedly the source

of Paul’s statement about the “middle wall of partition” which separated Jews
and Gentiles at the Temple (Eph 2:14).

An inscription by Erastus, the city treasurer in Corinth who Paul mentioned
(Rom 16:23) was uncovered in 1929.

Scholars found the amphitheater where the riot caused by Demetrius took
place (Acts 19:23-41).

Even ancient coins confirm the details related in the NT.

The Pavement, which the Jews called Gabbatha, was buried for centuries and
discovered only recently.

The Pool of Bethesda, which had no record except in the NT, has been
positively identified.

R X <X < <«

The ossuary (burial box) of the high priest Caiaphas has been found.

[Teacher: For more info on the reliability of the OT and NT texts, see the two articles in
the Additional Material at the end of this curriculum.]

Conclusion: We don’t ultimately believe the Bible because of the many proofs and
evidences that it is an accurate, reliable book. We believe because God gives us the gift of
faith. Nevertheless, the Bible is historically verifiable, accurate and trustworthy. Whether
one examines the Bible’s historical, archaeological or manuscript evidences, he will find
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nothing to discredit the Bible’s claims. Such an examination in fact lends great credibility
to the Bible.

Discussion:
1. What does the Bible claim about itself? That it is the word of God, inspired by God.

2. Does archaeology generally support or disprove the Bible? By far it supports the
Bible. Some secular scholars certainly allege that history contradicts some of the
biblical account. But no one has ever come up with a certifiable, genuine
contradiction between history/archaeology and the Bible.

3. How is the manuscript evidence of the NT different from other books from the same
period? There’s much more and much earlier support for the NT than any other book
of like age.

4. What are the main lines of evidence supporting the validity of the NT? Historical
accuracy, archaeological accuracy and manuscript evidence.
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Lesson 3: The Resurrection of Christ

Christianity rises or falls on one historical event: the resurrection of Jesus Christ. If Jesus
rose from the dead, then everything he claimed is true—he is the Son of God, the Savior,
the Messiah. If he did not rise from the dead, then all the things he said and taught are
worthless. Paul says that if Jesus is not risen from the dead, the Christian faith is empty
and meaningless (1 Cor 15:17-19). Christians believe that Jesus did indeed rise from the
dead. One cannot claim to be a Christian unless he believes this central doctrine (cf. 1
Cor 15:1-4).

Note the Quote: “We need to see clearly that there can be positive theological
implications of the resurrection only insofar as its historical reality is affirmed. While
many theologians may find such a conviction hopelessly antiquated, the man in the street
knows better. His common sense tells him that there is no reason why a dead man should
be decisive for his existence today, and I agree with him. Once doctrinal teachings are
detached from their historical realities, we have entered the arena of myth. And there is
simply no good reason to prefer Christian myths over other myths or, for that matter,
secular philosophies. The resurrection is only real for our lives today if it is a real event
of history.”"

Remember the central aim of the apologetic task: to defend or make highly probable the
truth-claims of Christianity. The central truth-claim of Christianity is the resurrection of
Christ. Our desire is to show non-believers that it’s reasonable to believe that Jesus did
rise from the dead. So how do we go about our task?

We must first admit that almost everything we know about this event is based on what the
Bible says about it. There is very little extra-biblical information about Jesus’ death and
resurrection. So what we know is based on the accounts from the Bible. If one does not
accept what the Bible says about Jesus’ resurrection, then there is no hope of making any
headway.

We’ve already seen (in Lesson 2) that there is good reason to believe that the NT
documents are trustworthy. History, archaeology, and manuscript evidence support the
authenticity of the NT accounts. So, given that what we find in the NT is true, we can
suggest the following in support of Jesus’ resurrection.*

1. The death of Jesus was actual, literal and genuine. He did not just pass out, faint or
temporarily lose consciousness. The crucifixion extinguished Jesus’ physical life.

Roman soldiers crucified Jesus and finished the execution. To quicken death, they
broke the legs of the two criminals crucified on each side of Jesus. But when they
came to Jesus they did not break his legs, because from experience they knew he was
already dead. As a final precaution, however, they thrust a spear into his side, thus

' William Craig, Knowing the Truth About the Resurrection, Our Response to the Empty Tomb
2 Some of this material from Ten Reasons to Believe, RBC Ministries, http://www.gospelcom.net/rbc/rtb
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insuring his death. Further, those who handled Jesus’ body after removing it from the
cross were convinced that he was really dead.

2. The gravesite was secure.

The Jewish leaders met with Pilate to urge him to secure the gravesite. They said
Jesus had predicted he would rise in 3 days. To assure that the disciples could not
conspire in a resurrection hoax, Pilate ordered the official seal of Rome to be attached
to the tomb to prevent any grave robbers from tampering with the tomb. To enforce
the order, soldiers stood guard. A huge stone was rolled in front of the tomb as added
security.

3. The tomb was found empty.

On the morning after the Sabbath, some of Jesus’ followers went to the grave to
anoint his body. But when they arrived, they were surprised at what they found: the
huge stone had been moved and Jesus’ body was gone. As word got out, two disciples
rushed to the burial site. The tomb was empty except for Jesus’ burial wrappings,
which were lying neatly in place. In the meantime, some of the guards had gone into
Jerusalem to tell the Jewish officials that they had fainted in the presence of a
supernatural being that rolled the stone away. And when they woke up, the tomb was
empty. The officials paid the guards a large sum of money to lie and say that the
disciples stole the body while the soldiers slept.

4. Many people claimed to have seen the resurrected Christ.

Paul wrote that himself, Peter and the other apostles, James, and more than 500
people at one time had seen the resurrected Christ (1 Cor 15:5-8). By making such a
public statement, he gave critics a chance to check out his claims for themselves. In
addition, Luke begins his second book (Acts) by saying that Jesus “presented Himself
alive after his suffering by many infallible proofs, being seen by [the apostles] during
forty days and speaking of the things pertaining to the kingdom of God” (Acts 1:3).
Eyewitness testimony is very strong.

5. The apostles changed dramatically after the resurrection.

Jesus’ disciples were in a state of panic and utter depression after the crucifixion.
Even Peter, who earlier had insisted that he was ready to die for his teacher, lost heart
and denied that he even knew Jesus. But the apostles went through a dramatic change
after the resurrection. Soon they were courageously standing face to face with the
ones who had crucified their leader. Their spirit was like iron. They became
unstoppable in their determination to obey the risen Christ. Even threats of
imprisonment, torture and death did not stop them (Acts 5:42).

6. The apostles were willing to die for their claims.

While it’s not uncommon for people to be willing to die for what they believe to be
the truth, few if any will die for what they know to be a lie. That fact is important
because the disciples of Christ did not die for deeply held beliefs about which they
could have been honestly mistaken. They died for their claims to have seen Jesus
alive and well after his resurrection. They never would have willingly gone to their
deaths for what they knew to be a lie.

7. Jewish Christians changed their day of worship.
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10.

The Sabbath day of rest and worship was basic to the Jewish way of life. Any Jew
who did not honor the Sabbath was guilty of breaking the Law of Moses. Yet Jewish
followers of Christ began worshiping with Gentile believers on a new day. The first
day of the week, the day on which they believed Christ had risen from the dead,
replaced the Sabbath. For a Jew, it reflected a major change of life. The new day,
along with the Christian conversion rite of baptism, declared that those who believed
Christ had risen from the dead were ready for more than a renewal of Judaism. They
believed that the death and resurrection of Christ had cleared the way for a new
relationship with God.

Jesus and the prophets predicted the resurrection.

Jesus repeatedly claimed that it was necessary for him to go to Jerusalem to die and
be resurrected from the dead. Isaiah also predicted a suffering servant who would
bear the sins of Israel, being led like a lamb to the slaughter (Isaiah 53). David said
that God would not allow “thine Holy One to see corruption” (Ps 16:10). Peter, in his
famous sermon in Acts 2 referred to this Messianic Psalm and concluded, “This Jesus
hath God raised up, whereof we all are witnesses” (Ac 2:32).

The resurrection is central in the preaching of the Gospel.

The message that the apostles took to the “ends of the earth” was a message of the
resurrection of Christ. As one reads through the book of Acts, he finds that the good
news always included the fact that Jesus rose from the dead. The resurrection was not
added to the message years later. The Gospel without a resurrection is no Gospel at
all. Faith in the resurrection is not a side issue; it is the essence of Christianity.

The very existence of the Church argues for the reality of the resurrection.

If the resurrection never happened, what explains the transformation of that small
band of terrified disciples in to men and women who were willing to suffer and die
because of their refusal to renounce Jesus’ resurrection? What changed them into
bold, confident, courageous witnesses, willing to carry the gospel to every corner of
the world? Only the resurrection explains it.

The conclusion to all this evidence strongly suggests that Jesus did indeed rise from the
dead. Good, honest, trustworthy people who had nothing to gain and everything to lose
believed that Jesus rose from the dead. However, skeptics and critics of the Bible suggest
the following false theories as to what “really” happened after the crucifixion:'

The Swoon Theory

Jesus did not really die, he only fainted; therefore the disciples saw only a revived or
resuscitated Christ. When he was placed in the tomb, he was still alive and the
disciples, mistaking him for dead, buried him alive. After several hours, he revived in
the coolness of the tomb, arose, and departed.

The absurdity of this theory is apparent. First, the Roman soldiers were convinced
that he was dead even before they speared him. Second, the idea that Jesus could

2! From False Theories Against the Resurrection of Christ by J. Hampton Keathley II1. The Biblical Studies Foundation, 1997.
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revive in the tomb, push away the stone, overcome the soldiers and convince his
disciples that he had miraculously risen from the dead is simply beyond belief. [Read
Nash’s quote of Stott, p. 157.] Third, the linen wrappings that clothed Jesus’ dead
body were undisturbed in the tomb.

The Hallucination Theory

Those who claimed to see Jesus after the crucifixion were hallucinating. The apostles
so desired and expected to see Jesus that they experienced mass hallucinations.

Again, the impossibility of this is apparent. How could so many people have
hallucinations—especially 500 at one time? Hallucinations are not contagious.
Furthermore, the appearances happened under different conditions and at different
times. And, don’t forget, the disciples were reluctant to believe in the resurrection in
the first place! Plus, they didn’t simply see Jesus; they touched him and spoke to
Him. This false theory simply is irrational.

The Impersonation Theory

This is the view that the appearances were not really Christ at all, but someone
impersonating Him. This, the opponents say, is evident because in some cases they
did not recognize him at first (or at all). However, several facts show this theory to be
implausible.

1. The disciples were reluctant to believe in the resurrection, were doubtful and
would have been hard to convince unless it was really him, as was the case with
Thomas.

2. It would have been impossible to impersonate Christ’s wounds. This was Christ’s
proof to Thomas that it was really he (cf. John 20:24f).

3. At times their inability to recognize him was a phenomenon of his glorified body

brought about by his own purposes as in Luke 24:16, “But their eyes were
restricted that they should not recognize Him.”

4. These men had close personal interaction with the Lord for three years. It is
highly improbable that an impersonator could have deceived them.

5. They were meeting in locked chambers in some instances, and he suddenly
appeared and then vanished. No one could fake such miraculous acts.

The Spiritual Resurrection Theory

This is the view that Christ’s resurrection was not a real physical resurrection.
Proponents of this theory assert that Christ’s body remained in the grave and his real
resurrection was spiritual in nature. The story was told as it was to illustrate the truth
of spiritual resurrection. This is what many liberals believe. However, this theory
lacks credibility for several reasons.

1. A physical body did disappear from the tomb. If it was only a spiritual

resurrection, then what happened to the body? History shows there was a body
there and it disappeared.
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2. The resurrection accounts are not presented in parabolic or symbolic language,
but as hard fact. John 20 is full of what Greek grammarians call vivid historical
present tenses to stress the historical reality of the Gospel message.

3. The record states he was touched and handled, that he had a body, and that he
even ate with the disciples (Luke 24:30, 41f; John 21:12f).

4. First Corinthians 15 teaches us that Christ not only arose, but that he arose bodily.
He possessed a glorified body which had unique capacities. First Corinthians
15:44 calls it a spiritual body, but it was nevertheless a physical body as well.
Note the following facts about the body of Christ:

v He could appear in different forms (Mark16:12).

v He could eat, though it was not needed for sustenance (Luke 24:30).

v He could appear and disappear and could pass through solid objects (John
20:19, 26).

v He could pass in a moment from one place to another (Luke 24:31).

Philippians 3:21 shows that his body was glorious and unique, but nevertheless, still a
body according to which our bodies will one day be fashioned. So, it was spiritual,
glorified, and yet a physical body of flesh and bone.

The Theft Theory

The disciples or someone else stole the body. Matthew 28:11-15 indicates that the
Jewish leaders paid off the soldiers who guarded the tomb, encouraging them to tell
the authorities that the disciples stole the body.

Who could and would steal the body under the circumstances?

1. The Romans could have but would not have. Pilate had agreed to have guards
watch and seal the tomb in order to prevent such a theft.?

2. The Jewish leaders could not and would not. They were the ones who had
requested a guard to protect the tomb against theft (Mt 27:63-66). The presence of
the soldiers and the seal over the door made it virtually impossible for anyone to
steal the body.

If any of the enemies of Jesus had taken the body, they would have brought it
forward as soon as any claims of resurrection were made. The easiest way to end
the whole affair would have been to parade the corpse of Jesus through the streets
of Jerusalem, proving to everyone that he was still dead. The fact that they didn’t
do that suggests that they didn’t have the body.

3. The women could not and would not, for they were wondering who would remove
the stone for them when they went early Sunday morning to finish burial
preparations (cf. Mark16:3-4).

4. The disciples could not and would not because they were perplexed and scattered,
huddled together in locked rooms. Some had even left town. The likelihood of
these timid, anxious, disorganized men stealing the body of Jesus out from under

2 There is some doubt as to whether the guards were Roman or Jewish Temple guards. The guards may have been the same (Roman)
ones who were in charge of the crucifixion. It seems more likely that they were Jewish because they reported to the High Priest rather
than to the Roman authorities. In either case they never would have fallen asleep on the job.
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the noses of a guard of highly disciplined and skilled soldiers while they all slept
(an offense punishable by death) is ridiculous.

The Mistaken (or Unknown) Tomb Theory

One of the earliest false theories suggests that the disciples did not know where the
tomb was located and probably went to the wrong empty tomb. This theory depends
on the belief that those who were crucified were tossed into a common pit and that no
one was sure where the authorities put the corpse.

This theory also disregards the straightforward historical narrative about the events
surrounding Christ’s burial and the post-resurrection scene. The Gospel record
indicates that Joseph of Arimathea received permission from Pilate to take the body
to his own private tomb, not to a public mass burial ground. According to Scripture,
the body of Christ was prepared for burial according to the burial customs of the
Jews. Everyone involved knew where the tomb was. It’s simply irrational to think that
the disciples would all go to the wrong tomb.

None of these theories adequately deals with the evidence of the known facts that
surrounded the resurrection of our Lord. In order to believe such theories, one must
totally reject the NT record, which there is no good reason to do. The evidence clearly
asserts that he arose, and the resurrection marks him out as the Son of God (Rom 1:4), the
Savior of the world.

If one comes to the conclusion that the NT records are basically reliable, he would also
have to grant that Jesus must have risen from the dead. If so, He is exactly who he
claimed to be.

Conclusion: We’ve seen that there is adequate evidence to believe that the resurrection
actually did occur. It’s an historical event beyond doubt. All the theories that attempt to
explain away the resurrection have proven to be absurd and/or unreasonable. [Read
Nash’s quote of Craig, p. 162]

Discussion:
1. What is the primary source of information about the resurrection? The NT.

2. What makes the resurrection such an important event? Because Christianity is based
on it. It's the central doctrine of the faith.

3. What do you think are the strongest lines of evidence that Jesus rose from the dead?
The empty tomb, eyewitness testimony, accurate reporting of events.

4. What must skeptics assume in order to discount the resurrection? They have to
assume that the NT records are wrong.

5. How can you convince someone that the resurrection is true if he or she does not
believe the NT records? You can't. One must trust that the Bible is true because it’s
the only source of information on the topic. But theres good reason to believe that the
NT records are true.
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Lesson 4: The Deity of Christ

Orthodox Christianity claims that Jesus of Nazareth was God in human flesh. This
doctrine is absolutely essential to true Christianity. If it is true, then Christianity is unique
and authoritative. If not, then Christianity does not differ in kind from other religions.
Thus, this is a vital topic.

The teaching of the Bible and the historic confession® of the Church is:

We believe and confess that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, i1s God and
Man. He is God of the substance of the Father begotten before the worlds, and He
is man of the substance of His mother born in the world; perfect God, perfect man
subsisting of a reasoning soul and human flesh; equal to the Father as touching
His Godhead, inferior to the Father as touching His Manhood. Who although He
be God and Man yet He is not two but one Christ; one however not by conversion
of the Godhead in the flesh, but by taking of the Manhood in God; one altogether
not by confusion of substance but by unity of Person. For as the reasoning soul
and flesh is one man, so God and Man is one Christ.

The Westminster Confession®* puts it a little more simply:

The Son of God, the second person in the Trinity, being very and eternal God, of
one substance and equal with the Father, did, when the fullness of time was come,
take upon him man’s nature, with all the essential properties, and common
infirmities thereof, yet without sin; being conceived by the power of the Holy
Ghost, in the womb of the virgin Mary, of her substance. So that two whole,
perfect, and distinct natures, the Godhead and the manhood, were inseparably
joined together in one person, without conversion, composition, or confusion.
Which person is very God, and very man, yet one Christ, the only Mediator
between God and man.

Christ is, and always has been, 100% God, to which was added a human nature at the
incarnation, making Him 100% man and 100% God, without any confusion,
intermingling, or overcoming of either the divine or the human natures. While each
member of the Godhead is equal in glory, Christ voluntarily took on a subordinate role in
order to accomplish the plan of redemption. Each member of the Godhead works in
perfect harmony to mercifully bring about the redemption of believers.

Cultists and skeptics commonly misunderstand this vital doctrine. They may believe that
Christ is either entirely divine (not really human) and only appears to be human, or that
the divine and human natures are somehow combined or mixed. Some cultists assert that
Jesus was the first and greatest of God’s creation. But any teaching that comes short of
acknowledging Christ’s full deity is simply incorrect and unbiblical.

How do we know that Jesus is equal with God the Father? Several reasons:*
L Christ existed ____before the birth of Jesus.

3 From The Athanasian Creed. Athanasius (269-373 AD), the “Father of Orthodoxy,” was the bishop of Alexandria, Egyt and a great
champion of orthodox belief.

2 WCOF VIILii
2 Much of this material comes from BFL Lesson 13.
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Many mistakenly believe that Christ came into existence at the birth of Jesus.
However, the Bible teaches that Christ is eternal. As God, there was never a time
when He was not.

A. Christ existed __prior __ to __Creation .

John 1:1 In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God.

The context of this verse clearly indicates that “the Word” here is Jesus.
B. Christ was __active __ in __Creation

All things were made through Him, and without Him nothing was made
that was made. (See also Colossians 1:16.)

Note: Since Christ was the Creator, He could not have been part of the
creation.

C. Christ appeared in ___temporary  human form in the Old Testament.

Gen 16:7 Now the Angel of the Lord found [Hagar] by a spring of water in
the wilderness, by the spring on the way to Shur.

Who Was the Angel of the Lord?

Several facts have led many scholars to identify “the angel of the
Lord” with Christ:

e The use of the definite article (“the” angel): appearances of other
divine messengers normally do not include the article (Luke 2:9
and Acts 12:7).

e The angel of the Lord is equated with God and worshiped as
God (Exodus 3:1-5).

o The angel of the Lord never appears after Jesus is born.

This should not lead us to conclude that Jesus is an angel or any
other kind of created being. The word “angel” is simply
“messenger.” These were pre-incarnate appearances of God the Son.

D. Christ claimed to have existed prior to _Abraham .

In 8:58 Jesus said to them, “Most assuredly, I say to you, before Abraham
was, [ AM.”

Jesus here clearly claims to be the “I AM” of Exodus 3:14, i.e., Yahweh,
the God of the Israelites. Look at the next few verses to see how the Jews
responded to this — they understood that He was equating Himself with
God, and they wanted to stone Him for it.

II. Clear statements in Scripture equate Christ with God.

A. John 1:1 clearly states “the Word was God.” It’s unreasonable to deny that
this verse is teaching the deity of Christ. Cultists do deny it but Christians
have upheld this obvious interpretation for two thousand years.
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I1I.

IV.

B. In John 10:30-33, Jesus states “I and my Father are one.” The Jews
understood this assertion and accused Jesus of claiming to be equal with
God. They were going to stone him for such a claim. The word that Jesus
used suggests oneness in nature or essence.

C. In John 20:28, Thomas calls Jesus “My Lord and my God.” Jesus accepts
such worship.

D. In Philippians 2:6, Paul asserts that Jesus was “in very nature God” who
“did not consider equality with God something to be grasped.”

E. Hebrews 1:8-10 clearly equates the Son with God.

But to the Son He says: “Your throne, O God, is forever and ever, A
scepter of righteousness is the scepter of Your kingdom. You have loved
righteousness and hated lawlessness, Therefore God, Your God, has
anointed You With the oil of gladness more than Your companions.” And:
“You, Lord, in the beginning laid the foundation of the earth, And the
heavens are the work of Your hands.”

Christ is called the “___ Son of God 7

In Scripture, “son of” often means “to possess the character _ qualities of” a
person or object. For example, in Genesis 5:32 the original Hebrew literally says
that Noah was the “son of 500 years.” Acts 4:36 says that the name “Barnabas”
means “Son of Encouragement.” The title “Son of God” indicates that Christ
possesses the attributes of God, a fact which even Christ’s enemies
acknowledged:

In 10:33-36 The Jews answered Him, saying, “For a good work we do not stone
You, but for blasphemy, and because You, being a Man, make Yourself God.”
Jesus answered them, “... do you say of Him whom the Father sanctified and sent
into the world, ‘You are blaspheming,” because I said, ‘I am the Son of God’?”

Christ is fully  God.
Col 2:9 For in Him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily,

Heb 1:3 who being the brightness of His glory and the express image of His
person, and upholding all things by the word of His power, when He had by
Himself purged our sins, sat down at the right hand of the Majesty on high,

Some cults and/or false religions teach that Christ is “a god” or somehow less
than fully equal with God the Father. The Bible teaches that He is fully and
equally God.

Christ demonstrated that He was God.
A. Christ demonstrated that He was __omnipotent .

Mk 4:39 Then He arose and rebuked the wind, and said to the sea,
“Peace, be still!” And the wind ceased and there was a great calm.

B. Christ demonstrated that He was ___omniscient .
Mt 12:25 But Jesus knew their thoughts, ...
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C. Christ demonstrated that He was ___sovereign

Mt 28:18 And Jesus came and spoke to them, saying, “All authority has
been given to Me in heaven and on earth.”

D. Christ demonstrated that He was ___holy .
Christ did not yield to Satan’s temptations (Matthew 4:1-11 and Luke
4:1-13). Many other texts assert Christ’s sinlessness.
In 8:46 Which of you convicts Me of sin? And if I tell the truth, why do you
not believe Me?
2 Co 5:21 For He made Him who knew no sin to be sin for us, that we
might become the righteousness of God in Him.

1 Pe 2:22 “Who committed no sin, Nor was deceit found in His mouth”;

Arguments often used against the deity of Christ:

1.

Jesus denied equality with God the Father when He said, “My Father is greater than
I’ (John 14:28). Paul also denies such equality when he asserts that “the Son also
himself be subject unto [God]” (1 Cor 15:28).

Answer: The Father and the Son occupy different offices or function in different roles,
but that does not imply a difference in essence or nature. Jesus submits to the Father
as part of his role as Son. This is a functional relationship that does not imply a
inferior nature.

Jesus must have been inferior to God because He was limited. He claimed to be
ignorant of some things, which cannot be said of God. So He must be less than God.

Answer: Jesus possessed two natures: God and man. As a man, Jesus was limited in
some respects—He got hungry, thirsty, tired, etc. His divine nature was unlimited, but
His human nature was limited. Any limitations that He experienced were part of His
human nature.

Jesus claimed not to be good (Mark 10:18), so He must not be equal with God.

Answer: A careful look at Mark 10:18 shows that Jesus is not saying that He is not
good. The man was unwilling to recognize Christ as his master, so Jesus is
challenging the man’s use of the title “good master.” Jesus is saying, “Don’t call me
‘good master’ if you don’t really recognize my authority.” Jesus refuses to accept the
flattery of the man and soon points out that this fellow is not as good as he thought he
was.

On the cross Jesus claimed that God had forsaken Him (Mark 15:34). God could
never forsake Himself.

Answer: Jesus took the sin of the world upon Himself on the cross (2 Cor 5:21),
which caused God the Father to turn His back temporarily upon the Son.

Many of those who deny the deity of Christ do so because they can’t understand the
nature of the Trinity. While the three-in-one-ness of God is indeed difficult to
comprehend, it is clearly taught in the Bible and Christians have believed it throughout
history.
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Conclusion: How do we know that Jesus is equal with God the Father? All the biblical
evidence points to that conclusion. The Scripture explicitly states that He is divine.
Divine names and attributes are ascribed to Christ. He does those things that only God
can do. People worship Him as God. And He claimed to be God. As all genuine
Christians have always believed, Jesus is the Son of God, the second Person of the
Trinity, equal in essence and nature to God the Father.

Almost all cults and other false religions deny the deity of Christ. If you want to know
where a person stands, just ask, “What do you think about the deity of Christ?”

Discussion:

1. Can you reject the deity of Christ and still be a Christian? No. This is an essential
aspect of Jesus’ nature that one cannot deny and still claim to be a Christian.

2. With all the Scriptural evidence, why do you think cultists deny the deity of Christ?
1. They are unsaved and cannot comprehend spiritual truth; 2. The Trinity doesn t
make sense to them so they want to get around it.

3. How important is it that Christians have historically accepted and taught the deity of
Christ? I'd say its very important. This has been a central doctrinal teaching in all
branches of Christianity (RCC, EO, Protestant, independents, etc.) for 2k years.
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Lesson S: The Trinity

The doctrine of the Trinity is one of the great fundamental doctrines of Christianity.
Belief or disbelief in the Trinity marks orthodoxy from unorthodoxy. Human reason alone
cannot fathom the Trinity, nor can logic explain it fully.** Probably a more descriptive
term would be Tri-unity, which suggests the three-in-oneness of God better than the word
Trinity. God is trinal, not triple; three in one, not three-parted. [There is no good natural
analogy to God’s nature—not eggs, 3 states of matter, etc.)

A definition of the Trinity must include the distinctness and equality of the three Persons
within the Trinity as well as the unity within the Trinity. The doctrine of the Trinity
asserts that one God exists indivisibly and eternally as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. God
is three persons in one gssence. The divine nature subsists in three distinctions—Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit.?” All three Persons possess the divine attributes, yet the essence of
God is undivided. The Persons do not exist or act independently of one another.

One of the great criticisms of the doctrine of the Trinity is that the word is not found in
the Bible. Further, there is no uncontested, clear statement of the Trinity in one particular
passage in the Bible. Nevertheless, the biblical evidence strongly supports the doctrine.

L Hints of the Trinity in the Old Testament.

While there is no clear statement of the Trinity in the OT, there is some evidence
of it. The OT allows for and implies the existence of the Trinity.

A. Suggestions of plurality in the Godhead
1. Gen 1:1 God (Elohim) is a plural noun.

2. Gen 1:26 “Let us make man in our image.” C.f. also Gen 3:22.
3. Ps 110:1 God’s name is applied to more than one person in the
same text.
B. Suggestions of three persons

1. Isa 48:16 “The Lord God, and his Spirit hath sent me”
2. Isa 61:1 “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me.”
C. The Angel of the Lord

In Ex 3:1-5, the Angel of the Lord is equated with God and worshipped as
God. Most likely, this was a pre-incarnate appearance of Christ.

% Moody Handbook of Theology p. 198.
%7 Chafer
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IIL.

While the OT by itself does not furnish a sufficient basis for the doctrine of the
Trinity, it does contain certain suggestions that are consistent with it. It is highly
doubtful that OT saints held any true Trinitarian ideas. The OT stressed the unity
of God (Deut 6:4-5), and OT saints were strict monotheists. The revelation
concerning God the Son and God the Holy Spirit had to await the historical
appearance of Christ and the works of the Holy Spirit.

New Testament proof of the Tri-Unity of God

A. Texts mentioning the three Persons
1. Matt 3:16-17 At the baptism of Christ, the Son was in the water,

the Father’s voice was heard from heaven, and the Spirit appeared
in the form of a dove.

Luke 1:32-35 Persons named: the Lord God, Son of the Most
High, the Holy Spirit

Matt 28:19 Baptism formula “In the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit”

2 Cor 13:14 Apostolic benediction “The grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ, the love of God, and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit.”

Jude 20-21 But ye, beloved, building up yourselves on your most

holy faith, praying in the Holy Ghost, keep yourselves in the love of
God, looking for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal

life.

Texts that draw a distinction between the three Persons of the Godhead
teach that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are individual, distinct
persons. The Father is not the same individual as is the Son, nor is he the
same individual as the Spirit.

B. Texts asserting the equality of the three persons

1.

2.
3.
4

John 6:27, 20:17 — The Father is God.
John 1:1, 5:23; Titus 2:13; Heb 1:8— The Son is God.
Acts 5:3-4 — The Holy Spirit is God.

Matt 28:19; 2 Cor 13:14 — The Persons are associated together in
ways denoting equality.

Note: There is no fixed order in the naming of the Godhead. That is, the
names Father, Spirit, and Son are given in different orders.
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M1 Other issues regarding the Trinity
A. The name “Son of God”

Some suggest the term “son of God” implies a lower stature than God
Himself. However, as we saw in Lesson Four, the term “son” as used in
the Bible is a Hebraic expression suggesting that one partakes of the
qualities of whatever one is said to be a son of. Jesus also called himself
the “son of man,” that is, he was a man. Thus the phrase “son of God”
implies that Jesus partakes of the qualities of God. The Jews understood
this—they were ready to stone him for making himself equal with God
(John 5:18).

B. The economic Trinity

Occasionally it appears as if one member of the Trinity is submissive or
subservient to another member. For example, Paul states that “the head of
every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the man; and the head
of Christ is God” (1 Cor 11:3). Jesus repeatedly said that he came to do the
Father’s will, not his own (Mark 14:36; John 5:19). And since the Holy
Spirit is sent by God, He must be of lesser stature than God or Jesus.

An understanding of the functional nature of the Trinity dismisses the idea
of essential difference within the Trinity. While the Persons of the
Godhead are essentially equal, there is a functional or administrative chain
of command. This concerns what they do, not who they are. God the Son
and God the Holy Spirit do the will of God the Father. The Father is the
source, the Son is the means, and the Spirit is the active agent (Eph 2:18).

This does not imply that the Father is better or superior to the Son or the
Spirit, but simply that there is functional differences based on differing
roles. Inferiority or superiority is not the idea here. Just as a father is to be
head of the household, yet is not essentially different or better than any
other persons in it, so God the Father is head of the Trinity without any
essential difference between any member of the Trinity.

C. 1 John 5:7 “For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the
Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.”

This verse directly supports the doctrine of the Trinity and is included in
most versions of the Bible until the 19" century. But it appears in only
three Greek manuscripts, all of which are late and of suspect nature. No
church father quotes the verse, which is a significant fact, because had
they known the text, they certainly would have used it in the Trinitarian
controversies they were engaged in. It’s not found in the Latin until the 4"
century. Erasmus did not include it in his first two versions of his Greek
NT because he couldn’t find it in any existing Greek text. He included it
reluctantly in his third and following editions, with a lengthy footnote
asserting his disbelief in its authenticity. It was included in the KJV
because the translators followed Greek manuscripts based on Erasmus’
third edition. Thus this text is of limited value in proving the Trinity.
Fortunately, the existence of the Trinity can be easily proven from many
other texts.
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D.

Misinterpretations of the Trinity

1. Tri-theism: three separate gods rather than one God in three
persons.

2. Modalism: three roles or modes of existence. The one God
manifests Himself as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

3. Arianism: the Son is a created being, “a god,” and thus inferior to
the Father in nature or essence. Jehovah’s Witnesses are Arians.

The use of “only begotten” and “first born”

Critics of the doctrine of the Trinity often assert that Christ cannot be
equal with the Father because he was begotten and is called the first born.
However, the term “only begotten” does not necessarily suggest a
beginning point in time, but rather the unique, one-of-a-kind quality of
Jesus. The term “only begotten” could be translated “one-and-only.”

The term “first born” is based on the OT idea that the first born son
inherits a double portion of the father’s estate and other privileges unique
to the first born son. Figuratively, the word denotes special privilege,
priority and supremacy (c.f., Ex 4:22; Col 1:18; Heb 1:6). Christ is the
head of the church and supreme over all, and is thus the first born. The
word emphasizes Christ’s position, not his birth or origin. Read Psalm
89:27.

Conclusion: The Bible clearly teaches the doctrine of the Trinity and Christians have
believed it for nearly 2000 years. We may not fully grasp its meaning or understand how
three can be one, but we must believe that one God exists eternally and indivisibly as
Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

Discussion:

1. Must we thoroughly understand a doctrine in order to believe it? No.

2. Why is denial of the Trinity such a serious error? Because it denigrates the nature of
God. It says that Jesus and the HS are not fully and equally God.

3. What’s wrong with this statement:

The Bible calls God by the names Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. That does not mean that He is
three persons. Actually, these are the titles of three roles that He has filled. This can be
understood in the same way that a man can say, “I am a father, son, and husband.” A man can
truly be all three, but he is still a single person. So it is with God.

The Bible teaches 3 persons, not 3 modes of operation. The above idea is called
modalism--one God functions in different modes at different times. Refutation: All
three members of the Godhead show up simultaneously (e.g., Matthew 3:16-17),
which would be impossible if modalism was true.
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Part II: The Weaknesses of Criticisms of Christianity
Lesson 6: Common Criticisms

ve ve already examined the evidence supporting the trustworthiness of the biblical text
(Lesson 2). We found that Bible is historically verifiable, accurate and trustworthy.
Whether one examines the Bible’s historical, archaeological or manuscript evidences, he
will find little to discredit the Bible’s claims. Such an examination in fact lends great
credibility to the Bible.

However, there are still many critics of the Bible. In today’s lesson, we’ll be examining
some typical criticisms of the Bible, and we’ll find that most criticisms lack substance.

Common Criticisms of the Bible and Their Weaknesses
1. The Bible is full of myths, legends and old-wives’ tales.

This criticism is brought up because of the Bible’s many miracle stories. Such
accounts, to the modern mind, are surely mythical and not factual. Miracles like those
described in the Bible just don’t happen. We see no evidence of them happening
today. Further, some Bible stories, like Noah’s ark and the flood, are very similar to
the fables from other cultures. The stories in the Bible are of the same mythical
quality.

Liberals and others who deny the Bible would agree with the above criticism, but
suggest that it’s not important whether the stories are actually true. The point or moral
of the story is what’s important. But those who uphold the validity of Scripture deny
such a suggestion. There are several reasons to believe that the miraculous stories of
the Bible are true, not mere mythical fiction:

v If God exists, it is not irrational to reason that He might occasionally intervene in
various ways and upset the normal flow of events. Those who deny the existence
of God obviously would also deny miracles. But if God exists, miracles are not
out of the question.

v/ Biblical accounts are usually sober and restrained rather than frivolous and
bizarre. If one compares the fables and myths from other sources with biblical
stories, he will notice a marked contrast. Biblical stories don’t sound like typical
myths and legends. We see no half-man, half-beast creatures, no worlds supported
on tortoise’s backs, or individuals springing from the head of Zeus or the like in
the biblical record.

v/ The biblical writers come from a tradition with a solid commitment to truth. The
authors of the Bible are men of profound ethical integrity who were willing to die
for the truth of their claims. One would expect the truth from them. It makes no
sense to suggest that accurate historians would include myths and legends in their
otherwise factual accounts.

v/ The fact that certain biblical stories share similar themes with mythical stories
should not surprise us. For example, if the flood really happened, it’s not irrational
to suppose that we would find evidence of it in the stories of pagan cultures.



Apologetics Criticisms of Christianity page 26

v/ Christianity is not irrational or absurd. Christians do not believe in things that are
patently untrue, mythical or legendary.

Note the Quote: Christian faith does not aim to affirm what is absurd, reveling in
irrationality. Such a thought misconstrues the nature of faith as it is presented by the
Bible. The Christian notion of faith—unlike most other religions—is not an arbitrary
leap of emotion, a blind stab of commitment, a placing of the intellect on hold. For
the Christian, faith (or belief) is well-grounded.?

2. Science has proven the Bible to be untrue.

Two hundred years ago, most people in western cultures believed the Bible to be an
accurate record of actual events. Today, however, after the Enlightenment and the rise
of rationalism and naturalism as the predominant ways of thinking, most westerners
have rejected the Bible. Science and technology have been able to explain most
phenomena that used to be thought of as the mysterious ways of God. We no longer
need God to explain why things happen. The Bible teaches a view of reality that is
out of sync with the assured results of modern science.

v’ Science depends upon the ability to verify a hypothesis by repetition and testing.
The events described in the Bible are non-repeatable and untestable. They are the
subject of history, not science. A biologist or paleontologist may give you his
ideas about how things came about, but it’s impossible for him to say how things
did indeed happen. He wasn’t around to observe them, so he really doesn’t know.

v/ The Scripture describes things as they appear to the naked eye, how they appear
on the surface to the casual observer. The Bible is not a science textbook. This is
not to suggest that the Bible is inaccurate, but simply that one should not impose
modern scientific standards upon the Bible. For example, we know that the sun
does not really rise or set. The use of such language does not invalidate the
Bible’s claims.

v The “assured results of modern science” are not so assured as we are led to
believe. Every so often, science experiences a major upheaval which throws out
the old ideas and replaces them with new ones. Today there are many scientists
who disavow traditional scientific naturalism. Even the venerable theory of
Darwinian evolution is not without a significant number of critics within the
scientific community.

v’ Science tells us that miracles simply don’t happen. One cannot break the laws of
nature. However, such an argument assumes that God does not exist, or that if He
does exist, He is unable or unwilling to intervene in nature and suspend the
natural order of things. But if God exists, it is not unreasonable to suppose that He
could occasionally interrupt natural laws.

v Science may claim to have the answer for everything, but it clearly does not. One
of science’s major problems is explaining how mindless forces give rise to minds,
knowledge, sound reasoning, and moral principles. Further, science cannot tell us
how matter arose from nothing, why the big bang (supposedly) happened, or why
life is meaningful if random forces are really in control. Science also can say

% Greg Bahnsen, “The Problem of Evil” in Always Ready (Covenant Media Press, 1996), p. 196.
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nothing in regard to morality, decency and virtue. A world governed by pure
naturalism would be a savage, inhuman place indeed.

3. The Bible is full of contradictions.

Skeptics and critics commonly assert that the Bible is full of contradictions. Not just a
few, but hundreds, even thousands. Lengthy books have been written detailing the
supposed contradictions in the Bible. In a normal storybook, contradictions wouldn’t
make much difference. But when a book claims to be inspired and inerrant, the very
words of God, contradictions, if genuine, would present a major problem. We would
expect there to be no contradictions and no mistakes in God’s Word.

How should we respond to this accusation?

v/ We must from the outset admit that there are a few apparent contradictions and
problems that have not yet been satisfactorily resolved. But such are few and far
between. To say that the Bible is “full” of contradictions is a serious
overstatement.

v Most critics use the word “contradiction” very loosely. Two accounts that seem
not to correspond are not necessarily contradictory. A genuine contradiction must
assert that something is true and false at the same time and in the same respect.”’
For example, the Bible commands, “Thou shalt not kill.” Yet God tells the
Israelites to kill the Canaanites and others. The Bible even supports capital
punishment, the killing of a guilty criminal. Is this a contradiction? No, because
the Fifth Commandment deals with murder, not the killing associated with warfare
or capital punishment. The word “kill” is used in a different sense. No genuine
contradiction exists here.

v Some supposed contradictions result from two or more different perspectives on
events, such as the varying accounts in the Gospels. For example, one writer
mentions only one angel at Jesus’ tomb while another writer says there were two.
There is no contradiction here. Had the first writer said that there was only one,
then a genuine contradiction would exist. But he doesn’t say that.

v Some supposed contradictions arise from a copyist’s error. Because the Bible was
copied by hand for many years before the printing press, it was inevitable that
small typographic errors crept into the text. By comparing texts, scholars are able
to weed out these mistakes most of the time. Some of the apparent contradictions
are likely due to an error of this sort. Such errors are not true contradictions.

v/ The problem of outstanding discrepancies in the Bible becomes smaller as time
goes by. As scholars study the manuscripts and dig around in the Middle East,
these problems yield to close examination and solutions arise. Such has happened
many times in the past and continues to happen today. There is less reason today
to believe that the Bible is full of contradictions that at any time in the history of
the church.*

4. The manuscripts (MSS) of the Bible have been corrupted and changed over the years
so that we cannot be sure what was originally written.

¥ The Law of Non-Contradiction states “not both A and - A at the same time and in the same sense.” In other words, a statement and
its opposite cannot both be true at the same time and in the same respect. A genuine contradiction exists only when two statements are
both alleged to be true when they cannot both be true at the same time and in the same sense.

30 Sproul, Reason to Believe, p. 26.
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The OT was written primarily in Hebrew and the NT in Greek. We have no original
MSS, only copies of copies. Sometimes these copies are quite far removed from the
time of original writing. Thus, critics assert that many scribal errors and mistaken
readings have made the text of the Bible unreliable.

The critics are simply wrong in their contention that scribal errors and multiple copies
over many centuries render the text unreliable. Scribes were fully capable of making
very accurate copies of manuscripts, and the copying process has not degraded the
text to the point that it is no longer trustworthy.

See the two articles on the subject in the Additional Material. Also available at

http://www.lbcantigo.org/resources.htm
5. The Bible is full of historical errors.

As we saw in Lesson Two, there is good reason to believe that history as presented in
the Bible is accurate and trustworthy. Archaeological discoveries have supported the
sequence of events as reported in the Bible. Many of the supposed errors reported in
the Bible have proven to be accurate historical accounts. The Christian has nothing to
fear from rigorous historical research.

6. Some parts of the Bible are offensive to modern, secular “values.”

There are many statements in the Bible that people find offensive. A God who pours
out His wrath upon sinners is simply unacceptable to the modern mind. God should
be loving and forgiving, not strict and “terrible” as the Bible makes Him out to be,
especially in the OT. Further, it would be narrow-minded and downright mean if God
allowed only one way of salvation. For God to prohibit the majority of the people in
the world from being saved is reprehensible to our pluralistic culture. God ought to at
least give them a chance to be saved. Also, God surely could not have meant for the
Israelites to kill all those innocent people when they conquered the Promised Land.
And the whole idea of eternal punishment in hell is certainly not acceptable.

All such sentiments are the result of both misunderstanding God and substituting
worldly, human “wisdom” for biblical thinking.

v God is the creator; Man is the creature. The ways of God are not subject to the
uninformed judgements of sinful man. God is under no obligation to explain His
reasoning to man. Man is in no position to judge God.

v God’s ways are often unsearchable and beyond man’s intellectual grasp (Rom
11:33f). The fact that man cannot understand God’s ways should not surprise
anyone.

v God and His Word give us the standard by which we judge the morality of any
act. There is no higher standard independent of God. God doesn’t have to measure
up to what unsaved people think is right.

v All sinners rightfully deserve God’s wrath and judgement. It is purely an act of
mercy and grace that God chooses to spare believers. The fact that God presents
people with a means of salvation is a clear display of His lovingkindness.

v/ The people the Israelites killed when they conquered the Promised Land were by
no means innocent. Their cultures were exceedingly inhumane. The Israelites
spared many of the Canaanites, who in turn became a major stumbling block for
them.
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v/ Eternal punishment is the reasonable and just reward for those who have offended
a holy God. If there’s a heaven, there must surely be a hell.

7. Christianity, like all religion, is man-made.

Karl Marx, one of the founders of communism, is famous for his statement alleging
that “religion is the opiate [i.e., drug] of the masses.” He asserted that the rich use
religion to exploit the poor and keep them from rebellion. Because it emphasizes
virtues such as industry, service, humility and obedience, religion keeps workers in
line, thus protecting the interests of the rich minority. Religion promises the
oppressed “pie in the sky bye and bye,” milk and honey and streets of gold for those
who behave themselves in this life. Sigmund Freud, the father of psychoanalysis,
suggested that man created religion to help him deal with the problems of life.
Uncontrollable forces surround man, and religion helps people deal with things they
can’t understand. According the Freud, religion owes its origin to psychological
needs rather than the actual existence of God. People want gods to exist, so they
invented them.

Scholars teach us that monotheism evolved from animism (the belief that spirits
inhabit all things) and pantheism (the belief in many gods). Ancient people attributed
human characteristics to the forces of nature, which led to the belief that spirits
inhabited physical things. This led to the belief that many gods existed. Eventually,
someone suggested that his god was better than all the rest, and this led to
monotheism. Religion evolved just like many other aspects of life.

How should Christians respond to such criticism?

v/ Christianity does not somehow drug believers into a mindless stupor. As we’ve
already seen, Christianity emphasizes logical, reasonable thought. It’s not a blind
faith or a leap into the dark.

v’ The fact that religion meets a psychological need in people does not imply that
religion is the result of such a need. While faith does help people psychologically,
that is not its primary goal.

v’ Although Christianity teaches a blessed future existence, it also teaches the
necessity of justice and fairness in this life. Jesus, the prophets, and the apostles
were very critical of powerful, rich people who were oppressing the poor.

v If man had invented God, he certainly would not have invented the One whom the
Scriptures reveal. A man-made god would be much more human-like, less
wrathful, less judgmental, and far easier to please than the biblical God. Attributes
such as holiness, omniscience, sovereignty, omnipotence, and immutability
actually make God more of a threat to man than a “crutch.”

v’ There is no archaeological or historical evidence suggesting that monotheism
evolved from any other religious practice. A fully-formed monotheism is evident
from the very beginnings of Judaism.

8. The church is full of hypocrites.

A hypocrite is a play-actor, one who lives a lie. Our culture has had its fill of liars and

frauds in positions of authority. The government, education, the military and even

organized religion have provided us with many examples of people who say one thing
but do another. Critics loudly declare that the church is filled with such people.
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We must admit that the church is full of sinners. In fact, the church is one
organization that requires its members to admit that they are sinners. But “sin” is not
necessarily synonymous with “hypocrisy.” In one sense, the church has fewer
hypocrites than other organizations because church members admit their sinfulness.
They don’t claim to be perfect. Even pastors and other leaders, those who should be
the least guilty of hypocrisy, are not perfect. Everyone falls short of the glory of God,
including mature believers. One should not expect perfection from anyone. For a
pastor to preach a higher level of holiness than he himself has achieved is not
hypocrisy. In order to proclaim the whole counsel of God, preachers must exhort
people to do what they may fail to do. But such is not hypocrisy.

There is a sense in which all people are somewhat hypocritical. They present an
image to the public that is not a true reflection of themselves. However, the assertion
that the church is “full” of hypocrites is an inaccurate exaggeration. Every church has
a few in it, but there are many good churches “full” of sincere believers who are
actively seeking to life holy lives as well. The fact that church members have not
achieved perfection does not imply that they are hypocrites. Further, even if it is true
that churches are full of hypocrites, that fact should not prevent a sincere seeker of
God from participation at church. One should not allow the shortcomings of others to
hinder his own spiritual development.

Christians are fortunate in that their Lord was no hypocrite. Jesus is the perfect
example for believers to follow. Rather than looking at the failures of believers,
critics ought to examine the life of Christ. Christianity must be judged, not on the
basis of the lives of Christians, but on the life of Christ. He was no hypocrite.

9. Christianity is a crutch for weak people.

People often state that they feel no need for religion. Everything is running smoothly
in their lives without it. Perhaps those who are psychologically weak find it helps
them feel better, but well-balanced, educated people don’t need it. Such people are
indifferent to Christianity—they never think about it and never sense a need for it.
Further, some suggest that the virtues that Christianity produces, such as integrity,
industry, and kindness, need not be rooted in faith at all. People are basically good,
and one need not religious to be virtuous. Given the right set of circumstances, people
are fully capable of virtuous living without the threats and rewards of religion.

However, one’s sense of need for a certain thing, or a lack of need for it, does not
validate or invalidate that thing. Christianity is not based on how people feel about it.
God’s existence is not determined by whether or not anyone believes in Him. For
someone to allege that Christianity is invalid simply because he does not find it
personally necessary is the height of arrogance.

Man is not basically good; he is basically evil. The unsaved person is dead in
trespasses and sin, unable and unwilling to please God. Man may reform himself by
“turning over a new leaf,” but he cannot redeem himself or restore his relationship to
God by self-effort. Man is a fallen creature in need of grace.

Man does need to be religious in a sense. He needs that genuine religion which fully
depends upon God’s grace. Repentance from sin and faith in Christ are not
unnecessary options with God. Christianity is not a crutch; it’s the solution to man’s
primary problem, a problem he cannot solve by himself.
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10. Christianity is just one of many legitimate religions.

Our pluralistic society tells us that Christianity is just one option among many. If it
“works” for you, then fine. People have the right to believe whatever they want. All
religions are equally valid. In fact, all religions are simply different ways of
accomplishing the same thing. All religions are basically true even if they differ on
the details. One should focus on the similarities instead of the differences. Each
religion is like a separate road up a mountain—they all lead to the same place even if
they seem to be going in different directions at times. No single religion has all truth
locked up within itself. One should not make narrow, exclusive claims for his own
faith or criticize the faith of others. God is not so narrow-minded that he provides
only one way of salvation.

The problem with such a view is that Christianity is in clear contradiction with other
faiths. If what Christianity alleges to be true is indeed true, then all other faiths that
contradict it are false. Christ makes many exclusive claims for Himself and His way
of salvation (e.g., John 14:6; Acts 4:12). If He’s right, then all contradictory faiths are
invalid.

We’ve already learned that two contradictory statements cannot both be true at the
same time and in the same respect. So it is with Christianity and other faiths—they
cannot all be true. They could all be false, or one true and the others false, but they
can’t all be true because they contradict each other on many points. One could simply
ignore these contradictions, suggesting that they are mere nonessential, minor details,
stripping Christianity of its distinctives and watering down its doctrines, but it could
no more be called Christianity. To contend that Christianity does not really contradict
other religions is to descend into irrationalism. While irrationality is not a problem for
some faiths, it definitely is for Christianity. Thus, it’s impossible to hold that
Christianity and other faiths are equally valid. Such cannot be the case.

If God does not exist, and if all religions are simply man-made traditions, then all
religions would indeed be equal-—equally empty and futile. But if God exists and if
man is able to enter into a positive relationship with Him, there must be appropriate
and inappropriate ways to approach Him. Christianity asserts that it is the one and
only way to God. Thus, all other ways are invalid.

Conclusion: Christianity has plenty of critics. But many of the criticisms leveled against
our faith are quite weak, unreasonable, and empty. Believers must be ready to give an
answer to criticisms whenever they have the opportunity.

Discussion:

1. Why is it reasonable that we find similar themes in the Bible and in mythology?
1. In some cases, the Bible and mythology are treating the same event, e.g., the
flood; 2. Both the Bible and mythology deal with similar issues, e.g., life, death,
families, tragedy, etc.

2. Why can’t science prove that a historical event happened? Science cannot prove
history. Science proves things thru observation and replication. History is not the
object of science. Historians can gather evidence that a certain thing happened,
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and they can do so in a scientific way. But the best they can do is to give an
educated guess as to what happened.

3. Define a genuine contradiction. You must have two statements that cannot both
be true at the same time and in the same sense. Both a and —a must be alleged to
be true.

4. Why is it impossible for both Christianity and Islam or Buddhism to be equally
valid? Because of the law of non-contradiction. Contradictory statements cannot
both be true at the same time and in the same sense. These religions contradict
each other at many points.
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Lesson 7: The Problem of Evil, Part 1
Weak “Solutions” to the Problem

We’ve already seen that many of the most common criticisms of the Bible and
Christianity don’t stand up under close examination. However, there are a few criticisms
that are a bit more substantial and thorny. We’ll look at one today—the problem of evil
and suffering in the world. One scholar calls this issue “the most serious and cogent [of]
objections that unbelievers have brought against Christianity.”' R.C. Sproul agrees,
stating, “the problem [of evil] is a severe one and one for which I have no adequate
solution. I do not know how evil could originate with a good God. I am baffled by it, and
it remains a troublesome mystery to me.”** Atheistic scholars assert that the presence of
evil is the strongest argument against the belief in God, offering a complete refutation of
theism. Hence the problem of evil must be a troublesome one indeed.

This issue can be stated in various ways: If God were all-powerful, He could prevent evil.
If He were good, He would prevent evil. But there is evil. So God is not powerful or not
good, or perhaps neither good nor powerful. Or perhaps there is no God.

Most people have experienced great suffering, loss and pain, and even believers cry out
to God at such times, hoping to understand why such evil has entered their lives. “Why,
Lord?” is an almost universal response to suffering. Seemingly undeserved suffering and
pain is not easily reconciled with the idea of a good, all-powerful God. The word that
theologians use when discussing this issue is theodicy, which comes from the Greek
words for “God” and “just.” How can God allow or even cause evil and yet be righteous?
How can the existence of God be harmonized with the existence of evil? That’s the
problem.*

How should believers approach this issue? Is there a reasonable, biblical defense?
Defenders of Christianity have constructed several responses. However, those we’ll
examine today are all weak and unsatisfactory. We’ll look at these because they are
common in Christianity. We should avoid these approaches in our dealings with critics
and skeptics.

1. God allows evil so that, in triumphing over it, God displays His power and name
throughout the earth.

Romans 9:17 For the scripture saith unto Pharaoh, Even for this same purpose have
I raised thee up, that I might show my power in thee, and that my name might be
declared throughout all the earth.

This verse implies that God raised up an evil ruler so that He might display His power
in defeating him. This is not a bad answer altogether, but it does not really answer the
objections posed above. It side-steps the issue. The question still remains: Why is evil
required to display God’s power and glory? Much evil goes unpunished, unlike the

3! Frame, Apologetics to the Glory of God, p. 149. Most of this lesson follows Frame.

32 Reason to Believe, p. 126.

33 For a real-world example of how the problem of evil applies to apologetics, read parts of the debate between Bahnsen and Stein. A
copy of the debate is available at http://www.popchapel.com/Resources/Bahnsen/GreatDebate. Stein brings out several of these
arguments and Bahnsen replies to them.
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case of Pharaoh. How does evil, especially when that evil seems to go unpunished,
display God’s power? God’s power was evident in Pharaoh’s case, but not seemingly
in every case.

2. Evil is just an illusion. If you have the right attitude, it can’t harm you.

Followers of certain Eastern religions (e.g., Buddhism) and cults (e.g., Christian
Science) profess to believe this doctrine. If you don’t believe in evil, nothing evil can
happen. Some Christians have also suggested that evil is more of a lack of good than
anything that exists independently.

But evil does truly exist. Only blind fools believe that pain and suffering are not real.
If evil is just an illusion, it’s a very strong one. Someone could easily say, “How
could God allow such a terrible illusion of pain and suffering?” It is true that evil
cannot exists by itself—it depends upon the corruption of that which is good.
Nevertheless, evil is real and powerful. It’s irrational to deny it.

3. God cannot overcome all evil.

In 1981 Rabbi Harold Kushner wrote a popular book entitled When Bad Things
Happen to Good People. His explanation of evil was that although God does the best
He can, He is unable to prevent evil in some cases. God is good and is doing all He
can, but sometimes His hands are tied, especially when it comes to people suffering
the consequences of their own free choices.

Kushner wants to retain God’s goodness, but he does it at the expense of God’s
omnipotence, omniscience, and sovereignty. The Scripture repeatedly teaches that
God is both good and all-powerful. One cannot deny any of God’s attributes without
denying God Himself. A weak God is no solution to this problem. Kushner presents a
wimpy “god” who is in subjection to his own creation, which is absurd. With such a
weak “god,” there’s no certainty that evil ever will be overcome. Perhaps there will be
no eternal triumph of good over evil in that case.

4. God has created the best possible world.

Some philosophers have argued that since God is good, and that He created the world
the way it is, it must be the best possible world. If it could have been better, God
would have made it better. The fact that it is not better must mean that it’s as good as
it could be. Certain evils are necessary to achieve certain good ends. For example, it’s
good to show compassion for those who suffer, so evil is necessary to allow for the
good of compassion. It’s logically necessary for some evil to exist in the world.

The world was created good (Gen 1:31), but not perhaps as good as it could have
been. Nothing in creation rises to the level of God Himself, the ultimate standard of
good. Creation cannot be as “good” as God. Although God is perfect, He is capable of
creating imperfection. Adam was imperfect—he was alone and found no mate among
all the animals God had made. Both Adam and Satan were created good, but with the
capacity for sin. God can use evil for good ends, but it seems reasonable that evil is
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not really necessary to achieve good ends. Much more good would exist if evil did
not exist.*

5. God allows men to make their own free choices.

This is one of the most common defenses today. Evil came about by the free choice of
a man, Adam. That choice was in no way foreordained or controlled by God. God is
good and wants people to do good, but does not exercise any influence over the
choices people make. Once a choice is made, people must live with any consequences
that occur from that decision. These consequences may be evil. God lets us do what
we want, even if it’s evil or creates suffering. He does not suspend the laws of gravity
to prevent us from falling down the stairs. He does not miraculously redirect the
hammer when it’s about to hit our thumb. If our choices extend suffering and pain to
others, that’s just too bad.

The Bible teaches that man does possess a degree of freedom. He acts in accordance
with his inner desires, whether they are holy or wicked. Man is not the helpless victim
of circumstances. Genetics and background do not determine the outcome of one’s
life. So man is indeed free to certain extent.

However, the Bible also teaches that God alone is truly free. God is free; man is
limited in his freedom. Further, God is fully capable of influencing or foreordaining
the “free” choices of man. Scripture frequently speaks of God determining man’s
choices (cf. Gen 50:20; 2 Sam 24:1; Prov 16:9; Luke 24:45; Acts 2:23, 4:27-28).
Even in the matter of salvation, Paul claims that God is sovereignly controlling man’s
choices (Rom 9:11-15). The wicked choices of evil men do not obstruct God’s plan.
Sometimes, in fact, God uses such men and their choices to further His plan. A
perfect example of this is the crucifixion of Jesus.

6. God builds our character through suffering.

This argument suggests that God uses evil and suffering to bring man to a state of
spiritual maturity. The expression “no pain—no gain” is true in a spiritual sense.
Suffering teaches us important lessons that we would not learn otherwise.

We commonly hear this explanation when loved ones are suffering, and it is
comforting to know that pain may be of some meaningful use. The Bible does teach
that pain can build character (e.g., Rom 5:3-5; James 1:2-4). Even the discipline of a
father is helpful in the maturing process.

Perhaps if all cases of evil brought about the growth of a believer, this defense would
be more acceptable. But in most cases, evil does not help anyone. People the world
over, Christians and pagans alike, suffer and learn nothing from it. Evil often seems to
be meaningless, random, and irrational. Also, maturity for believers can develop
through other means than suffering. Suffering is not absolutely required for growth to
take place. Further, the ultimate cause for Christian maturity is God’s grace, not the
presence of evil.

3% The famous skeptic Voltaire wrote the novel Candide showing the folly of the perfect world approach.
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7. God is not directly responsible for sin.

Because God is sovereign, one could argue that all sin and evil is really God’s fault.
That’s the defense Adam and Eve tried with God. But the Bible teaches that God
tempts no one to sin. The serpent, not God, tempted Eve. God is the ultimate cause of
all things, but only indirectly so. Secondary causes are really to blame for evil.

This “divine permission” scheme suggests that God somehow controls evil apart from
controlling the one who is doing the evil. God orders circumstances and leaves the
creature to the power of his own choice, unaffected by God.

This defense merely shifts the blame one step away from God. It makes God into a
Mafia boss who breaks no laws himself but commands his henchmen to do so.
Scripture warns us that enticing someone else to sin is still sin (Deut 13:6f; Prov
1:10). A person who hires a hit man to murder someone else is equally responsible for
the murder. So to blame secondary causes rather than the ultimate cause does not
really prevent the blame from falling on God.

8. God is outside the law (ex Lex)

God need not follow the Laws He prescribed for men. Human morality does not
apply to God. For example, He can take life without being guilty of murder. He can
do anything that suits His own purposes, even if it contradicts Scripture.

There is some truth in this approach, because some of the Laws of Scripture and
morality do not apply to God. For example, God can and does take life, yet is not
guilty of murder. He is the creator and has the right to do whatever He wants with
creation.

However, the Law of God reflects the character of God. The holiness, justice and
goodness of God are part of His character, and God is thus incapable of violating such
attributes. God does, for the most part, honor the Laws that He gave for men. God
behaves according to biblical standards. Hence, God cannot unjustly torment men and
still not be guilty of sin. Unrighteousness is sin no matter who is guilty of it.

9. We’ll appreciate heaven more because of our temporary earthly experience with evil.

Without enduring the results of evil, believers would not know how wonderful it is to

live without them. The enjoyment of heaven will be heightened because believers will
be able to look back on their earthly lives of suffering and pain and realize how much

better heavenly life is without the presence of evil. In order to really enjoy the bliss of
heaven, believers had to suffer under evil.

Again, there is some truth to this idea, but it does not explain why evil is necessary to
experience the bliss of heaven. Were Adam and Eve less than perfectly happy in the
Garden before the fall? Did they really need to experience sin and its consequences to
appreciate what they had before evil was introduced? Likewise, one’s experience of
heavenly bliss does not seem to require that he also experience the pains of evil.
Could God not make the joys of heaven complete without the previous experience of
evil? No doubt believers will appreciate heaven because evil will be eradicated, but
the idea that evil is necessary in order to appreciate heaven does not satisfy.
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10. The presence of evil has no meaning for an unbeliever.*’

Even if believers explained what Scripture says about evil, the unsaved won’t
understand it because they cannot grasp spiritual truth. Those who deny that God
exists have no basis for complaining about the presence of evil because without an
absolute standard of good, there can be no evil. If there is no God, then morality is
impossible.

It is useful to bring this to the unbeliever’s attention. The believer can point out that
without God, suffering has no meaning or purpose. It’s just bad luck. Further, the
atheist has the added problems of explaining both good and evil, and how life can be
meaningful at all without God. He’s in a far worse conundrum than the believer is.

While this response has some merit, it doesn’t directly address the issue. It simply
tells the unbeliever that he has a bigger problem than figuring out where evil comes
from. This is simply a refusal to discuss the issue. It just shifts the argument away
from the problem.

Conclusion: Some of these responses maybe valuable, but none of them explain away
the problem of evil. Ultimately, they all prove unsatisfactory in one way or another. Most
of them attempt to solve the problem at the expense of God’s attributes. We should be
very cautious when using these approaches in our dealings with critics and skeptics.

As you can see, the problem of evil is a great one indeed. However, it is not
insurmountable. The key to an appropriate response is a commitment to biblical
revelation. The Bible has the answer to the problem, as we will see in the next lesson.

Discussion:
1. What’s the theological word used to describe the problem of evil? Theodicy

2. Why is this such a serious issue? 1) Because most people experience evil and many
wonder where God is at such times, 2) Because it s not easily explained away.

3. How could you prove to someone that evil is not just an illusion? Punch him in the
nose, take him to a hospital or graveyard.

4. Why is Rabbi Kushner’s explanation so unsatisfactory? Because it robs God of His
power. It rejects the biblical view of God.

5. Why does the atheist have a bigger problem explaining evil than the Christian?
Because he has no way to define evil. Good and evil are meaningless unless God
exists.

%% For a very good examination of this idea, see Bahnsen, Always Ready, pp. 169-170.
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Lesson 8: The Problem of Evil, Part 2
Biblical Solutions to the Problem

The presence of evil is a problem for Christianity because it would seem that a good God
could and would prevent evil in a universe under His control. But we find evil
everywhere. So how can we harmonize the existence of evil and the existence of God? If
God could prevent evil, why doesn’t He? Last time we examined several proposed
solutions to the problem and found them all to be less than satisfactory. Today our goal is
to answer the problem biblically.

From the outset we should admit that we do not have a completely satisfactory answer to
the problem of evil. Evil at times simply does not seem to make sense to us. And it is
difficult indeed to explain why God allows and uses evil, yet is not touched by evil
Himself. This is why some scholars call the problem of evil “the most intense, pained and
persistent challenge” to the Christian message.*® It’s a troublesome mystery that defies
simple solutions. All we can do is see what the Bible says about it and accept what we
find there.

1. God is under no obligation to explain His ways to man.

In many biblical passages, the problem of evil arises, but the text never explains it.
For example, in the creation narrative, God does not reveal where Satan came from,
how he became evil, why he was allowed in the garden or why God didn’t prevent the
whole scenario. In Job’s case, rather than explaining His actions to Job, God shows
him that he has no right to question the Creator. Job never learned why he suffered,
except that God had His own reasons. By not defending or explaining Himself, God is
silently challenging people to believe and trust Him even when they don’t understand
or appreciate their circumstances.

God is sovereign in granting or withholding mercy. Exodus 33:19 says, “I will have
mercy on whom [ will have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will have
compassion.” God chooses according to His own will. He does not submit Himself to
the judgments of fallible men. Sometimes God explains His actions, and sometimes
He doesn’t. Modern believers must avoid the sin of Job—thinking they have the right
or the capacity to understand God’s ways.

In the parable of the workers in the vineyard (Matt 20:1-16), some seem to receive
more than their fair share, while others think it’s unfair that they receive only what
they are paid. But the master claims the right to do whatever he wants with his own
possessions. He admits that the payments were unequal, but he refuses to make things
“fair.” His only explanation is that he has the right to handle his affairs as he sees fit.

Paul, the NT author who at times goes into great detail in his explanations of
theology, does not explain the problem of evil. In Romans, Paul simply rebukes those
who would charge God with unrighteousness (Rom 3:3-8, 9:18-24), concluding that
those who bring such charges against God are justly condemned. God has the

%% Bahnsen, Always Ready, p. 163.
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sovereign right to do as He wishes, and no further explanation is necessary. Thus, the
fact that we may not understand why evil exists should not surprise us.

2. Wondering why evil takes place is not sinful. But when doubt turns to accusation,
then questions become sinful. When we express doubt regarding God’s goodness or
when we demand that God explain Himself to us, then we are exalting ourselves over
our Creator. We have no right to demand that God satisfy our desire to know why
certain things happen. Doing so is like a clay pot demanding an explanation from the
potter (cf. Rom 9:20-21). The potter has total power over the clay in both control and
authority, and is under no obligation to explain his choices to the clay.

God, as sovereign Lord, is the standard of His own actions. He is not subject to
human judgment; on the contrary, our judgment is subject to His Word. We can be
assured, despite our circumstances, of God’s good character—God is holy, just and
good. On that matter God’s Word is clear. God expects us to trust Him, not doubt His
good intentions. The very nature of faith is to persevere despite unanswered
questions. God’s Word encourages us to hold on tightly to God’s promises and not to
be overcome with doubt.”’

3. God’s work in the past encourages us to wait patiently for a solution.

Scripture tells us and gives us examples of how God’s people have to wait, often for
long periods of time, for the fulfillment of God’s promises. God eventually brings
such waiting periods to an end, vindicating Himself and ending the sufferings of His
people. For example, Israel had to wait in Egypt for over 400 years, until Moses was
ready to lead the people out. Moses was eighty years old before God called him to
this task. The people had to wait about forty more years before arriving in the
Promised Land. The whole OT period may be described as a time of waiting and
expectation. The promises given to Abraham are ultimately fulfilled in Christ, and we
are still awaiting His return and the final fulfillment of God’s promises.

If we look back on God’s activities in the past, we can see that God always fulfills His
promises and works things out according to His plan. God often solves problems in
ways that are surprising and unexpected (e.g., Joseph, Ruth, Esther). God eventually
shows us how the presence of evil is somehow part of His program. The lesson for us
is that if God could do such things in the past, we can trust Him to do so again. Even
in the midst of suffering, it makes sense to trust and obey God. Suffering is
temporary; the glories of heaven are eternal.

4. God may use evil to produce a greater good.

God is currently using evil for His own good purposes. This is sometimes called the
greater good defense. We must reject the idea that God’s first priority is to make man
more comfortable and happy. God’s ultimate aim is to glorify Himself. If something
serves to advance God’s glory, it may be thought of as good, even if it seems to be

37 Frame, pp. 178-79.
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evil or associated with evil. The greater good is from God’s perspective, not man’s.
For example, the death of Christ was both good and evil—good in that it brought
about the redemption of man, evil in that it required the death of God’s Son. Hence,
something obviously evil (murder) may still bring about a greater good (salvation).
The same is true today. Many individuals can testify to the fact that it was only
through terrible circumstances that they repented and trusted Christ. This evil brought
about a greater good—the salvation of a soul. If a soul is worth more than the value of
the entire world (Matt 16:26), then it’s reasonable that God may bring about a great
deal of suffering and pain as the means of drawing a person to Himself. Jesus said,
“Except a corn of wheat fall into the earth and die, it remains alone. But if it dies, it
brings forth much fruit” (John 12:24). Death is sometimes required for fruitfulness to
occur.

Also keep in mind that God’s greater good is specifically for Himself and for those
who love Him (Rom 8:28), not for every person in the world. At times the greater
good may cause evil for certain individuals, especially for the wicked, who will
glorify God through their eternal punishment.

What greater good comes from evil, suffering, and/or pain?

e (God’s grace and justice may be displayed through suffering (Rom 3:26; 5:8,
20-21; 9:17).

God uses evil to judge wickedness (Matt 13:35; John 5:14).

Evil may shock unbelievers into repentance (Zech 13:7-9; Luke 13:1-5).

God uses suffering as a means of chastening His people (Heb 12).

Those who have suffered are able to comfort others who suffer (2 Cor 1:4).

If we presuppose that God is perfectly and completely good—as Scripture requires
that we do—then we are committed to evaluating everything in light of that truth.
When the Christian observes evil events or things in the world, he can and should
consistently trust in God’s inherent goodness by inferring that God has a morally
good reason for the evil that exists. God is certainly not overwhelmed or stymied by
evil in the universe. He could put an end to it at any time. God has planned evil events
for reasons that are morally commendable and good. He does not usually reveal what
those reasons are. But Christians should trust that God has a morally sufficient reason
for the evil which exists.*®

We are not suggesting here that evil is necessary to achieve a greater good, but that
the resulting good may be of greater significance than the evil that produced it. For
example, the results of the crucifixion of Christ are of far greater significance than the
temporary suffering that He endured.

5. God has promised to totally abolish evil.

In the future, God will punish all who deserve it and reward all who deserve it. The
culmination of history will reveal that God has been righteous all along. When we see
Christ, all our complaints will be silenced. In the end, the problem of evil will be
solved—there will be no more evil. God will triumph over it. If we believe that such a

*8Bahnsen, Always Ready, p. 172.
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time will come, it should strengthen us to face the evils of today. We can keep trusting
and obeying God despite all the wickedness in the world.

Eventually this present world order will be judged and brought to an end, and God’s
Kingdom will be fully manifested and established. He will wipe away every tear, and
pain and sorrow will cease. Even though we should continue to pray that relief would
come to those who suffer tragedy, let us never lose heart at apparently unanswered
prayer. Instead let us pray, “Thy Kingdom come, thy will be done on earth as it is in
heaven.” Our salvation is nearer now than when we first believed.”

6. Evil is not necessarily synonymous with wickedness.

God is holy, righteous, and good. It is impossible for Him to contradict His attributes.
Thus, although God at times uses the sinful actions of sinful men, He is never guilty
of sin. Further, sometimes what people think of as “evil” has no moral content, and
thus is not actually wicked. If God were guilty of tormenting people for His own
amusement, or if God’s actions were somehow unrighteous, we would be accurate in
charging Him with sin. However, much of the suffering and pain that occurs in the
world is not evil in the moral sense. In other words, suffering and pain are not
necessarily associated with sin or wickedness. For example, in a natural disaster
(tornado, earthquake, famine, etc.), people often experience great suffering, pain and
death. Yet for God to allow the suffering associated with such natural disasters is not
evil or wicked. The suffering is genuine, but God cannot be charged with sin for
sending such disasters.

7. God’s relationship to evil is a mystery.

In the final analysis, we have to conclude that God’s infinite wisdom is beyond our
grasp. All that we need to know is that the Lord of all the earth will do right and that
all things work together for our good and God’s glory (Rom 8:28).

Although the problem of evil is a troublesome one that does not easily yield to our
attempts to solve it, the existence of evil in the universe should not cause anyone to
reject Christianity. Part of the Christian life is walking by faith, trusting that God is
good, holy, just, and omnipotent, even in the presence of suffering and pain. He can
and often does restrain evil. Yet He also uses evil for His own purposes without
contradicting His own attributes. Retaining our faith in God without wavering during
times of suffering and hardship is a mark of Christian maturity.

Conclusion: We must admit that there are no easy solutions to the problem of evil. The
Bible simply doesn’t explain this matter as well as we would like. The Bible is clear that
God is both good and righteous, merciful and just. He will never violate His attributes.
He uses evil but cannot be charged with sin. Believers must walk by faith, trusting that
God knows what He is doing, and that all things do indeed work together for good for
those who love God.

3Eric Frank, “Why Doesn’t God Do Something ... Now?”” WRS Journal, vol. 3, issue 1 (Winter 1996).
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Discussion:

1.

Is it ever wrong to question why God brings about suffering and pain? It can become
sinful if we charge God with unrighteousness or if we demand that God explain
Himself.

What was Job’s sin? Thinking that God owed him an explanation for his
circumstances.

Explain the greater good defense. God may use an “evil” to bring about a greater
good. Tragedy often brings about good results.

Why don’t atheists have the right to complain about evil? Because in their
worldview, it'’s impossible to make moral judgments. They have no basis for their
ethical judgments. Even “the most happiness for the most people” cannot define
“good.” What is “happiness”? Atheists have no way to determine what ought or
ought not to be.
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Part I1I: The Weaknesses of Unbelief and Unorthodoxy

Lesson 9: Atheism and Agnosticism

Thus far in our study we’ve shown that it’s reasonable to believe the documents and ideas
central to Christianity and that criticisms of the Bible and of Christianity are weak and
unconvincing. Part of the apologetic task is defensive, but part is also offensive. We now
take the offensive, and our task is to show how weak and unbiblical unorthodoxy is.
We’ll start by examining atheism and agnosticism.

Atheism

Atheism is the belief that there is no God. The word literally means “no-god-ism.” We
live in an age when people are very skeptical of claims that cannot be proven to be true.
Our culture also places a high value on science and technology, which have, to the
modern mind, removed the need for God. Scientists can explain nearly every
phenomenon that man encounters, so there is no more need for God. Clinging to a belief
in God is a proof that one is unable to deal with the truth that we live in an impersonal
universe ruled, not by a sovereign God, but by the laws of nature. Science yields no
evidence that God exists; in fact, science clearly asserts that God does not exist. There is
just not enough evidence to affirm the existence of God, or so the atheist claims.

A philosophy that is closely associated with atheism is naturalism. Atheists are usually
naturalists. Naturalism teaches that nothing exists outside the material, natural order. The
material universe is the sum of all reality. There is no supernatural realm—no gods, no
angels, no devil or demons, nothing beyond that which occurs naturally. The material
universe has always existed—no god created it or sustains it. Miracles are impossible
because they are supernatural, i.e., outside the boundaries of the natural order. Everything
that happens can be explained in terms of natural, material processes. Scientific laws are
adequate to account for all phenomena. Man has no soul or spiritual existence, nor is
there life after death. Man is the result of a purposeless and natural process that did not
have him in mind. Humans are mere animals or machines who inhabit a universe ruled by
chance, and whose behavior and thoughts are determined by the constant and impersonal
forces of nature and environment. It’s never necessary to seek an explanation for events
beyond the natural realm because there is nothing beyond or in addition to nature.

Atheists tend to focus on the here-and-now rather than on the eternal. They are often
concerned about the quality of human existence. Because they believe that life is strictly
limited to earthly existence, some atheists seek to make their life, and the lives of others,
as rich and enjoyable as possible.

Obviously atheism and naturalism are in stark opposition to Christianity. How should we
respond to those who hold these philosophies?

1. Encourage them to examine their presuppositions.

What is a presupposition? An unproven starting point for all following arguments.
Like in math there are various laws/axioms that everything else is based on. Everyone
starts with certain presuppositions. These may be reasonable or irrational.

The Christian must not allow the atheist to think that the steps by which he came to
atheism are in any way superior to the steps by which a Christian comes to a theistic
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point of view. There is no more proof to support atheism or naturalism than there is to
support theism. Science does not somehow compel open-minded people to become
atheists. It’s impossible for anyone to prove that nothing exists outside the boundaries
of nature. People become atheists because the idea of God doesn’t suit them, not
because of evidence, proof, science, or sound reasoning. It’s more of a religious
sentiment than an intellectual conclusion drawn from the facts.

Weaknesses of naturalism:

71 It’s utterly impossible to prove that nothing exists outside the boundaries of the
natural realm. Naturalism is a statement of faith, not of reason or science.

[0 Science seems to show that matter is not eternal. If matter is not eternal, then
naturalism is invalid. If there ever was a time when nothing existed, then nothing
could ever exist. Something could never come from nothing.

'] Atheism has no answer for the question “Why is there something rather than
nothing at all?”

"1 If one event could be proven to have happened outside the boundaries of nature,
then naturalism is finished. We’ve already seen that at least one supernatural
event, the resurrection of Christ, is well supported by substantial proofs.

1 Naturalism cannot adequately explain how mind, knowledge, reasoning, and
morality arises from random, mindless, natural processes. Atheists must assume
that the personal somehow arose from the impersonal.

71 The natural world is exceedingly complex and sophisticated, especially when
viewed by an electron microscope. Such complexity argues against a purely
mechanical origin for all things. DNA, for example, is so extremely complex that
it’s hard to believe that it developed without a designer.

'] Naturalism generates pessimism and despair. Life is meaningless if we live in a
cold, impersonal, indifferent universe. Good and evil can have no meaning for a
naturalist. As one atheist stated, “Man is an empty bubble on the sea of
nothingness.”

2. Encourage them to examine the arguments for the existence of God.

We acknowledge that the best approach to apologetics is one that recognizes that all
people know God exists, and that they have suppressed that knowledge (Rom 1:17f).
People need to hear the Gospel, because within the Gospel message is the power of
God unto salvation (Rom 1:16). One should not attempt to argue an unbeliever into
submission. The best method is to present the good news about Jesus Christ as clearly
and as often as possible, and to urge people to repent and believe. However, within a
serious discussion with an atheist, a presentation of various arguments for the
existence of God may be profitable. One may be able to show the unbeliever that
belief in the existence of God is rational and reasonable.

These arguments are logical rather than biblical. Even though the atheist/agnostic
does not acknowledge the validity of the Bible, believers may still build logical
arguments that point to God.
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The Teleological or Design Argument

Argue that the presence of order in the universe requires the existence of a Designer.
A typical formulation of the argument:

1. The universe manifests evidence of design.

2. All design demands a designer.

3. Therefore, the universe must have a designer.

4. This designer is the God of the Bible.

Intelligent design seems to be incorporated into nature. Many physicists and
cosmologists recognize that the universe had a beginning and that many physical laws
look suspiciously “fine tuned” for the existence of intelligent life. In addition,
biochemists and biologists have discovered a microscopic world of mesmerizing
complexity belying the simple blobs of protoplasm that Darwin imagined.*’

A popular expression of the design argument is Paley’s Watch argument:*!

While walking through a field, one finds a watch on the ground. He naturally and
rightly concludes that someone must have made it. Likewise, if one studies the
more complex design in the natural world, he must conclude that there is a world
Designer behind it.

This argument may be of some value, but it’s unlikely that an educated evolutionist
will find it very compelling.

e Various observers can look at the same thing without agreeing that it shows
design.

e Modern science has shown that apparent design and chaos often exist side by side.

The presence of apparent design might be an isolated exception. Perhaps we are
an island of design in a vast ocean of chaos. Our own world may have occurred
by chance, no matter how unlikely that seems.

e Design is not an inescapable deductive proof of biblical theism. Design points to
the presence of a designer, but not to much more than that. Although the
teleological argument makes the existence of a designer likely, the argument by
itself does not lead necessarily to belief in biblical monotheism. It could, for
instance, also support polytheism.

e Critics feel the Darwinian theory of natural selection has destroyed the
teleological argument by showing that changes come from purely natural causes
rather than by special design. Evolutionists commonly use terms like “design” to
describe purely natural processes without implying a Designer. Nature’s “designs”
are simply the unintended side effects of nature’s productive self-sufficiency.

o Modern scientists embrace a “something from nothing” viewpoint. They really
believe everything evolved from nothing.

40 Jay Richards, “Intelligent Design Theory: Why it Matters™ http://www.intellectualcapital.com/issues /issuel 78/item1315 asp

4l William Paley, Natural Theology, cited in Geisler, Norman L., Christian Apologetics, (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House
Company, 1976) pp.88,89
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“There is no reason why the physical universe cannot be it's own first cause. ...
[O]ur relatively complex universe could have arisen out of the entity that is
simplest and most mindless of all—the void.”*

The Cosmological, or Cause-and-Effect, Argument

Science and reason assert that any effect or result must have a cause. Since the
universe is an effect or result, then the universe as a whole must have a cause.
Something has caused the universe to exist rather than not exist.

A summary of the Cosmological Argument

Some dependent beings exist. A dependent being is one whose existence is not
necessary. E.g., people are dependent beings—we owe our existence to causes
other than ourselves.

All dependent beings must have a cause or explanation for their existence.

An infinite regress of causes is impossible. I.e., you can’t trace causes back
infinitely.

Therefore, there must be a first uncaused Cause of dependent beings.
This Uncaused Cause is the God of the Bible.

R. C. Sproul’s cosmological dilemma is another formulation of the same argument.
Either the universe is:

1.

An illusion — but if so, then it’s an illusion to my mind, so I must exist, which
shows that the universe cannot be an illusion.

2. Self-created — but something cannot create itself. It’s impossible to both exist and
not exist at the same time.

3. Eternal — but all natural effects must have a cause. Matter is dependent, not
eternal. Also, if an eternal God is unacceptable, eternal matter is as well.

4. Created by something eternal, i.e., God.

Limitations:

e [f everything requires a cause, one may argue that God requires a cause. If God
requires no cause, then some things do not require a cause. However, if it can be
shown that the eternal existence of God is different than the (supposedly) eternal
existence of the universe, this argument might hold up.

e Making the jump between the cosmological cause and the God of the Bible may

present a problem. Many religions believe in a creator/designer god, but not the
Christian God (e.g., Islam).

Note: God is not self-caused; He is self-existent and eternal. He did not cause
Himself to come into existence. He has always existed in, of, and by Himself.

The Moral Argument

42 Vic Stenger, “Flew's Flawed Science,” htp://www.colorado.edu/philosophy/vstenger/RelSci/Flew.htm. Accessed Aug 2006. Stenger

is a professor of physics and astronomy.
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Moral values, the idea that certain behaviors are right or wrong, are common to all
cultures. While a few cultures support certain “wrong” behaviors (e.g., cannibalism,
human sacrifice), most people agree on basic ethical standards. Most cultures
acknowledge that murder and theft are wrong and that it’s good to be kind and
generous. Ethical values for most people go beyond mere personal feelings. We
believe that certain behaviors ought to be done and others ought not to be done.
Where do such ideas come from? If the naturalist is correct, there should be no moral
values, because the natural world doesn’t seem to be governed by morality. There are
no ethical standards in the animal kingdom. Survival of the fittest is the only constant.
If man is the result of natural evolution, where did he get the idea that any behavior is
good or evil? On what basis can an impersonal, randomly-ordered universe develop

morality? Even cultures that have no organized religious system recognize ethical
standards. Why?

Obligations and loyalties arise from personal relationships, not mechanical ones. The
legal system tells us that certain behaviors are acceptable and others are not
acceptable. A hierarchy of moral authority suggests that there must be somebody at
the top who dictates what is right and wrong. In a natural, mechanistic universe, there
is no need for, nor process to explain, morality. But a higher moral law does seem to
exist, and such a law seems to be independent of natural processes. If so, there must
be a law-giver, and that must be God.

Agnosticism

The word “agnostic” literally means “no knowledge.” Agnostics claim that they
personally don’t know if God exists. Some claim that no one can know for certain if
there is a God. A few agnostics dabble in religion just in case there is a God. They
want to cover themselves in the off chance that God really does exist. But most
agnostics behave just like atheists. Agnosticism is not a halfway position between
theism and atheism; it’s atheism under another name.

Just as there are no true atheists, so there are no true agnostics, because all have some
genuine knowledge of God. A true agnostic would be receptive to the Gospel,
because he’d be convinced that the God of the Bible does exist. Unfortunately, most
agnostics are very skeptical about biblical claims. They are self-deceived, claiming
not to know if God exists, but in reality rejecting the knowledge that they have.

Conclusion: The Bible teaches that atheists are fools (Ps 14:1; Rom 1:28). Scripture
denies that anyone can be a true atheist or agnostic. God has clearly revealed Himself to
all, so that all know Him, although some suppress and deny that knowledge (Ps 19:1-3;
Rom 1:16-23). Believers must confront atheists and agnostics, insist that they re-examine
their presuppositions, and challenge them to respond appropriately to the Gospel. Such
unbelievers will not be brought to faith by weighty arguments and logical discussions.
They need to understand their sinfulness and their alienation from God, and they must be
challenged to forsake their rebellion and to seek forgiveness from Christ. It may seem
foolish to preach the gospel to those who reject the Bible, but the gospel message
contains the power to convert the most earnest atheist.



Apologetics Atheism and Agnosticism page 49

Discussion:

1. Define atheism. The belief that there is no god(s).

2. Define agnosticism. The belief that one cannot know if there is a god or gods.

3. Define naturalism. The belief that nothing exists outside of natural processes.

4. What is one supernatural event that is very well attested? The resurrection of Christ.

5. Why does the complexity of DNA argue for a designer? It’s hard to believe that such
a complex system could arise without some outside direction.

6. Why can’t the universe be self-created? It would have to exist and not exist at the
same time, which is absurd/irrational.

7. Briefly discuss the three arguments for God that we examined. Design, cause-effect,

morality
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Lesson 10: Pantheism and New-Age Mysticism

Pantheism

Pantheism teaches that the universe and all it contains is God. That’s why it’s called
pantheism — everything is part of God. The word Pantheism derives from the Greek
words pan (all) and theos (God). Thus, pantheism means All is God.

In essence, pantheism holds that the universe as a whole should be regarded with
religious reverence, and that there is nothing that truly merits the name God other than
the universe and nature. The Cosmos is divine, and the earth sacred. Pantheists do not
propose belief in a deity; rather, they hold nature itself as a creative presence. Pantheists
believe in Divine Immanence, i.e., that God is present in all things. To the Pantheist,
divinity does not transcend reality; it surrounds, and is within. All share divinity. This
leads the pantheist to personal ethics of tolerance and understanding.*’

Natural or Scientific Pantheism has much in common with religious humanism, religious
naturalism and religious atheism, as well as with philosophical Taoism, Zen Buddhism,
and symbolic paganism. Scientific Pantheists take the real universe and nature as their
starting point, not some preconceived idea of God. Scientific Pantheists feel a profound
reverence and awe for these, like the reverence and awe that believers in a more
conventional God feel towards their deity. Natural/scientific pantheism reveres and cares
for nature, accepts this life as our only life, and this earth as our only paradise, if we look
after it.

Natural/scientific pantheism does not require faith in miracles, invisible entities or
supernatural powers. It does not regard this life as a waiting room or a staging post on the
way to a better existence after death. It has a healthy and positive attitude to sex and life
in the body. It teaches reverence and love for nature.*

Pantheism is built on the philosophical idea called monism. Monism teaches that all
reality is unified, i.e., everything is part of the same big system. All things are ultimately
and absolutely united. Reality is indivisible. Differences are simply illusions. There is
one solid, eternal indivisible ball of being. Since everything is part of everything else,
everything that exists must be God.

Probably the most well known pantheistic religion is Hinduism.

Pantheism asserts the following:

1. God is non-personal. God is not a person; God is the oneness of all things, the single
reality that encompasses all things. God has no self-consciousness. God is an It, not a
He.

2. God is absolutely infinite and unknowable. We can say what God is not but not what
God is. Logical reasoning is incapable of comprehending God.

3. Because God is not a person, one cannot have a personal relationship with God. The
disciple’s goal is to be unified with God, to converge with God’s oneness. One

4 Universal Pantheist Society, hitp:/www.pantheistnet/
4 World Pantheist Movement, http://www.harrison.dircon.co.uk/wpm/index.htm
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achieves this unity by turning away from the physical world and focusing on the soul.
It is only through meditation and mystical intuition that one leaps beyond the physical
and is united with the One.

4. God is the source of all being. Everything is rooted in God and springs from God.

It’s obvious even to the casual observer that pantheism is in sharp disagreement with
Christianity. Note some weaknesses of pantheism:

1. Ifall being is unified, then no individual existence is possible. It’s self-defeating to
assert that individual existence is not real. If one’s individual conscious existence is
merely an illusion, then the idea that “all is one” is an illusion, too.

2. Pantheism and monism assert an idea that cannot be proven, i.e., that all reality is part
of the one. However, different kinds of beings may exist, namely, finite (man) and
infinite (God).

3. Pantheism cannot distinguish good from evil. Both good and evil must necessarily be
part of God if everything is one.

4. An impersonal God is no God at all. The idea of God as a personal, loving father is
foreign to pantheistic thought. In fact, pantheism differs little from atheism. They
both assert that the universe is all there is.

5. The pantheistic God is incomplete without creation. If nothing material existed, the
pantheistic God would not exist.

6. It’s impossible to say for sure what the pantheistic God is. If all is God, then even two
contradictory statements about it would both be true, which is logically absurd. One
can say nothing meaningful about the pantheistic God.

7. To claim that God is unknowable is illogical, for it is claiming to know something
about God, i.e., that he is unknowable.

The Bible clearly asserts that God is a Person, not the unity of all things. It’s man’s
depraved mind that worships and serves the creation rather than the creator (Rom 1:17f).
God exists separate from His creation. Created beings do not share in the divinity of God.
God is knowable and the information we have about God is true, logical and meaningful.
The Bible contradicts pantheism on almost every point.

When dealing with pantheists, the best attack is to present the gospel in the most clear
and positive terms. Further, believers must show pantheists how illogical their system is.
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The New Age Movement

The New Age Movement is largely based on pantheistic notions. The New Age
Movement is not a unified system of thought, but a loosely-knit association of ideas and
philosophies, most of which are incompatible with Christianity.

The New Age Movement, unlike most formal religions, has no holy text, central
organization, membership rolls, formal clergy, geographic center, dogma, or system of
beliefs. The New Age is a free-flowing spiritual movement; a network of believers and
practitioners who share somewhat similar beliefs and practices. Seminars, conventions,
books and informal groups replace sermons and religious services.

Recent surveys of US adults indicate that many Americans hold at least some New Age
beliefs:

1 8% believe in astrology as a method of foretelling the future.

"1 7% believe that crystals are a source of healing or energizing power.
1 9% believe that Tarot Cards are a reliable base for life decisions.
[

about 1 in 4 believe in a non-traditional concept of the nature of God which are often
associated with New Age thinking:

o 11% believe that God is “a state of higher consciousness that a person may
reach.”

e 8% define God as “the total realization of personal, human potential.”
e 3% believe that each person is God.

New Age teachings became popular during the 1970°s as a reaction against what some
perceived as the failure of traditional sources to provide spiritual and ethical guidance for
the future. Its roots are traceable to many sources: Astrology, Channeling, Hinduism,
Gnostic traditions, Spiritualism, Taoism, Theosophy, Wicca and other Neo-pagan
traditions, etc. The movement started in England in the 1960’s where many of these
elements were well established. The movement quickly became international. The
movement has become established a stable, major force in North American religion
during the past generation. New Agers expect their movement to expand, promoted by
the social backlash against logic and science.®

Basic New Age ideas:

1. God is an impersonal energy or force. The New Age idea of God is very
pantheistic—everything is part of God. People must come to realize their connection
to God. Everyone is divine.

2. Death initiates another life. New Agers generally believe in reincarnation, the idea
that after death they come back and experience another life. One accumulates wisdom

from one life to the next, and eventually one may be released from the cycle of life
and death.

3. Release from the reincarnation cycle depends on one’s karma, i.e., works. Good
works build up good karma; bad works build up bad karma. If at the end of life one
has accumulated enough good karma, he may be reincarnated at a higher level of life.

* http://www.religioustolerance.org/newage.htm
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But if one has accumulated enough bad karma, he may come back at a lower level
and suffer for his “sin.”

Those who break out of the cycle by accumulating enough good karma experience
Nirvana, the state of nothingness, the absorption into the One.

The New Age Movement has a low regard for logic or rational thought. An important
part of the system is a mystical, transcendental form of meditation in which one seeks
unity with the One. Such an experience is not rational. The emphasis is on experience
rather than logical thought. A mystical, trance-like state is required to experience
unity with the One. This is achieved through various means, such as hypnotism,
drugs, yoga, meditation, dreams, visualization, chants, dancing, and various other
rituals. Achieving “cosmic consciousness” will supposedly unleash hidden powers
and assist in the exploration of the “universe within.”

Some aspects of the New Age Movement are returning to pagan religious rituals like
sun and moon worship, ancestor worship, god/goddess worship, magic, the use of
crystals, channeling, witchcraft, etc.

Because there is no personal God, there can be no absolute standards of right and
wrong. New Agers are relativists, except when it comes to environmental issues,
where they want to be more objective. They refuse to make moral judgments because
they have no basis to make such judgments. Note: this obviously contradicts the
whole idea of karma. But that doesn’t matter to a New Ager—he can live with all
sorts of contradiction. Generally, such people make up their own standards of karma.

Personal Transformation: A profoundly intense mystical experience will lead to the
acceptance and use of New Age beliefs and practices. Guided imagery, hypnosis,
meditation, and (sometimes) the use of hallucinogenic drugs are useful to bring about
and enhance this transformation. Believers hope to develop new potentials within
themselves: the ability to heal oneself and others, psychic powers, a new
understanding of the workings of the universe, etc. Later, when sufficient numbers of
people have achieved these powers, a major spiritual, physical, psychological and
cultural planet-wide transformation is expected.

Ecological Responsibility: A belief in the importance of uniting to preserve the health
of the earth, which is often looked upon as Gaia (Mother Earth), a living entity.

Universal Religion: Since all is God, then only one reality exists, and all religions are
simply different paths to that ultimate reality. The universal religion can be visualized
as a mountain, with many sadhanas (spiritual paths) to the summit. Some are hard,
others easy. There is no one correct path. All paths eventually reach the top. They
anticipate that a new universal religion which contains elements of all current faiths
will evolve and become generally accepted worldwide.

. New World Order: As the Age of Aquarius unfolds, a New Age will develop. This

will be a utopia in which there is world government, and end to wars, disease, hunger,
pollution, and poverty. Gender, racial, religious and other forms of discrimination will
cease. People’s allegiance to their tribe or nation will be replaced by a concern for the
entire world and its people.

Logical problems with the New Age Movement:
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1. If'there’s no personal God, then it’s impossible to tell what is “good” karma and what
is “bad.” If all is part of the same universal One, then there can be no distinction
between good and evil.

2. It’s impossible to tell when one has accumulated enough good karma to reach
Nirvana. How much is enough?

3. Most people don’t remember their (supposedly) previous lives, so how can they carry
any wisdom from one life to the next?

4. According to the New Age system, those enduring suffering are probably being
punished for their accumulation of bad karma from a previous life or lives. Hence
there is no reason to try to help them or to decrease their suffering.

5. It’s illogical to think that all religions are equally valid, each one a separate but
legitimate path. When two religions contradict each other, they cannot both be right.

A Biblical Response:

The New Age Movement clearly rejects biblical revelation. What does the Bible say
about New Age ideas?

1. God is a person, not a force or the unity of all things.

2. There is only one physical death, and after that is the judgment. There is no such
thing as reincarnation. See Heb 9:27. The second death, not another life, awaits those
who reject Jesus Christ.

3. Nirvana is not synonymous with heaven. Believers will enjoy eternal conscious
existence in a place of happiness and fulfillment (John 14:2-3); they will not be
absorbed into “the one.” Unbelievers will be punished with everlasting, conscious
torment.

4. Believers are complete in Christ (Col 1:28, 2:10). We need no special mystical
experiences to enjoy a relationship with God. All saved people have access to the
same benefits from God. It is not necessary to experience a mystical trance or altered
state of consciousness to commune with God.

5. The New Age Movement is really just another version of salvation by works. The
Bible teaches salvation by grace through faith (Eph 2:8-9).

6. The created universe is not part of God. God exists independently from the universe.
He is self-existent and needs nothing.

7. Faith in Jesus Christ is the one and only means of salvation. All religions that deny
this are false.

As with any pagan, the best method of reaching a New Ager is through a simple
presentation of the gospel. New Agers tend not to value deep logical or rational
arguments, so it may be difficult to engage them in a rational discussion. Just proclaim
the gospel and call the person to repentance and faith.

Conclusion: Both pantheism and the New Age Movement are particularly hostile to
Christianity. They directly contradict biblical claims and are seemingly impervious to
logical argumentation. Their belief systems are so vague and broad that they can
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encompass all sorts of odd doctrines. Christians must show such people the error of their
ways by proclaiming the gospel to them and calling them to faith and repentance.

Discussion:

1. Define pantheism? The belief that All is God.

2. How is pantheism similar to naturalism? Both claim that there is nothing beyond
nature, nothing “outside the box.”

3. What is monism? The idea that all things are part of the absolute One.

4. Why is it self-defeating to say that God is unknowable? Because you re saying
something that you know about God.

5. Why can’t a pantheist or New Ager distinguish good from evil? Because they accept
no absolute standard or Law Giver. Also, since everything is part of the same One,
good and evil are the same.

6. Explain reincarnation, karma, and Nirvana.
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Lesson 11: Rationalism and Pragmatism

Today we’ll be studying two more “isms” that have had profound impact on how our
culture thinks and on Christianity itself.

Rationalism

Rationalism is a very old idea, being found in Plato, philosophers of the Middle Ages,
and in the Age of Enlightenment. We’ll briefly examine the Enlightenment because it still
has an immense influence on Western thinking.

The Age of Enlightenment

The Enlightenment extended from the mid 1600’s to the late 1700’s. It was a time during
which leading writers and scientists in Europe and America foresaw a new age
enlightened by reason, science, and respect for humanity. It was a time of new
discoveries in science, exploration of the world, and great leaps forward in technology.

Leading figures of the Enlightenment: René Descartes, Baruch Spinoza, Thomas Hobbes,
John Locke

Of the basic assumptions and beliefs common to philosophers and intellectuals of this
period, perhaps the most important was an abiding faith in the power of human reason. If
humanity could unlock the laws of the universe, God’s own laws, why could it not also
discover the laws underlying all of nature and society? People came to assume that
through a prudent use of reason, an unending progress would be possible—progress in
knowledge, in technical achievement, and even in moral values.

Enlightenment thinking placed a great premium on the discovery of truth through the
observation of nature, rather than through the study of authoritative sources, such as
Aristotle and the Bible. Most Enlightenment leaders saw the church—especially the
Roman Catholic Church—as the principal force that had enslaved the human mind in the
past, and they took great joy in criticizing and ridiculing Christianity. Nothing was
attacked with more intensity and ferocity than the church, with all its wealth, political
power, and oppression. However, most Enlightenment thinkers did not renounce religion
altogether. They opted rather for a form of Deism, accepting the existence of God and of
the afterlife, but rejecting Christian theology. Human aspirations, they believed, should
not be centered on the next life, but rather on the means of improving this life. Worldly
happiness was placed before religious salvation.

The Age of Enlightenment is usually said to have ended with the French Revolution of
1789. Yet the Enlightenment left a lasting heritage for the 19™ and 20™ centuries. It
marked a key stage in the decline of the church and the growth of modern secularism. It
served as the model for political and economic liberalism and for humanitarian reform
throughout the 19th-century Western world.* The modern attitude that exalts science,
technology and human reason is rooted in the Enlightenment.

4“Enlightenment, Age of,” Microsoft® Encarta® 98 Encyclopedia. © 1993-1997 Microsoft Corporation.
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Rationalism Defined

Rationalism was a key component of Enlightenment thinking. It stresses the ability of the
human mind to know things. Rationalists hold that whatever is knowable by the human
mind is true. The human mind has an innate ability to understand things. Reasonable
thought and logic become the tests of truth. Whatever is logically inescapable is
necessarily true. If something is unreasonable, it must not be true. So the emphasis in
rationalism is the mind, logic, and human reason.

Rationalism is not synonymous with rationality. To be rational is to be reasonable and
logical, i.e., to be in one’s right mind. But if one adopts rationalism, he believes that all
things must conform to human reason. One can be rational without being a rationalist or
adopting rationalism.

Contributions of Rationalism

Without logic and reason, there is no way to make meaningful statements, no way to
distinguish right from wrong. Also, rationalism’s emphasis on the knowability of reality
is good. The universe is not just an illusion. Man’s mind has the capacity to know and
experience reality. One need not be totally skeptical about man’s ability to know truth.
What is real is rational. The universe makes sense. One can employ logic to solve
complex problems. Also, all people benefit from rationalism’s emphasis on scientific
investigation and technological progress.

Weaknesses of Rationalism

1. The rational may not be real. That is, something may make sense without being true.
For example, scientists continually change their explanations for various phenomena.
Arguments often seem rational until they are proven to be wrong. Logic does not lead
necessarily to reality. If one starts with wrong assumptions, he will inevitably come to
wrong conclusions, even if he proceeds rationally.

2. Rationalists tend to arrive at their basic presuppositions without the use of reason.
Their presuppositions are not subject to tests of logic. Rationalists think they are
being rational because they are rational. It’s impossible to provide a starting point for
rationalism without presupposing the truth of rationalism. Rationalism is just as
circular in its reasoning as any other system.

3. Logic is best used as a negative test for truth. It can rule out what is illogical and
unreasonable, but it has a hard time proving what is true. It can eliminate the false but
it cannot (by itself) establish what must be true. Logic can demonstrate what may be
real but not what is actually real. Again, something may seem logical and yet be
untrue or unreal.

4. While some rationalists have proposed logical arguments for proving the existence of
God, such arguments are quite weak and unconvincing to most unbelievers. Further,
we know that unbelievers do not ultimately come to Christ because of weighty logical
arguments, but because of God’s work within their lives.

5. For most modern rationalists, the Bible is a mythical storybook that has little or no
value. Rationalism rejects Christianity as irrational.
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A Biblical Response to Rationalism

1. Logic and reasonable thought are basic aspects of Christianity. Christianity is a
reasonable faith and benefits from the application of the laws of logic.

2. The ways of God do not need to conform to man’s sense of reason. God’s ways are
unsearchable and past finding out (Rom 11:34), and God’s thoughts are higher than
the heavens (Isa 55:8-9). We should not be surprised if God’s ways exceed the human
intellect’s ability to understand them (Deut 29:29).

3. If God exists, it is reasonable for Him to interrupt the natural order of things if He so
desires. Miracles are not irrational.

4. There is no standard of truth, logic or reality higher than, or independent of, God, to
which He must conform. God sets such standards. While God is logical, He need not
conform to human ideas of reason. God and His ways are not irrational or illogical,
although they may be beyond man’s ability to grasp them.

5. God is incomprehensible. We can know God, and what we know about Him is true,
but our knowledge of God is not complete.

Although some rationalists argue on behalf of Christianity, most modern rationalists deny
God and the Bible. Rationalism, as a philosophy of life, because it depends so much on
human the intellect, does not conform well to Christianity. God is under no obligation to
explain His ways to man. Rationality, on the other hand, is the handmaid of good
theology. All believers should strive to be rational and logical.

Pragmatism

“Works for me” is the mantra of pragmatism. To be pragmatic is to be practical, to insist
on using whatever methods or tools that work best. A pragmatist is one who focuses on
getting the job done in the most successful and simple way. He is not concerned about
theories or hypothetical solutions. He doesn’t have time for the mysteries of philosophy
or religion. He is a practical man, a realist, not a dreamer. He wants useful results as soon
as possible. If the results are acceptable, the method that achieved them is acceptable.
Whatever works best is best. The ends (i.e., the results) justify the means (i.e., the
methods).

Pragmatism is the dominant attitude shaping American life. Americans want results.
They want to do things better, faster, cheaper, cleaner, and easier. Pragmatism is the spirit
of problem solving. Science and technology can provide rubber-meets-the-road solutions
to virtually all of man’s problems.

Pragmatism may sound pretty harmless, but there are several dangerous implications
associated with it.

1. Pragmatism is basically atheistic or agnostic. It is highly skeptical of any theological
or metaphysical claims. Metaphysics and theology deal with ultimate questions. Is
there a God? What is he like? What is the nature of reality? Who am I? Why am I
here? The pragmatist cares little about such issues. He’s too busy putting food on the
table or money in the bank. He would say that searching for the answer to such
questions is a foolish waste of time.
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2. Pragmatism is focused on the here-and-now, the temporal rather than the eternal.
According to the pragmatist, whatever works best now is best. But Christianity asserts
that there is a higher standard to consider: the judgment of God. In God’s judgment,
whatever will bring the most glory to Himself is best, whether it seems to work here
on earth or not. Pragmatism rejects any kind of eternal analysis.

3. “What works” and “truth” are not necessarily synonymous. The fact that something
seems to work does not guarantee that it is true or good. For example, the pragmatist
would say that if belief in God helps someone cope with life, then let people believe
in God. If it doesn’t help, then don’t believe in God. Success, or lack thereof, should
never be the criteria for determining truth.

4. Pragmatism is another form of relativism. If truth is determined by what works for the
individual, then the test for truth ultimately becomes the individual himself. “Works
for me” is the pragmatist’s slogan. Thus the self becomes the highest value.

5. Pragmatism’s yalue system tends to be savage and inhumane. What works often
causes great pain and suffering for masses of people. It “worked” for the Nazis to
exterminate millions of Jews during WWILI. It “worked” for Stalin and Mao to kill
millions of their own countrymen to achieve their communist goals. It “works” for
scientists to destroy human embryos in the hopes of producing treatments for
diseases. It “works” for women to abort their unwanted babies. Pragmatism has no
basis for basic human rights, kindness or compassion.

6. Pragmatism leads to an unending pursuit of the latest and greatest method of
achieving “success.” Newer methods and ideas always promise greater growth,
deeper satisfaction and more exciting experiences. Those committed to a pragmatic
approach to life will always be chasing the bigger and better methods.

Unfortunately, a spirit of pragmatism has crept into Christianity. This attitude suggests
that any method that succeeds in spreading the gospel, packing the pews, and/or making
converts is acceptable. Whatever is working to draw more people to church must be
good. Churches and Christian leaders are eager to hop on the latest bandwagon and ride it
until another promising trend comes along (e.g., Prayer of Jabez, Purpose Driven
Church/Life). However, in Christian ministry, we know that the ends do not justify the
means. That is, the goal of outreach does not validate all means of achieving that goal.
Certain methods are simply inappropriate for use within Christianity because they violate
the character of God. For example, transforming the worship service into an entertaining
variety show may increase attendance, but it does not glorify God. Christians must do
God’s work in God’s way, even if it doesn’t seem to be “successful.” A pragmatic,
“whatever works” attitude has no place in Christian ministry.

Conclusion: Both rationalism and pragmatism are hostile to Christianity. Because
rationalism subjects all truth to human reason, it has no room for an omnipotent God.
What is rational is not necessarily real. God’s ways go beyond man’s ability to find them
out. Because pragmatism tests all things by “what works,” it has no place for virtue or
morality. Pragmatism can tell you what works now, but not whether your work has
eternal value.
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Discussion:

1. Define rationalism. The human mind is the standard of truth.

2. Why is rationalism ultimately circular in its reasoning? [ presupposes what it's
trying to prove.

3. Define God’s incomprehensibility. God can be truly known but not fully known.

4. What is pragmatism? An attitude that focuses on the practical solution of
problems—what works.

5. Why can’t pragmatism distinguish good from evil? “Good” and “evil” are not
categories that pragmatism deals with. “Good” for the pragmatist is what works,
“evil” is what doesn t work.

6. How has pragmatism affected Christianity? By shifting the focus from pleasing God
to pleasing man, and by asserting that the ends justify the means.
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Lesson 12: Mormonism

Thus far we’ve looked at several movements and philosophies that are highly
antagonistic toward biblical Christianity. Unfortunately, some movements exist that claim
to be Christian but are really anti-Christian. Such groups are often called “cults.” One of
the most successful and influential of the pseudo-Christian cults is Mormonism.

Historical Background: Joseph Smith, the father of Mormonism, was born in 1805 in
Vermont. His father was a mystic who spent much of his time digging for imaginary
buried treasure and even got involved in counterfeiting. In 1820, Smith allegedly received
a marvelous vision in which God the Father and God the Son appeared to him and
announced that a restoration of true Christianity was needed, and that Smith had been
chosen as the leader of this new dispensation. A few years later, the angel Moroni
revealed that golden plates had been buried in Smith’s neighborhood near Palmyra, New
York, back in AD 421. Smith found the plates by using “peep stones,” magical rocks he
put in a hat. The characters on the plates were supposedly written in “reformed Egyptian”
hieroglyphics. Smith translated the plates by using “Urim and Thummim,” a set of
miraculous glasses. This book was published in 1830, and is known as the Book of
Mormon. The golden plates have since disappeared.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints (LDS) was organized in 1830 with six
members. The group moved to Ohio, then Missouri, then Illinois, where they established
the city of Nauvoo. In 1844, Smith was jailed after he ordered his followers to burn down
the local newspaper press. A mob broke into the jail and killed him.

Brigham Young led the Mormons on the trek to Utah, which was then Mexican territory.
They settled in Salt Lake City, the current headquarters of Mormonism. The temple and
many administrative buildings are there. That whole area of the country is heavily
Mormon.

The Book of Mormon: The Book of Mormon contains the story of two migrations to
America, one in 2250 B.C. and the other in 600 B.C. The first group traveled from the
tower of Babel to Central America, but later all perished. The second group, Lehi (a
Jewish prophet) and his family, migrated to South America and prospered. Nephi and
Laman, were two of Lehi’s sons. Because the Lamanites rebelled against God they were
cursed with dark skin. These are the ancestors of the American Indians. The Nephites
obeyed God. The Lamanites killed all the Nephites, except Moroni, in AD 421. Moroni’s
father, Mormon, was the writer of the golden plates.

Mormons claim that the Book of Mormon is “another witness” to the truths of the
Christian gospel. Upon investigation, one will find that the Book of Mormon is one grand
myth. It’s full of plagiarism, anachronisms and false prophecies. All the evidence points
to the unavoidable conclusion that the Book of Mormon is really a piece of
nineteenth-century fiction. Whatever else it is, it cannot be divine revelation.

Smith also wrote two other books, The Pearl of Great Price and Doctrines and
Covenants. The key points of Mormon doctrine regarding God taught in these books are



Apologetics Mormonism page 62

absent from, or contradicted by, both the Bible and the Book of Mormon. In addition,
since Mormons believe in continued revelation, new books approved by the President can
be published by or for the church and be considered authoritative.

Mormons not only claim to be Christians, but to be the only true Christians. According to
them, the early Christian church went through an apostasy, lost the true teaching of God,
and is built on a Bible that, they say, is translated incorrectly and missing many books.
Interestingly, while LDS Church president Gordon Hinckley assures the press that ““[t]he
New Testament is a fundamental scripture for us,” he fails to point out the Mormons’
bias against the Bible. Article 8 of the Mormon Articles of Faith says, “We believe the
Bible to be the word of God as far as it has been translated correctly.” This approach
allows Mormons to ignore key Bible passages which refute Mormon doctrines. Bible
verses used to counter Mormon teachings are brushed off in favor of passages from the
Book of Mormon and other Mormon scriptures (as well as ongoing revelation that often
contradicts previous LDS Church teachings).

The LDS Church has published its own version of the King James Bible, incorporating
footnotes explaining what corrections from Joseph Smith’s “inspired version” of the
Bible (a version full of errors and plagiarized material) should be taken into account.
However, in spite of their efforts at revisionism, Mormons have not been able to support
their claims. History, archeology, and other sciences refute Mormon allegations regarding
the Bible and the course of Christianity. Far from showing us so-called “restored truth,”

they are testimonies to the deceptive nature of Mormonism.

Distinctive Mormon Practices: baptism for the dead; holy underwear; polygamy (Smith
had about 50 wives; Young had 27); eternal marriage; the ability of humans to become
gods; the Trinity as three separate Gods; mother gods (heavenly mothers); temple
marriages as a requirement for exaltation; and salvation after death in the spirit world.
They portray a lifestyle of clean-living, family-orientation, and conservative politics.
They abstain from caffeinated drinks. Many college-age Mormons go on a two year
evangelistic “mission.”

Organization: The Mormon Church is directed by its General Authorities. At the top is
the First Presidency assisted by a Counsel of Twelve “apostles,” the First Quorum of the
Seventy, and other administrative groups. Mormonism recognizes two priesthoods, the
Aaronic (lesser) and the Melchizedek (higher). Every male Mormon 12 years old and
over belongs to one of the priesthoods. Church administration is divided into territories
made up of “wards” and “stakes.” Each ward is presided over by a bishop and two
counselors. The Mormon Church is a very large, well-organized, wealthy organization.
They usually go into a community, build a very nice building, and start services. Mormon
congregations are often made up of former members of Protestant churches.

Mormon False Doctrine: Mormons want you to think they are very similar to mainline
Christian groups. They’ll use familiar words and assure you that they are Christians.
However, Mormonism has little in common with genuine Christianity. It is a dangerous
cult that is leading millions of people down the path to hell.

1. There are many gods. The gods have appointed one to be God over the earth. He has
a physical body. God was Adam. A popular Mormon saying is “As man is, God once
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was. As God is, man may become.” The god of the earth gradually attained godhood
by living a perfectly righteous life.

2. Jesus is the first of God’s many children. Jesus was a polygamist. He married Mary,
Martha and Mary Magdalene at the wedding of Cana. Jesus is the physical son of God
(Adam) and Mary. He is also the spirit brother of Lucifer. There is nothing in Jesus’
life more than what is attainable by anyone else.

3. Prior to physical birth, everyone had an existence in heaven as a spirit-child.
Everyone is born from the sexual union of God the Father with one of His wives.

4. Salvation is through faith and works.

5. Everyone will be resurrected and spend eternity either in one of three kingdoms, the
Celestial (highest—only for devout Mormons), the Terrestrial (middle—for
non-Mormon Christians), or the Telestial (for pagans). No one is truly lost or damned,
but only Mormons are truly saved. Devout Mormons will become gods themselves
and rule over and populate a planet just like Jehovah does on earth. No one can be
saved outside Mormonism. Salvation is through baptism, faith and works. There is no
eternal punishment.

Refutation of Mormon Doctrine: These ideas are so obviously unbiblical that they are
easily refuted.

1. There is only one God, not many (Isa 43:10-11, 45:21-22).

2. Adam is not God. God made Adam. God is Spirit (John 4:24). He does not have a
physical body, has no wives and is not making spirit babies in heaven.

3. Jesus is the eternal, not the physical, Son of God (Col 1:15-18). Jesus was never
married.

4. Man has no existence prior to conception.
5. Salvation is by grace through faith, not through works (Eph 2:8-9).

6. Those who trust in Christ for salvation will spend eternity with Him in heaven. Those
who reject the gospel will suffer eternal torment in hell (Matt 25:46).

Interesting Note: The Book of Mormon alleges that certain Hebrew families migrated by
boat from Israel to South America around 600 BC. These Jews multiplied over the years
and became the forefathers of the American Indians. The preface to the Book of Mormon
asserts that these Jewish immigrants were the “principal ancestors of the American
Indians.” That scenario is highly unlikely. Besides the fact that a sea-going trip from
Israel to South America has almost no chance of success, especially at that date, DNA
evidence shows that Native Americans have no genetic relationship to the Jews. The
ancestors of the Native Americans came from Asia, not Israel. Ethnic Jews carry specific
genetic characteristics which do not appear in Native American people. DNA studies
seem to disprove the basic story of the Book of Mormon.

Conclusion: The strength of the Mormon church is in the commitment of its adherents,
in the positive image projected by its dedicated young missionaries and in the healthy
family life displayed by the Mormon community. However, people who take the Bible as
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their sole authority in matters of faith and practice can readily conclude that Mormonism
is a dangerous cult that contradicts genuine Christianity in many significant ways.

Discussion:
1. Who was the founder of Mormonism? Joseph Smith
2. Who led the Mormons to Utah? Brigham Young

3. What is the book that details the lives of the Nephites and the Lamanites? The book
of Mormon

4. What makes Mormonism attractive? Family-orientation, conservative politics, good
administration, overall positive reputation, nice buildings, entertaining activities, etc.

5. How close is Mormonism to genuine Christianity? Not too close. It contradicts
historic Christian doctrine on most points. Mormonism is hostile to Christianity.
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Lesson 13: Jehovah’s Witnesses

Historical Background: Charles Taze Russell* began a Bible study group in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania in the early 1870’s. In 1879 he began publishing Zion s Watchtower to
promote his views. In 1881 Zion’s Watch Tower Tract Society was formed, and in 1884 it
was incorporated, with Russell as president. The Society’s name was later changed to
Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society. By 1909 the work had become international, and
the Society’s headquarters was moved to its present location in Brooklyn, New York.

Founder: Most students of the movement agree that Russell was a charlatan and con
man. He received no more than a 7th grade education and had no theological training.
Russell was divorced in 1913, possibly for adultery. He said that if anyone desired to
know the Bible, he must study his (Russell’s) explanatory notes called “Studies in
Scripture.” He claimed that if a person studied the Bible without them, he would remain
in darkness. The 7-volume work is still used. During one court trial he was involved in,
Russell claimed that he knew Greek, but could not even identify the letters of the Greek
alphabet. Russell made a number of embarrassing false prophecies. He said the time of
the Gentiles would be over and Christ would return on Oct 1, 1914. Later he changed the
date to 1915, then 1918. Other JW leaders dated the beginning of the kingdom at 1925,
1929, 1942, and 1975. JW’s currently believe that 1914 marked the end of the Gentile
Times and the beginning of the transition period from human rule to the Thousand Year
(Millennial) Reign of Christ.

Joseph F. Rutherford succeeded Russell as president of the group. Most of the beliefs of
the JW’s are based on the writings of Russell and Rutherford. Nathan Knorr took over in
1942, and after that came Frederick W. Franz (1977). Today the organization is led by a
Governing Body of 12 members. The Jehovah’s Witness organization currently claims
about 6.5 million members worldwide in about 98,000 congregations (Kingdom Halls).
Only about one million members live in the US.

The Name: JW’s base their name on Psalm 83:18%: “That men may know that thou,
whose name alone is JEHOVAH, art the most high over all the earth.” They are insistent
that God should be known by His real name, Jehovah (or Yahweh). Technically, the name
“Jehovah” is a combination of the Hebrew consonants for Yahweh (hwhy — sometimes
called the Tetragrammaton) and the Hebrew vowels for “Adonai” (ynda “Lord”). Devout
Jews would typically refuse to say the name “Yahweh,” substituting “Adonai” instead.
The word “Jehovah” came about as people used the consonants from one word and the
vowels from the other. Hence, “Jehovah” is technically not a Hebrew word.

Publications: Primary JW publications are Watchtower and Awake! magazines. They also
publish Studies in the Scriptures and The New World Translation of the Holy Scriptures.

47 Some people call JW’s “Russellites.” JW’s generally reject this label, however.

* Or Isaiah 43:10 — “Ye are my witnesses, saith the LORD, and my servant whom I have chosen: that ye may know and believe me,
and understand that I am he: before me there was no God formed, neither shall there be after me.”
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Today, their presses in Brooklyn, NY crank out about 100,000 books and 800,000
magazines each day.

Distinctives: JW’s emphasize the kingdom of Christ, a future time of paradise on earth.
They believe that only 144,000 will actually go to heaven (a special, elect class of people
who earn the right). JW’s are highly evangelistic, with many members spending time
going door to door passing out their literature and attempting to make converts. They
refuse to receive blood transfusions or eat anything containing blood. Any disobedient
member is disfellowshipped and considered to be dead. JW’s tend to be quite serious
about their faith and well-educated regarding what they believe. They often know their
Bible better than genuine believers do and are well-rehearsed in arguments supporting
their theology. They also tend to be quite antagonistic against “organized religion,” i.e.,
denominational Christianity.

Their “Bible”: JW’s use The New World Translation of the Holy Scripture. This
“version” (really a perversion) is an exceedingly bad translation that is biased to support
their theological opinions.

Doctrinal errors of Jehovah's Witnesses:

1. Concerning Jesus Christ: JW’s teach that Jesus is a created being, Michael the
arch-angel, the first and greatest of Jehovah’s creation®’; that He was a perfect man,
“a god,” but not essentially equal to God; and that Christ was raised from the dead as
“an immortal spirit person,” not physically. Jesus returned invisibly to earth in 1914
and is in the process of overthrowing Satan’s rule and will soon establish his
kingdom.

2. Concerning the Holy Spirit: The Holy Spirit is a force or power exerted by God, not a
personal being. JW’s reject any notion of the Trinity. The concept of the Trinity
produces a “freakish, three-headed god,” and is satanic in origin.

3. Concerning man: The human soul is mortal and may cease to exist at death. Believers
who persevere until death enter soul-sleep until the Second Coming of Christ. Human
government is under satanic control, so JW’s refuse to pledge allegiance to the nation.
Saluting any national emblem (like a flag) amounts to idolatry.

4. Concerning Salvation: Full salvation is not possible outside JW membership; 144,000
elite JW’s will reign with Christ in heaven, while the rest inhabit a perfect earth for
1,000 years. If they prove faithful, they will survive Armageddon. The faithful will
live on a perfect earth forever. One is saved through faith and obedience. Salvation is
not an event or a decision, but the result of a faithful, obedient life. Immortality is a
reward for faithfulness. If one fails to endure to the end, he will not be saved. JW
“salvation” focuses on human works and effort. “Salvation is a free gift from God. It
cannot be earned. Yet it does require effort on our part.”*

5. Concerning Hell: There is no literal hell or lake of fire. Hell and the grave are
synonymous. Unbelievers will be annihilated—this is the second death. Hell is a
doctrine from the devil. The very idea contradicts God’s love and mercy.

4 JW’s are following the age-old error of Arius, a theologian who taught that Jesus was created rather than eternal. JW’s are Arians.
50 “What Must We Do to Be Saved?” The Watchtower February 1, 1996
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Refutation of Errors:

1.

Jesus Christ is the second Person of the Trinity. He is equal with God, eternal and not
created. John 1:1 and many other passages show us that Jesus is the Second Person of
the Trinity, equal with God in essence while submissive to God in function. Jesus is
the Creator, and thus is not a created being (Col 1:16).

The Holy Spirit is a Person, not a force or influence of God (Acts 5:3-4).

Salvation is by grace, through faith, not by works (Eph 2.8-9). Salvation is
God-centered. The saved person will persevere. Those who fail to persevere were
never saved in the first place. Genuine believers are eternally secure. Unsaved man is
totally depraved and unable to contribute anything to his salvation.

Both believers and unbelievers will enjoy (or endure) conscious existence after death
prior to the resurrection (Luke 16:20f). There is a coming millennial kingdom in
which Christ will rule the earth (Isa 11:1-9; Rev 20:4-6). Unbelievers will not be
annihilated, but will spend eternity in the lake of fire (Matt 10:28; Mark 9:43-45; Rev
20:10, 15). Believers will enjoy eternity with God.

A Few Other Notes:

Most cults can be measured by their concept of a few major Christian doctrines, such
as the deity of Christ and the Trinity. Those groups which reject such essential tenets
of Christianity are clearly not Christian.

Most cults use human reason as the criterion for rejecting classic Christian ideas. That
is, the doctrines of the Trinity and the co-equality of God the Father and God the Son
don’t make sense to the (unregenerate) mind, so they must not be true. However,
human reason is not able to determine the legitimacy of God’s truth.

One of the JW’s most infamous and controversial translations is their rendering of
John 1:1 — “In the beginning was the word, and the word was with God, and the
word was a god.” However, the normal translation ... the word was God” is the best
and most accurate way to render this passage.

JW’s claim that their “Bible,” the New World Translation, is the best available
translation because it is free from “human traditionalism,” inconsistency and
unreasonableness that has characterized most other English translations. However, the
NWT is likely one of the worst, most biased, and least reliable versions available
today. It’s a perversion rather than a version.

Jesus clearly did not return to the earth in 1914 as JW’s insist that he did. In Acts
1:11, the angel said to the disciples, “This same Jesus, which is taken up from you
into heaven, shall so come in like manner as ye have seen him go into heaven.” The
Second Coming of Christ will be anything but silent and/or invisible. Also, the
millennial reign of Christ will occur immediately after Christ returns to the earth. So
the idea that Jesus is currently reigning on earth is entirely bogus.

JW’s commonly put average Christians to shame. They can quote Scriptures, trot out
surprisingly reasonable arguments, and generally cause normally solid believers to
question what they have been taught. They are bold and sure of themselves. Some
Christians are afraid to even talk to a JW for fear of being confused. This is a
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disgraceful state of affairs. True believers with the genuine knowledge of God should
not be afraid of any cultist. The better you know the Bible and orthodox Christian
theology, the better you will be able to both defend legitimate Christianity and prove
the cultist wrong.

Conclusion: The Jehovah’s Witness faith is pseudo-Christianity. It uses much of the
same language, but contradicts many primary points of Christian theology. It is a
dangerous cult in that it reaches many with its false gospel and deceives them into
believing that they are genuine Christians.

Discussion:

1. Who was the founder of the Jehovah’s Witnesses? Charles Russell. Sometimes JW's
are called “Russellites.”

2. Where to JW’s worship? Kingdom Halls

3. What is the primary emphasis in JW theology? The millennial kingdom reign of
Christ.

4. How is one saved under the JW system? Faith plus works plus enduring until the
end.

5. How do we know that Jesus is not a created being? Jesus is the creator (Jn 1:2) and
he'’s eternal (Mic 5:2; Jn 1:1).

6. How do we know that Jesus did not return to earth in 1914? He will return visibly
and bodily, as he departed. That has not happened yet.

7. Why do some JW’s refuse to salute the American flag? They see such as idolatry.
They see human government as under Satan s control, and thus refuse allegiance to
any particular country. Oddly enough, there are many JW's in the US military.

8. How can people who read the Bible so much be blind to its truth? 1.) They use a
faulty/perverted translation, so they don t know what the Bible really says; 2.) They
are unregenerated and hence cannot understand spiritual truth (1 Cor 2:14).
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Lesson 14: Islam

[Note to teacher: this lesson could easily take two class periods]

We will conclude our study in apologetics by examining one of the fastest growing and
most influential non-Christian religions today, Islam. Followers of Islam are Muslims or
Mohammedans. Islam has much in common with Christianity and Judaism. All three
originated with Abraham, recognize one God (monotheistic), are centered in the Middle
East, and emphasize similar moral principles. Thus, some see Muslims, Jews and
Christians as different branches of the same tree. There are even some within
Christendom who suggest that sincere Muslims do not need to hear the Gospel because
God accepts all sincere people of faith. However, Islam and Christianity are contradictory
on many points. Christians should develop a basic understanding of Islam so that they’ll
be able to both defend Christianity from Muslim claims and effectively point Muslims to
Christ.

Background:’' The word Islam means peace by submission and obedience to the will and
commandments of God (Allah). It is also understood to mean total peace that comes from
surrender to the will of God Almighty. The word “Islam” should be pronounced with a
“ss” (Islam) sound rather than a “z” sound (Izlam).

Islam arose in the deserts of Arabia near the city of Mecca. Mecca was an important
commercial city and also a shrine city. In it is the Ka’aba, “the cube,” a building
traditionally thought of as a worship center built by Abraham and Ishmael. Although the
Arabs recognized Allah as the supreme God, he was not the only god they worshipped.
The Ka’aba was full of images of other gods and goddesses. The Arabs at the time of
Muhammad were thoroughly pagan.

The shrine at Mecca was an important element in Arab culture when the father of the
faith, Muhammad ibnu Abdillah, was born around 570 AD. He earned his living as a
trader and was known by his people as al-amin (the trustworthy one). By the time he was
twenty-five, Muhammad had become well known in the city for his integrity and
kindness. When Muhammad reached the age of 40, the angel Jibril (Gabriel) supposedly
came to him with revelations that established Muhammad as a prophet. He first instructed
his immediate family in Islam, including his wife Khadija and their six children. But
eventually it was revealed to him that he should begin delivering the message to all of
mankind. For the next 20 years, he communicated the message of Allah to his people, and
set an example for how each human being should lead his life. Muhammad died on June
8,632 AD.

According to Muslim tradition, the angel Gabriel visited Muhammad as commanded by
Allah revealing Ayat (meaning signs, loosely referred to as verses) in Arabic over a
period of twenty-three years. The revelations that he received were sometimes a few
verses, a part of a chapter or the whole chapter. The revealed verses were recorded on a
variety of available materials (leather, palm leaves, bark, and shoulder bones of animals),
memorized as soon as they were revealed, and were recited in daily prayers by Muslims.
All the revealed verses were compiled in the book known as Qur’an (Koran). The Qur’an
speaks in the first person as Allah’s commandments to His creation. Gabriel also visited

3! Much of this history taken from Biography of Prophet Muhammad by Dr. A. Zahoor and Dr. Z. Haq © 1990, 1997, 1998
(http://users.erols.com/zenithco/muhammad.html)
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the Prophet throughout his mission informing and teaching him of events and strategy as
needed to help in the completion of the prophetic mission. The Prophet’s sayings, actions,
and approvals are recorded separately in collections known as Hadith.

The mission of Muhammad was to restore the worship of the One True God, the creator
and sustainer of the universe, as taught by Prophet Ibrahim (Abraham) and all Prophets of
God, and to demonstrate and complete the laws of moral, ethical, legal, and social
conduct and all other matters of significance for the humanity at large. A/most sounds
like Mormonism—an angel appears to Joe Smith telling him to restore true worship.

The first few people who followed this message were Mohammed’s cousin Ali, his
servant Zayd ibn Harithah, his friend Abu Bakr and his wife and daughters. At first, the
Muslims were a small, persecuted group within their community. They endured insults
and hostility from all sides, engaged in battles with opposing warlords, and even had to
leave the area temporarily. Eventually, however, Muhammad and his followers became
more influential. Several prominent Arab leaders converted to Islam, as did the people in
many communities. Muslims carried the message of Islam wherever they went, and
within ninety years the teachings of Islam reached Spain, North Africa, the Caucasus,
northwest China and India.

Today, there may be 6 to 8 million Muslims in North America, over 30 million in
Western Europe, and 50 to 60 million in different parts of the Republics that were once a
part of Soviet Union. Significant Muslim minorities live in the Far East and in Eastern
Europe. Islam prevails in countries like Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia,
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Turkey, Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria, Indonesia, Malaysia, Sudan,
Lebanon, etc.

Beliefs:

Islam is a complete way of life. It embraces the spiritual, social, moral, economic and

cultural life of its followers, as well as their belief in God. It is concerned with the total

person, and all acts receive their justification and direction from the teaching that is
embodied in Qur’an. Unlike in the US where one s religion is often separate from the rest
of his life.

e God: As noted above, Muslims are monotheists, believing in only one God, Allah.
Allah is the proper name (not a title) in Arabic for the one and only God, the creator
and sustainer of the universe. Muslims believe this is the same God the Christians and
the Jews worship. Allah does not have any associate or partner, and he does not beget
nor was He begotten. Islam proclaims that God is infinitely beyond anything that the
human mind or senses can grasp or comprehend, imagine or explain. He is the
originator and the fashioner of the whole universe and all of its perfect systems,
which he sustains according to his infinitely wise plans and laws. Islam proclaims that
God alone is divine and no one else shares his divinity.*

e Muhammad (“the Prophet”): He was the last and greatest of God’s prophets. All
sincere Muslims try to follow the Qur’an and the Prophet’s example to minute details.

e Other religions: Muslims have respect for other “people of the book,” that is, Jews
and Christians. The Qur’an mentions four previously revealed Scriptures: Suhoof

52 An Introduction to Islam Mohammad 1. Hussain, M.D.
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(Pages) of Ibrahim (Abraham), Taurat (‘Torah’) as revealed to Prophet Moses, Zuboor
(‘Psalms’) as revealed to Prophet David, and Injeel (‘Evangel’) as revealed to Prophet
Jesus. Islam requires belief in all prophets and in all original, non-corrupted
scriptures.

e Scriptures: The Muslim teaching is that Islam as a religion has been practiced by the
righteous since the creation of mankind and that all the prophets of God preached the
same message. Many prophets were given scriptures to guide their nations and
communities. Muslims believe that the last revealed scripture is the Holy Qur’an, and
it is the only revealed scripture that has not been corrupted by human additions or
deletions since its revelation 1400 years ago.

The Qur’an has 114 chapters that vary in length from four to 286 verses and it
contains about 78,000 words. The Qur’an is believed to be the word of God, spoken
through the angel Gabriel and recorded by Prophet Mohammad as God willed it to be.
The Qur’an regulates every phase of the Islamic law, religious practice, culture and
morals.

Another body of Islamic literature is called The Hadees (or Hadith). There are six
such collections and each collection has multiple volumes. The Hadees, or The
Traditions, is a recording of the actions, words, and deeds of Prophet Mohammad. For
instance, the Qur’an commands that the Muslims should pray and worship, and pay
charity; the Hadees explains the method of prayer, worship and the acts of charity.
The Hadees and the Qur’an are complimentary, but the source of all the principles is
the Qur’an.

e The Prophets: The Qur’an states that God sent a guide to every community, nation or
tribe of people, and it mentions the names of many of them, such as Noah, Abraham,
Moses and Jesus. According to the Qur’an, Adam was the first prophet and from
Abraham came a long line of prophets through his two sons, Ishmael and Isaac.
Ishmael was the forefather of the Arab people and thus of Prophet Mohammad, and,
from Isaac descended a number of prophets, including his son Jacob, grandson
Joseph, Moses, David, Solomon, John the Baptist and Jesus. The Qur’an tells that
Moses, David and Jesus were given written scriptures by God, and only scattered
portions of the originals remain today.

Islam teaches that Jesus was one in the line of prophets sent to the children of Israel.
He brought the message that reiterated the need of submission to God Almighty and
obedience to God’s law as had been given to Moses. The Qur’an states that Jesus was
a human being, who delivered the message of one-ness of God and taught that God
should be worshipped.” Jesus was the greatest prophet other than Mohammad.
Muslims believe that Jesus did not die on the cross. God performed a miracle and
delivered him from the hands of his enemies.

e Morality: Islam emphasizes social justice, mercy, charity, and generosity. The duty of
each person is to work out his or her own destiny, and each is responsible for his or
her own actions.

53 Hussain
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e Doctrine: Islam is not a doctrinally driven religion. The focus is on faithfulness to
Allah and to Muhammad as the Prophet, but beyond that, individual belief varies
significantly.

e Salvation: there will be a day of judgment and accountability with resurrection, at
which time, those subservient to the will of God will be rewarded and those who
failed to observe their obligations will be punished. An average Muslim believes that
God gives life and death and that death may come at any time; thus, every one should
try to earn the pleasure of God through good deeds. With this perception, a Muslim
has to live a virtuous life all the time. Thus salvation is by works.

e Worship: Muslims believe in Five Acts of Worship:

v/ Declaration of Faith — Declaration of faith is the first act of worship when it is
done with full sense of sincerity and commitment. The declaration that “There is
no other God but One God (Allah) and Mohammad is His Messenger and
servant” is the simple statement that makes a person a Muslim and is required to
be said once in one’s life time with full conviction and understanding. In practice
Muslims may say it several times a day.

v/ The Prayer (Salat) — The prescribed prayer is the most visible act of worship.
Prayer is to be offered five times a day (at the break of dawn, at noon,
mid-afternoon, at sunset and at dusk after dark).

v’ Fasting (Saum) — Muslims fast in the month of Ramadan every year from the
break of dawn till sun set. In addition to physical fasting, Ramadan is the month
of spiritual activity at a heightened level.

v Charity (Zakat) — In simple terms, the rich and the well-to-do are obligated to pay
charity to help the needy. This obligatory tax is paid out of all assets that the
individual possesses at the end of every year, above and beyond the individual’s
personal and family needs. It is calculated at a fixed rate of two and one half
percent per year.

v Pilgrimage (Haj) — A trip to Mecca is an essential duty that all Muslims should
attempt at least once in a lifetime. Only those people are required to go for Haj
who are in good health and have the means to travel to Saudi Arabia. The person
who travels to Mecca and carries out the prayers and procedures in and around the
grand mosque of Ka’aba at the time of Haj is called Haji (the pilgrim). Every year
more than 1.5 million Muslims from all parts of the world perform Haj at Ka’aba.

What about jihad? Although jihad is not considered one of the five pillars, it is still an
essential concept in Islam. The word literally means “strive, struggle, fight.” In the
Muslim sense, it has a wide range of meanings, anywhere from inner, personal
struggle for greater piety or to overcome evil (“greater jihad”) to political or military
struggle to defend or expand the Muslim world (“lesser jithad”). We often associate
the term with “holy war,” armed conflict Muslims conduct against “infidels”
(non-Muslims). A person who engages in any form of jihad can be called a mujahid
(plural: mujahidin, Arabic for striver, struggler). Such a person might engage in
fighting as a military struggle for religious reasons, or for example, struggle to
memorize the Qur’an. Extremists/radicals/terrorists have used the concept of jihad as
a pretext for armed conflict against infidels, or even against other Muslims, in the
name of Allah. Some Muslim traditions teach that those killed in the pursuit of jihad
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will receive great rewards in heaven. “Shahada,” or Death for Allah, promises
rewards including the enjoyment of 72 “dark-eyed virgins” in Paradise. The only
certain way of getting to Paradise is to die in jihad.

Whats the Difference?

It should be obvious that Islam is a force to be reckoned with, a highly influential and
growing religion with many millions of adherents. In the U.S., Islam is growing very

quickly through immigration of Muslim believers and conversion of non-Muslims to

Islam. How should Christians respond to these challenges?

Christians should recognize that Christianity and Islam are incompatible as sources of
truth. Christianity and Islam contradict each other on many points.

Some suggest that Muslims are indeed worshipping the correct God, but are just mistaken
in their concept of Him. But there are many distinctions between Allah and Yahweh

Elohim (the LORD God): *

Islam

Christianity

Allah is an absolute unity, without partner
Or peer.

God is a Trinity (or tri-unity). God
eternally exists within the three Persons of
the Trinity: the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

Allah claims to be a schemer, the author of
evil and deception.

God neither is tempted by sin nor does He
tempt anyone to sin.

Allah frequently changes his mind and
substitutes one revelation for another.

God’s character and purposes are eternal
and unchangeable (immutable).

Allah presides over a paradise of sensual
pleasure (72 virgins, etc).

Holy worship, contentment and joy
characterize God’s heaven.

Allah has no children. A Muslim would
never claim Allah as his father. Men are
servants of Allah, but enjoy no close
personal relationship.

God claims to be a Father to His people.
God invites men to come to him and enjoy
close personal fellowship.

Allah rarely expresses love for anyone.
Allah does not love those who don’t love
him.

God frequently expresses His love for all
people, those who serve Him as well as
those who don’t.

Allah is utterly unknowable. He does not
reveal himself to anyone in any way. Allah
reveals only his will.

God cannot be fully known, but He can be
truly known. God reveals both Himself and
His will. The most outstanding revelation
of God is Jesus Christ.

Allah is the personal name for God.

The Bible says God’s name is Yahweh.

% Sam Shamoun, Is Allah The God Of Bible?

and Qur’an: A Study In Contrasts http://www.answering-islam. org/God/ character.html

and The Character of God in Bible
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Allah is essentially one of the pagan gods
of the Arabs whom Muhammad chose and
exalted to a high position.

God chose Abraham and revealed Himself
as the one and only God. The worship of
Yahweh did not evolve from polytheism.

Muslims claim to respect the Christian Scriptures, but in reality they deny the Bible
and Christian theology. Muslims claim that the Christian Bible has been corrupted
over the years and is no longer reliable. Christians obviously disagree. There is no
reason to believe any part of the Bible is corrupt or invalid. The Qur’an is guilty of
verifiable historical errors, unlike the Bible.

Muslims claim to respect Jesus as a most important prophet. However, they are far
more devoted to Muhammad than to Jesus. Islam teaches that Jesus was a great man,
but not equal with God and certainly not worthy of worship. They don’t even believe
that Jesus died on the cross, teaching that Allah would never let his prophet die such a
dishonorable death. Thus Muslim teaching directly contradicts biblical teaching and
historic Christian theology.

Islam teaches salvation by good works. Muslims must both believe in Muhammad
and Allah, as well as perform good works in the hopes of earning a place in paradise.
Muslims hope to accumulate enough good works to outweigh their bad works. They
can never be sure if they are acceptable to Allah, whether they’ll go to heaven or hell.
Christianity teaches that salvation is through faith based on God’s unconditional
grace. Those who are saved may be confident that God accepts them on the basis of
Christ’s death for them.

Islam teaches that man is weak, sinful and ignorant, but not spiritually dead. Man
needs a teacher and guide, not a savior. Man is fully capable by his own will and
efforts of pleasing God. In contrast, the Bible teaches that man is incapable of saving
himself. Man is dead in sin, unable and unwilling to please God, in need of a new
heart, not just a shove in the right direction.

Some Muslim practices and doctrines give evidence of Islam’s pagan roots. For
example, Muslims believe that the black stone meteorite in the Ka’aba was originally
crystal clear but became pitch-black through taking the sins of the Muslims who kiss
it. Any form of veneration of a dead stone—especially to the extent of bowing down
and kissing the stone—can only be identified with pagan idolatry rather than pure
monotheistic worship.

A Note about radical Islam (“Islamo-radicals, Islamo-fascists™):

Some assert that militant, radical, “extreme” Muslims are not following the true faith but
are corrupting a peaceful, tolerant religion. However, from its very inception, Islam
expanded throughout the Middle-East and Africa due to the correct understanding of its
followers, that the Dar al-Islam (“the house of Islam™°) must extend to all the corners of

5 Dar al-Islam (Arabic: literally “house of submission™) is a term used to refer to those lands under Muslim government(s) or where
Muslims are free to practice their faith. In the conservative tradition of Islam, the world is divided into two components: dar al-Islam

and dar al-Harb, the “house of war.”
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the earth, and that this expansion is to be achieved by fighting and conquering the forces
of unbelief. Far from getting it wrong, groups like the Iranian Revolutionaries, the
Taliban, and Al Qaeda understood the message of Muhammad far better than most of
their modern brethren. Christians shouldn’t believe for a moment the ridiculous line the
media is currently preaching regarding Islam being a noble religion of peace and
tolerance. Islam is by nature a militant religion that cannot ultimately allow for the
existence of opposition.*® There is every reason to believe that the radicals are seeking
and will use WMD—chemical, biological and/or nuclear.

Note the Quote: “To those who doubt, to those who ask is it possible, or those who do
not believe, I say accomplishment of a world without America and Israel is both possible
and feasible.” Iranian dictator Ahmadinejad

Conclusion: If there is indeed only one God, there can only be one true religion, one
faith that alone can give men access to the presence, knowledge and favor of God. That
religion is Christianity, not Islam. While Islam has some things in common with
Christianity, it is clearly not compatible with Christianity. Muslims worship a different
god, seek salvation through different means, and believe different scriptures.

The best approach to Muslims is one of understanding, love and respect. Christians who
“blast away” at Islam will likely be highly ineffective witnesses. But those who display
great patience and kindness will find Muslims eager to discuss spiritual matters.

The Qur’an says:

You will find those who are nearest in love to [Muslims] to be those who say, “We
are Christians” because among them are men devoted to learning and self-denial,
and they are not arrogant.

Christians should always be “nearest in love” to Muslims and everyone else they come
into contact with. An attitude of caring and concern for their well-being, both temporally
and eternally, should be the overriding factor in our dealings with all men.”’

Discussion:

1. Who is the father of Islam? Muhammad ibnu Abdillah

2. Where and when did Islam arise? Around 600 AD in what is now Saudi Arabia
3. What is the name of the shrine at Mecca? Ka’aba

4. What is the Muslim book of scripture called? The Qur’an (Koran)

5. TorF Muslims believe Allah is the same God that Christians and Jews worship.
6. What do Muslims think about Jesus? They revere Him as a great prophet and

teacher, second only to Muhammad, but not as equal with God or worthy of worship.
They don t believe He died or rose again.

7. What do Muslims teach about salvation? One is saved by good works. One must
accumulate more good works than bad.

% Andrew Webb
37 John Gilchrist Our Approach to Islam: Charity or Militancy? http://www.answering-islam.org/Gilchrist/charity.html#3
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8. What is the Declaration of Faith? “There is no other God but One God (Allah) and
Mohammad is His Messenger and servant”

9. What do Muslims think of the Bible? They claim to respect the Christian Scriptures,
but in reality they deny the Bible, both Old and New Testaments. Muslims claim that
the Christian Bible has been corrupted over the years and is no longer reliable.

10. Are Muslims saved? No;, if one is a genuine Muslim, he denies the Bible, the deity of
Christ, the sacrificial death of Christ, the resurrection, the character of God, and
many other cardinal doctrines of Christianity. They claim to respect Christianity and
see it as a true religion, but they essentially reject Christian doctrine.
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Additional Material

A Primer on Presuppositional Apologetics™®

Christian apologetics is the discipline or practice of defending and commending Christianity.
Christianity as a worldview competes with a host of other worldviews to accurately represent
things as they are. Imagine with me a Christian engaging a non-Christian in apologetics. By what
criteria will he judge the arguments? Ah, but here is the kicker: The debate is about the criteria
themselves.

How so? When a Christian engages a non-Christian, each makes a claim about ultimate
reality—the way things really are. Now the way things really are affects the way people can
know things. (Philosophy says that your ontology [philosophy of what is] has implications for
your epistemology [philosophy of how we know what is].) The Christian derives his ontology
and epistemology from biblical and systematic theology; the non-Christian derives his from
somewhere else—if an atheist, perhaps from his own experience filtered through his own reason.
The Christian and the non-Christian, because they have different ontologies and epistemologies,
hold very different ideas about what is scientifically possible, morally just, or rationally
plausible. (For instance, the vicarious atonement is morally repugnant to unbelievers, cf. 1 Cor.
1:18-24.) Worldviews clash over ultimate issues, including what categories best sort data and
what criteria best judge arguments. Christianity tells us that even more is at stake—namely, how
we may be right with God.

Recognizing this conundrum, some apologists attempt to lead unbelievers to Christianity over
so-called neutral ground, to appeal to assumptions and criteria “common’ to both the Christian
and the non-Christian. A school of apologetics called presuppositionalism, however, has
disagreed with that methodology. Presuppositionalism asserts that by assuming that the believer
and unbeliever have criteria in common—that there is neutral data out there they both may
properly use—the apologist has already sold the farm (at least, implicitly).

I advocate presuppositional apologetics. I assume my audience shares my commitment to glorify
God in all things and to recognize the Lordship of Christ in every endeavor (1 Cor. 10:31; 2 Cor.
10:4-5; 1 Pet. 3:15). I do not assume that anyone who opts for a different apologetic
methodology from me is somehow deficient in his religious affections, nor do I deny the
valuable contribution non-presuppositional apologists have made to Christian scholarship or to
kingdom service. I hope to provoke to love and to good works, and to advocate a method of
apologetics that [ believe is consistent with what Scripture reveals. First, I will summarize
pertinent areas of systematic theology. Second, I will draw implications from theology for
philosophy and apologetics. Finally, I will outline a rough strategy of presuppositional
apologetics.

Theology

¥ Mike Osborne, B.A. in Bible and an M.A. in Church History from Bob Jones University.
http://www.sharperiron.org/2006/06/13/a-primer-on-presuppositional-apologetics/, accessed June 2006.
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The Bible tells us that God is triune, personal, purposeful, eternal, omniscient, sovereign,
self-contained, self-sufficient, both transcendent and immanent. He is the unique Creator. When
we say that God is self-contained and self-sufficient (in theology, His aseity, cf. John 5:26; Acts
17:25), we imply that there was a time when the Trinity was all that was (Ex. 3:13—15; Ps. 90:2),
presumably enjoying one another’s infinite love (John 17:5, 26; 1 John 4:8). When we say God is
self-contained and self-sufficient, we also imply that God looks to nothing outside Himself for
self-definition. He does not exist within a larger metaphysical matrix (Isa. 43:10; 44:6-8;
45:21-22). Furthermore, He knows Himself perfectly. The Spirit searches “the deep things of
God” (1 Cor. 2:10). God is perfectly satisfied with Himself. He knows everything about Himself,
and He knows how all of that “everything” relates to the rest of that “everything.” (I speak as a
fool.) Since He knows Himself and all the interrelations exhaustively, His knowledge is of
unique and infinite quality: no creature could ever attain to that unique and infinite quality of
knowledge. It is not just a very big quantity of knowledge; it’s on a different level (Isa. 55:8-9).
When God created the world, He created it according to His own perfect knowledge and plan.
God’s knowledge and God’s plan are mutually inclusive: All that He has planned He knows
about, and all that He knows about He knows by virtue of the fact that He planned it (Ps. 104:24;
Dan. 4:35; Isa 46:10; Heb. 1:3). The Creator is distinct from His creation.

The Bible says that this God has revealed Himself. There are two basic categories of revelation:
general (to all men generally) and special (to some men in particular). When God reveals
Himself, He is successful in His purposes (Isa. 55:11). Now general revelation and special
revelation have different purposes, but both kinds of revelation are necessary. They work
together, the one helping to interpret the other. Reformation theology teaches that with respect to
His purposes, God’s revelation is authoritative, sufficient, and clear—and ultimately necessary
for our existence (Job 23:12; Ps. 19, 119; Prov. 29:18; Isa. 46:10; Amos 8:11; Matt. 5:17-18;
16:1-4; John 10:35; Rom. 1; 2 Tim. 3:15; Titus 1:2; Heb. 6:13).

As Francis Schaeffer put it, God is there, and He is not silent. But who is listening? What of man
and his capacity to receive God’s self-revelation? The Bible tells us that God created man to bear
God’s image and to act as a vice regent in creation. Man is rational, emotional, spiritual, moral,
creative, relational, and so forth. Even in the garden, as a creature, man was finite. Unique
among creatures, but still not the Creator. Genesis describes the Fall from this innocence into sin:
Eve’s rejecting God’s word for Satan’s, and the subsequent tragic trajectory of a fallen
civilization. Now man was not simply finite; now He was sinful, too. He never could have
attained to God’s knowledge, but now His understanding was distorted, too. The Fall had noetic
effects (effects on man’s knowledge). Fallen man instinctively rejects God’s truth to the point of
blind self-deception because God’s truth condemns him (Jer. 17:9; Rom. 1:18; Rom. 8:7; 1 Cor.
2:14; 2 Cor. 4:4; 2 Pet. 3:5).

In short, because fallen man does not fear God, he has forfeited true wisdom and knowledge
(Prov. 1:7; 9:10). Because He is separated from God (Isa. 59:1-2) and rejects Christ, He does not
know where “all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge” are tucked away (Col. 2:2-3). Only
with salvation can fallen man’s mind be renewed (Rom. 12:1-2; Eph. 4:22-24; Col. 3:10).
Implications for Philosophy and Apologetics (a Grocery List)
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First, because of who He is, God Himself is the standard of what makes right right and wrong
wrong, of what is possible and what is impossible. Because of who He is, only such a Being is
qualified to speak authoritatively and interpret the facts of existence for us. The laws of the
universe obey Him, not vice versa. Because nothing is beyond His knowledge or control, nothing
could trip Him up or cause Him to err; we can trust His Word (Heb. 6:13). Only such a sure word
can serve as a proper foundation for knowledge. As I said above, our ontology determines our
epistemology. Christian ontology is about an infinite-personal God who speaks; and Christian
epistemology says that no one has access to sure knowledge unless he receives it from the God
who speaks.

Second, Christianity’s most basic distinction is the Creator-creature distinction. God is God;
everything else is not God. That’s easy to say but hard for sinners to accept. We keep trying to
ascend to God or to bring Him down to chum around benignly among us.

Third, God’s revelation is, objectively speaking, plain enough for all to see what He’s saying. He
says that even the lost people “know” Him, although they lie like crazy and tell us the data are
too ambiguous to be sure (Rom. 1). IT technicians have a name for a similar problem: “Error Is
Between Keyboard and Chair.” There are no bugs in God’s program. The error is not with Him.
The unbeliever is in a pickle: He has rejected God and His Word and must fend for himself in a
universe that cries out to him that he is justly condemned (Rom. 1). The data are anything but
ambiguous; God regards them as objectively certain. The unbeliever persists in finding out by
himself. He is a God wannabe.

Fourth, all human knowledge is either an obedient or a disobedient response to God’s revelation.
Even in the garden, Adam and Eve did not generate their own knowledge: They received
revelation from God, and their own minds constructed an interpretive model (in their own
creaturely way) of what God had said. To this day, human knowledge is a construction based on
what God has said. Some receive God’s Word obediently; some plunder it for their own
purposes. Obviously, unbelievers recognize certain data about the universe; the problem is, they
try to plug that data into a worldview that is ultimately false, and hence a worldview that cannot
account for the data.

Fifth, there is an antithesis in the way a believer or an unbeliever receives God’s knowledge. Yes,
they look at the same data in creation. Yes, they look at the same printed Bible. But they do not
make the same ultimate assumptions. The unbeliever assumes that he does not need God; the
believer knows that he does. One is a covenant breaker, the other a covenant keeper. Here’s the
crux: The unbeliever asserts that he does not need God, but this is a self-destructive assertion
(see below).

Finally, Christianity is one coherent unit. Christianity is not bare theism with a Messiah tacked
on. Both in reality and on paper, God is a Trinity, the Second Person of which entered into
space-time history and took on a human nature to redeem mankind who had sinned grievously
against Him and had become hopelessly lost. Both in reality and on paper, all of those events and
propositions are inextricably linked. God, Christ, the Spirit, Scriptures, sin, salvation—the sinner
needs to know the basics of each to have a proper understanding of how to be saved.
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Furthermore, to defend bare theism (even provisionally) without Christ is to defend a god who
isn’t there; it is to defend a human construction, an idol.

How to “Do” Presuppositional Apologetics

Which apologetic method is most consistent with Christian theology? How do we go about doing
apologetics, defending Christianity, without (1) leaping into irrational fideism or (2) selling the
farm and being inconsistent with everything Christianity tells us?

First, point out to the unbeliever his own creatureliness. He cannot know everything. The
implications of our creatureliness are that there will always be something outside the realm of
our experience and/or beyond our reasoning. How can we know for sure that anything we
presently think is true, if there is the possibility that something “out there” could potentially
overturn all our prior ideas? Well, we have to take it on faith. All knowledge involves a certain
amount of faith.

Second, point out to the unbeliever that we all reason somewhat circularly. There are certain
presuppositions (hence the name presuppositionalism that everyone holds on faith, consciously
or unconsciously. We all have grids to interpret the data; these grids are fashioned according to
our own presuppositions and, if truth be told, predilections.

Third, point out his sin or his anti-Christian assumptions. He has assumed there is no God who
can speak as God has spoken.

Fourth, point out the self-destructive nature of these assumptions. He has built an
epistemological house on the sand. When the rains of existence come down, his house won’t
stand. He has claimed the right to judge the rationality, possibility, and morality of things; but
apart from God, he cannot make any of his claims “stick” beyond his own subjective state. He
cannot explain rationality itself. Why do the laws of logic seem to work? Who says so? Why do
we all have moral ideas about right and wrong and the desire to impose them? Why do we expect
nature to act uniformly? The unbeliever cannot provide a satisfactory explanation for the why of
the most basic “laws,” the very criteria he wants to impose. He has to admit that either he made
them up or that he accepts them on the authority of other finite creatures. The believer, however,
asserts that God has spoken to us, that deep down we know this, and that God has explained
these most basic laws and criteria. God has not told us everything there is to know, but He has
told us enough with which to navigate existence.

Practically speaking, the believer seeks to deconstruct the unbeliever’s worldview, showing how
the unbeliever has nothing to stand on. The believer has at his disposal every datum of the
universe—even things as “unlikely” as evil and suffering—because Christianity provides the
only satisfactory explanation for this data. He need not fear anything the unbeliever might throw
at him; the very fact that the unbeliever can protest against God is a witness to the war between
the seed of the woman and the seed of the serpent. When the unbeliever uses logic against
Christianity, he implicitly acknowledges a God who grants us logic. This is “Judo” apologetics:
Unbelievers’ energy is used against them.
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In short, the Christian must assert that Christianity is the only satisfactory worldview. All else is
impossible. Any other claim is too small.
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A PRESUPPOSITIONAL APOLOGETIC APPLIED TO ISLAM’S
TEACHING REGARDING GOD AND SALVATION

A Paper Presented to Central Baptist Theological Seminary

By Bradley G. Anderson, 15 April 2005

Introduction

One and a third billion people subscribe to the following assertion: “There is no other
God but Allah and Mohammed is His Messenger and servant.” This confession is often the
first sentence Muslim parents whisper to a newborn, and the last words a Muslim hears on his
deathbed. When said with full conviction and understanding at least once in one’s lifetime, this
simple declaration is all that is required to make one a Muslim. Islam is growing quickly and is
currently the world’s second largest religion, behind only Christianity.

Islam has much in common with Christianity and Judaism. All three consider Abraham
their progenitor, recognize only one God, emphasize similar moral principles, and stem from the
Middle East. Thus, some see Muslims, Jews, and Christians as different branches of the same
tree. Some within Christendom even suggest that sincere Muslims do not need to hear the
gospel because God accepts all people who sincerely seek him. Islam and Christianity, however,
are irreconcilable on many points. Christians should develop a basic understanding of Islam so
they will be able to defend Christianity from Muslim claims and effectively point Muslims to
Christ. A presuppositional Christian apologetic will be employed to compare and contrast
Muslim views on God and salvation with biblical teachings. Both offensive and defensive
apologetic elements will be applied in the course of the argument, under the assumption that the
reader has a basic knowledge of Islam.

An Apologetic Approach

Christians share some common views with Muslims—monotheism, adherence to
standards of morality, belief in an afterlife, and commitment to an authoritative book. In
approaching Muslims, therefore, Christians need not argue for the existence of God or
undermine the conclusions of secularism as they might do when dealing with atheists. The basis
on which the apologetic “game” must be played is the sacred writings of each group. Christians
must assert the authority of the Bible and undermine the claims of the Qur’an. One could begin
an apologetic encounter by presenting all the reasons the Bible is reliable and all the reasons the
Qur’an is not. The aim of such a strategy would be to undercut the Muslim’s confidence in his
book and to engender confidence in the Christian book. Such a two-step approach would
constitute a monumental task, and few are genuinely qualified to tackle it. An apologist would
seek not only to discredit the Qur’an, but also to show that the Bible is trustworthy and qualified
to supplant it. A Christian would argue that biblical Christianity accords best with reality and
that the Qur’an contains serious flaws rendering it unreliable. The ultimate judge of which set of
sacred writings is most trustworthy in this scenario must be the human intellect. No one denies

*The composition of this statement may take various forms such as, “There is no God but God, and Mohammed is his apostle.”
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that God can use this approach to draw Muslims to himself, and many apologists find this
method fruitful, but a different approach may be even more effective.

A presuppositional strategy requires several assumptions, the first being that Muslims
have some knowledge of the true God. This does not suggest they are actually worshiping the
true God, but that residing within the heart of every human is some knowledge of the true God.
Another assumption of the presuppositional approach is that the Bible is true and authoritative.*
All men have some knowledge of God because the Bible teaches such,® but like other
non-Christians, Muslims suppress and corrupt the knowledge of God they have. A third
assumption is that “the gospel . . . is the power of God for salvation to everyone who
believes;”* therefore, conversion is the result of the Holy Spirit convincing a human soul of the
truth of the gospel. It is not primarily the result of a good argument or effectively marshaled
evidence, although such techniques may play a supporting role in the process. A fourth
assumption is that God is sovereign in the salvation of a soul.®® All the elect will certainly be
saved, because the sovereign, efficacious call of God is what ultimately unlocks the door to an
unbeliever’s heart, and not weighty, logical arguments.** The Lord must open the unbeliever’s
heart.® A fifth assumption is that the proclamation of the gospel is a necessary element in the
conversion process, because the elect will certainly be saved, but not without access to the
gospel message.®® Muslims, like everyone else, must hear the Word in order to respond to it
because “faith comes by hearing.”®” God is pleased to use the “foolishness of preaching” to save
those who believe.®® This presuppositional approach will be applied to Muslim teaching
regarding God and salvation.

A Presuppositional Approach Applied to Islam
Regarding God

When Mohammed originally entered the Ka’aba in Mecca, he found over three hundred
pagan idols. He somehow concluded that none of these idols adequately represented “the God,”
Allah. Although Arabs at that time were pagan idolaters, Mohammed, to his credit, rejected
such idolatry, perhaps because of his exposure to Christianity and Judaism. When he was about
forty years old, Mohammed claimed to have begun receiving revelations about Allah via the
angel Gabriel. Miller asserts that the “heart of the message which Mohammed received was that
there is no God but Allah, the one true God, who created heaven and earth.”® Islam is based on
the Qur’an, a compilation of these revelations, and the Hadith, traditions based on the life and
sayings of Mohammed. Because of the apparent similarities between Allah and Yahweh, many
suggest that the two are different representations of the same deity. Muslims, some claim,
although gravely mistaken in their worship, are nevertheless seeking after the true God, the God
of Abraham, Moses and Jesus.” Muslims believe they are worshipping the same God as
Christians and Jews because the Qur’an plainly as much: “We believe in what has been sent
down to us and in that which was sent down to you; our God and your God is One; and we are

“John 17:17; 1 Tim 3:15-17; 2 Pet 1:19-21.

'Rom 1:18-25.

%2Rom 1:16.

%Rom 9:15-16.

%John 6:37, 40, 10:28.

%Acts 16:14; 1 Cor 2:13-14.

%Rom 10:9-17.

®’Rom 10:17, cf. John 5:24.

1 Cor 1:21.

“William M. Miller, 4 Christian Response to Islam (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 1976), 21.
Miller, Christian Response, 75. “When Muslims worship their Creator, they are surely worshiping the true God.” Miller concedes that much of
what Muslims believe about God is incorrect.
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submitted to him.””' However, closer examination reveals that Allah is so unlike the true God of
the Bible that it is impossible to conclude that Muslims are worshiping the true and only deity.
Allah is different from the true God in a number of significant ways.

Absolute Singularity vs. Trinity

The essential natures of the God of the Bible and Allah of Islam are vastly different.
According to Miller, “Possibly the greatest theological core value of Islam is fawheed, the unity
of God. . . . The oneness of God is considered by many to be Islam’s central theological value.
Therefore the concept of the Trinity is repulsive to Muslims.””* In fact, the Qur’an denounces
Christian trinitarianism as tri-theism, the worship of three Gods.” Madany claims that “Muslim
theologians ridiculed the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, claiming that it was irrational, and had no
basis in God’s true revelation in the Qur’an.”’* Muslims strongly assert that “Allah does not
have a partner or associate, and He did not beget nor was He begotten. Unlike the word God, the
word Allah does not have a plural or gender.”” In fact, one of the greatest sins Islam can
conceive of is shirk, assigning partners to Allah. The Qur’an states: “God forgiveth not the sin
of joining other gods with Him. . . . [O]ne who joins other gods with God hath strayed far, far
away.”’® Christians, who assert the Trinity, are committing an unforgivable sin, which in the
Muslim tradition is punishable by death.

Muslims obviously misunderstand or simply reject what the Bible teaches about the
triune nature of God. For them, any hint of plurality within the Godhead amounts to polytheism.
The biblical God is a Trinitarian being Who is one God in three persons, not one God in three
Gods. Several Old Testament texts use plural pronouns to refer to God,”” and God’s name is
occasionally applied to more than one person.”® In Exodus 3:1-5, the Angel of the Lord is
equated with God and worshiped as God. While the Old Testament does not furnish a sufficient
basis for the doctrine of the Trinity, it does contain suggestions consistent with the doctrine. The
Old Testament stressed the unity of God,” and Old Testament saints were strict monotheists. It
is highly doubtful that Old Testament saints held any true Trinitarian ideas.

The revelation concerning God the Son and God the Holy Spirit had to wait until the
historical appearance of Christ and the works of the Holy Spirit. Several New Testament texts
mention the three persons of the Trinity in close proximity. At the baptism of Christ, the Son
was in the water, the Father’s voice was heard from heaven, and the Spirit appeared in the form
of a dove.*® Luke 1:32-35 mentions the Lord God, the Son of the Most High, and the Holy
Spirit. Even the baptism formula “in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit”
clearly states that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit all share the same singular “name.”®' Finally,
the apostolic benediction, “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the
fellowship of the Holy Spirit”® aligns the persons in close relationship. A multitude of texts
assert the unity and equality of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.*

"'Sura 29:46.

"Patrick O. Cate, “Islamic Values and the Gospel,” Bibliotheca Sacra 155 (1998): 357. Version 2.1b. 2000-2004.
Miller, Christian Response, 73. Cf. Sura 5:116.

"*Bassam M. Madany, “The Trinity and Christian Missions to Muslims,” Reformation and Revival 10 (2001): 120. Version 2.1b. 2000-2004.
A. Zahoor and Z. Haq, “Biography of Prophet Mohammed,” n.p. [cited 26 Mar 2002]. Online:
http://users.erols.com/zenithco/Mohammed.html.

"*Norman L. Geisler and Abdul Saleeb, Answering Islam (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2002), 20.

"Gen 1:1, 1:26; 3:22.

8Ps 110:1; Isa 48:16, 61:1.
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Matt 3:16-17.

8Matt 28:19.

822 Cor 13:14.

8John 6:27, 20:17; Heb 1:8; Titus 2:13; John 1:1, 5:23; Acts 5:3-4; Matt 28:19; 2 Cor 13:14.
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Because Muslims claim that Allah can have no partners, they reject the concept of God
having a son, especially one who is “begotten.” Like many pseudo-Christian cultists, Muslims
misunderstand the entire “only begotten Son” concept. The suggestion that God can be known
as Father is blasphemous to Muslims. In their estimation, one must engage in sexual contact
with a human female in order to be a father. Such an idea is repulsive to Muslims and is
certainly not what Christians imply when they call God their Father. That Jesus is called a
“begotten Son” does not suggest any kind of sexual relationship between God and a human
female. The biblical terms “father” and “son” do not require a physical relationship or demand
sexual activity. For example, Paul called Timothy his “son in the faith”* without implying
physical descent. The sonship of Jesus has nothing to do with physical relationships.

The term povoyevng literally means “of sole descent,” an only child, without brothers or
sisters.® The word may refer to physical descent or to a special status or position, just like Isaac
was Abraham’s “only begotten son,” even though Abraham had other sons.®® Jesus is the one
and only, special, unique, unparalleled, incomparable, dearest, or most beloved Son of God.
That alone is why he is called “the only begotten” Son. The term emphasizes the special
relationship between the Father and the Son. God has many children, but only one only begotten
Son. Muslims seem not to grasp the fact that, as Geisler notes, “[p]aternity can be understood in
more than a biological sense.”’

Although Trinitarian doctrine may be denied by Muslims and is perhaps mysterious and
confusing to average Christians, trinitarianism is orthodox biblical teaching. Monotheism and
trinitarianism are not mutually exclusive ideas. Christians are monotheists who recognize
plurality within divine unity. Muslims would be loathe to consider any faith which denies the
unity of God, and rightly so. Christians must assure them that orthodox Christianity is
monotheistic. The Father, Son, and Spirit are one.* Christians do not deny the essential unity of
God.

Wholly Other Transcendence vs. Knowable Immanence

Another significant distinction between the God of the Bible and Allah concerns a man’s
capacity to know the deity. The Qur’an presents Allah as wholly other and ultimately
unknowable. Cate asserts that Allah is “distant and impersonal, He does not have a covenant
relationship with humans. He is omnipotent, and people cannot get close to Him.”* Muslims
hold that nothing resembles Allah in any respect.”” Allah is an aloof God, unlike Yahweh, who
has promised to remain in close personal contact with his people. Geisler maintains that “Allah
does not have an essence, at least not a knowable one. . . . There is no nature or essence in
[Allah] according to which he must act.””! Because Allah has no essential nature or character, he
is capable of shifting positions. “[Allah] does not have to be merciful; he could be mean if he
wanted to be. He does not have to be loving to all; he could hate, if he chose to do so. ... In
other words, love and mercy are not of the essence of [Allah].”** The essential nature of Allah,
if there is one, is ultimately unknowable, even for sincere Muslims.

While Christians often speak of knowing God or growing in the knowledge of God,
Muslims rarely use such language. They are not interested in knowing Allah himself, only in
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submitting to his will. Thus, as Geisler notes, “the Islamic view of God involves a form of
agnosticism. . . . God’s names do not tell us anything about what God is like but only how God
has willed to act. God’s actions do not reflect God’s character.”” Muslims freely admit as much.
Muslim philosopher Abu-Hamid al-Ghazali taught that “the end result of the knowledge [for
Muslims] is their inability to know Him, and their knowledge is, in truth, that they do not know
Him and that it is absolutely impossible for them to know Him. . . . It is impossible for anyone
to really know Allah except Allah (Himself).””* Muslim intellectual Isma’il Al-Faruqui admits
that “[Allah] does not reveal Himself to anyone in any way. God reveals only His will.”*
Muslims seem to ignore the contradiction between the claim that Allah is unknowable and the
assertion that he has revealed his will. Any communication from Allah would reveal something
about his person. If Allah is truly unknowable, Muslims should not propose any statements
about him. Even the statement, “Allah is unknowable,” asserts something about Allah. On the
other hand, if descriptions of Allah are true, Muslims should not claim that he is unknowable.
Ironically, the claim that “the ultimate goal (for man) is to know God” is not foreign to Islam.”
One may seek to know Allah, but such a search will only yield frustration, because in the end,
He is unknowable.

Christians believe that they know God because God is knowable and has revealed
himself in ways the human mind can grasp.’’ Because humans reflect the image of God, they
have the capacity to know God. Christianity asserts that God has certain attributes, and these
attributes truly describe God’s nature and essence. As Erickson states, “Attributes are permanent
qualities of the entire Godhead, constituting God what He is.””® Unlike Allah, the true God will
never contradict his essential character. God has revealed not only his will, but also himself, to
mankind in the form of Jesus, who is the ultimate expression of God to man.”” God has revealed
himself via the Word of God and the Son of God. Christians maintain that God is ultimately
incomprehensible, but not that he is unknowable.

Capricious Command vs. Stable Sovereignty

Muslims and Christians disagree about the nature of God’s sovereignty. The cry
“Allahlau Akbar,” meaning “God is the greatest,” is loudly heralded from minarets throughout
the Muslim world several times a day. As Cate notes, Islam teaches that “God has complete
power and can do whatever He wants to do. He has predestined every day of each person’s
life.”'® Allah’s predestination of all things includes the unbelief of the infidel and the
wickedness of the sinner. The Dictionary of Islam says that “[ Allah] willeth also the unbelief of
the unbeliever and the irreligion of the wicked and, without that will, there would neither be
unbelief nor irreligion.”'®" Sovereignty for Muslims means that Allah may change his mind and
even commit acts that would be sinful for humans. Cate states the following:

Three times the Qur’an teaches that God deceives. These same three verses say that God

is the best deceiver (Surah 3:54; 8:30; 10:21). English translations of these verses use

words like “plot,” “plan,” or “the best planner.” But these translations do not reflect the

full meaning of the original makara. Hans Wehr’s standard Arabic dictionary says that
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makara means “deceive, delude, cheat, dupe, gull, or double-cross” and makir is defined
as “sly, cunning, or wily.”'*

Muslims worship a God who is not only unknowable, but also unpredictable. If he chose
to be hateful and inhumane, that would not contradict his essential character because he has
none. Interestingly, the Qur’an teaches that Allah is directly responsible for disasters, crimes,
and all manner of evil. Nearly twenty passages in the Qur’an teach that Allah leads men
astray.'® Yet Muslims never describe Allah as wicked or evil. But if Allah is described by his
actions, it would seem consistent to describe him as evil and wicked, as well as good. That
Allah is essentially unknowable means one can never be sure how Allah will act or what he will
do.

Christians agree with their Muslim friends that God is omnipotent and sovereign over
his creation. But the true God cannot sin or act in a way contrary to what he has revealed about
himself. The true God is no deceiver'™ and will never act inconsistently with his holy
character.'” God is not the author of sin,'* although he is capable of using the sinful actions of
evil men to achieve his own ends.'”” As Berkhof remarks, the true God is “devoid of all change,
not only in His Being, but also in His perfections, and in His purposes and promises. . . and is
free from all accession or diminution and from all growth or decay in His Being or
perfections.”® As the psalmist says, “[T]hey shall be changed: but thou art the same.”'” Jesus
Christ, the supreme revelation of God to man, is “the same yesterday, today, and forever.”!!?

Animistic Superstition vs. Confident Faith
Another notable distinction between Christianity and Islam centers on the quality of the
believer’s faith. Pagan superstition, rather than a confident trust in the goodness and power of
Allah, prevails within Islam. For example, Muslims believe that the black stone meteorite in the
Ka’aba was originally crystal clear but became pitch-black through taking the sins of the
Muslims who kiss it. Any form of veneration of a dead stone—especially to the extent of
bowing down and kissing it—can only be identified with pagan idolatry rather than pure
monotheistic worship.'!! Cate avers that “Muslims strongly believe in a personal Satan and
demons, called jinn. From the jinn come the powers of the evil eye. The fear of the evil eye, the
jinn, and curses given by those with special power can lay a heavy toll on Muslims.”''> A long
list of common Muslim superstitions could be listed. Cate mentions a few:
In children’s first years they are frequently kept very dirty, even in clean houses by clean
parents, because a clean child could attract the evil eye. No one is to compliment a baby
or a young child, because this could open the child up to being zapped by the evil eye. If
a compliment is given, then Masha Allah (‘“Praise God”) is said in order to block the
power of the evil eye from harming the child. Verses of the Qur’an are pinned to
children’s clothing to ward off the evil eye. And a kerosene light might be kept on all
night in a village home in order to keep jinn away. . . . Muslims flock to the tombs of
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saints, believing in the powers at the tomb of the dead bones of that saint to intercede or
to answer their prayers. Muslims may walk around the tomb, touch it with their hands,
and then put their hands on their face to pass the blessing from the saint onto themselves.
... Many amulets are worn to ward off the power of the evil eye and the jinn. Many
Muslims believe that some form of magical power helps them maintain equilibrium or
balance with the spirit world.'"

In one particularly absurd example of Muslim superstition, the Hadith has Mohammed saying,
“If anyone of you rouses from sleep and performs the ablution, he should wash his nose by
putting water in it and then blowing it out thrice, because Satan has stayed in the upper part of
his nose all the night.”'"* Another tradition alleges that Satan plays pranks on those who sleep
when they should be praying.'"

The Bible teaches that Satan roams the earth seeking to destroy whomever he can, but it
mentions nothing about him lodging overnight within someone’s nostril. Christians
acknowledge the power of Satan and demons, but they also recognize that such powers are
ultimately under God’s sovereign control. Christians overcome Satan and evil spirits because
God is greater than “he that is in the world.”"'® Christians can sleep sweetly and soundly,
knowing that they have nothing to fear when God is the source of their confidence and
security.''” The impersonal, distant, unknowable God of Islam does not engender confidence or
security in his followers. Christians fear no spirits, devils, jinns, or evil eyes. A spirit of fear
and timidity is replaced with “power and love and discipline.”''® As Cate suggests,

Christians should never forget that they worship a personal God, who hears and answers

prayer, who has created the world, who has all power, who has defeated Satan on the

cross, who will ultimately defeat Satan, and who can solve the problems with which any

Muslim is wrestling.'"”

True Christianity banishes superstition, while Islam is replete with it.

Regarding Salvation

In addition to their differing views regarding the nature of God, Christians and Muslims
disagree on the requirements for salvation. Like Christians, Muslims are interested in securing a
place for themselves in heaven. Muslims believe that earthly life is preparation for eternity,
either in heavenly bliss or in damnation of hell.'* The Qur’an contains many warnings
regarding the coming Judgment Day in which all will be held accountable for their faith and
actions. While Christians agree with Muslims regarding the reality of a future judgment and the
existence of heaven and hell, the two faiths differ drastically in their teachings regarding the
nature of salvation and the conditions for achieving it.

Weakness vs. Depravity
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The sinfulness of man is a significant area of disagreement between Christians and
Muslims. Islam teaches that man is weak, sinful, and ignorant, but not spiritually dead. Man
needs a teacher and guide, not a savior. Man is fully capable by his own will and efforts of
pleasing God. Kateregga asserts that “Islam does not identify with the Christian conviction that
man needs to be redeemed. The Christian belief in the redemptive sacrificial death of Christ
does not fit the Islamic view that man has always been fundamentally good, and that God loves
and forgives those who obey his will.”'*! Accordingly, man needs only a shove in the right
direction, not a total renovation of his nature or regeneration of his soul. Man’s ultimate purpose
in life is not to know God, glorify God or to enjoy him forever, but to understand Allah’s will
and become more obedient to his commands.'*

Although Muslims believe the basic outlines of the fall of man as revealed in Genesis,
they also hold that Adam’s sin did not change his nature, and that the fall did not have any
impact on succeeding generations. As Rhodes notes, Muslims believe that “Adam was the same
after the fall as he was before. He was still perfectly able to obey God.”'** Mahmoud A. Ayoub
states the following:

Islam insists, both in the Qur’an and prophetic, hadith tradition, that every human being

is born with an innate knowledge of God. This knowledge is not so much awareness or

information, rather it is a state of innocent faith, a state (fitra) of the original creation
expressed anew in every child.'*

Islam asserts that every child is born as innocent as Adam was before the fall. Muslims see
Adam’s sin as a “minor slip-up,”'® not a foundational corruption of human nature passed down
from Adam to the whole human race. Kateregga claims that “Muslims . . . do not accuse Adam
and Eve of transmitting sin and evil to the whole of mankind. The two were absolved of their
sin, and their descendants were made immune from its effect. Sin is not original, hereditary, or
inevitable.”'?* Adam made a mistake—he forgot about God’s prohibition against eating the fruit
of the tree. But he repented, God forgave him, and all was restored to a pre-fall condition.
Muslims believe that people sin, not because of a sin nature inherited from Adam, but because
of human weakness and forgetfulness. Sinners needed the prophets to supply continual
reminders of Allah’s laws. Oddly enough, the Qur’an claims that Satan reminded Adam about
the results of sin during the temptation. This tradition contradicts the Muslim teaching that
Adam simply forgot God’s command not to eat of the fruit."*” Islam recognizes that men will
sin, but those who seek to obey Allah’s will find forgiveness. Man’s heart is not utterly
depraved; it is merely distracted. Muslims do not describe salvation in terms of conversion or
deliverance from sin, but as remembering or returning.'*®

If sin is such a minor matter and so easily overcome, why do sinners merit the drastic
punishments Allah threatens against them? Allah’s extreme reaction against transgressors is
inappropriate if sin is no more than forgetfulness and distraction. Further, the Muslim view of
sin cannot account for the depths of human depravity. It is hard to believe that root of idolatry,
greed, and hatred is simple memory lapse. Reminders and appeals to return have little power to
curb the lust of the flesh and the pride of life.
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Christians believe the problem of sin is far more extensive than Muslims. The Bible
regards Adam’s iniquity as more than a trivial slip-up. By his disobedience, Adam plunged the
whole race into sin and brought the world itself into the “bondage of corruption.”'® The sin of
the one man passed down to all men."*° The Bible teaches that the one sin of the one man Adam
somehow influences the whole race. Man sins because he is sinful, and sin has penetrated every
part of every person. People are sinners by birth and by choice. Sin is rebellion against God, a
violation of his law, and failure to meet God’s standard, not merely weakness and forgetfulness.
Christianity does not identify with the Muslim idea that man is fundamentally good.

Christians believe that the solution to the sin problem is not reminders or redirection, but
total renovation. Man needs a new “heart of flesh” to replace his heart of stone.'*! Jesus came
into the world as a Second Adam to reverse the effects of the fall for believers. Those “in
Christ” are new creations'*? who have the Spirit-given capacity to turn away from sin and live
holy lives. Man’s slavery to sin has been broken; sin has no more dominion over the believer.'*?
The Christian has been justified, legally pardoned based on Christ’s substitutionary atonement.
He is no longer found guilty; his sins are forgiven, and the righteousness of Christ is imputed to
him."** God, through Christ, solves one’s sin problem judicially and gives the believer the
capacity to overcome sin practically.

Faith Plus Works vs. Repentant Faith Alone

Muslim ideas of faith and works are radically different from Christian views. Muslims
are quick to point out that their system of faith is far easier to believe and practice than the
complicated and abstract faith of Christianity. Islam has only three basic elements of faith:
belief in the oneness of God, belief in the prophecy of Mohammed, and belief in life after death.
These three are commonly expanded to include belief in Allah and his attributes, the teaching of
the prophets, the sacred books, resurrection, the angels, and Allah’s sovereign control over
everything.'*> Whoever denies any of these elements is assumed to be kafir; an unbeliever.
Islam, as popularly understood and practiced, boils down to the following simple ideas: “spread
peace, feed people food, and do some devotional practice, and you’ll enter paradise without any
trouble.”'

Islam affirms the biblical truth that “faith without works is dead,”'*” but unlike
Christianity, it holds that good works are a necessary, meritorious element of salvation. Islam
emphasizes the following “pillars” or good works that the faithful are expected to carry out and
without which salvation is impossible: confession, prayer, fasting, almsgiving, and pilgrimage
to Mecca at least once in one’s life. Some Muslims also include jikad, holy war or some other
kind of exertion for the cause of Islam.'** No salvation exists in the Muslim world apart from
practicing the pillars, described by the Arabic word ibadat, from the root “slave. Miller notes
that these pillars or works “are the services a slave renders to his Owner.”"** One American
convert to Islam found that faith attractive because it “puts the onus of salvation on the
believer.”'* On the final Judgment Day, Allah will weigh one’s good works against his evil
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works. The Qur’an states, “Then when the Trumpet is blown, . . . those whose balance (of good
deeds) is heavy—they will be successful: But those whose balance is light, will be those who
have lost their souls, in Hell will they abide.”'"!

Muslims must believe the right things and do the right things if they are to maintain any
hope of a blissful afterlife. Faith alone will not save anyone; works are also required. Many
passages from the Qur’an assert the necessity of both faith and works for salvation:

It is not righteousness that ye turn your faces towards East or West; but it is

righteousness—to believe in Allah and the Last Day, and the Angels, and the Book, and

the Messengers; to spend of your substance, out of love for Him, for your kin, for
orphans, for the needy, for the wayfarer, for those who ask, and for the ransom of slaves;
to be steadfast in prayer, and give Zakat (regular charity); to fulfill the contracts which
ye have made; and to be firm and patient, in pain (or suffering) and adversity, and
throughout all periods of panic. Such are the people of truth, the God fearing. . . . To

those who believe and do deeds of righteousness hath God promised forgiveness and a

great reward. . . . But those who believe and work righteousness—no burden do We

place on any soul, but that which it can bear—they will be Companions of the Garden,
therein to dwell (for ever). . . . As to those who believe and work righteousness, verily

We shall not suffer to perish the reward of any who do a (single) righteous deed.'*

Christianity teaches an entirely different understanding of faith. Christians believe the
Word of God,'* in which they find revealed the person and work of Christ.'** This revelation
leads to faith in Christ himself.'** Sincere, repentant faith that apprehends the proper object is
salvific; nothing else is required. If a person “has” Christ, he has eternal life."*® The object of
saving faith is the prophet—Jesus Christ. Not so in Islam. Muslims believe that Mohammed is
Allah’s prophet, but not that Mohammed is divine or that his work is the basis of salvation.
Mohammed revealed Allah’s will and set a good example, but he did not purchase salvation for
anyone other than himself. In Islam, every individual must purchase his own salvation through
faith and good works. Belief in Mohammed is not trust in him to forgive sin or provide
salvation. In contrast, Christian faith requires the believer to trust the person and work of Christ
to save him. Christ is the Savior; Mohammed never claimed to be a savior.

Further, Christianity takes a radically different view of good works than does Islam.
Biblical authors repeatedly deny the idea that works are meritorious in salvation.'”” Christians
claim to be saved by grace alone, through faith alone, while Muslims seek to merit God’s favor
through obedience. The Bible asserts that one can trust in God’s grace for salvation or seek to
earn God’s approval through good works, but not both.'*® The good works of the unregenerate,
although they are good in a sense, are nevertheless non-meritorious. Works will naturally
surface in the lives of genuine believers, but works do not aid or secure salvation for Christians.
Faith without works is dead, but so is faith that depends on works to bring salvation.

Uncertainty vs. Certainty
In spite of all its bold assertions about the requirements for salvation, Islam conveys
little certainty that the faithful will ever attain it. Because salvation in Islam is based on a

141 Sura 23:101-103.

2Qura 2:177, 5:10, 7:42, 18:30.
Rom 10:17; 1 Thess 2:13.
“4John 20:30-31; 1 Thess 4:14.
145John 12:44; Acts 16:31.

1461 John 5:12.

147Gal 2:16; Eph 2:8-9; Titus 3:5.
148Rom 11:6.



Apologetics Additional Material 92

comparison between one’s good and evil works, the typical Muslim is unsure of his eternal
destiny. For Muslims, affirming their own righteousness is presumptuous because it is
impossible for anyone to know whether his good deeds outweigh his bad deeds until Judgment
Day. When a Muslim is asked if he is a believer or if he will attain heaven, he will commonly
answer, “If it be the will of God.”' No assurance of salvation is possible for Muslims, at least
not one based on faith and good works. The only people who can be absolutely assured of
heaven are those who lose their lives fighting in a jihad, which explains why so many Muslims
are willing to give their lives in Allah’s service. Sura 3:195 states, “Those who have . . . fought
or been slain—verily I will blot out from them their iniquities, and admit them into gardens with
rivers flowing beneath.” Since the majority of Muslims do not die during jihad, they can have
no confidence of eternal life. Muslims commonly attempt to do additional good works such as
fasts, prayers, gifts to charity, and pilgrimages, in the hope of shifting the scales in their favor.
But ultimately, a blissful eternity is dependent upon the arbitrary will of Allah, and no one can
predict what Allah’s decision will be."*® One authoritative tradition suggests that Mohammed
himself was unsure of his eternal destiny."”' Like all other Muslims, even the prophet could only
hope for the best.

Unlike Muslims, Christians can be assured of their eternal destination. The Bible
repeatedly asserts that one can know he is saved.'”? One’s sense of assurance is based on biblical
promises, the presence of certain evidences, and the internal witness of the Holy Spirit. If a
believer has sincerely repented of sin and turned to Christ for forgiveness, he has fulfilled the
biblical requirements for salvation. Shortly after salvation, fruit should start appearing in the life
of a believer. This fruit, or evidence of spiritual life, may take many forms, such as obedience to
Christ’s commands, love for the brotherhood of believers, a desire to be baptized, and union
with a church. Those without such evidence have good reason to question their salvation, but
the presence of such evidence should give the believer increased confidence that he is genuinely
saved. The Holy Spirit has promised to indwell the believer and witness to him internally that he
is a child of God."> This internal witness is admittedly a subjective, personal experience and not
to be considered apart from biblical promises or the presence of evidence. If one has followed
the biblical guidelines, is experiencing the common evidences of salvation, and is enjoying the
internal witness of the Holy Spirit, he should be confident that he is saved.

Fanciful Speculation vs. Spiritual Worship

The Muslim view of existence after death differs drastically from the Christian view.
Muslims believe that at the point of death the soul of a faithful Muslim is clothed in sweet-
smelling garments, taken through the seven heavens, ushered into the presence of God, and then
returned to the physical body to wait for the future Judgment Day. The soul of the unbeliever is
wrapped with a foul-smelling garment, brought to heaven but turned away, and then is returned
to the body to wait for judgment. While in the grave, Muslims are visited by angels who
examine them regarding their faith. If a dead person claims Allah, Islam, and Mohammed, the
angels make the person comfortable and “open a window through which they can gaze at the
Garden and receive the winds and odor of Paradise.”'** Unbelievers, on the other hand, are
subject to great discomfort and feel the hot winds of hell and other torments while in the grave.
Although some Muslims reject the idea of punishments and rewards before the judgment, the
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popular viewpoint maintains both. Some believe that souls sleep, while others hold that souls
are fully conscious and active. Some suggest that the dead do not interact with the living, but
others claim that the dead speak and even visit their friends. Perhaps spirits temporarily hover
near their homes and observe how their affairs are being discharged. Departed spirits possibly
wander the earth or visit the Garden. Islam asserts no uniform teaching on the activities of the
dead at this stage, and most educated Muslims do not speculate about the exact nature and
details of the afterlife.'>
As Geisler notes, “the fact of bodily resurrection is a cornerstone of Mohammed’s early
preaching.”'*® Muslims believe that at the final judgment, the angel of death, Israfil, will blow a
trumpet, after which God will resurrect the dead. Allah will recreate each person’s body in its
original shape and will rejoin every soul to its body. All people will be called to stand before
Allah to await judgment, and this waiting period may last for a thousand years. Eventually, he
will begin judging everyone based on his deeds, intentions, and desires, which have been
recorded by two angels. Allah will employ a scale to weigh one’s good deeds against his bad.
Everyone will be forced to cross seerat, the bridge over hell. The faithful will cross quickly and
easily, while unbelievers will fail to cross and will fall into the abyss of hell. During this
process, some will implore Mohammed to intercede for them; and he will agree, allowing many
who were destined for hell to enter heaven. In fact, some who fell into hell will be released
through the prophet’s intercession. Most Muslims believe that only the musrikun, those
unbelievers who have committed the worst sins, such as impugning the unity of God, will suffer
the eternal torments of hell. Geisler condenses the Qur’an’s description of hell:
[The inhabitants] will be given a mixture of boiling water. Then shall their return be to
the (blazing) fire” (37:62-68). . . . Furthermore it has fierce “boiling hot water” (55:44),
with “a fierce blast of fire and boiling water, and in the shades of black smoke”
(56:42-43). “When they are cast therein, they will hear the (terrible) drawing in of its
breath even as it blazes forth, almost bursting with fury” (67:7-8). The people of the fire
are sighing, wailing and wretched (11:106). Their scorched skins are constantly
exchanged for new ones so that they can taste the torment anew (4:45). They drink
festering water and though death appears on all sides, they are not able to die (14:16-17).
.. . Boiling water will be poured on their heads, melting their insides as well as their
skins, and hooks of iron will drag them back should they try to escape (22:19-21)."%7

Muslims who successfully cross the bridge over hell will arrive safely in heaven, the
“Gardens of Felicity.”'*® The faithful will be given delicious drinks and are promised the
companionship of young and beautiful women. In fact, each man may have seventy-two
beautiful maidens at his disposal.'” Kripalani asserts that “Mohammed’s conception of Paradise
is well known to be materialistic and voluptuous,” a place where all physical desires may be
fully satisfied.'® Everyone will be content, peaceful and secure. The Qur’an says that the
faithful “will enjoy gentle speech, pleasant shade, and every available fruit, as well as the cool
drink and meat they desire. They will drink from a shining stream of delicious wine,” wear gold
and pearls, robes of finest silk, and be waited on by servants.'®' A tree in Paradise is so large
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that a rider can travel in its shade for a hundred years. Spectacular views of fountains, pavilions,
and rivers delight on every side.'® One tradition asserts that each man in heaven will inhabit a
hollowed-out pearl, sixty miles long, in which he will have a number of wives, none of whom
will see the others.'®® But the spiritual joys of heaven will exceed the physical pleasures of the
place. “[T]he greatest bliss is the good pleasure of God: that is the supreme felicity.”'** Muslims
differ on whether the descriptions of heaven and hell should be interpreted literally or
symbolically.

A simple description of the Muslim view of the afterlife exposes it as a weak link within
the system. Pleasant or foul-smelling garments, graveside views of heaven or hell, angelic
visitors, disembodied spirits hovering nearby, the bridge over hell, sensual delights of heaven,
barbaric descriptions of hell—many such elements were likely plagiarized from earlier religions
such as Zoroastrianism. Christians agree that heaven and hell exist, but the biblical description
of these places has little in common with the fanciful imaginations rife within Islam.

The Bible teaches that upon death the soul immediately leaves the body and eternally
resides ever after in a state of bliss or punishment. The soul does not remain in the grave with
the dead body, nor does it sleep or haunt its old neighborhood. Absent from the body, one’s soul
is “present with the Lord”'® or experiencing the just desserts of sin.'*® Christians will be judged
for their works, but their entrance into heaven is not based on this judgment. Viewpoints
regarding the eschaton differ within Christianity, but all agree that there will be a future
resurrection and judgment for the just and the unjust. The just will enjoy eternal bliss while the
wicked will suffer eternal torment. Then all things will be made new and the eternal state will
commence.'®” Noticeably absent from Christian belief are the more gruesome descriptions of
hell or the sensual and fanciful descriptions of heavenly bliss, but Christians can agree with
their Muslim friends that “the greatest bliss is the good pleasure of God.” Worship, not the
fulfillment of physical desires, will be a primary activity for those in heaven.'*® Intimate,
unbroken, perfect fellowship of believers with their Creator and Redeemer will be the ultimate
reward.

Conclusion

While Islam and Christianity share some common views, they are not compatible faiths.
Muslims worship a different God and seek salvation through different means. Allah has little in
common with the true God revealed in the Bible. God is a Trinity, not an absolute singularity.
God has revealed himself to man and is knowable, not wholly other and essentially unknowable.
God’s character and nature are stable, not arbitrary and contradictory. The Christian faith
precludes superstition rather than encouraging it. Likewise, the Christian view of salvation
differs radically from Islam. Christianity takes the problem of human sinfulness far more
seriously than does Islam, asserting that the natural man is utterly depraved, not just distracted.
Man is saved by repentant faith alone, not by faith plus works. The Christian may be confident
and secure in his salvation, while even a sincere, faithful Muslim has no genuine assurance that
he will ever attain heavenly bliss. Christians look forward to an orderly and worshipful afterlife,
not a chaotic, sensual one.

1®2Rhodes, Reasoning, 257.
19K ripalani, “Doctrine,” 358.
1%4Sura 9:72.

1952 Cor 5:8.

16 uke 16:19-31.

1672 Pet 3:9-13; Rev 21:5.
1%Rev 4:10-11, 15:4, 22:9.
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The Qur’an claims that Allah told Mohammed, “When in doubt ask those who read the
previous scriptures.”'® Some Muslims may follow this advice and be receptive to the Christian
message. Since the gospel is the “power of God unto salvation,” and since “faith comes by
hearing,” the best approach to employ when encountering Muslims is a simple proclamation of
biblical claims. The Qur’an says, “You will find those who are nearest in love to [Muslims] to
be those who say, ‘We are Christians’ because among them are men devoted to learning and
self-denial, and they are not arrogant.”'”® A humble, compassionate, educated explanation of
“the previous scriptures” may be the most effective strategy in reaching Muslims.

19Sura 10:95; 16:43.
17Sura 5:85.
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Is the Text of the Old Testament Reliable?

No book in the literature of the world has been so often copied, printed, translated, read and
studied as the Bible. It stands uniquely as the object of so much effort devoted to preserving it
faithfully, to understanding it, and to making it understandable to others.'”" The Bible is one of
the few texts of antiquity that is still popular today. How many other books from three thousand
years ago do people still read? Not many. Other books from that period are seldom held in such
high esteem as the Old Testament of the Bible is. Of course, few other books claim to be the
very words of God. It is because so many people consider the Old Testament to be inspired by
God that people still read and study it. The Bible is not like other books. Here “flows the
fountain of life, because God himself speaks in it.”!"?

Critics and skeptics would have us believe that the Old Testament (OT) is not trustworthy
because so many years stand between us and the original writings. Dr. C. A. Briggs confidently
asserted, “We will never be able to attain the sacred writings as they gladdened the eyes of those
who first saw them, and rejoiced the hearts of those who first heard them. If the external words
of the original were inspired, it does not profit us. We are cut off from them forever. Interposed
between us and them is the tradition of centuries and even millenniums.”'” Are we truly “cut
off” from the original words given by inspiration?

We must admit that none of the originals still exist; they have dissolved into the dust of the
Middle East long ago. All we have are copies of copies, and many of the copies date back no
earlier than the middle ages. No extant (existing) copies of the OT can be dated from before
about 400 BC, and most of them are much later than that. So how can we be confident that the
text of the OT is reliable? How true to the originals are the existing copies?

The study of the manuscripts (MSS) of any book in an attempt to find the original readings is
called textual or lower criticism.'™ This is not criticizing the text, but an effort to find the best
MSS and the best readings in the MSS. No one MS perfectly preserves the entire text of the OT.
Because there are multiple copies of the books of the OT, scholars seek to compare the copies to
weed out scribal errors and to find the readings which are most likely original. While some
people claim that the available copies no longer convey the content of the originals, there is
little cause for concern that the OT is somehow no longer available in its original form. It has
not been lost or so corrupted that we no longer know what the original wording was. We can be

confident that we have access to the OT as it was given thousands of years ago.

Consider the following in defense of the reliability of the OT text:'"

L. Background

A. The OT was written mostly in Hebrew and a little in Aramaic. Hebrew used to be
written in all consonant without any vowels. That may seem like it would be

" Wurthwein, The Text of the Old Testament, p. 121.

172 Wurthwein, The Text of the Old Testament, p. 121.

173 C. A. Briggs, “Critical Theories of the Sacred Scriptures in Relation to their Inspiration,” The Presbyterian Review, 11 (1881), 573f., quoted in
John H. Skilton, “The Transmission of the Hebrew Text” in The Infallible Word: A Symposium by the Members of the Faculty of Westminster
Theological Seminary, edited by N.B. Stonehouse and Paul Woolley, revised ed. (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1967).

17" Gordon Fee defines textual criticism as “the science that compares all known manuscripts of a given work in an effort to trace the history of
variations within the text so as to discover its original form.” Expositors Bible Commentary, vol. 1.

175 Some of this material is from R. Laird Harris, “How Reliable is the Old Testament Text?” Covenant Seminary Review 81.
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hard to read, but those familiar with the language and the text can read Hebrew
without the vowels inserted. Not until well after the time of Jesus did Jewish
scribes develop a system of vowels inserted into the text that we still use today.
Since the vowel “points” (many vowels look like little dots) were not original to
the language, they are not of primary significance when considering the original
wording.

The very fact that the Hebrew Scriptures persistently survived the most
deleterious conditions throughout its long history demonstrates that indefatigable
scribes insisted on its preservation. The OT books were copied by hand for
generations on highly perishable papyrus and animal skins in the relatively
damp, hostile climate of Palestine in contrast to the dry climate of Egypt, so
favorable to the preservation of these materials. Moreover, the prospects for their
survival were uncertain in a land that served as a bridge for armies in unceasing
contention between the continents of Africa and Asia—a land whose people
were the object of plunderers in their early history and of captors in their later
history. That no other writings, such as the Book of Yashar or the Diaries of the
Kings, survive from this period shows the determination of the scribes to
preserve the OT books. But the worst foes of Hebrew Scripture were the very
heirs of its treasures, because they sought to kill many of its authors (cf. Matt
23:35) and destroy their works (cf. Jer 36). One must assume, however, that from
the first the OT Scriptures captured the hearts, minds, and loyalties of some in
Israel who at risk to themselves kept them safe. Such people must have insisted
on the accurate transmission of the text even as those of similar persuasion insist
on it today.'”®

Until recently, very few copies of OT books from before the middle ages were
available. There is a good reason for this. The Rabbis regarded their copies of the
Scripture with almost superstitious veneration, and when the MSS were too old
and worn for regular use, they replaced them with new copies. The old copies
would often be reverently destroyed, buried or hidden. It was better, they
thought, to give them an honorable burial than to run the risk that the materials
might be improperly used. Synagogues would often have a special storage room,
called a genizah (literally, “hiding place”), where old MSS would be stored. One
such genizah was found in Cairo in 1896. The sealed, dark room in the dry
Egyptian climate allowed for the preservation the documents. The rich store of
linguistic works found there shed light on Hebrew grammar and lexicology.'”’

Jewish scribes were very careful and meticulous in their copying duties. They
had various means of making sure that their copies were accurate and not full of
errors. They knew how many letters and words were supposed to be in each
book. They even knew the word that should be in the middle of each copied
page. Since the scribes were so careful in their duties, we can have great
confidence that they did not essentially alter or corrupt the original readings.
They conveyed the OT to succeeding generations as they found it. Because the
scribes did such an excellent job, most of the available MSS agree very closely.

176 Expositor s Bible Commentary, vol. 1.
"7 http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/History/Genizah.html
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Most MSS are virtually identical.'”® Small differences, such as changes in the
vowels or spelling changes, did occur, but most are of very little consequence. A
particular group of scribes called the Masoretes did their work from about AD
500 to 1000, and the text that they produced is called the Masoretic text (MT).
There were schools of Masoretes at work in both Babylonia and Palestine; the
school whose method was ultimately adopted was that of Tiberias in Palestine.
Most conservative scholars believe that the Masoretes and their forebears
handled the MSS with such care that very few errors crept into the text.
However, a great deal of copying occurred before the Masoretic scribes began
their stewardship of the text, and scholars are not sure how well early scribes
handled the text. Additionally, the Jews were driven out of the Holy Land in AD
70, various wars and dispersions occurred, and the Jewish religion declined
considerably by AD 200. Such events could have had a negative impact on how
well the text was preserved. Nevertheless, the evidence suggests that the
pre-Masoretic scribes were very careful and diligent stewards of the MSS. That
is not to claim perfection for their copying skills, because scribes could never
totally eradicate slips of the pen. The following types of scribal errors produced
variations in the MSS:

1. Writing a letter once when it should have been written twice, or writing a
letter once that should have been written twice

2. Reversing the position of letters

3. Combining separate words into one, or dividing one word into two

4, Substitution of one homonym for another

5. Misreading similar letters

6. Omitting a section due to the copyist’s eye skipping from one ending to a
similar ending

7. Accidental omission of words

How do scholars deal with such phenomena? Over the years, textual critics
developed rules, or “canons,” that they apply to variant readings in an effort to
find the right one. These rules help them determine which reading is most likely
to be original. Sometimes discovery of the proper reading is easy; sometimes it is
very difficult. In some instances we must admit that two or three options exist,
and one of them is correct, but we are unable to tell which one it is. Do variations
in the text render it unreliable? By no means. As noted above, most variants are
minor and have little impact on the meaning or application of a passage. Even
those variants that do affect meaning do not adversely affect the general meaning
or teaching of the OT. We may not always be able to tell with absolute certainty
which reading is correct, but the correct reading is available somewhere within
the MS evidence.'” In most cases, the MT will retain the correct reading, and
one should follow a variant only rarely and for good reasons.

178 Many scholars believe that the consistency reflected in the MT is evidence of an official editorial process (a recension) done between 100 BC
and AD 100 that produced a standardized text. Jewish scribes likely consulted their best MSS, produced an official text, and discarded those
MSS that did not fit with their work. The Masoretes inherited this standardized text and conveyed it with little variation throughout the

centuries.

17 In a very small number of cases, the MS evidence for a reading is so problematic that some scholars think the original reading is no longer
available. In such cases, scholars attempt to restore what they think was the probable original reading.
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II.

The Dead Sea Scrolls

A.

Archeologist W. F. Albright called the original discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(DSS) “the greatest manuscript discovery of modern times.”'® These scrolls
were apparently used by a Jewish sect living near the Dead Sea between about
150 BC to AD 70. Around the time the Romans destroyed Jerusalem and exiled
the Jews in AD 70, the Jews in that sect sealed their sacred scrolls in clay jars
and hid them in nearby caves. In 1947, a shepherd boy looking for a lost goat
threw a stone into one of these caves and heard pottery shatter. He went in to
investigate and found the scrolls. Within a very short time these scrolls were in
the hands of biblical scholars who found some of them to be hundreds of years
older than any copies then available. Because of the DSS findings, copies of OT
books from before the time of Jesus are now available, so textual critics can
investigate how much the text has changed through the copying process over the
years.

The DSS contain copies or fragments of nearly every OT book. About 40,000
MS fragments were found in the caves. One very important find was a complete
copy of Isaiah from around 100 BC. A comparison of the DSS copy of Isaiah and
one from AD 900 reveals very few and insignificant differences between copies
separated by about a thousand years. For example, in Isaiah chapter 53, only 17
letters differ from the early copy to the later one, and of these, 10 are simply
matters of spelling. Out of the 166 words in the chapter, there is only one
significant difference, and it does not change the sense of the passage. In the vast
majority of cases, the MSS found in the DSS materials are word-for-word
identical with copies dated many centuries later. In the Habakkuk Commentary,
which is dated to around 50 BC, variants are fairly numerous though minor in
character, and often the obvious result of scribal error. Some of the variants
found in the DSS material are helpful in providing better vocalization for some
Hebrew words that are perhaps not as well preserved in the MT."*!

The MSS dating from the first century BC are essentially the same as those
dating from a thousand years later. Comparisons of other MSS found in the DSS
lead to the conclusion that the scribes of that time were fully capable of caring
for the texts in their hands. The text that scribes were copying a hundred years
before Jesus’ time is essentially the same text that we have today. The scribes
who copied the text did a wonderful job of preserving it over the years.

Nothing in the DSS discoveries endangers the essential reliability and authority
of the MT. They do not indicate that the Septuagint is necessarily to be exalted to
a more respected position than it occupied before the finding of the DSS
materials, except perhaps in a few locations where the MT seems to be defective
(e.g., 1 and 2 Samuel).'® Scholars believe the DSS comprise “the most
phenomenal confirmation of the Hebrew text.”'® Textual critics believe that “the
presence of a text type among the DSS (c. 200 B.C. to A.D. 100) identical with
the one preserved by the Masoretes, whose earliest extant MS dates to c. A.D.

180 Biblical Archeologist, 11:3:55, September, 1948, quoted in Bibliotheca Sacra (Vol. 113, Page 117).
181 Gleason Archer, 4 Survey of Old Testament Introduction, p. 33.

182 Archer, p. 36.

'8 Normal Geisler and William Nix, 4 General Introduction to the Bible, p. 465.
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900, gives testimony to the unbelievable achievement of some scribes in
faithfully preserving the text.”'™

1. The Septuagint and other versions

A. Around 200 BC, the Hebrew Scriptures were translated into Greek, which came
to be known as the Septuagint, abbreviated LXX. This version probably owes its
name to the story recounted in the pseudonymous Letter of Aristeas, according to
which seventy-two scholars summoned from Jerusalem by Ptolemy Philadelphus
(295-47 BC) rendered in seventy-two days a perfect Greek translation of the
Pentateuch. Christian writers credited the translation of the entire Hebrew Bible
to these seventy-two interpreters.'® Copies of the LXX do not go all the way
back to pre-Christian times, but they do give us an idea of what the Hebrew text
was like around 200 BC. The LXX differs from the MT in many places, and
sometimes these differences are significant. Among the DSS fragments were
found some OT MSS that seemed to coordinate better with the LXX than with
the MT. Scholars believe that by about 200 BC, at least two (maybe three)
families or strains of Hebrew text were in circulation. Textual scholars today can
compare the various families of MSS to find the readings that have the best
support. Many scholars believe that the MT generally provides the correct
readings, but in a few places the LXX may retain the original. The process of
finding and choosing readings is not an easy task. Unless one has a good
working knowledge of both Hebrew and Greek, he would not be qualified to
make such decisions. Sometimes it is impossible to be absolutely sure which
reading is correct, but at least we can propose a couple of possible options, and
one of them is no doubt correct.

B. Many of the differences between the MT and the LXX are due to stylistic
concerns like word choice. The LXX is rather free and paraphrastic in some
places, quite literal in others. In some places the LXX is a fairly good
representation of the underlying Hebrew and at other places the Greek translator
evidences a lack of skill. And since the LXX itself has been copied over the
years, it may not retain the original Greek readings in some places. Comparing
the LXX to the MT, we find mostly small variations that make little difference,
but occasionally the differences are dramatic. One place where a significant
difference exists between the LXX ant the MT is in the book of Jeremiah, where
the LXX lacks some sixty verses found in the MT. Nevertheless, the LXX is in
good general agreement with the MT overall. For the first three centuries of the
Christian church, the LXX was the only OT that most believers read. Most of the
quotations in the New Testament come not from the Hebrew but from the LXX,
which strongly suggests that believers around the time of Jesus held the LXX to
be the authoritative Word of God, equivalent to the Hebrew. In fact, were the
Hebrew Bible to mysteriously disappear from the planet, we could use the LXX
without a substantial change in faith or practice. In any particular text, whether
one follows the MT or the LXX, he will not go far wrong.

18 Expositor s Bible Commentary, vol. 1.
18 Expositor s Bible Commentary, vol. 1.
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C. The OT was also translated into other languages, like Aramaic, Latin and Syriac.
Versions tend to be of value for interpretation rather than for textual criticism.

1. Aramaic Targums: “Targum” means “interpretation.” During the
Babylonian captivity, the Jews began losing their Hebrew language skills.
Aramaic was the language of diplomacy and commerce throughout the
empire, and the Jews transitioned into that language. A teacher reading
the OT would have to repeat what he was teaching in Aramaic because
the people no longer understood Hebrew so well. The Targum of Onkelos
on the Torah (produced in the 3™ century AD) adheres very closely to the
traditional MT in most cases. Some of the targums are quite paraphrastic
and free in their renderings of the Hebrew.

2. The OT was translated into Latin starting in about AD 200. Some of these
came from the LXX, not the MT. Jerome’s Latin translation did come
from the Hebrew and for many centuries was the official Latin translation
in the Western Church.

3. About the same time as the Aramaic Targums were being produced,
Syrian Christians began to produce a translation of the Bible into their
Eastern Aramaic dialect (called Syriac). The Peshitta (“simple’) Syriac
OT must have been composed in the second or third century AD. It was
likely originally translated from the MT but was revised over the years to
reflect the LXX readings.

4. If we somehow lost all Hebrew and Greek MSS of the OT, we could still
reconstruct the essential form of the OT from the Aramaic, Latin and
Syriac (and other) versions.

IV. Other factors supporting the faithful transmission of the OT

A. Much archaeological evidence supports the general outlines of history as
recorded in the OT as well as minute details that could easily have been
corrupted over the years. The names of kings of Israel and of the surrounding
regions, both great and small, are preserved with remarkable accuracy. The Bible
accurately records the names associated with certain regions. The Bible
accurately describes various officers serving in foreign courts. One scholar
asserted that archaeological discoveries have, “shown that not only the main
substance of what has been written but even the words, aside from minor
variations, have been transmitted with remarkable fidelity, so that there need be
no doubt whatever regarding the teaching conveyed by them.”!%

B. Sometimes the OT records the same information in more than one location.
Some of the Psalms are duplicated in other books. Isaiah records the same
information as is found in parts of 2 Kings. Samuel, Kings and Chronicles record
some of the same information. Although a study of the parallel passages will find
some differences, they are generally minor and may be traceable to other factors
than scribal error. The accuracy of parallel passages implies that scribes
faithfully copied the MSS over the centuries.

18 Millar Burrows, What Mean These Stones? American Schools of Oriental Research, New Haven, 1941, p. 42, quoted in Arnold C. Schultz,
“The Old Testament,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society (Vol. 9, Page 65). Evangelical Theological Society. (1966; 2002).
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C. A comparison of other works of antiquity shows that ancient scribes in general
were quite skilled in their duties. Ages before the advent of mechanical and
electrical devices, scribes were well able to maintain the accuracy of copied MSS
across vast periods. Scribal practices throughout the ancient Near East reflect a
conservative attitude that preserved the text. “The prolonged and intimate study
of the many scores of thousands of pertinent documents from the ancient Near
East proves that sacred and profane documents were copied with greater care
than is true of scribal copying in Graeco-Roman times.”'*’

Conclusion: The evidence points to the fact that the text of the OT is reliable. There is no
reason to think that the OT is essentially corrupted or lost. Variations do exist among the copies,
but most differences are trivial in nature and not one of them substantially affects doctrine or
practice. For all intents and purposes, and especially for the layman, the OT is a reliable
document that accurately and essentially conveys the original readings to modern readers. As
W. F. Albright noted, “We may rest assured that the consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible,
though not infallible, has been preserved with an accuracy perhaps unparalleled in any other
Near Eastern literature.”'® As Skilton cogently observes, “[W]e must maintain that the God
who gave the Scriptures, who works all things after the counsel of his will, has exercised a
remarkable care over his Word, has preserved it in all ages in a state of essential purity, and has
enabled it to accomplish the purpose for which he gave it. It is inconceivable that the sovereign
God who was pleased to give his Word as a vital and necessary instrument in the salvation of
his people would permit his Word to become completely marred in its transmission and unable
to accomplish its ordained end. Rather, as surely as that he is God, we would expect to find him
exercising a singular care in the preservation of his written revelation. That God has preserved
the Scriptures in such a condition of essential purity as we would expect is manifestly the case.
The Hebrew text of the Old Testament has survived the millenniums in a substantially and
remarkably pure form.”'®

17 W.F. Albright, quoted in Expositor s Bible Commentary, vol. 1.
1% Quoted in Archer, Old Testament Introduction, p. 58.
'8 John H. Skilton, “The Transmission of the Scriptures”
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Is the Text of the New Testament Reliable?

The average person in the pew probably does not spend much time thinking about the texts
underlying the Bible in his hands. He may have no idea what historical events led to the
publication of his translation. He only knows that his Bible is reliable and authoritative, and for
most people, that is enough. Critics of the Bible claim that the Bible is defective and unreliable.
They may charge that untrained, careless scribes inserted or deleted certain sections of the text
to the extent that we no longer can be certain of what the original writings said. If that were
true, it certainly would be a significant challenge to the Christian faith. However, careful
examination of the facts will reveal that the text of the New Testament (NT) is reliable.

L Historical facts regarding the text of the NT

A. Most people recognize that the Bible they use did not drop straight out of heaven
in the same form that we have it today. A historical process is responsible for
giving us the Bible in its current format. The Bible was not originally written in
modern languages like English, German or Spanish. Bibles in such languages are
translations from the original languages. Our modern Bibles are the result of a
long tradition of preservation and propagation.

B. The NT was originally penned in the Greek language.' Alexander the Great and
his heirs successfully Hellenized the holy lands so that by the time the NT was
written, Greek was commonly spoken in that region. Biblical scholars used to
think that the Greek dialect of the NT was some sort of special, “heavenly”
language, but archaeological findings have proven that the Greek of the NT is
common, marketplace language. Virtually any educated person living in the
Roman Empire at that time could speak or at least understand both Greek and
Latin, and likely other languages as well.

C. Once the NT authors wrote their works, copies of these books slowly began
filtering throughout the Roman Empire and eventually found their way around
the world. How did that happen? Remember that the printing press was not
invented until the 1400s, so all copying done before that was done by hand. A
hand-written copy of the NT is called a “manuscript” (MS).

D. As you might imagine, as churches began to proliferate, they all wanted copies
of the NT for themselves. Eventually all the authorized NT books were
assembled into one work. The process of canonization is responsible for giving
us the Bible in the form we have it today. The word “canon” means an authorized
list, and the process whereby the various books were added to the canon is called
“canonization.” It took some time for the early church to recognize and aftirm all
the books of the NT.

E. The four Gospels, the Acts, thirteen Epistles of Paul, the first Epistle of John, and
the first Epistle of Peter, were universally recognized as canonical by 175 AD,
while the Epistle to the Hebrews, the second and third Epistles of John, the
second Epistle of Peter, the Epistle of James, and the Epistle of Jude were by

19 Some suggest that the NT may have been originally composed in Aramaic and translated into Greek very early on, but this claim cannot be
verified. The oldest manuscripts of the NT are in Greek, and most scholars believe that is the language it was originally written in.
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many disputed as to their apostolic origin, and the book of Revelation was
doubted by reason of its contents. But in 367 AD Athanasius wrote a widely
circulated letter containing the exact list of twenty-seven NT books we have
today. The churches in the eastern part of the Mediterranean world accepted this
list of books by that time. Thirty years later, the Third Council of Carthage (397
AD), which represented the western part of the Mediterranean world, recognized
the same list of books as inspired and authoritative.'!

Because all copying done before the invention of the printing press was done by
hand, differences (or variants) came into the MSS quite early on. The only MSS
free from errors were the originals, the “autographs.” Once the process of hand
copying began, slight errors were introduced into the text. In fact, there are no
two copies that are exactly the same in every detail. As you might imagine, it
would be virtually impossible to hand-copy a book of the Bible, let alone the
whole NT, without making a few errors. Most such errors were small and of little
consequence. Examples of typical variations that scribal errors introduced into
the text:

1 Spelling and word order

2 Substituting synonymous words
3. Dropping out words

4 Adding words

5 Transposing or repeating words

How would one go about correcting such errors? The easiest way is to compare
several copies. The reading that is reflected in the majority of MSS, or the one
that comes from the highest quality copy, is probably the right one. It’s unlikely
that different scribes in different places and at different times would make the
same error in the same place. So by comparing readings, we can usually find
which one was original, or at least rule out those that are probably erroneous.
The process of sorting through the various readings and selecting the one that is
most likely original is called textual criticism.

Today over 5,600 Greek MSS exist. Most of these are fragments of the NT, some
no larger than a credit card. Other MSS include the entire NT. The oldest MSS
are written on papyrus and vellum (animal skins). Papyrus is a rather fragile
material, and few MSS written on it have survived until now. Vellum, on the
other hand, is a relatively sturdy material, and most MSS available today were
written on it.

The oldest known Greek manuscript, a small portion of the Gospel of John, is
dated to about AD 125, only a few decades after the original was written.'”* In
1994 a scholar found a papyrus fragment of Matthew that may be dated as early
as AD 70. Most MSS of the Bible date from the third century on.

! Grudem, Systematic Theology, p. 64.
192 p%, as it is called, measures only 2.5” x 3.5” and contains John 18:31-33, 37-38. It resides at the John Rylands Library at Manchester,
England. The existence of this fragment proves that the NT was known and used far from its place of composition during the first half of the

second century.
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Scholars have examined most of the available MSS and have divided them up
into various “families” or types of texts.'”

1. The traditional text, also known as the Majority or Byzantine text—a
family of texts that was used commonly until the late 1800s. The majority
of existing MSS, around 90%, fit into this family, but little evidence of
this text type exists before the fourth century AD. The so-called “Textus
Receptus” (TR) fits into this category. Most English versions of the Bible,
including the King James Version, were based on this family of texts until
the late 1800s. Many Bible students still argue that this family of texts
most closely reflects the original readings of the Greek NT.

2. The critical text, also known as the Alexandrian text—the oldest
representations of the Greek NT (most papyrus evidence) come from this
family. Readings from this family tend to be shorter and rougher, which
suggests that it did not go through a process of smoothing and editing by
scribes. Most Bible scholars believe that this family of texts retains the
readings closest to the originals.

3. The Western text—this family of texts contains slightly different readings
than found in the other two types. Western readings tend to be longer and
somewhat unusual when compared to the other families. There are no
English translations that follow the Western tradition.

Note: The fact that a certain MSS is categorized within a certain family of texts
does not imply that all the MSS of that family agree uniformly. Variants do exist
within the texts of the same family, but the MSS within a family agree to a large
degree. The differences within families are far less than those between the
families. Remember that no two MSS agree in every detail.

Another Note: Biblical scholars continue to debate which family of Greek MSS
is most authoritative, reliable, and closest to the originals. Some hold that older
texts must be closer to the originals, while others argue that the majority of MSS
probably reflect the original readings the best. As you might guess, this is a very
technical and detailed field of inquiry. Those untrained in biblical languages and
in the history of the texts and textual criticism would be wise to hold their
opinions tentatively.

A Third Note: How did the above families develop? As Christianity expanded
and developed, copies of the NT were carried throughout the Roman Empire. In
places where the church was strong and well-organized, one particular type of
text prevailed and became standardized. For example, in Egypt the Alexandrian
family of texts dominated, and around Constantinople (modern Istanbul, Turkey)
the Byzantine family became the “received” text. Both of these cities contained
scriptoria wherein the NT was copied and disseminated, so the “official”
readings were most widely published. Eventually the Latin language replaced
Greek in the western part of the Empire, while Greek remained the common
language in the east. Western scribes began copying the Bible mostly into Latin
(by about AD 250), while eastern scribes continued making copies in Greek,
which explains why this type of text is now the “Majority” of Greek texts. Most

193 The text types reflect the region of the people who quote from or use the texts, not where the MSS were found.
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scholars believe that editors and scribes “polished” or smoothed out the readings
of the Byzantine text type over the centuries. This process did not occur in the
west because they stopped using Greek there.

Given all the above facts, some might question how reliable the text of the NT is.
After all, we admit that hand copying inserted many variants into the text, and
we admit that at least three families of text exist, and each of these families
support different readings. This might suggest to some people that we are not
sure what the NT really says. So is the NT reliable?

This is not a question of which English translation is most reliable, but of
whether the original documents of the NT, written in Greek, were transmitted to
us in an essentially reliable, uncorrupted form. That is, can we recover the
original readings from the available MSS? While skeptics, critics and liberals no
doubt would deny it, most conservative scholars believe that we can distill the
original readings from the available MSS in an essentially uncorrupted form.

II. Facts supporting the reliability of the NT

A.

Inspiration and preservation guarantee that the original contents of the NT is
available within the manuscript evidence.

1. Variants in the text do not preclude inspiration or preservation.
Remember that inspiration applies only to the original process in which
God “breathed out” His word. Inspiration occurred as the author’s pen hit
the paper. If we had access to the originals, we would find them to be
error free (inerrant). Unfortunately, the originals almost certainly no
longer exist. All we have are copies, but within these copies the wording
of the originals still exists.

2. Inspiration does not technically apply to subsequent copying or
translating of the Bible. God has promised to preserve His word (Psalm
119:152, 160; Isaiah 40:8; Matthew 5:18, 24:35; John 10:35), but this
preservation has been carried out providentially, not miraculously.
Normal human means of copying has preserved the documents as we
have them today. God no doubt could have miraculously preserved his
word in some particular location in an error-free condition, but He chose
not to. Based on God’s promise to preserve His word, we have
confidence that it has not been essentially lost or corrupted.'

3. We do not believe that any one particular text or even family of texts
perfectly preserves the original readings of the NT. In fact, the Bible says
nothing about the means of its own preservation or the location of its
preservation. There is no biblical evidence that the Bible must be
preserved without error in one particular MS or family of MSS. Those
who believe such things have no biblical basis for such an opinion.

4. The presence of variants and imperfections does not imply that a text
is unreliable or less than Scripture. As the King James Version
translators clearly stated in the preface of their work, a translation

194 By “essentially,” I am conceding that in some cases are we not entirely confident about what the original wording was. But even in such
cases, we are confident that the original wording must be retained in one of the variant readings. Thus it is important to provide optional

readings.
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may rightly be called the Word of God even though it may contain
some “imperfections and blemishes.” Just as the King’s speech which
he utters in Parliament is still the King’s speech, though it may be
imperfectly translated into French, Dutch, Italian, and Latin; so also
in the case of the translation of the Word of God. Translations will
never be infallible since they are not like the original manuscripts,
which were produced by the apostles and their associates under the
influence of inspiration. However, even an imperfect translation like
the Septuagint can surely be called the Word of God since it was
approved and used by the apostles themselves. “We affirm and avow
that the very meanest [i.e., lowest quality] translation of the Bible in
English set forth by men of our profession . . . containeth the word of
God, nay, is the word of God.”'*?

“The Old Testament in Hebrew, . . . and the New Testament in Greek
... being immediately inspired by God, and by his singular care and
Providence kept pure in all Ages, are therefore authentical; so as in all
controversies of Religion the Church is finally to appeal unto them.”
— London Baptist Confession (1677)

Many manuscripts lend support for the text.

1.

As mentioned above, over 5,600 separate MSS exist supporting the NT
text. And some of these MSS were copied only a few decades after the
originals were written. This situation is unique to the NT; no other
ancient document can claim the same level of support. Most existing
works from that period in history have only a handful of documents
supporting them, and many of these are no older than the middle ages.
The NT has no lack of textual support.

Where can we find the original, perfect wording of the NT? We can only
affirm that it exists within the available MSS. Choosing the most
probable reading is the domain of textual (or “lower”) criticism. Biblical
scholars examine and evaluate the available readings and choose the one
they think is most likely to be original. If they are not sure, they will
often insert a marginal note suggesting that a variant reading might be
right. The original King James Bible had hundreds of marginal notes and
many optional readings. Because significant variants affect such a small
percentage of the text, we can have great confidence that the readings in
our versions accurately convey the original words. Where the reading is
doubtful, a marginal note may retain the original.

Most of the variant readings are minor and affect meaning only slightly or not at

al
1.

As noted above, most of the differences among Greek texts are minor
matters of spelling, word order, word choice, and small additions or
deletions. Most of them do not alter the meaning of the passage

195 William W. Combs, “The Preface To The King James Version And The King James-Only Position,” Detroit Baptist Seminary. (1996; 2003).
Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal (Vol. 1, Page 257-258). The Septuagint (LXX) is the Greek translation of the Old Testament. It is a rather free

and periphrastic translation.

1% From Mark Minnick, “How Much Do the Differences Make?” in God s Word in Our Hands (Greenville, SC: Ambassador Emerald, 2003).
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whatsoever. If we look at the whole of the NT, the significant variations
affect only about 2% of the text. The small NT book of Jude contains
about 450 words. About 6% of the words in Jude are affected by variants,
and most of these are minor. A couple of minor variants:

a) In verse 3, one text reads “the common salvation” while another
has “our common salvation.”

b) In verse 12, one family of texts have “carried about” while a
different text has “carried along.”

c) In verse 23, one text moves “with fear” to the end of the verse.

d) In verse 25, one text reads “glory and majesty” while another

reads “glory, majesty.”

None of these variants change the meaning of the text in any significant
way. Like most variants, they are very minor.

Some of the variants are more substantial and could change the meaning
of a passage somewhat. More examples from Jude:

a) In verse 1, one reading has “sanctified” while another text has
“beloved.”

b) In verse 22, one reading is “making a difference” while another is
“who are doubting.”

c) In verse 23, one reading has “on some have mercy” while another
does not contain those words at all.

d) In verse 25, one reading has “the only wise God” while another
has “the only God.”

You can see in cases like these there is a difference in meaning depending
on what reading is chosen. But again, such variants do not make a
substantial difference in understanding the passage, nor do they affect the
general teaching of the Bible.

D. In a few instances, variant readings make a significant difference in the meaning
of a text.

1.

Examples of significant variants: In John 1:18, some texts have “only
begotten son” while others have “only begotten God.” In Matthew 6:13,
the entire phrase “For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory,
for ever. Amen” is not found in some MSS. In 1 John 5:13, the repeated
phrase “and that ye may believe on the name of the Son of God” is not
found in some MSS. Acts 8:37 reads, “And Philip said, If thou believest
with all thine heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that
Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” These words are not found at all in some
Greek MSS.

Examples of the most significant variants: The most consequential
variants in the NT are found in John 7:53-8:11, Mark 16:9-20, and 1 John
5:7-8. Each of these texts is disputed because they are found in some
MSS and not in others. Various arguments can be made either supporting
or denying their inclusion in the canon. Whether we retain them in the
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text or remove them from the text, it does not radically alter the message
of the NT. Of themselves they do not affect our faith and practice in the
least.

It is beyond the scope of this lesson to examine the processes and
strategies involved with choosing the most likely reading from among the
options reflected in the various MSS. Such tasks should be left to experts
in the field, not amateurs. Any concerned Bible student can check the
range of readings found within the better English translations. Most of the
newer versions will include even those passages that are disputed, often
setting them off with some indicator or sign, linked to a marginal note
explaining why the reading is debatable. Whether or not the debated
reading is original, it is included in the text in some fashion, at least in the
case of the most significant variants.

Uncertainty does not equal unreliability.

L.

We must admit that we find different readings among the various MSS of
the NT—that is beyond dispute. We must also avoid the error of picking
one text and proclaiming that it and only it has miraculously preserved all
the original readings in a pristine, error-free state. Such a claim will not
withstand historical evaluation. The only way to determine the original
readings is to compare and analyze the MS evidence.

The original readings do exist within the MS evidence. As noted above,
our uncertainty about the correct reading affects only about 2% of the
entire NT, and in those cases we have options that do retain the original
reading. We may not be sure which reading is original, but we can be
confident that one of them is.

Modern versions are reliable in that they are the result of careful research
and analysis of the potential readings. Committees of experts examined
the possible readings and selected those that they thought were most
likely to be original. Even if they selected the wrong reading in some
cases, that does not ruin the overall impression of the work. The
truthfulness of the Bible does not rest on translators picking the right
word in every case.

Every translation is the result of the translators picking the readings that
they thought most accurately reflected the originals. Unless you can read
Greek fluently, you must rely on the scholarship and honesty of the
people who translated the Bible you read. Unless you are reading a
sectarian version (e.g., New Word Translation) or a free paraphrase (e.g.,
The Message), you have no reason to doubt what your Bible says. And
consulting a couple of different versions will usually keep you on the
right path.

None of the variants change the overall teaching of the NT. Not a single variant
altars what Christians believe and practice. Variants certainly do alter our
understanding of individual passages, but not a single variant teaches heresy, and
all of them combined do not reduce the NT to an unreliable condition.
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Note the Quote: [FJor over 99 percent of the words of the Bible, we know what the
original manuscript said. Even for many of the verses where there are textual variants,

... the correct decision is often quite clear, and there are really very few places where the
textual variant is both difficult to evaluate and significant in determining the meaning. In
the small percentage of the cases where there is significant uncertainty about what the
original text said, the general sense of the sentence is usually quite clear from the
context.... [T]he study of textual variants has not left us in confusion about what the
original manuscripts said. It has rather brought us extremely close to the content of those
original manuscripts. For most practical purposes, then, the current published scholarly
texts of the Hebrew Old Testament and the Greek New Testament are the same as the
original manuscripts.'®’

Conclusion: The reliability of the text of the NT is a significant issue for anyone who claims to
believe the Bible. You may find some of the above information surprising and challenging. As
much as we might wish we had access to a perfectly preserved edition of the NT, we simply do
not. The original contents of the NT are available to us, but it is presently reflected in the
totality of the textual record. Finding the best readings and incorporating them into modern
translations is the task of textual scholars. It is a difficult task but not an insurmountable one. As
the translators of the King James Bible stated, any translation that faithfully reproduces the
original language texts may be considered to be the Word of God.

7 Grudem, Systematic Theology, p. 96.
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