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Module 3  

Learning Guide  

Foundations for Apologetics,  
and Fundamentals of Faith 

 

Before you start...  
Ç Read through the relevant Unit Guide (under Moodle, Unit Guides) 
Ç tƻǎǘ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƭŀǎǘ ǿŜŜƪΩǎ ŦƻǊǳƳ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴǘƻ aƻƻŘƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊact on social media 
Ç /ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŜŜƪΩǎ forum question, then complete 2 hours pre-reading from recommended 

and optional sources on Moodle (cf. Resource boxes below), to help answer this question 
Ç From the reading, come prepared to share a question, challenge, implication & application 
Ç Download this learning guide (and the associated powerpoint pdf), and have it open on your 

computer ready to edit if you are a class-based student 

1.  Lb¢wh5¦/¢Lhb 

In this session we explore foundations, that is, epistemology. How can we know what we think we know? 
²Ƙŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜΣ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ǘǊǳǘƘ ŎƭŀƛƳΚ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ Ƙƻǿ Řƻ άwŜǾŜƭŀǘƛƻƴέΣ 
authority and faith fit into the picture?  
In the ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǿŜ ǊŜŎŀǇ άǘƘŜ ōƛƎ ǎǘƻǊȅέΣ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ at the intersection of faith, reason and 
revelation with quick responses, pray for non-Christian friends, and debrief the pre-reading in small groups. 
In the second session, we explore the proŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ άǘǊǳǘƘέΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
competing beliefs. We will construct responses to common objections regarding Christian truth claims. 
In the final session, we turn to the bigger picture, being worldview analysis, and the role of presuppositions. 
We consider the nature and uniqueness of a Christian worldview in dialogue with modern perspectives. 
 
This module is the last week ǿƛǘƘƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ! ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΥ άApologetics and the Nature of TruthΦέ  
In ƴŜȄǘ ǿŜŜƪΩǎ ƳƻŘǳƭŜ ǿŜ ōŜƎƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ .Σ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ ά/ǊƛǘƛǉǳŜǎ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴ CŀƛǘƘέΣ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 
ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ DƻŘΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƳƛǊŀŎƭŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀǘƘŜƛǎƳΣ 
deism, and scientific materialism. 
 
OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of this module are to: 

¶ Review the Christian faith and its bearing upon truth as discerned in history, nature and society. 

¶ Consider the uniqueness of Christian revelation and questions of truth, presuppositions and 
epistemology. 

 
OUTCOMES 
On completion of this module, students should be able to explain the relation between faith, reason and 
revelation, and evaluate a given worldview relative to Christian belief. 
 
 
 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1585432295093793/
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Aligned with the Unit Guide Outcomes, students should be able to: 
Knowledge (know and understand): 

A2. Apologetics, theology and the nature of truth 
A5. Strategies to defend and commend Christian faith 

Skills (be able to): 
B2. Assess critiques of Christianity from a Christian perspective 

 
SESSION FLOW (lecture runs 6:15-9:00pm,  
breaks from 7:05-7:10pm, and 7:55-8:05pm) 
6:15 Big Story Recap and Responses + Prayer + Reading debrief (50 minutes) 
7:10 ά!ƴ LŘƛƻǘΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ .ŜƭƛŜǾŀōƭŜ .ŜƭƛŜŦǎέ Χ ŀ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƛƴ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎȅ (45 minutes) 
8:05 Fundamentals of FaithτWorldview Analysis (55 minutes) 
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1 Paul dialogues with the Athenian  
   council of Elders at Mars Hill (Acts 17) 
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2.  .LD {¢hw¸ ά/!¦DI¢ h¦¢έ w9{thb{9{ Ҍ w9!5LbD w9±L9² 

From this module onwards, we will begin with two students each choosing a question of, or objection to, 
the Christian faith, to which they will respond. Again, as covered in Module 1, the aim is not to stun your 
ƛƴǘŜǊƭƻŎǳǘƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ άŦŀŎǘǎέΤ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǇƻƭƻƎŜǘƛŎ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǎǇŜƭ ǎǘƻǊȅΥ 
 

Designed for good 
We were made to love God, love each other, and tend this garden planet . . . 

Damaged by evil 
LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ǿŜΩǾŜ ŘŜǎǇƛǎŜŘ DƻŘΣ ŀōǳǎŜŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƴŘŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƻǳǊ ǿƻǊƭŘΦ 
ά{ƛƴέ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǎΣ ǇŜǊǾŜǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅǎ ƭƛŦŜ 

Restored for better 
²ŜΩǊŜ ŦƻǊƎƛǾŜƴΣ ŦǊŜŜŘΣ ƘŜŀƭŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ WŜǎǳǎΩ ǎŀŎǊƛŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

Sent together to heal 
WŜǎǳǎ Ƙŀǎ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊŜŘ ǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ DƻŘΩǎ {ǇƛǊƛǘ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƘƻǇŜ 

Set everything right 
We await the day Jesus returns to deal with all evil, rule fairly, and set everything right 
τa transformed world, God with us, and real peace 

 
To help you recap, watch the following 7 minute video ώǎǘŀǊǘ ŀǘ пƳорǎϐ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ άthe big storyέΥ 
 

άThe big story is that God designed us all for good, but 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƻǳǊ ōŀŘ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ǿŜΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘŀƳŀƎŜŘ ōȅ ŜǾƛƭΦ 

But, ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ WŜǎǳǎΩ ƭƛŦŜΣ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƻǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜǎǳǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǿŜΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ōŜǘǘŜǊΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ 

humble enough to admit to God that you fall short, and 
ŀǎƪ IƛƳ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ŘƻƴŜΣ 

putting God first, then you can connect with life to the 
fullτwhat God always intended for you. Then you can 
join other Christ-ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜǊǎΣ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊŜŘ ōȅ DƻŘΩǎ {ǇƛǊƛǘΣ 

sent together to heal a hurting world, waiting for the day 
when God will set everything right by judging all the evil 

and restoring the whole universe.έ 
 

 
 
  

https://youtu.be/9ewcCNirPt8
http://pathways.kbc.org.au/passing/passing-evangelism/the-big-story-video/
https://youtu.be/9ewcCNirPt8
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Class Activity 3.1τ10 minutes 
Using the post-it-notes from module one, two students will each select one of the five circles from  
ά¢ƘŜ .ƛƎ {ǘƻǊȅέΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǊŀƴŘƻƳƭȅ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ a paper slip from that circle. Each student will take up to 1 minute 
to respond to this question or objection, as if in conversation with the person who posted the slip. 
Afterward, the class can unpack what ŘƛŘκŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ in this response, and other ways to dialogue. 
 
N.b. The option this week is to respond to one of the following qns or comments, at the intersection of 
ŦŀƛǘƘΣ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾŜƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǇƛŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άōƛƎ ǎǘƻǊȅέ ǇŀƴŜƭǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ άƳŜǘŀ-
ŀǇƻƭƻƎŜǘƛŎέ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǎƻ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǊŜǘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ƳŜǘŀκƳŜƎŀ-narrative: 
 

1. As William Clifford ǎŀƛŘΣ άLt is wrong always, everywhere, and for anyone to believe anything 
upon insufficient evidenceΦέ !ƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅΣ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜƭȅ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ 
ƭŀŎƪƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘȅ ƛǘΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŜ ǘƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀƎƴƻǎǘƛŎΦ 

2. Faith is a feeling, conviction or belief that something is true or real, without having evidence. 
Christian faith, then, by definition, ƛǎ ƛǊǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΦ L ǿƻƴΩǘ ōƭƛƴŘƭȅ ǎǳōƳƛǘ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ or 
άRevelationέ, trusting Jesus just because ȅƻǳ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ƛǘΩs true. Facts must rule over fiction. 

3. ά¢ǊǳǘƘέ ƛǎ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ŀ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ convenient tales we tell ourselves to make our way 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭƛŦŜΦ bƻ ƻƴŜ Ƙŀǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ άǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέΤ ƛǘΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ƻǳǊ senses and shaped by 
subjective, even irrational, desiresΦ {ƻ ȅƻǳǊ άōƛƎ ǎǘƻǊȅέ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ άǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊƛŜǎ ƭŜǘ 
ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ŀǿŀȅ ǿƛǘƘέ ώRichard Rorty ƻƴ ǘǊǳǘƘϐΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǳƴŎƻƴǾƛƴŎƛƴƎ ŀnd oppressive to me.  

4. ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ άōƛƎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ diverse cultures,  
each claiming to make sense of the world. Why should I believe yours over another? 

http://www.scholardarity.com/?page_id=4165
https://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/100476.Richard_M_Rorty
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.ŜŦƻǊŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎǎΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ sing together the great hymn by William Young Fullerton,  
άL /ŀƴƴƻǘ ¢Ŝƭƭέ online hereτan affirmation of what we may only finally know through faith  
ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘΩǎ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƘŜŀǊǘΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǎ ƻǳǊ intellectual questions remain.   
!ǎ .ƭŀƛǎŜ tŀǎŎŀƭ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ƪƴƻǿǎ ƴƻǘ ƻŦΦέ 

 http://www.hymnal.net/hymn.php/h/934 (Version by Hope Montana here) 
 

 

1 I cannot tell why He, whom angels worship, 
  Should set His love upon the sons of men, 
hǊ ǿƘȅΣ ŀǎ {ƘŜǇƘŜǊŘΣ IŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜƪ ǘƘŜ ǿŀƴŘΩǊŜǊǎΣ 
  To bring them back, they know not how or when. 
But this I know, that He was born of Mary, 
  ²ƘŜƴ .ŜǘƘƭΩƘŜƳΩǎ ƳŀƴƎŜǊ ǿŀǎ Iƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƘƻƳŜΣ 
And that He lived at Nazareth and labored, 
  And so the Savior, Savior of the world, is come. 

2 I cannot tell how silently He suffered, 
  As with His peace He graced this place of tears, 
Or how His heart upon the Cross was broken, 
  The crown of pain to three and thirty years. 
But this I know, He heals the broken-hearted, 
  And stays our sin, and calms our lurking fear, 
And lifts the burden from the heavy laden, 
  For yet the Savior, Savior of the world, is here. 

3 I cannot tell how He will win the nations, 
  How He will claim His earthly heritage, 
How satisfy the needs and aspirations 
  Of east and west, of sinner and of sage. 
But this I know, all flesh shall see His glory, 
  And He shall reap the harvest He has sown, 
And some glad day His sun shall shine in splendor 
  When He the Savior, Savior of the world, is known. 

4 I cannot tell how all the lands shall worship, 
  When, at His bidding, every storm is stilled, 
Or who can say how great the jubilation 
  When all the hearts of men with love are filled. 
But this I know, the skies will thrill with rapture, 
  And myriad, myriad human voices sing, 
And earth to heaven, and heaven to earth, will answer: 
  At last the Savior, Savior of the world, is King. 

 
ʺ What kind of epistemology ǳƴŘŜǊƭƛŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƻƴƎΚ Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻƴƎǿǊƛǘŜǊ άƪƴƻǿέ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎΚ  
 

ʺ Iƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛƴ DƻŘΩǎ ǊŜǾŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ άŦǊƻƳ ŀōƻǾŜέ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ  
ŀƴŘ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ άŦǊƻƳ ōŜƭƻǿέΚ  
 
ʺ In your own formulation, how should faith, reason and revelation be rightly related?  
Construct and share a metaphor or tell a story/allegory to illustrate the relationship, rightly conceived. 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=62wk5KvI7-w
http://www.hymnal.net/hymn.php/h/934
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o2yaJJxU6Ss
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Particular Questions Concerning the Relationship Between Faith, Reason, and Revelation: 
 

ʺ What is faith? (Scriptural support would be nice!) 
 

άCŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŎƻǇ-out, the great excuse to evade the need to think and evaluate evidence.  
Faith is belief in spite of, even perhaps because of, the lack of evidence.έ (Richard Dawkins) 

 
ʺ Using 5ŀǿƪƛƴǎΩ ƻǿƴ definition above, is this the case? How would you respondΣ ǊŜŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ άŦŀƛǘƘέΚ 
 
ʺ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦŀƛǘƘ ŀǎ άǘǊǳǎǘέΣ Ƙƻǿ ŀǊŜ ŦŀƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ distinct?  
Iƻǿ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ŀǎ tŀǳƭ ¢ȅǎƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ό¢ȅǎƻƴ нллфύΣ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪ ƻŦ άŦŀƛǘƘΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέΚ 
 

 
άDƻŘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǎǳōƳƛǘ ƻǳǊ ŦŀƛǘƘ ǘƻ ƘƛƳ 
without reason, but the very limits of our reason 

ƳŀƪŜ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅέ 
 

άCŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ see;  
ǘƘŜ ǊŜǿŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜέ 

 
άCƻǊ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΩǎ ǎǘŜǇΤ  

ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŦŀƛǘƘΩǎ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘέ 
 

 
ʺ Augustine had much to say on how faith and reason are related. So how do faith and reason work 
and walk together? In what ways is knowledge a condition for faith, and faith a condition for 
knowledge. How might this be the case even in a research laboratory? Give a a scientific example. 
 
ʺ What is our foundation for knowing that Christianity is true? (Scriptural support is important!) 
 
ʺ Is there a difference between how believers know Christianity is true, and they seek to show that it is 
true to unbelievers? What role does the Holy Spirit play in this process? (Cf. Craig 2008) 
 
 
 

Class Activity 3.2τ30 minutes 
Whether as a whole class, or in smaller groups, share your response to the pre-reading for this module: 
 

         -a questionτǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘΣ ƻǊ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ 
 -a challengeτsomething you disagree with, or want to nuance 
 -an implicationτάǎƻ ǿƘŀǘέ ŦƻǊ ƻǳǊ ŀǇƻƭƻƎŜǘƛŎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ 

 -an applicationτsomething useful right now in your context 
 
Consider how these readings relate to your life and witness in general and ministry context in particular. 
Χ This is the ideal time to bring up whatever is confusing, or questions you have in regards to the  
ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΣ ǎƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ǎƘȅ! 
 
If time permits, feel free to discuss the forum question from last module, or get a jump start on the 
question for this module:  hƴ ǿƘŀǘ ōŀǎƛǎ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅ ƛǎ άǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘέΚ  
And how strongτor certainτa claim do you hope to support? 
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ʺ From last week, John Calvin argued that faith only seems unreasonable because sin has blinded our 
minds. Revelation όDƻŘΩǎ ²ƻǊŘύ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƻ ŎǳǊŜ ƻǳǊ ōƭƛƴŘƴŜǎǎΣ ǘƘǳǎ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ subject the Bible to our 
ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǘŜǎǘǎΤ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƴƻ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ DƻŘΩǎ ǊŜǾŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΦ  
 
Martin Luther was even more adamant: άwŜŀǎƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ŜƴŜƳȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƘŀǎΥ ƛǘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ 
the aid of spiritual things, butτmore frequently than notτstruggles against the divine Word, treating 
ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŀƴŀǘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ DƻŘΦέ Most baldly, Luther put it thus: 

 
²Ƙŀǘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŀƭ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ [ǳǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΚ Do you agree or disagree?  
How might you ƴǳŀƴŎŜ ƻǊ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ [ǳǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎΣ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ άōŀŘ ŦŀƛǘƘέ ŀƴŘ άŀƴǘƛ-ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭƛǎƳέ?  
WƘŀǘ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜƴΣ ŦƻǊ ŀǇƻƭƻƎŜǘƛŎǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ DƻŘΩǎ ²ƻǊŘΚ  
 
άCŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ Řƻ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ŎŀƴǘƛƭŜǾŜǊ ƻǳǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻǳǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǿe do not and cannot know,  

while anchoring our lives upon what we think we do know. Faith relies on knowledge even as it moves 
ƻǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƪƴƻǿƴέ (John G. Stackhouse Jr., Humble Apologetics [2002], 107) 
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3.  ! /w!{I /h¦w{9 Lb 9tL{¢9ah[hD¸ 

Last session we looked at a range of approaches to defending and commending the Christian faith. In this 
session we explore foundations, that is, epistemology. How can we know what we think we know? What 
are the nature, grounds, and justification for any truth claim? !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ Ƙƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ άwŜǾŜƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ 
authority fit into the picture?  
 
As you might have gathered from the length of the Moodle reading list for this week, these are complicated 
and contested questions. Thinking back to modulŜ мΣ L ŀǎƪŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅ ōŜƛƴƎ άǘǊǳŜέ, how 
strongτor certainτa claim, do you hope to support? 
 
The Protective ClaimΥ ά²Ŝ ŀǊŜ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘƻƭŘ ƻǳǊ ǾƛŜǿǎέ 
The Comparative ClaimΥ άL ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ Ƴȅ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎέ 
The Imperative ClaimΥ άaȅ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƭƻƴŜ ŀǊŜ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘέ 
 
Then, in module 2, I put my own cards on the table with apologetic triangulation as a model of verification: 
 
.ȅ άverificationΣέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ L ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘǿƻ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎǇŜŎification for 
proper correspondenceτsuch as the process by which Lee Strobel claims that the empirical evidence 
corroborates Biblical history. aȅ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǾŜǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴΣ 
which clearly stops short of the imperative claim (i.e., that we have proven that the Bible is the Word 
of God, thereby dismissing all other hypotheses as unreasonable). Rather, I am contending for the 
protective or comparative claim (i.e., that this conclusion is at least reasonable, if not superior to other 
hypotheses [at least as I weigh things]). Using this common approach of verificationism we can unite 
divergent approaches by apologists such as Francis Schaeffer (presuppositional), Lee Strobel (evidential) 
and Rob Bell (fideist) to warrant the claim that Christianity is plausible, credible and relevant. 

 
Now, you are welcome to make a case for the imperative claim that Christianity offers the only reasonable 
re-presentation of reality, and is thus exclusively true. But for me, this view has been ship-wrecked on the 
rocks of postmodern deconstructionism, along with much of the Enlightenment project. Postmodernists, 
somewhat incoherently, have argued that all meaning is bound up in language, which is deeply shaped by 
our desires and cultural inƘŜǊƛǘŀƴŎŜΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ƻǳǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǊŜŀƭ ǿƻǊƭŘέτif there be such a 
thingτis via our senses, which are easily deceived and prone to reconstructing reality in line with our 
preupposed and preferred ǿƻǊƭŘǾƛŜǿΦ !ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ƛŦ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇƻǎǎible to show that one claim is 
more probableτlet alone prove that it is exclusively plausibleτthan competing truth claims.  
 
The idea that we can build a house of beliefs and a meaningful life on the unshakeable foundation (cf. 
foundationalism) of indubitable (undoubtable) rational facts and empirical evidencesτon reason/logic and 
scienceτhas fallen on tough times. This is in part because our culture is no longer so homogenous. As the 
diversity of people, and the plurality of religions and experiences, multiply and collide, what was once 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǎŜƴǎŜέ ƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘέ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀŘŜ ŦƻǊ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 
dialogue has been seriously shaken. There are multiple ways of construing the world whichτǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ 
own frame of referenceτcan make sense.  
 
This need not automatically lead to relativism, where all beliefs have equal warrant. It is, however, to 
recognise that the epistemological landscape is far more complex than it was in 17th Century Europe.  
CƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƘƻƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ άǘǊǳǘƘέ ƛǎ ǊƛƎƘǘƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ 
internal maps of the world with the way it actually is. And yet, with no clear way to demonstrate how well 
ƻǳǊ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǎŜǘǘƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎƻŦǘ άcoherentismέ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŀȅǎ ȅƻǳǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŀǊŜ 
justified as long as they cohere (i.e., hang together, without internal contradiction) within your frame of 
reference/worldview. Of course, you could have an entirely coherent belief, and it still be an artificial, if not 
false, picture of the world. And yet, rationally determined, that may be as good as it gets for limited and 
biased, finite and fallen human beings.  

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/justep-foundational/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/justep-coherence/
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Mathematics, by definition, may be certain, and science as the focused study of physical phenomena may 
be highly probable. But once we move onto questions of history, the existence of God, and the meaning of 
lifeτi.e., the stuff that matters most and makes you get up in the morningτǿŜΩǊŜ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ 
comparative probabilities at best, and circular criteria ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ άǘǊǳǘƘέ that emerge from within our 
presupposed worldview at worst. What convinces one person may be subjectively suspect to another, with 
no universal bar of reason to clear before one is warranted in believing a truth claim or trusting a person.  
 
CŀŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻƻŦέ ŜƭǳŘŜǎ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ has to impact apologetics. 

 
Phillips and Ockholm (1995) thus distinguish άthe apologetics of modernityέ όŜΦƎΦ 
²ƛƭƭƛŀƳ [ŀƴŜ /ǊŀƛƎύ ŦǊƻƳ άapologetics between modernity and postmodernityέ 
(e.g. James Sire and JoƘƴ {ǘŀŎƪƘƻǳǎŜύΣ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ƻŦŦ ŦǊƻƳ άthe 
apologetics of postmodernityέ όwƛŎƘŀǊŘ aƛŘŘƭŜǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ .Ǌƛŀƴ ²ŀƭǎƘΣ ŎŀǇǇŜŘ ƻŦŦ 
ōȅ tƘƛƭƛǇ YŜƴƴŜǎƻƴΩǎ Ŝǎǎŀȅ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ά¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ 
ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΣ ǘƻƻέΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜΣ άōȅ ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
ǇƻǎǘƳƻŘŜǊƴƛǎƳΩs critique of modernism, the church may learn that it is not 
ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΩ which gives its testimony authority and intelligibility, but the 
fact that the church lives its life in a way incomprehensible apart from the God 
to whom it witnesses.έύ 
 
ʺ In terms of Classical, Evidential, Reformed, Fideist, Cumulative Case, and 

Presuppositional, which approaches do you expect to side with the apologetics of modernity, 
apologetics between modernity and postmodernity, or the apologetics of postmodernity? Why?  
 
Whatever your own response to postmodernity, there has been a clear softening of the standards of proof. 
There is now a pragmatic recognition of more holistic and existential criteria for belief. David Tracy (1975, 
71; cf. Tracy 1981; Tracy 1991, 5-6; Osmer 2008), for instance, suggests we adopt the notion of άǘǊǳǘƘ-as-
adequacy-to-ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέΣ ŎŜƴǘǊŜŘ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ŀƴ interpretation is to a person. As our beliefs 
ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊΩǎΣ ǿŜ ŎƻƳŜ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƻ ǇŜǊǎǳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜƳ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ accept as true. 
LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜƭȅ άƳǳǘǳŀƭ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǿŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ Ƙƻǿ ƻǳǊ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƎǊŜŜΣ 
disagree, and at times may even creatively fuse toward a frame-embracing-frame that makes better sense 
of the world we inhabit.1 Anything less is to imprison ourselves within an empirical ghetto. 
 
Accordingly, apologists nowadays tend to invite their neighbour through dialogue to consider how the 
Christian personally άƳŀƪŜs ǎŜƴǎŜέ ƻŦ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ (cf. Tim Keller), rather than insist on their interlocutor listening 
from the stand and ruling on άŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ ŀ ǾŜǊŘƛŎǘέ (cf. Josh McDowell). ¢ŀƪŜ YŜƭƭŜǊΩǎ 
ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ōƻƻƪ όά/ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅ Makes Senseέ), as he turns from largely existential 
ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳǊƎŜƴǘ ǎŜŎǳƭŀǊƛǎƳΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǘ ƛǎ άreasonable ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƛƴ DƻŘέΥ 
 

I argued that all varieties of secularism are sets of beliefs, not simply the absence of faith. Indeed, to 
ǎŀȅ ά¸ƻǳ Ƴǳǎǘ ǇǊƻǾŜ DƻŘ ǘƻ ƳŜέ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƛƴ ŀ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ 
philosophers today consider naïve. Neither religion nor secularity can be demonstrably provenτthey 
are systems of thinking and believing that need to be compared and contrasted to one another in 
order to determine which makes the most sense. That is, which makes the most sense of our 
experience, of things we know and need to explain? Which one makes the most sense of our social 
experience and addresses the problems we face in living together? And which of these is the most 
logically consistent? In short, we need to ask which of these views of reality makes the most sense 
emotionally, culturally, and rationally. (Keller 2016, 215-216; emphasis mine) 

                                                           
1 ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎΣ ŜŀŎƘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛǎ ƧǳŘƎŜŘ ōȅ Ƙƻǿ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ƛǘ ƛǎ όάŘƛǎŎƭƻǎώƛƴƎϐ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǎ 
ǎŜƭǾŜǎέύΣ ƛǘǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ όάǿƘŜƴ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜέύΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƴƻƴ-
ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎƛǎǘ ǘǊǳǘƘ όάǿƘŜƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŎŜƴŘŜƴǘŀƭ ƻǊ ƳŜǘŀǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎƘƻǿǎ ƛǘǎ ΨŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΩ ōȅ ŜȄǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ 
ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ Χ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ΨōŜƭƛŜŦΩ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέύΦ 

http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19843
https://www.amazon.com/Making-Sense-God-Invitation-Skeptical/dp/0525954155/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1487812061&sr=8-1&keywords=making+sense+of+god
https://www.amazon.com/New-Evidence-That-Demands-Verdict/dp/0785242198/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1487812043&sr=8-1&keywords=evidence+that+demands+a+verdict
https://www.amazon.com/Christian-Apologetics-Postmodern-Theology-Conference/dp/083081860X/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1487810303&sr=8-1&keywords=christian+apologetics+in+the+postmodern+world
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Similarly, John G. Stackhouse, Jr., calls us to a whole-life weighing of beliefs, where religion (following 
¢ƛƭƭƛŎƘύ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŀ ǎǘǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ōǳǘ ŀ ŎŜƴǘǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ƻƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ άǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴέΥ 
 
άaŀƪƛƴƎ ǎŜƴǎŜέ of experience, let's be cƭŜŀǊΣ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ άŦƛƎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƻǳǘΦέ LǘΩs not just a 
matter of assessing and then assenting to a particular metaphysics. At a profoundly basic level, the 
religious challenge also includes making an art of life, of constructing our entire existence in beauty 
and integrity so that it is not a chaos, but makes sense. ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ what we ought to seek, and not be 
satisfied until we find. (Stackhouse 2002, 105; bold face emphasis mine) 

 
This is a far more nuanced epistemology, in which knowledge is a condition to warrant faith (Stackhouse 
2002, 106), and yet this faith extended in turn may be a precondition for acquiring knowledge that was 
unavailable apart from trust in what we were (as of yet?) unable to see (108). This is most especially the 
case when God reveals to us what only God could know, beyond what reason can acquire in this immanent 
ŦǊŀƳŜΦ ¢ŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǘ DƻŘΩǎ ²ƻǊŘτfor by what higher authority can we weigh this wordτwe may 
discover life to the full. But this is less a blind leap into the dark than a justified move toward the light, 
ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ άƳƻǊŜƴŜǎǎέΦ wŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŦŀƛǘƘ ƛǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ƭƛŦŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
άōŜƭƛŜǾƛƴƎΣ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǾƛƴƎέ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ όммнύΦ  

 
There is a Christ-ƭƛƪŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘέ όŀǎ ōŜǎǘ ŀǎ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ 
discern) where it (apparently) leads. This involves giving proportioned or 
άƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜŘ assentέ (Stackhouse 2002, 96) to competing claims depending 
on their comparative warrant, even as we courageously live what we 
believe to be true. άΧ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ convinced and committed in our believing 
even as we remain criticalτby which I simply mean intellectually both 
ƘƻƴŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳōƭŜέ ό{ǘŀŎƘƻǳǎŜ нлмпΣ фмύΦ  
 
In line with my support of the protective and comparative claim of 
/ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅΩǎ άǘǊǳǘƘέΣ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ŜǎŎƘŜǿŀƭ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƳǇŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜΣ 
{ǘŀŎƪƘƻǳǎŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ŀƴ ŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǎƳέ ό{ǘŀŎƪƘƻǳǎŜ 
2014, 86-92).2 Ontologically, a real world exists, which we bump into daily 
and with which we grapple in meaning-making. And yet, all our theorising 
is bound in socially constructed language and inescapably mediated by 
models; given our human limitations we are right to be critical about how 
well we can know our particular construals to be true, and thus how 
confidently we may attempt to show them as true to our neighbour.  

 
Critical realism ensures that truth claims about reality are preserved, even as they are reframed in a form 
that acknowledges presuppositions and the subject in the process of knowing. Thus, we avoid the 
irresponsibility of scepticism/agnosticism on all but the most basic aspects of life, and simultaneousy 
remain open to alternative construals of existence with the real possibility of paradigm change and even 
(de)conversion. ¢ƻ DƻŘΣ ǘƘŜƴΣ ǿŜ ǎŀȅΥ ά[ƻǊŘΣ L ōŜƭƛŜǾŜΤ ƘŜƭǇ ¢Ƙƻǳ Ƴȅ ǳƴōŜƭƛŜŦέ όaŀǊƪ фΥнпύΦ !ƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǊ 
ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊΣ ǿŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ŀ ƘǳƳƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŀȅǎ άǘƘŜǊŜ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀŎŜ ƻŦ DƻŘ Ǝƻ L.έ We love ǘƘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǿŜΩǾŜ 
got that they may see and savour Christ come near. Rational assent to Christian theism cannot be 
compelledΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ CŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎΣ ƴƻƴŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƳŜ. However, if the Holy Spirit sees fit for our 
apologetic interactions to be a means of grace toward that end, then praise God!   

                                                           
2 {ǘŀŎƪƘƻǳǎŜΩǎ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǎƳέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ р ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎΥ 1) Experience; 2) Tradition; 3) Scholarship; 4) Art; and 
5) Scripture. We process this knowledge through A) Intuition; B) Imagination; and C) Reason. The Holy Spirit, in this 
ƳƻŘŜƭ όǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅύΣ ƛǎ ŀ άŦƛƭǘŜǊέ όǳƴŘŜǊ ƛƴǘǳƛǘƛƻƴύ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΦ DƻŘ 
ƎƛǾŜǎ ǳǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŦŀƛǘƘŦǳƭƭȅ ŦǳƭŦƛƭ ƻǳǊ ǾƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎŜǇǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƘƛƳΦ ²Ŝ ǘŜǎǘ ǘƘƛǎ άƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ ōȅ р 
criteria: 1. Coherenceτdo the elements of the method create an orderly whole?; 2. Correspondenceτare the claims 
we make grounded adequately in the known world?; 3. Pragmatic Valueτdoes the method equip us to negotiate 
reality effectively?; 4. Comprehensivenessτdoes the method address everything that needs to be addressed?;  
5. Parsimonyτdoes the method have intuitive appeal or elegance without unnecessary complications? 

https://www.amazon.com/Need-Know-Vocation-Christian-Epistemology/dp/0199790647/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1487817052&sr=8-1&keywords=need+to+know+stackhouse
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Resource 3.1 
In line with the lay of the epistemological land aboveΣ LΩǾŜ ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎǎ for clarity. 
aƻǎǘκŀƭƭ ŀǊŜ ƻƴ aƻƻŘƭŜΣ ǎƻ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƛǘƭŜ όŎŦΦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ aƻŘǳƭŜΩǎ ŜƴŘύ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŘ ŀǿŀȅΗ 

 University of Queensland lecturer in philosophy and critical thinking, and ardent atheist, Peter 
Ellerton (2010), illustrates an oppositional perspective, divorcing faith and reason. 

 Concerning the broadest picture of how faith, revelation and reason relate in Christian 
philosophy, see Bartholomew and Goheen (2013), Clark (1993), Grice (2013τresponded to by an 
atheist, Mike D. 2012) and Tyson (2008, 2009, 2013).  

 Unpacking the philosophical and theological shift from modernity to postmodernity, the 
deconstruction of foundationalism, and how this impacts the apologetic endeavour of relating 
faith, reason and revelation, see Boot (2007), Grenz and Franke (2001), Helm (1999, 269-292; not 
online), Middleton and Walsh (1995; not online), Placher (1989), Smith (2006), Werpehowski 
(1986). The most accessible deconstruction of foundationalism (though not realism), is by 
Wolterstorff (1984). Most important for our apologetic purposes are Hughes (2011), Phillips and 
Okholm (1995) and Taylor (2012).  

 For the best version of a modernist/foundationalist apologetic, see Craig (2008), where he offers 
a classic distinction between what we know to be true by illumined reason, and the more 
constrained field of what we can show to be true using primarily rational means. 

 CƻǊ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ άǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŜŘέΣ ǎŜŜ aŀŎLƴǘȅǊŜ 
(1988τhelpfully summarised in his 1991 άtǊéŎƛǎέύ ŀƴŘ ŀƭǎƻ aƛǘŎƘŜƭƭ ό2006), drawing in the work 
of Michael Polanyi in the field of science. This need not, however, result in relativism, whether in 
philosophy and science as explored by MacIntyre (1977), Torrance (1997) and Wolterstorff 
(1983), or historical assertions underlying the truth of Christianity (Evans 1993). 

 For a direct exploration of epistemology, truth, the justification of and warrant for belief, and a 
ƘŜǊƳŜƴŜǳǘƛŎ ƻŦ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǎƳέ toward true knowledge, see DeWeese (2011), Plantinga (2000; 
2015), Schaeffer (1998), Stackhouse (2002; 2014), and Wright (2006) on religious education. 

 What does all of this look like in apologetic conversation with non-Christians, and communicated 
in a popular form to believer and unbeliever alike? See Benson (2011), Boot (2008), Dueck 
(2014ύΣ άCŀƛǘƘ-ŦƛƭƭŜŘ wŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎέ ό9ŘƛǘƻǊƛŀƭ 2016), Keller (2016; not online), Paterson (2017), and 
Sire (2006ύΦ ! ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŦŀǾƻǳǊƛǘŜ ƛǎ 5ŀƭƭŀǎ ²ƛƭƭŀǊŘΩǎ ό1995) talk (on mp3) in a secular university 
ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ ǳƴŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ŀƎƴƻǎǘƛŎǎ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΣ άaƻǊŀƭƭȅ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ {ƪŜǇǘƛŎƛǎƳέΦ  

 CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘŜǊΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦŀƛǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙow shifts in epistemology 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƛƎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ άǘǊǳǘƘέ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǇƭŀȅŜŘ ŀ ƪŜȅ ǊƻƭŜΣ ǎŜŜ [ŜŦǘƻǿ ό1994).   

3.1 !ƴ LŘƛƻǘΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ Forming Believable Beliefs 

Okay, all of that epistema-whatsy stuff was way confusing. ό¸ŜǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ōŀŎƪ ƛƴΗύ  
Just give me the low-down. What might this look like communicating with everyday Aussies,  
ŜǾŜƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀōƻǳǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŦŀƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ōŜƭƛŜǾƛƴƎΚ 
 
¸ŜǎΣ LΩƳ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ƭƻǳŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŜŀǊΦ !ƴŘ LΩƳ ǘƘŀƴƪŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ǇŀǘƛŜƴŎŜΦ  
 
{ƻΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ ǊŜǾƛǎƛǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ƛƴ ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ƭŀƴƎǳŀge, based around a high school talk I present, 
ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άAn LŘƛƻǘΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ CƻǊƳƛƴƎ .ŜƭƛŜǾŀōƭŜ .ŜƭƛŜŦǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƴƻǘŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘǊŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ talk, but 
are a good companion to remember the approach. LǘΩǎ ŀ ǘŀŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴƛǎǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŀǘ LΩǾŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳƴǇŀŎƪŜŘ 
ŀōƻǾŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǎǘŜǇǇƛƴƎ ǎǘƻƴŜ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŜƴǎ άǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘέ ŀƴŘ ȅŜǘ ǇǊƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎƳΦ  
 
The Big Picture: Truth: it exists, and it is foundational to how we as humans think. Truth shines brighter all 
the more you search. In belief formation, like a map to the land, we must fit our beliefs to what is externally 
true. .ŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΦ But what makes for a believable belief? Coherence, completeness, 
correspondence and liveability are your best guide, ultimately displayed in the Word of God. 
 

http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19820
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19817
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19834
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19799
http://www.theaunicornist.com/2012/09/an-atheist-reads-true-reason-chapter-9.html
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19826
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19828
https://www.amazon.com/Faiths-Knowledge-Explorations-Application-Epistemology/dp/1610978188/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1487819287&sr=8-1&keywords=faith%27s+knowledge+tyson
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19800
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19838
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19844
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19847
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19803
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19852
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19841
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19843
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19849
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19835
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19842
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19824
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19825
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19823
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19850
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19851
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19837
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19836
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19846
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19845
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19804
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19802
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19853
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19816
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19805
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19833
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19818
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19819
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/url/view.php?id=19460
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19882
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/url/view.php?id=19883
http://students.malyon.edu.au/mod/resource/view.php?id=19822
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John 8:32 
ά¸ƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ǿƛƭƭ ǎŜǘ ȅƻǳ ŦǊŜŜέτJesus. 

 
John 18:37-38 

ά9ǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǘƘ ƭƛǎǘŜƴǎ ǘƻ ƳŜέτJesus. ά²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ¢ǊǳǘƘΚέτPilate. 
 

John 14:6 
WŜǎǳǎ ǎŀƛŘΣ άL ŀƳ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜΦ 
No-ƻƴŜ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ CŀǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƳŜΦέ 

 
Proverbs 14:12 

There is a way that seems right to a man, but in the end it leads to death. 
  

Resource 3.2 
Distance students can listen to a 1 hour mp3 equivalent (16MB) to this module section online at 
http://www.mediafire.com/?vwwtionylwm. 

 

3.1.1 Foundational Issues: Is there such a thing as άTruthέ? 

What is truth? Does it exist? Can we do without it? These may sound like relatively new (post-modern) 
questions plaguing the mind of humanity in our search for meaning, but this quest is ancient.  
/ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ WŜǎǳǎΩ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ tƛƭŀǘŜ ƛƴ WƻƘƴ муΥот-38.  
 
Before we can determine whether a belief is true or 
not, we must take one step back into epistemology:  
the theory of knowledge. It goes deepτ 
How do we know what we think we know?  
Iƻǿ Řƻ ǿŜ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǳǊ ǎŜƴǎŜǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦƻƻƭƛƴƎ ǳǎΚ 

Choose Your Side! 

In one corner we have the radical sceptics, 
deconstructionists, extreme post-modernists, and 
relativists. They contend that there is no such thing as 
truth. From our subjective, earth-bound, mind-bound 
ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀƴȅ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǊƛǎŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻǳǊ 
own perceptions. We each have our own version of truth, 
which obviously conflicts with other versions, for it is 
ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ Thinking is a 
social construct, language is arbitrary and ultimately life 
is meaningless. Their favoǳǊƛǘŜ ŎŀǘŎƘ ŎǊȅ ƎƻŜǎΣ ά²ŜƭƭΣ ƛǘ 
Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘǊǳŜ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘǊǳŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŜΦέ 
 
In the other corner are the naïve realists, who claim we 
canτthrough our own rational facultiesτknow what is 
true with absolute certainty, and that we can prove these 
claims. They usually search for some foundational truths 
from which to build all other claimsτwhether building 
ǳǇƻƴ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ άƭŀǿǎΣέ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ŀǇǇŜŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘǊǳǘƘ ƻŦ 
the Bible as the Word of God. ¢ƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǎŀȅΣ 
ά²ŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎΦ 5Ŝŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘΦέ 

http://www.mediafire.com/?vwwtionylwm
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In the middle sit the critical realists, believing that there is such a thing as reality independent of our own 
constructions. Yet, at the same time, they acknowledge that humans are finite and fallen (limited and 
biased), so faith is involved in all knowing and believing (whether in science, or religion). Thus, they seek 
what makes the most sense of all the evidence, and then step out in faith to follow the evidence where it 
leads. The reward is further confirmation only afforded to the one who first believesτάǎŜŜƪ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǎƘŀƭƭ 
ŦƛƴŘΦέ This includes Christians whoτwith good reasonsτbelieve that God is the bedrock for truth (i.e. truth 
is a natural extension of His nature and the way He has constructed the universe) and that He has revealed 
Himself as recorded in the Bible. Nevertheless, we must recognize that we all interpret this revelation, so 
we must be humble and recognize we could be wrong about all this, even as we think we are right.  
¢ƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ άǘǊǳŜ ǘǊǳǘƘέ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ άŜȄƘŀǳǎǘƛǾŜ ǘǊǳǘƘέτGod has revealed much that is true for all 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƛƳŜǎΣ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜǎ Χ ōǳǘ IŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ǘƻ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ  
 
ʺ What is strong and weak in each of the three approaches to truth? 
ʺ Which approach do you lean towards? Radical Relativist; Naïve Realist; Critical Realist? Why? 
 
The primary choice, then, is between those who believe we construct our reality, and those who believe 
ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀ άƎƛǾŜƴέτregardless of how well we can know or prove a particular interpretation.  
 
Lƴ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ άLaw of Non-Contradictionέ όŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻƎƛŎ ƭŀǿǎύ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ŀt stake.  
That is, it is impossible for contradictory states to exist at the same time. If on the 2nd May, 2017, Ben is said 
to be 15 years old, then another who claims (using the same criteria for age) that Ben is 17 years old cannot 
also be correct. Either person A is correct, person B ƛǎ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ǿǊƻƴƎΦ  
Contradictory states cannot exist concurrently. 
 
So, which view is right? (And if relativism is right, can they both be right at the same time?!τVery deep!) 

 
¢ƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘƛǎΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ Ŏƻƴǎider how the world would be if relativism (i.e., where there is no external 
truthτiǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜύ ǿŜǊŜ ƻǳǊ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ Χ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘǊǳǘƘΦ 

A World Without Truth? 

²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘǊǳǘƘ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƘƻƭŘǎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ Χ 
 

¶ Lying is impossible (words need not correspond to facts, thus you can never be factually incorrect) 

¶ All factual communication would break down (news, education, law, health etc.) 

¶ Science is meaningless (objectivity is impossibleτany consistent results are mere coincidence) 

¶ Inter-personal communication is not just difficult, ƛǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ όȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƎŜǘ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ 
filters to decode what was intended by the message encoder) 

¶ The world would be full of contradictory conditions 
(e.g., milk in the fridge and no milk in the fridge!) 

¶ There would be no distinction between things, all 
would be one (ship, wall, carτall are the same) 

¶ Opinions are irrelevant, as everything would be 
equally true and false at the same time, so that no 
opinion would be more wrong than any other even 
in degree 

¶ Change is impossible, as change implies a transition 
in state of being. LŦ ǘǊǳǘƘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜȄƛǎǘΣ ŀƭƭ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ 
being are the same 

¶ Morality also is meaningless except as a vehicle to 
feel good (no difference between rape and love) 

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/contradiction/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7dXy2MUsOUM
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The Central Problem 

Relativism and deconstructionism have made some valuable contributions to our society. For instance, in 
communication generally and education specifically, we recognise that our words encoded with one 
ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŦƛƭǘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴ ǎƻƳŜǘhing quite different. We are more able to 
άǿŀƭƪ ƛƴ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƳƻŎŎŀǎƛƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ōŜ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀ άƘŜǊƳŜƴŜǳǘƛŎ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻƴέ Ƙŀǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǳǎ 
realize that many truth claimsτwhether in politics, education, science, or religionτare merely a will to 
power. That is, claimants want you to believe what they say, so they can have control over you, for their 
benefit. Does this fairly represent every truth claim, however? 5ƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǘǊǳǘƘέ ōȅ Ƴŀƴȅ ŘƛǎǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ 
every truth claim? In a world where we cannot know anything with total rational certainty, we all need to 
trust some authority. Is a child never warranted in trusting their parent, for instance? Such radical 
scepticism and distrust is both caustic and untenable in a pluralistic society such as ours. Perhaps the 
ǎŎŜǇǘƛŎƛǎƳ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ƎƻƴŜ ŦŀǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΦ Why should I trust my own authority? And if all truth claims are a will to 
power, then why should I trust the postmodernist making the claim? 
 
As such, it is an irrational leap from recognising that we vary in how we see the world and our beliefs on the 
ultimate questions, to assuming that there is no ultimate truth. Our judgments may be subjective, but this 
ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ άǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƛǘǎ ŀōƻǾŜ Ƴȅ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ (Of course one Eastern 
response is to claim the physical world is mayaτan illusion. But it is not clear how one can support this 
belief, especially when even gurus look both ways before crossing the street.) Whilst some truth may be 
found in all religions, not all religions are equally true.  
 
!ǎ ǿŜ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ŀŦƻǊŜƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŜƳƛƴŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ not 
our world. Thus, it is fair to take the law of non-contradiction and the existence of truth as a valid first 
principleτone that need not and cannot be demonstrated, but that is self evident, without which we 
cannot live. Indeed, to defeat the notion of absolutes and truth, we must use the very law of non-
contradiction that we aim to disprove.  
 
Ultimately, relativism is non-sensical and unworkable. !ǎ bƻǊƳŀƴ DŜƛǎƭŜǊ ǇƻǎƛǘǎΣ άaƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎǘǎ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ 
that relativism is absolutely true and that everyone else should be a relativist. Therein lies the self-
destructive nature of relativism. The relativist stands on the pinnacle of an absolute truth and wants to 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾƛǎŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜΦέ If we cannot be objective, from what vantage point has the relativist viewed the 
world to conclude that there is no truth? And if relativism is true, then at least one truth exists, in which 
case relativism is false. You get the idea!  
 
Some people hold that for physical/natural questions there is truth, but not concerning metaphysical issues 
(the atheist and theist are both right). Like the famous Hindu proverb of three blind men stumbling upon an 
elephant, each thinking the piece they hold is something different (snake for a trunk, tree for the leg, rope 
for the tail), we are supposed to conclude that no-ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ άǘǊǳŜέ than another. Totally 
ignored is the fact that they were all wrong Χ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŜƭŜǇƘŀƴǘΗ There are not two 
categories of truth, but one. As Mortimer Adler has said: 
 

The logic of truth is the same for all exclusionary claims to truth.  
Any claims that are correctly judged to be true also imply that all judgments to the contrary are false. 

The proposition may be a theorem in mathematics, a scientific generalization,  
a conclusion of historic research, a philosophical principle, or an article of faith. 

 
In the end, the assertion that άthere is no truthέ is like a grown up version of desiring to be accepted, 
fashionable and in the know. !ǎ YǊŜŜŦǘ ŀƴŘ ¢ŀŎŜƭƭƛ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΣ ά¢ƻ ōŜ ŜƳōŀǊǊŀǎǎŜŘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ 
fear of a teenagerτōǳǘ ǿŜ Ǉǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǎƻǇƘƛǎǘƛŎŀǘŜŘΣ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊƭȅ ŘƛǎƎǳƛǎŜǎ ƻƴ ƛǘ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΦέ In a 
world without truth, we can pose what we want without fear of ridiculeτfor my opinion is equally valid 
with yours.  
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As humans, from birth our minds have a natural appetite for truth. We cannot live without truth, whether it 
concerns the relational (we ǿŀƴǘ άǘǊǳǘƘŦǳƭέ friends), the financial (comparing banks for investment), or the 
existential (longing to know why we exist). We would not survive long if we consistently acted as though 
truth was purely subjectiveτreal consequences exist for our actions regardless of our beliefs. Believing you 
Ŏŀƴ Ŧƭȅ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ǿƘŜƴ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŎƭƛŦŦΦ tǊƻǾŜǊōǎ мпΥмн ǎŀȅǎΣ ά¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŀ 
personΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƛǘ ƭŜŀŘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŀǘƘΦέ Ultimately, we must align our map (beliefs) to the territory 
(external reality/truth) for life to hold meaning.  
 
IŀǾƛƴƎ ƴƻǿ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊǳǘƘΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ ǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ƪƴƻǿŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ 
how to determine the truthfulness of your deeply held beliefs. 
 

3.1.2 Forming Believable Beliefs 

The Key Questions to Face 

 
Why do you believe what you believe? How did you 
get to your current position? LǘΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ 
sceptical of beliefs that disagree with our own, but 
ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ǎǘŜǇ ōŀŎƪ Χ Ŏŀƴ ȅƻǳ ōŜ ǎŎŜǇǘƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ 
beliefs, and even of your scepticism?  
(This applies equally for Christians as atheists). 
 
If your deepest beliefs are untrue, would you  
 

a) Want to know;  
b) Want to keep them? 
 

Beliefs and Reality 

¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎǘǊŀƴƎŜ ƛŘŜŀ ŦƭƻŀǘƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŀǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ǘǊǳŜΣ ƻǊ ƛǘǎ Ǉŀrtner idea, that what you 
ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ Χ ŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀǎ ȅƻǳ ǎƛƴŎŜǊŜƭȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ǘǊǳŜ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳ. If there were no 
such thing as truth that exists regardless of what you think, then education would be pointless. Education is 
the process ƻŦ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŦŀƭǎŜ ōŜƭƛŜŦ ǘƻ ǘǊǳŜ ōŜƭƛŜŦ Χ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ȅƻǳǊ 
perception. As we learn, we change our views to correspond to external reality. What you believe matters. 
It can build you or break you, with real consequences for your choices. 
 
If what we believe is SO important, why is it so rare to talk about our deepest beliefsτor even look at how 
we form these beliefs? This lack of discussion is a big problem; most people form their beliefs accidentally, 
unintentionally, vicariously. AND IT SHOWS!! 

Evidence That All Is Not Good Upstairs! 

Engage in a meaningful discussion on beliefs (just mention JesusτȅƻǳΩƭƭ ǎŜŜΗύΣ ŀƴŘ Ǉŀȅ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
comments you hear. LΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǿŜƭƭ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ Ŏƻǳƴǘǎ ƳƻǎǘΦ In short, some of our 
thinking is really average and barely exerts the grey matter. The following seven comments all illustrate 
common responses I hear as I share my Christian beliefs, and highlight some serious thinking problems that 
are barriers to formation of true belief. What are they really communicating?  
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ʺ See if you can pick out the logical breakdown in following thinking: 
 
мΦ LΩƳΣ ƴƻǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘτwhat you say is against my beliefs 

2. Your beliefs are true for you but not for me 

3. There are many paths to GodτJesus is just one 

4. Belief is a crutch for the weakτLΩƳ ŦƛƴŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

5. No-one believes that anymore! 

6Φ ²Ŝ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘ ŀƴȅǿŀȅ 

7. Who cares? I just want to get on with the here and now 

8Φ LǘΩǎ ƛƴǘƻƭŜǊŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ LΩƳ ǿǊƻƴƎΦ 

 

Reflection Activity 3.1τDistance Students 
In place of class discussion, online/distance students are required to complete a series of reflectionsτ
four per week. For each reflection activity/question, journal at least 30 (meaningful!) words, and tick off 
the related boxes in the middle of the Unit Guide. 
 
#3.1 /ƘƻƻǎŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƛƎƘǘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ǿƘȅ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǎŜƴǎŜΦ 

Why Do You Believe What You Believe? 

No-one first forms a belief by sitting down without emotion and reading all the facts to determine what 
makes sense. This would be helpful, but our beliefs are largely shaped by factors outside ourselves. From 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ ǉǳƻǘŜǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ƛƴǘƻ ƻǳǊ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎΦ Different 
factors play varying roles in the formation of each area of personal belief. One must ask, however, whether 
each is a strong or weak reason? That is, are the beliefs you hold valid on the basis of any given factor? 
 
For instance, one researcher estimated that 90% of people die within the belief system into which they 
were born. ̧ ƻǳ Ƴŀȅ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀǳǘƻƳŀǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƻƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ŘŜŜǇƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΦ Similarly, an initially implausible belief sounds increasingly more 
realistic with each presentation via the media, but when has the majority ever determined truth?  
Even the history of science represents a veritable dump, layer upon layer, of previously held yet now 
ridiculed theories. ²ŜΩǾŜ ŀƭƭ ƘŀŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘe short-
term cost us more down the track. 
 
!ƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ Ƴȅ ƭƛŦŜΣ ōǳǘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ƘŀǇǇȅ L ŀƳ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƴȅ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ 
being vicariousτhanded down to meτand just gullibly accepting what everyone else says.  
We need to be arōƛǘŜǊ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎΣ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ōƭƛƴŘƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǎǘΦ 

Key Ingredients for Cooking a Believable Belief 

At the end of the day, a fully-baked, believable belief must consist of the following 3 ingredients, with some 
icing on top: 
 
<INGREDIENT ONE> 
Consistency (logical & coherent)  
It must abide by the law of non-contradiction, be internally consistent, and not self-refuting.  

 
e.g. the Bible has 66 books, 40+ authors, written over 1,500 years and in 3 languages, yet it all adheres to 
one central theme (God in grace redeeming human kind to restore what was lost at creation for His glory), 
ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǳǇƻƴ ŘŜŜǇ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘΦ 




















































