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According te:Bernard Ramm
Varieties of. Christian Apologetics
s Systems; StressinglSubjective’ Immediacy,

s Systems Stressing/INatural Theology.

s> Systems Stressing/Revelation
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Accordingito Norman Geisler
BakeriEncyclopedia of Christian Apologetics

s Classical

s Evidential

s Experiential

¢ Historical

¢ Presuppositional
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According toiSteven B: €owan

Five Views on Apologetics
s Classical Method

s Evidential Method

s Cumulative Case Method

s Presuppositional Method

s Reformed Epistemological Method

Richara'Swinburne Stephén T. 'If)a\}ls
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NormanPGelsIer W|II|am Lane Craig
(193212019)
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RobertiM§Bowman

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

According to Kenneth Boa/Bowman
Faith Has lts Reasons

s Classical (rationalistic) = Apologetics as Proof

s Evidential (empirical) = Apologetics as Defense
*» Reformed (authoritarian) = Apologetics as Offense

s Fideism = Apologetics as Persuasion
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For some time, the Classical
model has been known as the
"two step” method.

God




With the increasing influence of,
bad philosophy, it has become

necessary to add an additional
Step at the beginning.

n his
Christianity
Arguments for God's existence
Supernaturalism vs. Naturalism

Theism vs. Atheism vs. Pantheism
Possibility of miracles

God

First principles of metaphysics
Foundational elements of thought and reason
The nature of meaning and language
What it means for a statement to be true
How truth is known

Foundation

10



lll. The Truth of Christianity

Historicity:
andlinspiration
ofithe'Bible
Uniquenesslofi€hrist:

A. The Historicity of the Bible

1. Do We Have What They Wrote?
2. Did What They Write Happen?

B. What Does the Bible Say About Jesus?

1. Messianic Prophecies
2. Life or miracles/Resurrection
3. Lord, Liar, Lunatic

Christianity\ C. What Does Jesus Say About the Bible?

"The Case for
Inerrancy: A
Methodological
Analysis”

lf)!u

1. What Jesus Affirmed About the OT
2. Jesus Pre-authenticates the NT

taeire hp Warwick
WWManvick Monigomery Montgomery

. T
A

B.

Historicity:
andlinspiration
ofithe'Bible
Uniquenesslofi€hrist:

Christianity.\ c

he Truth of Christianity

The Historicity of the Bible

1. Do We Have What They Wrote?

2. Did What They Write Happen?

What Does the Bible Say About Jesus?
1. Messianic Prophecies

2. Life or miracles/Resurrection

3. Lord, Liar, Lunatic

. What Does Jesus Say About the Bible?

1. What Jesus Affirmed About the OT
2. Jesus Pre-authenticates the NT

Igsheulaibelobsenvedithaithis
mm@m

lb(‘
e [Evideniel

alisHVgdels
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lIl. The Truth of Christianity
A. The Historicity of the Bible
1. Do We Have What They Wrote?
2. Did What They Write Happen?
B. What Does the Bible Say About Jesus?

an:ifn‘:p'iif;‘gion 1. Messianic Prophecies
ofithe Bible 2. Life or miracles/Resurrection
UniguenessiofChrist 3. Lord, Liar, Lunatic
Christianity C. What Does Jesus Say About the Bible?

1. What Jesus Affirmed About the OT
2. Jesus Pre-authenticates the NT

s o 63::s e Il. The Existence and Attributes of God
Thei . Athei b i it
RN p| A TreistoArgumens
1. Cosmological

GOd \ 2. Teleological (Design)
B. Philosophical Theology
1. Nature of God
2. God and Creation

First principles of metaphysi \ . Philosophical Fo.u'n.dations
Foundational elements of thought and A. Classical Empiricism
o RS S I B. Nature of Reality (Metaphysics)
! me::fvt‘:,tahsis kin;:':, one e C. Reality and Knowability of Truth

D. Laws of Logic

Foundation E. Argument

12
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"l really wasn't sure where to
turn. Where science offered
exciting proofs of its claims,
whether it was photos;
equations, visible evidence,
religion was a lot more
demanding. It constantly wanted
me to accept everything on faith.
As I'm sure you'‘re aware, faith
takes a fair amount of effort."

Faith Reason

opinion truth
values facts
inner outer
private public
emotional rational
feelings thoughts
subjective objective
religion science
true for me true for all

14
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“Religiousifaith
isithe beliefiin
historicalland
metaphysical
propositions

without sufficient
evidence."

[Sam Harris; The End.of Faith: Religion, Terror, and.
the Future of Reason (NewaYork: W3 W: Norton;
2004),232]

“Eaith'isithe mortar
thatifillsithe cracks'in
thelevidence and the
gaps in thellogic; and

thus'it is faithithat

keeps theiwhole
terrible edifice of
religious’certainty,
still looming
dangerously over our;
world.*

[Harris}iThel End. of Faith; 233]

16



“Eaith'is'an euvil
precisely
because it

requires no

justification
and brooks no

argument.™

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion (Boston:
Haughton Mifflin, 2006), 308]

17
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Faith: and Reason

‘._PH *

Bertrand
Russell

Why|Am Not
a Christian

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

18



*As regards the kind of
belief: it is thought
virtuous to have Faith—
that is to say, to have a
conviction which cannot
be shaken by contrary
evidence. Or, if contrary.
evidence might induce
doubt, it is held that
contrary evidence must
be suppressed.”

[Bertrand Russell, Why | Am Not a Christian and

Other Essays on Religion and Related Subjects,

(New. York: Simon and Schuster, 1957), from the
preface, p. vi]

Bertrand Russell
1872-1970

ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST

GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

19
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George l | ‘Smltr\

Peter Boghossian -+

"Reason and faith
are opposite, two

mutually exclusive
terms: there is no
reconciliation or
common ground.

Faith is belief
without, or in spite
of reason."

[George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God
(Buffalo: Prometheus, 1979), 98]

20



something you
don't know."
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Natural
; /Theology,

Comprising “Nature and Grace”

by Professor Dr. Emil Brunner &% u
and the reply “No!* 5
by Dr. Karl Barth L%

%
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Emil Brunner & Karl Barth

- Ta v i SR
i et Wi e o

If one occupies oneself
with real theology one can
pass by so-called natural
theology only as one
would pass by an abyss
into which it is inadvisable
to step if one does not
want to fall. All one can do
is to turn one's back upon
it as upon the great
temptation and source or
error, by having nothing to
do withit ... "

[Karl Barth,#No!#trans: ReterEraenkel, in/ Natural.
Theology: Comprising'Nature and.Grace: by.

Professor: Dr.' Emil. Brunner: and.the Reply:"No!# by
Dr. Karl Barth (Eugene: Wipf and Stock: 2002), 75]
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CHRISTIAN
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AL WANINWI & ~
JF KNOWLEDGE

Cornelius Van Til \‘
1895-1987 Y




"Reason and fact
cannot be brought
into fruitful union
with one another
except upon the
presupposition of the
existence of God and
his control over the
universe."

[Cornelius Van Til, A Christian Theory of Knowledge

(Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing,

1975), 18]

Jason Llsle
\ /

Cornelius Van Til \’

1895-1987

ORLDVIEW S

PowerrUL ANsWERS For AN "EvoLuTioNizep” C

HODGE | KERBY | LISLE |

McK

v
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"We all have the same
evidence; but'inorder to
draw conclusions about
what the evidence means
we use our. worldview—

our most basic beliefs

about the nature of
reality. ... Ultimately,
biblical creationists
accept the recorded
history of the Bible as
their starting point.*

[Jason Lisle, “Can Creationists Be 'Real'
A Scientists?" in Gary Vaterlaus, ed., War of the
J aSO n L | S I e Worldviews: Powerful Answers for an
\\ “. "Evolutionized" Culture (Hebron: Answers in
v\['. Genesis, 2005) , 124, 125]

Answers

Bibla

Faith vs. Reason

on Ociober 1 204D tact deghured May 18,2013

Jason Lisle
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“Eaith is a prerequisite for
reason. In order to reason
about'anything we must have
faith that there are laws of
logic\whichicorrectly;
prescribe the correctichain of

reasoning. Sincellaws' of
logicicannot be observed
with the senses; our
confidence'inithemiisia type
\/ of faith.
Jason LISIe [JasoniLislej¥Eaithiand Reason;*

\\ f https://answersingenesis.org/apologetics/faith-vs:reason/,;accessed
\‘ 4 09/22/17]

CopuE e Motei |
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RobertiER\Vebber

l

11933220014

-
RoberERVVebber

“In'the twenty-
first century

world . .the new
attitude ... is that
theluse ofireason

and scienceito

prove or

disprove afactiis

questionable: ...

“This'... points
...to'the

postmodern
conclusion that
we dealiwith
‘interpreted
facts.i ...

27



“In'the
postmodern
world, both

believers and
nonbelieversare
peoplelofifaith.”

[RobertiEX\Webber,ilThekYounger Evangelicals:
Facing|thelChallenges!ofithe!NewsWorld' (Grand
RapidsiBaker;;2002);84]

SN

Doé;rm'()tderni‘ SM!S
s Misconception \\’.’0’

Fa{rh and, Re

28



Reason

Believing
something on
the basis of
demonstration.

Believing
something on
the basis of
authority.

29



Consider
Fermat's
Last Theorem.

G |

Pierre de Fe‘l;.mat

-0
Z
X
L
y
Pythagorean Theorem

x2+y2=z2

30
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Annals of Mathematics, 142 (1995), 443-551

Modular elliptic curves
and
Fermat’s Last Theorem

By ANDREW WILES*

For Nada, Clare, Kate and Olivia

Cubum autem in duos cubos, aut quadratoquadratum in duos quadra-
toquadratos, et generaliter nullam in infinitum ultra quadratum
potestatem in duos cjusdem mominis fas est dividere: cujus rei
demonstrationem mirabilem sane detezi. Hanc marginis exiguitas
non caperet.

Pierre de Fermat

Introduction

An elliptic curve over Q is said to be modular if it has a finite covering by
a modular curve of the form Xo(N). Any such elliptic curve has the property
that its Hasse-Weil zeta function has an analytic continuation and satisfies a
functional equation of the standard type. If an elliptic curve over Q with a
given j-invariant is modular then it is easy to see that all elliptic curves with
the same j-invariant are modular (in which case we say that the j-invariant
is modular). A well-known conjecture which grew out of the work of Shimura
and Taniyama in the 1950’s and 1960’s asserts that every elliptic curve over Q
is modular. However, it only became widely known through its publication in a
paper of Weil in 1967 [We] (as an exercise for the interested reader!), in which,
moreover, Weil gave conceptual evidence for the conjecture. Although it had
been numerically verified in many cases, prior to the results described in this
paper it had only been known that finitely many j-invariants were modular.

In 1985 Frey made the remarkable observation that this conjecture should
imply Fermat’s Last Theorem. The precise mechanism relating the two was
formulated by Serre as the e-conjecture and this was then proved by Ribet in
the summer of 1986. Ribet’s result only requires one to prove the conjecture
for semistable elliptic curves in order to deduce Fermat’s Last Theorem.

*The work on this paper was supported by an NSF grant.




Reason

Believing Believing
something on | Something on
the basis of the basis of
demonstration. | divine authority.

“For who cannot see
that thinking [reason]
is prior to believing
[faith]? For no one
believes anything
unless he has first
thought that it is to be
believed.

[Oni the Predestination of the Saints, 5, as cited in Norman L. Geisler, ed. Aug U St| ne™
What Augustine Says (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1982), 13] f
3542430
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EThoselthings!are said. to be
presentjtolthelunderstanding
whichidolnot.exceed its
capac:ty"so that.the gaze of
understandmg may, be fixed
lonjthemForia person gives
assentito'such things
becauselofithe witness of his
lownlunderstanding and not
because ofisomeone else's

ZThoselthings, however,
whichlare!beyond the power
lofiourdunderstanding are said
tolbelabsentifrom the senses

'mind. Hence, our
understanding/cannot be
fixed.on them.

f‘ g .
B
~Thomas Aqumas
12251274

~
4 ’
Wi

¥

v

\‘ M‘“
" Thomas Aqumas
12251274
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ZAslalresult. we cannot
assentitoithem on our own
witness, bution that of
someonelelse: These things
properly.called the
objects of faith."

,_reply transt'JamesiV: McGlynn' (Indianapolis:
2495250]

elwho believes

assent to things that
larelproposed.to him
ibylanother;person,
landiwhich'he himself
does'not'see.”

m QXIVA 9eply transt James\V. McGlynn! (Indianapolis:

. p’f"

Thomas Aqumas
12251274

~
’
i

Thomas Aqumas
12251274
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gSince!man.can only. know. the
thingsithat/he does not see
himselfibyitaking them from
anotheriwho!does see them, and
sincelfaithlislamong the things
\weldolnotisee, thelknowledge of
ithelobjectsiofifaith must be
lhanded/on/byioneiwho sees them
himselfiNow; this one is God,
Wholperfectly/comprehends
Hlmself sand. naturally sees His
essence.

[.1],tran§. \/ernonlJ!| Bourke} (Notre Dame: University of
Pres;EZfSS] 1 225 1 274

known lth certainty, through hlS ,works by the
Ilght of human:reason,___e_\gven lf thls knowledge L[. l

Iii ‘![catel'l d !'is Cathollc e!wfe.elnce 115‘4‘ 75]
m




INSTITUTES
e CHRISTIAN
RELIGION 233N

: Johp Calvin
@509-1564
\ . > ¥

“Therefore in reading
the profane authors,
the admirable light of:
truth displayed in them
should remind us, that
the human mind,
however much fallen
and perverted from its
original integrity, is
still adorned and
invested with
admirable gifts from its

" .
Creator. ca' John Calvin
] ’
[Institutes of the Christian Religion,2.2.15, trans. » 1 509'1 564
Henry Beveridge, (Grand Rapids: William B. \ : 3

Erdmans), 236]




THE
WORKS OF
JOHN OWEN

volume four

"There are sundry cogent
arguments, which are
taken from external
considerations of the
Scripture, that evince it
on rational grounds to be
from God. ... and ... are...
necessary unto the
confirmation of our faith
herein against
temptations, oppositions,
and objections."

[Johni®Owen;#The Reason|ofi Faith}# inkThe:Works of;
John Owen; volt 4} (Edinburgh:iThe Banner ofiTruth
Trust;11967),:20]

John Owen
1616-1683

John Owen
1616-1683
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Stephen Charnock
1628-1680

CLASSIC REPRINT SERIES

Discourses UponN
THE EXISTENCE
AND ATTRIBUTES

or Gop

Stephen Charnock

“"Men that will' notilistenito
Scripture ... cannotieasily
deny natural'reason ..
There is a natural'asiwell
as a revealed knowledge;
and the bookiofithe
creatures is'legiblelin
declaring the being ofia
God %

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses!upon. thel Existencel and Attributes| of:
God (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 27:]

L,
-,

Stephen Charnock
1628-1680

38



"Men that will not listen
to Scripture ... cannot
easily deny natural
reason .... There is a
natural as well'as a
revealed knowledge,
and the book of the
creatures is legible in
declaring the being of a
God ...."

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence
and Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979),
27]

"God in regard of his
existence is not only the
discovery of faith, but of

reason. God hath revealed
not only his being, but
some sparks of his eternal
power.and godhead in his
works, as well as in his
word. ... It is a discovery.
of our reason ... and an
object of our faith ... it is
an article of our faith and
an article of our reason.”

[Stephen Charnock, Discourses upon the Existence
and Attributes of God (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979),
27.]

»
R 7

Stephen Charnock
1628-1680

»
R 7

Stephen Charnock
1628-1680




It can be demonstrated ' It had/to be revealed to us
historically that Jesus Christ; what was'different about His
was crucified. ! death from the other two
men who died that day.

REASON ' | | \"BAITH

—ET

The truth that Jesus died for,our sins had
to be revealed to us by God. But notice
that it is'-no less a FACT than the fact that
he died. They are.both facts. The
difference is how we discover them.
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oo Revelation Defined =<

That aspect of theology which deals
with God making known;to. mankind
His divine person and divine truths that
would otherwise be unknownj; to unvell

., b——
Howao Revelatlon

and/Insplratlon h |

U

'\ lefér#’?j 970
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Revelation Inspiration

Godlmakinglknownito®® God.transferring toimankind
mankindlHisldivine His divine Person'and
Personiandldivine triithst divine truthsithrough'human

thatiwouldlotherwise agency.into written
be unknown language. form for mankind

to understand

Givinglofitheltruth Recording ofthe truth

| What Is General

ReVeIatlon ?: & ;u
\" g W

43



~ General Revelation -

God making known to mankind
through His creation His
existence, attributes,
and goodness

iy s The heavens declare the glory of God :

and the flrmament shows His =~ |

g handlwork Day unto day utters speech,

. and nlght unto nlght reveals knowledge. =~

: There IS no speech nor language where

thelr voice is not heard. Their line has -
S gone out through all the earth ‘and their: - .
words to the end of the worId s,
e SO R Psalm:19:1;

44



The heavens declare

HlS nghteousness

and all the peoples
see HlS glory

i Psalm 97 6

B i

world His, invisible attributes

i are clearly seen, being Wi -« & ¢
v.' ‘ ~ 4 ..-l""‘-- > e ':. %

R "I i =4 I
WFor since the creationlof.thel ‘ \4 El
4 | {

«:j;,- ! ?l
| ‘?3’ by ||
g %4
" - \ are mdde,even ‘His eternal R
1 - power and Godhead

".f“ _‘( [ ?,Rom 120a 1

understood b)ﬂhe thmgs that g%
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For,when Gentlles;_wh% do ndt

>, 2N ﬂh't.ﬁ'm}. e

7. havelihe: law;zbygnature do the =
—thingslinithellawlthese, .=
QJ—L ¢ by A

| X although no .‘"havar")g th.g law, aregd

Ialyv ta thenlzselves m{ro‘show
’ the wor :"f thellaw wntten

1 . |- W
=1 - HNin thel’shearts
Rom:" 2 14-15a

Al bevdin i

fr—

¥
'E

4. "Neverthe/ess'He aid. not /eave H/mse/f )
. SSSwithout, W/tnss; in'that Heldid good-"*",;,.éj;”,:
gave us'rain from heaven ana’ fru/tfu i
seasons, filling our heartstW/th fooa’bm

FA ana’ g/aa’ness '

Acts 14:1 7
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> Special Revelation s

God making known to mankind
through His prophets, apostles, and
His Son His nature and will'that
could not necessarily be known
through General Revelation

47
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2 FEIETPOX 28

All Scripture is given by inspiration of God
and is profitable for doctrine, for Lgproof “For
correction, for.instruction in-righteousness,
that the mauf,Godm/ay be complete,
thoroughly-equipped for every.good work.

2 Timothy 3:16-17
BeonvevoTog (theopneustos) = God breathed

feo¢ (theos) - God

TVEW; Tvevuo (pneo, pneuma) - | breathe, breath; spirit

48



GenerallRevelation Special Revelation

Gaedimakingiknownitelmankind God making known to. mankind
throughlHisicreationiflisiexistence® * through His prophets, apostles, and
attributesyandigoodnessiwhich His Son His nature and will that.could
enablelusitoldistinguishiiniScriptures — not necessatrily.be known through
propervs: figurativellanguage of:God, General Revelation

SIROManSk1=20a8=<. 25 Timothy: 3:16-17 <

Forisincelthelcreationfofithelworld/Hislinvisible All Scripturelis givenby;inspiration of.God, andis
attributes!arelclearly;seen)beinglunderstood|byjthe profitable for. doctrine; for reproof; for correction, for
thingsithatiarelmade,ieven!His'eternal/power.and. instruction'in' righteousness, that the man of God. may.
Godhead, soithatithey,arelwithoutiexcuse: be complete, thoroughly. equipped.for.every. good work.

‘BookitofiNatureinonzpropositional Book: of Scripture: propositional

INaturalfliheology, Biblical'Theology:
Systematiciliheology,

GenerallRevelation Special'Revelation

Givenithroughlcreation Given through Prophets'and Apostles
(knownithroughil simplelapprehension! ofithe! sensibleiworld) (read by their. writings, a.k.a., the Scriptures)

RevealsiGod;siexistencelandiattributes Reveals God's gospel and will
GivensTOlallipeople Given FOR all' people
Alllpeoplethavelit Not all people have! it
Somelacceptysomelreject: Some accept, some reject

Sufficientitelcondemnlifirejected Sufficient to save'if accepted

Acceptancelisinecessaryibutinot Acceptance!is necessary;and
sufficientiforieternalllife sufficient for.eternal.life

49
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Boa and Bowman on
the Strcngths of

( lassical APo]ogetics

s Affirms the universal applicability of
reason

s Raises awareness of the
unavoidable role of worldviews




Has Its Reasons

abive Approa

&

RobertiM§Bowman

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

"Classical apologists
emphasize that it is
impossible to think
about the world at

large or about facts or

experiences apart from

some worldview." N
[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 129] .

RobertiM§Bowman

52



"Classical apologists
emphasize that it is
impossible to think
about the world at

large or about facts or

experiences apart from
some worldview."

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 129]

"Classical apologists
recognize that facts
are perceived in
accordance with an
interpretive
framework."

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 129]

Isithisfstatement{perceived
[ EEEEReERER Wilin £1
interpretivelframework?




"Non-Christians are
often unaware that
they look at life through
a specific set of
worldview 'glasses.’
Making them aware of
this can help non-
Christians rethink
some of their beliefs."

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 129,
emphasis in original]

L

54



-
L T

Ot

PERSPECTIVISM

The notion that everyone
has their own perspective
about the world and that
nobody's perspective is
any more or less legitimate
than anyone else's.

55



PERSPECTIVISM

osProblems«<

Don’t we actually want
something more from our
world view.than merely.
choosing our preferences?
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NSEEC*
* LEARLYN =

‘ OWTHERA =
e

: INISGONE =

s Affirms the universal applicability of
reason

s Raises awareness of the
unavoidable role of worldviews

s Recognizes. common ground with
non-Christians
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owman on

Faith
t%n Weaknegses )
]aica]A ologetacs .‘ﬂ

‘w,,o.f‘

""- ! %l % Robe}'M}Bofv{man

& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

a@yw‘a T

ss.Overestimates the adequacy, of
reason as a criterion of truth
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Has Its Reasons

rative Approaches to

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

“Logic, though
universally necessary,
is universally
insufficient as a
criterion of truth ...
because at best
deductive logic can N\
only test the falsity of a .
t

worldview, and cannot

actually determine that \
a.worldview is true." RobertiM&Bowman

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 131]




"Ultimately the
premises of an
apologetic argument
must consist of facts
derived from some
source other than
logical analysis."

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 131]

&

Robert} M\Bowman

“There appear to be.no
universally accepted
criteria of truth that can
be applied without
already assuming the
truth of a particular
worldview."

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons, 131]

&

Robert} M\Bowman
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“Itlis ra||n|ng|
o

"Is| that tl'Fué,’?;I'.' i)
"YeS"" ,ﬂ .-: .|

W

Whatever you,are}sa’ |n ’
about the stat“e‘rﬁe"ﬁ }L
e

THINE
R |

it'isltrue! |siyour kit
theory of: truth ot

".‘ ‘ J \ £ - A o |

i

“I ) 13 :'hl;.lllill .
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How, you know, yvhe
is ra|n|ng||s
test for tru h|
1M "l}
[ I. H’W ﬂll

I’i

PRI
u

e Theory of Truth= «Test for Truth=

how one defines the how one discovers
terms ‘true’ and ‘truth’| whether a statement
when saying thata | is true, regardless of
statement is true one's theory. of truth
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"To say.of.what]is®

that it is' notXorlofi
what is not; thatlit;
is false, whileltolsay;
of whatis) thatjitlis}
and of.whatlisinot}

SOCRATES: But how about truth,
then? You would acknowledge that
there is in words a true and a false?

HERMOGENES: Certainly.

SOCRATES: And there are true and
false propositions?

HERMOGENES: To be sure.

SOCRATES: And a true proposition
says that which is, and a false
proposition says that which is not?

HERMOGENES: To be sure.

[Cratylus, 385D, trans. Benjamin Jowett in Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, e ¥ i AT
eds. Plato: The Collected Dialogues Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961, W (428'BE™- 348 BC)
423]




STRANGER: Then what sort of character
can we assign to each of these
[statements]?

THEAETETUS: One is false, the other true.

STRANGER: And the true one states about
you the things that are as they are.

THEAETETUS: Certainly.

STRANGER: Whereas the false statement
states about you things different from
the things that are.

THEAETETUS: Yes.

[Sophist, 263b, trans. F. M. Cornford in Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, eds. ! & AS
Plato: The Collected Dialogues Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961, 1010] . (42'8'B'&C ‘5348 BC)

PhilosophersiWho, toljthe
ofglruth

o ToE i 4 i
- /4 & Iy L
\ =

ll;‘ = ‘;w"e“’

= Aquinas
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Aquinas
1225-1274

What does it mean to
correspond to reality?

66



Ways a Proposition Can
Correspond to Reality

Symbgiically W Hyperbolically
okt B o 3
1 . U P i o Befs

4 a1
R : -

Y L, S
— -l.'..-r"'-l_.___-

_Similarly.

Phenom@élogical[y
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3 "And as Hg}walkéd by the Sea of \

—nvﬂﬂ \"x-q‘\-&\

70 Gallleé ‘!;Ie sawiSimon’and-Andrew,

%

TR V7,

B3 h_ brothervcgst ingia:net:into the

e . "-
e At & s ““t e

R 95 were»flshermen'.,._.,
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s Allegory

"But he who was of the bondwoman was
bom_q_;accordmg to the flesh, and he of the
freewoman through promise, Wthh things

SO,

are symbolic. .=*Gal. 4: 23 -24a &

— qAAnyopoGpav’&
e
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leds out with peace; the mountains
and| the h|IIs shall break forth into
smgmg before wyou, and all the
< tr : ";’vof the field shall

“ clap their hands."
| Isa 55:12
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Analogy

“For we walk by
faith, not by

sight.” >
2Cor. 57 g - s

s e, ¥ e

'Symbolically
,lw 2') J :

o
" "~ - ‘ 1‘
SRY
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the'Hon;Splrltﬂndlcatlng this, that the way
mto the Hollest of AII was not yet made m mfest
whilejthe flrsttabernacle was! stlll standl

' napaBo)\n

A k‘f, :
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Hyperbole

"Novgithe Mldlanltes and Amalek:tes**all the
people of! the East swere Iymg in; the valley:

e

\ »'-gas?"' umerous as?Iocusts and thelr camels

1 & weretWIthout number?as«the sang by. the
seashore in multltude g 'I.ludges 7 1 2

-

Phenom@elogically
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Phenomenologically
" for He makes His sun

rise on the evil and on the
good, ..."Matt. 5:45

Phenomenologically

"The sun shall be turned into darkness, And the moon
into blood, Before the coming of the great and
awesome day of the LORD."” Joel 2:31
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I\/Ietonymy ;

"For it happened when Dav:d was m f
4\ Edom, and Joabithe commanderaof
the army had gone up.to bury the
| &slain, after he hadikilled every male)

in Edom*™ 1 Kings 11:15 m |

r

|
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W

W I\/Ietonymy

' "After these things Jesus = *“Therefore, when thevLord |
and His disciples came into ® knew that the Pharlsees/
\the land of Judea, and had heard that Jesusunade
{®there He remained with £ and baptized more
hem and baptlzed " John - dlsc1ples than Johnn
Y " #(though Jesus Hlmself did
‘_Qot baptize, but HIS
disciples),” John 4 1 2

r

"The centurlon answered "‘" ..the centunon(éent ;u
and said, '‘Lord,  am not fnends to Him, saymg to

&vorthy that You should' 'Him, 'Lord, do not t;qouble
ij come under my roof. ...""# Yourself for | am not

worthy that You should

Y (1)

= i
enter under my roof

#  Luke7:6 {
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Two things (at least) are
common to all tests for truth.




- ,
FOREWORD BY DR.NORMAN GEISLER

OBJECTIVITY
Z f)/)){///((//
INTERPRETATION

e Thomas_ Howe
THOMAS HO\X/E Southern Evangellcal Seminary

In many instances, the
test for truth will differ
according to the kind of

thing about which the
statement is made.

82



Philosophy

Different aspects
of reality require
different methods

: ofi'r'n'c'|uiry and
tools of analysis.
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Questlpns of'mathematics
,requwe methods\ of i inquiry,
and tools 0 ,}analy3|s-
--"""approprlate to the
mathematical aspects of

] reality.

1 -
’

’-,‘
A A

A

Questgs of natural gglence
require methods oi" mquwy and

tools of analysis approprlate to
the physical aspects of reality.

n L —

84



of,ﬁanaly__5|s

h |.stor|g:al
_

85



Sensiblelthings [are
t]ifrom which
human]reason takes
thelorigin of'its
knowledge."

[lhomas!AquinasiSummal ContralGentiles 1,19, §2:Trans. Anton C.
Pame:dUniversitylofiNotrel Dame|Press, 1975), I, 77]

£EQuriknowledge, taking
its{start/from things,
proceedsiin this order.
stit'begins in
sense;isecond, it is
completediin the
intellect -

mﬁ- Truth.(lnd|anapolls Hackett 1994)]

¥

v

m‘%"
~Thomas Aqumas
12251274

Ly :

~
’
i

\‘ Im‘
" Thomas Aqumas
12251274
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vAccordingltolits manner of
knowinglinithe present life,
thelintellect,depends on the
senseforithe origin of
knowledge;and,so those
thingsithatido!not fall under
thelsenses cannot be grasp
Ibyjthelhumanintellect except
linfsolfarias the knowledge of
themlis/gathered from
sensibleithings.”

[llhomasfAquinas? Summa ContralGentiles; |;:3; §3'Trans. Anton C.
Un|verS|ty ofiNotre/Dame Press, 1975), |, 64]

zOurisenses give rise to
memories; and;from these we
obtainlexperiential
knowledgelofithings, which
injturnlisitheimeans through
whichiwe come to an
understanding of the
universaliprinciples of
sciencesiand art.”

[ihomas!Aquinas¥SummalContralGentiles|1;183,:§26. Trans. James F.

NotrelDameiUniversitylof/NotrelDame Press, 1975), Il, 279]

-

Thomas’Aqumas
12251274

Thomas’Aqumas
12251274
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"@ur*knowledge of

temselves 5
derived from
sensible things."

AES AquinasUﬁ1ma ContralGentiles; 1,83, §32. Trans. James F.
NotrelDame:University.ofiNotre! Dame!Press, 1975), Il, 282]

Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

__J.r
E ‘{
h mas Aqumas
12251274

"In Aristotle the role of the
received forms as real instruments
is to determine the cognitive agent

to a particular type of activity, a
type in which the agent becomes
and is cognitively the thing from
which the form was received. The

reception of the form is not
immediately observable. It is only
inferred through philosophical
reasoning. What is immediately
perceived or known is the thing
itself.”
["Aristotle—Cognition a Way of Being," in John R. Catan, ed. Aristotle:

The Collected Papers of Joseph Owens (Albany: State University of New.
York Press, 1981): 78.
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(1908 - 2005)

o~ gl A

COGNITION

An Epistemological Inquiry

Joseph Owens, C.5s R

e s

ss.Overestimates the adequacy, of
reason as a criterion of truth
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ss"Overestimates the adequacy, of
reason as a criterion of truth

s Depends on theistic arguments of
debated validity and value

There are reasons to question whether the
arguments are sound.

ss.Overestimates the adequacy, of
reason as a criterion of truth

s Depends on theistic arguments of
debated validity and value
There are reasons to question whether the
arguments are sound.

The theistic. arguments are beyond the grasp of
most people.




(1908 - 2005)

Joseph Owens
(1908 - 2005)

"Other arguments may
vividly suggest the
existence of God, press it
home eloquently to
human consideration, and
for most people provide
much greater spiritual
and religious aid than
difficult metaphysical
demonstrations.

"But on the philosophical
level these arguments are
open to rebuttal and
refutation, for they are not
philosophically cogent.*

[Joseph Owens, "Aquinas and the Five Ways," Monist 58 (Jan.
1974): 16-35. (p. 33)]
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ss"Overestimates the adequacy, of
reason as a criterion of truth

s Depends on theistic arguments of
debated validity and value
There are reasons to question whether the
arguments are sound.

The theistic. arguments are beyond the grasp of
most people.

The theistic.arguments do not lead to the personal
God of Christian theism.

GAVEN KERR, Ol

Aquinas’s Way to G od

I'he

Proofin D¢ Ente ef Essentia




ss"Overestimates the adequacy, of
reason as a criterion of truth

s Depends on theistic arguments of
debated validity and value

s Does not address the personal
dimensions of belief and knowledge
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