An Apologetics Primer

By Gordon Mullings

ABSTRACT: Thiswork is an introductory presentation on responding to intellectual challengesto the Christian
Faith in the Caribbean, for Cell-/Small- Group leaders and other Christian “ Youth” or “ Lay” leaders. Init, the
case is first made that reason and belief are inextricably intertwined; thus the question is not so much whether
one has a faith, but which one. The intellectual credibility of the historic Christian Faith isthen discussed, in the
context of the biblical and historic witness. Next, six issues of particular concern to Christians in the Caribbean
are addressed: Sectarianism, Political Messianism, the Media and Education, Evolutionary Materialism, Post
Modernism, and Islam. Thus, the importance of the life of the mind to credible Christian witness, life and
leadership in the region are explored. Finally, discussion questions and an introductory level short bibliography
are attached.
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AN APOLOGETICSPRIMER
GEM ‘85, thisrev. 02:08:06 b.1

" Always be prepar ed to give an answer to everyonewho asks you to give thereason for the hope
that you have. But do thiswith gentlenessandrespect . .." (1 Peter 3:15)

er exhorts us that, as Christian disciples, we must be prepared to give a reasonable answer for our

eternal hope. Thus, we see both the task of Apologetics and its method. For, thoughtful Christians

should be able to cogently respond to those who ask for the reasons behind our commitment of faith;
and we must always do so gently and respectfully.

However, too often Christian believers in the Caribbean are not sure of what the Faith is, or of why we
believe it. So, when we are challenged we often seem to be vague, insecure, confused, or even foolish.
As adirect result, those who distort or oppose the gospel have been able to acquire an unwarranted aura
of credibility, and have cast many people in the Caribbean — including many Christians — into
confusion, unnecessary doubt, or even outright deception.

As afurther damaging result the gospel often appears to be irrdlevant or even absurd to many of the most
thoughtful people in our region. This obviously hampers our witness — “Why should we take you
seriously?” — but it also cripples our ability to think, speak, work and lead with confidence in the schooal,
on the campus, in the workplace and in the wider community. In short, when we are not “prepared to
give an answer . . . for the hope that [we] have,” it undermines our ability to be salt and light in a sin-
darkened, deceived and confused region that hungers for a credible framework for thinking about truth,
values and the way to build a desirable and sustainable future.

S0, as educated Caribbean Christians, we must learn to handle key intellectual challenges and issues that
we are likely to encounter in living, witnessing, studying, working and contributing to community
development. Such issues typically hinge on: (1) the reasonableness of the Christian faith and lifestyle in
today’s high-tech, post-modern scientific age; (2) the validity and proper use of the Bible as a primary
authority for belief and behaviour; (3) specific issues, such as secularism, the rise of the post-modern age,
or the recently proposed Idamic aternative for understanding our past and building our future.

In this primer, therefore, we will focus on: (1) the role of faith in al our reasoning; (2) the authority of the
Bible: (3) severa specific strategic issues in the Caribbean — with a view to helping us to begin to think
through key issues as we prepare to serve Christ effectively in the Caribbean in our generation.

1. Reason and Belief: Towards Reasonable Faith

Since by definition issues are matters of argument, let us start by asking how arguments persuade, and
how some arguments prove (or fail to prove) their conclusons. In so doing, we will see the vita role
faith playsin all human thinking and reasoning. Thiswill set the stage for the more specific issues.

First, we can easily see that arguments make three main persuasive appedls. (1) to “facts’ and logic, (2)
to authorities, and (3) to emotions.! Of the three, only the first actually has the potential to prove its
conclusions. For, emotional appeals (although often quite effective) cannot ground any conclusions
whatsoever. Likewise, no authority is better than the facts and reasoning behind his or her opinions.

L Cf. Aristotle' s The Rhetoric. “Facts” is used to disti nguish perceptions or claimsfrom established facts. (NB: One hasaright
tobelievethat one's direct sense perceptions, memory etc. aretypically accurate, but are subject to the possibility of error.)



This is why we should examine claimed facts and inferences from them carefully, to seeif “facts’ aretrue
and representative of the truth, and that conclusions follow logically from these premises® Second, since
appedls to authority are a practical necessity for real world arguments’® we must discipline ourselves to
authenticate the “authorities’ we apped to; and we should also be dert to bias, mistakes, debatable
assumptions and other limitations. Most of al, while an emotional response may well rest on an accurate
perception of a situation, we must dways be wary of being blinded by our feelings, fears, ideds,
prejudices, assumptions, impulses, lusts, greed and/or envy, or even by unmet needs.

As Luke records in Acts 17:11, the First Century Berean Jews were a good example of such an open-
minded but critically aware approach:

The Bereans were of more noble character than the Thessalonians, for they received the message
with great eagerness and examined the scriptures every day to see if what Paul said was true.

This example of critically aware, reasonable faith leads to the second main issue. For, faith and reason
are often cast in opposition to one another, as if faith dways lacks adegquate reason, and as if one can
reason without faith. Indeed, the two are often said to be contradictory.

This view is fase. For, as Jesus points out in Luke 6:39 — 40, blind faith is liable to lead us about as far
asthe nearest ditch. Further, once we try to prove aclam A, we need further claims and/or evidence B to
establish it. But B needs C, and so on. (Philosophers call this an infinite regress.) So, what we always do,
sooner or later, is to accept some things, F say, as "true" without further proof, whether conscioudly or
unconscioudy — “axioms,” “presuppositions,” "obvious facts,
truths,” “properly basic beliefs’ or whatever else we may call them:

An impossible “infinite
/ """"" regress” of proofs

intuitive knowledge,” “self-evident

VERSUS

\ Reasoning based on
47 «— @ “plausible basic beliefs”

F, then, is our “faith-point,” from which we begin our thinking and reasoning. For instance, most people
take for granted: (1) that there is areal world, (2) that other people have minds, (3) that we can therefore
sgnificantly communicate with one another, and (4) that error exists (which directly implies that truth
exists and that there is areal world to be in error about”). Other things are then accepted or rejected based
on such “plausible basic beliefs.”

That is, if we try to prove everything, we can prove nothing: even proofs must start from faith. Thus,
faith and reasoning are necessary and interconnected components in our thinking, rather than mutually

2 |f, granting premises P, then a conclusion Q mustnecessarily betrue, Q followslogically from P: P=> Q.
3 Not | east, because none of us has the time or wisdom to prove for him- or her- self the accumulated | earning of the ages.

* Therefore, we should humbly face the possibility that we may bein error, but insist on good reason for accepting “ corrections’
to important beliefs. Cf. Trueblood, General Philosophy, pp. 47 — 52, ff.



hostile competitors in the battle for our hearts and minds. For, all of us must live by faith — whether
Christian, Mudlim, Hindu, Buddhist or New Ager; Marxist, Secularist, Relativist or Scientist.

The idea that Science in particular is shot through with faith is jarring at first sight. But it is quite true:
for, we first infer scientific theories as educated guesses that work to “explain” observed patterns in the
world. Then, we test such models for their ability to predict new observations. If such a theory/model/
explanation accurately predicts the observations made in awide variety of tests, it is held to be “verified.”

In effect, we argue: "IF Theory, THEN Observations; Observations, SO Theory." The underlying logic is
thus the same as that of: "IF Tomisa pig, THEN Tomisan animal; Tomis an animal,> SO Tom is a pig"
— an obvious fallacy, the affirming of the consequent. [That is, we tend to confuse the logic of
implication (A is sufficient for B to be true: A => B), with that of equivaence (A is both necessary and
sufficientfor B; that is, B =>A aswel as A =>B ] written: A <> B) ]

Clearly, the capability of a scientific theory to predict observations cannot be atest of its ultimate truth.
For, Science can only argue to the best current explanation.” So, while scientific methods may help us to
discover and test truths, the theories'/modelg/explanations and empirical findings of Science are aways
provisional — open to clarification and correction. (The classic case is Newton's Laws of Motion: they
withstood every test for nearly two hundred years, then had their limitations sharply exposed between
1880 and 1930.%)

The key to understanding these limits of scientific thinking lies in the two-way, asymmetric link between
explanations/model s/theories and the bodies of observations they explain/predict. First, models logically
entail observations; but observations can only provide provisional empirical support for the models.
Second, such explanationmodels/theories [E/M/T] must face two critical further tests: (1) self-
consistency; (2) supportive/challenging relationships to exiting bodies of accepted theory [BOAT]:

Implies??
Body of
——Jp  predicted/explained
BOAT <_> <4 - - observations
Support/
Challenge? Supports??

Self-consistent?

For, if ascientific model is not consistent with itself each half refutes the other; so it must be fase. If it is
consistent and easily integrates into the existing body of accepted theories, there is mutual reinforcement.
However, occasionally a new model or theory may provide a superior [perhaps, the only] explanation of
existing observations and accurately predicts fresh ones, but is inconsistent with accepted theories. In that
case, the new theory becomes a challenger to the accepted body of theory, and a Scientific Crisis and/or
Revolution may follow. (Thisis how Quantum Theory and Relativity became the accepted fundamental
physical explanations for the motion of bodies between 1900 and 1930.° And, today, Intelligent Design is

5Say, acat.

Inavalidimplication, P=> Q, Pisasufficient condition for Q and Q is anecessary condition for P.

" Charles S. Peirce called this process of argument by proposedbest explanation/model/theory “abduction.” In deductive
arguments, one reasons from “facts’ to their logical implications, which are thus “proved” from the “facts.” By contrast, in
Sciencewe arguethat if certain hypotheses were true, then certain observed (and/or predicted) “facts” would follow asdirect
implications. Thus, the observed/predicted “facts’ provide “ support” — but not actual proof — for such hypotheses/explanations.
8 The case also strongly shows that the power of atheory/model to explain/predict observations (and even to guideusin

devel oping technol ogiesto control or influence events) cannot be a proof of itsultimate truth.

9 Newtonian Dynamics has been retained as arelatively simple model for the motion of large, slow moving bodies.



challenging Darwinism as the best explanation for the apparently irreducible complexity of life-forms,
e.g. the bacterial flagellum — amolecular scale, dectrically powered outboard motor.)

So, scientific explanations, at best, give provisona knowledge. At worst, they may become little more
than a clever attempt to explain away the cosmos — everything from hydrogen to humans — on
materialistic philosophical assumptions. In either case, Science deeply embeds faith; it should therefore
leave room for reasonable doubt and debate about its current “best explanations/model S'theories.”

Many people, however, sharply reject such an organic link between Science and faith, because for them
"Science" is synonymous with “rationality,” or even "knowledge' — and "faith," with "irrational or
intellectualy dishonest, closed-minded belief," or even "ignorant superdtition and prejudice.”
Neverthdess, the point plainly still stands: scientists, too, work by the light of faith (cf. Thomas Kuhn's
paradigm concept in his The Sructure of Scientific Revolutions).

We may thus safely conclude that each of us, consciously or unconsciously, holds to a set of plausible
basic beliefs, which define our different worldviews — different ways of understanding/interpreting
ultimate redlity, the world and ourselves. Fortunately, our basic beliefs need not be arbitrary; for we can
be open to correction in light of experience and/or the discovery of inconsistencies™ or other logical
errors. However, we must also be aware that even if certain ideas "make sense" or “seem absurd,” such
perceptions may well owe more to debatable assumptions, or gaps in our knowledge, or mistakes in
reasoning — or even to outright bias and closed mindedness — than to what holds in the real world.

The Early Church's experience with Jews and Greeks provides a good example of this problem. Often,
people were not willing to listen to eyewitness testimony about Jesus life, death and resurrection, because
it did not fit in with their preconceptions about God. Five hundred eyewitnesses notwithstanding, they
had closed their minds! (See 1 Cor. 1:18-25, 15:1-20; also Acts 17:16-33.)

Painly, we need to beware of the falacy of the closed mind. On the other hand, since it is impossible to
"be neutra" on the big questions — we would then face an infinite regress of proofs — our intellectual
commitments need to be open-minded, critically aware and honest. Therefore, as educated Chrigtians, we
should think through our own basic commitments, and seek to bring those we argue with to the point
where they too can be aware of their own core beliefs and values; so that they in turn may recognise their
need for repentance and to cry out to God, who "rewards those who earnestly seek him." [Heb 11:6.]

Of course, this requires diligent study, careful reasoning, humility, patience, prayer, and last but not least,
courage. For, we must not forget that Stephen was both the first Christian Apologist [Acts 6:8 — 10], and
— precisely because of the irresistible force of the Spirit-filled wisdom of his case — the first Martyr
[Acts 6:11 — 8:1]. But equaly, it was one of his chief opponents who — through his own encounter with
the risen Christ — would take up the torch of Spirit-anointed truthful wisdom and run with it: Saul of
Tarsus.

2. The Bible: Authenticity and Authority in an Age of Suspicion

Traditionaly, Christians hold that the Bible is "God breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking,
correcting and training in righteousness, so that the man of God may be thoroughly equipped for every

191 ogical inconsistencies affirm and deny (usually implicitly) the same claim, resulting in confusion. For example, the claim
“there are no absolute truths” isitself an absolute truth-claim. It thereforerefutesitself. No good comes of such confusion, sowe
must purge our thinking of contradictions.



good work." (2 Tim. 3:16, 17.) Thus, we see the Bible as being the recorded Word of God that breathes
out his redemptive, life-transforming, perfect truth, love, moral purity, wisdom, authority, and power.

Consequently, we understand oursalves and our world in light of the biblical plot-line™:

a God is the eternal, holy, perfect, all-powerful, al-knowing, loving Creator and Sustainer of the
cosmos, who made humanity in his image, to be his stewards of the earth.

Q This stewardship implied the power of choice, thus necessarily the potentia for virtue or vice.
Unfortunately, our first ancestors chose to walk in their own way, and ever since, each of us has
ratified that choice through our own wilfully sinful behaviour — which wreaks havoc on our own
salves, other people and the whole earth.

a So, naturdly, al of us are subjects of God's just anger at sin. However, in love, God made a way for
usto be reconciled to himself and so seeks to rescue us from the endaving and destructive power of
sn.

O To effect this plan, God chose a particular people (the Jews) and joined covenant with them, creating
a culture within which he sent his prophets with his words that guided them through times of
faithfulness and unfaithfulness, blessing, and judgement, preparing the way for his chosen Messiah —
Spirit-empowered deliverer.

O Indue course, that Messiah/Christ was sent by God: Jesus of Nazareth, the unique Son of God. He
loved, served, taught, healed and delivered from Satanic bondage. But he was rejected and declared
worthy of death (as a blasphemer) by the leaders of his own people, and “suffered under Pontius
Pilate,” who — for political expediency — unjustly condemned him to death, having declared Jesus
innocent of sedition against Rome.

O But, in dying on a cross, Jesus bore our sins and brought redemption for us. Then, triumphing over
the Devil, he rose from the dead as Lord. In ascending to his Father, he sent out his church into the
world under the power of his Spirit, with the Good News that freely brings forgiveness,
reconciliation, salvation, healing, wholeness and liberation to all men who will but receive it.

o So, even now, through the church, the Risen Lord works to fill al things with his grace and glory,
creating a foretaste of what shall be in perfect fulness at his Coming.** Then, he shall establish his
Eternal Kingdom in its fully manifested power and glory, triumphing over al human and demonic
rebellion and chaos.

Few things are as controversia today as these traditional, Bible-based Christian claims!
Basically, they have been challenged from three directions:
1. Some fed that during the centuries of copying by hand from one text to another and due to
"inevitable distortions’ in the trandation process, the origina text "must" have been badly

distorted or even totaly lost. Thus, such people believe that we can have no way of knowing
that the Bible's story line is authentic.

1 Cf. UCCF Statement of Faith, or similar creedal statements, for specific Scripture references.
12 See the companion paper, Fulnss and our Mandate, for an expansion of this theme, with a strategic framework for
its application to the reformation and sound devel opment of the Caribbean.



2. Itisclamed, often by learned Theologians (such as Dominic Crossan and the Jesus Seminar,
or Bishop John Spong of New Jersey, and many others) that much of the Bible is smply a
collection of pre-scientific myths and pious forgeries, which has to be "demythologized" and
"reconstructed” before use. In particular, such thinkers are suspicious of the idea that
History, under the Lordship of Christ, is moving along a path from Cresation and fall, through
redemption and witness to al nations, towards a culmination at the Second Coming.

3. Some argue that the Bible is factualy inaccurate, that is, it does not square with what we
know today about the world in the past — especially in Genesis, in its prophecies, and reports
of miracles. That is, they hold that (based on our ability to reconstruct the past through
historical, archaeologica and scientific investigations) we can discredit and dismiss the
Bible's claims.

The first challenge is easiest to deal with. Simply put, we have a mountain of ancient textual evidence to
the Bible (in both the origina languages and ancient trandations), which enables us to be reasonably
confident that we know what the original text was, in al essentid details at al essentia points.
Moreover, Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, the original languages, are still understood and studied today, so
we can easily check the accuracy of any particular trandation. Of the many available good modern
English versions, the Revised Standard Version, the New American Standard Version, the New King
James Verson and the New International Version are generdly highly respected. (For more details,
consult J. McDowell's Evidence that Demands a Verdict, or F.F. Bruce's The Books and the Parchments.)

The second is somewhat more technical and not usually relevant to laymen — unless they have been
influenced by the claims of the Jesus Seminar or the like. Suffice to say that, for example, the idea that
Moses books were written in the tenth to sixth centuries BC originally depended upon the assumption
that writing had not been invented in Moses day; a theory which has long since exploded. Similarly,
thereis little or no sound reason to conclude that the New Testament documents are pious forgeries dating
to the second century. In general, such sceptical scholarly theories are based upon materiaistic and
evolutionary assumptions that are debatable, or even arbitrary, and which we are by no means compelled
by the evidence to accept without question. For details, see J. McDowell's Evidence that Demands a
Verdict, and various articlesin The New Bible Dictionary, IVP.

The third objection is more fundamental. The Bible is full of reports about the supernatural works of a
sovereign God, in creation, revelation, salvation, healing, and deliverance. It is often claimed that such
reports cannot be true, either because they contradict the scientifically established laws of nature or else
known facts about the past.

Clearly, the issue is not one of proof beyond al doubt or dispute — no such "proofs’ exist. Rather, the
issue is whether it isintellectually honest or sensible to believe a book making claims such as the above.

The best place to begin, as aways, is with Jesus, his life, death, and clams. Luke, in beginning his
Gospd, for instance, clams:

[Slince | mysalf have carefully investigated everything from the beginning, it seemed good also
to me to write an orderly account for you . . . so that you may know the certainty of the things
you have been taught. [Luke 1:3, 4; emphasis added.]

Luke, then, starts out by saying his writings are a carefully researched, accurate and orderly account of the
life of Jesus and — taking in the Acts, also addressed to Theophilus — aso of the early history of the
church; based upon eyewitness testimony and (apparently) records of such testimony. His main am was



to provide warrant for Chrigtian faith, and he argued that an accurate, orderly account of what happened
to Jesus and his followers would be quite sufficient.

Thisis aclaim to be writing objective history, and within the lifetime of eyewitnesses. If these clams are
fase, “Luke’ isout and out guilty of fraud, however pious.

But Lukeis open to checking, as he tosses out names, dates, and places with abandon, even (in the "we"
passages in Acts) implying that he was himself present as a participant in some of the events he records.
So, if he were, say, a second century forger, he would be likely indeed to get the facts wrong.

At one stage this was commonly felt to be so, "but it is generaly admitted by scholars today that the
author's historical accuracy has been vindicated." [J. N. Geldenhuys, "Luke, Gospel of," New Bible
Dictionary, IVP, 1976, p. 757.] F.F. Bruce adds. "The historica trustworthiness of Luke's account has
been amply confirmed by archaeological discovery. While he has apologetic and theological interests
[mostly, to commend the Christian faith to the Romans as not being a security threat and as being based
on atrue understanding of God'’s intervention into human history in the person and work of Jesus|, these
do not detract from this detailed accuracy.” ["Acts, Book of the,” NBD, p. 11. Parenthetica summary
added.] For instance, it has been pointed out that his account of Paul’s voyage and shipwreck in Acts 27
provides one of the best accounts of ancient seafaring. Indeed, the course of the voyage, the westher
systems that led to the shipwreck and its likely location can be reconstructed from the account!

This pattern of confirmed accuracy is vital when we turn to the main line of the account. For, accuracy,
as has been often said, is a habit — as are carelessness and deceitfulness. And, Luke’'s main plot-line
(while tossing out abundant and well authenticated incidental references to life in First Century Palestine
and the wider Mediterranean) weaves momentous claims into the basic fabric of the times: the birth, life,
teachings, miracles, death and resurrection of Jesus and the origin and progress of a church which testified
to these things, did similar miracles, and could not be stopped, not even by force. Indeed, the claim that
the Church's opponents had to resort to force, even within walking-distance of Jesus now empty tomb, is
itself significant.

Luke contends that all of this is fact, carefully researched and orderly presented fact. If he was wrong,
surely the church's opponents would have been able to ram his false or inaccurate claims back down his
throat, followed by copious helpings of crow!

Instead, we read of Paul, chalenged by Festus. "You are out of your mind, Paul! Your great learning is
driving you insane!" His reply: "1 am not insane, most excellent Festus . . . What | am saying is true and
reasonable. The King [Agrippa] is familiar with these things, and | can speak fredly to him. | am
convinced that none of this has escaped his notice, because it was not donein acorner.” (Acts 26:25, 26.)

Here we see Paul, before his accusers, preaching to his judges, and appealing to their knowledge of the
well-known facts. To my mind, this is plainly not consistent with the idea that the reports are mere tall
tales, pious forgeries made up long after the eyewitnesses had died out. Moreover, five hundred people
smply do not suffer the same hallucination at the same time, nor are hallucinations able to confer
miraculous powers, or utterly change murderous persecutors into bold missionaries, as Luke records.
Tellingly, Luke claims that the church's opponents could not deny the life-transforming impact of the
gospel, especialy the powerful miracles wrought in the name of Jesus™ (Cf. Acts 4:14: “since they
could see the [formerly crippled] man who had been hedled standing . . . there was nothing they could

say.")

13 For that matter, the gospel yet changes lives, and many miraclesin the name of Jesus have continued to happen down through
history, right up to our owntime. [Cf. Acts4:7 —12, and Acts 9:1 — 38 (nb. 24:1 - 26:32, esp. 26:4 - 8, 9 - 23).]



We, then, must make up our minds as to whether we can accept Luke's record. If we rgject it, we must
know why — and why we do o in the teeth of his demonstrated, detailed historica reliability. (We
hardly need to detain ourselves with the circular argument that miracles are “impossible” because they
violate “ exceptionless laws of nature.” For, why should it be “impossible’ for the All-Powerful, All-Wise
Creator of the cosmos to sometimes act beyond the usual course of nature as we — all too fallibly —
perceive it?)

If, on the other hand, we accept the Lukan claim, it implies that the New Testament is the authentic record
of Jesus, his life, teachings, claims death and resurrection, and of the church that bore witness to him. In
turn, this validates the Old Testament record of how God acted into the flow of history to prepare the way
for just such a Saviour as Jesus of Nazareth. [Cf. 2 Peter 1:1- 3:18, esp. 1:12 - 2:3, & 3:1-18]]

If itiscredible at al, the Bible is the Word of God. The choice, with its implications and consequences, is
ours.

3. Apologeticsin the Caribbean

We live, think, work and evangelise in the Caribbean. We must therefore be sensitive to the yet unhealed
wounds from our past — Christianity, davery and colonialism were al brought here from Europe, for
instance — and we must work towards dealing with the issues facing the church today, in the twenty-first
century. Six issues — sectarianism, politica messianism, the media and education, evolutionary
materialism, post-modern relativism, and Idam, will therefore be focussed upon, not because they are
exhaustive but because they are representative and important.

31 The Sectarian Civil War

Too often in the Caribbean, church is pitted against church in a vicious war over doctrine and over
followers. As a direct result, many smply dismiss the church as a whole, and the gospel — "If you
Christians can't even agree among yoursalves, why should we believe any of you?"

| suppose this is part of why Jesus prayed that we would "be brought to complete unity to let the world
know that you sent me and have loved them even as you have loved me." (John 17:23.) Clearly, we have
to learn to accept one another in Christ, and to show the love that is the proof of the discipleship we
profess. (John 13:35.) Thank God that the UCCF, YFC and many other groups, over the past severa
decades, have (however imperfectly) modelled a framework that can show the way forward:

=  Unity in essentids (such as our understanding of God as Creator and Sovereign Lord; the
Person and Work of Christ; the Scriptures; the Gospel and why and how we must be saved —
cf. the UCCF Statement of Faith);

= Regpect for diversity, and room for dialogue and personal convictions on other important (but
less essential) concerns and issues;

= Balanced by a stress on faithful discipleship under the Great Commission, that leads to a life
of service, love and purity in the power of God's Holy Spirit.

If such amode isto work out on the ground across the Caribbean, the area of Bible study will need much
attention. For, many of our doctrina and practica quarrels, frankly, are rooted in doppy interpretation



that does not understand or respect context, language, logic or the culture gap between two or three
thousand years ago and today.

For example, some sects reject the historic Christian understanding of Jesus claim to be the Incarnate,
unique Son of God: that is, that Our Risen Lord is the Second Person of the Trinity. What is sad is that
members of such groups often fail to realise why the Church, upon much careful reflection, has come to
see that the real aternative would be to conclude (with the Jewish leaders who put him to death) that he
was a blasphemer.

Mark 2:1-12 will make this point clear. Jesusisteaching in a house, and a paralytic is let down, through a
hole in the roof. He pauses and says to the paraytic, "Son, your sins are forgiven."

Some teachers of the Mosaic Law were present, and reacted sharply, thinking to themselves, "Why does
this fellow talk like that? He's blaspheming! Who can forgive sins but God alone?' Jesus knew what
they were thinking, but did not respond: “No, you are mistaken,** it is not God alone who can forgive sins
— socanl.” Rather, he healed the paralytic as avisible sign of this power.

Some may object that an account of a miracle cannot record an event that actually happened in a certain
house in Capernaum some time around AD 30; it “must” be a pious myth. To such, we must ask on what
grounds they reject the possibility of miracles? If the response is that they violate laws of nature, we must
point out that the God who made nature plainly has power to act beyond the usual course of nature.

Others may fed that, perhaps Jesus did say such things; but, although a great teacher and reformer, he
was clearly mistaken. The problem with this objection (as C. S. Lewis so often pointed out) is the sheer
magnitude of the “error” — it would immediately call his sanity into question; or worse. And, that
smply will not wash.

Y et others, perhaps influenced by the Jesus Seminar, may fed that the whole story is made up by second
century church leaders to respond to their own times.

To these, we point out that: (1) there is no solid evidence for such a charge; (2) the canonical gospels
smply do not play to the debates of the second century (or even the later First Century); and (3) the
history of the Church, from the First Century on, knows of no other Jesus than the one who worked
miracles, made amazing claims about his Person and Work, who died on a cross for our sins, and who
rose from the dead in power and glory. Thisis attested, not only by the New Testament documents — for
which we now have significant manuscript evidence and citations dating to the very edge of the First
Century — but aso by the early and later Church Fathers, by opponents, and by secular historians and
commentators.

We then see a stark choice: is Jesus our Divine Lord, a demonic Liar, or a crazed Lunatic? No other
significant option exists — Jesus saw to that.

In the text we are examining, this is very clear: either Jesus is able to exercise a prerogative that belongs
only to God, or else he is a crazed or demonised blasphemer,™ for he clearly claims that his ability to
hedl, in this case, isaproof of his power to forgive sin. And, in the end, only God can have this power.

¥ ginisatitsroot an offense against God, so indeed it is God who ultimately must forgiveit.

15 Indeed, it was on the charge of blasphemy that Jesus was put to death [John 5:17 — 30; Mark 14:53 —64], and Christians have
always viewed the resurrection as avindication of hisclaimsto bethe Son of God [Acts2:31—41; Rom. 1:1 —4]. (The Talmud,
written by later Jewish leaders, isinadvertently consistent — it accepts that Jesus indeed performed miraclesin First Century
Palestine, but explainsthem by accusing him of deception and magic. And even these accusations confirm the Gospel reports: cf.
Luke 11:14 — 28, Matt 12:1 — 45, John 10:22 — 42, nb. Jesus’ challengein vv. 37, 38.)
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In our dealing with such doctrinal controversies, then, we should use the power of inductive Bible study
to unearth what the Bible actualy says, as opposed to what people may clam it says. Once we clarify the
significance of what happens or is said, we can apply it to our own situations. Asis clear from the above,
this approach can yield startling insights and forces momentous decisions.

But also, we must go beyond mere arguments and controversies, so that “speaking the truth in love, we
will in &l things grow up into him who is the head, that is, Christ. From him, the whole body, joined and
held together by every supporting ligament, grows and builds itself up in love, as each part does its
work.” [Eph. 4:15 - 16]

If we do otherwise, we will smply be to be traitors to the church and its message in the wider community,
contributing to its rejection of the true Messiah, resulting ultimately in ruin.

32 Political M essianism

Often, politicians in our region project themselves as messiahs, anointed to lead us into new promised
lands. However, as Christians, we know that it is only God who can save us from dl the bitter fruit of our
sin and selfishness, and it is only God who knows what is in men's hearts and can thus know the exact
motives or attitudes of those who question or oppose him. (See 1 Sam. 16:7.)

Therefore, when mere men project themselves as messiahs able to deliver our people into a new age, free
of want, misery and suffering, and thus demand unquestioning support, or claim that politicsis a spherein
which questions of right or wrong are irrelevant, they demand loyalties which properly belong only to
God.

The first commandment still stands: ™Y ou shall have no other gods before me." (Deut. 5:7.)

Marxian ideology — now lying in a shallow and noisily stirring grave — added to this potent idolatrous
brew a philosophical framework, based upon materialism. For, starting from the basic stance of rgjecting
any notion of a personal, Sovereign God, it asserted that matter and the purposeless laws that govern
matter are all that exists. It then claimed that social injustice is due to how some men have invented the
notion of property and have used it to steal the fruit of other people’s work to fatten themselves, inventing
complex socia structures, notably religious and political/economic ones, to legitimise their action. The
proposed solution was revolution: the oppressed must throw off their chains and violently seize what
"rightfully” is theirs.

Unfortunately, as the aftermath of the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe in 1989 — 1991 revealed,
Marxist revolutions have simply substituted one oppressive, unjust and often incompetent ruling class for
another. So, the collapse of the East Bloc has for the moment settled the debate over whether centraly
planned economies outperform market-based economies. across time, they have not.

However, as Bob Goudzwaard points out in Capitalism and Progress, the underlying greed and
oppression issues first raised by Marx and other Socidists remain unresolved. For, those who own or
manage the capita assets of a firm often think only in terms of maximising profits. They thus tend to
neglect the legitimate rights, needs and interests of other stakeholders: workers and their families,
suppliers (especialy when their bargaining power is weak), customers, the wider community, even the
environment.

Therefore, in recent years, the ideologica and mora controversies that have dogged capitalism from its
inception have smply moved on to other grounds. These include: market failures and environmental
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damage; [un-]sustainability of development and North/South globalisation agendas; capitalist/patriarchal
oppression of workers, women, black people, and other racia/cultural minorities. (Nor have the usua
noises about profit maximisation as an efficiency measure put the critics to flight, for the key theorems
relate to idedlised, not real world markets) That is, the underlying theme of oppression/liberation
remains unresolved, and the underlying materiaistic thinking and hankering after political messiahs still
set the agendafor public debate.

This is fundamentally problematic, for secularist political messianisnVliberationism rejects God, as its
first step in thinking. So, however good the analysis may be at particular points — and it can be
uncomfortably close to the truth, even though such thinkers have more than their fair share of mideading
arguments — such thinking has no clear and firm basis for respecting truth, rights, and values, even
though it often reflects a splendid sengitivity to the cry of the oppressed.

Now, it is an easily observed fact that we naturally become angry and complain or quarrel when we are
treated unfairly, though we often fail to live up to the standards we thus set for others. That is, as C. S.
Lewis was fond of pointing out, how and why we quarrel reveas that we expect other people to respect
our rights — binding mora claims on others. In short, in practice, we al accept that at least some moral
principles are objectively binding. Unfortunately, a the same time, we often wish to escape the force of
such claims against our own selves!

As areault, it is an al-too- common human failing to be busy about sawdust in the next person’s eye,
when we have planks sticking out of our own eyes. [Mait. 7:1 —5; cf. 18:15—-18.]

It is therefore quite easy for political messianists to highlight the failings and hypocrisies of others. But,
more importantly, it is quite another thing for would-be saviours of society to give an adequate basis for
the binding nature of our rights. For, what “rights’ can “an accidental by-product thrown off by the
random chaos of a chance world” ultimately claim against those who hold the levers of power in the
community?

This is crucia, as secularist thinking naturally tends to reduce morality to subjective feelings driven by
accidents of genetics or of culture, religion and history. Would-be political messiahs therefore typicaly
resort to manipulative media and political power games as they attempts to deliver their promised utopias.
But, since secularists reduce truth to subjective perceptions, and cut rights down to being mere
entitlements granted through control of the levers of political, legal and regulatory power, they are usualy
blind to the planks in their own eyes — their own fallen, sinful, deceitful and desperately wicked hearts.
[Cf. Jeremiah 17:5— 11, esp. 9 — 10, and Deut. 8:17 - 20.]

Consequently, secularist utopian reformers al too easily fall prey to the corrupting temptations of power.
For example, they often ruthlessly exploit media access and academic/ideologica power to push through
their policy agendas — often based on questionable or even deceptive scientific, factual, mora or lega
clams. In some instances, they have even abused the power of police agencies and the courts — and not
just Nazis and Communists, either.

As a result, public policy dominated or controlled by such ideologues soon drifts away from sound
foundations, in pursuit of ever-receding mirages, often ending up in shipwreck. This has already become
al too clear in the case of the Marxists, who have now left behind the daunting challenge of repairing the
political, socid, cultural, economic, educational and environmental havoc created by forty to seventy
years of ruinous rule by tyrannical Communist Dictators.

Similarly, should they gain or hold power for long enough, bitter fruit will also come from the current
crop of would-be political messiahs, precisely because they have lost sight of their own inner corruption



and need for redemption, inner renewa and transformation through the only true Messiah. For, as the
great Russian writer and dissident, Alexander Sol zhenitsyn, observed — consciously echoing the ancient
prophets — the line between good and evil passes, not between classes and nations, but right through the
individual human heart.

The main question, in short, is NOT over particular issues, theories, rights and policies, but rather over
who is Lord: man, or Jesus? (For, as Rom. 13:1-7 points out, governing authorities are servants and
stewards of God, responsible for upholding justice, rewarding good, and punishing evil. When those who
hold power drift from this mooring, they inevitably follow aroad to ruin.)

In short, the state is, and must always be, accountable to God. For, it is only he who can truly establish
justice in the community.

33 The Media and Education

Issues of communication, control, credibility and clarity are critical if the church is to speak effectively to
the people of the Caribbean during this generation. If we fail to be clear, credible, and relevant, we will
smply be isolated and dismissed as other sources and their messages take over our region. For, a
message is comprehended only by those who find it clear; it is believable only to those who give its
sources a high credibility; it is effective only for those who find it relevant.

Unfortunately, credibility is not the same as truth — it is a perception that a particular source is
believable. As well we know from the study of Rhetoric, messages and arguments can be extremely
persuasive, even if they are not true or sound. So, demagogues and other mideaders have long since
discovered that if one tickles itching ears with what they want to hear, self-deceived people will believe it
and trust you, even in the teeth of the actua evidence. [2 Tim. 3:1 -8, 415, cf. 3:12- 17.]

Moreover, unless their current belief system is manifestly failing, people generaly accept what accords
with what they aready believe and rgject whatever does not accord with what they already believe, so
once afalse ideology has taken root in acommunity, it is very hard indeed to uproot.

This brings out the critical strategic roles played by major community ingtitutions. For, as we grow up,
our core beliefs and values are accepted from and shaped by authorities such as parents, churches,
schools, the media, our peers on the street, popular leaders and politicians — it isonly later in life, if ever,
that we critically assess them. As a direct result, the key battle in the war of idess is aways political:
which authorities and agendas will dominate the media, the school and the academy. Victory or defeat in
these three ingtitutions determines the dominant ideas, perceptions and messages that spread through a
given community — and, in an ever more globa age, the world.

Over the past severa decades in our region, the tide of this battle has clearly been shifting to the
secularists and their post-modern fellow travellers, especialy as the dominant media power of the United
States spreads through our region. Key factors include: penetration of satellite/cable TV and the Internet;
the messages spread by popular music, art forms and entertainment; the spin put on news and issuesin the
global media and international forums such as the UN; the dominant secularist ideological underpinnings
of higher education; and even project requirements of major funding agencies. If we smply drift with
this tide, our region will increasingly be pulled into the orbit of the latest trends in North America and
Europe, often to our demonstrable detriment.

Consequently, if we are to counter the tide, and fulfil our calling to be effective as Christian leaders

working to disciple the nations in our region, we must be ever aert to the various philosophies,
ideologies, agendas and underlying values and beliefs that are being communicated to our communities,
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whether openly or subtly. We must dso understand how the various persuasive techniques work, and
learn how to effectively respond. Most of al, we must be willing to respond effectively, using art-forms,
schools, media-houses, books, and whatever other legitimate means are at our disposal.

34 Evolutionary Materialism

The intellectual powerhouse that energises secularism is Evolutionary Materialism.*®  Consequently, we
must take its measure, and understand then respond to its claims, strengths and limitations, if we are to be
effective as educated Christian thinkers and leadersin our region.

Now, except in intellectua circles, Evolutionism is not yet an openly dominant influence in our region,
due to the lingering hold of the Bible on the popular mindset. As time goes on, however, the secularist
trend is clearly gathering momentum, and so it is imperative for us to respond to it without further delay.

The core issue, of coursg, is that the biological Theory of [Macro-] Evolution is often held to "prove’ the
philosophy of Materialism, thus discrediting the Bible and the Christian Faith. This leads to four critical
guestions:

(1) Isbiological macro-evolution a proven fact?

(2) Do the various evolutionary philosophies and theories in various fields of study necessarily
follow from biological macro-evolution?

(3) Can these philosophies and theories stand up as proven facts?
(4) Does Evolution therefore disprove the existence of God?

The critical issue is the linkage between observable data, the inferred theory of macro-evolution, and the
claimed implication, materialism. If the inference is good and the implication holds, then God is dead,
full stop. So would be Man.

Firgt, a clarification. It is macro-evolution which is at stake, not the minor population variations
commonly called micro-evolution. We are not discussing well known small scale changes, such as
Darwin’'s Finches or Industrial Melanism, but rather the grand theory that seeks to explain the origin and
diversfication of life into the many formsin the fossil record and those existing today.

All such macro-theories face three magor difficulties. explaining the origin of life; explaining the
mechanism that alows, say, afish to evolve into a man in severa hundred million years; explaining the
all-too-characteristic "sudden appearances and disappearances’ of life-formsin the "amost unmanageably
rich" fossil record, which is the magjor evidence.

For, as many competent commentators have repeatedly pointed out," the legp from amino acids formed in
spark-in-gas experiments to a complete and functioning life-form is vast. Colour changes in moths are
one thing, "amoeba to man" quite another. A fossil record of gaps and postulated but till al-too-missing
links is more of an embarrassment than a proof (and has always been s0).*® In short, it is hardly proper to
conclude, after more than a century, that macro-evolution is proven fact.

16 Often called “Naturalism.” Evolutionary Materialism isused here becauseit isamore descriptive phrase.

17 See the references at the end of this module.

8 1n Darwin’ s day, it was confidently expected that the “gaps’ would befilled in, hence the search for “missing links.”

The persistence of the gapsin thefossil record — though often denied in debate— is sufficiently seriousthat the late Steven Jay
Gould (of Harvard), NilesEldredge et a proposed an alternative to Neo-Darwinian evolutionary theory: Punctuated Equilibrium.
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Of course, to many, macro-evolution "must” be true — the alternative, creation and/or intelligent design,
"is incredible." Their basic reason, of course, is that they are philosophica materialists — they begin by
assuming that there is no God, rather than with an open-minded assessment of the evidence. Plainly, this
isacircular argument — one obvious dternative is that God/the Intelligent Designer used evolution as his
means of creation! Another, given the problems with the evidence, is that macro-evolution smply did not
happen. (This may be intellectudly unfashionable, but it is definitely not ruled out by the available
evidence.)

In short, while macro-evolution may well fit into an atheistic view of the world, it is itself open to
significant challenge and simply cannot prove materialism to be true.

Philosophical materidism, however, has deegper problems. It argues that the cosmos is the product of
chance interactions of matter and energy, within the constraint of the laws of nature. Therefore, al
phenomenain the universe, without residue, are determined by the working of purposeless laws acting on
materia objects, under the direct or indirect control of chance.

But human thought, clearly a phenomenon in the universe, must now fit into this picture. Thus, what we
subjectively experience as "thoughts' and "conclusions' can only be understood materidistically as
unintended by-products of the natural forces which cause and control the electro-chemical events going
on in neural networks in our brains. (These forces are viewed as ultimately physicd, but are taken to be
partly mediated through a complex pattern of genetic inheritance and psycho-socia conditioning, within
the framework of human culture.)

Therefore, if materialism is true, the "thoughts' we have and the "conclusions® we reach, without residue,
are produced and controlled by forces that are irrelevant to purpose, truth, or validity. Of course, the
conclusions of such arguments may still happen to be true, by lucky coincidence — but we have no
rational grounds for relying on the “reasoning” that has led us to feel that we have “proved” them. And,
if our materiaist friends then say: “But, we can adways apply scientific tests, through observation,
experiment and measurement,” then we must note that to demonstrate that such tests provide empirical
support to their theories requires the use of the very process of reasoning which they have discredited!

Thus, evolutionary materialism reduces reason itsdlf to the status of illuson. But, immediately, that
includes “Materidism.” For instance, Marxists commonly deride opponents for their “bourgeois class
conditioning” — but what of the effect of their own class origins? Freudians frequently dismiss qualms
about their loosening of moral restraints by dluding to the impact of strict potty training on their “up-
tight” critics — but doesn’'t this cut both ways? And, should we not simply ask a Behaviourist whether
gheis smply another operantly conditioned rat trapped in the cosmic maze?

In the end, materialism is based on self-defeating logic, and only survives because people often fail (or,
sometimes, refuse) to think through just what their beliefs really mean.

As a further consequence, materialism can have no basis, other than arbitrary or whimsical choice and
balances of power in the community, for determining what is to be accepted as True or Fase, Good or
Evil. So, Mordlity, Truth, Meaning, and, a length, Man, are dead.

As Francis Schaeffer and others have so ably pointed out, this inner contradiction explains modern man's
dilemma and confusion. For, his soul — created by God, our rea Maker — tells such a man that he is
significant, but what he thinks he knows tells him that he is nothing but a random bit of rubbish cast up by
an ultimately chaotic and purposeless universe. He therefore knows not which to believe, and so lives
under a cloud of hopeless despair, "a double-minded man, unstable in al his ways.”
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It is consequently no surprise to detect the consistent theme that al of redlity is ultimately meaninglessin
modern and post-modern Literature, in contemporary Philosophy, and in the Arts generdly. Equaly
unsurprisingly, when materialistic evolutionary frameworks are applied to academic/professiona
disciplines such as Psychology, Sociology, Anthropology, Linguistics, Economics, Management, or
Media and Communication, it is the implications of materialism that invariably are the root of anti-
Christian bias.

In Law, Government, and Public Policy, the same bitter seed has shot up the idea that "Right" and
"Wrong" are smply arbitrary social conventions. This has often led to the adoption of hypocritical,
inconsistent, futile and self-destructive public policies.

"Truth is dead," so Education has become a power struggle; the victors have the right to propagandise the
next generation as they please. Media power games smply extend this cynica manipulation from the
school and the campus to the street, the office, the factory, the church and the home.

Further, since family structures and rules of sexua morality are "simply accidents of history,” one is free
to force society to redefine family values and principles of sexual morality to suit one's preferences.

Findly, life itself is meaningless and valueless, so the weak, sick, defenceless and undesirable — for
whatever reason — can simply be daughtered, whether in the womb, in the hospital, or in the death camp.

In short, ideas sprout roots, shoot up into al aspects of life, and have consequences in the real world.
Paul therefore aptly summarises the bitter fruit of dismissing God from our thoughts:

since they did not think it worth while to retain the knowledge of God, he gave them over to a
depraved mind, to do what ought not to be done. They have become filled with every kind of
wickedness, evil, greed and depravity. They are full of envy, murder, strife, deceit and malice.
They are gossips, danderers, God-haters, insolent, arrogant and boastful; they invent ways of
doing evil; they disobey their parents; they are sensaless, faithless, heartless, ruthless. Although
they know God's righteous decree that those who do such things deserve death, they not only
continue to do these very things but also approve those who practice them. [Rom. 1:28 - 32; cf.
18 - 27, which shows the significance of widespread sexua perversionsin a culture.]

However, since evolutionary materialism has become the orthodoxy of the academic community and that
of many policy-makers and opinion leaders, it is often smply embedded in the foundation of
contemporary academic discourse, public discussion of issues, and the policy-making and implementing
process.

Therefore, educated Christians must learn how to unearth these hidden assumptions, and then to expose
the resulting contradictions, foolish policy recommendations and their likely bitter fruit."® Once that is
done, we can then set about separating the wheat of sound insight from the chaff of anti-Christian bias,
then work towards a sounder, more sustainable future for our region.

19 NB: Much more could be said on thistopic, and the aboveis, due to the short space available, ailmost over-simplified. It
should be clear, however, that the materialist rebellion against God has led to many of the characteristic problems of the modern
world. | urgeyoutoread widely inthisarea. It would especially be useful to consult the second edition of C. S. Lewis Miracles,
Ch. 3, and Ronald Nash's Faith and Reason, Ch. 18, which arethe basic sourcesfor the above argument about the self-defeating
nature of materialism.
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35 Post-M oder nism

The logically self-defeating, morally bankrupt, environmentally destructive, economically unjust nature
of secular humanist thought has led to an ongoing disintegration of modernity, thus to the rise of post-
modernism. For, it has become al too evident that men, starting from themselves and observation of the
world around them, cannot come to an enduring consensus about ultimate reality in genera, and in
particular, specific and vital issues over truth, knowledge, valuesmordity, law and public policy.

As a result of this lack of consensus and resulting polarised diversity of views and agendas, a radica
relativism has increasingly dominated the academy, the media, public policy, the arts and popular culture.
“Tolerance” and “diversity” are therefore the watch-words of the emerging globa era — as we dide
towards collective suicide in a cesspit of sensua perversion and self-indulgence. [Cf. Eph 4:17 — 24.]

Agang this backdrop, the church been shaken by the secularist idea that God is Smply a fary tde, and that
mordity is Smply a matter of persond or culturd values and norms. So, we have not been quick to publicly
expose secularism's bankruptcy and respond to the huge wave of spirituad hunger that has swept the globe in the
1990's.

Such a deegp hunger in a reatividic, plurdigtic age has dso naturdly accommodated the idea that dl religions
areequdly roadsto "God." Thus, "tolerance" is now often redefined from respect for diversity to the notion that
one must never assert or imply that another person's faith may bein error.

But, on closer ingpection, it turns out that this concept may sometimes smply be atheismin disguisd  For, its
advocates often quietly assume that religious biefs are only true in the sense that those who believe feel that
they aretrue. Granting this, of courseit followsthat al religions are equaly roads to god: "god" being smply a
fary taethat props up wesk hearts and minds.

For others, the idea that "dl roads equdly lead to God" means that they have dmply reinterpreted —
"wrenched" is a more accurate, though less palite, word — the world's mgor rdligious traditions out of context
in light of their own idess. Typicdly, they hold a vague notion of "a common threed of truth” in al the
traditions, dismissing anything that runs counter to such assumed "common truths."

For ingtance, one popular guru has attempted to teke "Be ill and know that | am God" out of its context of
quiet worship before our Crestor, the LORD, into the utterly different Hindu concept that Atman is Brahman
(roughly, "each of us is a little spark of god’). Far from being "tolerant,” such doppy thinking actudly
disrespects the fact of diversity in those traditions.

Thus, dramatic changes are dso taking place in the world's spiritud climate.  While many people are ill
skepticd over any form of spiritudity, the inner emptiness caused by trying to dismiss God as a fary tae has
created a greet hunger for spiritua experience. Many forms of "New Age' spirituaity — repackaged paganism
— aretherefore emerging and are rapidly spreading acrosstheworld.  1dam, too, is aggressively responding to
the hunger, and is working hard to win converts and to build a strong base in the Caribbean. Even Hinduism is
now taking afar more assartive sancein our communities.

In short, there is a regiona spiritud crisis, one that is largdly taking place a the expense of the church. It is
therefore necessary for us to respond vigoroudy to the underlying themes and issues.

First, we need to establish a self-evident — but often denied — fact: the basic existence of truth. For
instance, as Elton Trueblood argues in his General Philosophy, if we try to deny the claim: “Error exists,”
that would imply that the chalenged claim is in error — proving it! Thus, we may freely infer that at
least one true claim exists, so truth exists. It also follows that there is something to be in error about: the
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real world. [Of course, such an “existence proof” should give pause to those who try to deny that
objective truth exists, but it does not give us a golden key to the content of truth in general ]

But, is truth knowable? This can best be responded to by noting that if one tries to claim that “we cannot
know the truth,” thisisitself a claim to know an objective truth: the “un-knowability” of truth — again, a
self-defeating claim.

So, it would be wiser to accept that, while our specific knowledge-claims are provisional — i.e. subject to
correction in light of further evidence or reasoned argument — we can discover, recognise and understand
truth and right. Thus, however imperfectly, we reflect the image of our Creator, who know all things and
can reved them to us, through: (1) Creation [thus, the value of sound scientific research]; (2) our inner,
intuitive awareness of truth and right [thus, the power of conscience-guided reason]; (3) his Word given
through true, authenticated spokesmen/prophets [thus the importance of the Holy Scripture]; and — most
important of all — (4) his Incarnate Son, authenticated by the resurrection from the dead. [Cf. Heb. 1:1 —
14, esp. 1 - 4]

We can then turn to questions of values and mordity. In this sphere, the Caribbean is now rapidly entering the
post-modern age of cynica rdativism— Yae Law Professor Arthur Leff’s age of “the grand * Sez who?” For,
many people now think there is nothing more to truth and mordity than “this seems true or right to me”
Therefore, they mistakenly challenge any asserted truth or mora dam that does not suit their fancy: “Who are
you to impaose your sandards and views on me?’

They thus fdl into a glaring incongstency: how can you a one and the same time say that truth and right are
relative to individuas and cultures, then expect others to accept as binding the mora obligation that they should
not “impose their views on others’?

Clearly, then, rdaivigs accept that at least one mora principle, respect for the views of others, is universdly
binding — or dse, they would be the mogt blatant of hypocrites.  Why, then do they so often try to deny the
binding nature of other time-tested, godly mora principles, such as repect for marriage and the family, for life,
for property, for truth, and for the reputation and achievements of others? [Cf. Exodus 20:3—17.]

Broadening this argument, the key point is that we al believe we have rights, and become quite upset or even
angry when we fed that our rights are violated. So, as C. S. Lewis observed, we quarrdl in the private sphere,
and we cry out for “equd rights and judtice’ in the public arena.  So, we reved that we believe in objective
mora standards that bind duties on other people. (Unfortunately, we too often fail to bind ourselves by these
duties as well, and become hypocritica. Thus, the bite in “whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do
yeeven sotothem.” [Mait. 7:12, KV ])

So then, dl of us, in practice (but not necessarily in theory) believe in the objectivity of truth and of mordity.
This, of course, sharply cuts across the evolutionary materidist’s picture of the world, “red in tooth and claw,”
but it Sts quite comfortably with the picture Paul painted on afateful day in Athens.

AsActs 17:16 - 34 records, he had gone to Athens to take a brief rest from his stressful Macedonian
adventures. However, he found the shock of Athens extreme idolatry and associated mora bankruptcy in
the very centre of Western Culture’s intellectual tradition too disturbing to keep silent. So, as Socrates
had so often done five hundred years earlier, he went to the marketplace and started to discuss the things
of God with passersby.
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Soon, a group of Philosophers invited him to a meeting of the same Council of Athens leading citizens
that had passed unjust judgement on Socrates® There, Paul addressed Athens' leaders about nationhood
under God:

o Firdt, he picked the shrine that exposed the critica flaw in Pagan thought: an atar dedicated
TO AN UNKNOWN GOD. That is, on the most important possible point of knowledge, the
Athenians — the founders of the Western intellectual, artistic and democratic traditions —
were forced to admit their ignorance, in a public monument!

0 Paul continued: “what you worship as something unknown | am going to proclaim to you.”
For, God created the nations from one man, and "he determined the times set for them and the
exact places where they should live. God did this so that men would seek him and perhaps
reach out for him and find him.” [Acts 17:25 - 27; emphasis added.] That is, the nationswere
created to foster godliness, and we are God's tenants and stewards on the lands in which we
live. God therefore so controls our times that he brings us to the point where we must decide
whether to seek or serve Him.

0 The Apostle then turned to the folly of devoting ourselves to substitutes for God, concluding:
“now [God] commands all people everywhere to repent. For he has set a day in which he will
judge the world with justice by the man he has appointed. He has given proof of this to all
men by raising him from the dead." That man, of course, is Jesus.

So the Athenians got more than they bargained for. Starting from a careful analysis of their culture,
religion and thinking, the leaders of Athens were forced to face the challenge of nationhood under Christ.
Sadly, at their moment of decision, most of the leaders failed to follow the truth, but we know now who
had the better case that fateful day — the future belonged to the Apostle, not to the Philosophers and
Politicians.

3.6 Idam in the Caribbean

Idam is now being strongly promoted in the Caribbean as a major dternative to the Christian Faith, to
postmodernism and to neo-paganism, as people grope for meaning in the aftermath of the disintegration
of modernity. It isaso not well understood in the region, and so it is properly the capstone Apologetics
in action case in this primer.

The ldamic Challenge

Isam israpidly growing as a spiritual challenge in the Caribbean. For example, Suriname and Guyana—
the latter with Mudlims as some 10 — 12% of the population — are now both full members of the Idamic
Conference Organisation, OIC, and are therefore officially Ilamic countries. In the mid 1990's in
Barbados, over half of recorded conversions were to Idam. Jamaica, too has a rising Ilamic influence,
especially through the claims® that the Spanish settlement from 1494 on was predominantly Moorish, and
that “Moor”: (1) implies Islamic —true, and (2) includes Black African (misleading™).

2 |n 399 BC; cf. for instance Ross Commentary on theApology of Socrates athttp://www.friesian.com/#contents . At least,
with Paul, the issue seemsto have been intellectual frivolity, rather than the proverbial cup of hemlock given to Socrates.

2L Drawn from several recent academic papers, newspaper articles and exhibitions by Dr. SultanaAfroz of UWI, and others. Cf.
Prof. Maureen Warner Lewis' devastating response: http://www.jamai ca-gleaner.com/gleaner/20021020/f ocus/focus3.html

2 The OED notes: (1) “ Moor: amember of a Muslim people of mixed Berber and Arab descent, inhabiting N W Africa”;

(2)" Berber: amember of theindigenous mainly Muslim Caucasian peoplesof N. Africa” ; and (3) “ Arab: a member of a
Semitic peopleinhabiting originally Saudi Arabia and theneighbouring countries, now the Middle East generally.” For, arising
from the Islamic conquest of The Middle East and North Africain the seventh century, and from aprocess of conversionto Islam
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It is then inferred that the mgority of Jamaicans are descended from Idamic Moors, who were brought
here as daves by the Spanish or the British, so that: “[c]ontemporaneous to the autonomous Muslim
Maroon ummah, hundreds of thousands of Mu'minun (the Believers of the Islamic faith) of African
descent worked as slaves on the plantations in Jamaica”®  Specificaly, the Maroons are viewed as
resisting the British invaders of 1655 by jihad, as Saladin resisted and finally defested Richard the Lion
Heart and the other Crusadersin the Middle East. Slave revolts, smilarly, are reinterpreted by Dr. Afroz
as jihads, especially the 1831/2 “Baptist War” rebellion:

Jihad became the religious and political ideology of these crypto-Muslims, who became members
of the various denominational nonconformist churches since being sprinkled with the water by
the rectors of the parishes® Despite the experience of the most cruel servitude and the likelihood
of aswift and ruthless suppression of the rebellion, the spiritualy inspired Mu’ minun collectively
responded to the cal for an idand-wide jihad in 1832. Commonly known as the Baptist
Rebellion, the Jihad of 1832 wrought havoc of irreparable dimension to the plantation system and
hastened the Emancipation Act of 1833. [Afroz, p. 227.]

Thus, it is concluded by Idamic advocates that the Caribbean’s ancestral and cultural roots are largely
Idamic. Idam, then, seeks cultura legitimacy in the Caribbean as being linked to our predominantly
African identity, which is specificaly tied to an emphasis on jihad as military struggle. On this basis,
Caribbean peoples are in effect invited to turn away from both secularism and the Christian religion of
our oppressors, and “return” to Ilam.

Responding to the Isamic Challenge

The shaky historical and cultura foundation for the above claims should be quite evident: the
overwhelming historical and anthropological evidence is that our “crypto-Muslim” African ancestors
were in fact predominantly and very actively animistic, and that Idam first gained a significant
institutionalised presence in the region with the settlement of Indian indentured labourers in the mid-
nineteenth century. As for the concept that the Maroons were Moorish/Idamic to the point of constituting
an Idamic community under Ilamic law (i.e. an ummah), 