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Module 3
College LearningGuide

Foundations for Apologetics,
and rkindamentals of Faith

Before you start...

Read through the relevant Unit Guide (under Moodle, Unit Guides)

t2al €2dz2NJ NBalLkRryasS G2 I ad ¢S Sttosocial thdidbry ]
/ 2y aA RS NJfarumigaestionStBeh édenpletg hours prereadingfrom recommended
andoptional soures on Moodlgcf. Resourcdoxes below)to help answer thiguestion

From the reading, come prepared to sharguestion, challenge, implicaticdaapplication
Download this learning guide (and the associated powerpoint pdf), and have it open on your
computer ready to edit if you are a clasased student
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In this session we explofeundations that is,epistemology How can we know what we think we know?

2 KFG FNB GKS yIFGdzZNBZ 3INRBdzyRasx YR 2daAGATAOIGAZY 7
authority and faith fit into the picture?

INntheFANB O aSadaAz2ys ¢S NBOI L) daltkeSntedsacHon &f taisthN&agomand I O f ¢
revelation with quick responsepray for norChristian friendsand debrief thepre-readingin small groups.

In the second session, we explorethe@8a a 2F 0StASTF F2N¥IFGA2Yy > & NHzi K
competing beliefsWe will construct responses to common objections regarding Christian truth claims.

In the final session, we turn to the bigger picture, being worldview analysighandle of presuppositions.

We consider the nature and uniqueness of a Christian worldview in dialogue with modern perspectives.
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deism, and scientific materialism.
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OBJECTIVES
The objectives of this module ate:
1 Review the Christian faith and its bearing upon truth as discerned in history, nature and society.
1 Consider the uniqueness of Christian revelation and questions of truth, presuppositions and
epistemology.

OUTCOMES

On completion of this module, studesshould be able t@xplain the relation between faith, reason and
revelation, and evaluate a given worldview relative to Christian belief.
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https://www.facebook.com/groups/1585432295093793/

Aligned with the Unit Guide Outcomes, students should be able to:
Knowledge (know and understand):

A2 Apologetis, theology and the nature of truth

Ab5. Strategies to defend and commend Christian faith
Skills (be able to):

B2 Assess critiques of Christianity from a Christian perspective

SESSION FLQWCcture runs 6:19:00pm,
breaks from 7:05:10pm, and 7:558:050m)
6:15 Big Story Recap and Responses + Prayer + Reading (ebmeihutes)

710 4!y LRA20GQ& DdZARS H2¢2B8% A 8PLIo4SEMinGaS)l A §F¥2€ 238

8:05 Fundamentals of FaithWorldview Analysi¢s5 minutes)
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From this module onwards, we will begin with two students each choosing a question of, or objection to,
the Christian faith, to which theyilkrespond. Again, as covered in Module 1, the aim is not to stun your
AYUSNI 20dzi2N) 6 AGK Aaz2flrGSR aFlFO0Ga¢éT AyaaSIRTI 2FFS

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

Damaged by evil

LYyadSrRZI 6SQ@#S RSalLIAaSR D2RX | o0dz&aSR 20KSNRZI |y

G{AYyé¢ LRftfdziSazr LISNBSNIa FyR RSaaGaNpea tATS
Restored for better

2 SONB F2NHAGBSYI FTNBSRX KSIfSRX FYyR (NIyafFtz2N¥YSR

Sent together to heal

WS&adza KIF& SYLROSNBR dza ¢gAGK D2RQa {LIANRG G2 A
Set everything right

We await the day Jesus returns to deal with all evil, rule fairly, and set everything right

T a transformed world, God with us, and real peace

To helpyou recapwatch the following 7 minute videaoa G F NIi | G n YothetbB stenF Y K2 g (2

GThe big story is that God designed us all for good, but
0KNRBdzZZK 2dz2NJ 6F R OK2A0Sa 6SQ¢
Buti KNRdzZaK WS&adzaQ fAFS3E RSI

NBadINNBEOUA2YS 6SQOS 0SSy NB:

humble enough to admit to God that you fall short, and
Fal 1AY G2 FT2NBAGBS &2dz T2NJ

putting God first, then you can connect with tibethe

fullt what God always intended for you. Then you can
joinotherChriskF 2t t 26 SNR > SYLR2 6SNBR
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 whel universe

The Big Story

THE BIG STORY

P ) 001/1139 B ¢ wd
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https://youtu.be/9ewcCNirPt8
http://pathways.kbc.org.au/passing/passing-evangelism/the-big-story-video/
https://youtu.be/9ewcCNirPt8

Class Activitg.1t 10 minutes

Using the posit-notes from module one, two students will each select one of the five circles from
G¢ K3 {A2NRBEI GKSdpapkr sfipRranythad cirdeKEach &t&dent will take up to 1 neir
to respond to this question or objection, as if in conversation with the person who posted the slip.
Afterward, the class can unpack wHatA R k R A Rirytiisiresgogisdldand othevays todialogue

N.b. The option this week is to respond to one offtilewing qns or comments, at the intersection of
FIAGKTZ OGNHziKSEZ NBlF &2y FyR NBGStI| Gh2¢&KS NS 4I1KEBIJ
L2t 23SGA0¢ jdzSatazya GKFEG | NSyQd aznafatvaaf @

1. AsWilliam Clifforda I A tRsIvrodglalways, everywhere, and for anyone to believe anything
upon insufficient evidenseé ! YR g KSy Al 02YSa (G2 / KNARai
fFO1AYy3IKe ¢KIGNAYBNE NBFaz2ylroftS F2N YS (2

2. Faith isa feeling, conviction or belief that something is true or real, without having evidence
Christian faith then, by definitonA & ANNI GA2Yy | f & L 62y Qar of A
¢Revelatio®, trusting Jesugust because® 2 dz { Ssftrfie. Fac& mitstir@e over fiction.

3. ¢ NHzi K¢ A& LIzNB f &onvenidatztes we ted @uyséivsNdlntakie o @ yiay
GKNRdAK fAFSO b2 2y & TKIAA ORA NBSGiBenSRpetdmy (2
subjective, even irrational, desirds { 2 @2 dzNJ 66A 3 AG2NRE YI @&

@2dz 3ASiU [IR&hadl Rart® §f K §§ Nl K 8 = 0 dzind oppreQsive tdayied 2 Y &

4, ¢KSNB INB f20a 2F aoA3d &l dinkssultdresAy (KS ¢
each claiming to make sense of the world. Why should | believe yours over another?

— . A y 7
R nard Doyl

ons —_

Foundations & Fundamentals Module#3-4 PE420/62eD


http://www.scholardarity.com/?page_id=4165
https://www.goodreads.com/author/quotes/100476.Richard_M_Rorty

RA a Odza a A sihd togatikeStheNigat iRnrybg Williamt YSundFallerton,
/Iy yorlliie hete dnfaffirmation of what we may only finally know through faith
08 UKS {LANRGQA O2y T A Nitelettdalgfestions rethalaNJ K S NI =
ra . ftrAasS tFHaolt alARI a¢KS KSENI KIFa NB
http://www.hymnal.net/hymn.php/h/934 (Version by Hope Montariaere)

1 | cannot tell why He, whom angels worship,
Should set His love upon the sons of men,
hNJ gKex a { KSLKSNRX 1| .
To bring them back, they know not how or when.
But this | know, that He was looof Mary,
2 KSy . SiKtQKSYQa YIy3SsS
And that He lived at Nazareth and labored,
And so the Savior, Savior of the world, is come.

2 | cannot tell how silently He suffered,

As with His peace He graced this place of tears,
Or how His gart upon the Cross was broken,

The crown of pain to three and thirty years.
But this | know, He heals the brokieearted,

And stays our sin, and calms our lurking fear,
And lifts the burden from the heavy laden,

For yet the Savior, Savior of the Wipis here.

3 | 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 | know, all flesh shall see His glory,
And He shall reap the heest He has sown,

And some glad day His sun shall shine in splendo
When He the Savior, Savior of the world, is know

4 | cannot tell how all the lands shall worship,

When, at His bidding, every storm is stilled,

Or who can say how great the jubidat
When all the hearts of men with love are filled.
But this | know, the skies will thrill with rapture,
And myriad, myriad human voices sing,

And earth to heaven, and heaven to earth, will ans
At last the Savior, Savior of the world, is King.

" What kind of epistemologydzy RSNI A Sa (KA&a &az2y3aK 12¢g R2Sa (KS a2z,

I 26 R2Sa FIAGK Ay D2RQa NB@StlIGA2y aFNRY | 020S¢
YR 2dzNJ SELISNASYOS 2F NBlFIazy aFNBY o0Sft24¢K

In your own fomulation, how should faith, eason and revelation béghtly related?
Construct ancsharea metaphor ortell a story/allegory to illustrate the relationship, rightly conceived.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=62wk5KvI7-w
http://www.hymnal.net/hymn.php/h/934
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o2yaJJxU6Ss

Class Activitg.2t 30 minutes

Whether as a whole class, or in smaller groups, share your respottse fioe-reading for this module

-aquestiomr a2 YSUKAY 3 @2dz R2y Qi 3ASiG>X 2N gl yi 3
-a challenge something you disagree with, or want to nuance

-animplicatiom a 82 GKI G¢& F2NJ 2dzNJ | LI2f 23SGAO0 LN O
-an applicatiort something useful right nowiyour context

Consider hovthese readingselateto your life and witnessn general and ministry context in particular
X This is the ideal time to bring up whatever is confusing, or questions you have in regards to the
O2dzNES YIFOGSNAINES>S a2 R2yQU 0SS akKe

If time permits, feel free to discuss tii@rum questionfrom last modulepr get a jump starbn the
question for thismodulehy g KI & o6l aAa R2 @&2dz I NBdzS GKIF G /
And how strong or certairt a claim do you hope to support?

Particular Questions Concerning the Relationship Betwégith, Reason and Revelation:
" What isfaith? (Scriptural support would be nice!)

GCIAGK A &-out kh8 greqteRclisé to évadelthe need to think and evaluate evidence.
Faith is beliefri spite of, even perhaps because of, the lack of evide(Riehard Dawkins)

" Using5 I ¢ 1 A Yy definitiénéalyove, is this the case? How would you respahd NB ¥ NI YA y 3

aAy3 GKS y2GA2y 2F FlLAGK | distibctPNHza i ¢ K26 |
¢ YAIKG AG YF1S aSyaSz |a tldAg ¢eazy R2Sa

w»

G6D2R R2S4& y2i SELISOG dza
without reason,but the very limits of our reason

" Augustine had much to say orolw faith and reason are related. Scolw do faith and reason work
and walktogether? In what ways is knowledge a condition for faith, aralth a condition for
knowledge.How might this be the case even in a research laborgdGive a a scientific example

" What is our foundation forknowing that Christianity is trueScriptural support is important!)

" Is there a difference between how believekgiow Christianity is true, and they seek tshowthat it is
true to unbelievers? What role does the Holy Spirit play in this proce$&?. Craig 2008)
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From last week, John Calvin argued that faith only seems unreasonable because sin has blinded our
minds.Revelationd D2 RQ& 2 2NRO Aa 3IAGSYy (2 <SudpdiShe BideNd ot A Y RY S :
NBIaz2yAy3a 2N G6SadaTtT FFHAGK ySSRa y2 NIGAz2ylFf 2dzada

Martin Luther was even more adamané wS I 42y A& GKS 3INBFiSad SySyvye (K
the aid of spiritualthings, butt more frequently than not struggles against the divine Word, treating
gAGK O2yGSYLI |t (Mosthalds Yuthedplit§&usT NBY D2 RdE

- Martin Luther —6\?

Reason must be deluded, blinded,
and destroyed. Faith must trample
underfoot all reason, sense, and

understanding, and whatever it
sees must be put out of sight
and... know nothing but the word
of God.

AZQUOTES —Q/gE

2 KFG { ONRLII dzNI £ 6 NNJ y (iDokGu agreié & Ni¥agrde2 NJ [ dzi KSND & L2 &
How mightyouy dzI Yy OS 2 NJ Ij dzI f AF & 2[ dzidrR 3N & 0 MKESIBF NJFSH €l dAd ¥ R a &
WKEFG LIXIFOS Aa GKSNBI (GKSysx F2NJ I LRf23SGA0a Ay O02Y

GCFAOK A& 6KIFIG 6S R2 6KSY ¢ SedOnoyandicdnSo@k8dw] 2 dzNJ f A @
while anchoring our lives upon what we think we do know. Faith relies on knowledge even as it moves
2dzi FNBY (y2gft SR IAShNG/ Stazkhause FHynaié Ppodgetits[2002107)
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g Trustin what you
think you know _..
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Last session we looked at a range of approaches to defending and commending the Christidm tiaiish.

session we explorfoundations that is,epistemologyHow can we knowhat we think we know? What

arethe nature, grounds, and justifation for any truthclaim®? RRA G A2y f f 83X K24 R2Sa 4
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 backtom&ulm> L | 81 SR O2y OSN)How3 / KNR &
strongr or certairt a claim do youhope to support?

TheProtective Clainy ¢2 S I NB NI GAz2ylftfte& 6 NNIyYyGSR G2 2f R
TheComparative Claitd ¢ L 06 St AS@S Yeé @ASga INBE Y2NB 4 NNI yi
Thelmperative Clainy d¢aé& @ASéa Ff2yS NB 61 NNI yidSRé

2
S

Then, in module A put my own cards on the table with apologetic triangulation as a model of verification:

. @veriicatonz ¢ Ay (GKAa O2ydSEGZ L YSIy (KS ifioBrdsaa 27F
proper correspondence such as the process by whitkeStrobel claims that the empirical evidence
corroborates Biblical histona @ dzAS 2F AGQOSNATFAOIFIGA2YEé A& AYRSLISYF
which clearly stops short of thenperative claim(i.e., that we have proven that the Bible is the Word

of God, thereby dismissing all othbypotheses as unreasonablé&ather, | am contending for the
protectiveor comparative claim(i.e.,that this conclusion is at least reasonable, if not srjor to other
hypothesedat least as | weigh things]Using this common approach of verificationism we can unite
divergent approaches by apologists such as Fr&uhaeffe(presuppositional)LeeStrobel(evidential)

and Rob Bell (fideistio warrantthe claim thatChristianity isplausible credibleand relevant.

Now, you are welcome to make a case for the imperative claim that Christafétg the only reasonable
re-presentation of reality, and is thus exclusivilye. But for me, this view haseen shipwrecked 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 aS NR (G Yy OS ® CdzNIi K S NI 2 NB I if thedeM@ duch@Saa G2
thingt is via our senses, which are easily deceived and prone to reconstructing reality in line with our
preupposedand preferreds 2 NI ROAS s d | & &dzOKXZ Jble 0 FhowtBaldne dRiinTsT A O dzt
more probable let alone prove that it iexclusively plausibtethan competing truth claims.

The idea that we can build a house of beliefs and a meaningful life on the unshakeable foundation (cf.
foundationalisnm of indubitable (undoubtable) rational facts and empirical evidemnces reason/logic and

science has fallen on tough times. This is in part besmour culture is no longer $mmogenous. As the
diversityof people,and the plurality ofeligionsand experiences, multiply and collide, what was once
O2y&aARSNBR a02YY2y aSyaSé A& AYONBlIaAy3afte ljdzSadaz
dialogue has been seriously shaken. There areipiltvays of construing the worldwhitlis A G KAy 2y SQ
own frame of reference can 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 noomplex than it was in #7Century Europe.

C2NJ YIy® Y2RSNY LIKAf2a2LKSNAE (GKS& auAaff K2fR O0KI
internal maps of the world with the way it actually is. And yet, with no clear way to demonstratevatw

2dzNJ NBEO2yaidNHzOGA2y & YI (OK coBrénfisi (i &K | {iK $i& 22T B2yzNa DL
justifiedas long as they cohere (i.e., hang together, without internal iamtiction) 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.
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https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/justep-foundational/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/justep-coherence/

Mathematics, by definition, may be certaiand science as the focused study of physical phenomena may

be highly probableBut once we move onto questions of history, the existence of God, and the meaning of

lifet i.e., the stuff that matters most and makes you get up in the momiggS QNBE RS f Ay3 gAGK
comparative probabilities at best, and circular critdii2 R S (i S NIvthayetnerdeiirondwiitinéour
presupposed worldview at worst. What convinces one person magubgectively suspect to another, with

no universal bar of reason to clear before one is warranted in believing a truth claim or trusting a person.

Clrota FNBE RSoIdSIO6fS YR aLINR 2 T hastd indaRtpgologetissS y (1 K S

Phillips and Ockholrf1995) thus distinguistthe apologetics of modernity 6 S ®3 ®

CHRISTIAN 2 Xt f ALY [ | yaologeids heBveen MmdtBrivty aind postmoderniéty
APOLOGETICS

(e.g. James SireandKly” { Gl O1 K2dza S0 X Fdzth& KSNJI &
apologetics of postmodernity 6 wA OKIF NR aARRf SiG2y |
08 tKAfALI YSyySazyQa Saale SyGAaats ac¢
FYR A0Qa | dd2258R (KKK yI JdE(SKEiz2NIBE & dkYaY(l SNOW vy 3
LJ2 & (0 Y 2 RsXhtifuk &f Widdernism, thehtirch may learn that it is not
w2 6 2 S O i whidiSgives Ndimstinony authority and intelligibility, but the

fact that the church lives its life in a way incomprehensible apart fronGhe
MO RIS to whom it witnesseg. U

& DENNIS L. OKHOLM

S LI N,
IN THE )é R
POSTMODERN

WORLD

In terms ofQassical BEvidential, Reformed, Hdeist, Qumulative Case,and
Presuppositional which approaches do you expect to side with tlagologetics of modernity,
apologetics between modernity and postmodernity, or the apologetics of postmodernityAy¥

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 d2#eid Tracy (1975,

71; cf. Tracy 1981; Tracy 1991650smer 2008 for instance, suggests we adopt the notiortiofi Nazli K
adequacyto-SE LISNA Sy 0S¢ = OSy (i NBtBrprétation is 2o peYsbn: AS buf Refletizt | y
AYUSNI OG 6AGK 2dzNJ ySAIKo2dzNRAZ 6S 02 ¥SBepyagtive.da A Y LI &
LYadSrFRZ GKSNB A& | 3ASydzZAySte avYdzidad t ONARGAOIE O2
disagree, and at times may even creatively ftisgard a frameembracingframe that makes better sense

of the world we inhabit. Anything less is to imprison ourselves within an empirical ghetto.

Accordingly, pologistsnowadaygend to invite their neighbour through dialogue to consideow the

Christian personallgt Y saS y a S¢  @fIimM&I¢), rathér ghaninsiston their interlocutor listening

fromthe stand and rulingoat S@A RSy OS G KI { (cRBMIMgDRGES! ¢ | 1S NRSUOIIE N &
AYONRRAzOGAZ2Y G2 GKS T A Wakés SedsdNds heaufns o dargaydisiential & / K NR
FyasgSNB Ay (GKS T 0O0S 2F NBAdzZNBSY lieashriilidsize | 6IB & XS P82 A

| argued that all varieties of secularism are sets of beliefs, not simply the absencé ofinidéted, to

alke a,2dz Ydzald LINR @GS D2R (2 YS¢ Aa (2 OKz22aS8S |IyR
philosophers today consider naivgeither religion nor secularity can be demonstrably provirey

are systems of thinking and believing that need éacbmpared and contrasted to one another in

order to determinavhich makes the most sens@hat is, which makes the most sense of our

experience of things we know and need to explaiwhich one makes the most sense of social
experienceandaddresseshte problems we face in living togethekfdd which of these is the most

logically consister? In short, we need to askhich of these views of reality makes the most sense
emotionally, culturally, and rationally (Keller 2016, 21:216; emphasis mine)

'¢KFG A&az SIOK | OO2dzyd A& 2dzZRISR

08 K2¢ YSIYyAy3IFdzAd AG A
aSt @gSas¢uvxr Ada YSIyAy3a 60asKSy S0l d

2 FyeA MAIK OylriASYNEY G yO 2
SYLIANROAAG (NMziK 6a6KSY (NI yaoOSyRSydGlt 2N YSGFLIKe&aAO
I LI NI A Odzf F NJ O2y OSLIi X FdzyOliAzya | a2¥ IFidiy RI drNySiE 1S NI6 By ¢
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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

Similaly, JohnG. StackhouseJr.,calls us to a wholéfe weighing of beliefs, where religion (following
CAfEAOKO A& y20 aayLXe | adGNAy3I 2F LINRLRaAGAZ2Yya o

Gal 1 Ay Jof expgeyencs detsbef SI NE A& y20 f AYAQSRotjisea & FA 3 dzNA y
matter of assessing and then assenting to a particular metaphysics. At a profoundly basic level, the
religious chainge also includesaking an art oflife, of constructing our entire existereein beauty

and integrity so that it is not a chaos, but makes sengeK | iih& &ve 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 imonttitwarrant faith (Stackhouse

2002, 106), and yet this faith extendedturn may be a precondition for acquiring knowledge that was
unavailable apart from trush what we were (as of yet?) unable to see (108). This is most especially the

case when Goctkvealsto us what only God could know, beyond what reason can acquire in this immanent
FNFYSD ¢+ 1Ay3a (KA & for yzivazhiyFeriadthotityicanDng Reyh this \2oNR may

discover life to the full. But this is less a blind leap intodhek than a justified move toward the light,
RNAGPSY o0& (G(KS RS&AANB FT2NJ aY2NBySaaé¢d wStAIAz2dza Tl
G0oStASOGAYIS gAffAYyIS YR f20Ay3E GNI @St (23SGKSNJ

ThereisaChrigt A 1S Ay G S3INAS &l NG KFé2 € & 1286 AoySa (T (
HOUSE, JR. discern) where it (apparently) leads. This involves gipingortionedor
Joun G BTARELS L X G 3 NI Raert SRickhouse 2002, 96) competing claims depending
on their comparative warranteven as we courageously live what we
D believe to betue.& X ¢ S dOrviicedan8committedin our believing
N E E even as we remaiariticaflt by which | simply mean intellectually both
K2zySaid FyR Kdzvyof Sé¢ o{ 0 OK2dzaS wHnwmnx

e ZLO S In line with mysupport ofthe protective and comparative claim of

/| KNAAGNUZIKEEQE yRG 2SG SaoOKSglt 2F |y
KN OW {GFO1K2da8 O02YYSyRa Ly SLAadGSyz2tz23e
2014, 8692)2 Ontologically, aeal world exists, which we bump into daily
and with which we grapple in meanimgaking. And yet, atiur theorising
{ON AS THE HEART OF is boundin socially constructed languagedinescapablynediated by
c\/;rz;uan prjglerzzology models given our human limitations we are right to be critical about how
‘ well we carknowour particular construals to be true, and thus how
confidently we may attemptd showthem as true to our neighbour.

Critical realism ensures thauth claims about reality are preserved, even as they are reframed in a form

that acknowledgegresuppositions and the subject in the process of knowliyis, we avoithe

irresponsiblity of scepticism/agnosticism on all but the most basic aspects oalifgsimultaneousy

remain open to alternative construals of existerveih the real possibilityof paradigm change aneiven
(de)conversiont 2 D2 RX GKSYyX ¢S BWIeK2de] ARy ASHEERSIETI KIS ¢
YSAIKO2dz2NE S NBGFAY | KdzYAf Al sWaldveil a3 Ye &g AQliKK SFNESE
got that they may see and savour Christ come nRBational assent to Christian theism cannot be

compelled FyR LI NI FNRY (KS ClHovkeGNDiEe HBINIpigt segKitforgug y S 6
apologetic interactions to be a means of grace toward that end, then praise God!

2001 01 K2dzaSQa AGONAGAOI f NI H)iEKpareénce; 2) raditiozR35 Icholarship24)AMtasda 2 F
5) Scripture We process this knowledge throudh Intuition; B) Imagination; and C) Reasdhe Holy Spiriin this

Y2RSf OLISNKI LA LINRotSYFGAOFtfteur A& | GaFAEGSNE O0dzy RSNJ
IAPSa dza 6KIFG 6S ySSR (G2 FIAGKTdzZ €& Fdzf FAE 2dzNJ @20+ (A2
criteria: 1.Cdherenca do the elements of the method create an orderly whole?C@rrespondenaeare the claims

we make grounded adequately in the known world?PBagmatic Value does the method equip us to negotiate

reality effectively?; 4Comprehensivenesdoes the nethod address everything that needs to be addressed?;

5. Parsimony does the method have intuitive appeal or elegance without unnecessary complications?
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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

Resource 3.1

In line with the lay of the epistemological land abgive L Q@S 3 NP dzLJS Ror dleitg. Y I y
azadklff NS 2y a22RtS> 42 FAYR GKS | dziK2NJ

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

+ Concerning the broadest picture of how faitievelationand reason relate in Christian
philosophy see Bartholomew and Gohee2(13), Clark 1993, Grice 2013t responded to by ar
atheist, Mike D2012) and Tyson 2008 2009 2013).

+ Unpacking thehilosophical and theologicahift from modernity to postmodernity, the
deconstruction of foundationalism, and how this impacts the apologetic endeavour of relati
faith, reason and revelation, sé®ot (2007), Grenz and Frank001), Helm (1999, 26292; not
online), Middleton and Walsh (1995; honline), Placherl989), Smith 2006, Werpehowski
(1986). The most accessible deconstruction of foundationalism (though not realism), is by
Wolterstorff (L984). Most important for ourapologeticpurposes are Hugheg@11), Phillips and
Okholm (995 and TaylorZ012).

+ For the best version of a modernist/foundationalist apologetic, Gesig 2008), where he offers
a classic distinction betweamhat weknowto be true by illumined reason, and the more
constrained field of what we cashowto be true using primarily rational means

£ C2NJ AYLRNIFYd SELX 2N}dA2ya 2F K26 | ff (K
(1988 helpfully summarised in hig9914 té®A & ¢ 0 I Yy R 2D0B),dewirey in ih© Wogkt
of Michael Polanyi in the field of science. This need not, however, result in relativigther in
philosophy and sciencas explored by Maclntyrd977), Torrance 1997 andWolterstorff
(1983, or historical assertionsnderlying the truth oChristianity (Evans993.

+ For a direct exploration of epistemologwth, the justification of and warrant for belief, and a
KSNXY Sy SdziA Gl 2 Rowvéf®dtNid kindwiedigéseeNdWeeseZ011), PlantingaZ00Q
2015, Schaeffer1998), Stackhouse2002 2014), and Wright 2006) on religious education

+ What does all of this look like in apologetic conversatiomwiin-Christians, and communicate
in a popular form to believer and unbeliever alike? See Berahl), Boot 008, Dueck
(2014) = GFCAHTATOSKR w S| & 2006, MeHet (2018haR dniind, RAtdrsbnZ017), and

Sirepo0oay @ ! LISNE2Y Il Tl O2083NAki{c® mp3jin esseclildr undversityA
OS2y GSEGY OKFtfSy3aAy3a dyO2YYAGAGSR 3y2ada
£ CAYFffes F2NJ I LIKAf 242 LIKSNDA owsbifsBnzplstemologyd

f @
YR GKS 6SAIKAYI 2F &G NHzi KE99dt F Avya LI F@&$

3.1 'y L RA 2 BRdminDBHewrBe Belfs

Okay, all of that epistemahatsystuffwas way confusingg , S&> AdGQa GAYS G2 ¥F20dza
Just give me the logown. What might this look like communicating with everyday Aussies,

S§¢PSy e2dzy3 LIS2LX S5 ro2dzi YFIGGSNBE 2F FLAGK FyR 6Kl
84T LOY KSIRNIOLD Ntz fy2RdzZR OV G KIF y 1 Fdzf F2NJ &2dzNJ LI ¢
{22 £S0Qa NBOAAAG (GKSAS Tgedbdsed aioand kigh tchablkafkifeSeént Ay S O
Ot AMARAR (1 Qa DAzZARS (12 CEKEAFA(LI SBAEA § 6 StASHRR D& dE
are a good companion to remember the approachi Q& I G R Y2NB Y2RSNYyAad GK
62085 o6dz2i AGQ&E | KSELIFdAd &GSLILMAY3I ai2yS F2NJ G688y

The Big PictureTruth: t exists,and itis foundational to how we as humans thifflkuthshines brighter all

the more you searchn belief formation, like a map to the land, we must fit our beliefs to what is externally
true.. St ASFa R2y QiBuRwalintaka forya HelidNad beliek?UoBesence, completeness
correspondencand liveabilityare your best guide, ultimately displayed in the Word of God.
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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

John 8:32
G, 2dz gAff 1y2oNIAKE & NIzl KBSE Yy R2AK FNB S ¢

John 18:3738
G9DBSNE2YS 2y (XKBa akBeSY@EK [ INDATKPIlateM iz K K ¢

John14:6
WSadza al AR aL Y GKS gle& FyR GKS Gl
No2 y S c')2YSa G2 G0KS CFOKSNJ SEOSLII dKHU

Proverbs 14:12
There is a way that seems right to a man, but in the end it leads to death.

Resoure 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 thingédsuthe?

What is truth?Does it existZan we do without itThese may sound like relatively new (posbddern)
guestions plagumg the mind dumanityin our search for meanmg, but this quest |s ancient.

/| 2YV&ARSNI WS&adza Q RAI f B dzSemmi ! ; My Yo
Before we can determine whether a belief is true or
not, we must take one step back inépistemology
the theory of knowledgelt goes deep

How do we know what we think we know?

126 R2 6S 1y26 GKIG 2dzNJ M 2 2 f Ay

Choose Your Side!

In one corner we have the radicalegstics,

deconstructionists, extreme poshodernists, and

relativists.They contend that there is no such thing as

truth. From our subjective, eartbound, mindbound
SEA&GSYOSs: G(KSNB AayQild lye sl
own perceptionsWe each have our own version of truth,

which obviously conflicts with other versions, for it is

LJdzNBf & (G KS LINE R dzOmhinkih@isa LIS NE 2
social construct, language is arbitrary and ultimately life

is meaninglessTheir favalzNA 4§ S OF G OK ONER 32
Y@ 0SS GNXzS F2N) e2dzz odzi A0Qa

In the other corner are the naive realists, who claim we
cart through our own rational facultiasknowwhat is
true with absolute certainty, and that we cg@movethese
claims.They usually search for some foundational truths

R E LA T I V I S M from which to build all other claimiswhether building
dzLl2y aOASYUGAFAO aflgazé 2N S¢
Becaussthermabsalutelyaremnoahsolutes. the Bible as the Word of Got.K S8 QNBE Y2NB f A ¢
62 Stfs GKIGQ®H SBdza B AGIKS AdilogE A
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http://www.mediafire.com/?vwwtionylwm

In the middle sit thecritical realists believing that there is such a thing as reality independent of our own
constructionsYet, at the same time, they acknowledge that humans are finite and fallen (limited and

biased), sdaith is invohed in all knowing and believing (whether in science, or religibm)s, 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 ombo first believes ¢ 8 SS{1 YR &2 dz
T A yTRishigcludes Christians whavith good reasors believe 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 Bibldevertheless, we must recognize that weiatérpretthis revelation, so

we must be humble and recognize we could be wrong about all this, even as we think we are right.

¢tKS . A0fS O2yilAya ai NNSiCEdNHsTdealedmirh thyt s frue doSall K I dz& G A
LIS2LX S 4 FEf GAYS&AX Ay Fff Odz GdzNBa X odzi |'S R?2
" What is strong and weak in each of the three approaches to truth?
" Which approach do you lean towarddRadical RelativistNaive RealistCritical Realis? Why?

The primary choice, then, is between those who believe we construct our reality, andvinaseelieve
NE I f A (& 1hegardlessdfhawadlyive can know or prove a particular interpretation.

Ly SaaShad NonCokirddictiorso | Y2y 3ald 20 KSNJ taBeA O f gao Aad ¢
That is, it is impossible for contradictory states to exist at the same tie.the 29 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 correctEither personAis correct, persoBA & O2 NNB OG> 2NJ 6KS@QNB 020K
Contradictory states cannot exist concurrently.

So, which view is right&nd if relativism is right, can they both be right at the same time/iry deep!)

z

¢ 2 RS {SNYA Y SderhéwitEe worltl \Bolll@lie fe@/ighii.e., where there is no external

trutht it Qa £t O2yadNHzOGSR YR a4dzw2SOGAGBS0 6SNB 2dz2NJ ¥F
A World Without Truth?

2 AGK2dzi GNHZIK y23KAY3 K2t R& YSEyAy3d X

Lying is impossible (words ndenot correspond to facts, thus you can never be factually incorrect)
All factual communication would break down (news, education, law, health etc.)
Sience is meaninglesskijectivity is impossible anyconsistent results are mere coincidence)

= =4 -4 A

Inter-persoral communication is not just difficylk 1 Q& A YL aaAo6f S 6&2dz Ol y
filters to decode what was intended by the message encoder)

1 The world would be full of contradictory conditions Youl[lJ e menen ot saier a | oo
(e.g.,milk in the fridge and no milk in the fridge!)  F e

1 There would be no distinction between thingsl The Invention of Lying (2009) OFFICIAL TRAILER

paulofthebailey ° Subscribe 19 videos ~

would be one (ship, wall, carall are the same)

1 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

1 hange is impossible, as change implies a transitit
in state of beingL ¥ G NHzi K R2SayQ
being are the same

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

2 ¥
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https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/contradiction/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7dXy2MUsOUM

The Central Problem

Relativ'sm and deconstructionism have made some valuable contributions to our sdégatinstance, in
communication generally and education specifically, we recognise that our words encoded with one
YSFEYAYy3 YIFe 06S NBOSAGSR i KNihgzaite diffeyest W&aeNddr able tof (i S NJ
Golt1 Ay Fy2GiKSNDa Y2RAROFGESAARWEE (H8YSR 0 S KASIWVESAYUSAIZIRID £
realize that many truth claimswhether in politics, education, science, or religioare 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 represemverytruth claim, however 2 Sa4 (G KS ' 0dzaS 27F & ( NHzi K
everytruth claim?In a world where we cannéihow anything with total rational certainty, we all need to

trust some authorityls a child never warranted in trusting their parent, for instanSe®h radical

scepticism and distrust is both caustic and untenable in a pluralistic society such &Beybegps the
A0SLIAOAAY KI aynpyishaald hrGst nfylowd a&homtyd®ad Kaf truth claims are a will to

power, then why should | trust the postmodernist making the claim?

As such, it is an irrational leap from recognising that we vangwmwe see the world and our beliefs on the
ultimate questions, to assuming that there is no ultimate trufhur judgments may be subjective, but this

R2Sa y2G OKIy3dS GKS 202S0GAGAlGe 2 fOfcdBsdbeEdasted | f A (& ¢
response is telaim thephysical worlds mayar an illusionBut it is not clear how one can support this

belief, especially when even gurus look both ways before crossing the sitdgtst some truth may be

found in all religions, not all religions agqually true.

ra ¢S 221 4G GKS RSAONRLIGAZ2Y | F2NBYSYy(iA2yn6tR 2F |
our world. Thus, it is fair to take the law of narontradiction and the existence of truth as a vdirdt

principler one that need not and cannot be demonstrated, but that is self evident, without which we

cannot liveIndeed, 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 nosensicahnd unworkable! & b2 NX Iy DSA&f SN Ll2aAiidaz a
that relativism is absolutely true and that everyone else should be a relafivistein lies the self

destructive nature of relativisnThe relativist stands on the pinnacle of an absoluth and wants to
NBflGADAAS Bwelanboibk dbjediveSrom Ehat&antage point has the relativist viewed the

world to conclude that there is no truth®nd if relativism is true, then at least one truth exists, in which

case relativis is falseYou 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 rightlike 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 thatd y S Q& LIS NO S LJi A 2 tifan anathek Tystally Y 2 NB
ignored is the fact that they were allwrong G KS& @ SNBE S| OK ThHerR ariRcttycd |y St S
categories of truth, but oneAs 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 ajjpehts 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 thathere is no trutkE is lke a grown up version of desiring to be accepted,

fashionable andintheknow. & YNBSFG |yR ¢+ OStfA O2YYSyidz a¢2 o685
fearofateenagaro dzii ¢S Lddzi Y2 NB &a2LIKAaAGAOIFGSRY aOKma | NI &
world without truth, we can pose what we want without fear of ridiculéor my opinion is equally valid

with yours.
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As humans, from birth our minds have a natural appetite for tritfe. cannot live without truth, whether it
concernghe relational (weg | y' (i & (frieiids),KHE Gatintial (comparing banks for investment), or the
existential (longing to know why we existye would not survive long if we consistently acted as though

truth was purely subjectivie real consequences exist for our actioegardless of our belief&elieving you

Oty Ffteé R2SayQi KStINPHESP AT IMNEYMmyid aFTRRARYE G CRESENBT R &
persorE  o0dzi Ay (KS Syltinatily) wetnidt align our thap Fbéliefs) € thé territory

(external reality/truth) for life to hold meaning.

| GAy3 y26 SaitlofAaKSR | NBlFazylrofS FT2dzyRFGA2Yy F2
how to determine the truthfulness of your deeply held beliefs.

3.1.2 Forming Believable Beliefs

The Kg Questions to Face

D!O‘I‘ UIDE.

4: Why do you believe what you believedw did you
. get to your current position®2 0 Qa Kdzy'l y vy I U dz
B hevamehefs sceptical of beliefs that disagree with our own, but
Gr1S + aGSLI ol O1 X Oly @2dz

beliefs, and even of youcepticism?
(This applies equally for Christians as atheists).

If your deepest beliefs are untrue, would you

E, would you ..
A) WANT TO fn? a) Want to know,

b) want 10 keep them? b) Want to keep them?

Beliefs and Reality

¢CKSNBQa | &adNYyy3aS ARSI TFt2FdAy3 mneiBleayiiatwhdyoud It 0
0StASPS RSUSNNX¥AYySa NBIFfAGE X [A& Qa2 yiNbisie faa\dz e2rdy OS
such thing as truth that exists regardless of what you think, #ducationwould be pointlessEducation is
theproces@ T Y2 @Ay3 FTNBY FlLftasS o0StAST G2 (GNHzS o0StAST X
perception.As we learn, we change our views to correspond to external re@liiyat you believe matters.

It can build you or break you, with real consequenags/bur choices.

If what we believe is SO important, why is it so rare to talk about our deepest betietsven look at how
we form these beliefsThis lak of discussion is a big problemostpeopleform their beliefs accidentally,
unintentionally, viariously. AND IT SHOWS!

Evidence That AlsINot Good Upstairs!

Engage in a meaningful discussion on beliefs (just mentionUé&s@sdzQf f &SSHOU X | yR LI &
commentsyouheal. Q@S 06SSy YIRS 6l NB GKIF G Ihddt séneofpd i &St f
thinking is really average and barely exerts the grey mafiee. following seven comments all illustrate

common responses | hear as | share my Christian beliefs, and highlight some serious thinking problems that
are barriers to formatiorof true belief. What are they really communicating?
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" See if you can pick out thimgicalbreakdown infollowing thinking:

M® LQYZIZ y®whatjoy sapidd@EnstnR beliefs

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

3. There are many paths to GadJesus is just one

4. Beliefis acrutch fortaweakk L QY FAYS | & A
5. No-one believes that anymore!

60 2S OlFlyQd NBFrffe 1yz2s (GKS 0
7. Who cares? just want to get on with the here and now
8 LGQa AyGz2tSNIyld G2 are ez2d

Y 0 NE

Reflection Activityd.1t Distance Students

In place of class discussion, online/distance students are required to complete a series of refiectio
four per week. For each reflection activity/question, journal at least 30 (meaningful!) words, and tig
the related boxes in the middle of the Uniui@de.

z A

#31/ K22aS 2yS 27F (K SAIKG 202S8S0GA2ya 06208

WhyDo 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 senselhiswould be helpful, but our beliefs are largely shaped by factors outside ours&has.

GKS LINB@OA2dza 4S@Sy ljdziSasx AdQa Of SI NJ (i KDiflerenB2 2R
factors play varying roles in the formation of each anépersonal beliefOne must ask, however, whether

each is a strong or weak reasoff?at is, are the beliefs you hold valid on theesisof any given factor?

For instance, one researcher estimated that 90% of people die within the belief system intotiadyich

wereborn., 2dz YIF & NBaLISOG | LISNER2YS>S odzi GKFd R2SayQi I
G KAOK (KS& KI @Sy @niilarl &rSinithlly im@aisibie beRed sedésdncreasingly more

realistic with each presentation viae media, but when has the majority evéeterminedtruth?

Even the history of science represents a veritable dump, layer upon layer, of previously held yet now

ridiculed theories2 SQ@S | tf KIFIR SELISNASYOSa 6KSNB eghisk G 61 & «
term cost us more down the track.

lff 2F GKSasS a2dNOSa aK2dZ R KF@S || aANBIG STFFSOL 2
being vicarious handed down to me and just gullibly accepting what everyone else says.
Weneedtobea A § SNJ 2F 2dzNJ 26y oO0StASTFas y20 2dzad of AyRE @

Key Ingredients for Cooking a Believable Belief

At the end of the day, a fullgaked, believable belief must consist of the following 3 ingredients, with some
icing ontop:

<INGREDIENT ONE>
Consistency (logical & coherent)
It must abide by the law of neocontradiction, be internally consistent, and not sedfuting.

e.g. the Bible has 66 books, 40+ authors, written over 1,500 years and in 3 languages, yetéred tul

one central theme (God in grace redeeming human kind to restore what was lost at creation for His glory),
GAGK y2 AYOGSNYylLt AyO2yaAradSyOrsSa GKFG dzl2y RSSLI |
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