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Apologetics & Reason

Heavenly Father, we worship You together. We laxe ahd we acknowledge that we do not love You
as we should. But, Father, You have put in our tsetlae desire to follow You, to serve You, to Mes,
to walk in Your ways, to serve Your people, angldt@ut into the world with Your truth. That is wig
are here. And so we pray, Father, that You wilcteas in this time. Open our hearts and minds to
Yourself that we may be persuaded by the work of Spirit in our hearts and by the clarity of Your
Word. We ask it for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

The principle we were talking about in our lastssas is the principle of the adaptation of langutme
the minds and understanding of the hearers. liviplg the issue of translation. If you were to go t
some other part of the world, you would not exphketpeople there to learn your language. You would
know that you had an obligation to learn their laage in order to communicate the Gospel to them in
the language of their heart. That is the same ibging in this culture today. We are called torieghe
language of the heart of the people around us amghinicate the Gospel in that language.

| want to start today by looking at one final exaengf this very creative and very careful use of
language in the New Testament. In Michael GreeatskbEvangelism in the Early Churche talks

about John’s careful use of language all the weyuidsh his Gospel. In John 1:1-18—what is often
called the prologue of John’s Gospel—John is intoing the Gospel of Christ with these very well-
known words, “In the beginning was the Word, arel\WWord was with God, and the Word was God. He
was with God in the beginning.” Then verse 18 says,one has ever seen God, but God the One and
Only, who is at the Father’s side, has made hinwkn®lf you think about Greek readers of this
passage, any Greek who was at all acquainted gthistory of thought of his own culture would have
immediately had all sorts of bells ringing in higwhas he started reading John 1. The term that Joh
uses)ogos,has a long history going back to at least the tinderaclitus, a thousand years before the
period in which the New Testament was written.al la long history in Greek thought. By the time of
the New Testament, it is a word that has been ustie whole platonic tradition extensively. Itused

in Neo-Platonism. We find it, for example, in thatimmgs of a Jew named Philo coming from the first
century. It is also a term that is thoroughly faamito the Stoics, some of the people with whoml Pau
was talking in Athens recorded for us in Acts 17.

For many of these Greeks, the tdogoscarried with it the notion of the divine principdé reason or
order that stands behind this visible world. Therihe divindogos the principle of reason and order,
which stands behind the physical world, that we seanand touch. It is far above this world. ThacSto
and others, too, also thought that this divine@ple oflogosexpressed itself particularly in the human
mind, in our human rationality. It was as if hunt@@ings were related to or a part of that divine and
eternallogos They were fragments, so to speak, broken off ftloat. The divindogosis the principle
of reason apparent in the structure of the univédtrsethe reality of reason making human beings
unique and giving them dignity set apart from ewatyer creature in this world. As you read Johih 1,
is very evident that any Greek reading this passaged have bells ringing in their minds. There soe
many things said that the Greek reader would haea lamiliar with. In fact, the great theologian
Augustine, who had a background in Neo-Platoniamjtghis way after his own conversion in the
fourth century. He was thoroughly familiar with tteaching of théogos of the Word of God. He said
this: “When | read John 1, John’s prologue, | wasifiar with every idea in it until | came to theowls
‘The Word was made flesh and dwelt among men,’taatiwas a radically new idea.” Augustine is
saying that as a Neo-Platonist what John writes lsesomething that he understood thoroughly. He
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could relate to it, and he could make sense of graunbeliever. He could immediately build a beidf
you like, toward Greek thought.

What is interesting is that John is very carefutlarify what he is saying when he uses the tegos

He does not want a Greek reader to be left witmtiteon of thdogosas simply a divine principle, a
principle of reason or order in the universe athia mind of human persons. He very carefully talks
about the personal nature of fbgosin a way that the Greeks would have found challengde makes
it clear that théogosis fully equivalent to God. This would have sthetd their minds. What would
have been particularly challenging and difficult foem is John’s statement in John 1:14 where & sa
“The logosbecame flesh.” He uses the strongest Greek vgard,to communicate that tHegosdid

not simply assume a body, but fbgosbecame flesh. That idea would have been extremely
challenging, to say the least. In fact, it wouldédeen offensive to somebody with a Neo-Platon& o
Stoic background. This is because while John ipgres to use their language, he is very careful to
make sure that his Gospel is not watered down ynnaay. He is expressing biblical truth as cleady a
possible, and he is prepared to use their languageing so. For the Greeks, the notion that thendi
principle, the principle of order in the univerbecame flesh, became physical, was an idea that was
totally unacceptable. This is the fundamental reasiy the early church had to wrestle with the
doctrine of the Trinity for 300 or 400 years. Irfpaular, they had to wrestle with the doctrinettod
incarnation, the full humanity and the full divipiof the person of Christ. The Greeks could actept
notion that Christ was divine, or they could acdégtnotion that Christ was human. But that He was
both in a complete sense was a notion that was let@hpat odds with their whole system of thought.
For them the physical world was an ethereal wdtldas a world of reason, ideas, and spirit. Thelavo
of the divine was totally separate from this woiltle incarnation brings these two worlds absolutely
together. John makes that passionately clear sevet where he says, “The Word became flesh and
dwelt among men.” John uses their language, bushks it very carefully and very creatively.

Michael Green also makes the point that any Jedimgalohn 1:1-18 is also having all sorts of bells
ringing in their mind. The whole of John’s Gospekd carefully written. It is written in such a
sophisticated way that all the way through the @b3phn is ringing bells in the minds of both Greek
and Jewish readers. This is fascinating to us lsecausome ways John’s Gospel is the most simple
one. It is the one you often start when you awt fearning to read Greek. It is the one we oftee g
unbelievers or brand new Christians to read t@dhice them to Jesus. It has an apparent simplicity,
directness, and clarity to it. But that does noamg is not very carefully written. In fact, it mues
exactly the opposite. It is extremely carefullytbam. To write simply and clearly, you have to writ
very, very carefully.

John’s Gospel is a very sophisticated presentatiduiblical truth to both the Greek mind and the
Jewish mind. Think about John 1:1-18, the prologudohn’s Gospel. There are some examples of John
ringing bells in the minds of his Jewish readels.the beginning...” The very first words echo thesfi
words of the book of Genesis. John is doing thgp@sefully. Any Jewish reader is immediately taken
back to Genesis Chapter 1. He also refers to tikedfavoses directly there. All the way through the
Old Testament, the Word of the Lord, tiebarYahwehis a repeated expression. It is used in terms of
God's creation of the world but also of God gividg Word to His prophets, speaking to His people.
Any Jew is going to be immediately thinking of this soon as they read “In the beginning was the
Word and the Word was with God” as speaking of Werd” as the source of creation. There is
another point where a Jewish mind is going to kBearething familiar. In Genesis 1, God speaks and
the world is brought into being; in John 1, “the MYbis the source of creation. There is also faamity

in what John says about light and many other thihgsugh this passage. Go back and read Michael
Green on this.
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As you think about this thoughtful use of languagkether it is in John 1 or in any other placeha t

New Testament, what is actually happening is tlustgs are making a very carefully reasoned
presentation of the truth about Christ. It is nt ja very careful use of the language of the hearéhe
reader. In John 1, John is seeking to persuade&ders that the Word who is the Creator of the
universe has revealed Himself to the human racédhaadeen made flesh in the person of Jesus Christ.
The human person Jesus of Nazareth is indeed dhe same as the one true God. He is the Creator of
the universe, the One who orders and brings intagkitbe whole system and structure of this present
reality. By John’s careful use of language, heeeskeng to persuade his readers of that truth. Jasdis

the Word, Jesus and God, are one and the same.

In John’s Gospel he explicitly tells us what higgmse is in writing. In John 20:30-31, he write¥gsus
did many other miraculous signs in the presendadlisciples, which are not recorded in this book.
But these are written that you may believe thatigdésthe Christ, the Son of God, and that by bilge
you may have life in his name.” He says he hagevrifor a purpose. He wants the readers to be
convinced so that they may know who Jesus trulyavasthat, in knowing and believing in Him, they
may have life. And later in John 21:24 John addbuses language from the courtroom: “This is the
disciple who testifies to these things and who eitbem down. We know that his testimony is true.”
John is using legal language there. He is appetditgstimony, to eyewitness evidence. He is
presenting testimony or evidence to persuade hiders of the truth of his message. He wants togorov
his case about who Jesus is and the need to batiédien. If you think back to John’s Gospel we see
that John does this constantly. The whole Gospah igppeal to many different withesses or testigsni
about Christ. It is an appeal to the testimony oti@e Father, the Holy Spirit, Jesus’ own wordis, H
miracles, and His signs. It is also the testimohthe prophets who predicted His coming, Moses, the
whole Scriptures, the apostles who have seen ad Hesus doing and saying these things, and the
things the Samaritan woman learned about Jesuse Bine many other examples as well. Reading
through John’s Gospel, you will notice this is arfidis major themes. His Gospel is a presentatfon o
testimony or evidence to demonstrate who Jesusdisvay we must believe in Him.

That brings us to our fifth principle, a carefutBasoned presentation of the Gospel. Look at A®ts 1
where Paul is in the synagogue in the city of AettidVhat Paul is seeking to do, just as John does i
his Gospel, is to persuade or convince his heatwyat who Jesus is. Basically, we may summarize
Paul’s approach in Acts 13:16-41 as a powerfulsomed message to Jews and God-fearing Gentiles
aimed at persuading those present that Jesus Mdb&iah promised in the Old Testament. That is the
heart of this message. Paul is marshalling togethielence to persuade those listening to him tsus)

is indeed the Christ promised in the Old Testanseniptures. Therefore, they must put their hope in
Him. To what does Paul appeal? Number one, he &pme&od’s revelation of Himself in the Old
Testament, in particular, to His promises aboutcthming of the Messiah. He quotes several Messianic
prophecies. Number two, Paul demonstrates how tiregdhecies have been fulfilled in the life and
death of Jesus of Nazareth. Number three, he apfetie testimony of John the Baptist about Jesus
because John the Baptist is highly respected bygstlall the Jews. And number four, he appealséo th
eyewitness testimony about Jesus’ resurrection themead. Those are four of the ways Paul seeks to
persuade his hearers. He is giving his hearersmeas believe in Jesus. His appeal is to special
revelation; that is, his appeal is primarily toiture. It is not entirely so because he also aggeahe
testimony of John the Baptist, the evidence ohhisistry, and to the living eyewitnesses of the
resurrection. That is the way Paul reasons inyhagogue. We can assume that he did much the same
thing most every time when he went to a synagoguspaoke to a Jew or a Gentile who already believed
the Old Testament to be the Word of God.
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To what does Paul appeal in Athens in Acts 17 arid/stra in Acts 14? We will deal with these two
together. What does he try to demonstrate whes bpedaking to the Gentiles? In Acts 14 and 17 Paul
appeals to general revelation. Gentiles are unfanwlith special revelation, that is, Scripture. Faul
appeals to general revelation as he sets fortbdsie, as he makes his defense of the faith. Lefivee
you several examples.

Number one, Paul reasons from the knowledge of @ba&h God has put in the heart and mind of
every person. Number two, he appeals to their whaeding of the dependence of all of life on the
Creator. These people know that the universe anctéatures are not self-created or self-exisidray
depend on the power of God for their coming intmgend their continued existence. Number three, he
appeals to their daily experience of God’s proviadgrare. For example, in Acts 14:17 he says ¢o th
pagans, “[God] has not left himself without testmgdconvincing evidence]. He has shown kindness by
giving you rain from heaven and crops in their seashe provides you with plenty of food and fills

your hearts with joy.” So he appeals to their eigrare of God’s providential care and that testimony
that God gives.

Number four, Paul calls them to reflect on God’e mver history and over the lives of nationsslai

rule that should lead people to seek God and wotdlm. That is what he says in Acts 17:27. He is
talking about God’s rule over the nations and hs sd5od did this so that men would seek him and
perhaps reach out for him and find him.” In otheres, God rules history and He rules the nations in
order to draw people to Himself, to point to Higstance, His power, and His care. This is trueef w
think about the fall of the Iron Curtain and thel&i communism across Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union. God is ruling history to draw peofdeHimself. He is giving evidence of His just and
righteous rule.

Number five, Paul argues from their recognitiorthed unique dignity of human persons. They know
that there is something divine about men and worAswe have seen, their own poets and thinkers
acknowledge that we are God’s offspring. We woualyg that people are made in the image of God;
there is something special about us. That is hod l&&s made us and He constantly testifies to Himsel
through this reality of who we are. Number six dppeals to their own sense of the inadequacy of the
worship, their own recognition that human templasnot contain God, who they know to be the
Creator of heaven and earth. God does not livemptes built by hands, they know this, and he dppea
to that line of argument. Number seven, very clpselated, he insists that idolatry is self-evidgnt
foolish because idols are made by people who armagbklves the creations of God. God is obviously far
greater than idols. It is exactly the same argurasrisaiah makes in that section on idolatry irafsa
41-49. And finally, he climaxes his argument by egdmg to what he calls the proof of the resurpatcti

of Christ. He says all people may know about tihe®pby paying attention to the testimony of those
who witnessed it. Paul’'s messages to pagans aedaitrgiving them compelling reasons as to why
they should become worshippers of the one true &wadput their hope in His Son, Jesus, whom God
appointed as the universal judge. That is his foretdal line of approach, giving them compelling
reasons why they should become worshippers ofriedroe God and put their hope in Christ.

There is an objection that we need to considerishagry frequently raised by Christians. The otiget

is that Paul renounced the use of reason. We eedk at this fairly carefully. | have heard prhacs

in this country making this argument. People vergrgly and passionately argue for the position tha
Paul renounced the use of reason in presentinGadiseel. In Korea, this is also a very widely hellehw

in Reformed and Presbyterian circles. There ar&dowitten in Korea arguing that Paul's approach in
Acts 17 was both a failure and it was mistakeravehheard that same argument given here in America
by a professor of apologetics. | heard him preaghbim Acts 17 in church one day, and that is exactly
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what he said. This message is a failure and inséake. Now, why would somebody make the
argument that Paul renounced the use of reason?afipeal to 1 Corinthians 1 and 2. We need to look
at those passages because this is quite an impmsae. If Paul renounced the use of reason then
basically everything | have said in the last foessions is a total waste of time and you needrtgefat

as soon as possible. We will look at the particuases in 1 Corinthians 1 and 2 where this argimen
takes its force and to which those who take treswappeal.

In 1 Corinthians 1:17 Paul says, “For Christ did $&end me to baptize, but to preach the Gospel—not
with words of human wisdom, lest the cross of Ghrdesemptied of its power.” That verse is undergtoo
by those who take this view to mean that the preXactust renounce any attempt to seek to persuade
one’s hearers and simply let the cross of Chrisehts power. They say our calling is simply to
proclaim rather than to persuade; that is the hadahte argument. Your calling as you go out irite t
church is simply to proclaim the message, to deatanot to seek to reason with people, persulaeie t
or use any kind of wisdom in presenting the mesdaiget Corinthians 1:18-21 continues, “For the
message of the cross is foolishness to those véhpeaaishing, but to us who are being saved, has t
power of God. For it is written, ‘I will destroyéhwisdom of the wise; / the intelligence of theslligent

| will frustrate.” Where is the wise man? Wheré¢he scholar? Where is the philosopher of this age?”
Again, those who take this view will argue that Gespel is always literally foolish to any unbebev
Therefore it is absolutely pointless trying to pde somebody of its truth or trying to convinoenth
about who Christ was or who God is. It is a wastinee to talk about who we are or the problem of
evil or anything else under the sun. “Has not Gadienfoolish the wisdom of the world? For since in
the wisdom of God the world through its wisdom dat know him, God was pleased through the
foolishness of what was preached to save thosebeheve.” Those who will take this view will say
that literally the Gospel is foolish to the unbekeso all the Christian preacher can do is sindeiglare

it and let it fall where God wills rather than sdekpersuade.

You are getting a contrast built between declanatiod persuasion. In 1 Corinthians 2:1 Paul igrtglk
about when he came to Corinth: “When | came to yoothers, | did not come with eloquence or
superior wisdom as | proclaimed to you the testiynalmout God.” The argument is that Paul is saying,
“When | came to Corinth, | no longer made any dfforspeak eloquently.” You remember | made the
point that Paul’'s message in Acts 17 has all sirtketorical flourishes and touches in it. It exy
carefully and eloquently put together. Those wlke tidis view are saying that after Athens Paul
changed his approach, repented of it if you likel @hen he got to Corinth he did something entirely
different. He did not come with eloquence or suprenisdom, but he simply proclaimed. | point out in
passing that Paul uses the word “testimony” heha¢hvis a legal word about evidence. The passage
goes on in 1 Corinthians 2:4-5 to say, “My messaugmy preaching were not with wise and
persuasive words, but with a demonstration of {hieit$ power, so that your faith would not rest on
men’s wisdom, but on God’s power.” The argumemh&e that Paul is saying here, “I have made no
attempt to persuade anybody, to convince themQhastianity is the truth, that Jesus is the Son of
God, that God exists, or anything else. | did nahtito do that; | simply depended upon the power of
the Spirit, and that is all that matters.” Propdsest this view therefore claim that we declare amd
wait for the Spirit's power to work so that peogléaith may be simply in the power of God rathemth
in any careful reasoning or presentation of theggbsiade by the preacher.

Clearly, this is a very powerful argument and ises at least the following three important questjo
which we need to think about. Number one, are thvesds in 1 Corinthians a denunciation by Paul of
his own previous practice of reasoning in the spgag, and in particular, to the pagans in Lystich an
Athens? Or to put it another way, did Paul repéiiti® message to the Athenians and regard it as a
failure and a mistake? Some people take that vieny strongly that Paul repented of what he had done
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in Athens and decided after Athens he would litgrspheak only about Christ and Him crucified. le th
future, he would say nothing about the existenc8ad or the nature of God; he would no more talk
about pagan worship, about idolatry, and no moriel lmidges to pagan unbelief. In the future he ldou
simply proclaim the ABC'’s of the Gospel. Christdli®r your sins, repent and believe in Him, etc.
Now, is that what Paul is saying in 1 Corinthiaf?sNotice that it rejects not only Paul’'s message in
Athens, but also Paul’s approach in the synagogweedl, which is also very carefully reasoned. Some
people are not prepared to acknowledge that wheynrttake this point, the appeal in the synagogue is
primarily to special revelation, to Old Testameraghecy, so they will accept that. But it is still
basically a persuasive and rational argument that B making. So if this argument were really frtie
would reject what Paul is doing in the synagoguerels That is the first question: is Paul denouigci
his own previous practice?

Number two, how does Luke present the way Paul conicates the Gospel? Does Luke, for example,
set up a tension between declaration or proclamaina reasoning? That is what this argument resjuire
In 1 Corinthians 1, Paul is saying now | only pireadano longer reason or persuade. How does Luke
present Paul’s communication of the Gospel as kerites it? How does he present it before Paul got
to Athens? How does he present it while he wastihreAs, and how does he present it after he left
Athens? How does Luke teach us about Paul’'s methodmmunicating the Gospel? Remember, Luke
is an inspired writer, so this is important.

Number three, if Paul is not rejecting his own poeg practice, why does he use this strong language
about persuasive words and eloguence in 1 CorimtHiaand 2? What does he mean by it? If Paul is not
renouncing reason, what is he saying? That ishih@ question here.

We will go through these points one by one. We haltjin with this question: was Paul’s preaching in
Athens a failure and a mistake? That is one otlta@ges that has been made. They say Paul repented
that preaching. If you turn to Acts 17, you findsalutely no suggestion from Luke that he considered
Paul's approach in Athens to be mistaken in any.waiys is clearly written sometime after these
events, at least in its final form, but Luke makessuggestion whatsoever that he thinks that waat P
did in Athens was wrong. Of course, Luke and Pealffiiends. They are fellow travelers and people
who labor together in the Gospel. If Paul hadligtwork in Athens was unworthy of the Gospel, we
may be sure that he would have made this knownke land Luke would have mentioned it. But he
breathed no hint of it. In addition, this is nahgly an argument from silence. Luke’s account afliBa
ministry in Athens and elsewhere is an accountiiady the Holy Spirit. It is part of Scripture.i$ to
be regarded as an authoritative account bindindp@meaders just like any other part of Scriptitres a
dangerous way to approach Scripture to suggesatbpeech of Paul is a mistake when it is clearly
recorded by Paul as a part of his ministry. Paahismbassador of Christ, appointed by Christ to
proclaim the Gospel to the Gentiles, and here we lize primary example of Paul doing that very
thing. Are we supposed to conclude that this wastiar when there is nothing to tell us so? Luke
would most certainly have informed us of this été is any likelihood of this at all. In fact, Luke
presents this to us as something for us to readhderstand, and to emulate. This is true of tbeoant
of Paul’s ministry in Athens and everywhere elsebpeaks. We cannot pick and choose between
passages of Scripture and say, “I do not likegbi$ will regard what Paul did here as wrong,” when
there is nothing in the text to tell us so.

Was Paul’'s ministry in Athens a failure? Look at#\t7:34. Luke tells us quite explicitly that some
people were converted. Some said, in verse 32,\\f& to hear you again on this subject.” | woulg sa
that is remarkable that there were people convémted. Just think of the context. | often go anelagp

at colleges all over the world and sometimes taigsoof faculty who are not believers. | would be
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absolutely thrilled if I could come back from oneck meeting and say several people became
Christians. It would be wonderful; it would be fastic! The other thing you should notice is thaewh
Luke records people’s names for us he always doegentionally. People whose names he records are
people who had a particular significance in the &f the church in later years. When he gives eseh
names, Dionysius and Damaris, we can be surehbaétare people who had a deep impact on the life
of the church in Athens and perhaps elsewhereeily¢lars to come. Every one of these few people who
believed is precious in the eyes of the Lord. Goesohot measure things by numbers in the way we do.
Jesus tells the parable of the Shepherd who wesdah for one lost sheep. Every individual is
precious in the eyes of God. He goes to extraordilemgths to save just one. If you or | look batk

our lives, and think of any single individual whashbecome a believer through our ministry (and
through all sorts of other means that God has ysezljvould say our whole lives have been wortloiit f
just that one person. That is the preciousnessddfiduals. | know this man who calls me every week
from England who was converted in 1972 with meidd& schizophrenic, and he is badly damaged. If
he were not a believer, he would be a psychiatgphal for his whole life. Obviously, his callsexy

week take a lot of time. He often calls at 2:0003:.0r 4:00 in the morning English time, whichhs t
evening here, because he does not sleep well. Ibvgaly if | had never touched anyone else’s lifarap
from his, then my whole life would be worth it.istsuch folly to read an account like this wherdé.u
explicitly tells us people were converted and $ay was a mistake and a failure. It is a completely
sinful way to approach Scripture. | will put it treirongly.

We may make another point here: suppose versesd34awere not there in Acts 17; would it be
appropriate of us to draw the conclusion that Raméssage was a mistake and a failure if Luke bad n
recorded the fruit of this message? It certainlydoot. There are many occasions when we read the
Gospels and the book of Acts when we are not tepdiatly that anybody became a Christian at that
time. There are lots of examples in the Gospesstliks, lots of encounters that Jesus has withlpeop
that do not result in anyone’s immediate conversiowould be completely wicked to draw the
conclusion from there that Jesus’ approach wasakest or failed. The same is true when we read the
book of Acts, and Luke does not record any pariicabnversions. Jesus and Paul, just like you and |
are often sowing seeds in the human heart ratherrdaping. For Jesus, much of the fruit of His
ministry is not realized until after His resurrecti As He says, it is necessary for a grain of wieéall
into the ground and die before it bears fruit.Ha early chapters of Acts we read of huge numbfers o
people coming to faith. One day we will find oueddly how many of those had heard Jesus preaching
and teaching or had personal contacts with Himnduiis earthly ministry. We can have absolutely no
doubt that many of the people in Jerusalem who weneerted in those days, months, and years
following Pentecost were people who had been taliblyehe earthly ministry of Christ. For example,
when we read in Acts 6:7 that a great number @gpsicame to the faith, who can seriously doult tha
these people had not had some contact with thestnjrof Christ? In the same way, it would be
completely wrong to conclude that when there ateeeino converts or just a few after one of Paul’s
encounters with people, that this means that tisesemething inadequate about Paul’s presentafion o
the Gospel. | cannot imagine any serious and thibwigBible teacher putting forth such a view if the
stopped to reflect on the implications of it. Whas does is set Scripture against Scripture, 1
Corinthians 1 and 2 against Acts 17, in a way ih&ttally cavalier and unacceptable.

Our second question is how does Luke present duohiteg of the apostle Paul, and what kind of
language does he use? Does he, for example, stqmiation or declaration on one side over against
persuasion on the other? That is the heart ofatiggement. How does Luke present the preaching of
Paul? Let us look at a whole series of passagest.dfiall, read Acts 9:20-22 and notice the largua
that Luke uses. This is right after Saul’s convarsand he is in Damascus. It says, “At once haibeg
to preach in synagogues that Jesus is the Sonaf Goverse 22 Luke used the language of
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proclamation or declaration. “Saul grew more andeygowerful and baffled the Jews living in
Damascus by proving that Jesus is the Christ.” @ heke put together the word “preach” or “proclaim”
with the language of “baffled by proving.”

A second example, in Acts 9:27-29, is when Pabbrisk in Jerusalem. Barnabas describes Saul’s
ministry, and it says, “He told them how Saul os journey had seen the Lord and that the Lord had
spoken to him, and how in Damascus he had predehdédssly in the name of Jesus. So Saul stayed
[...] speaking boldly in the name of the Lord.” Thesrse 29 says, “He talked and debated with the
Grecian Jews.” Again, Luke put together languagero€lamation (declaring boldly) and the language
of reasoning. He debated with the Grecian Jews.

Look also at Acts 14:1-3, which says, “At IconiumuPand Barnabas went as usual into the Jewish
synagogue. There they spoke so effectively thaeatgiumber of Jews believed.” Then he goes on to
say they spent considerable time in Iconium andeboldly for the Lord there. Here Luke’s language
is not specific. It could include both proclamatemd persuasion, and it almost certainly includetth b

Take Acts 17:1-4 where Luke is summarizing Paulisistry. “When they passed through Amphipolis
and Apollonia, they came to Thessalonica, whereethas a Jewish synagogue. As his custom was that
Paul went into the synagogue and on three Sablagthtte reasoned with them from the Scriptures,
explaining and proving that the Christ had to sudfied rise from the dead.” Notice how he summarizes
what he has done. Luke tells us that, as his custas) he reasoned, explained, and proved. Then Paul
summarizes what he did by saying “This Jesus | evol@ming to you is the Christ.” So the language

of proclamation, of reason and persuasion, arghegén verse 4. “Some of the Jews were persuaded
and joined Paul and Silas, as did a large numb&moaffearing Greeks and not a few prominent
women.” Luke is quite happy to exchange the womlilve” or “converted” with “were persuaded” as

he speaks. The language of reason, persuasiorf, prmbproclamation come together.

Another example is in Acts 17:16-18, while Paul waéthens. “While Paul was waiting for them in
Athens, he was greatly distressed to see thatitthevas full of idols.” What did he do? He reasoned
the synagogue with the Jews and the God-fearingksras well as within the marketplace day by day
with those who happened to be there. Verse 18teaysegan to dispute with him. Why did they
dispute with him? “They said this because Paul praaching the good news about Jesus and the
resurrection.” Again, you have got this languageeaisoning in all these different contexts sumneakiz
by Paul preaching the Good News.

Take another passage from Corinth itself, wherd Bawpposed to have changed his approach. Acts
18:1-4 says, “After this, Paul left Athens and wen€Corinth. There he met a Jew named Aquila, a
native of Pontus, who had recently come from Itaiy his wife Priscilla, because Claudius had
ordered all the Jews to leave Rome. Paul wentddlsam, and because he was a tentmaker as they
were, he stayed and worked with them. Every Sabfiatieasoned in the synagogue, trying to persuade
Jews and Greeks.” Paul is reasoning and persuaeémgle, both Jews and Greeks, in Corinth where he
is supposedly no longer using persuasion. If thathat he meant in 1 Corinthians when he said the di
not use persuasive words, Luke contradicts hirhisygassage. Luke says right here that he did use
persuasion.

The crux comes in Acts 18:5. “When Silas and Tirgatame from Macedonia, Paul devoted himself
exclusively to preaching, testifying to the Jewet thesus was the Christ.” Some people quite séyious
argue on the basis of that verse there. They sdyatthis point Paul repented of his previous aaghn

and changed what he was doing. They say durinfyrsigperiod in Corinth he carried on the same old
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sinful pattern of reasoning and persuading, but treedecided suddenly to devote himself exclusively
to preaching. From that time onward he only proo&d. It is argued that these words are describing a
transition in Paul’s ministry. From this point dre would reason and persuade no more. Again, | will
guote 1 Corinthians 2:1-4, “I did not come witheglence or superior wisdom [...] | resolved to know
nothing [...] except Jesus Christ and him crucified] My message and my preaching were not with
wise and persuasive words.” Here is the radicahgban Paul's approach; that is the argument. 8ut i
that convincing, and is that what Luke is sayingeReNo, he says nothing about Paul repenting. isike
not contrasting preaching and persuasion. Notiagsks the word “testifying” in Acts 18:5.
“Testifying” is a word from the courtroom. It ispesentation of evidence to convince people. What
Luke is talking about here is not Paul doing sonmetldifferent in the way he presented the Gospel; h
is simply saying that from this point onward Paalsma full-time evangelist in Corinth. That is &l is
saying. Paul devotes himself exclusively to teaghather than working as a tentmaker. That is the
contrast that is being made here. Why is he abti®tihis? He does this because Silas and Timothy
come from Macedonia, from the church at Philippthwgifts to support his ministry.

Paul’s practice when he went to any new city wasuggport his ministry by working as a tentmaker
because he refused to accept money from the umbedieo whom he was proclaiming the Gospel. He
tells us absolutely explicitly in Corinthians thed refused to accept money from those to whom he
preached the Gospel. He was happy to accept mooieythose already converted and churches already
established. That is exactly what is happening.Hey®u read Philippians 4:14-15 and 2 Corinthians
11:8-9, Paul tells us in those two passages abeudift that was given by the Philippian churchmfro
Macedonia, which enabled him to devote himself esigkly to preaching after Silas and Timothy came
from Philippi, from Macedonia. That is all that Lelks saying in Acts 18. He is not saying anything
about Paul’'s approach to sharing the Gospel. Idamiply saying he worked as a tentmaker and
preached when he was able. Then when Silas andtiiynaame with the financial support, he devoted
himself exclusively to the ministry of the Word.

If you look at Acts 18:13, those who are opposiaglR ministry in Corinth summarize it this way:
“This man,’ they charged, ‘is persuading the peajl worship God in ways that are contrary to the
Law.” Everybody else sees Paul as trying to pedtseyzeople, which is what he is still doing. Afteot
years in Corinth, Paul went to Ephesus. We readtaBaul’s practice there in Acts 18:19. “They agdv
at Ephesus, where he left Priscilla and Aquila hitieself went into the synagogue and reasoned with
the Jews.” Luke is still using precisely the saargguage to communicate how Paul presented the
Gospel.

Take another example. This is not about Paul,thatabout Apollos in Acts 18:27-28. “When Apollos
wanted to go to Achaia [Corinth], the brothers emaged him and wrote to the disciples there to
welcome him. On arriving, he was a great help tz¢éhwho by grace had believed. For he vigorously
refuted the Jews in public debate, proving fromSkeptures that Jesus was the Christ.” Luke olshou
has no problem whatsoever in using the languageasbn, persuasion, proof, debate, and argument to
present how anyone proclaimed the Gospel.

Finally in Acts 19:8-10, Luke presents Paul's miryisn Ephesus for the three years that he wa®ther
Look at the language that Luke uses here to des&xdul’s ministry. This is some years after he has
been in Corinth and supposedly changed his appré@eahl entered the synagogue and spoke boldly
[declared] there for three months, arguing persafsabout the kingdom of God. But some of them
became obstinate; they refused to leave and pyblialigned the Way. So Paul left them. He took the
disciples with him and had discussions daily inldwure hall of Tyrannus. This went on for two
years.” Paul has not changed his approach in ard/dfiway. There are many other examples we could
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look at about the way Luke describes how Paul pitesethe Gospel. In summary, there is absolutely no
linguistic basis whatsoever to argue that one cakenan opposition between proclamation in preaching
and declaring boldly and reasoning and persuadaeglp. Luke quite happily can summarize what Paul
does by using any of that language. Again, | waulge you to read the section in Michael Green @ th
subject.

That brings us to our final question, question Bywloes Paul use such strong words about wisdom,
persuasive words, and eloquence in 1 Corinthiaansd12? If Paul is not repenting of his method of
presenting the Gospel, what is he talking abouhis/heavy language? To answer that question, you
need to look carefully at some of the things trailBays in 1 Corinthians 1 and 2. Notice, for eplan

in 1 Corinthians 1:20-21 he talks about the wis@ntlae scholar, the philosopher of this age, aed th
he talks about the wisdom of this world. He sagsnte in the wisdom of God the world through its
[worldly] wisdom did not know him...” In verse 2Bl says, “Jews demand miraculous signs and
Greeks look for wisdom.” He continues in 1 Coriaths 1:25, “For the foolishness of God is wiser than
man’s wisdom.” Man’s wisdom is the wisdom of therldpthe philosopher of this age. First
Corinthians 2:1 says, “When | came to you, brothledsd not come with eloquence or superior
wisdom.” Verses 6-8 say, “We do, however, spealeasage of wisdom among the mature, but not the
wisdom of this age or of the rulers of this agepwaine coming to nothing. [...] None of the rulergstos
age understood it...” Paul is speaking about the avisdf this world and the rulers of this world.

What Paul is doing here is not renouncing reasens Bimply drawing attention to the fundamental
problem of the Greek mind in his day. Every cultbas its idols that stand between it and God. The
Jews were skeptical about Jesus because they veeré @f their heritage as God's people. They
thought, we are Abraham'’s children, we belong tal Gee have the Law, God did His signs among us.
Jews seek signs. The Jews were proud of being Gpddal people, and that stopped them from
hearing the message of Christ. The Greeks weraprbtheir heritage of great wisdom. All of
philosophy since Plato is basically a series ofrfotes to Plato. The Greeks were very proud of thei
wisdom. God’s gift of wisdom to them had becom@ars to them. They considered themselves the
superior race. They worshipped their own brillian€enind and their philosophical heritage ratherth
God, the giver of wisdom. They trusted in their omisdom rather than in God. That is what Paul is
talking about here. He is contrasting the wisdor®oél with the wisdom of the Greeks, which has no
room for the Gospel of Christ. They did not beli¢hrat God intervenes in history or that God could
become flesh. They rejected that absolutely. Thathy these people in Athens sneer and regardaaul
a babbler for talking about Jesus and His incasnaind resurrection. They think this is nonsenkeyT
think it is foolishness because it does not fitwmthieir wisdom. That is the point that Paul is makiln
every age, in every culture, the prevailing wisd@pects Christianity as folly. Paul is not renoungi
reason. He is contrasting the wisdom of this wdte,wisdom of this age, with the true wisdom that
comes from God. That is the fundamental point Beatl is making here. If you read Romans 1:18-32,
you will find Paul making exactly the same pointrr The people reject the knowledge of God and
become foolish in their thinking. They think theg avise, but they become fools. That is exactlytwha
he is saying in 1 Corinthians 1 and 2. He is cating the wisdom of the Gospel with the folly oéth
wisdom of this age.

The second point that Paul is making is about edage. Everywhere in Greece there were schools of
rhetoric, schools that taught eloquence. They tathghrhetorical skills and the skills of debat&.dAn
particular, there were schools of sophists who wiaiaed in rhetoric and public eloquence. Thewdhir
themselves out for a high fee to anybody who waalg that fee to defend them in court or anywhere
else. They boasted that they were so skillful etohic, eloquence, and debate that they could pdesu
anybody of anything whether it was true or not. fliavhat Paul has been answering. He is not saying
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“I do not think for a second about what | am saywigen | preach the Gospel. | make every efforttaot
be eloquent.” That is not what he is saying. Irdteais saying, “My methods are not those of these
schools of rhetoric in Athens and other Greek sitiliere nobody is concerned about truth but only
brilliance.” This is similar to many lawyers in oawn culture. You can hire a lawyer if you have
enough money, and you have a chance of gettingf ¢iffe charges you face. You know that is true.
There is a huge difference between the kind ofrdsfen court that a poor person gets and the Kind o
defense somebody wealthy gets. You get what youdgrayhere are a lot of lawyers who will defend
anything regardless of whether it is true or noanyllawyers will defend someone whether they are
guilty or innocent, simply for money. They are @deenough to do it. That is what Paul is talkingub
here, that kind of problem.
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