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KNOWLEDGE 

 “How do you know?”  That’s a legitimate question to ask anyone who makes a truth 

claim.  Whether the claim is a Christian one (such as “Jesus is Lord”) or an atheistic one (“there 

is no god”), we should question how people know what they claim to be true.  As we continue 

our look at the philosophical backgrounds to apologetics, we would do well to ask this question: 

How do we know anything at all?  More specifically, we want to ask the question, How do we 

know God? 

 The study of knowledge is known as epistemology.  It concerns how and why we know 

what we know, and it is one of the major concerns of philosophy.  As we will see, all knowledge 

rests of faith, belief in certain truths that we can’t actually prove.  James Sire illustrates this idea 

when he writes, “I believe lots of things.  From the simple matter of believing that my computer 

will work when I turn it on to the much more questionable belief that my broker is honest or my 

fiancée loves me in ways she loves no one else, everything I do is predicated on belief.”
32

  It is a 

false idea to believe that one must be a person of either reason or faith.  It is disingenuous to put 

science against faith.  Reason and science require faith in order to work. 

 However, this does not mean we can’t know anything, or that faith is blind faith.  We 

have ways of testing what we believe to be true, to gain more certainty of that our knowledge.  

Ultimately, we can claim to know truths because we trust in God, the author of all truth. 

Ways of knowing 

 Generally, we know something when we think it, when the thought of something is in our 

mind.  Every bit of knowledge comes to our minds by way of our five senses, as well through 

direct communication from God.  (The materialist, of course, assumes there is nothing 

supernatural.  Therefore, he or she would not acknowledge this “sixth sense.”)  The following 

diagram illustrates this idea. 

 

     Sense of sight    Sense of hearing 

  

 

 

Sense of touch          Sense of smell 

 

 

 

   Sense of taste    Spiritual communication 
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In this diagram, our mind is “inside the box,” along with all previous knowledge and anything 

our mind creates, such as our emotions, our dreams, and our imagination.  When we learn 

something, it comes from “outside of the box” and into our mind through our five senses.  When 

we read something, we are relying on our eyesight.  When we hear something (someone speak, 

the sound of a siren, a piece of music), we rely on our hearing.  The same is true for the things 

we touch, taste, and smell.  We have no way of knowing almost anything outside of using these 

senses, which we trust are reporting accurately to us.  In order to know any truth (or claim to any 

truth), we must trust that our mind and our senses do not betray us.  We must trust that they 

function properly and report to us what is real. 

 In this scenario, there are many outside-the-box issues.  Everything, beyond our feelings, 

dreams, and imagination, is outside of the box and reported to our minds (inside the box) through 

our senses.  (Christians should also acknowledge that God is able to communicate directly to us 

through the Holy Spirit.  However, this communication is in a sense subjective and must always 

agree with the objective content of the Bible.)  Our certainty of our knowledge of the truth rests 

in our belief that our senses are working properly. 

 Once again, Sire illustrates how much our knowledge rests on belief. 

 Take an illustration from practical living.  We believe the milk is fresh 

when we pour it in the glass; we recognize our mistake when we begin to drink it.  

We have started with a belief based on past experiences, of course.  We have 

acted on that belief, and we have found ourselves mistaken.  Quite an ordinary 

occurrence, to be sure. 

 But do we recognize that what looked like an application of simple basic 

reason is itself based on belief, actually at least two beliefs?  First, we trust our 

senses: we believe what our taste tells us.  Second, we trust our reason to draw the 

proper conclusion from the sense of taste.  In a strict sense, we can actually prove 

neither one.  Every test for the validity of our senses relies on our senses 

themselves.  Every test for reason relies on reason. 

 We can test the performance of our senses against a standard outside our 

own sense.  For example, we can ask a friend to taste the milk.  But there is no 

standard outside human taste for human taste.  Likewise we can ask a friend 

whether she thinks the milk is sour.  Actually she might say, “No, it’s fresh milk, 

but it’s from a dairy that gets its supply from a special kind of cow.  Its milk just 

tastes different.  You’ll get used to it and learn to like it!” 

 In that example, our knowledge of the quality of the milk rests in our trust of the friend.  

Once again, we see how knowledge rests on faith.  However, this does not mean that we are 

always in doubt.  I have no reason to doubt that my senses work properly, that they can indeed 

report reality to my mind.  I also trust that my mind works properly, though I understand that at 

times my emotions can distort my thinking.  If, for some reason, I doubt that one sense, such as 

my sight, is not working properly, I can test something with another sense, such as touch.  I look 

out the window and can’t tell with certainty that it is raining, I can go outside and feel the 
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raindrops.  In the example that Sire provides, we could ask several friends to see if the milk is 

spoiled or if it tastes different because it is organic or from special cows or whatever. 

 This thought leads us to another level of knowing, represented in this diagram. 

 

      Parents       Teachers 

  

 

 

Experts          Authorities 

 

 

 

   Journalists    Friends 

In this diagram, the box includes you and everything you know (or, perhaps more accurately, 

everything you believe you know).  The things that you can know on your own (assuming your 

senses are working properly!) are things you can observe and things that you can test on your 

own.  In other words, you can know with more certainty the things that you directly experience.  

In this category, we could include knowing people (whom we experience directly), the weather (I 

can experience the local weather right now), general patterns in life, and even science, should we 

be scientists.  (If we are scientists, we must not only assume that our senses work properly, but 

we must also assume that our instruments work properly.  Science requires a great deal of faith.)  

These are the inside-the-box issues. 

 However, if we are being honest, we must realize that there are many things that we can’t 

know directly through observation and experience.  We often rely on others (by faith) for 

information.  Everything that comes to us from others are outside-the-box issues, such as history, 

areas of study about which we know little or nothing, events that happen in different parts of the 

world, and so on.  As Dinesh D’Souza writes, “We frequently make decisions based on faith.  

We routinely trust in authorities and take actions based on their claims that we don’t or can’t 

verify.”
33

 

 Our parents and other family members teach us things and if we trust them, we believe 

that what they teach us is true.  The same is true of public school teachers and college professors.  

If they have a certain education and degree of proficiency, we usually assume they are teaching 

us things that are true, even if we can’t prove it.  For example, I studied music as an 

undergraduate and graduate student.  I can’t prove that a man named Beethoven actually 
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composed a symphony we know as “Beethoven’s Fifth.”  I have seen paintings of this Beethoven 

person, but I didn’t see him set pen to paper and compose any works.  But I trust professors as 

well as those who write books about music history and I have no reason to doubt that Ludwig 

van Beethoven actually composed some of the greatest pieces of music in history.  

 In the same way, we trust many authorities such as government officials and scientists.  

We often trust journalists and media outlets to report truth, though we often maintain some level 

of skepticism concerning the media (as well as the government and scientists).  We also trust 

friends, pastors, and many other people to tell us things that are true, even though we have no 

way of proving that what they are saying is true.  To give another example, I have seen pictures 

of the Great Wall of China, but I have never been to China.  I have no way of knowing that such 

a wall is actually in China.  I must trust that the ones relaying those pictures are telling the truth.  

I have at least one friend from college who has walked on that wall—or so he says.  Could he be 

lying?  Can I trust his report about the existence and location of such a wall?  I could look at 

satellite images of China to find the Great Wall, but how do I know those images weren’t 

doctored?  The only way to know is to go there myself, and I may never do that, though it is 

within the realm of possibilities to travel there. 

 When it comes to knowing history, we must rely on the reports of historians, as well as 

evidence such as artifacts (coins, ancient inscriptions, bits of pottery, etc.) and any primary 

documents, like original letters.  It is impossible to go back in time to witness historical events 

firsthand, so we must rely on historians.  Verifying the authenticity of artifacts requires a level of 

faith, so we must rely on archaeologists and other experts.   

 However, this does not mean that we can’t know any outside-the-box issues.  We often 

verify information by checking several sources.  If I read several books about Beethoven from 

different authors writing from different times and places, I must assume there actually was a man 

named Beethoven who composed music.  The only other conclusion I can come to is that a 

massive, worldwide conspiracy exists to fool everyone, when in actuality a native African 

actually wrote those famous pieces of music, not a German.  Since no evidence supports such a 

conclusion, I determine that it is unreasonable. 

 On other occasions, we will some evidence that contradicts our conclusions (or the 

conclusions of the experts and authorities we normally trust).  In those moments, we either 

continue to trust the authorities or we can try to weigh the evidence ourselves to determine what 

is true.   

 What if we put all of humanity inside the box, along with all knowledge acquired through 

human effort?   This diagram would look something like this: 

 

 

           

 

 

 

The sum total of human knowledge 

All humanity 

Historical reporting, scientific testing, 

observation, experience, philosophy, etc. 
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All the writings of humans from all times would be inside the box.  All historical reporting, 

scientific testing, and other observation would be inside the box.  So would all human wisdom 

and philosophy.  Because all of humanity knows so much, we seem not to realize we are in a 

“box.”  Sometimes we think that human knowledge is only limited by time.  Given more time 

and progress, we will come to know everything—or so we think.  If the distance between us (in 

the center of the box) and the edges of the box is all human knowledge, we can’t even see the 

sides of the box, because they are so far away from us.  We can only see the horizon line.   

 However, even though human beings know much through historical reporting, reason, 

science, math, and philosophy, there are still things we can’t know from within the box.  The 

outside-the-box issues are things like the purpose of life (why are we here?), the origin of the 

universe (how exactly did everything come into existence), the meaning of death (why do we 

die?), what happens after death (is there an afterlife?), and the problem of evil (why is there pain 

and suffering?).  Any knowledge about such issues has to come from outside of the box.  The 

diagram would then look like this: 

 

    God 

  

 

           

 

 

 

We are not able to get to God through reasoning or investigation.  There is a ceiling to our 

knowledge.  “Christianity teaches that while reason can point to the existence of this higher 

domain, this is where reasons stops: it cannot on its own investigate or comprehend that 

domain.”
34

  God, who knows all things, is able to reveal things to us through the Bible as well as 

through the testimony of the Holy Spirit, the Church, and individual Christians.  God is both 

transcendent (beyond creation) and immanent (near, able to enter into creation).  He is the only 

who is able to tell us why we are here, what happens when we die, and other outside-the-box 

issues.  And we must rely on God through faith, just as we rely on human authorities and our 

own senses. 

 That is the point: all knowledge requires faith.  Faith in God is no less rational than faith 

in historians or faith in our own ability to acquire knowledge through observation.   
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Presuppositions: how we determine what is true 

 Our goal in knowing is to know what is true.  It is not enough to take in information.  We 

must also try to verify whether any information is true.  When we debate whether something is 

true, we present an argument.  Whether we realize it or not, this involves some basic philosophy.  

According to John Collins, “Philosophy is the discipline that studies how to think clearly: to 

know what is a good argument that deserves our agreement because it makes its point, and what 

is a bad argument that we should reject.”
35

  He then states that our arguments use data (facts) and 

good reasoning.  Generally, we collect our data and, by using logic, we come to certain 

conclusions.  However, these conclusions are often based on things that we take for granted.  

Collins calls these “touchstone truths,” though others would call them presuppositions.   

 A presupposition can mean something that we suppose or assume beforehand.  It can also 

mean something that we must logically assume before we can know anything else.  The Oxford 

Dictionary of Philosophy defines a presupposition in this manner: “Informally, any suppressed 

premise or background framework of thought necessary to make an argument valid, or a position 

tenable.  More formally, a presupposition has been defined as a proposition whose truth is 

necessary for either the truth or the falsity of another statement.”
36

 

 Let me give an example of a presupposition.  I assume that my mind works well.  I don’t 

think about this at all (well, except for now) and neither do you.  But we assume that our minds 

function properly.  We also assume that our five senses (sight, hearing, touch, taste, smell) work 

properly.  Those are basic presuppositions that are often correct, even though we would have a 

hard time proving that our eyes actually report to our mind what really exists.  (We could 

corroborate our eyesight by touching everything we see, but then we are assuming that our 

nervous system is functioning properly, and on and on it goes.)  I then use my mind and my 

senses as criteria for investigating what is true and what is not.   

 When we think about history, we often assume that historians have told us the truth.  

Even though we can’t prove much, if anything, that happened in history, we presuppose certain 

events.  I can’t prove when and where I was born, beyond my birth certificate, which I assume is 

accurate, and my parents’ testimony, which I assume is true.  I don’t go around questioning such 

things.  I presuppose them.  

 When we Christians make arguments for God, we presuppose that he exists.  We also 

presuppose that the Bible is truly the word of God.  The existence of God and the inerrancy and 

infallibility of the Bible are touchstone truths for the Christian.  They are foundational truths 

from which we can argue, though we can’t prove them beyond the shadow of a doubt.  

 For the atheist, the touchstone truth may be human reasoning.  An atheist assumes his 

ability to reason is accurate and trustworthy.  He presupposes that his reasoning will not betray 

him.  He may question why humans have the ability to reason, but he doesn’t doubt his 

reasoning, even though he can’t prove it beyond the shadow of a doubt. 

                                                 
35

 C. John Collins, Science & Faith: Friends or Foes? (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2003), 19. 
36

 Simon Blackburn, The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy, 2
nd

 ed. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 289. 



140 

 

 

 

 Atheists often make science their touchstone truth, their chief presupposition.  The 

natural sciences are conducted on the basis of presuppositions.  The National Science Teachers 

Association defines science in this way: 

 Science is a method of explaining the natural world.  It assumes the 

universe operates according to regularities and that through systematic 

investigation we can understand these regularities.  The methodology of science 

emphasizes the logical testing of alternative explanations of natural phenomena 

against empirical data.  Because science is limited to explaining the natural world 

by means of natural processes, it cannot use supernatural causation in its 

explanations.  Similarly, science is precluded from making statements about 

supernatural forces, because these are outside its provenance.  Science has 

increased our knowledge because of this insistence on the search for natural 

causes.
37

 

If you look carefully at that definition, you see that it assumes the universe operates according to 

regularities.  It assumes that laws of physics remain the same and do not change from day to day.  

It assumes that certain empirical data can suggest what always happens.  So, for example, it 

assumes that water always boils at 100°C at sea level, even though it would be impossible for 

any human to have tested how all water boils at all times at sea level.  Scientists assume that if 

the boiling point has remained the same thousands (even millions or billions) of times, then it 

must remain constant.  Furthermore, this definition of science assumes only natural causes, not 

supernatural ones.  Though it claims to make no statements regarding supernatural forces, by 

assuming the universe operates according to natural forces, it assumes that God is not needed to 

providentially maintain and direct his creation.  We will return to the issue of science later, but it 

is enough for now to realize that scientists presuppose many things, too.
38

 

 Presuppositions are very helpful things.  We use them to evaluate whether other things 

are true or not.  The important thing, however, is choosing the right presupposition.  If we have 

the wrong presupposition or set of presuppositions, we will distort all facts, which will be made 

to fit into our presuppositions.  John Frame uses the example of a paranoid person who believes 

that everyone is out to kill him.  He interprets every act of kindness as part of an evil plot to do 
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him in.  There is no reasoning with him because he assumes that you are trying to trick him.
39

  

Unbelievers—whose presupposition is that there is no God, or who presuppose a false notion of 

God—are like that man.  They will continue to interpret the evidence for God in light of their 

presuppositions.  We must continue to present the evidence for God and truths from the Christian 

worldview with the hopes that God will open their eyes to see.  We can also show the 

inconsistencies in their own worldviews, with the hopes of causing them to doubt their own 

presuppositions.   

All reasoning is circular 

 Since everyone makes presuppositions about so-called touchstone truths, all reasoning is 

circular.  This may surprise us, because we generally view circular reasoning as false.  If I say, 

“The Bible is true because the Bible says so,” it is obviously a circular argument (what 

philosophers call a vicious circle).  John Frame calls this a “narrowly circular” argument.
40

  It is 

not a good way of arguing.  However, if I argue that the Bible is indeed God’s word, I can show 

passages from the Bible that state that God’s word is true, and that all Scripture is inspired by 

God.  I may choose to bring in extrabiblical evidence (such as manuscript evidence) to support 

my claims, but I am still saying, more or less, “The Bible is true because it says so.”  My 

argument can be more “broadly circular,” because it has more data, but it still rests on the 

presupposition that the Bible is authoritative and there exists no greater authority outside the 

Bible other than God himself. 

 This idea shouldn’t cause us great concern.  All systems of thought rely on circular 

arguments.  As Frame explains, 

No system can avoid circularity, because all systems (as we have seen)—non-

Christian as well as Christian—are based on presuppositions that control their 

epistemologies, argumentation, and use of evidence.  Thus a rationalist can prove 

the primacy of reason only by using a rational argument.  An empiricist can prove 

the primacy of sense-experience only by some kind of appeal to sense-experience.  

A Muslim can prove the primacy of the Koran only by appealing to the Koran.
41

 

The rationalist says, more or less, “My reasoning is true because human reason says so.”  Of 

course, that would be very narrowly circular and unpersuasive argument if put in such terms.  

Therefore, the circle is broadened.  The scientist says, in essence, “The findings of scientific 

methods are true because science says so.” 

 Perhaps the easiest way to understand this concept is to listen to what pastor and author 

Douglas Wilson says in a documentary called Collision.  The documentary showed Wilson in a 

series of debates with Christopher Hitchens, a prominent atheist.  The film also shows Wilson 

and Hitchens separately, talking directly to the camera or to audiences in different forums.  In 

talking to a group of atheists, this is what Wilson said about circular reasoning: 
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 I want to base everything on the Bible.  If you say, “Why do you do that?” 

and I said, “Well, as it says here in Romans . . .” you’d say, “Wait, wait, wait, 

wait, I’m challenging your authority.  You can’t just flip to a verse.”  Because 

you’d say I’m begging the question, I’m reasoning in a circle. 

 Well, I would say the same thing here: if a person says, “I want to base 

everything—my whole worldview—on reason,” I would say, “Why do you want 

to do that?  Why do you do that?”  When he turns to give me a reason, what’s he 

doing?  He’s flipping open his bible. 

 There’s simply no way of escaping circular reasoning.  The only question is whether the 

foundation of that circle is solid.  If we are reasoning from reason, we have to examine reasoning 

carefully and ask, Where does reason come from?  If we are reasoning from science, we should 

ask, Why is science reliable?  Why does the universe operate according to regularities?  If we 

keep asking types of questions, we can conclude that human reason comes from a perfect, 

intelligent mind, the very mind of God.  (If we don’t come to this conclusion, we don’t really 

have an authoritative basis for showing how and why human reasoning is reliable.)  We can 

conclude that the universe normally operates according to regularities because God upholds the 

universe and sustains it at his command.  This explanation also tells us why miracles are 

possible.  God is able to command them, just as he usually commands things to operate in a 

regular, “normal” way.   

Types of knowledge  

 When we discuss truth and knowledge, we should acknowledge that there are different 

types of things that we know.  Knowing math is very different from knowing a person.  Knowing 

a historical fact is very different from knowing the sound of someone’s voice.  Usually, 

knowledge of different things requires different ways of knowing.   

 John Collins states four types of knowledge.  One, we can know that something is true.  

We can know facts of various kinds: historical, theoretical (such as mathematics or logic), 

scientific, theological.  Two, we can know how to do something, a certain type of skill.  Three, 

we can know a person.  Four, we can know one thing from another.  In other words, we can 

distinguish apples from oranges.
42

 

 Philosophers call the first type of knowledge propositional knowledge.  When trust 

certain facts to be true, we are claiming knowledge of propositions.  The second type of 

knowledge is skill knowledge, how to do something.  The third type of knowledge is knowledge 

by acquaintance.
43

   

 If we stop and think about these types of knowledge, we will realize that knowing a fact 

is very different than knowing a person.  We know facts by either testing them or directly 

observing them, or by relying on the tests and observations of others.  We claim to know other 

facts by inference, by drawing conclusions based on other facts and logic.  We know how to do 
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something by being taught that skill and by practicing it.  We know people by meeting them, 

talking with them, and observing how they live.  These are different types of knowledge. 

How we know God 

 We must acknowledge two things regarding the knowledge of God.  First, there is the 

propositional knowledge of God.  According to Romans 1:18-25, everyone has propositional 

knowledge of God.  Everyone knows something of his eternal power and divine nature.  

According to James 2:19, even demons have propositional knowledge of God: “You believe that 

God is one; you do well.  Even the demons believe—and shudder!”  However knowing about 

God is very different from actually knowing him.  The people of God have relational knowledge 

(knowledge by acquaintance) of God.  Our goal as apologists and evangelists is to lead people to 

tell people facts about God with the hopes that they will actually come to know him, to have a 

relationship with him.  This will involve both propositional knowledge and knowledge by 

acquaintance.  And such knowledge leads to eternal life: “And this is eternal life, that they know 

you the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom you have sent” (John 17:3). 

 When we talk to atheists and agnostics, we need to remind them that God is a person.  He 

is not an impersonal force, much less a physical object to study.  He is not a relic from history.  

He is a living, personal God.  Therefore, we should remember that knowing him requires a 

different method of learning and investigating.  Getting to know a person requires listening to 

him or her, not just studying the person from a distance.  I could try to learn about a person by 

going through public records and even hiring a private detective.  I could do some Internet 

stalking and look at the person’s Facebook profile.  But that doesn’t mean I know that person. 

 This idea is captured in the lyrics of a song by that great philosopher, Sting, in his song, 

“Epilogue (Nothing ‘Bout Me).” 

Run my name through your computer 

Mention me in passing to your college tutor 

Check my records, check my facts  

Check if I paid my income tax 

Pore over everything in my c.v. 

But you’ll still know nothin’ ‘bout me. 

When a doctor gets to know a patient, he does more than just check that patient’s vital signs.  

Good doctors listen to their patients.  They ask questions and they consider the answers.  How 

much more should we be willing to listen to God? 

 Tim Chester and Steve Timmis express this idea very well. 

 Knowing one another always involves humility.  I need to approach others 

with humility because I am dependent on their disclosing themselves to me.  This 

is all the more so when another is superior in some way.  If I wanted to know the 

British monarch or the American President, I would have to approach them 

humbly, courteously, respectfully.  I would have to accept a relationship on their 

terms.  I could not ‘investigate’ them from a position of superiority.  Even in the 
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sciences you have to be humble before data, not imposing a view but being ready 

to accept what investigation reveals.  Knowing God also involves humility.  We 

come to him on his terms, dependent on him to disclose himself.
44

 

 We will discuss various evidences for God.  But these are never more than the clues of 

God.  When we discuss the origins of the universe, science, or morality, we are not studying 

God, but we are examining clues that he has left behind.  In that way, we are like detectives 

examining a crime scene, looking at the evidence and coming up with the best hypothesis that 

will explain the facts.  But that doesn’t lead us to know God, just to know that he exists. 

 In order to know God, we must humble ourselves.  We must listen to him and we do that 

by reading the Bible.  However, to know God truly—to have a saving relationship with him—we 

must be known by him.  Consider these verses. 

29
 For those whom he foreknew he also predestined to be conformed to the image 

of his Son, in order that he might be the firstborn among many brothers. 
30

 And 

those whom he predestined he also called, and those whom he called he also 

justified, and those whom he justified he also glorified. (Rom. 8:29-30) 

14
 I am the good shepherd. I know my own and my own know me, 

15
 just as the 

Father knows me and I know the Father; and I lay down my life for the sheep. 

(John 10:14-15) 

27
 My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they follow me. 

28
 I give them 

eternal life, and they will never perish, and no one will snatch them out of my 

hand. (John 10:27-28) 

But now that you have come to know God, or rather to be known by God . . . 

(Gal. 4:9a) 

God knows his people.  He knew them before he created anything.  To be known by God is to 

know him.  That is why J. I. Packer writes, “What matters supremely, therefore, is not, in the last 

analysis, the fact that I know God, but the larger fact which underlies it—the fact that he knows 

me.”
45

 

The revelation of God 

 As discussed earlier, knowledge of God is an “outside-the-box” issue.  We can’t know 

God by investigating his creation (though we can know certain things about him that way).  In 

order to know him, he must reveal himself to us.  God has revealed himself through mighty acts 

in history (creation, flood, the ten plagues in Egypt, parting the Red Sea, etc.), through 

appearances (called theophanies, such as the burning bush, the cloud by day and the fire by night 

in the wilderness, etc.), through his audible voice (to Moses and various prophets and leaders), 

through the prophets, and chiefly through Jesus.  God’s revelation also includes the Bible, in 

which he tells us about himself, about redemptive history, and about how to interpret reality.   
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 The Christian way of knowing, then, is what Graeme Goldsworthy calls Christian theism.   

 This position recognizes the dependence of man upon God for true 

knowledge.  The Word of God must instruct us in the various details of what God 

has said and done to rescue us from the consequences of our rebellion.  It must 

also instruct us in the method by which we read and understand the Bible.  There 

is no self-evident logic discernible outside the Bible; no naturally discerned rule 

as to what is possible or impossible.  God as creator must interpret every event 

and every fact in his universe.
46

 

Goldsworthy contrasts this way of knowing over against atheistic humanism, which assumes that 

there is no God and many can know everything on his own, and theistic humanism, which 

assumes that God is only concerned with “spiritual” matters, but still places man above God in 

gaining knowledge.  Christian theism is another way of saying that God is our presupposition, 

and we presuppose that we know him through his word. 

 Goldsworthy comes to this same conclusion.  

Presuppositions, then, are the assumptions we make in order to be able to hold 

some fact to be true. . . .  In the end we must come to that which we accept as the 

final authority.  By definition a final authority cannot be proven as an authority on 

the basis of some higher authority.  The highest authority must be self-attesting.  

Only God has such an authority.
47

 

This is why Christians view God’s word as the greatest authority.  It is his communication to us.  

Because God knows all things (remember, he is outside the box and he made the box and all that 

is in it) and because he is true, he alone is able to tell us everything.  Of course, we accept the 

Bible as the very words of God by faith.  We can provide reasons for why we do this (I don’t 

advocate blind faith), but in the end we can’t prove it is God’s word.  However, by this point, we 

shouldn’t let that idea bother us.  All knowledge rests on faith. 

 Christians have another way of knowing, and that is the person of the Holy Spirit.  “The 

Holy Spirit convinces us that God’s Word is the truth.”
48

  He opens up our eyes to see truth (John 

3:3-8).  He renews our minds to know truth (Rom. 12:2). He gives us assurance that we are 

children of God (Rom. 8:16). We must remember that sin affects everything, including our 

ability to think rightly.  Theologians call this the noetic effects of sin.  Satan blinds the minds of 

unbelievers to keep them from seeing the light of the gospel of Jesus Christ (2 Cor. 4:4).  Only 

God has the power to make light shine in their hearts so that they know him (2 Cor. 4:6). 
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BELIEF 

 Finally, we must discuss belief, or faith.  We have seen that our knowledge of the truth 

rests on faith.  It is impossible to separate truth, knowledge, and belief.  Therefore, it is 

unreasonable for an atheist to pit reason or science against faith.  The atheist needs just as much 

faith to hold his worldview as the Christian does his.   

 In our discussion of the gospel, we talked about what biblical faith is.  Faith is trusting 

God.  It involves knowing him, loving him, and obeying him.  The great example of faith in the 

Bible is Abraham.  He trusted that God could do impossible things, but he didn’t trust blindly.  

God spoke to Abraham.  God gave him many promises.  God lead him out of a problem in Egypt 

(Gen. 12:10-20).  God helped Abraham rescue Lot by defeating several kings (Gen. 14:13-16).  

God blessed Abraham through the ministrations of Melchizedek (Gen. 14:18-20).  God gave 

Abraham reasons to trust him.  Abraham “believed the LORD, and he counted it to him as 

righteousness” (Gen. 15:6).  God didn’t tell Abraham everything, but he gave Abraham reason to 

trust him. 

 The author of Hebrews calls faith “the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of 

things not seen” (Heb. 11:1).  Faith is assurance, or certainty, of things we can’t see.  But it isn’t 

a blind hope.  Faith says, “Though I can’t see God’s face, I know he is real.”  Christianity is a 

historical faith which rests on truth.  Christians believe in God because they believe he is true.  

They believe Jesus actually is the perfect God-man.  They believe he actually lived, died, and 

rose from the grave.  In other words, we believe the message of Christianity, just as we believe 

anything, because we believe it is true.   

 James Sire, a Christian philosopher and apologist, wrote a book called Why Should 

Anyone Believe in Anything at All?  The book is the result of many presentations that Sire gave 

on college campuses.  In these talks, he discussed the reasons for faith.  He gave this presentation 

at over 150 universities and colleges.  At about thirty of these schools, he had people pass out 

index cards that asked the same question: Why should anyone believe in anything at all?  He 

received many different types of answers.  He grouped those answers into four large categories: 

sociological reasons, psychological reasons, religious reasons, and philosophical reasons. 

 The sociological reasons included:  

My parents believe X.  Therefore I believe X. 

My friends believe X.   

My society believes X.   

My culture in general holds X. 

The psychological reasons included: 

X gives meaning, purpose and direction to my life. 

X gives me a sense of identity. 

X relieves guilt and the fear of a future in hell; it gives me a sense of peace. 

X makes me feel good. 

X is a crutch for those who can’t stand reality 
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The religions reasons included: 

My pastor/guru/religious authority figure told me. 

I read it in a book (Bible/Qu’ran/Rig Vedas). 

Miracles prove the truth of X. 

I have a direct experience of God. 

I have had a profound religious experience. 

The philosophical reasons included: 

X is true. 

X is reasonable. 

X is logical. 

There is empirical evidence for X. 

I have experienced X. 

X gives the best explanation for the tough issues of life.
49

 

 After reviewing all the responses, he concluded that people should believe something 

only if they think it is true.  Sire writes, “For me . . . it is important that an argument for belief (1) 

be based on the best evidence, (2) be validly argued and (3) refute the strongest objections that 

can be made.”
50

  He adds, “I became a believer because what was presented to me appeared 

true.”
51

   

 For most of these supposed reasons for believing something, we can find good reasons 

not to believe.  If your parents taught you things that were wrong, such as racism, should you 

really believe them?  If you believed something because it made you feel good, would you 

actually disregard reality, which often makes us feel bad?  Clearly, these are not good reasons.   

 The only reason we should believe something is if it is the best explanation of all the 

evidence we have.  It should account for all the relevant data, the facts.  It should be internally 

consistent.  It should be consistent with all other things we hold to be true.  And it should cohere 

with all our other beliefs to give us a more coherent picture of the world and our existence than 

any other explanation.  A belief should therefore have consistency, coherence, and completeness.   

 Only a belief in the true God, revealed in the pages of Scripture, can stand up to such a 

test.  The Christian belief offers the most consistent, coherent, and complete accounting of all 

that we experience in our lives.  Therefore, it is a reasonable faith.  That is why Garrett DeWeese 

and J. P. Moreland write, “What should matter in matters of faith is knowledge, not merely 

sincere belief; good reasons for faith, not mere hunches; truth, not feelings.  We can rightly say 

that Christianity is a knowledge tradition, meaning it is more than ritual or emotions.  

Christianity claims certain things can be known.”
52
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Summary 

 Truth is what accords with reality, what actually is.  This is what we call the 

correspondence view of truth.  While we may not know all truths in the universe, we can know 

many of them.  More specifically, we can know truths about God because he has revealed them 

to us.  All truth is, in some sense, revealed to us, whether it is through our senses, other people, 

or divine revelation.   

  We have demonstrated that all knowledge relies, to some extent, on faith, whether that 

faith is part of an established religion or not.  Our knowledge rests on an ultimate touchstone 

truth, or presupposition, some concept that we cannot actually prove.  Accurate knowledge is a 

“justified true belief.”
53

  If we can show that this belief is grounded in a self-evident truth (what 

philosophers call a “properly basic” truth), or a truth supported by a hypothesis that is consistent, 

coherent, and able to explain all of the evidence, then we can say our knowledge is justified. 

 Of course, our concern is to know the truth about God.  All humans have a basic 

knowledge of God, but they suppress that truth in order to pursue sinful desires.  When God 

opens up our hearts and minds to receive his word (through the regenerating, transforming power 

of the Holy Spirit), we are able to know the truth about him and, more than that, we can actually 

know him.  That is, we are able to have a relationship with God. 

 In order to pursue truth and the knowledge of God, one must be open to having a 

relationship with him.  One must be willing to know him as a person, not just a set of facts.  

When we present the rational evidence for God, as well as our testimony of how God has 

changed us and blessed us, we can offer a winsome case for Christ. 

QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 

What are the various theories regarding truth?  Which is the true one? 

What do you say to someone who says we can’t know the truth about God? 

What do you say to someone who says there is no one true religion? 

How do we know anything? 

How do we know God? 

How would you respond to someone who claims that he or she is a person of science (or 

reason), and not faith? 

How does knowledge of a person differ from knowledge of various facts? 

How can you help someone consider that knowing God is different from knowing facts 

about God?
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