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~ Voddie Balicham

anali PN ihelgood

news ﬁ@g y@nﬂ @@m your

OIEISSES o WZM{?@ the
Cg\tia Mlhe

GlassesiWe wear mﬂ] cha-IIenge

through which yo fseelG G@d the
world, and yeurself.

"Our worldviews function in many
ways. They function like
eyeglasses. You ever heard the
term ‘Looking at the world
through rose colored glasses.' If
you have a colored pair of lenses
and put them on your eyes,
everything looks that way. Your
worldview functions like that. It is
the lens through which you see
the world—through which you
view the world—and how you
interpret reality.”

[Voddie Baucham, DVD "Family Driven Faith," Stand for Truth
California Christian Apologetics Conference 2008]




“In the simplest terms, a worldview
may be defined as how one sees life
and the world at large. In this
manner it can be compared to a pair
of glasses. How a person makes
sense of the world depends upon
that person’s ‘vision,’ so to speak.
The interpretive ‘lens’ helps people
make sense of life and comprehend
the world around them. Sometimes
the lens brings clarity, and other
times it can distort reality."

t _

ki b [Ken Samples, Reasons to Believe (RTB):

Ke n n eth S a m p | eS ,A;_ } . http://www.reasons.org/articles/what-in-the-world-is-a-worldview,
-

2

accessed 06/24/21]
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What is a; wgrl@lview? A
w%rld leW.lS the
lvou uselto

what is happemng in ?he
world into mental focus."”

[GlenikS. Sunshine, Why You Think the Way You Do: The Story of
eser‘ i Worldviews from Rome to Home (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,

A, 16
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gAWWworldview has been, compared,
a of glasses through whichiwe
ISEe, th% w‘orld. Without these
CIESSES thle y‘yorld would . appeagasi
an, unfocused meaningless bleb
'l_fl?ﬂ@ glasses not onlylallow. us tofsee’
utito) makese}wse ofiwhat we sces
AWworldview is, first.of all, an
interpretation of the world and

an application of this viewato
life:*

[W. Cery Phillfps William!IEBrown,'Making'Sense of Your World from: a Biblical
Viewponi(€hicagedMoody, 1991), 26, 29]

“A person’s worldview consists of the values,
ideas or the fundamental belief system that
determines his attitudes, beliefs and ultimately,
actions. ... Jeff Baldwin, a fellow at the Texas-
based Worldview Academy, says worldview ‘is
like an invisible pair of eyeglasses-glasses you
put on to help you see reality clearly. If you
choose the right pair of glasses, you can see
everything vividly and can behave in sync with
the real world. ... But if you choose the wrong
pair of glasses, you may find yourself in a worse
plight than the blind man - thinking you see
clearly when in reality your vision is severely
distorted.’ To choose the right’ glasses, you
have to first understand and embrace the true
worldview."

[Tracy E. Munsil, Focus on the Family: http://www.focusonthefamily.com/faith/christian
worldview/whats-a-christian-worldview/whats-your-worldview, accessed 06/27/23]




|
“A NECESSARY BOOK FOR ALL PEOPLE INVESTED IN
SOCIETAL CHANGE.” —CLAUDIA RANKINE

‘\“”." Igmi
WHITE
FRAGILITY
WHY IT'S SO HARD
ror WHITE PEOPLE ro

TALK ABOUT RACISM

ROBIN DIANGELD

rForReworD BY MICGHAEL ERIC DYSON

"We make sense of
perceptions and
experience through
our particular cultural
lens. This lens is
neither universal nor
objective, and
without it, a person
could not function in
any human society.

[Robin DiAngelo, White Fragility: Why It's So Hard for
White People to Talk about Racism (Boston: Beacon,
2018), 9]
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Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)
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A PRIMER ON |J
POSTMODERNISM |

b
NS STANLEY ). GRENZ [

“In contrast to the modern
ideal of the dispassionate
observer, we affirm the
postmodern discovery
that no observer can stand
outside the historical
process. Nor can we gain
universal, culturally
neutral knowledge as
unconditioned specialists.

13



Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

“On the contrary, we are
participants in our
historical and cultural
context, and all our
intellectual endeavors are
unavoidably conditioned
by that participation."

[Stanley J. Grenz, A Primer on Postmodernism (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans, 1996), 166]

“Postmodernism stresses the
distinction between objectivity of
facts, versus objectivity of
knowledge or people. It accepts
the possible existence of facts
outside human context, but
argues that all knowledge is
mediated by an individual and
that the experiences, biases,
beliefs, and identity of that
individual necessarily influence
how they mediate any
knowledge."

[Dan McGee, "Truth and Postmodernism" downloaded from

https://medium.com/@danmcgee/truth-and-postmodernism-
816ea9b3007a, 05/09/22]
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Rebert [E. Welber
(1888-2007)

E.
([1958-2007)

“TA} helpal and thuwaugh guideboak”

Werd o WEW GROUP of

LEADERS who are SHAPING the

the

YOUNGER
Evangelicals

Facing the
CHALLENGES

of the New "

i ARE S ‘

|
robert L WepuR

“In the twenty-
first century
world ... the new
attitude ... is'that
the use of reason
and science to
prove o
disprove afact is
questionable: ...

15
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E.
(19582007

E.
([{©58-2007)"

“This ... points
... to the
postmodern
conclusion that
we dealwith
‘interpreted
facts." ...

“In the
postmodern
world, both

believers and
nonbelievers are
people of faith."

[RebertiEXWebberThesounger Evangelicals:
Facing the €hallenges of thelNew! World (Grand
Rapids: Baker,2002);84]
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HOMILETICS INTERVIEW: Robert E. Webber

What Younger Evangelicals Want—and Are
Getting!

Robert E. Webber is the William R. and Geraldyn B. Myers Professor of Ministry at Northern
Seminary in Lombard, Illinois, one of the only seminaries in the country that offers a Master’s
and a Doctorate in worship and which has intentional studies that integrate worship and
spirituality into the program. He is also the President of the Institute For Worship Studies
which offers a MWS (Masters of Worship Studies) and a DWS (Doctor of Worship Studies). He
is also Professor of Theology Emeritus at Wheaton College, Wheaton, Illinois.

Dr. Webber has lectured on worship in nearly every denomination and fellowship, and has
authored or edited more than 40 books on hip including the eight-voli work, The
Complete Library of Christian Worship. His most recent books include: Planning Blended
Worship (Abingdon, 1998), Ancient-Future Faith (Baker, 1999), and Journey to Jesus
(Abingdon, 2001).

His latest book, The Younger Evangelical (Baker, 2002), is attracting broad attention and
interest because of its incisive look at a new emerging leadership in the church, while at the
same time pausing to look at the leadership models of the 20th-century church.

Dr. Webber was scheduled to speak at a conference in Grand Rapids, Michigan, on Radical
Orthodoxy, where Homiletics was to meet up with him for this interview. But he called a few
days before the conference to say that he had had back surgery and wouldn’t be there. So we
met with him in his home in Wheaton, where in the kitchen, and in a straight-back chair, he
gladly and graciously discussed his observations about a church that is in the midst of change
and the Younger Evangelicals who are leading the way.

Homiletics: To start, we should probably clarify the categories you develop for evangelicals in the 20th
century and the early 21st century. You identify traditional, pragmatic and Younger Evangelicals. What
defines these groups?

Webber: The underlying idea of these three groups is that evangelicalism seems to follow the curvature
of culture and reflects culture. And if you look back over the last 50-60 years, culture has actually gone
through three very distinct groupings: Boomers, Gen-Xers and now Millennials. It seems to me that as
evangelicalism encounters each cultural shift that each cultural shift as they integrate with it gives a
different shape and form, not so much to the message, but to the way in which the message itself is

- —

Robert E. Webber

Other Homiletics
Interviews:

Preaching Is an Incarnational Event
;ichard Ward

Jesus and the Consumerist Culture
ngg Stevenson

Taking God to Work —
PEVT r

Why Things Are the Way They Are
Paul Shepherd

Let’s Try to Keep the China on the
Table —
N.T. Wright

Stitching Together the Patchwork
Famil)
Barbara Carnal

Homiletics: So then, the Traditional
Evangelicals function within a modern
worldview that is rationalistic, and

propositional.

17
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Webber: "That probably is the most
distinguishing feature of the
Traditionalists. They've been shaped
by the Enlightenment. So they work
with modern philosophy, a modern
understanding of science, history,
sociology. They're modernist, and so
they interpret the Christian faith
through these modern categories.

Webber: "And what’s very interesting
about Traditional Evangelicals is that
the categories through which they
interpret the Christian faith are almost
regarded as sacred, almost as sacred
as the Christian faith itself. So if you
say, 'Well, | don’t believe in evidential
apologetics,' there’s something wrong
with you."

[http://www.homileticsonline.com/subscriber/interviews/webber.asp, accessed 09/05/20]
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PERSPECTIVISM:

oo Definition =

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

19



PERSPECTIVISM

s Problems <

How can one choose a world
view without being affected by
his own world view while
makingithe choice?

PERSPECTIVISM

s Problems <

Don't we actually;want
something more from our world
view than merely choosing our
preferences?

20
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Whatever y

about the slta : e)

when you say th'at
it is/true’ |sd.y®,u, TS
| theory of truthﬁ' g
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mmm

statement IS true

osTest for Truth==

how: one @/ISENERS

whether a statement is
true, regardless of
one's theory of truth

-,
S
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| Correspondence ™

Coherence
Functional
Pragmatic

Power

| Correspondence /Truth isicorrespondence tolreality:

> IS SEVS e El SElEhEhE SIVE [ ES
muchrasiittconrespondsitoireality

lihusitherstatementlilistrainings




would beatru'c’e T
statement|if |t |s+|n, Aty
fact ralnlng M 1” b

in reallty R T

|

flisirainincy

would be a false
statement if it isin
fact not raining =
in reality.
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"To say of.whatiis}
that it is not,orRef
what is not, thatlitlis?
is false, whileito¥say,
of what is, thagifis
and of whatlis
that it is not} isitruess

"8 Metaphysics, IV, 7, 1011£26-29 Translétin byAWADS in|
'L McKeon, The Basic Works of: Aristgtleri_.(ﬁl
| 1941). 70 P&V yaip AEYEIV TO/6V. ) eival i Tolpi T 68 T

OV gival Kal TO P OV un €ival dAnBée:

Othe@Rhilo'sophersiWheliiolditorthe
ColtiespondenceNiie oy MLt
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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,
eds. Plato: The Collected Dialogues Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961,
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, 263Db, trans. F. M. Cornford in Edith Hamilton and Huntington Cairns, eds.
Plato: The Collected Dialogues Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961, 1010]

(42@ 348 BC)
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nselm % w7 Aquinas
@33?1109; (1225-1274)

g@Tliruthlis defined by

the'conformity of
intellect and thing;
hence to know
thisiconformity is to : & i
know. truth. " [ Yo— 8

. ~Thomas %\qumas

(1225“1274)
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glhetknowledge which we
lhavelbyinatural reason
contains twolthings:
imagesiderived from the
sensiblelobject: and the
naturaliintelligible light,
enablmg us to abstract p
ithemlintelligible - - 4
. JEN

cnceptlons. L e
[liomastAqinastSTNQ 12 art: 3. p: 59] R\ Thomas AqU|naS
(1225 1274)

ﬂ/‘ﬂﬁ s Wihe el (o dhe
@ZFWMD

-‘ .‘ i
{

| ——— =t
A [+ Aquinas Descartes
(1225-1274) (1596-1660)

Locke ‘l)('ént Ris® i€ 7 tg%r‘]stem
(1632-1704) (1724-1804) 7. ' f B5%1951)
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Mortimer I¥Adles MORAL
(1- OBJECTIVE
CATEGORICAL

.

“To avoid a confusion
that runs through
philosophical
controversiestabout truth
it must’be remembered
that th_,‘e correspondence!

_ nerely;
states definition’of:
truth—whatit is. This
underlies all'fempirical
. W/ and pragmatic tests of
\ truth. ...

Mortimer y¥Adles
(1_

.




“The logical test of truth,
such as coherence or the
absence of intrinsic
contradictio theory,
do no't‘p%suppose the
kealist's definition of truth

as agreement or

fact, aré. That is why
idealists tend to define

truth entirely in terms of.
-@oheience.‘"

M O rt' m e r ‘:] o Ad I e r [Mogtimer J. Ad'*[?our DimensionsIofs
IRhilosophy: Me al'Moral Objective
§EC02-2001)) ‘,Cjigegorical (NEWAYorkaMacMillan, 1993), 28.

liruthlis'when' a proposition
corresponds to reality.
Butthere are a number of

ways that a proposition can
correspond to reality.
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59 you shall'gouout with joy, and
be Ied"out with peace ... and all the

trees of the fleld shaII
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"“So histheart.and.the heart.of*
. hisipeople.wereimoved: as
I the trees of the woods: are

= moved with the wind:¢

Isai7:2"
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Analogically

Analogy

“For we walk by
faith, not by

sight."
2 Cor. 5:7
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E]s

the!ld,ely;Splrl,tg‘mdlcatlng this, that the way

mto the Hollest of é\ll was not yet made m‘gnlfest 4

whilejthe flrsttab rnacle was!still stang'm g It ,‘«.ﬁ
was symbol:crforf he present time_ in vfhlch beth
glfts and sacrrflces are. offered WhICh cannot

make h “!.who ﬁ rformed-the service perfect in
regard to the consc:ence— * Heb. 9 79
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Hyperbol e
"Nowﬁthe Mldlamtes and Amalekltes xallsthe

people 'of the East were Iymg lin: the valley
s asﬁumerous asdocusts and thelr camels

t-u

de " ‘Uudges 7: 12
¥
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Phenomegelogically
" 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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ok Metonymy n

“For it happened when Dav:d was m ﬂ“
4 Edom, and Joab\the commander;of
the army had gone up.to bury the
;slaln after he hadkilled every male.

in Edom" 1 Kings 11:15 ’:’

Metonymy n

"After these things Jesus = *“Therefore, whehn the»-Lord 4
and His disciples came into ® knew that the Phansees
the land of Judea, and had heard that Jesus] made
%ere He remained with # and baptized more
d'them and baptized." John disciples than Jolfmgt
| " & (though Jesus Hlmself did
,.’.7°t baptize, but HIS
disciples),” John 4 1-2

r
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Metqnyy -~
A’wd when John had heard in Notice that two Went to Q'{
prison about‘the works of speak to Jesu

\Christ, he sent @ of his P

dlSClpIes {3} and said tg Him, ’
Are You the Coming OneH V@@ ﬂb@ [b@@ @

}do we look for another?™ {4} % githatithe
j ﬁesus answered and said to tW,0; W@ forg

th'gm "Go and_tell John the NestusiaslifliwasPests

tl?;ngs which you hear and M the talking?
see:" Matthew 11:2-4 _

I\/Iethymy ;- 7
*Tihe centution answered” =", ‘the centunon(éeni '

and said, ‘Lord,  am not frlends to Him, saymg {0)
&orthy that You should' 'Him, 'Lord, do not trouble

icome under my roof. ...""# Yourself for I am Not

worthy that You shlould

= enter under my roof""
‘4 Luke 7:6 !
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What about the other
theories of truth?

»> Definition: A statement is true
when it coheres with or is
consistent with a body of other

statements.

Coherence




Stephen \W. Hawking o
(1942-2018)

Stephen W. Hawking -
(1942-2018)

i
PG
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e

A BRIEF
HISTORY OF
TIME

~__FROM| *
THE BIG|

BANG TO
BLACK!
HOLES

|
A --—...\ 3
STEPHEN
W.HAWKING

'a?h‘erf'natical model

we make to describe
our observations: it
only exists in our
minds. ... It is simply
a matter of which is
the more useful
description.”

[Stephen W. Haﬁ/king,?ﬁ’Brﬁéf Hia oo ._ir'negFror_ﬁtg_g.
Big Bang to Black; Foles (Terento? BantamvBooks),'139]‘

W HAWKING
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The

Resurrection

of Theism

Prolegomena
to Christian Apology

ks series

‘Man ... must.come to a
comprehension of the
conditions which make

knowledge!itself possible:

= This possibility:of
knowing depends upon

aniinnate’ structure of:
rationality: with which the

mind approaches:and.
understandsithe datalof

experiences Such an
epistemologyi[is] called

rational.empiricism.*

[The Resurrection of Theism: Prolegomena: to
Christian Apology, 223 ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker,
1982),:24]
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‘Either we must be
Skeptics aboutithe
knowledgelof things:as
they.exist
independently; or\we
must maintain that true
knowledge of such
entities'is'passible by,
the systematic
correlation oflour
various experiencesinto
a selfzconsistentwhole.

“Since ... skepticism'Is
self-contradictory; the
second. alternative will
necessarily:be
maintained: Butthe
theory that the test of
truth consists'in' such a
sy Stematiciconsistency:
of ideas is a'logically.
coherentwhole'is
preciselyithe coherence
theory.of truth.*

[The Resurrection of Theism: Prolegomena: to

Christian Apology, 22 ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker,
1982),:38]
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“Since the position
involves epistemological
dualism, it necessitates
an'espousal ofithe
coherenceltheoryiof
truth.*

[[The:Resurrection: of Theismi Prolegomena: to
Christian' Apology, 229 ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker,
1982),:38]

‘Epistemologicalidualism
IS'the doctrinelthat the
immediate object, present:
to thermind.is notithe
independently.existing
reality—say.a box; or what
have you—buta
representative idea of this
object. All'the'mind,
knows, directly.arelits
ideasiand nothing else:

[The Resurrection’of Theism: Prolegomena: to
Christian Apology, 2:9 ed’ (Grand/Rapids: Baker,

1982))38]




The |
Reconstruction

of the Christian
g ochon

Stuart € Hackett

'Y
AN

» Definition: A statement is true
when it coheres with or is
consistent with a body of other
statements.

Coherence > Truth cannot merely be

coherence because by this
theory, even a fairy tale could be
“"true."

> Every theory of truth, including
coherence, requires the
correspondence theory of truth
to define itself.
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> Definition: A statement is true in
as much as it fulfills its intended
purpose.

> It is sometimes known as the
Functional intentional theory of truth.

ZAlthoughithelmustard!seed
(seelMatti13:32)lisinotithe
¥smallestiofialllseeds) yet

Jesusireferred tolittas such*

because’. . .
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Etolhavelgonelcontrany.to
theinmindloniwhatiwasithe
wsmallestiseediwould have'so
diverteditheir attention from

thelknowledge'that would
bringisalvation to their souls
thatithey. might well have
failed to hear these all-
important revelational
truths."”

Daniel P: Fuller, “Benjamin B. Warfield's View of Faith and History," Bulletin of the
Evangelical Theological Society 11 (Spring 1968): 81-82, quoted in Norman L.
Geisler, “The Concept of Truth in'the Inerrancy Debate," Bibliotheca Sacra (October-
December 1980): 336-337.

> Definition: A statement is true in
as much as it fulfills its intended
purpose.

. > It is sometimes known as the
Functional intentional theory of truth.

> Truth cannot be merely function
because it needs the
correspondence theory to define
itself.
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Pragmatic

> Definition: A statement is true in
as much as it works or is
practical.
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> Definition: A statement is true in
as much as it works or is
practical.

> The pragmatic theory gives rise
to the notion that something can
be “true for you but not true for
me."
Pragmatic

ERhilosophy.is “edifying
ldiscolirse“the purpose of

ke \Wwhichris - finding new,
W W betterh more interesting,

» merertruittul ways of
Speaking“and “to keep
lthelconversation going

rather than to find
objective truth."

ard oftyRRhilosophyland the:Mirror of Nature (Princeton:
0 2 iversityRress; 1979); 360, 377, as cited in William
R| Ch a rd RO rty - = | hel\VoyagelofiDiscovery: Anl Historical
‘ Rhilosophys223ied., (Belmont,
(1931-2007) B s Worth iThomsonllearning 2002), 563]
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"For pragmatists, the desire for
objectivity is not the desire to
_escape the limitations of one's |
community, but simply:the

desire for as much intersubjective§ s
agreement,as possible; the desire ™ o

to extend the reference of 'us! as
far as we can.' ;

[Richard Rorty, "Solidarity. or Objectivity," in
Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth: Philosophical
Papers Vol. 1, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), as cited in Lawhead,
The Voyage of Discovery, 563-564]

Richard Rorty
(1931-2007)

Rorty had ln m/nd or was hop/ng for:

(3
L XY

¢ &7

‘)-_ ’\ ’
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“True
. oriou;

DEFLATING B [N [

THE SLOGANS u []
THAT LEAVE "
CHRISTIANS F[]P MB

| SPEECHLESS -

PAUL GOPAN

"TRUE FOR YOU
BUT
NOT FOR ME”"

Overcoming Objections

PAUL COPAN
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& Jeremiah 44:17-1}'

fathers, our kings and oui
princes, in the cities of: ah

& Jeremiah 44:17-8f=
"For then we had plentylof

trouble. But sinceiwesstopped

burning incense toithe queen
of heaven and pouringtod

drink offerings to'her w e
lacked everything and

and by famine**

food, were well-off;;and'sawino; *

ﬂ"rrv‘-" &

ﬁt
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> Definition: A statement is true in
as much as it works or is
practical.

> The pragmatic theory gives rise
to the notion that something can
be "“true for you but not true for
me."

Pragmatic

> Every theory of truth, including
pragmatic, requires the
correspondence theory of truth
to define itself.




“Therelisiatbattlesfon 'truth"_,_
atlleast¥arounaitruthi==itas
being understoodionce

again thatbyitruthildolnot
meanithelensemblelofty

truths'whichrare'torbe
" discovered.and
accepted, but rather the
ensemble of rules according

' to which the true and. the
K “ false are separated and

specific effects of power:
& attached to the true,’

I\/Ilchel Foucault"
(7€ 26 1984)

a mattegnotofialbatt/eFonis
behalftofithe triuthyblitofia
battle:aboutithelstatus of
truth and'the economic™ |
and political role it plays-*

[Michel Foucault; Foucault'ReadersAnintrodictionitol
Foucault's' Thoughtiwith: Major New,Unpublisheadl

Material, ed. Raul Rabinow! (New York: Pantheon
Books; 1984), 74]

N
ellEoucauls
(T"é‘é‘ 1984)
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-

Tests
for Iruth
s =

-
4

Iwo things (at least) are "
common'torall tests for truth.




- B
FOREWORD BY DR.NORMAN GEISLER

OBJECTIVITY
ir PBebtical
INTERPRETATION

f "‘-"-———__ .:

HOMAS HO\X/E . Southern Evéﬁ@élical Seminary

v'4

T
% R




.
&The L?vﬂ\'@s of@glc&'

v. The La@f Non-Contradiction

vATihe'Law of ExclidediMiddle
»
v 3e Laﬁlden
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~The Law of Non-Contradiction-<

ssente = A thingieannot be both 'A" and¥non-A" at thel

e . . s
same time and in thelsame sense”

oxistence > P A thing cannot betfifexis¥and not exis
sameltime and inknErsame;

fruth v@ A state-‘mg‘pt cannotibeiboth true andinotitrue at
the same timel and in the same sense.

Victephyses

“Those who.deny:a'first
principle should be beaten
and burned until theyadmit
thatitolbe beaten is nofithe,

same as tolnot be beaten
fanditolbe bunn"ed is notithe
Sameras not.to beburned.”
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"But we have now: positedithatiifis}

to be and not to be, ana by
have shown that thisyiskt
indisputable of all principles:

want of education, fornotitolk

things one should demand denmn

no demonstration):

[Metaphysics, IV, 4, 1006a5-10. Translation byiRichardiMe
of Aristotle (New York: Random House; 9417 737)]

iSimeans

wiownat

nstrations
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Now the'serpent was moer\ ' unmm g than any beast of
the field which'the!EORD: @gg", ad made And he said to
the\woman, *Has} God fi deed aid! Shall not eat of
every.tree of .the garden:« ?" I n d the woman Isaidito,the
tdth e fru:t:of the trees ofith

Pegfrwtﬂof the tree-twhlch IS GEIQ m

tou will not sur

The Law of Excluded Midl’ <)

pssente ~= A thinglisieither ‘A’ or ‘non-A.’

existence A th'ng either exiStsjogdees)

- th v@ A statement is eithemiilie’ or not true’

» 3




"Either’makejtheitree¥good and

] [ ¥/ ’% ) oy -
itssfruit 0od )
G ey R o o fo /o

~The Lawiof Id‘_e‘ntity@

pssence » If a thinglis''A' then it is 'A.

existencev"’r‘i“ If athinggexists gthen

ruth v@ If a sta‘ﬁ@nt is truelthen'it is true.

. 3




L oﬂ.younyfates ha me

Zanat fallaltsayxte "7}'_:' d
said:to I!(Ipses AMWH@ ¥-:~._-..' \
said! "Thué%youasha’ll say ' ildgens

~The relationshiplof Iq andrealitye@

The laws @fllegic are undeniably:true.
vA&i@nel has to'use logic ipferdegtoldeny logic?

Reality is"knowable

fo claim th reallty ISimkmewanle’ is to claimitorknow:
‘omethmg about reality:

®
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Objections

fo
Logic

Wb@@ @@7{5

(0@@[7@[?0 55 '?@?




& |sailah 55:8

{8} "For Vi thoughts are @.h@ughts, noane
yourways Vi ways;" says thelEORDE{9}
heavensiare highegthan the earth g@a}@ Vil WENS

higher than'youn waystand My tholghtsithankyous
thoughts.* "

s

& |saiah 55:8

{8} "For My, thoughts are ‘n@)toughts glo)r are

higher' than your ways* iand My thoughts ﬁhﬁiﬁ] your

thoughts:* A
-
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& Isalah 55:6-9 &

{6} Seek the LORD whlle He may
be found, Call upon Him whlle He is
near. {7} Let the \wicked forsake@l
WENACRE uniishicous men his |

Let him return to the
LORD, And He will have mercy on
him; And to our God, For He will
abundantly pardon. {8} “For [
[Rotemtsare not your thoughts, nor
are your ways|My ways|" says fffe)
®&RPE {9} "For as the heavens are
higher than the earth, so are My
ways higher than your ways, and
My thoughts than your thoughts."

72



=7 ;'b?‘?-.’ ’ N
e

hetorderofia
LA %

There is a difference between "the order of
knowing" and "the order of being"

1he meap IS Mretin he OreEr Off [KNeWIRLE)
SESHistiiistinkthelcidegoRbeinot

_— r—

3
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> response: It is netseur" Iod%. .

> Logicis antexpression of the nature of God

Himself.
1 .
» 5

)




Isa NG th'l’s -
.form @f

> response: There is aldiffelience bﬁ‘veen beingrational
and Rationalismy:

> Rationalism'isithe view maintains that knewledgelis
primaiilyfattainable by reasenkapait from thelphysical

SENSES:

¥ However, the netions offselfzevident truthsiedrationally;

in_‘es%‘apable trftﬁ do not'censtitlite Rationalism: (e.g.,
Detclaration,of Independence)
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ISpgtEthisylimitinglCe dz

AEr elll-ant ©or) oo
t@gﬂﬁp@sﬂa 2 ls
GherelanyiingiGed,

C@-ann@t?g |

~

> response: God cannetvielate Histown natl@

> Logiclis an expliession of the nature ofibeing itself.

> Godlistinfinite’being.
L
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> response: Logic wastinet Created""‘"@'God. '|!!!!

expression ofiGed. (like goodness)

o°<.




> response: There is nethingfin theYdoctrine Trinit

(or any: otherpbiblical doctrine) that is illogical®
> [herelis a diffeience betweengisemethingibeingibeyeond
easontand something beingiagainst reasow
»
» 3




Iflleqlicais SQUIS h%&ym
calnkstich i great logjicialn
as t@L‘a the &ist plhilesepher

\‘raln Russell be¥Solarg

er“@m the tn@

A - -~

> response: If you startfafrace faci'rqufhe wrongdire ction®

then the fastemyou can'run, the quicker you™will*be in
getting farthemftem the finish line.

o°<.

-
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11th August, 1918
that you have never expres

It is quite true what you say, sed yourself
but who has. that has anvythin O _CXDIEs D ays are

Even when one feels nearest to other people,
something in one seems obstinately to belong to God and to refuse to
enter into any earthly communion — at least that is how I should ex-
press it if I thought there was a God. It is odd isn’t it ? I care passion-
ately for this world, and many things and people in it, and yet . . . what
is it all ? There must be something more important, one feels, though I
don’t believe there is. I am haunted — some ghost, from some extra-
mundane region, seems always trying to tell me something that I am to
repeat to the world, but I cannot understand the message.

The outcome is that one is a ghost, floating through the world with-
out any real contact. Even when one feels nearest to other people,
something in one seems obstinately to belong to God and to refuse to
enter into any earthly communion — at least that is how I should ex-
press it if I thought there was a God. It is odd isn’t it ? I care passion-
ately for this world, and many things and people in it, and yet . , . what
is it all ? There must be something more important, one feels, though I
don't believe there is. I am haunted - some ghost, from some extra-
mundane region, seems always trying to tell me something that I am to
repeat to the world, but I cannot understand the message, But it is from

Bertrand Russell e Bt e . S o porm Ty penpl 00
(1872_1970) stupid to understand - fussing about medicines instead of searching
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Welwillldeal'with the issues of
faithfand'reason in due course.

81



ilhelquestion'regarding tests for
truthileads us: into the issue
of knowledge.

-
Knowledge

-
WS
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Notionlylis truth that which
corresponds to reality, but

we are able to know the truth
about reality.

Classical

I call it
the way it is

83



Modernism

| call it the way
I seeit.

Postmodernism

It isn't anything
L. until I call it.
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InfmanyZinstances, the test
foritruth will differ according
tolthe kind of thing about
which the statement is made.

Reality

Theology
(_Philosophy

\\‘___,/
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Reality
Mahematis:

Rhileseophy:

2 Realt
Different asbects of

reality requirer different
metheodsyor inquiry.and
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".“'L" '

i

/__\analys '

approprlate :to the

Questionssof natural science
requweﬁéthods o] monFr,'y‘\and
tools of analysis ' "Rroprlate.to

the physical aspects of reality.

H L | —
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& Iwo.Philosophical Mistake

"[lh't; Lesser

taki/&g the methods of
inquiry and toels of
ana/ysi§‘for one aspectof i
reality and illicitly:using
them for another aspect
of reality,

-"'—"

S
’
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> Iwo. Philosophical Mistakes—<
’l Lesser Tbe‘G reater!

takipg the meth.ods of taking the methods of

/nq.L'//ry and toels of inquiry‘and toolsTef

analysisjfor one aspectof M ¥analysisyfomeneiaspect of §

reality and illicitly:using reality and illicitly using
them for another aspect for reality as a whole or
of reality, "being as such."

PN
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RICHARD DAWKINS

The Blind
Watchpaaker

Why the evidence )f@ﬂ‘)lu/tlun reveals
a universe \\-'ilI&l design

BY THE AUTHOR OF THE SELFISH GENE
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Zlhelpresencelor
absencelof'a
creative'super-
intelligence is
unequivocally a

scientific question,

even if itis not in
practice—or not
yet—a decided
one."

[The God Delusion, 58-59]

G PESENEE ©F

intelligence is
unequivocally a

scientific question,

even if itis not in
practice—or not
yet—a decided
one."

[The God Delusion, 58-59]

"Unlike some of
his theological

colleagues, Bishop

Montefiore is not
afraid to state that
the question of
whether God
exists is a definite
question of fact."

[The Blind Watchmaker, 37-38]

exists is LMHefinite
question of fact."

[The Blind Watchmaker, 37-38]
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/

"Philosophical naturalism
undertakes the responsibility
for elaborating a
comprehensive and coherent
worldview based on
experience, reason, and
science, and for defending
science’s exclusive right to
explore and theorize about all

"Philosophicalinaturalisim
undertakes the responsibility
for: ela‘b‘o’ﬁﬁ;ng €]
comprehqnsjue and coherent
worldview. Ig_gged (o] ]

experience, reasonjand

w.science, and for.defending

science’sexclisive right to
explore and theorize about all
of reality.”

"The Need for Naturalism in a Scientific Age" http://www.centerforinquiry.
net/blogs/entry/ the_need_for_naturalism_in_a_scientific_age/, emphasis
added:

Canlyou'see
how;Shook:'s
SENCEE S
self-refuting?

This is not a
scientific statement!
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DANIEL C. DENNETT

auithar al’ Swrwrar's I

“Perhaps some cancer:
cures are miracles. If
so, the only hope of

ever demonstrating this
tola doubting world
would be by adopting
the scientific method,
with its assumption of:
no miracles, and
showing that science
was utterly. unable to
account for the
phenomena.*

[Breaking, the Spell, 26]
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“Perhaps some cancer.
cures are miracles. If
so, the only hope of

ever demonstrating this
to a doubting world

would be by adopting
the scientific method,
with its assumption of
no miracles, and
showing that science
was utterly. unable to
account for the
phenomena.*

[Breaking, the Spell, 26]

huh'knowmgly)

i

bf the evidence:
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elther too s'mall or-too large
“will not be"caughtin-the net.

by their: own presuppos:tlon
that all reality is"physical.
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Richardi®awkins e

‘.‘.\\

.
\

HEE S 2l ENSWETT 1)
evenyisuchiquestion
[abouttmiracles]iwhether
or netiwercan'discover it
in practice, andit'is a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely.
scientific methods."
[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]
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What methods for
answering
questions does
Dawkins propose?

According to
Dawkins, should
scientific methods
be used only for
certain kinds of
questions or for
every kind of
question?

HEE S 1) ENSWETT 1)
evenyssuchiguestion
[aboutimiracles]whether:
or noetiwelcan'discover it
in practice, andit'is a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]

HEE S 1) ENSWETT 1)
every'such question
[aboutimiracles]whether:
or netiwelcan'discover it
in practice, andit'is a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely.
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]

98



Is this statement
here provable by
“purely and entirely
scientific
methods"?

Is this statement
here provable by

“purely and entir@)

scientific

meth 0 0

HEE S 1) ENSWETT 1)
evenyisuchiquestion
[aboutmiracles]whether:
or noetiwelcan'discover it
in practice, andit'is a
strictly scientific answer.
The methods we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely:
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]

% |ctly smentlflc answer.
e metheds we should
use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely
scientific methods."

[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]
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diiherelistanfanswerto
evenyisuchiquestion
[about miracles]whether

If I‘)OtJ What kind of or not\we can'discover it

in practice, andit'is a
method should be strictly: scientific answer.
The methods we should
Used? use to settle the matter, in
the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely:
scientific methods."
[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]

If not, what kind of

EhiloSephicallinethes




nerelisianianswento!
evenyisuchiguestion
[aboutimiracles]whether

Why can 't that or not:\we can discover it

in practice, andit'is a

method be used for strictly scientific answer.
questions about The methods we should

use to settle the matter, in
miraCIeS? the unlikely event that
relevant evidence ever
became available, would
be purely and entirely.
scientific methods."
[Richard Dawkins, The God Delusion, 59.]

Etienne Gilson

Etienne Gilson
1884'1978 P AT
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Etienne Gilson
1884-1978

Etienne Gilson
1884-1978

=\etaphysicaliadventures
areldoomeditoifaillwhen
theigauthersisubstitute
thelfiundamentallconcepis
ofiany/particularscience
forthoseloffmetaphysics:
liheclogylogiciphysics;
biclogy s psychology,
SOCIelogyreconemicstane
fullyicompetentteiselve
theigownipreblemsiby;
theigeownimethods:

zon thelotherhand= ¥ ¥as
MEEPIWSIES ElS £l
transcendingiallfparticular
knowledgesnolparnticular
sciencelisicompetent
eithertorsolve
metaphysicaliproblems?
oniteljudgeithein
metaphysicaliselutionsss

(EtiennelGilsonsThelUnitylodRhilosaphical
ExpeliencelppR309:8il0)!
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Experience

How (o | Kaow thst | Kaow?

Classical Empiricism, Presuppositionslism, sad the Psevdo-Chslleage of e Mairix®

Richard 6. Howe, Bh.0.
Souvihera Evaagelicsl Seminsry
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a

d to,allhiss servaﬁ".’""‘
{3} the great i
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- Acts 10:37-41 <

"And we are witnesses of all
things which He did both in the
land of the Jews and in
Jerusalem, whom they killed by
hanging on a tree. Him God
raised up on the third day, and
showed Him openly, not to all the
people, but to withesses chosen
before by God, even to us who
ate and drank with Him after He
arose from the dead.”

- Luke 1:1-4 <

"Inasmuch as many have taken in
hand to set in order a narrative of
those things which have been fulfillea:
among us, just as those who from the
beginning were eyewitnesses and
ministers of the word delivered them to
us, it seemed good to me also, having
had perfect understanding of all things
from the very first, to write to you an
orderly account, most excellent
Theophilus, that you may know:the
certainty of those things in which. you
were instructed."

- jie-mml
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< 1 John 1:1-3 =

"That which was from the beginning,
which we have heard, which we have
seen with our eyes, which we have
looked upon, and our hands have
handled, concerning the Word of life—
the life was manifested, and we have
seen, and bear witness, and declare to
you that eternal life which was with the
Father and was manifested to us—that
which we have seen and heard we
declare to you, that you also may have
fellowship with us; and truly our
fellowship is with the Father and with
His Son Jesus Christ.”

the two' dls%@fples on'\the way to Emmaus i- R five, hundredbreth | 1 Cor 15:6)
{ (Llike 24:13- 35) b I ] ? Jam%sh(rlgg’r{w 7)
) YA S Pallk(Aetsi9:1-9)
: o
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. Concern;
\ Tabout

N

Empiricism?

To BegSure ...

. : £
v*Our sensory faculties are'not
‘@mniscient.

v Our sensory faculties are*notiinfallible.

v Our sensory.faculties are not
unaffected by our Fall in Adam.
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You hgar concerns like

> WEmpiricism can't give you logic.

»Empiricismean't give you metaphysics.

> WEmpiricism can't give'you morality.
Empiricism canjt givesyou,God.
Empiricism can't justifysinduction: .
Empiricism shows that deduction is nothing more than a
circular argument.

Empiricism is just another way of saying that science is the
lonly way to truth.

SomeyMistakenresponsesy. ..

’r :
So‘n#e Chiistiansimistakenly: thﬁvk %at our

itallen natlre prevents humans'from
Knowing any truthfthreugh.ouksensessand,
thus, argue thatthe Presuppositional
apolegeticicmethod is required.
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SomeyMistaken‘responsesy. ..

:
Some Christians mistakenly, thin;lrtff‘)at what
S neede.d.‘is some sort of "balanceads
apologetic in terms*ofiwhich,theymethods of
empiricism-are supplemented by other:
means,of."knowing," often drawing
elements of Rationalism or Intuitionism.
F L

SomegMistaken responsesy. .

'
Some Chiistians mistakenly: tghi.mfﬁthat
Special Reyelation (the. Scriptures)are
somehow given bylGedias,aemedyatorthe
failings of our senses.

ri
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Response

"
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Step\h’en Jay Gould Alister McGrath Ricthalid Dawkins

(19%1-2002)

Facts and the Relationship
of Science and Religion

111



Paleontologist, evolutionary
biologist, and historian of
science

Taught at Harvard and New

Step\ Jay Gould York University
(1941-2002)8 _
Famous for his theory of

punctuated equilibrium

Was very interested in the
relationship between science
and religion

"We may, | think, adopt

this word and concept to

express the central point
of this essay and the

Ste h Ja Gould .. .
P sl principled resolution of

supposed 'conflict' or
'warfare' between science

and religion.




"No such conflict should
exist because each
subject has a legitimate
Step\ — magisterium, or domain
(19%1-2002)8 of teaching authority—

"and these magisteria do
not overlap (the principle
that | would like to
designate as NOMA, or

Ste h Ja Gould \ :
P sl nonoverlapping

magisteria')."

[Stephen Jay Gould, "Nonoverlapping Magisteria," downloaded from
http://www.stephenjaygould.org/library/gould_noma.html, assessed
Jan. 8, 2018]




"The net of science
covers the empirical
universe: what is it made
to, I of (fact) and why does it
(1941-2002)8 work this way (theory).

"The net of religion
extends over questions of
moral meaning and
value.

Steph Jay Gould
%” -2002)8




"These two magisteria do
not overlap, nor do they
encompass all inquiry
Step\ — (consider, for starters, the
(16%1-2002)8 magisterium of art andthe
meaning of beauty).

"To cite the arch cliches,

we get the age of rocks,
and religion retains the

rock of ages; we study

St h Ja GO Id
P houae  how the heavens go, and

they determine how to go
to heaven."

["Nonoverlapping"]




-
Stephen Jay Gould
(1991-2002)

Non
Overlapping
Magisteria

i

Stephen Jay Gould
(1991-2002)

NO MA

Science Religion
(Factsgnd (Moral Meaning
Theories) and Values)




A
ol 4
Alister McGrath

¢ Andreas Idreos Professorship
of Science and Religion at
Oxtord University

Senior Research Fellow at
Harris Manchester College,
(@)% o) e!

A
ol g ‘
Alister McGrath

"There is, of course, a third option—that
of 'partially overlapping magisteria' (a
POMA, so to speak),




A
ol 4
Alister McGrath

"reflecting a realization that science and
religion offer possibilities of cross-
fertilization on account of the
interpenetration of their subjects and
methods."

[Alister McGrath and Joanna Collicutt McGrath, The Dawkins Delusion? Atheist
Fundamentalism and the Denial of the Divine (Downers Grove, IL: 2007), 41

Partially
Overlapping
Magisteria




Common factual claims
of science and religion

e.g., information
content in biological
systems

(Facts and (Facts and
Theories) Values)

Former Charles Simonyi
Professor of Public
Understanding of Science,

Oxford University y

Author of The Selfish Gene;  Richar@iDawkirs
The Blind Watchmaker: The &
God Delusion, and more

famous for his theory of
memes

outspoken atheist
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Ric"g Dkins
Completely

Overlapping
Magisteria

COMA

Science
(Facts and Values)
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Some peoplerhave
a “functionals
definitioniof;
religion:
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i ia I" ."2"‘}; -\‘Q-
: tipWe, must~.
!

'.

\ I’felp'%oeople\k :

‘4-‘-\‘ f‘ N

*aunderstand that
JChrlstlanlty i

T S =L 55 a
0 makmg'clalms"
i !“” t reallty ‘

l

Faith and\

Reason .«
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& Uses of the Term “Eaith’ «

¥
> COMMON: syn‘ony‘rr]mjjs with the term
‘religion’, e.g., the Christia;n fiaith

> THEOLOGICAL: theologicaltvirtue, “... fer by
grace are you saved through faith ..." (Eph.
2:8)

» EPISTEMOLOGICAL: relevant to how we
come to know reality and hold certain beliefs
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ROBERT R. REILLY

How Intellectual Suicide
( In"l"t':'l’{'i':'l f.'ra‘{' 'lf{'fh"ﬂ"i'?
Islamist Crists

Wi caribatiens ry h ’
: = :I Péﬂl Boyd

Uraig A Bad A J{f

.
fean &, Padoett ‘

mitise. Faith and Reason
THREE VIEWS
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“Miisconcepti
“Fail)

L 4
| &

T aniabaliaving in somethinsawneh

-y

comimen sense tells you natis.”
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turn. Wherelscience

S NCENVAYES ISV WhETR (©

exciting proofs’oflitsiclaims?

Dan Brown

"I really: wasnit'sure w[m@ﬁ@ﬁ@

turn Where science

Do we as
Christians
maintain that
Christianity (as a

religion) wants

one to “"accept

everything on
faith"?

Dan Brown
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Popular Misconcebﬁi@

Faith

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

129



THE NEW YORK TIMES BESTSELLER

, THE
BN Dz
@E::wﬁ—mﬂ

o e are willimg o s

—Naiulin Angler, Koy Yok Tiwar Dowk Review

FAI'T H

SAM HBARRIS

“Religious faith
is the belief'in
historical and
metaphysical

propositions
without sufficient
evidence."”

[Sam Harris, The End of Faith: Religion, Terror, and
the Future of Reason'(New York: \W-\W. Norton,
2004),232]
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“Faith'is the mortar.
thatfills the cracks'in
the evidence and the
gaps in thellogic, and

thus'it is faithithat

keeps theiwhole
terrible edifice of
religious’ certainty.
still looming
dangerously over our
world. "

[Harris, The End. of Faith, 233]
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“Faith'is an evil
precisely
because it

requires no

Justification
and brooks no

argument.”

*FaIT}h/Fand\.
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Bertrand
Russell

Why|Am Not
a Christian

and other essays on religion and related subjects

- :
Bertrand Russell
(1872-1970)

WAS [@@E’]“. the km of

[@@

be shaken by COMIERY
evidence. Or, if contra

evidence might induce
doubt, it is held that

R
contrary evidence must ,
be suppressed.” ’
i[Beitiand Russell, Why | Am Not a Christian and !
Essays on Religion and Related Subjects,

(Newr York: Simon and Schuster, 1957), from the Bertrand RU SSG”
e (1872-1970)
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ATHEISN\

THE CASE
AGAINST

GOD

BY GEORGE H. SMITH

George H. Smith

recongiliationtor

common ground.
Faith'is belief
without, or.in . spite
of reason.”
George H. Smith [George H. Smith, Atheism: The Case Against God

(Buffalo: Prometheus, 1979), 98]
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Peter Boghossian 9

Peter Boghossian b

"Cases of faith

are in-sltr"a.ne.e S

something you
don't know."

[Peter Boghossian, A Manual for Creating Atheists
(Durham: Pitchstone, 2013), 24]
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Neil deGrasse Tyson
on God, Religion
and Faith

wiMise
mFali-’r}h ndhl?efason




Natural

Theology,

Comprising “Nature and Grace”

by Professor Dr. Emil Brunner y
and the reply “No!* i i

by Dr. Karl Barth HE g

Emil Brunner & Karl Barth

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. Peter Eraenkel, iniNatural.
Theology: €omprising “Nature .and Grace* by

Professor Dr. Emil'Brunner and.the'Reply: “No!* by
Dr. Karl Barth (Eugene: Wipfand Stock: 2002), 75]

Natural Theol’og.y arises from
(God'siGenerallRevelation.

ultimate through His taking 6.m
human nature in,the

e Incarnat-l
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PFVELATION

GOD'S

INTROTO

7

O=
—2
()%
=
&

VORKBOOK
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A

CHRISTIAN
THEORY

OF KNOWLEDGE

Cornelius Van Til \’(
(1895-1987) Y

CORNELIUS VAN TIL

"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

(1lzt;|g|)ps1%L]1rg Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing, Cornel | US Va n TII \‘
(1895-1987) Y
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ORLDVIE“ S

sweRs Fogr AN "EvorurioNizen” C

HODGE | KERBY | LISLE | Mc

"We all have the same
evidence; but in'order 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, “€an Creationists Be 'Real’
Scientists?" in Gary Vaterlaus, ed., War of the
Worldviews: Powerful Answers for an

"Evolutionized" Culture (Hebron: Answers in
Genesis, 2005) , 124, 125]
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m Answers

Bible

S —

Faith vs. Reason

Some Christians have the idea that faith and reason are in confliet,
divided by some unbridgeable chasm. They think that one takes over
where the other leaves off. In reality, faith and reason work together
Newsletter seamlessly to help us know and love our Maker.

en reason and faith. On the one hand, God
d reason for what we believe, and
th other people (1 Peter 3.15). Sowe
attemnpt to show unbeli our belief in the Scriptures is reasonable, justified,

and logieally defensible. The Bible

makes sense.

/ % Latest Answers

DATES
ANSWERS UP! Stay upto date each week with top articles, blogs,
v

news, videos, and more.

—— N\ oo |

logiciwhichle
the) @b@ﬂm ofi

[EESCRIek Since laws of
logic cannotbe observed

with the senses, our
confidence in them is a type
of faith,”

JiEaithfand Reasons
ttps://[answersingenesis: org/apologeﬂcs/falt

Ose/22)
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Eislelisiconfusing
having/faith that’Xtis
thue withPXibeingfself=
evidently’orundeniably

true:

.

- Ioglc whichic
prescribelthelcorrect: @lh?ﬂm of

- [EESe e Since laws of

-‘Ibgic cannot be observed
= with the senses, our
confldence'ln-them-ls-a:type

- offaith.”
Rlason'lisleEaithfand R 1
Ritps://answersingen glapologetiesifaiavssicason) d
083122 e ty—

mlscorﬁe‘p
Fal’rkh ramdrl?




*PfﬁY!HM..u.=

With contributions by ‘
:»4 ™~

(raig A. Boyd h M

Alan G. Padgett “

wiisie . Faith and Reason
THREE VIEWS

epiTeD BY Steve Wilkens

=

"Faith, as vy’_g';[fl,;as what we call reason,

are not incompatible but belong to
separate orders of significance. ...
Faith is neither irrational nor
suprarational. It has nothing to do
with ‘reason’ per se. ... God does not
speak in syllogisms or make
philosophical claims that require the
fallible human intellect to
demonstrate them."

[Carl A. Raschke, "Faith and Philosophy in Tension," in Steve Wilkins,
ed., Faith.and Philosophy: Three Views (Downers Grove: IVP
Academic, 2014); 63, emphasis in original]
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“Meaning istultimately determined by
how thelintricate structures of
communication work together.in an
overarching manner, and it is up to
the interpreter to provide a new
framework of discourse in which
what was first written or spoken can
be fleshed out. The ‘truth’ of a text
can be discerned in its deployability
within a particular set of life
circumstances.”

[Carl A: Raschke; "Faith and Philosophy in Tension," in Steve Wilkins,

ed., Faith and Philosophy: Three Views (Downers Grove: IVP
Academic, 2014), 61, emphasis in original]

“Propositional logic, whether
exercised.for the clarification of
terms in;a‘formal argument or to

prove the validity of some simple
assertion, is inadequate to make
sense out of the ‘revealed’ truth of
Scripture for one compelling reason:
it speaks to the disinterested
intellect, whereas God through his
Word speaks to the whole person,
including the human heart and what
in both ancient Greek and later
Christian philosophy is known as
synderesis, or ‘conscience."

[Carl A: Raschke, "Faith and Philosophy in Tension," in Steve

Wilkins; ed., Faith and Philosophy: Three Views (Downers Grove:
IVP Academic, 2014), 61, emphasis in original]

Carl A RESENE

Ctavrl ARaschke
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Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

T
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LIS
1
e
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|| iy 3 L

A PRIMER ON |J
POSTMODERNISM |

b
- STANLEY |. GRENZ i

“In contrast to the modern
ideal of the dispassionate
observer, we affirm the
postmodern discovery
that no observer can stand
outside the historical
process. Ner camn We
universalxeulturallys
neutiall as]
Unconditioneafspecialists
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“In contrast to the:modern
ideal of the dispassionate
observer, we affirm the
postmodern discovery:
that no observer can stand
outside the historical
process. Ner can e
universalgcultinallyd
Ineutrall as

UncenditioneafSpecialiStsh
Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

If what Grenz says is true,
then his own statement itself
does not come from an
observer who stands
"outside the historical
process” and, thus, the
statement is not itself
“neutral knowledge” coming
from an "unconditioned
specialist.’

Since this is the case, why.
should we believe that it is
objectively true?

“On the contrary, we are
participants inour
historical and cultural
context, and all our
intellectual endeavors are
unavoidably conditioned
by that participation.”

[Stanley J. Grenz, A Primer on Postmodernism (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans, 1996), 166]
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=

Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

4 Ifialllourintellectual

I CENOIRS Y EVLE

"Onitheicontrary, we are "una VOidably Conditioned"
participants in.our

e BT then)Grenz'siown: statement

context, and all our

intellectual endeavors are i S i ts el f "u na VOi da bl y

unavoidably conditioned

by that participation.” (o0)1) ditioned. -

Butiifthisistatementiis
sunavoidablyiconditioned;&
theyiwhyishouldiweltakelit

aslobjectivelyitrue?

"Postmodernism stresses the
distinction between objectivity of
facts, versus objectivity of
knowledge or people. It accepts
the possible existence of facts
outside human context, but
argues that all knowledge is
mediated by an individual and
that the experiences, biases,
beliefs, and identity of that
individual necessarily influence
how they mediate any
knowledge."

[Dan McGee, "Truth and Postmodernism" downloaded from

https://medium.com/@danmcgee/truth-and-postmodernism-
816ea9b3007a, 05/09/22]
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E.
([1938-2007)

E.
([1958-2007)

“TA} helpal and thuwaugh guideboak”

Werd o WEW GROUP of

LEADERS who are SHAPING the

the

YOUNGER
Evangelicals

Facing the
CHALLENGES

of the New "

i ARE S ‘

|
robert L WepuR

“In the twenty-
first century
world ... the new
attitude ... is'that
the use of reason
and science to
prove o
disprove afact is
questionable: ...
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“This ... points
... to the
postmodern
conclusion that
we deal with
‘interpreted

1 facts.' ...
=, Welaloer |
_ (1988-2007)

“In the
postmodern
world, both

believers and
nonbelievers are
people of faith."

[Robert EXWebber, ihelYounger Evangelicals:

Facing the €hallenges of thelNew! World (Grand
Rapidsi Baker,;2002);'84]

E.
([{©58-2007)"
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ONLINE

Home

HOMILETICS INTERVIEW: Robert E. Webber

What Younger Evangelicals Want—and Are
Getting!

Robert E. Webber is the William R. and Geraldyn B. Myers Professor of Ministry at Northern
Seminary in Lombard, Illinois, one of the only seminaries in the country that offers a Master’s
and a Doctorate in worship and which has intentional studies that integrate worship and
spirituality into the program. He is also the President of the Institute For Worship Studies
which offers a MWS (Masters of Worship Studies) and a DWS (Doctor of Worship Studies). He
is also Professor of Theology Emeritus at Wheaton College, Wheaton, Illinois.

Robert E. Webber
Dr. Webber has lectured on worship in nearly every denomination and fellowship, and has
authored or edited more than 40 books on ip i ing the eight-vol work, The - -
Complete Library of Christian Worship. His most recent books include: Planning Blended Other _HOm“etICS
Worship (Abingdon, 1998), Ancient-Future Faith (Baker, 1999), and Journey to Jesus Interviews:
(Abingdon, 2001).

His latest book, The Younger Evangelical (Baker, 2002), is attracting broad attention and A
interest because of its incisive look at a new emerging leadership in the church, while at the Richard Ward
same time pausing to look at the leadership models of the 20th-century church. =S

Preaching Is an Incarnational Event

Jesus and the Consumerist Culture

Dr. Webber was scheduled to speak at a conference in Grand Rapids, Michigan, on Radical Tyler Wigg Stevenson

Orthodoxy, where Homiletics was to meet up with him for this interview. But he called a few

days before the conference to say that he had had back surgery and wouldn’t be there. So we Taking God to Work —

met with him in his home in Wheaton, where in the kitchen, and in a straight-back chair, he David r

gladly and graciously discussed his observations about a church that is in the midst of change

and the Younger Evangelicals who are leading the way. Why Things Are the Way They Are

Homiiletics: To start, we should probably clarify the categories you develop for evangelicals in the 20th Paul Shepherd

century and the early 21st century. You identify traditional, pragmatic and Younger Evangelicals. What -

defines these groups? Let’s Try to Keep the China on the
Table —

Webber: The underlying idea of these three groups is that evangelicalism seems to follow the curvature Na'é)'ewright

of culture and reflects culture. And if you look back over the last 50-60 years, culture has actually gone _

through three very distinct groupings: Boomers, Gen-Xers and now Millennials. It seems to me that as Stitching Together the Patchwork

evangelicalism encounters each cultural shift that each cultural shift as they integrate with it gives a Famil)

different shape and form, not so much to the message, but to the way in which the message itself is Barbara Carnal

- —

Homiletics: So then, the Traditional
Evangelicals function within a modern
worldview that is rationalistic, and
propositional.
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Webber: "That probably is the most
distinguishing feature of the
Traditionalists. They've been shaped
by the Enlightenment. So they work
with modern philosophy, a modern
understanding of science, history,
sociology. They're modernist, and so
they interpret the Christian faith
through these modern categories.

Webber: "And what’s very interesting
about Traditional Evangelicals is that
the categories through which they
interpret the Christian faith are almost
regarded as sacred, almost as sacred
as the Christian faith itself. So if you
say, 'Well, | don’t believe in evidential
apologetics,' there’s something wrong
with you."

[http://www.homileticsonline.com/subscriber/interviews/webber.asp, accessed 09/05/20]
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The' ClaBsjigal View

£a i’réh’f@ dsReason

Classical View of Faith and Reason

Reason

Believing Believing
something on | something on
the basis of the basis of

demonstration. authority.
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Consider
Fermat's

Last Theorem.

Ple re de FeJmat

(@601- 16651)

-

y
Pythagorean Theorem

x2+y2=zz
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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 sce 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’ asserts that every clliptic 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 s-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.

nQ
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Classical View of Faith and Reason

Faith

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.

[A Treatise on the Predestination of the Saints, 5: "To Believe is to Think AUg US't'l me
with Assent” https://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/inpnf105.xxi.ii.v.html,

d 09/30/22] (352—-430)
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"Heaven forbid, after all, that
God should hate in us that by
which he made us more
excellent that the other
animals. Heaven forbid, | say,
that we should believe in
such a way that we do not
accept or seek a rational
account, since we could not
even believe if we did not

have rational souls."

AuguSTine sl
[Letter 120, in Letters 100-155 (Vol. 11/2), trans. Roland Teske (Hyde
Park: New City Press), p. 131] (354—430)

“In certain matters, therefore,
pertaining to the teaching of
salvation, which we cannot
grasp by reason, but which
we will be able to at some
point, faith precedes reason
so that the heart may be
purified in order that it may
receive and sustain the light
of the great reason, which is,
of course, a demand i/
of reason!"” Gseustine
A(8547430)

[Letter 120, Teske, p. 131]
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ZThoselthings are said. to be
presentitoithe understanding
whichldo not exceed its
capacityisolthat the gaze of
understanding may be fixed
onlthem< For a person gives
assentito'suchi things
becauselofithe witness of his
ownlunderstanding and not
becauselofisomeone else’s
itestimony:-

glThoselthings, however,

whichiarelbeyond the power

offourunderstanding are said

tolbelabsent!from the senses

ofithe:mind: Hence, our

understanding cannot be
fixed on them.
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@Astalresult, we cannot
assentito'them on our own

witness; but on that of
someone else: These things
arelproperlyicalled the
objects! of faith. "

I QNAATNINTeplyiranstamesiVa McGlynn| (Indianapolis:
[FAcket1994)§2495250]

E@nelwho believes
lite¥yhas'faith] gives
assentito things that
areiproposed to him

bysanother person,
and\which he himself

does not see."

R QXIS ,Ar_;gp_[y, transsYamesiVa MeGlynn (Indianapolis:
{ecketi1994)3249:250]
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!
e_ijfectly comprehends i
5'

Himselffand.naturally sees His 3¢ 3”’
essence.” ! T
[SCE, & e[l /emontJ  Bourke, (NotrelDame: University of 3 Th omas 'g\‘q u I n as

ol e R (1225=1274)

thowever, which do not come
ngelofithese principles, like

on, also future contingents
ers of this sort. The human
know/theselwithout being
Iumined by a new. Iight

gy Questions |-V of His Commentary on the
anstArmandiMaurer (Teronto: Pontifical
iesI1987),:17]

159



known lth certainty, through hlS ,works by the
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John Calvin
(1509-1564)
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John Calvin
(1509-1564)

THE
WORKS OF
JOHN OWEN

volume four

"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
. B
original integrity,lisistill
adorned andiinvested
B withfadmirable gifts
i fromlits Creator.

[lnstitutes of-'?tﬁg. Christian é‘f{gio:7,2.2.15, frans.
Henny/Beveridge, (GrandiRapids: William|B*
Erdmans), 236]

Yyonn Owen
(1616-1683)
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"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."

[John ®©wen; “helReasoniof Faith,*intThel Works| of
Johnl@wen, volt 4 (Edinburgh:The Banner of Truth
Trust, 1967),:20]

CLASSIC REPRINT SERIES

Discourses UrpoN
THE EXISTENCE
AND ATTRIBUTES

ofF Gop

bp
Stephen Charnock

Yyomn Owen
(1616-1683)

M,

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)
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"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),
271]

"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.]

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)

Stephen Charnock
(1628-1680)




I Am Put Here
for the Defense of
the Gospel

edited by
Terry L. Miethe

defending the Hand maid
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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.

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.

165



% -
The Bible

. s =



