Contending For The Faith

By Pastor William Marr

Part 1

Addressing The Problem


This is the first article in a series of articles on the subject  “earnestly contending for the faith which was once delivered unto the saints.” Each article is printed on a single sheet, making it easier to keep, if the reader wishes to do so.

There are two passages of scripture in the Bible that give us specific instructions concerning the defense of our Christian faith.  These two passages follow:

I Peter 3:15 states:  “But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts: and be ready always to give an answer to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear.”

Jude 3 states:  “Beloved, when I gave all diligence to write unto you of the common salvation, it was needful for me to write unto you, and exhort you that you should earnestly contend for the faith which was once delivered unto the saints.”


It is very obvious from these verses that we as Christians are expected, even commanded, to be prepared to give an answer for our faith.  The question is, are we prepared?  Could you give an answer to those who ask you why you believe what you believe about the Bible, Jesus, or God the Father?  It is the purpose of these series of articles to help you be able to give an answer.

The Greek word used by Peter and translated “answer” is “apologia.”  We have brought this word over into the English with a minor spelling change and have created the word “apologize.”  Now the sense in which we use the word today carries with it the idea of asking forgiveness or being sorry we did something.  That is not the original meaning.  The word means an “answer” or “reply.”

Down through the years from the beginning of Christ’s establishment of his church it has become necessary for Christians to give an answer to the critics of Christianity.  These Christians certainly were not asking for forgiveness for being Christians.  But they were giving answers.  Because of the need to be constantly giving answers, a special division of theology developed and is called “apologetics.”  So the science of apologetics is the science of defending the faith.  Our discussion will fall under the science of apologetics.

In the days of the early church many charges were leveled at Christians.  For instance distorted information surfaced that the church was eating people.  This came about because of the terms used in the observance of the Lord’s Supper.  Since the bread was a symbol of Christ’s body and the juice was a symbol of Christ’s blood and the Christians were commanded to eat the bread and drink the juice, outsiders were told that cannibalism was taking place in the church worship services.  Christ’s enemies, of course, started these rumors.  The philosophers of that day, who objected to the claims of Christ and his followers, were also attacking Christians through their writings.  It became necessary for the Christian teachers and scholars of that day to give an answer or apology to these accusations and writings.  At first these writings were primarily defensive in nature.  Later the writings were more positive and gave rational reasons for being a Christian.  Many of these writings have been preserved through the years and are available today for us to read.  So what we must do today to defend our faith is certainly not new.


One of the more popular witnessing programs is “Evangelism Explosion.”  In the 1970-80 time period this program compiled a list of the objections they most often faced by those not wanting to become a Christian.  Since these objections are likely to be the same objections that we would face in any witnessing situation, it seems to be a good place to start.  These objections are listed below.  They are not necessarily listed in the order most often used.


1. How do we know that God exists?


2. The Bible is not trustworthy.


3. All religions are equally valid and it does not matter which one I believe.


4. What happens to the people who die without hearing about Jesus?

5. Religion was invented out of a human fear of nature and is no more than a crutch for the weak.


6. I don’t need religion.

7. If there is a God, why is there so much evil in the world, or where did evil come from?


8. Why does God allow suffering and pain?


9. How do I know that there is life after death?


The work of the Christian apologist is centered around three basic issues.  The Church has had to respond to these three concerns from the very beginning.  All of the above objections will disappear if we can establish a rational answer to these three issues.  We will list them and then discuss briefly their importance.

1. The existence of God.

2. The authority and trustworthiness of the Bible.

3. The uniqueness of Christ.

The foundation for the entire study is the existence of God.  More words have been spoken and written about this subject than the others.  It stands to reason that if God does not exist there is no need for the study of theology, which is the study of God.  If God does not exist, there is no need to defend the Bible as God’s word.  If God does not exist, then neither does Jesus Christ.  So why worry about Jesus’ uniqueness, or who cares about his uniqueness?  All of the Christian beliefs depend on the existence of God.

If we can establish the existence of God, then we must establish that the Bible is the word of God.  Much intellectual criticism has been leveled at the Bible.  In earlier years most of this criticism came from non-believers, and that could be expected.  In more modern times many of the attacks have come from within the Church and that is sad.

Just how important is the Bible to the Christian?  From day one the Bible has been the textbook of the Christian and is considered to be the final authority on matters of instruction for the Church and its membership.  If our source of information is not to be trusted and is not what it claims to be, then where are we to find out about Christ, God, or any of the other cardinal doctrine held sacred by the Christian?  If on the other hand we can establish the authority of the Bible, then just quoting scripture can eliminate most of the claims of the critics.

Finally, once we have established the first two issues listed above, using scripture can prove the uniqueness of Christ.  We can easily answer the question as to why Jesus is superior to Mohammed, Confucius, or Sweet Daddy Grace.

The starting point then for Christian apologetics is about the existence of God.  Can we give a rational argument to the unbeliever for the existence of God?  If we are talking to an unsaved person, then we cannot use the Bible.  If he does not believe in the existence of God, he certainly will not believe in a book that God is supposed to have written.  This is will be our point of beginning for the next article.
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The Existence Of God


This is the second of a series of articles on the subject “earnestly contending for the faith which was once delivered unto the saints”. Each article is on a single sheet, making it easier to keep, if the reader wishes to do so. 

Suppose you are witnessing to someone and you asked the two popular diagnostic questions to that unsaved person, which are: (1) Have you ever come to the place in your life where you know that when you die you will go to heaven?  (2) If you died tonight and stood before God and God asks you ‘why should I let you in my heaven’, what would you say? Then let’s suppose the unsaved person says to you, ‘I don’t believe that there is a God, or I am not sure that there is a God, so why should I be concerned about it. The ball is now in your court and what are you going to say. Can you give a reasonable defense for the existence of God? Over the years various answers have been given. Let’s list a few.

 1. You have to take it on faith.

 2. Well I can’t prove he exists but the evidence seems to indicate that he does. 

 3. Reason says that he exists. 


Prior to 1776, the historical defenses for the existence of God were basically four. These four were developed by our Christian forefathers and philosophers and were looked upon as respectable reasoning. A brief description of these four follows. These defenses are more detailed in any good Bible Doctrine book.

1. Cosmological Argument: Defends the existence of God from the fact that the world exists and had to come from somewhere. A Supreme Being must have created it, since no man could have.

2. Ontological Argument: Man has an idea of a perfect being. We know when we are not perfect.  Therefore we must have someone to which we compare ourselves. That someone must be perfect.

3. Teleological Argument: With the design of things and the way they work, there must have been a designer. Our world is too complex to have just happened. A Supreme Being designed it.

4. Moral Argument: We all have a sense of right and wrong. We must have been brought into existence by a person who knows right from wrong. A Supreme Being gave us this sense.


While all of these arguments have merit their ability to convince the Atheist (believes in no God) or the Agnostic (believes we can’t know if there is a God) is somewhat limited. In 1776 Immanuel Kant, released his book, The Critique Of Pure Reason. Kant’s book indicated that he had come to the conclusion that we could not determine from reason the existence of God. Since Kant is still considered one of the greatest thinkers of all time, his book carried a tremendous amount of weight among philosophers. This book causes this question to arise. Are there any rational grounds left for the defense of the existence of God? Other great thinkers said ‘yes there is’. The present classical defense for the existence of God is powerful and should be incorporated into our knowledge so that it immediately surfaces, if we are confronted with this question. How do you know there is a God?  A short description of this defense follows.


The reality of where we find ourselves is this. We know that there is a world. We know that we exist. We also know that the creationist and the evolutionist use this same starting point, namely reality as we find it. We then must try to find a sufficient reason for what is. Why do we have what we have instead of something else or why is there something instead of nothing? Is there sufficient reason to believe in the existence of God?


To begin the inquiry into an answer to this question where do we start? We start with thinking. We can doubt everything in this world. But we cannot deny that we are thinking, because to doubt requires thinking and so doubting affirms that we are thinking. So at this point the only thing we know for sure is that we are thinking. We may not be thinking rational or soundly, but we are thinking. So as Rene Decarte concluded, I think therefore I am, because to think requires a thinker. What I know for sure is my own self-consciousness. I know 

then that something exists. That something is my self-consciousness. So I have established that something exists. As simple as this may seem, if I have established that something exists I am well on the way to providing a reasonable argument that God exists. Since that is my ultimate goal, I have now established my first step toward that goal, namely, that something does exist.  Please do not gloss over the importance of this statement. Something exists.


Now there are four explanations for the fact that something exists. While some may feel there are other options, careful consideration would indicate that all possibilities could be reduced to these four.  These four are:

(1) That something which exists is an illusion (nothing really exists)

(2) That something which exists is self-created (it came into being by itself)

(3) That something which exists is self-existent (it exists by its own power) 

(4) That something which exists was created by something else that was self-existent

When looking at the first one, to argue that what is existing is an illusion does not solve the problem. For there to be an illusion requires something to have the illusion, which is me, and has not explained my existence. Therefore it is not a viable reason at all, because it requires us to declare that everything that exists is an illusion. There are illusions in the world, such as a mirage. But to say that everything that exists is an illusion includes the thinker who thinks it is an illusion, and we have established that the thinker exists, and an illusion does not explain my existence. This option does not give a sufficient reason at all for my existence.

The second possibility is the heart of the matter. If we can get through this one we are about home free. There are many various to this argument. Most atheists would find their belief defense under this one. We have heard of spontaneous generation, the world suddenly exploded into being, and happening by chance. Let’s deal with the first two together, and then we will deal with chance. In the world of science there is an axiom that has stood the test of time. That axiom is this: out of nothing, nothing comes. You can’t get something from nothing. In order for something to be self-created, it would have to be something before it was. It would have to be and not be at the same time in the same relationship, which would contradict the most fundamental law of science and reason, the law of non-contradiction. The idea is a rational impossibility. It is called a “self referential absurdity” because it is self-contradictory. To argue for such, one must deny reason. This part of the second possibility can be eliminated for the above rational reasons.

Someone may say, but where did God come from? Did he not create himself? The answer to this is no, not even God could create himself. In order for him to do that, he would have had to be before he was, so that he would be there to create himself. You can’t be and not be at the same time, in the same relationship.

Let us now look at the possibility of a world coming into existence by chance. To use this approach, one must misuse the word “chance”. Chance is a word expressing the mathematical probability quotient of something happening. It has no being and it is not the name of anything, because it is nothing and it has no power. Because it is nothing it cannot apply force or influence upon anything. Chance cannot cause anything. Let me illustrate. If I flip a coin into the air the chance of it landing heads or tails is 100%. The chance of it landing on its head is 50% and the chance of it landing on its tail is 50%. How much force is exerted on the coin by chance? The answer is none. Chance is not a causal agent on how the coin lands. Chance does not exercise any force at all on anything including bringing the world into existence. So much for chance.

We have now eliminated the first two possibilities for a sufficient explanation for the existence of something. In article 3 we will discuss the remaining two.

