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New Direction ın Christian Apologetics: An
Exploration wıth Reference to Postmodernism

E Nouvelle orjentation de lPapologetique chretienne
Ka Kıne Neue ichtung IN der Christlichen Apologetik:

Kıne Untersuchun Post-Modernism
Benno Va den Toren, Gorinchem, the Netherlands!

SUMMARY
hAıs explores the ımplıcatıons of post- Uuman knowledge proposed which

understands ıt the analogy of the readıng ofmodernısm for apologetics.
Wıth reference LO the work of Alasdaır book According o thıs analogy 0Ur 0PINLONS

aclIntyre an (GGeorge Lindbeck, the first about the tradıtions ofothers an about realıty
sectıon deals ıth ONe aspect of the erıtıcısm of ıtself are determined Dy 0Ur historical sıtuatıon
moderniıty that fO hbe particularly from the Start, but Can hbe corrected MOTre an
ımportant for apologetıcs: the post modern MOTe ın the DTOCESS of readıng" respectively the

other tradıtıon an realıty ıtself.SLress the eed for ındwellıng exıstıng
tradıtıon condıtıon for all The last sectıon SU, guldelınes for
reasonıing. hıs postmodern rediscovery of the Christian apologetic, which valıdates the
historıical character ofall UuUuman reasonıng historıcal character of reasonıng, an ıll hold
challenges the Enlightenment-axiom that ın all agaınst the erıtıcısms made of ıberal
manıfestations of uman culture only OSe apologetics Basıcally the apologıst presents the

Christian faith the only possıbletruths (are acceptable foundatıon of UuUuman
reasonıng LO whiıich are directly accessıble all hermeneutical perspectıve from hıich Can

Sane humanılty. Aus postmodern thought adequately understand an deal ıth realıty
reveals central ack ın the maın stream of T’he apologıst asks for leap of faıth' the
apologetiıcs after the Enlıghtenment. Christian perspectıve, an for conversıon LO

The second sectıon asks ıf thıs SLIress the the sinful hbıas agaınst ıt But
Christian anthropology, presented, forhistorical character of Uman reasonıng entaıls,

ınstead of absolute knowledge, absolute example, by Blaıtse Pascal, shows that the
relatıvısm. T'hıs only S however, ıf epistemo- basıs of ereatıon Can expect LO find MAaN'Y
logical foundationalısm LS irue, which SaYyS that porinters fO (i0d ın non-Chriıstian tradıtions.
truth should be found al the begıinnıng, the T'he sinful estrangement of people ın these
foundation, of uman reasonıing. But thıs tradıtıons, furthermore, CC  > be sed LO urge

them LO make thıs leap ınto the Aarms of Christ,epistemological foundationalism cannot be
irue, because ıt cannot adequately deserıbe the because thıs estrangement leads them ınto
phenomena of communıcatıon an human apDOrLas anı ınconsıstensıies ın their Iives an
knowledge. Therefore another account of worldviews.

RESUME
l’insıstance des post-modernistes sSuUur laUet artıcle examıne les ımplicatıons de la

peNsEE post-moderniste DOUT l’aplogetique. En necessıte etre ıntegre Uune tradıtıon exıistante
rapport VecC les eerıts d’Alasdaır MaclIntyre prealable fout raısonnement. Uette
de George Lindbeck, la premiere partıe traıte redecouverte de Penracınement historıque
d’un aspect de la erıtıque du modernısme tout raısonnement remet questıon P’Paxiome
partıculıerement ımportant DOUT ’apologetique: cher protagoniıstes de ’epoque dıte des
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‘umieres’, selon lequel les seules verıtes dıgnes provenant une autre tradıtıon,
de constıtuer la base d’un raısonnement sont lorsque OUS OUS TOUUONS face la realıte
celles qul s’iımposent dırectement peNsee elle-meme.
humaıne normale. Cette approche pOost- derniere partıe donne des lignes dırectrices
modernıste revele qQUE le Couranit princıpal de DOUr Uune apologetique chretienne qul, la fOlS,
’apologetique partır du sıecle des Iumıieres tiıenne compte de Penracınement hıstorıque du
presente Uune lacune fondamentale. raısonnement, resıste criıtiques de

Dans la deuxıieme partıe, "auteur demande l’apologetique liberale. L/’apologete presente la
sS1 ınsıstance SuUur P’enracınement hıstorıque fol chretienne la seule perspectıve
du raısonnement conduıt DaS remplacer hermeneutique quı permette comprendre la
’absolutismeDr relatıvisme absolu. Ue seraılt realıte el d’y faıre face une anıere adequate.

ınuıte son ınterlocuteur faıre le saut de lale s le fondationalisme epistemologıique
selon lequel la verıte doit etre DnOosee es le fol DOUFr adopter l’optique chretienne, et
depart, fondement de tout raısonnement convertır DOUFr vaıncre les predispositions

ıt Jus: Maıiıs cette theorıe epistemologique pecheresses qu'ıl entretient Pencontre la fol
n’explique DaS de facon satisfaisante le chretienne. L’anthropologie chretienne, telle
phenomene de la commun.ıcatıon et de la qw'elle est CONCUE Dr exemple chez Blaise
CONNALSSANCE humaınes. est DOUFrquUOL Pascal, montre Sr la base de la doctrine
’auteur DTODOSE UNne autre vOLE DOUT rendre de la creatıon, O1LS DOUUVUONS OUS attendre
compte de l’acquisıition Dar ’homme de la rencontrer, dans les tradıtions non chretiennes,
CONNALSSANCE, fondant Sr UNEe analogıe hbien des elements qul poınten vers Dieu En
VDVec la ecture d’un OUUTaRLE., Selon outre, melttant umıere l’alıenation
analogıie, NLOS OPINLONS ’egard d’autres coupable de CeuX quı ont adopte Ces tradıtıons,
tradıtions QUE la nötre et de la realıte elle-meme peut les encCourager Jeter dans les bras
sont determinees depart Dr notre sıtuatıon de Jesus-Christ, QUE alıenatıion les
hıstorique; MAaLS elles peuvent etre ınflechies amene des aporıes et des InNCONSEqQueENCES dans
progressıvement la ecture d’un leur ULE et leur conception de la realıte.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Dieser Aufsatz untersucht dıe Implikationen dıiese Betonung des geschichtlichen Charakters
der Postmoderne für dıe Apologetik. Mıt Bezung der menschlichen Vernunft anstaltt absoluter
auf dıe Werke VO.:  x Alasdaır MaclIntyre Unı Erkenntnis eınem absoluten Relativismus
George Lindbeck befasst sıch der erste eıl mıt führte. Dies wWare nur der Fall, wenn der
eiınem Aspekt der Kriutik der Moderne, der epistemologische Grundsatz stımmlte,
für dıe Apologetik besonders wichtig seın Wahrheit schon ın der Voraussetzungscheint: nämlıch mıt der postmodernen der menschlıichen Vernunfterkenntnis
Betonung der Notwendigkeit eıne bestehende finden ıst Dieser epistemologische Grundsatz
Tradıtion exıistentiell erfahren haben als kann jedoch nıcht stımmen , ennn ıst nıcht ın
Voraussetzung für alles logische Denken Diese der Lage, das Phänomen der Kommunitkatıon
postmoderne Wıederentdeckung des geschicht- un des menschlichen 1sSsens adäquatlichen Charakters aller menschlichen Vernunft beschreıben. Iso wırd eın anderes Modell der
stellt Axıom der Aufklärung ın Frage, menschlichen Erkenntnis vorgeschlagen,wonach ın allen Formen der menschlichen basıerend auf der Analogıe des Lesens eınes
Kultur nur Jene Wahrheiten als Grundlage der Buches. Nach dıeser Analogie wırd UNnsere
menschlichen Vernunft gelten können, dıe Meıinung ber dıe Tradıtionen anderer un dıe
allen rationalen Menschen dırekt zugänglich Wırklichkeit sıch zuallererst UON unserem
sınd. Damuıt offenbart das postmoderne Denken eıgenen geschichtlichen Hıntergrund bestimmlt.

grundlegende Schwäche ın den Haupt- Jedoch annn sıch diese Meinung bei der
stromungen der Apologetik der eıt nach der Lektüre’ durch dıe Auseinandersetzung mıt
Aufklärung. der anderen Tradıtion un der Wıirklichkeit

Im zweıten eıl wırd dıe Frage gestellt, ob selbst verändern.
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Im drıtten eıl werden Rıchtlin:en für eıne diese Perspektive überwınden. Dıie
schichtlichen Charakter der Vernunft fest- chrıstliche Anthropologite, wWLıe sSıe z.B UoOonNn
halten Un der Kritik der liberalen Apologetik Blaise Pascal vertretfen wurde, zeıgt, daß
un der Kritik der liberalen Apologetik wır schöpfungsmäßıge Hinweiıse aufott ın
standhalten. vielen nichtchristlichen Tradıtionen finden

Im Grunde stellt dıe Apologetik können. ber dıese durch dıe Sünde bedingte
den christlichen Glauben als dıe einzıg Entfremdung der Menschen ın diesen
mögliche hermeneutische Perspektive dar, Tradıtionen gibt dazu Anlaß sSıe aufzufordern,
durch dıe wır dıe Wırklichkeit adäquat dıesen Glaubensschritt auf Christus hın
verstehen un bewältigen können. DerApologet machen, weıl diese Entfremdung ın Aporien
fordert eiınen Glaubensschritt eıner un Widersprüche ın ıhrem Leben un ın ıhrer

Weltanschauung führtchristlichen Perspektiwve un verlangt eıne
Bekehrung, dıe sündıge Neıigung

live ın post-modern world hıs 15 stands OVeLr an agaınst the Enlightenment
NO sSeen almost evıdent fact, ideal of providing absolute standards an

truısm. Its theologıca an ethical SsSe- methods for reason1ıng, which aAre free from
quenCces ave egun to be explored. But all distorting influences from the relatıve
hat of ıts implications for apologetics? In world of historical tradıtions. Secondly, Ca  -
hat Wa Ca tradıtional apologetics, this Stress the historical character of
en grounded 1n assumptıions which reasonıng be taken serl1ously wıthout
post-modernism has rendered questionable, change from the Enlıghtenment eviıl of ab-
respond to thiıs NeEeE sıtuation? What AT the solutism LO the alternative evil of absolute
Ne opportunities? And hat AT the Ne relatıyısm? An argument for combinıng the
problems? postmodern insıght into the inescapabılıty

An exploration of the apologetic impli- of the historical character of reasonıng wıth
catıons of this cultura owards eritical epistemologıcal realism will form
postmodernism 1s of entral ımportance for the foundation for the last section. There
the apologist.“ Fırst, thiıs 1Ss because 111 TAawWw SOINE guldelınes for T1stı1an
apologist wh speaks LO her ulture should apologetic, which valıdates the concrete his-
reckon ıth the fact that arge of thıs torıcal character of reasonıng an ll hold
culture aAare exchangıng their modern COIN- agaınst philosophical an theological
Cepts and ideals for post-modern ONes erıtic1ısms of ıberal apologetics.
Secondly, because modernism 1S stil]
ıimportant aspect of OUTr culture, the pOSt- The Historical Character of Human
modernists proviıde the apologıst ıth Reasoning
valuapbile insıghts into the weaknesses of the
KEnlıghtenment 1deology. Thirdly an most As the term postmodern1ısm indicates DOSt-
importantly, the erıtics of modernıiıty Ca modern thinking understands iıtself 1n
ODECN the CYC5S of the apologist LO aspects of opposıtıion to modernıity, the ulture which
the Enliıghtenment culture, which aAre not roughly started wıth the Enlightenment.
much beyond discussion Was 1Irs thought broad cultural movement such the En-
an to which Man y apologısts might ave hiıghtenment always be deser1bed ın INOTE

gıyven 1n LOO SOON than OMNeE WAaY, because ıt. ca  - be viewed from
The article 11l be divided into three maın INOTe than ONe perspective. For OUTr DUrDOSC

parts ırst, 11 sketch ONeEe aspect of the ıt 1s particularly apt to deser1ibe the cultural
erıticism of moderniıty that LO be pr  C of the Enlightenment 1ın erms
partıcularly ımportan for apologetics: the of uniıversalıty an tradıtion: 1n sclence an
post-modern stress the eed for indwelling philosophy, In all manıfestations of human

existing tradition NECESSaACY condiıtion culture, only those truths aAare acceptable A
for all reason1ıng. hıs post-modern stress foundation for human reasonıng which Are
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directly accessıble to a ]l Sane humanıty, In thıs ontext ıt. 15 clear why Barthi’’s attack
wıthout reference LO an y specific tradition apologetics had such devastatıng lucıdity
historical realıty. The dıfferent Enlıghten- an force: ıf the Christian faıith 15 alıen to

natural human standards an to OUu. culturement philosophies, hıich could radıcally
opposed rationalısm an empir1ıcısm, al Barth brought Out, would do better to
shared thıs fundamental 1e W to hat the gıve apologetics an StOop apologısıng for
basıc STErucLure of human knowledge should the difference.

But not only this Lype of apologetics Camebe hiıs ne Enlıghtenment perception of
human knowledge had under attack. Its background ın the cultural
Iso 1n the TEa of relıg10on an! theology. pr  € of the Enlıghtenment did LOO As
ırst, ıt seemed to provide the only possible very recent example of such postmodern

erıticısm want LO UuUsSe asdaır MaclIntyre’sWaYyY of judging competing tradıtions And
Whose Justice?after the sixteenth century relig10us WAäars Whıch Rationalıity?‘

between the Roman and otestant tradıitions MaclIntyre 1S postmodernist 1n broader,
ıt, became highly desirable to those mainly negatıve which CNCOMDASSCS
differences. Secondly, the adherence LO the a]] sSorts of fundamental erıticısms of the

Enlıghtenment project The term Ca Iso beunıversal an NECCESSarYy truths of TEASON
seemed morally superl1or to the 1e W sed NarTrower, posıtive, indicate
that one’s chance to NOW the truth Was group of phılosophers ıth certaın linked
dependent the arbıtrary contingencles of alternative ideas rationalıty, language

an The ofFoucault and Derridahistory.* Thirdly, there Was strong 1deo-
logical 1as agaınst tradıtion 1n age Are clearly attached to thiıs second 9roupß
which strenuously trıed LO distinguish iıtself MaclIntyre clearly dissocilates himself from
from ıts past.* thıs second 9TOUD, especlally because of ıts

Liberal Enlightenment theology, iıt relativistic character (352f.) But his erıticısm
developed 1ın this context, sought LO meet of hberalısm 1S both vVe acute anı apt for
this sıtuation by constructing theology OUTr Oop1Cc
which would fit these general standards an! MaclIntyre er1ıtic1ses the ıberal search for
methods of TeASON We mig call thıs ıberal rational standards and methods, which are

themselves outside an above historical CONMN-theology 1n eSSENCE ‘apologetic’ theology,
because ıts aım W as LO be acceptable tiıngencles. He g1ves historıical OVerv1lew
LO ‘*the cultured iıts despisers’ of the rse, fall an interaction of SOTNE of the
(Schleiermacher). However, thıs apologetic maın traditions concerning rationalıity, Dar-
method W as not confined to ıberal circles. ticularly practical rationality, of Western
Many INOTE conservatıve theologlans, whi philosophical tradıition: the Aristotelian,
ase ystematıc theology INnoOoTe the Augustinlan, and Humean tradıition. It
authority of Scripture, essentlally perceived aAaPDPCAaAI’S that oOSse different forms of Prac-
apologetics 1n thıs ıberal WaYy the only 1Ca rationalıty clearly 1ın reaction to
possible apologetic must start from unı- specıfic soclal cıircumstances an questlons,
versally shared startıng point.® ome an that the of their reasonıng 1S
apologists thınk of thiıs unıversal startıng- determined by these Concepts 1ın
poın method metaphysıical, others partıcular so1l. LO this phenomeno-

logical approac rationalıty, hich revealshistorical, moral psychological. This,
however, o0€es not make essentıal ıt to be something dıfferent from the
difference to the overall pattern.® 'hıs Lype Enlightenment vleW, MaclIntyre makes
of reasonıng places yOou 1ın awkward grea deal of the alılure of Liıberalısm itself.
dilemma. Eıther you water down Christianity The ıberal ıdeal for rational standards an
to make ıt look lıke and reinforce the methods LO be shared ıth all mankind
Enlightenment ideals the typical ıberal proved a faılure, SsSo that there CMECTSES
approach) Ö ıf you are INOre conservatıve, uncontested an incontestable account of
yOou Lry LO water oOWN the prevailing stan- hat tradıtion-ındependent moralıty consısts
dards of reasonıng, but effectively lose yYOUuUr ın and consequently neutral get of
maın link wiıth yOour contemporary culture. ecrıteri1a by of which the claiıms of
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rıval an contending traditions could be propositionalists and the experlential-
adjudicated’ So In the COUTSE of that express1ivısts ave In COININON 1S5 the search
history hlıberaliısm, which began appeal for the truth of religion 1n > prımary realıty
to alleged principles of shared rationalıty outsıde the exts, instiıtutions, an ıfe of the
agaınst hat WAas felt LO be the tyranny of relıg10us communıty, be ıt. 1n propositional
tradıtion, has iıtself een transformed iınto correspondence wiıt, metaphysıical reality
tradıtion’ For the ıberal cannot symbolic expression of SOINeEe prımary
fulfıl hıs promıiıse of adequately risıng above relig10us experlence. According Lindbeck’s
traditions, the choice for liıberalism 15 approach the meanıng of doctrinal StTAatie-
much matter of historical background ments an relig10us practices 1S not derived
1sS the choice for other traditions. from extratextual realıty, but 15 intra-

oth preceding an following the general extual. They only ave their meanıng 1ın
erıtic1ısm of modernity, there 1s erıticism of the ontext of the sacred EXLTS an nstıtu-
the Same sort going ıIn theology. The tiıons of the relıgıon iıtself an of the ıfe and
general being varıecd 1ın philos- experlıences engendered by ıt, H 15 not the
ophy, ere Iso ON group Ca  - be abelled unıversal an neutral experıence of the
‘postmodernist’ ‘postliıberal’ 1n Narrower, hıberals, which provıdes the interpretative
posıtıve ‘Postliberal theology”® only framework for religion an theology. We

relate to the extratextual world ın thegot ıts ame iın 1984 ıth the publication of
orge Lindbeck’s Nature of Doctrine: opposıte direction through conceptual
Relıgıon and T’heology ın Postlıberal Age,* framework engendered by OUTr tradition.!!
of which the concluding chapter 1S entitled: f Lindbeck an MaclIntyre ATre rıght when
"Toward Postliberal Theology’. Lindbeck they SLAaie that ere AT neutral an
istinguishes three basıc theories of doctrine, unıversal methods, standards an experI1-
theology, an relıgion. T’he 1rs the and neutral rationalıty outsıde
called ‘cognıtıve-propositional’ mMO VIEWS specific traditions, !® believe they are,
doctrinal and theological statements the implications for apologetics, shaped 1ın
propositional descriptions of objective ıberal culture, Are ast, But 1Irs should
(‘extratextual’)!9 realıty hıs model WAas ask ıf from postliberal perspective there
generally accepte In pre-modern orthodoxy. 1S an Yy place for apologetics at all all
According to Lindbeck ıt 1sS wanting, because rationalıty an all experlıence Are shaped by
it 1S intellectualist an hıteralıst But hıs artıcular tradıtions, 1s ere anı Yy real
maın COMNCETN 1s wıth the ıberal approach, 1n 1C the Christian tradıtiıon Ca  - be sa1d
identified ‘"experlentilal-expressivist’. to be true 1ın such WaYy that the apologıst's
According LO thıs theory true relıgıon, doc- pleading ıth non-believers makes sense?
trıne, an theology AT symbolic exXxpress10ons mong post-lberal theologlans thıs should
of unıversal relig10us experlences. ındbeck’s definitely stand qat the LOp of the agenda. *®
erıtic1sm of thiıs theory ollows the genera|l Opinıions differ anı Lindbeck quıte
lines of postlibera reactions LO liberalism: ambıguous ere He asserts, that “r do
there 1S unıversal relıg10us experıence ustiıce LO the actual speech an practice of
COINIMNON to al humanıty. Religion o0es not rel1g10us people must OW for ıts
spring from sOINE unıversal experlence. possible propositional truth’.14 But 1n
The intratextual world of partıcular hıs Stress the intratextual character of
religion forms the perspectıve 1C makes truth he constantly distingulshes his posı1-
the experıence of the bel1iever possi  e. tıon from the cognitive-propositionalist
Therefore relig10us experlıence I8 from approach 1n ıts search for relatıon ıth
ıts earliest stages, determined by Dar- extratextual reality. It 1S, however, this
ticular relig10us ramework. For the 2 extratextual truth which features 1n ‘the
theory of doctrine, the ‘cultural-lIinguistic’ actual speech and practice of rellıg10us people’.
theory proposed by Lindbeck himself, he
borrows the ıntratextual’ approac LO Traditions and Truth
religion from recent students of relıgı1on 1n
the soclal sclences. What both the cogniıtıve- 'T answer the question, whether apologetics
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makes an y9 gıven that a]] reason1ıng 1S of reasonıng an subsequently evaluating
tradition-dependent, LWwoO different questions both, makes clear that different rationalıties
must be distinguished. 1rs ıf the methods do not necessarıily result 1ın ıncomparability
and standards of particular Ta|  1073 are of the respective traditions. For the evalu-
essential LO reasonıng 1n that tradıtion, 1S5 atıon of the debate ıt g0es between
an y reasonable communıcatıon an COIN- different traditions mMUuStT, however, ask
parıson between different tradıtions possible? urther an ImMoTre difficult question:
Secondly: Ca such reasonıng In an y are there other WaYys of understanding
related LO, determıned Dy, gulded owards other tradıtions properly, without really

objective realıty, which exısts prıor indwelling’ them, 1.e being part of them?
LO an independent of human reasoning? Understanding 1S gradual concept and
The first. question 15 concerned ıth the Ca  — always understand better, but how
level of OoOu communıicatıon, ıth inter- difficult 15 understanding which makes
subjectivity. 'The second question 1s ncerned comparıson possible?
ıth objectivity. 'This depends the distance between the

investigated tradıtion and one’s OW. an!
} Can there be communıcatıon between the sophistication of both tradıitions. But
tradıtions? suggest, that 1n general such understanding
First, 0eSs tradition-framed reason1ıng imply 1s not difficult ıt aAaPDPeCars 1n the tudies
iıncommunicabıility? Terrence Tilley states of Man Yy postmodern thinkers.!? 1Irs of all
Intratextualist theorists lıke Lindbeck an! there 1S the simple fact of communıcatıon
Freı AIe ODCN to charges of fideism because between people ıth different rationalıities
they do not clarıfy the relationshıp of intra- an the experıence of understanding, when
extual ‘“extratextual’ meanings’.}> (In this readıing literature from other tradıitions. In
context these ATre the meanıngs embodied 1n real conversatıon ıth somebody from
er tradıtions.) In the SaIne artıicle Tilley another tradıtion ıt. Can happen that OUr OW

poıints out that this fideism 15 only NSe- intellectual framework 1s challenged. It Can

QUENCE of contextual reasonıng, 1f this even inadequate that ‘<conversion’
rationality 1S imprisoned 1ın separate an! the other posıtıon takes place The realıty
homogeneous compartments of tradıtions of this ‘being challenged’ Pre  es the
without an Yy interaction.1® 'hıs 1S, however, possibility of comparıng dıfferent tradıitions.
v  ‚e theoretical construct. In reality find Furthermore, 1n understanding another
tradıtions developing e shades going tradıtion Ca be greatiy helped by the
through ecrıises. Consequently OoONe an the work of others. MaclIntyre for example PTFO-
sSsame DersonNn Ca ‘indwell’, be part of, vides analysıs of the distinctive character
different phases of the Samne tradıtion an
understan them both from wiıthin. So

of practical reason1ıng In classıical Athens.®%29
He makes feel the wıde abyss between

Luther could understan! both late mediaeval an the Athenians of the century
Catholicism and his OW. reformatıion from But 1ın working out thıs difference
within.1‘ In realıty Ca  — Iso inhabit Lwo he provides u 1ın faırly short tıme,
traditions al the Samne time. Christian ıth consıderable insight iınto the specific
academic theologıan Ca  - for example read rationalıty of that socıety wıthout ever
the Bible both 1n the belıeving communıiıty havıng een part of a This very insight into
an 1ın secular academıic context, under- the distance between different tradition-
standing both rationalıities from within.!® embodied rationalıities uggests that under-
oth Luther an the academıc theologian standing 1s not as remote concept
Are 1ın SOMMeE WaYy able to COIMDATI'E both tradı- postmodernists, and even MaclIntyre himself,
tions and to answer the question LO generally suggest.
hıich tradition 1s 1n general ın specific Hence, ca COMDAaTe the different
sıtuatiıon the most adequate. rationalıities embodied ın different traditions

'hıs realıity of ONne Derson indwelling LWO by indwelling ONe INOTe traditions OT, less
tradıtions and understanding both 1n terms thoroughly, by tryıng LO understan er
of theır OW specific methods an standards traditions their OW: terms, distinguishing
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them carefully from OWI)l presupposıtions. tradıtion, where only m1ınor aspects of the
But thiıs comparabilıity o0es not. necessarıly first background ATEe incorporated iınto the

Ne  < framework.*$imply that rational evaluatıon of both
tradıtions 15 possible,*}! suggested 1in It should be noted, however, that poın
the examples of Luther an the academıic ere merely tOo the posstbılıty of growth from
theologlan. Wor all rationality 1S tradıtion- imited perspective owards broader
specific, an ıf these specific rationalıties perspective, owards super10r knowledge.
ead their OW erms to the rejection of Very en thıs possibility 1 not realised
other tradıtions, comparıson of two tradıi- because of ideological 1As agaınst the
tiıons IMaYy lead only to understanding of offered alternatıve Generally don’t NOW

alternatıve ell from the insıdewhy they themselves ATre in accordance ıth
theır OW standards of truth and why the NOW OUTr OW tradıtion. But this negatıve
other tradiıtion, according to that, perspective, startıng poın 1S greatiy enforced by strong
must be alse They MaYy remaın Lwo Irrec- 1aAs agaınst change owards another
oncilable perspectives, which eed LO be tradıtion, because thıs would imply o8-

(‘existential’)selected pre-rational nıtıon of the superlor1ty of another tradıtion
grounds. This 1S the most COMMON 1e W 1ın Over one’s OW As Christjans should add
contemporary philosophy, ethics and soclıety thıs forceful blas In humanıty agaıns
af, arge However, this 1S agaın L0O0 sımple the recogniıtıon of the basıc structures of
pıcture of two tradıtions meetıing each other realıty through sinful alıenatıon from the
Here the specıfic ‘rationalıty of traditions’ ın Creator Rom 1:18 MaclIntyre’s analysıs
elr development an interaction des- of rationality embodied In tradıtions would
eribed Dy MaclIntyre** g1ves INOTE realistic, be greatiy strengthened and deepened if he
but al the s AI tiıme InNOTe complicated, had taken ideological actors iınto aCCount
picture when two tradıtions meeft they aAare alongside intellectual ONes T'hıs could
true according to e1Ir OW. rationalıties, but expect from scholar ıth such reputatıion
not siımply true overall. When tradition 18 In the study of Marxısm.
developıng, certaın antınomies In tradıtion
MaYy DEeAarT, difficulties 1ın developıng the L1} Can tradıtıon ead fO objectıve truth?
eNquUIry beyond certaın poın 166 ome T'hus aclntyre shows how different ratıon-
of these diffculties MaYy be resolved by Ne  S alıtıes Can be compared and evaluated, even

1nKers in the Same tradıition. Others, how- when COM IMMON standards an methods
aAare avaılable. But hat o0eSs thıs possibleCVer, MaYy turn out LO be insoluble ın erms

of the tradıtion itself. The intrıinsıc develop- growth of intersubjectivıty InNean for OUuU

ment of the tradition has thus brought the second question: 1n hat sense Ca

eed for replacement change of al eas tradıtıon, which avOlds the lımıtatıons and
SOIMMNE of the fundamental features of the antınomies of alternatıve, be sald LO be
tradıtion to the fore, and the eed for the ruer ın objective sense? Our knowledge
development of e SOUTCES of thought T‘his still LO be based rational methods
Ca  — happen through radical change withıin and standards which gaın from OUTr tradı-
the old tradıtion, which ın fact results 1n tıon and nOot from realıty itself. How Can

Nne  S tradition, because the old Ca  — remaın ever reach realıty itself, when building
alongsıde ıt, such foundation??4

It Can Iso happen through encounter ıth However, this 1S only problem when
alıen tradıtijon. f the other tradıtion has foundational Aaccount of knowledge 18 g1ven.

Foundationaliısm assumes that the only WaYythe Same lımıtatıons, the adherents of the
1rs tradition ll simply gO ıth eır to gaın knowledge 1s LO SLAar process of
OW ımited tradıtions, lackıing alterna- reasonıng from certaın probable prem1sses
tive. If the other tradition 1S 1n all respects an to derıve ne proposıtions by valıd

patterns of reason1ing. Whether the startıngsuper10r ın respect of ese antinomiles and
limitations (ın that ıt. both avO1ds an poın 18 thought of rationalistic
explains the iımıftatlons of the Hirst tradıtion), pırıcıst and whether the valıd patterns of
thıs might result ın conversıon LO the other reasonıng AI thought of deductive
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inductive o0es not change the verall and the readıng proCcess itself shows these
structure. According to foundationalıst, be adequate inadequate. And ıf they aTre
noetic structure ca  — only be rational if ıt inadequate the reading ıll suggest hat
contaıns adequate basıs, which contaıins Sort of change 1S needed. T'hıs PproCcess
truths that enable valıd derivations to be Ca continue, because the newly-formed
made. This foundational account, which assumptions about the meanıng of the text
derives already from classıcal Greek philos- ca  — agaın be partly valıdated an partly
ophy, 1s characteristic of modern thought erıticised. In thiıs circular movement from
an 1S the hıdden prem1ss of postmodern presupposıtions to text and back OUT thought
thought ıts relativistic forms The moderns forms become mMore and INnoOoTe approprlate for
sought for unıversal basıs of knowl- the interpretation of the text and thus InNOTre

edge, which COUuU the conflict of and InNOore ongruent wiıth ıts ontent hı1ıs 18
tradıitions. And ıt 1S only because pOost- 1ın fact basically the process of getting LO
moderns chare this foundationalıs account NOW different tradıtion, different ‘ntra-
of knowledge, that the denial of unıversa|l xtual world’, hich ave alluded bove
startıng-point necessarıly leads to overal|l The learnıng of the Ne language begins
relatıvıstıc attıtude towards knowledge. from the outside, and by constantly changıing

But thıs foundationalıist account of doctrine OUTr preconceptions INOVEe LO the ontent
which 1sS INOTe alien us.9?has COINE under heavy erıtic1ısm OVvVer recent.

decades, both from epistemologists an In the SAaInNe WaYy OUT preconceptions
philosophers of science.?> In foundatıona about the content of and other tradition
epistemology the Cartesian distance between aAaTrTe challenged ın the confrontation, OUT
mınd an matter an the postmodern gap tradiıtion-given preconceptions about the
between language an the reality beyond, reality ATrTe changed 1ın OUr engagement ıth
ca  } only be crossed when the begınning of this reality iıtself. famous example from
the argument 1S fiırmly based realıty the history of sclence clarifies thiıs poın
The buillding Ca be firmer than ıts Durıng the ast turn of the century all
foundatiıions Following phılosopher of physicists investigated the physical reality
ScClence ıke Michael Polanyi*® an theo- they encountered through the spectacles of
loglans who interacted ıth the philosophy the rational framework of elr Newtonılan
of sclence ıke Austın Farrer,“‘ Thomas tradition. But sclentists ıke Niels ohr and

Torrance*® and recently INOre popular Albert Eınstein found increasıng evidence
eve John Polkinghorne?® and Lesslie for the limitations of this theory, particularly
Newbigin®® the readıng of book®} where extremely high velocıtiıes an very

INOTe approprlate analogy for OUr knowl/- small particles WerTe involved. This event-
edge of reality than the building of house. ually led to quantum mechanıiıcs an the
When read book the beliefs wıth which theory of relatıvıty. These theories WerTrTe 1n

SLar eed not be right In order to be fact able to explain the facts better than the
useful We indeed start ıth SOMME belıefs Newtonıian framework and Ca  —_ therefore be
presupposıtions about the ontent an thought to INOTE congruent ıth objective
message of the book But ese presuppos!1- reality itself. This example makes clear that
tions Are not beyond erıticı1sm. When for through anguage, indeed uch
example SOINEONE starts reading the New ıth reality itself. If WerTe imprisoned 1ın
Testament ıth the presuppostion that ıt language, could 1mpose thought
deals only ıth the relation of the soul to structures realıty wıthout ever getting

this not liıke the prem1ss of syllogısm an Yy feed-back from extra-lınguistic
The prem1ss of syllogısm and the basıs of realıty, the Newtonıan framework would
foundational reasonıng Are the SAaINe 1n that ave een challenged: ıt would

necessarıly only be adequate to interpretthey should be accepted not, before the
ProCess of reasoning itself. The reasonıng realıty which ıt COU. completely form LO ıts
rests the prem1sses and 0€es not valıdate OW ımage.
them However, 1ın reading ProCcCess Let return the development and the
COIME the wıth certaın presuppositions interaction of traditions desecribed by
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MaclIntyre, ın which those rationalıties those who begin ıth realist presuposıtions,
which cCan avold antınomies and limitations but Are unabie to refute the sceptical charge
ın copıng with realıty appear to be super10r that tradıtion-embodied rationality cannot
to alternatıves. The eritic1ısm of the be realist. The ast sectiıon answered the
Newtonıian framework suggests that this problem of the ‘realıst ın danger’. Man’s
development of traditions 18 fact develop- natural tendency LO lıve ıf realısm 15
ment the irection of greater STU'  c true®® eed not be distrusted. The barriers
ıth reality. In thıs development ‘between post-modernism throws agaınst this Can
0OSse older belhiefs and the world they NO  S be removed.
understand ıt ere 1S radical discrepancy However, ın confrontatıon ıith the sceptic
to be perceived. It 18 this lack of 105 ATe eft ıth stalemate The ealıst
dence, between hat the miınd then judged cannot argue priorLı that this method 11l
and believed and reality NO perceived, help him to the different startıng
classıfied and understood, which 18 ascribed poınts of different traditions an ll OVeT-
when 0oOse earliıer judgements ATe called COMe scepticısm. An posterior.ı argumen

18 needed. As Christian belleve thatfalse The orıginal and most elementary Verlr-
S10N of the correspondence eOry of truth N ultımately the only possible definitive
ONe 1n which ıt 15 applied retrospectively ın posterior.ı argument of this Lype eg1ins ıth
form of correspondence eory of falsity.’® the revelatıon ıIn Christ, For only from there

Are the maın tensions between other worldWhat 18 ve significant 1ın this conclusiıon of
MaclIntyre’s 1s that the truth falsıty of VlIews and realiıty T'his assumes
tradition 1s perceived retrospectively, at the the eed for revelation, for tradıtion and for
en of PTFOCEeSS of reasoning. T‘his 18 totally cConversion LO the strong 1deo-
opposed foundational approach knowl- logical 1AaSs agaınst Christianity. Wıth
edge ın which truth necessarıly lies al the posterıor.ı argumen ıt must be shown that
egınnıng of argument But if PFrOCEeSS Christianity Ca  - the limitations

and antınomies, to which different tradition-of reasonıng ca  - lead to the correction of
false prem1sses and preconceptions, foun- embodied rationalities ead Here such
dationalism 1S invalıd. ontrary LO both argumen cannot be gıven. We Ca  - only
modernists an relatıivıstic postmodernists poın to the possibility. But al eas the

Ca stLate that the SLar of reasonıng charge that ıt 18 prıor.ı impossible LO COIM-
ProCeSs 1ın particular historical tradition 1ne tradition-embodied rationality ıth
o0eSs not necessarıly ead to relativism. rıtical realism 1S efuted

To summarıse: ave argued for
epistemology, which 15 dıfferent from both

LLL} Can now that tradıtıon entaıls themodernism and relatıivıstic postmodern1ısm.
Contrary LO both traditions take ıt that ultımate truth?®
truth 1S not primarily to be found the One important problem must still be d1s-
foundatıon of process of reasoning, but cussed. An argument for the valıdity of
that ıt 1S the goal of the PTFOCESS. So perce1ve tradıtion ın erms of 'Tationalıty of
ıt to be the Christian posıtıon to hold ıth tradıtions 1S neccesarıly cumulatiıve argu-
postmodernists and contrary LO the ‘modern’ ment.$®© The valıdıty of A tradıtion 1S
vleW, that all reason1ıng starts from his- confirmed an strengthened each tıme ıt
toriıcally relative perspective, but ıth the SUrvVives the confrontation ıth alterna-
moderns hold, contrary LO postmoderns, tıve. But hOw Ca  - NOW that tradıtion

entails the ultimate ru Christianitythat the goal of reasonıng should be un1l-
versally valıd an that thıs goal Ca be claıms? How Ca  — NOW that at SOINE poın
reached 1ın principle. radıcally Nne tradition ıll not arlıse,

It should be noted that this argument for which better applıes LO ıfe and realıty
realism Can ave two audiences.**4 To refute than Christianıty does? 1ımate ru 1s5
SsSOMMEONE ıth sceptical presupposıitions essentially eschatologıical concept. Only
(sceptical concerning realısm) much INOTe from eschatologica perspectıve Ca  — ıt
elaborate argument 1S needed than LO help become clear 1C tradıtion ea most
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effectively ıth realıty and ıth alternatıve the result LO be rather negatıve.
approaches towards reality.*” Lindbeck ın hıs concluding chapter

1s exactly hat the Christian tradıition ‘Postliberals are bound to be skeptical, not
claıms: ın the and resurrection of Christ about mM1SS10NS, but about apologetics and

AT confronted ıth od’s definitive, foundations’ and “Theology should
eschatological self-revelation. This 185 not. therefore resıist the clamor of the religiously
arbıtrary claım. The apostles supported their interested publıc for hat 185 currently
claım for the eschatological relevance of the fashionable an immediately intelligible’
revelation In Christ by poıntıng LO Hıs In the Same WaYy the evangelıcal
resurrection and the fulfilment of Old Testa- theologıan Alıster McecGrath ıIn The (jenesıs
ment prophecy, of which the moOost ımportant of Doctrine, study of the historical character
aspect 1S the promise of the eschatological of doctrinal development, concludes: ‘i+t 1S
outpourıng of the Holy Spirit.®® But ere 1s thus evangelısm, rather than Just apologetics,

which commends iıtself of strategiceed LO argue for the finalıty of revelatıon
In Christ, before the Christian framework of ımportance In the present sıtuatıon within
rationalıty 1S accepted the basıs of ıts western culture’ Neither author, how-
superıiorıty. CVEeT, 1s totally negatıve towards apologetics,

an for that TEasSon take this negatıveWe should be areful ere An argument
for the eschatological character of the attıtude LO be directed primarily agaınst
MeESSapc of the an resurrection of apologetics In ıts ıberal forms. This iberal
Christ 0es not iımply that the ratiıonal apologetics 1sS indeed found wantıing, for ıt
framework which 1S NO embodied ıIn the surrendered ‘much that NO  S aDPpCars tal
Christian Ta  107 ıf ere 1s only one) will the distinctive identity of the Christian
SUrVIve all future confrontations ıth Ne religion ** for the sake of alleged unıversal
aspects of lıfe, ıth historical Crıses an values, hıich ead maJor loss of relevance
wıth other tradıtions. This Christian ratiıon- of the specific Christian mMessapge. Thiıs

refutation of iberal apologetics Ca  - easılyalıty 15 iıtself changıng and developing, 1s
evıdent from ıts history What 1S escha- ead to refutatıon of apologetics altogether,
tologıcal 1S not the specific rational for the commıtment to the apologetic project,
iramework, but the entral narratıve of the to make the Christian message intelligible
event of the and the resurrectijon. The for ose outside ıts tradıtion, 1S the dis-
rationality built it 18 of second order®? tiınctıve mark an strength of the ıberal
and partly imited by the SaInNe finıteness tradıtion The rejection of ıberal apologetics
an ideological 1as other historical Ca urther ead LO the rejection of the
tradıtions This historical rationality reveals apologetic enterprise whole, because
the tensıon between the ‘already and not yet’ thiıs interpretation of apologetics Was shared
of the ulfilment wıithout consummation *© by the maın apologetic streams of OUrTr pOoSst-
of the eschatologica Kingdom inaugurated Enlıghtenment culture, ıberals an CON-

by Christ, servatıves alıke

pologetics Being onfronted wıth If, however, rational ctommunıcatıon be-
the T1St1AN Tadıt]ıon tween traditions remaıns possible 1n

world without universally shared rational-
The discovery of the historical character of ty, MaclIntyre has shown, then ere 1S

eed to abandon all search for rationalall human reason1ıng 1n postmodern thought
has ımportan CONSCHUCNCES for the ontent ‘account of the hope ın us The 1ms of such
of Christian apologetics. 'The postmodern Ne apologetic should be INOTeEe modest
evaluation of the Enlightenment project than the claım that often accompanıes liberal
g1ves the apologist ımportan arguments for apologetics, namely that the ontent of the
the debate ıth the stil] central ıberal Christian faıth 18 fully accessible an
trands of OUrTr ulture The maın a1ım of this acceptable according LO standards shared
section, however, 1S to explore SOINE of the ıth the non-believer. But ıf the Gospel 1sS
CONSCHUCNCES of thıs change for the character really g00d ews for the non-believer, there
and possıbilıty of apologetics. At 1Irs sight must be S(OINE ınk ıth the existence of the
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non-believer. ese ATe the points of CONMN- anımal 1ıke those around hım, OUnN! LO the
nection the apologıst wants use pointers limits of material and historical exıstence.
towards the Christian faıth On the other hand INa  - 1s great creature,

Such postliberal apologetic could be able LO iınvestigate the unıverse ıth his
properly called ad hoc apologetics, mind. However, this miınd al the SAaIne tıme
William Werpehowski, following suggestion makes hım even INOTe miserable, because
of Lindbeck, does.4?% Yor ONe of the strengths NO  S Inan knows his imıtations and suffering,

of which the other anımals ATe uUuNawäareof this apologetic 1s that it 0eSs not presume
LO NOW where the hearer 15 the basıs of Pascal perceived thıs paradoxical character
SOMMeE presupposed unıversal human nature of INa  - underlying not only the disturbing

an alarming tensions ın indıviduals, butIf her mental ‘make up 1S essentlally
derived from her tradition an from her 1Iso the deep divisions between the CON-

personal history In that tradıtion, the only flicting philosophical trends and ‘1deologies’
WaYy to NOW where to SLATr meanıiıngful of his tıme. T'he rationalists 1n the tradıtion
conversatıon 1S LO listen LO her wıthin her of Descartes, emphasised the ‘grandeur'’ of
particular history and ontext Many Man, hıs abılıty LO NOW the unıverse and to
Christians ıth experlence In sharıng theır subject the world to himself. But 1n order LO
faıth ıth non-Christjans 111 endorse thıs rest confidently In their ‘grandeur'’ they had
conclusion: the eas]ıest WaYy to talk without to the profusion of S1gNSs showing
really reaching each other, 1s LO ASSUMeE that the limits and finıteness of human ex1istence.
you already know hat yYyOUr friend’s CON- On the other hand ere WeTe the sceptics,
victi1ons, ideals and problems Ar  D ıth Montaigne central spokesman, who

But hat TeEeASoN do ave LO believe WerTe verYy much of the 1mM1tAaLIONSsS and
that there ATe poınts of ontact ıth each ‘misere’ of human exıstence, but 1ın order to
non-Christian, however diverse ese mMaYy be consıstent ın their scepticısm, they needed
be? The AaNnsSWer 1s gıven 1ın the doctrine of to neglect a ]] S1gNs 1C pointed owards
creatıion, balanced by the doctrine of s1in.%9 higher digniıty of INa including the fact
By looking to these doctrines hope to gıve that he could reflect about his OWN scepticısm.

theological basıs and ontent to the idea Thus find ere fundamental tensıon ın
of ad hoc apologetics. Christian anthro- human exıstence, resulting from s1ın, the
pology reveals how human beings Can develop SOUTCE of LWO dıfferent perspectıves lıfe,
1ın such diverse and CONtrary directions because of two historical tradıtions, each ıth their
of S1n, which results 1ın INa  — eing al War wıth OW. ‘rationalities)’.

The SAaIMnNe tensıon 1S apparen 1ın thehimself.4* Through hıs S1IN INa denies his
OW being, In that he denies the Creator- modernism-postmodernism debate. odern-
creature relationshıp. In denying his unda- ists stress the human strıving for aDS0O1lute
menta|l dependence his Creator he ahenates knowledge, values an ideals But In this

search they forget the er pole of humanhimself from his OW. eing, created IUMAagO Dei,
resulting ın the break of the original unıty exıistence, the fact that INa  — 1s finite, his-
of the different parts of hıis ex1ıstence. Through orical creatıon. Relativistic postmodernists
this, polarıties ın his exıstence become Dara- ATre vVe of the limitations of human

ex1istence. They Stress the fact that al humandoxes, they evidently aDDeCar In the ongolıng
struggle of philosophical anthropology ıth knowledge 1s related LO ıts specific Cultura
well-known polarıtiıes like individuality- baggage and LO the possıbilıties elr specific
communıty and autonomy-heteronomy. Janguage and conceptual framework entaıil.

But ıth this perceptıveness ou theThe following example 111 help LO
work out hat structure apologetic has iImıtat]ons of human ex1istence they combine

the basıis of this anthropology. Blaise ack of attention LO the philosophical
Pascal pointed 1ın his Pensees ıth deep CONSCYUCNCES of these perceptions: the fact
perceptiveness an rea Jucidity, LO the that they Can understand and reflect the
paradox 1ın fallen INan between his ‘'grandeur’ lımıtations of their specific language and
and his ‘misere’ mıisery) Man 1s the ONe conceptuality implies that at the same tiıme
hand 1n miserable sıtuatıion, eing Just they STar break through those limits.
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If the apologist WerTrTe only LO employ inconsiıstencles an LO include this other
rationalıty which 1S universally shared by evidence elr OW. erms Aase! their
a ]] people, the possibilities ould be severely OW rational ramework. KFor modernism,
ımited. Only few presupposıtions ATre however, thıs very unlikely, SOINE
shared by modernists, relativistiec post- of the cleverest Europeans ave worked
modernists and Christians alike, an this it for LWO hundred For the tıme being
amount of shared rationality 111 only ıt justifiable LO PrODOSC the Christian
diminish if INOTe cultural SrOuUDS ATre taken tradıtion alternative, and LO
into account However, the anthropological ıth both modernists an postmoderniststensions revealed by this Christian anthro- that wıthin this other tradıtion ıt 1sS possiblepology suggest that In both traditions there LO construct from the Concepts an theories

INOTre that be Iinked wıth the Christian peculıar LO ıt. hat they Were unable to
mMeESSage, but that these aspects are sımply provıde from their OW conceptual and
not shared by both traditions al the Same theoretical FreSOUTCECS, cogent illuminatingtime. On the basıs of the Tellowship of Cre- explanation—cogent and iılluminatıing, that
atıon’ ıt 1s possiıble to argue ıth modernists, 1s by their OW standards-—of why their OW
startıng from the COINIMMON recognıtıon of the intellectual tradıiıtion had een unable LO
high vocatıon of humanıity. On the 5ame solve ıts problems LO resolve coherence’.%*
basıs ıt 1s poss1ible to ıth pOSt- T’he Christian anthropology of the human
modernists based the shared perception eing creature provıdes the Nne DeTr-of the limitations of human existence lıved spective LO the inconsıstencles and
In history. oth arguments aAare ‘ad hoc and limits of both the modern and the postmodern
cannot be unıversally sed But both argu- tradition. As cCcreatLure he retaıns his highments are Iso based the reality of lıving vocatıon, for he has rece1ved the task LO
ıIn shared world, shared creation, lıving ‘work and take Care of’ the earth Gen Z 15

shared humanity, both arguments COuU. NIV), and 18 made LO NOW his Creator. Thıiıs

unıversal.
In WaY be called ‘natural’ wıthout being 1s linked LO 0OSe aspects of reality which the

moderns recognıse and the postmoderns Are
TOoM this example pıcture aDDEeAaArSs of neglecting EeVEI suppress1ing. On the er

how MaclIntyre’s Tatıonality of traditions’ hand the created human being 1S finıite and
provıdes framework for apologetic ımiıted by his particular place In wıder CIeA-
conversatıon startıng from ‘ad hoc o9- tıon and 1ın history. The high vocatıon 15 not
nıtıon of eb  e, shared body of assumptions, something which lies 1ın his autonomous
body which MaYy change from audience LO STaSP; ıt. 15 something he Can only fulfil In
audience. Then INOVeEe the diıfhculties depedence hıs Creator. This finiteness
1n both tradıtions. oth modernism an aAaPPCAaI's ıIn 0OSe aspects of realıty which the
relatıivistie postmodernism SO0ON ead LO CeN- Christian apologist perce1ıves together ıth
tral inconsistencies an inabilities to CODE the postmodernist, an ıth which he CON-
ıth reality modernism, because it appears fronts the Enlightenment thinkers. The
unable LO provıde the unıversal Ta latter AT blased enough to neglect this evVl-
historical standards it requıres for sound dence and this results 1ın the inconsistencles.
rationality; postmodernism, because iıt PrO- As presented ere this 1S not reallyfesses kind of scepticısm concerning argument. Much elaboration 1s needed, and
human knowledge, which 1s inconsistent other elements ıke communıty, s1ın, an
wıth iıts OW knowledge of the character of eschaton should be brought into the pıctureJlanguage an rationalıty. Both the 1incon- For ıt 1S not the aım of this artıicle and ıt. has
sıstencies and the necessity to neglect een one elswhere.®© "This 18 merely meant
evidence which 18 avaılable LO them spring sketch of possible line of argumen LO
from the fact that their cConcepts of knowledge present Christianıty super10r tradıtion,
ATe al odds ıth realıty—in thiıs Case the eing truer to realıty, because ıt. OVeTrCcoOoMm]es
reality of knowing ıtself It 1s of COUTSE and explains the inconsistencies and limita-
possible, that ONne both of these tradıtions tiıons of rıval traditions.*‘
11l In the future be able LO these Hence, the apologıst should determine ‘ad

®& FuroJTh



New Direction in Christian Apologetics Exploration with Reference 1o Posimodernism

hoc’ where conversatıon ıth partıcular ground, which 15 part of the argument, ın
partner audience should SLar COINMON order LO avOo1d the conclusion,*}! etreat
ground should be searched for And startıng which Can ultimately end In the denlal of
from this COINMmMON ground the overall a1m of the valıdity of all reason1ing whatsoever.
the apologist 15 LO that, where they Such etreat eed not be caused by
differ, the Christian perspectıve provıdes reasonable argument, even if the etreat
the super10r tradıition. The Christian tradı- iıtself 1s logically consıstent. It 11l often be
tıon 185 super10r, because ıt makes poss1ible caused by ideological 1As agaınst the
better interaction ıth realıity, which 1nd1- conclusion. In the description of anthropology
cates that ıts rationalıty conforms INOTE LO Sa that the distortion of the orıgınal
the tructure of realıty tself. conformity uniıty of the uman being and the subsequent
1S derived directly from the fact that In
OChrist AIfe confronted ıth the revelation of

dispersion of the dıfferent perspectiıves
the world ATre caused by sin.°®% If the partıcu-

the Source, Centre, and 0al of realıty In larıty of the perspective 1S result of SIn, the
such apologetic argument both proclama- turn LO the Christian perspective must
tıon an reasonıng 111 ave eır part involve repentance. So 1ın modernism, for

dealıng ıth mankiıind 1ın the example, the inattent.ıon human finiteness
and the resurrection of Christ should be esults from sinful strıving for autonomy
announced and the resulting Ne perspective an self-determination postmoderni1ism, ın

nature, human exıiıstence and history SOMEe of ıts forms, 1s linked ıth ‘the SIN of
pounded. ext LO the essential proclamatiıon despair’.°® This eed for repentance, LO OVeTr-
there 11l be g00d deal of dialogue and COMmMe strong ideological 1as 1n the PTroCeSSs
reasonıng. The apologist needs LO identify of cConvers1lon, forms On of the NCCESSaATY
ıth her ner In conversation.“® She eeds limits of the apologetical endeavour, which
LO ook LO the world from thıs particular NOoN- should be taken into account 1ın order LO
chrıistian perspective, ring out the Incon- approach the other realıstically, combining
sistencles and poın of realıty which proclamation and argumen ıth plea for
cannot be dealt ıth adequately from thiıs repentance, the latter plea iıtself eing
perspectıve The poınting Out of ese strongly enforced by both proclamatıon and
limitations 11 help her urge the er LO reasoning. By NO  S ıt becomes clear, why
imagıne how the Same realıty would ook MaYy hope that this Ne  S direction 1ın apolo-
from the Christian perspective. Full under- getics Ca  — be InNoOoTre faiıthful LO the Creator
standiıng will only be possible from full and and Father of OUTLr Lord ‚Jesus Christ than
commıtte STAN! ın the Christian tradition, Man y ıberal apologies could be In humilıtybut this procedure MaYy provide enough ıt understands that absolute rational
poınters LO the superlor1ty of the Christian Justification LO those outside ıts tradition
tradıtion LO motivate ‘leap of faith’.*9 This 1Ss not poss1ıble; realistically iıt combines
obvious poın should be stressed Over and reasonıng ıth call to repentance to OVer-
agaınst COINIMMNON misunderstanding of the COMMe the sınful bıas agaınst the Gospel; ıt
apologetic endeavour: apologetics 1S not opes LO avo1ld the waterıng oWn of the
relevant only when full an absolutely relevance of thıs Message that would result
compelling rational defence of the Christian from subjecting ıt LO alıen standards; ıt
faıth Can be g1ven. As Samuel Butler already aAaPPCaIs that the Lord and (G0d of the Church
poınted out 1n lıfe Man Yy reasonable cholces 1S, ın apologetics LOO, not subject LO an y
ATre made the basıs of eviıdence which 1s reality rationalıity outside Himself. nstead
persuasıve because of the probability of the the apologist confidently trıes to use an
Tu LO which it points.“ reveal all true rationality 1ın other traditions

Even when the superlorıty of the Christian derived from the Creator and Judge of
tradition Ca  — be clearly shown, conversıon nature and history Perhaps EeVeEeN Karl Bart.
does not necessarıly follow It 1s always would ave een less harsh towards such
possıble for the partner tOo retreat, instead of apologetic, for Over and agaınst the despised
gomng forward; ogılcally ıt 1s always possible ‘claiming of revelation by the world’ 1n
LO deny part of the inıtlally shared COINMMOoOonN apologetics (‘Apologetik’), he recognises the
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legıtimacy an necessity of hat he calls 1 indbeck, ibld., 113
polemics (‘Polemik’) ‘cClaiming of the world ere ma be SOME very basıc unıversal
bDy revelation’,** hıich Can even be compared procedures of rational INQqUITrY, ıke the law of
ıth the Israelite conquest of Canaan, ‘Had non-contradiection and Euclidean mathematics,

COM IMMON LO a ll umankind, but ‘that uponit not for long tıme belonged Yahweh?’ >5
an they apgree 1S insufficient to resolve thoseAnd should and Ca eNgage 1ın such

1SCOUFSe In the hope ‘that, the divine counter- disagreements’ (MaclIntyre, Cit., 351) Fur-
thermore, there will be something 1C makeswıtness 111 not be lacking LO the human all different ‘rationalıties’ worthy of the Namewıtness of faith’.°© 'rationalıity', but in this ‘'rationality’ SeeMs
INOTre the ability to handle the ullding stones,

Very grateful to Dr. Alister MeGrath of which tradition and experlence provide, than
Wyrcliffe Hall, Oxford, who gulde! the research that rationalıty iıtself provides with ullding
which LO thıs artıcle, and Hılary hroeder stones for truth (ef. Lesslie ewbigin, T’he
and Paul ılllams for correcting the manuscrıpt. Gospel ın Pluralıst Socıety London,
ere ave been vVeC. few direct studies of this 26

13question. The only article explicıtly dedicated Placher, cıt., 124
LO this question the author 18 acquainted ıth Lindbeck, cıt 63
15 Wıllıiam Werpehowskı's ‘Ad Hoc Apologetics’, 15 ‘Incommensurakbility, Intratextuality, an
The Journal of elıgion 66 1cago, Fıdeism)’, odern eology (1988/89), 95
282—301 Ur McGrath, e1t.; 87
Ur Alıster McGrath, T’he (GGenesis of Doctrine: U f MaclIntyre’s analysıs of the possibility of

UdYy ıIn the Foundatıions of Doctrinal Urıiticiısm learnıng second first language’ (op IL: 37/4)
Oxford, 1990 90) and Lesslie ewbigin’s use of MaclIntyre’s idea
( McGrath, 1b1d., 132 In missiologıcal context (op cıt DOf.; 65)
'Two recent examples Ca  - be OUuUnN! ın Norman 18 Tilley, cıt., 107

Geisler, UChrıstian Apologetics TanN!ı ‚p1dS, Particularly In French structuralist strands of
and Sproul, John Gerstner, Arthur post-modernism.

ındsley, (lassıcal Apologetics: Ratıonal 2() MaclIntyre, cıt, 12
Defense of the Christian Al an Critique of 21 This 15 hat Tilley LO aASSUMC, for his
Presuppositional Apologetics (Grand Rapıds, rejection of the charge that contextuality of

CGf. for eriticısm particularly of the ast rationalıity implies 1ıdelism centres the COM-
work: elly James ar. Return O Reason: bination of contextuality ıth comparabıility
Critiqgue of Enlıghtenment Evıdentialism an (op CIt.; 90)
Defense of Reason an Belıef ın (j0d (Grand 20 MaclIntyre, CIt.. particularly ‘Overcoming
Rapıds, 4653 Confliet of Traditions 164 E:} an “The

not suggesting that post-Enlightenment Ratıionalıty of Tradıtions’ 349 {f.)
apologetics, both ıberal and conservatıve, are 23 MaclIntyre g1ves most. of his attention LO 1r
equally influenced by Enlightenment under- possibility, of stalemate between the LWO
standıng of rationalıty. Ome forms of apolo- traditions, out of 1C through Very creatıve
getiCcs ATre INOTeEe deeply influenced than others. effort NCW, 1rı tradıtion iınto being
What mainly concerned about 18 that the ıth rationality super10r to the former two
philosophical rO0OTtS and CONSCQqUECNCES of this tradıtions (ef. 83 This 1r possibilıty, how-
account of rationality are generally CVEerT, 1S less relevant to OUr present subject.
acknowledged. D4 When evaluating the possibility of realistic
London, 1988 epistemology be clear hat the actual
C Wılllam Placher, ‘Postlibera Theology’, problem 185 en realism 1s dismissed because
1n Davıd YFord (ed.), odern Theologians ıt 1sS thought to ımply rigl| correspondenceoLume Oxford, 115—128 between language and realıity. ost medieval
London, 1984 theologlans understood dogma In much mMore
In the anguage of 1INdDecC. the intratextual’ dynamic WaYyY, 4S percepti0 dıivıiına verıtatıs
WOrT. of religıon 18 ıts complete linguistic tendens ın LDSAM, ‘perception of divine truth,
structure of CONCEeDPTS and eır relationships, ending towards this truth’ quoted In McGrath
derived from ıts canonıcal eXts, 1ın Man Yy WaYys (0p cıt., 16) as part of O erıticısm of Lindbeck’s
comparable ıth the idea of ‘discourse’ In dismissal of ‘cognitive-propositional’ approachesFrench postmodernism. The ‘'extratextual’ octrıne
WOr WOU be objective reality separate 25 Plantinga points LO ıts basıc ınconsıstency
from thiıs anguage Alvın Plantinga, ‘Reason and Belief ın God’, ın
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Alvın antinga and Nicholas TS! (eds.), 40 George Ladd, eology of the New Testa-
Faıith an rationalıty: Reason an Belıef ın (iod ment (Grand Rapids, 60
(Notre Dame, 59 For Barth’’s relation 41 McGrath, CIE., 198
to foundationalism see oln Gunton, ‘No Other 42 Werpehowski, cıt 42; INnAdDeC. CIt., 17171
Foundation: One Englishman’s Reading of The problem with ‘ad hoc apologetics’ ame
Church Dogmatics Chapter V), ın ige Biggar LO mM that it, only SayS something about
(ed.), Reckoning ıth arı Essays ın Com- the startıng-point of the apologetic reasonıng,
memoratıon of the Centenary of arl Barthi's OVer and agalinst the universal startıng-point of
Bırth Oxford, 61—79 For the relation of liıberaliısm What 15 ın posıtıve the
evangelıcal apologetics to foundationalism sSee specific character of this form of apologetics, 18
Richard Topping, “CThe Anti-Foundationalist that very 1lieren aspects of ıfe ATe al inter-
Challenge to Kvangelica Apologetics’, The preted from OoONne perspective. The adequaCcy and
Evangelıcal Quarterly 63 (1991), 45-—6' relevance of this Christian pespective validates

26 K‚g his Science, al an Society, London ıt posterıior.. Thıs COuU be called ‘her-
1946 meneutical apologetics’. Thiıs 1S al least

27 Austin Farrer, Faith and Speculation positıve term OVer and agaınst the alternatives
London, particularly Chapter II ‘postliberal’ ‘non-foundationalist apologetics’

28 Kıg his T’heological SCLIENCE, Oxford 1969 (ef. Richard Topping, cıt.) Negative
29 E.g. One Or'| T’he Interaction of Science erms ave the strength of appealıng negatıve

anı eology London, 6—25 eelings towards alternatives, but ın the end
3() Lesslie Newbigın, Cit., 2'71—65 posıtion cannot SUrVive the basıs of erıtic1ısm
31 Thiıs analogy 1S not drawn from the wrıters alone.

mentioned, but apt to CXPTeESS their ideas. 43 E Werpehowski’s (op. cıt 300) appeal LO the
The analogy g0OeSs back al least the Middle ‘fellowship of creation.'. The appeal to specific
Ages, when Fransciscan theologians ike Bon- Christian doctrines, happens here, 15 not
aventure sought after (God both speaking ın ‘the ilegiıtimate ın study apologetics, because
book of Scripture’ and 1ın ‘the book of Creation/’. at this stage the discussion 18 SEL internal
( 'Theo Zweerman, O.F 'Prolegomena Christian enterprIise.
ZUr Lektüre Von Texten Bonaventuras ber das drawing ere works iıke Emil
Buch der Schöpfung”, In Franziskanische Studien, Brunner’s Man ın Revolt London,21 (1989), 2941 e1inhNo0. Nie  TS T’he Nature an Destiny ofThis cırcular ProCess ın reading and under- Man London, an Wolfhart
standing book 15 called the ‘heremeneutical
cırcle). In fact ‘hermeneutical spiral’ WOUuU be Pannenberg’s Anthropology ın Theologica

Perspectıve (Edinburgh, but Man Yybetter term, for ın thıs circle ‘there 15 also of theır oughts CXPTESS anthropologıica reflec-
ongoing movemen an progressıve t10ns, 1C reach back LO the SOUTCEe of

understanding’ (Anthony Thiselton, T’he Christlanity.T’wo Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics
and Philosophical Description ıth specıal 45 MaclIntyre, Cit.. 364

46 Cf. the works already mentioned of Brunner,reference LO Heidegger, Bultmann, (1adamer Niebuhr and Pannenberg.an Wıttgenstein (Exeter, 104
4733 MaclIntyre, CIE:. 356 Many other oppositions COU. form the basıs of

34 For when all rationality 1s tradition-embodied the Same Lype of argument, 4S for example the
the idea of neutral universal audience to debate between econOomıiıcC liberalism and Marx-

1Sm, res  ıng from the estruction of the orıgınalargue with aAapPPpCars be myt: LOO
balance between the individual and the COIMMN-35 Cf. George Santayana’s sayıng OU' idealism,

1C. 1S also valı| agaınst relativistic forms of munıty hrough S1In, 0 ın the opposing VIEeEWS of
postmodernism: ‘1 should be shamed to COUN- rationalısm and empir1cısm, resulting from the

alıenatıon between the subject and the object.enance Op1n10ns which, when not arguıng, 48 ( Newbigın, CIt.; 65did not elieve’—quote: by John Macquarrie,
T’wentieth Century Relıigious T’hought London, 49 possible COININON recognıtion of the apologist
1988*) 237 and the non-Christian of the iımposs1bılıty of

36 William Werpehowski, ibid., 287 full understanding of tradıtion wıthout stand-
37 CT the antı-Hegelian strand ın MaclIntyre ıng ıts communıty MaYy help the non-Christian

1  2 361), 1C. 1s not, however, necessarıly step iınto the T1stl1an tradıtion without full
linked ıth his maın thesis 1  1 81) understanding, but wiıth the promise of fuller

38 ulles, üD Cit., knowledge. Thıs recognıtion 15 certainly not
39 McGrath, cıt 592 restricted to the Christian communıity,
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MaclIntyre’s description of Trıstotle shows (op 53 phrase of Jürgen Moltmann, eology of
G, 143) Hope London, 292926

50 Dulles, Cit.: 1492 54 Church Dogmaltıcs 1 T’he Doctrine of the ord
51 K George Mavrodes, ‘Jerusalem and Athens of G(o0od (Edinburgh, 1975°%2), 341

Revisited’, ın Plantinga, Wolterstor e  s 55 Church Dogmatıcas IL2 The Doectrine of G(Go0od
CL, 201 (Edinburgh, 522
This 1S not LO Sa y that all particularıty ıIn 56 Church Dogmatıcs I1,1 T'he Doectrine of the
tradıitions necessarıly results from S1iN. It cCan ord of God (Edinburgh, 96
also derıve from the geographical, historical,
and soclal limıtations of the startıng poınt of
tradition.
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