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This paper advances a holistic definition of Christian apologetics as:
‘The art of persuasively advocating Christian spirituality across spiri-
tualities, through the responsible use of classical rhetoric, as being
objectively true, beautiful and good.” This definition is based upon a
tripartite understanding of ‘spirituality’ (as ‘worldview beliefs married
to attitudes that lead to actions’) conjoined with the three elements of
classical rhetoric (logos, pathos and ethos) and the three traditional
transcendental values (truth, beauty and goodness). This definition
constitutes a three by three conceptual matrix for apologetics ‘in 3D’.
I will argue that this vision of apologetics is exemplified by the apostle

Paul in Athens.

his paper — a contribution to the
field of metapologetics' — advances
a holistic definition of apologetics® as:

e The art of persuasively advocating
Christian spirituality across spirituali-
ties, through the responsible use of
classical rhetoric, as being objectively
true, beautiful and good.

After contrasting this definition of apolo-
getics with some standard definitions and
commenting upon the evolving role of
worldview analysis within apologetics, 1
will unpack all three clauses of the above
definition before arguing that it captures
Paul’s approach to apologetics as exem-
plified by his Athenian mission.

On Standard Definitions of
Apologetics

A key advantage of my definition of apolo-
getics is that it avoids narrow intellectua-

lism without downplaying the importan-
ce of the intellect. The discipline of
Christian apologetics is commonly defi-
ned in purely academic’ terms. For
example:

e R.C. Sproul, John Gerstner and
Arthur Lindsey state that ‘Apologetics
is the reasoned defence of the
Christian religion.™

e C. Stephen Evans defines apologetics
as ‘The rational defence of Christian
faith.”

e Winfried Corduan says that ‘The
defence of the truth of Christianity is
called apologetics.™

e James E. Taylor writes that ‘Christian
apologists defend the truth of Chris-
tian claims... they try to show that it is
reasonable to believe what Christians
believe.”

Theofilos 2012:1



Apologetics in 3-D

e Francis J. Beckwith explains that
‘responding to... challenges and offe-
ring reasons for one’s faith is called
apologetics.™

e John Frame describes apologetics as a
matter of three inter-related elements:
‘(1) proof, rational confirmation for
faith; (2) defence, replies to criticisms;
and (3) offense, bringing criticisms
against non-Christian ideas.”

e William Lane Craig writes that:
‘Apologetics (from the Greek apolo-
gia: defence) is that branch of Chris-
tian theology which seeks to provide
rational justification for the truth cla-
ims of the Christian faith.”"

e Norman L. Geisler and Patrick
Zukeran likewise note that ‘Apolo-
getics comes from the Greek word
apologia, which means a defence’ and
write of the apologist as one who ‘uses
reason and evidence to present a ratio-
nal defence of the Christian faith."

e H. Wayne House and Dennis W.
Jowers affirm that ‘Apologetics... is a
defence (apologia) of one’s position or
worldview as a means of establishing
its validity and integrity. It is an
attempt to establish the truth of the
matter and to present a convincing
argument in support of it.”"*

This isn’t to say that everyone who gives
an academic definition of apologetics
necessarily does apologetics in a merely
academic way (for example, Craig uses
existential concerns in his apologetic®),
or that they don’t qualify their definitions
(e.g. Geisler and Zukeran subtitle their
book ‘A Caring Approach to Dealing
with Doubters’, etc'*). However, such dis-
junctions between apologetic definition
and practice underline the need to revisit
the definition.

While the academic definitions of apo-
logetics given by Sproul et al are techni-
cally correct, they nevertheless short-
change our understanding (and thereby
our practice) of apologetics. To define an
apologist as a person who ‘uses reason
and evidence to present a rational defence
of the Christian faith’ is rather like defi-
ning a chef as ‘someone who prepares
edible ingredients to be eaten’. Neither
definition is exactly wrong, but they are
both thin and misleading. They are, we
might say, necessary but insufficient
descriptions. How the chef prepares her
ingredients is at least as important as the
mere fact that she prepares them.
Likewise, Gregory P. Koukl reminds us
that ‘It’s not enough for followers of
Christ to have accurately informed
minds. They also need an artful method.
They need to combine their knowledge
with wisdom and diplomacy.’"

It seems to me that in any genuine inci-
dence of apologetics what is happening is
an attempt to persuade someone, not
merely to change their mind, but to
exchange their non-Christian ‘way of life’
for a Christian ‘way of life’ (cf. Acts
26:28)." In other words, apologetics is an
attempt to persuade people to exchange
their non-Christian spirituality for a
Christ-centred spirituality. Hence, with
Francis A. Schaeffer:

I am only interested in an apologe-
tic that leads in two directions, and
the one is to lead people to Christ,
as Saviour, and the other is that
after they are Christians, for them
to realize the lordship of Christ in
the whole of life... if Christianity is
truth, it ought to touch on the
whole of life... Christianity must
never be reduced merely to an intel-
lectual system... After all, if God is
there, it isn’t just an answer to an
intellectual question... we’re called
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upon to adore him, to be in rela-
tionship to him, and, incidentally,
to obey him."”

Christianity includes but isn’t limited to a
set of beliefs.” Likewise, persuasion inclu-
des but isn’t limited to intellectual persua-
sion. As Douglas Groothuis observes:
‘Christianity makes claims on the entire
personality; accepting it as true is not a
matter of mere intellectual assent, but of
embarking on a new venture in life.””
Groothuis therefore defines apologetics in
more holistic terms as ‘defending and
advocating Christian theism’,” adding
that ‘Christ-like apologetics labors to
communicate the truth in love and with
wisdom’.*! The definition of apologetics I
am offering extends this holistic shift in
emphasis to its logical conclusion.

Worldviews & Spirituality
Another benefit of the definition of apo-
logetics I am offering is that it incorpora-

tes some sound advice, drawn here by
Doug Powell from Acts 17:22-34:

Paul found common ground in the
fact that his audience believed in
some form of religion. The pro-
blem, according to Paul, was that
they believed in something false,
not that they believed in nothing.
They had a religious worldview,
but it was full of holes. Knowing
the egregious flaws in their religio-
us system, he made a case for
Christianity ...

Powell draws attention to the scriptural
wisdom of building dialogue upon com-
mon ground and to the underlying impor-
tance to apologetics of worldview analy-
sis — that is, of a capacity to categorise,
understand and critically engage with
people’s differing sets of answers to the
basic philosophical questions.

Schaeffer likewise argued that a criti-

que of incoherence and falsehood in non-
Christian worldviews, on the basis of sha-
red epistemological standards, is a metho-
dologically wise pre-amble to offering the
Christian worldview as a plausible alter-
native. He memorably called this process
‘taking the roof off’.

Every person is somewhere along
the line between the real world and
the logical conclusion of his or her
non-Christian presuppositions. Every
person has the pull of two consis-
tencies, the pull towards the real
world and the pull towards the
logic of his system... To have to
choose between one consistency or
the other is a real damnation for
man. The more logical a man who
holds a non-Christian position is to
his own presuppositions, the fur-
ther be is from the real world; and
the nearer he is to the real world,
the more illogical he is to his pre-
suppositions... the first considera-
tion in our apologetics for modern
man... is to find the place where his
tension exists... when we have dis-
covered, as well as we can, a per-
son’s point of tension, the next step
is to push him towards the logical
conclusion of his presuppositions...
every man has built a roof over his
head to shield himself at the point
of tension. At the point of tension
the person is not in a place of con-
sistency in his system, and the roof
is built as a protection against the
blows of the real world, both inter-
nal and external... the Christian,
lovingly, must remove the shelter
and allow the truth of the external
world and of what man is, to beat
upon him. When the roof is off,
each man must stand naked and
wounded before the truth of what
is. The truth that we let in first is
not a dogmatic statement of the
truth of the Scriptures, but the
truth of the external world and the
truth of what man himself is. This
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is what shows him his need. The
Scriptures then show him the real
nature of his lostness and the an-
swer to it.”

I agree that apologists should try to use
common ground to lead the non-Chris-
tian into a discovery of cognitive disso-
nance? inherent within their non-Chris-
tian worldview, revealing a felt need to
which the Christian worldview can be
addressed as a to-be-desired intellectual
and existential resolution. However, to
follow this advice one must be able to
compare and contrast the Christian
worldview with relevant non-Christian
worldviews (so that one can build upon
commonalities whilst critiquing differen-
ces). Hence Kenneth D. Boa and Robert
M. Bowman Jr. begin their textbook on
apologetics by framing the issue at hand
in terms of worldviews: ‘How to relate
the Christian worldview to a non-Chris-
tian world has been the dilemma of Chris-
tian spokespersons since the apostle Paul
addressed the Stoic and Epicurean philo-
sophers in Athens.””

To this end, apologists have proposed
various definitions of ‘worldview’ (as well
as various classificatory systems through
which to understand how different world-
views provide mutually incompatible
perspectives on reality®*). Interestingly,
the trajectory of these discussions has
been to move from a narrowly academic
definition of a ‘worldview’ to more holis-
tic descriptions. This trend is exemplified
by the fact that while the first edition of
James W. Sire’s classic text The Universe
Next Door (IVP, 1976) defined a world-
view as simply ‘a set of presuppositions
(assumptions which may be true, partial-
ly true or entirely false) which we hold
(consciously or subconsciously, consi-
stently or inconsistently) about the basic
makeup of our world,” the 5* edition the-

reof (2009) defined a worldview as:

a commitment, a fundamental ori-
entation of the heart, that can be
expressed as a story or in a set of pre-
suppositions (assumptions which
may be true, partially true or enti-
rely false) which we hold (conscio-
usly or subconsciously, consistently
or inconsistently) about the basic
constitution of reality, and that
provides the foundation on which
we live and move and have our
being.”
Powell’s advice about worldview apolo-
getics, helpful and scripturally based as it
is, nevertheless reflects the one-dimensio-
nal, academic approach seen in many
definitions of apologetics. D.A. Carson is
right to observe that the challenge of thin-
king about apologetics in worldview
terms ‘is not primarily to think in philo-
sophical categories, but to make it clear
that closing with Jesus has content... and
is all-embracing (it affects conduct, rela-
tionships, values, priorities).”
Boa and Bowman comment:
Classical apologists seek to show
that the Christian worldview is
rational or reasonable and therefo-
re worthy of belief... This focus is
widely perceived as a weakness in
the classical approach because it
overlooks the personal nonrational
factors that contribute to a person’s
knowledge and beliefs... Commit-
ment to ultimate philosophical
perspectives is not merely intellec-
tual; it is also influenced by emotio-
nal and volitional factors.”

Much of the valuable work done in recent
decades by Christian scholars on the issue
of worldviews® likewise tends to focus
attention on the academic dimension of
apologetics, at least where ‘worldview’ is
understood as something like ‘a set of
beliefs about the most important issues in
life.’** For although Christianity is a
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worldview in this sense, there’s more to
Christianity than that. As Robert L.
Reymond affirms:
Christian apologetics should not only
be concerned with correct epistemo-
logical method but at bottom should
also be evangelistic and kerygmatic...
the Christian apologist will... seek
to present persuasively the Christian
faith in all of its wholeness and
beauty...*”

The gospel addresses itself to the whole
person, and Christian apologetics must
therefore be grounded in and addressed
to a Christian understanding of human
nature. On this basis we should recognize
with Alister McGrath how ‘apologetics
must ensure that the relevance of the
Christian gospel to the human heart, as
well as the human mind, is fully explai-
ned and explored.”® McGrath conse-
quently presents a more holistic definition
of apologetics than Sproul et al, explai-
ning that apologetics is:
the field of Christian thought that
focuses on the justification of the
core themes  of the Christian faith
and its effective communication...
Apologetics celebrates and  pro-
claims the intellectual solidity, the
imaginative richness, and the spiri-
tual depth of the gospel in ways
that can connect with our culture.*

Nor should we leave out the relevance of
the gospel to human action in the world.
Let’s be clear: I am not proposing that
apologetics should advocate Christianity
as appealing to the desires of the heart
and/or the requirements of practical
living rather than appealing to rationality.
C.S. Lewis famously observed that ‘One
of the great difficulties [in apologetics] is
to keep before the audience’s mind the
question of Truth. They always think you
are recommending Christianity not

because it is true but because it is good.’”
Nevertheless, in apologetics we should
appeal o the whole person (heart, hands
and mind). 1 therefore wholeheartedly
endorse Gregory E. Ganssle’s comment
that in apologetics ‘Our hope is to bring
facets of the richness of the gospel to bear
on the lives, beliefs, values, and identities
of lost human beings.’*

On these grounds I have much sympa-
thy with Sire’s move to a more holistic
definition of ‘worldview’. Indeed, Sire’s
evolving definition is approaching what I
would consider a generic definition of
‘spirituality’, i.e. ‘worldview beliefs mar-
ried to attitudes that lead to actions’. This
tripartite understanding of ‘spirituality’
(upon which my definition of apologetics
is built) retains the precision of Sire’s aca-
demic definition of ‘worldview’ without
rejecting the holistic insights embraced by
Sire’s more recent (and unwieldy) formu-
lation. Thus, although I concur with the
advice about worldviews given by Powell
- and those who offer essentially the same
advice about their importance’” (often
with reference to the same scriptural sour-
ce®*) — I believe this wisdom can be fruit-
fully subsumed within a holistic under-
standing of apologetics (one that focus
attention upon the ‘all-embracing’ nature
of the gospel) as:

o The art of persuasively advocating
Christian spirituality across spirituali-
ties, through the responsible use of
classical rhetoric, as being objectively
true, beautiful and good.

As a foundational term in this definition,
‘spirituality’ bears a closer look.

Defining ‘Spirituality’
While some people assume that spiritua-

lity should involve God, plenty of people
(e.g. Buddhists and Secular Humanists)
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engage in spirituality without any referen-
ce to God.” Alexander W. Astin et al state
that ‘Spirituality points to our inner, sub-
jective life, as contrasted with the objecti-
ve domain of observable behaviour...™®
However, many people associate ‘spiri-
tuality’ with certain spiritual practices
(e.g. prayer, yoga or recycling). Of course,
this implies a distinction between spiritu-
al and non-spiritual activities that
Christian spirituality, for one, rejects (cf.
Romans 1:12; Colossians 1:10 & 3:23).
Clearly, a general definition of spirituality
must avoid prescriptions about the speci-
fic content of spirituality (whether ‘inter-
nal’ or ‘external’); which means that we
must focus instead upon the general struc-
ture of spirituality. I therefore propose the
following general definition of spirituali-

ty:

e Spirituality concerns how humans
relate to reality — to themselves, to
each other, to the world around them
and (most importantly) to ultimate
reality — via their worldview beliefs,
concomitant attitudes and subsequent
behaviour.

In other words, spirituality is about how
one relates to reality through the combi-
nation of one’s head, heart and hands.
The entirely general definition of spiri-
tuality given above is consistent with the
Biblical understanding of how humans
learn, found in Deuteronomy 31:10-12:

Then Moses commanded them: ‘At
the end of every seven years...
when all Israel comes to appear
before the LORD your God at the
place he will choose, you shall read
this law before them in their hea-
ring. Assemble the people - men,
women and children, and the fore-
igners residing in your towns - so
they can listen and learn to fear [i.e.
respect] the LORD your God and

follow carefully all the words of
this law.” (my italics)*

Educationalist Perry G. Downs com-

ments:
Moses states that he wanted the
people to learn to fear the Lord.
The word translated ‘learn’ (la-
math) is the most common Hebrew
word for learning. It implies a sub-
jective assimilation of the truth
being learned, an integration of the
truth into life. Learning was to be
demonstrated in two ways, by a
change of attitude and by a change
in action.”

When listening to the word of the Lord is
combined with a positive attitude of reve-
rent ‘fear’ of the Lord the people will fol-
low the law. Likewise, apologetics isn’t
just about getting people to change their
minds, but their fundamental spiritual
allegiance; and spirituality is a matter of
worldview beliefs married to attitudes
that sustain actions.*

A person’s actions are ‘spiritual’ inso-
far as they are an organic outworking of
their beliefs about reality and their attitu-
des (whether negative)
towards what they believe about reality.
Different spiritualities embody different
answers to the question of how people
can best relate to reality (or how they
ought to relate to reality). Spiritualities
make distinctive and mutually contradic-
tory knowledge claims (even those that
incoherently repudiate the concepts of
truth and knowledge).* There is thus an
integral relationship between spirituality
and worldview: the answers we give to
fundamental worldview questions parti-
ally determine the nature of our spiritua-
lity. Every mature, properly functioning
human being has a worldview:

positive or

By God’s design, people as thin-
king, feeling, and willing beings
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cannot function without a gover-
ning frame of reference to help
them understand life and find their
way in the world. That is exactly
what a worldview is and does... All
persons as persons have some kind
of worldview outlook whether they
realize it, or can explain it, or not.”

Of course, the worldview beliefs a person
holds is far from being a narrowly intel-
lectual matter. Hence David Naugle dis-
cusses how life ‘proceeds ”cardioptically”
out of a vision of the heart with its deeply
embedded ideas, affections, choices, and
object of worship.’* Sire comments that
‘This notion would be easier to grasp if
the word heart bore in today’s world the
weight it bears in Scripture. The biblical
concept includes the notions of wisdom
(Prov 2:10), emotion (Ex. 4:14; Jn. 14:1),
desire and will (1 Chron. 29:18), spiritua-
lity (Acts 8:21) and intellect (Rom.
1:21).%

Glen Schultz explains that: ‘At the
foundation of a person’s life, we find his
beliefs. These beliefs shape his values, and
his values drive his actions.” What we
believe about the answers to the funda-
mental questions (whether consciously or
unconsciously) affects our attitudes, deci-
sions and actions in life. That is, our
worldview is the foundation of our spiri-
tuality (cf. Romans 12:2; 2 Corinthians
10:5). A belief is someone’s view of how
reality is. According to J.P. Moreland: ‘A
belief’s impact on behaviour is a function
of three of the belief’s traits: its content,
strength, and centrality.”” The content of
a belief is what is believed. Reality is
indifferent to what we believe about it, or
how sincere our beliefs are. Our beliefs
about reality are true or false depending
upon the way reality actually is.” A
belief’s strength is ‘the degree to which
you are convinced the belief is true... The

more certain you are of a belief... the
more you rely on it as a basis for action.™"
The centrality of a belief ‘is the degree of
importance the belief plays in your entire
set of beliefs, that is, in your worldview.
The more central a belief is in our noetic
structure, the greater the effect would be
on one’s spirituality were the belief in
question to be revised or abandoned: ‘In
sum, the content, strength and centrality
of a person’s beliefs play a powerful role
in determining the person’s character and
behaviour.*

Following James W. Sire*, we can plot
beliefs on a spectrum with two axes mea-
suring strength and content, from strong
belief to strong disbelief, and from vague
belief to specific belief. Beliefs can be
simultaneously more or less vague and
more or less strong components of our
noetic structure:

Strong Belief

Vague Belief Specific Belief

Strong Disbelief

An ancient Greek erecting an altar ‘to an
unknown god’ may believe very strongly
that such a deity exists whilst necessarily
having a vague idea about its nature. The
Christian may believe strongly that God
is Trinitarian, whilst having only the
vaguest idea of how God is Trinitarian.”

The content, strength and centrality of
what we believe is and isn’t true about
reality affects what attitudes we take
towards reality and what practices our
spirituality includes (e.g. no-one can pray
to God they are certain doesn’t exist,
while someone certain that ‘some kind’ of
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a deity exists may lack any confidence
that he is the sort of deity that would
attend to their prayers):

e Our worldview beliefs ground our spi-
ritual attitudes which thereby jointly
sustain our spiritual practices.

All spiritualities can be analyzed in terms
of this three-part generic structure.’

As suggested by its earliest description
as ‘The Way’ (cf. John 14:6, Acts 11:26
& 22:4), Christianity is a way of life (a
spirituality) centred upon knowing and
following Jesus Christ — who is ‘the way,
the truth and the life’ (John 14:6). Jesus
calls upon us to enter into true spirituality
through a strong, central belief in a speci-
fic God (as revealed in and through his
own person). The following diagram
represents the resultant inner structure
Christian spirituality, as defined by Jesus,
Peter and Paul:

Christian Spirituality = Love God,
and thus your neighbour, with all your:

Practices (Orthopraxy: Actions)

)
Attitudes (Orthopathy: Attitudes)

()
Worldview (Orthodoxy: Beliefs)

The tripartite understanding of spirituali-
ty as a matter of orthodoxy, orthopraxy
and orthopathy should have a familiar
ring to those acquainted with Jesus’
response to a teacher of the law about the
requirement to ‘Love the Lord your God
with all your heart |i.e. your will, your
attitudes]... and with all your mind [inclu-
ding your worldview], and with all your
strength [i.e. your actions]’ (Mark 12:30,
my italics).”” The same structure is seen in
the crowd’s response to Peter at Pente-
cost:

When the people heard this [i.c.
when they gave mental assent to
the truth-claims about Jesus and his
resurrection], they were cut to the
heart [their attitude was one of
positive response] and said to Peter
and the other apostles, ‘Brothers,
what shall we do?’ [they acted in
response]. (Acts 2:37)

1 Peter 3:15 urges Christians:

In your hearts [broadly construed
as a matter of both mind and atti-
tude]| set apart Christ as Lord and
always be prepared to give [i.e. this
is something one must be prepared
to do] an answer for the reason [i.e.
an apologia) for the hope that you
have [in your heart]. But do this
with [a heart attitude of] gentleness
and respect. (my italics)’®

Paul likewise advises the Colossians:

And above all these put on love,
which binds everything together in
perfect harmony. And let the peace
of Christ rule in your hearts [‘all
your heart’], to which indeed you
were called in one body. And be
thankful. Let the word of Christ
dwell in you richly, teaching and
admonishing one another in all
wisdom [‘all your mind’], singing
psalms and hymns and spiritual
songs, with thankfulness in your
hearts to God. And whatever you
do [‘all your strength’], in word or
deed, do everything in the name of
the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to
God the Father through him.
(Colossians. 3:14-17, ESV, my ita-
lics)*

The New Testament letter of James argu-
es that true faith naturally results in faith-
filled actions (i.e. works):

What good is it, my brothers, if a
man claims to have faith but has no
deeds? Can such faith save him?
Suppose a brother or sister is with-
out clothes and daily food. If one of
you says to him, ‘Go, I wish you
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well; keep warm and well fed,” but
does nothing about his physical
needs, what good is it? In the same
way, faith by itself, if it is not
accompanied by action, is dead.
But someone will say, “You have
faith; I have deeds.” Show me your
faith without deeds, and I will
show you my faith by what I do.
You believe that there is one God.
Good! Even the demons believe
that - and shudder. (James 2:14-19)

Any spirituality can be understood in
terms of attitudes based upon worldview
beliefs — the combination of belief that
with belief 7z which constitutes ‘faith’ —
(which corresponds with the broader
definition of ‘the heart’ used by Naugle
and Sire®) that in turn jointly result in
various spiritual actions (i.e. ‘works’).

Spirituality as Faith & Works:

Works = resulting Practices

()
Faith = Worldview plus attendant
Attitudes

As C.E.M. Joad affirms:

action always presupposes an atti-
tude of mind from which it springs,
an attitude which, explicit when
the action is first embarked upon, is
unconscious by the time it has
become an habitual and well esta-
blished course of conduct. When I
act in a certain manner towards
anything, I recognize by implica-
tion that it possesses those charac-
teristics which make my conduct
appropriate... If I cannot find good
grounds for my beliefs, I shall cer-
tainly not persuade myself to act in
conformity to them; thus, if I do
not accept the attribution of perso-
nality to God I shall not succeed in
inducing myself to act towards him

as if he were a person... Thought,
in other words, precedes action in
the religious as well as other sphe-
res, and the practical significance of
the precepts of religion is not sepa-
rable from the theoretical content
from which they derive. It is, then,
because my intellect is on the whole
convinced that I made such shift as
I can to live conformably with its
dictates... intellect, faith, will and
desire... co-operate to produce reli-
gious belief and the endeavour to
act conformably with it.”!

That is, spiritual practices are not only
the result of our spiritual beliefs and their
attendant attitudes, but also constitute
additional openings to the object of faith
(whether real or imagined), openings that
re-enforce our initial beliefs and attitudes.
Spiritual practices are not just the natural,
practical outworking of faith, but also
positive aids to faith. Spiritual practices
are part of a spiritual ‘positive feedback
loop’ (this is obvious when one thinks of
practices such as prayer; but spiritual
practice encompasses the whole of life
insofar as it is lived out of our spiritual
beliefs and attitudes). Our attitudes not
only reflect what we believe, they can
restrict the range of truth-claims we will
even actively consider for belief. In light
of this fact, it would be appropriate to
represent spirituality as a dynamic loop:

Actions
‘Strength’

Attitudes

‘Heart’ Worldview

Beliels
‘Mind’
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Apologetics is itself a spiritual practice
that involves the whole person (cf. 1 Peter
3:15; 2 Corinthians 10:4-5; Colossians
4:5-6). For the true ambassador of Christ:
‘an accurately informed mind, an artful
method [strength|; and character, an att-
ractive manner [heart] — play a part in
every effective involvement with a non-
believer.”®

Elizabeth A. Dreyer and John B. Ben-
nett comment that:

Much of [a person’s] worldview is
inherited from family, education,
society, relationships. But as adults,
we have the opportunity to name,
reflect on, and shape these values in
freedom. No authentic spirituality
is simply a ‘construct’ that we have
mindlessly appropriated from the
world around us — whether from a
religion or our consumer culture.
Nor is genuine spirituality coerced
in any way...”

Hence we must distinguish between
‘intrinsic’ and ‘extrinsic’ spirituality.
Intrinsic spirituality is self-consciously
accepted and internalised by an agent as
an end in itself (rather than as a pragmat-
ic means to an end) and is hence far more
transformative than an extrinsic spiritua-
lity that’s a matter of mere external con-
formity.* Sociologist Steve Fuller suggests
that ‘most people rarely decide to believe
anything in particular, simply because it is
more convenient to move through a
world already equipped with default
beliefs. Active rejection takes work, passi-
ve acceptance does not.” Nevertheless,
personal integrity demands an intrinsic
spirituality; for any spirituality that’s
merely ‘extrinsic’ will produce cognitive
dissonance (lending itself to Schaeffer’s
process of ‘taking the roof off’).

How integrative or disintegrative one’s
spirituality is depends in part upon whe-
ther it is an intrinsic or an extrinsic spiri-

tuality. However, it also depends upon the
extent to which a) one’s spiritual practices
cohere with and flow from one’s spiritual
attitudes and the extent to which b) one’s
spiritual attitudes stand in a positive or
negative relationship to one’s worldview
beliefs. A fully integrative spirituality is
an intrinsic spirituality in which all one’s
practices naturally flow from (and hence
cohere with) a positive affective relations-
hip with one’s worldview beliefs. A disin-
tegrative spirituality, by contrast, is one in
which dissonance is engendered by
conflict within or between the three ele-
ments of spirituality (i.e. mind, heart and
strength). For example, the person who
believes that God exists but who reacts to
this belief with an attitude of resentment
and deliberate malfeasance will have a
disintegrative spirituality. The tension
generated by this lack of spiritual integra-
tion can be resolved either by removing
(or repressing) the belief that God exists,
or by changing the orientation of the
heart. The danger in seeking spiritual
integration is thus that we will resolve
spiritual tension by aligning our beliefs
with our actions and/or attitudes, rather
than aligning our actions and/or attitudes
with our beliefs, thereby flouting our epi-
stemic responsibilities by prioritising per-
sonal comfort and convenience over truth
(cf. Psalm 14:1 & 53:1).

With these distinctions in place we can
state that the ideal goal of Christian apo-
logetics is:

e A strong, central and epistemically vir-
tuous self-conscious internalisation of
a specifically Christian integrative spi-
rituality.*

Intrinsic spiritual integration has no per-
manent value unless it is built upon the
rock of truth (cf. Acts 17:24-29; Matthew
7:24-25). Nevertheless, the apologist
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should bear in mind the need to engage
with people at the level of their spiritual
attitudes and practices. This point can be
better appreciated using categories deri-
ved from Aristotle’s The Art of Rhbetoric,
which Alister McGrath suggests ‘provides
both a stimulus and a framework for
more effective apologetics.’

The Art of Rhetoric

Aristotle formally defines rhetoric as ‘the
detection of the persuasive aspects of each
matter,”™ although in practice rhetoric
obviously encompasses the principles of
how best to communicate such objective
observations to an audience: ‘For a speech
is composed of three factors — the spea-
ker, the subject and the listener — and it is
to the last of these that its purpose is rela-
ted.” Aristotle explains that rhetoric
encompasses three inter-related areas: ‘Of
those proofs that are furnished through
the speech there are three kinds. Some
reside in the character of the speaker,
some in a certain disposition of the audi-
ence and some in the speech itself,
through its demonstrating or seeming to
demonstrate.”” These three aspects of
rhetoric are referred to by the Greek terms
ethos, pathos and logos:

e Ethos—how the character and credibi-
lity of a speaker influences people to
consider them to be believable

e Pathos — the use of emotional appeals
to affect an audience’s judgment (e.g.
through storytelling, or otherwise pre-
senting the topic in a way that evokes
strong affections in the audience)

e Logos — the use of reasoning to con-
struct arguments

Ethos relates to the apologist’s character
(a matter of both ‘heart’ and ‘strength’,
but one known to the audience through
the apologist’s actions) — cf. Galatians

5:22. Pathos relates to the affections of
the apologist’s heart (communicated by
word and deed). Logos relates to the apo-
logist’s beliefs communicated by rational
argumentation (‘mind’). Reason is part
and parcel of rhetoric, not something to
be contrasted with it.

The three elements of rhetoric™ corre-
late with the three elements of spirituality,
as shown in the following diagram:

Actions/
Ethos

Attitudes/
Pathos

Worldview
Beliefs/
Logns

Thus we see that apologetics is a challenge
to the apologist’s own spirituality, as well
as the spirituality of the apologists’ part-
ners in dialogue.

Transcendental Values

According to Cicero: ‘the eloquent spea-
ker is he who in the forum and in the
courts will speak in such a way as to
achieve proof, delight and influence.’”
These outcomes correspond not only to
the rhetorical elements of ethos (persua-
sion by moral influence), pathos (persua-
sion by emotional delight) and logos (per-
suasion by proof), but to the traditional
‘transcendental’ values of truth (i.e.
‘proof’), beauty (i.e. ‘delight’) and good-
ness (i.e. ‘influence’). These properties are
‘transcendental’ because they are ‘proper-
ties found in absolutely everything that
exists... Everything, in other words, is
true good, and beautiful in some degree
and in some respect.”” Peter Kreeft elabo-
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rates upon the traditional understanding

of the transcendentals:
Truth is good and beautiful; good-
ness is true and beautiful; beauty is
true and good. But there is an onto-
logical (not temporal) order: it
flows from Being to truth, truth to
goodness, and goodness to beauty.
Truth is judged by Being, goodness
by truth, and beauty by goodness.
The psychological order of our expe-
rience of them is the reverse: we are
moved to goodness by its beauty, to
truth by its goodness, and to Being
by its truth.”

I have argued elsewhere” for the classical
(and Biblical™) belief that truth, beauty
and goodness are all objective values
independent of our beliefs, desires and
choices.” Given the inter-related nature of
the transcendentals (i.e. truth is good and
goodness is beautiful), the more com-
monly accepted objectivity of truth and
goodness naturally carries over into dis-
cussions of aesthetic value. As atheist J.L.
Mackie acknowledged: ‘much the same
considerations apply to aesthetic and to
moral values, and there would be at least
some initial implausibility in a view that
gave the one a different status from the
other.””® Indeed, G.E. Moore argued that
‘the beautiful should be defined as that of
which the admiring contemplation is
good in itself... the question whether it is
truly beautiful or not, depends upon the
objective question whether the whole in
question is or is not truly good.” This
move makes beauty objective by defini-
tion, given that moral values are objecti-
ve.®

The co-incidence between rhetoric and
the transcendentals is no coincidence —
the transcendentals are precisely those
categories by which all things are to be
judged and are therefore the only ways in
which any subject matter (including spiri-

tuality) could have an objectively persua-
sive aspect (truth, beauty, goodness) to be
detected and communicated by the apolo-
gist’s rhetoric in each dimension (logos,
pathos, ethos).

Consider former atheist A.N. Wilson’s
acknowledgement that: “When I thought I
was an atheist I would listen to the music
of [Christian composer ].S.] Bach and
realize that his perception of life was dee-
per, wiser, more rounded than my own...
% Bach’s beautiful music clearly played
an apologetic function in Wilson’s life
(one needn’t convince someone of the
objectivity of beauty before beauty itself
can play an apologetic function in illumi-
nating their perception of reality). Peter
Kreeft reports knowing ‘three ex-atheists
who were swayed’ by Bach’s St. Maithew
Passion™ (two are philosophy professors
and one a monk).* Hence the wise apolo-
gist will give some thought to the music
played before their next public lecture.
Likewise, we should take note when Peter
Hitchens (brother of the late Christopher
Hitchens) describes the role played in his
return to faith by Rogier van der Wey-
den’s fifteenth-century painting of the last
judgement:*

Another  religious  painting.

Couldn’t these people think of

anything else to depict? Still scof-

fing, I peered at the naked figures
fleeing towards the pit of Hell, out

of my usual faintly morbid interest

in the alleged terrors of damnation.

But this time I gasped, my mouth

actually hanging open. These peop-

le did not appear remote or from

the ancient past; they were my own

generation. Because they were
naked, they were not imprisoned in
their own age by time-bound
fashions... They were me, and the
people 1 knew... I had a sudden

strong sense of religion being a

thing of the present day, not impri-
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soned under think layers of time. A
large catalogue of misdeeds, ran-
ging from the embarrassing to the
appalling, replayed themselves
rapidly in my head. I had absolute-
ly no doubt that T was among the
damned, if there were any damned.
And what if there were? How did I
know there were not? I did not
know.*

Attracted by artistic beauty, Hitchens
encountered a spiritual truth about his
own deficit of goodness. Hence the wise
apologist will pay diligent attention not
only to the words, but to the images (and
film clips) in their next power-point pre-
sentation. As Alister McGrath writes:
The use of arguments... remains an
integral part of Christian apologe-
tics and must never be marginali-
zed. However [older] Christian
writers... placed a high value on
biblical stories and images in tea-
ching the faithful... both of which
make a significant appeal to the
human imagination. Anyone fami-
liar with the history of Christian
apologetics quickly realizes that
both of these were used extensively
as gateways to faith by earlier gene-
rations of apologists... We need to
retrieve such older approaches to
apologetics as we develop a balan-
ced approach to the commendation
and defence of the Christian faith... *

In the Footsteps of Paul

Paul’s Athenian mission, as recorded by
Luke in Acts 17:16-34," exemplifies the
three-dimensional (beliefs, attitudes and
actions) approach to Christian persuasion
that T am calling apologetics ‘in 3D’. This
observation is important because, at the
least, apologetic methodology
shouldn’t run contrary to scriptural prin-
ciples or examples. Moreover, the apolo-
getic advice about worldview analysis

very

that I have incorporated within my defi-
nition of apologetics is often drawn from,
or illustrated with reference to, Luke’s
‘brief rendition of what must have been a
much longer speech that Paul gave in
Athens™ before the Areopagus council.”

Paul was ‘a highly educated man™
who was ‘well acquainted with pagan
“high culture” — an acquaintance that,
when sanctified, would thrust him, not
Simon Peter, forward as the apostle to the
Gentiles (Rom 11:13).””! Paul was a Tar-
sian from Cilicia (cf. Acts 9:30; 21:39;
22:3) where the famous Roman orator
Cicero had been governor: ‘a centre of
Hellenistic culture, claiming to rival
Athens and Alexandrea in its fame for
learning. Paul was a child of two cultu-
res.”” Tarsus was also the native city of
several famous Stoic philosophers — inclu-
ding Antipater, Athenadorus, Nestor and
Zeno.”

Paul’s deliberative address before the
Areopagus follows classical standards far
too closely for the match to be written off
as an accident.” Indeed, taking account
of Paul’s socio-rhetorical and educational
background”, as well as his evident ‘flu-
ency in Greek and familiarity with Greek
rhetoric, it seems plausible a priori to
think he was familiar — at least indi-
rectly — with Aristotle’s thinking on The
Art of Rbetoric. In Colossians 4:4-6 Paul
not only lists the same three elements of
rhetoric as Aristotle, but he lists them in
the same order (which is suggestive of
familiarity with Aristotle’s work):

Please pray that I will make the

message as clear as possible. When

you are with unbelievers, always
make good use of the time. Be plea-
sant [ethos] and hold their interest
[pathos] when you speak the mes-
sage. Choose your words carefully
and be ready to give answers to
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anyone who asks questions [logos].
(CEV)

There are even a few suggestive parallels
between Paul’s writings and The Art of
Rbetoric.” At the very least, Paul displays
an implicit understanding of The Art of
Rbetoric; and Paul’s Areopagus speech
provides a model of using good rhetoric
to communicate the gospel.”

Paul came to Athens as a herald of
Christian spirituality.” Like all spirituali-
ties, Christianity has a three-fold structu-
re encompassing faith — i.e. a heart attitu-
de of trust (in Jesus) mediated by certain
worldview beliefs — and works. Paul
believed that Christian spirituality is true,
beautiful and good. He thus desired to
persuasively communicate Christian spi-
rituality to the Pagan Athenians. As a pre-
requisite to this task, Paul studied and
analysed different Athenian spiritualities
(i.e. polytheistic, Stoic and Epicurean spi-
ritualities). In each case he sought to
affirm what was true and beautiful and
good in these spiritualities in order to dis-
cover common ground with his audience;
but he also noted things he judged as
false, ugly or bad." Having done his
homework (so to speak) Paul ‘took the
roof off’ of Athenian spirituality and gave
his apologia for Christian spirituality,
making good use of ethos, pathos and
logos. Let’s briefly review Paul’s rhetoric
in each of the three rhetorical categories:

In terms of ethos — Paul displayed a
deep interest in and understanding of his
audience’s spirituality (including their
worldviews and cultures'). He ‘looked
carefully at [their] objects of worship.’
(Acts 17:23) Then, as Darell L. Bock
observes, ‘despite being aggravated by all
the idolatry he sees around him in
Athens, Paul manages to share the gospel

with a generous but honest spirit... Both
message and tone are important in sha-
ring the gospel. Here Paul is an example
of both.”™ Even Paul’s opening manner
of opening address — ‘Men’ followed by
the designation ‘Athenians’ (Acts 17:22) —
was ‘thoroughly Greek”*, putting his
audience at ease (cf. 1 Corinthians 9:22).
Paul’s willingness to engage with Greek
culture bore fruit in his masterful use of
the altar “To an unknown god’"** and cita-
tions by memory (the rhetorical tool of
anammnesis)'” from several Greek writers.
The examples he used to develop his the-
ology of God were shared beliefs with the
Stoics in the audience.” Paul went as far
as he could in agreeing with his audience
before critiquing their views. Whatever
the terminology — ‘taking the roof off’ or
‘worldview analysis’ - this approach,
which seeks to understand those to whom
the gospel is being offered and to meet
them on common ground, clearly under-
lies Paul’s critique of the Polytheistic,
Epicurean and Stoic worldviews. Such an
approach exhibits a truly Christian ethos.
Contemporary apologists should likewise
take a serious interest in the spirituality
and culture of those with whom they
wish to engage.

In terms of pathos — Paul engaged with
certain of his audience’s religious piety
and feelings of fear at a failure to be suf-
ficiently pious — as revealed by the altar
‘to an unknown god’. He also exploited
(artistically expressed) points of agree-
ment and disagreement with and between
the Stoic and Epicurean philosophers, as
well as between both philosophies and
the polytheistic religion of the state. Both
philosophical schools had accommodated
themselves to polytheism. Paul’s call to a
consistent monotheism had uncomfor-
table socio-political ramifications for his
audience. Contemporary apologists should
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likewise address people’s felt needs and
seek lovingly to engender a spiritual ‘cog-
nitive dissonance’, affirming truth, good-
ness and beauty in alternative spirituali-
ties without flinching from critiquing fal-
sehood, evil and ugliness therein (the apo-
logist must not be cowed by the demands
of ‘political correctness’).

Although Paul connected with his audien-
ce through ethos and pathos, he placed
great emphasis upon issues related to
logos and worldview (albeit as expressed
in the beauty of Greek art and the practi-
ces of Greek religious culture). In terms of
logos — Paul engaged with the natural the-
ology of his audience, discussed historical
revelation and presented evidence for
Jesus’ resurrection. Contemporary apolo-
gists should likewise use philosophical
and evidential arguments to provide
rational confirmation of Christian spiri-
tuality, respond to criticisms of Christian
spirituality and press criticisms against
non-Christian spiritualities.

In sum, Paul exhibits an apologetic
methodology that first compares and
contrasts Christian and non-Christian
spiritualities in terms of their truth, beau-
ty and goodness before using the central
elements of classical rhetoric to convince

interested parties to embrace the spiritua-
lity of ‘the way’ based upon its superior
merits in each transcendental category.
The Pauline example of apologetics (as
presented by Luke in Acts 17) thus exhi-
bits the three-dimensional approach to
communicating the gospel that I am cal-
ling apologetics ‘in 3D’,"” and which is
captured by the matrix below.

This matrix does not constitute an
‘argumentative strategy’, nor a step-by-
step apologetic methodology, but rather
an integrated conceptual framework for
apologetics."™ I am not suggesting that the
apologist begin at the level of beliefs com-
municated by logos and judged by the
standard of truth before moving on to
deal in pathos, etc. I am suggesting that
the apologist bear in mind the fact that,
whether they are dealing with a query
about truth or an objection about the
behaviour of Christians, everything inclu-
ded within this matrix is related to everyt-
hing else, and that it is therefore just as
much of a mistake for the apologist to
focus upon narrowly academic issues of
truth at the expense of attitudes and
actions as it would be to focus upon atti-
tudes and actions without any reference
to truth.

It is only in embracing such a holistic

Spirituali Communicated Classical Judged Transcendental
P R by Rhetoric by Values
. Communicated
Actions by Ethos Judged by Goodness
. Communicated
Attitudes by Pathos Judged by Beauty
Beliefs Comml;l;ucated Logos Judged by Truth

Theofilos 2012:1




18

Apologetics in 3-D

vision of their divinely appointed apolo-
getic calling that Christians can joyfully
rise to meet the contemporary missional
challenge laid out by Alister McGrath:

If Christianity is to regain the ima-
ginative ascendency, it must recover
what G.K. Chesterton (1874-1936)
termed ‘the romance of ortho-
doxy’. It is not sufficient to show
that orthodoxy... has been tried
and tested against its intellectual
alternatives... The real challenge is
for the churches to demonstrate
that orthodoxy is imaginatively
compelling, emotionally engaging,
aesthetically enhancing, and perso-
nally liberating.'”

Indeed, it is only in embracing this chal-
lenge that the church can fully embrace
its own nature as the body of Christ, for

Conclusion

Whilst recognizing the wisdom of buil-
ding apologetic dialogue upon common
ground, and the related importance of
worldview analysis as an apologetic tool,
I have argued that apologists should also
keep the bigger picture of spirituality in
mind. As Schaeffer explained: ‘The pur-
pose of "apologetics” is not just to win an
argument or a discussion, but that the
people with whom we are in contact may
become Christians and then live under
the Lordship of Christ in the whole
spectrum of life.”!"* With this goal in mind
I have offered a holistic vision of apologe-
tics as the art of persuasively advocating
Christian spirituality across spiritualities,
through the responsible use of classical
rhetoric, as being objectively true, beauti-

we are called ‘to demonstrate and embo-
dy... the truth, beauty and goodness of
faith.”"

ful and good."
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