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19th century Christianity was attacked and resisted by traditional
Chinese culture. By the 20th century, Christianity’s challenge in China
came from modern science. In the first half of the century, the import of
enlightenment discourse impacted both Christianity and traditional Chinese
culture. Christiarﬁty had to develop an apologetics in response to the new
knowledge system based on science and the new mentality shaped by sci-
entism.

Leading secular thinkers believed that the conflict between science
and religion was inevitable and irreconcilable. In response, some Chinese
Christian theologians argued that the conflict was not an intrinsic conflict
between the true spirit of science and Christianity, but a contingent con-
flict between scientists and the institutionalized church as well as some
narrow-minded Christian individuals at a given point in history. Their
apologetics tended to differentiate between the sphere and functional field
of science and religion. Based on this differentiation, they tried to eétab—
lish a theory for the co-exiétence of science and religion, working hard in
search for common grounds upon which to promote mutual assistance be-
tween them. |

From the liberal arm of the church, Chinese theologians responded
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to the challenge of science through the “rationalization” of Christianity;
they did not hesitate to discard certain non — rational elements in biblical
faith in order to accommodate modern thinking. Others responded through
the “modernization” of Christianity; the)‘f attempted to introduce the mod-
ern form of knowledge into Christian theology and to establish closer ties
between theology and the social and human sciences. However, in at-
tempting to address the spirit of their time, Christian theologians had
failed to demonstrate the transcendence ‘of Christianity in their,develop-

ment of a Chinese apologetics.
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