
CHAPTER FIVE: TOWARDS A THEORY OF IMPLIED
PERSONAL INFALLIBILITY

The classic fundamentalist stance may be summarised in the following

Fundamentalist Argument:

There is one truth of God's revelation, and one true meaning of
scripture. We Christian fundamentalists do not doubt that, by the
grace of God, we hold the truth of God's revelation, and the one true
meaning of scripture. Therefore, if others do not agree with us, ipso
facto, they do not hold the truth of God's revelation or the one true
meaning of scripture.

St. Augustine (354-430) well understood that if the church dared to admit to even a

single error in the Bible, who could say there wasn't an error on every page. The

resurrection story might then be false and everyone's hopes would be in vain.' In the

history of Christianity, various bodies of Christians have claimed infallibility for the

ex-cathedra utterances of their spiritual leader, inerrancy for the words of scripture

that human beings wrote, and absolute truth for human formulations of doctrines and

dogmas. Not only do each of these claims border on the absurd, but the evil that has

been done by papal claims, biblical claims, and doctrinal claims can be documented

all too easily. One has only to look at the Crusades, religious wars, the Inquisition, or

at the way the Bible has been used in the defence of such outdated evils as the divine

right of kings, the condemnation of science, and support for slavery, segregation,

second class status for women, homophobia, and religious persecution.

Fundamentalist believers of all stripes routinely hold that they have 100% confidence

in their source of divine revelation which is, in turn, 100% reliable. If we can speak

of 100%, can we also speak of belief being held to varying degrees of confidence in

1 'The most disastrous consequences must follow upon our believing that anything false is found in the
sacred books.... If you [even] once admit into such a high sanctuary of authority one false statement,
there will not be left a single sentence of those books, which, if appearing to anyone difficult in practice
or hard to believe, may not by the same fatal rule be explained away as a statement, in which
intentionally, the author declared what was not true.' St. Augustine in Epishila, 28
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an authority which may be considered to be somewhat less than 100% reliable?

Obviously, there are some beliefs which we hold with great confidence and others

about which we are not so sure. But we do not go about mentally computing the

precise degrees of confidence with which we hold various beliefs. But if it were

analysed I might discover that, for example, I have only an 80% degree of

confidence that my train will get me to my destination on time, but I will necessarily

have a much higher degree of confidence, say, 99%, in the reliability and

competence of the train driver to deliver me there alive and uninjured, or else I may

not board the train. But what happens if we find that a religious authority which

we've held with 100% confidence to be 100% reliable, is proven to be unreliable on

a few points of doctrine or teaching? Some may simply adjust their degree of

confidence in the reliability of the authority accordingly, while others may see their

belief-system as a package deal which must either be rejected or accepted outright as

a whole.

But the purpose of this theory is to examine the notion that the process of a religious

believer's discerning an allegedly infallible source of religious truth, knowledge, and

enlightenment, necessarily implies the absurd notion of corresponding equal

infallibility on the part of the believer in discerning that source.

Durkheim proposed that religion is a fairly direct outgrowth and reflection of the

social structure, even to the degree that when people talk of "God" they are really

talking about their society, which they have unconsciously elevated to a position of

ultimate authority.' Tillich calls theology the 'attempt to derive the concept of

religion from one's own revealed, and therefore true, religion'. 3 And indeed, most

religions claim to have a privileged purchase on the truth, which is the claim that

defines a religion as a religion, as opposed to a mere opinion - even if those

privileged purchases on the truth often disagree as to what constitutes the truth, as if

they were, after all, merely differing opinions. Which, of course, is what the

`Ronald L. Johnstone, Religion and Society in Interaction: The Sociology of Religion. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1975, 136.

3 Paul Tillich. What is Religion?, trans. James L. Adams. New York: Harper and Row, 1973, 40.
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secularist says they are. Nonetheless, most systems of religious belief rely on some

perceptibly infallible source from which their adherents draw beliefs, inspiration,

values and certitude. That source may take many forms, e.g. for Catholics, the Pope

when speaking "ex cathedra" on faith and morals, for Protestants, the Bible, for

members of the Bah'ai Faith, the Universal House of Justice, for Muslims, the

Qur'an, etc. In acknowledging or accepting that infallibility, whether actively or

passively, the adherent believes that a correct choice has been made in locating the

source of infallibility, and that no mistake has been made. To admit the possibility

that this is not so would serve to undermine the very reliability of that infallible

source. The act of choosing an 'error-free' source of authority implies that the

choice-making was equally 'error-free'. So that in choosing what is believed to be

an infallible authority the believer necessarily exercises what can be seen as implied

personal infallibility.

Or so it might seem. But the theory is, of course, an ironic one which points to the

impliedness of personal infallibility in the act of conferring or accepting a source of

infallibility, but holds that the notion of personal infallibility is untenable. Its

message to the believer is simply to be aware (i.e. beware) of the implications of

claiming to rely on an infallible source. It's effectively an antidote to unthinking

acceptance of the very notion of infallibility, or at least the notion of being able to

know and discern infallibility - infallibly.

What is meant by infallibility, or as some prefer it, inerrancy? As Jack Rogers points

out, the term means different things to different people who affirm it.' That is, for

some conservative Protestants, the term "inerrancy" symbolises Biblical authority

which demands general acceptance of Biblical teaching as true, without dictating

specific beliefs. The term also describes a reverent attitude of obedient listening to

the Word of God as expressed in the Scriptures. Although not crucial it is worth

4 Jack Rogers. 'Inerrancy', A New Handbook of Christian Theology, ed. Donald W. Musser & Joseph
L. Price. Cambridge: Lutterworth Press, 1992, 254.
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noting that, according to Rogers, this attitude is expressed in the classical Christian

creeds and confessions by the term 'infallibility'.5

For other conservative or fundamentalist Protestants, inerrancy describes a particular

theory that the Bible gives accurate and up-to-the-minute information, not only on

religious matters, but on all matters the Bible addresses, such as science and history.

This encourages a literalistic reading of the Bible as a book speaking uniquely to our

own time. The first recorded use of 'inerrant' in English was in 1652 with reference

to movement of the planets. In the 18th century, the rise of empirical science led

some Christians to defend the Bible's accuracy on scientific grounds. Rogers

continues:

`The reigning philosophy of Scottish Common Sense encouraged a literal
reading of Scripture by asserting that all people in all times and places, think
alike. This attitude, brought to North America by John Witherspoon in 1768,
foreshadowed resistance to biblical scholarship that stressed the uniquely ancient
and New Eastern aspects of biblical literature.'

The concept of inerrancy came into significant theological usage in the period of

Scholastic Protestantism late in the 17th century. In response to threats from

Counter- Reformation Roman Catholics and the rise of philosophical rationalism,

theologians such as Francois Terretin in Geneva shifted the authority of the Bible

from its infallible religious content to its inerrant literary form. The Helvetic

Consensus formula of 1675, encouraged by Turretin, claimed inspiration even for the

(non-existent) vowel points in the original Hebrew manuscripts.

The notion of scriptural inerrancy is very evident in conservative, fundamentalist

North American Protestantism which seems to lead the world in resistance to

contemporary biblical scholarship. Turretin's theology and Common Sense biblical

interpretation were standard at Princeton and many other American theological

seminaries from 1812 to the 1920's. In response to the new Higher Criticism of the

Bible, A.A. Hodge and B.B. Warfield of Princeton Seminary co-authored an article

5 ibid, 255.
6 •ibid.
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on inspiration in 1881. It became the classic American definition of inerrancy.

Hodge contended:

`The historical faith of the church has always been, that all the affirmations of
Scripture of all kinds, whether of spiritual doctrine or duty, or of physical or
historical fact, or of psychological or philosophical principle, are without any
error, when the actual words of the original autographs are ascertained and
interpreted in their natural and intended sense.''

Warfield gave the apologetic defence of this doctrine, arguing that: `No "error" can

be asserted, therefore, which cannot be proved to have been aboriginal in the text'.

Since none of the original manuscripts of the biblical writings existed, the Old

Princeton apologists claimed to have an unassailable case! Harold Lidsell's 1976

book The Battle for the Bible began a campaign to purge Evangelicism, an American

movement older and broader than fundamentalism of 'false evangelicals' by

branding many self-identified evangelical persons, churches, and institutions as false.

Only those who adhered to Lidsell's theory of the inerrancy of Scripture could wear

the evangelical label. He wrote that when the Bible speaks on matters of 'chemistry,

astronomy, philosophy, or medicine', it contains no error judged by current

standards. Thus, for Lidsell, 'the Bible, if true in all its parts, cannot possibly teach

that the earth is flat 	 or that events happened at times other than we know they

In 1978 a US organisation called The International Council on Biblical Inerrancy

initiated a ten-year drive to 'attempt to win back that portion of the church which has

drifted away from this historic position of inerrancy'. The initial position paper of

the group, The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy, manifested the influence of

two kinds of inerrantists. One group, primarily biblical scholars, made significant

qualifications in the theory, including denial 'that inerrancy is negated by Biblical

phenomena such as a lack of modern technical precision, irregularities of grammar

or spelling, observational descriptions of nature 	 etc'. 9 Another group, composed

of theologians, apologists, and philosophers of religion, asserted a theory that

Quoted in ibid.

8 ibid, 256.
9 ibid.
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supported Lidsell's approach, saying that God caused each biblical writer 'to use the

very words that He chose.' The inconsistency between a theory that asserts that

God chose the very words of the biblical writers and the experience of biblical

interpretation that includes irregularities of grammar and spelling has not,

unsurprisingly, been resolved. In America, the words 'evangelical' and

`fundamentalist' continue to be used ambiguously. Inerrancy may properly be

regarded as a fundamentalist attempt to explain evangelical faith in the authority of

the Bible and to commend a literalistic reading of Scripture.

According to Peter Phan, the Roman Catholic interpretation of the term 'infallibility'

means inability to err, not freedom from sin or moral perfection." That is, the gift of

truth given to the Church by its founder Jesus Christ is preserved from corruption.

Phan cites Vatican l's definition of papal infallibility in 1870 as 'the infallibility with

the divine Redeemer willed his Church to be endowed in defining the doctrine

concerning faith and morals'.

Phan points out that the majority of Churches have objections to such a definition,

but that some accept the infallibility of an ecumenical council. But he also says that,

`Recently, some Roman Catholic theologians have begun questioning the validity of

the doctrine of papal infallibility either on philosophical grounds or on the basis of

the doctrine's alleged lack of biblical foundation, or on the argument that the bishops

at Vatican I were deprived of sufficient freedom to express their opposition to the

doctrine. '12

I would argue that the practical effect of the Church's claim to infallibility is that, for

its members, the Church becomes the ultimate authority in those areas of faith and

morals, and members are expected to accept magisterial teachings in those areas.

1 ° /bid

11 Peter C. Phan. 'Infallibility', The Modern Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. Michael Glazier & Monika K.
Hellwig. Newtown, NSW: E.J. Dwyer, 1994, 425.

12Phan, op. cit., 426.
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Effectively, the responsibility for deciding what to believe in those areas is assigned

by believers to the magisterium of the Church.

Without suggesting that the Church authorities are political charlatans, I would argue

that a loose analogy can be drawn between the psychological process implied above

and the scenario sketched by Jean-Paul Sartre. Writing in his notebook he refers to

the mindlessness that puts people at the mercy of political charlatans. Fools, he says,

give up their human reality and their liberty to the deceiver, who offers to take

responsibility for their decisions. This man is transformed 'into a god'.'3

If we transform a man or anything else into 'a god', or simply believe that we have

discovered a god, or THE GOD, then this, in a sense, allows us to abrogate

responsibility if we hold the belief that our choice or discovery of that god is

perfectly correct. Philosophers in the field of Religious Epistemology will discuss at

length what it means to hold what is termed a "properly basic belief'. What is a

"properly basic belief' is, as we have seen, a somewhat vexed question, but there

seems to be general agreement that they are beliefs which require no foundation.

That is to say, no foundation or ground other than themselves, as foundational, as

grounded. No justification other than themselves as justificator. But there is a sense

in which any belief is, if examined with the unclouded eye, grounded in some

experience or awareness. We might agree with Calvin when he proposes that all of

us have within us from the time of birth what he calls a `sensus divinitatis', that is, a

sense or awareness of the divine. And it is, according to Calvin, this 'sense of the

divine' which enables a believer to hold a belief in God, because God has implanted

that belief in our soul. But in saying this, he is expressing a belief that God has

implanted in us that which enables us to hold a belief in God. Is he not, therefore,

laying a 'foundation' for such holding a belief in God? And if we actively denied

the truth of the "sensus divinitatis" doctrine (the foundational belief), then we

probably would not hold a belief in God. So there is ground here to suggest that

even a supposedly 'properly basic belief such as belief in the existence of God

13 R. Hayman. Sartre: A Biography. New York: Carroll & Graf 1992, 266.
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relies, implicitly, on some Calvinist foundational belief Although the `sensus

divinitatis' belief-producing mechanism might seem to have a certain sense of

circularity when we consider that in order to believe that it is the sense of the divine

which enables a believer to hold a belief in God, we first have to believe that God

exists. But as Plantinga rightly points out, it is not the case that a person who

acquires belief by way of the sensus divinitatis need have any well-formed ideas

about the source or origin of the belief, or any idea that there is such a faculty as the

sensus divinitatis."

By what authority, then, does a person think their beliefs are true? Perhaps we can

postulate, in general terms, external authority and internal authority. Whatever may

have been the external authority (e.g. custom, observation, God, etc.), or internal

authority (reason, logic, personal experience, including psychological/spiritual

experiences), must there not be a stage prior to acceptance of a belief which

effectively licenses that belief by accepting the authority of the authority? That is,

the external authority or internal authority could still be rejected as flawed in some

way. If we take an intense spiritual experience, which might be seen by the observer

as an internal experience, or by the subject as an external experience because it was

something which happened to him or her - not psychologically induced by the

subject - then effectively there would need to be, I would argue, a phase of accepting

that experience as valid or invalid, before one came to accept the belief resulting

from that experience, as valid or invalid. In describing a religious conversion

Proudfoot notes that the convert 'believes that his experience has been produced by

something outside of him. That belief is itself constitutive of the experience. An

assessment of the event as experienced by the subject must therefore include an

assessment of the truth or falsity of the belief . 1 ' Similarly, psychologists Fraser

Watts and Mark Williams claim that religious experience, like scientific data, comes

14 Alvin Plantings. Warranted Christian Belief New York & Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000,
179.

15 Wayne Proudfoot. Religious Experience. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985, 177.
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not in a raw form, but already interpreted in the light of theoretical or doctrinal

concepts.'

The authority on which belief is based, whether it's external or internal, is capable of

being rejected as flawed, as in the instance of Ebenezer Scrooge, in Charles Dickens'

A Christmas Carol, who puts it to one of his 'Ghosts of Christmas' that the

apparition might simply be the result of an inadequately digested dinner. When the

ghost is outraged at the mere suggestion that he might be an illusion or simply a

psychological state of affairs conjured up by physiological causes, Scrooge abandons

his invalidation hypothesis and accepts the experience as objectively valid. Or

perhaps the authority may be judged to be plausible but not wholly convincing, or

not convincing enough to 'license' or validate the holding (or changing) of a belief

or potential belief Or the belief-basing authority may appear to be intellectually

sound, but lacks psychological or aesthetic persuasion. For example, my friend may

hold a firm belief that the colours blue and green clash, and should therefore never

be worn together. She agrees that if I can demonstrate plausibly that blue and green

do not, essentially, clash, she will be willing to change her belief I then take her

outside and point to the green grass and the green foliage of the trees happily

co-existing against the background of the blue sky. She agrees that she has never

been troubled by this natural coexistence of green and blue, and that in nature there

seems to be no perceptible clash of such colours. I ask her why she thinks that blue

and green clothes clash when obviously blue and green in nature do not. She might

allow that she can now see no essential reason to continue holding the belief that

blue and green clothes clash. Equally, of course, she might say although the evidence

indicates that blue and green do not clash, she still believes, nonetheless, that blue

and green clothes do clash.

Creationist and scientist Dr Kurt Wise has even fashioned the notion of holding a

view in the face of all the evidence to the contrary into a principle of sorts when, as

16 Fraser Watts & Mark Williams. The Psychology of Religious Knowing. Cambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1988, 120.



112

we have seen earlier, he comments: 'If all the evidence in the universe turned against

creationism, I would be the first to admit it, but I would still be a creationist because

that is what the Word of God seems to indicate'. 17 It reminds one of Winston Smith

in 1984 struggling to believe that two plus two equals five if Big Brother said so. I

suspect that Dr Wise's angst stems from his failure to realise that the act of

conferring on the 'Word of God' the status of divine infallibility is basically an

assertion, or an assumption, or often a pre-reflective acceptance of a tradition, made

or granted by human beings, and that these are human (or fallible) assertions or

proclamations or acceptances of tradition. If one proclaims that one cannot be

wrong in making such an assertion, then, on this issue, one takes unto oneself the

attribute of infallibility. Having thus projected onto the Judeo-Christian 'Word of

God' the status of infallibility, the believer then regards it as an objective source of

authority and infallibility. Islam does exactly the same thing with the Qur'an, and

makes the same claims for its divine authorship, authority and infallibility. I wonder

how God feels about these claims? I also wonder how Dr Wise would feel about the

claim made Lama Tashi Tenzing, famed religious scholar and physician to the king

of Mustang (at the borders of Tibet and Nepal) who disputes the evidence that the

Earth is round. 'The Tibetan way teaches that the world is flat, with Lhasa at its

centre', he says.' Like Dr Wise he has invested his own religious authority - in this

case a traditional Buddhist Tibetan way' - with a supremacy that takes precedence

over any apparently competing scientific evidence. Dr Wise would no doubt protest

that the claimed infallible and inerrant status of his authority (the 'Word of God')

takes precedence over and ousts the Lama's claimed infallible and inerrant status of

his authority (the 'Tibetan way'). Ultimately the contest is between two human

ascriptions of authority and inerrancy.

St Augustine adds a further dimension when he says that: 'Nothing is to be accepted

except on the authority of scripture, since greater is that authority than all powers of

the human mind', and then adds: 'I would not believe the Gospel if the authority of

17 Kurt P. Wise. 'Geology', In Sir Days: Why fifty scientists choose to believe in creation. Green
Forest, AR: Master Books, 2001, 355.

18 Paul Raffaele. 'The Other Tibet', The Weekend Australian Magazine, April 6-7, 2002, 13.
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the Catholic Church did not compel me.' 19 Presumably he relies on his OW11

authority to accept the authority of the Church in order to accept the authority of

scripture. Thus, either a rejection or an acceptance of the grounds for belief (whether

overt and articulated to oneself or merely subconsciously processed) determines

whether a belief will be embraced or rejected. So that the conscious or subconscious

acceptance of the authorising or licensing determinant constitutes, effectively, the

conferring of authority to hold that belief. This is a conceptual variant of sorts of the

statement by Cameron: 'It is one of the built-in hazards of religion that we project

ourselves into God and then find in God the justification for continuing to be

ourselves.'"

In the majority of cases, the belief held is what is called a 'final authority'. That is,

the belief is focused on sustaining the notion that whatever `semi-final' authorities

may be used to discern it, what has been licensed is a 'final' authority of an infallible

or wholly reliable nature. We can see this sort of belief-making in action if we follow

the reasoning of Christopher Lamb when he writes on 'The Final Authority of

Christ.' If we divide what he says into sections this is how it goes:

[a] 'Christians cannot remain Christians and have an open mind about the final

authority of Jesus. If they do, it means that they really take their own judgement as

the final authority, usually on some philosophical principle.

[b] Of course, I have to be responsible in the end for all my judgements,

[c] but once I have found where the final word of God is expressed,

[d] I can only submit to it'. [My emphases]

This statement seems to propose two final authorities, firstly 'the final authority of

Jesus', and secondly 'the final word of God'. So that Jesus and the Bible are both the

final authority, i.e. appeals to authority can go no further than to Jesus and the Bible.

I take this to mean that whatever the Bible says is to be considered the final

19 Timothy Freke & Peter Gandy. The Jesus Mysteries. London: Thorsons/HarperCollins, 2000, 304 &
399.

20 Peter Cameron. Fundamentalism and Freedom. Sydney: Doubleday, 1995, 110.

21 Christopher Lamb. 'The Final Authority of Christ', The World's Religions: A Lion Handbook, ed.
Pat Alexander. Oxford: Lion Publishing, 1982, 369.
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authority, but that if Jesus is quoted in the New Testament as saying something

which revises something said in the Old Testament, then the words of Jesus

constitute the final authority. I take it that he presumes that God intends never to

make further revelations in the world beyond what is expressed in the Bible. The

statement says that the Christian believer, responsible in the end for his or her own

judgements, has, prior to the submission of the believer to "the final word of God",

exercised a judgement which was successful in locating where the final word of God

is expressed. Thus, not only can there be no doubt about the authority of "the final

word of God", there can also, by the self-same reasoning, be no doubt about the

accuracy of the judgement which located the final word of God. If there were a doubt

about the accuracy of the process of locating the final word of God, then there must

be doubt about whether the final word of God has, in fact, been located.

If all of this is so, it means that the locating judgement is, itself, infallible, i.e. the

statement (a) that Christians cannot take their own judgement - what we might term

`semi-final' judgement - as the 'final' authority, while true to the extent that it points

to another 'final' authority, cannot serve to reduce the status of the 'semi-final' to

anything less than infallible. If, according to Lamb, Christians cannot have an open

mind about the final authority of Jesus, i.e. they have no doubts about the final

authority of Jesus, then they do, at the very least, take the accuracy of their own

judgement to be on a par with the accuracy of the final authority. That is, it's

absolute - not relative, not conditional, not subject to doubt - in its reliability. The

accuracy of the judgement has to be utterly reliable to the point of infallibility. It's as

if the person making the judgement were saying something like: 'My judgement may

ordinarily be flawed or open to doubt, but in this task of picking out a final infallible

authority, my judgement cannot be flawed - I know it to be infallible'. However, I

would surmise that the average Christian would strenuously deny that his or her

judgement is infallible. But the implication of Lamb's line of reasoning is that the

Christian, although not normally infallible, must on this one occasion be infallible in

order to pick the correct infallibility or final authority. But if the Christian protests

that he or she personally can never be infallible (because that's the prerogative of
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God), then it follows that an infallible judgement in picking out the correct source of

infallibility can never be made. If this were so, and we make a choice, how can we

ever know with certainty whether we have correctly picked out a source of

infallibility? There are parallels in the Cartesian Circle. According to Descartes,

God, once his existence is established, functions as an epistemic guarantor - "The

certainty and truth of all knowledge depends uniquely on my awareness of the true

God, to such an extent that I was incapable of perfect knowledge about anything

until I became aware of him" (Fifth Meditation). But, as Cottingham comments,' if

this is the case, it is not easy to see how Descartes is in a position to establish the

reliability of the knowledge needed to establish God's existence in the first place.

This problem - the Cartesian Circle - was graphically highlighted by Descartes'

contemporary Antoine Arnauld: "How do you avoid reasoning in a circle when you

say that we are sure than what we clearly and distinctly perceive is true only because

God exists, yet we are sure that God exists only because we clearly and distinctly

perceive this?" Descartes' system cannot, it seems, entirely escape what has come to

be known as the 'bootstrap' problem. This is the most striking feature of the

Cartesian system from an epistemological point of view - its radically subjective

orientation.

And this, I would argue, is ultimately the most striking feature of attempts to

proclaim the successful location of an external source of infallibility. Take, for

example, the classic argument about the infallibility of the Bible. A believer might

say that the Bible is the inspired word of God, and that by virtue of that fact it is

necessarily infallible. So the Bible is therefore accepted as a true and reliable source

of religious knowledge. But who has conferred the status of 'inspired word of God'

on the Bible in the first place? The self-same believer. Or at the very least they have

accepted someone else's word that that is so. As with the Cartesian Circle, there is a

problem in establishing the reliability of the knowledge needed to discover the

source of infallibility. The fundamentalist 'creation scientist' Don Batten illustrates

22 Cottingham, John. 'Descartes, Rene', in A Companion to Epistemology, ed. Jonathan Dancy and
Ernest Sosa. Oxford: Blackwell, 1993, 96.
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this problem when he writes of his reliance on the 'ultimate authority' of scripture in

relation to what he has interpreted as an account of a literal six-day creation:

`If the Bible is the inspired Word of the One who was there in the beginning,
who never makes mistakes and never lies, then it should be the ultimate
authority. It should not be "reinterpreted" to fit the speculations of fallible men
who were not there in the beginning and certainly make mistakes. This would
make man the ultimate authority, not God'.23

If we examine that carefully, we will see that the opening words do not, in fact, have

the subjunctive quality of a provisional statement (as might be suggested by the

initial word 'if), but can be reformulated as something like: 'Given that the Bible is

the inspired Word of the One who was there in the beginning...', so that it is clearly

stated as the premiss that it obviously is. So that before the whole elaborate

superstructure of belief, of faith, and of commitment - what Batten describes in his

previous paragraph as a 'package deal' of the Christian life - can rely on the

acceptance or proclamation of the Bible as an absolutely reliable 'ultimate

authority', it must first rely on the foundational truth of his opening premiss, the

acceptance or proclamation of which as an absolutely reliable truth is the necessary

pre-condition to acceptance of the 'ultimate authority'. In which case, he would

need, first of all, to exercise an implied personal infallibility in establishing that

necessary pre-condition. That is, contrary to his protestations, he would not need to

be a fallible man 're-interpreting' scripture, to fall into the category of man as the

ultimate authority. For, although he obviously does not in any way regard himself as

a fallible utterer when he asserts the opening premiss of his argument, yet in essence,

despite his rejection of a scenario which 'would make man the ultimate authority,

not God', the man, Don Batten, does, implicitly, claim equal ultimate authority with

God. He discerns no epistemological problem in understanding the 'Word of God'.

In a similar vein, Peter Cameron points out that the process of establishing the canon

of the Bible was a human process. Over a period of centuries the church gradually

brought itself to regard some books as having authoritative or canonical status and to

exclude others.' Since those decisions were taken by human beings, it follows that

23 Don Batten. 'Agricultural Science', hi Six Days: Why Fifty Scientists choose to believe in Creation,
ed. John Ashton. Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2001, 375.

24 Cameron, op. cit., 135-36.
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whatever view you take of the inspiration or divine contribution to each component

part, the collection as a whole is contingent, i.e. it is a collection made by flesh and

blood. To insist that God was behind the formation of the canon is to assume what

you are trying to prove. In any event, the canon of scripture varies from tradition to

tradition, i.e. as between, for example, Catholic, Protestant, Eastern Orthodox, and

Ethiopian/Coptic canonical traditions. If all the human processes of determining the

canon were wholly directed by the Holy Spirit, we would expect to see unanimity

between the different traditions. So that in deciding what did or did not constitute the

`word of God', men (there were no women involved) were the final arbiters and

sources of authority (or else the Holy Spirit was very confused). Once again, the

principle of implied human infallibility is brought to bear. (And to insist, as do

fundamentalists, that the Bible (including the New Testament) is the sole authority

for Christian belief, would mean that none of the New Testament writers (and none

of the Early Christians who lived before the formation of the New Testament) could

have held Christian beliefs, since by definition the canonical Bible was not available

to them.) But I would argue, as does Wolper(' that underlying the aim of human

judgement in its drive for inerrancy and infallibility is the avoidance of what is seen

as the only alternative of paralysing uncertainty. Some sections of certain religions

have developed an obsession with the notions of inerrancy and infallibility in the

realm of religious knowledge. It is this which lay behind the attempts of the Early

Church to define its dogmas with ever increasing precision and accuracy, which in so

doing created great multitudes of heretics who happened not to hold exactly the same

views as the ruling theologians and Ecumenical Councils. Conway goes so far as to

suggest that the greatest flaw of all three major monotheistic religions has been their

credal imperialism and their recurring stance of 'our way and no other'. 26 I would

argue that this characterises a quest for absolute certainty which is reflected in

traditional Christianity's desire to portray itself to the world as wholly authoritative,

and as a repository of infallible doctrines of salvation and grace.

25 Lewis Wolpert. You have to believe in something. Electronic Telegraph Network, 25.01.01. URL:
http://www.telegraph. co. ukiet?ac=000166941319210&rtmo —VDwS8qkK&at... ecbelif25. htm

26 Conway, op. cit., 252.



CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION

Definitions of religion often invite or exclude the notion of subjecting religious faith

and belief to rational critique. Most religions posit a supreme reality that transcends

the empirical world, but there are two antithetical intuitions about the place of reason

and rationality in religion. One champions the rationality of religion and the other

denounces the idea that religion should be subject to rationality, i.e. a fideistie

outlook which can be seen from two different perspectives. Kierkegaard saw reason

as a false alibi which distracted people from authentic faith and obedience to God,

whereas Nietzsche saw reason as a false alibi which allowed people to put forward

claims which served their interests as if these were objective thoughts. Religious

fundamentalists employ both perspectives to suit their own purposes.

Modern Reformed Epistemology, derived largely from the epistemological claim for

the immediacy of our knowledge of God, effectively has ancient and mediaeval

antecedents which can be traced in the thinking of Plato, Augustine, and Calvin (his

senses divinitatis), leading to the notions of 'properly basic belief', 'warranted

Christian belief and 'justified knowledge', as articulated by Alvin Plantinga.

Reformed Epistemology has been accused of being best understood as a form of

fideism in which faith not only repudiates the notion that it requires no rational

support but may even trump the claims of reason. But when Plantinga attempts to

explain why just any belief, such as belief in the 'Great Pumpkin' could not be taken

as properly basic, if the holder of that belief genuinely thought that is was not an

arbitrary and groundless belief, he sidesteps the issue. It would seem that the

acceptance of the doctrine of proper basicality in Reformed Epistemology in its

extreme fideist manifestation, all too often divorced from the restraining influence of

apologetics and warrant, carries with it the germ of religious fundamentalism with all

its potentially negative connotations of exclusivist claims for privileged

epistemological status.
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This can be characterised as a 'fundamentalist mindset' which can be seen at work in

its rejection of science when it appears to conflict with what is perceived as the

`word of God'. The 'faith and reason' debate echoes the 'science and religion' debate

in which a conflicting-worlds model of religion and science is subscribed to by

fundamentalists, whereas Gould's NOMA (Non Overlapping Magisteria) thesis states

that science and religion have a clearly demarcated boundary and cannot conflict

because each operates in utterly different realms. The fundamentalist objects to what

is perceived as scientific pursuit of religion, believing that it is the domain of religion

to evaluate science, and not vice-versa.

A detailed examination of verifiable and falsifiable belief-claims in the

fundamentalist Fascinating Facts Booklet reveals numerous examples of intellectual

dishonesty or carelessness resulting in fraudulent and erroneous claims, and

belief-claims arising out of states of delusion in the areas of Biblical archaeological

studies, the characterisation of AIDS as a homosexual illness, various eschatological

themes, Biblical inconsistencies, and alleged Bible Codes. An examination of the

historical links between intense mystical, visionary experiences and apocalyptic

predictions, which, in both their bold confidence of formulation of beliefs arising out

of claimed direct experience of God and in the degree to which these beliefs proved

to be false, reveals a fundamentalist mindset very similar to that exhibited in the

Booklet. My conclusion is that when the fideist-inspired fundamentalist mindset

which makes metaphysical/theological claims which are beyond rational scrutiny, is

the same fideist-inspired fundamentalist mindset which also makes claims which are

not beyond rational scrutiny (as in the Fascinating Facts Booklet and the visionary

apocalyptic claims) but which are found, for a variety of epistemic reasons, to be

false and unreliable, then there are grounds for strong skepticism as to the reliability

of those claims were are beyond rational scrutiny. There is no good reason why there

should be an abrupt change of mindset ability (from unreliable to infallible) when

moving from the former to the latter area of discernment. By implication, there are

also grounds for skepticism as to the reliability and authenticity of the mystic or

revelatory process by which the unknowable or non-verifiable/non-falsifiable beliefs
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are discerned. The problem here is that 'faith' is taken to be acceptance of religious

teachings or claims simply because of divine validation claims, and this is amply

illustrated in an examination of so-called 'Creation Science', as articulated in the

publication entitled In Six Days: Why Fifty Scientists choose to believe in Creation.

At its most emphatic, the fundamentalist mindset incorporates claims to have

discerned infallible sources of religious knowledge. I develop an ironic proposal for a

Theory of Implied Personal Infallibility which examines the notion that the process

of a religious believer's discerning an allegedly infallible source of religious truth,

knowledge, and enlightenment, necessarily, but unwittingly, implies a sense of

infallibility on the part of the believer. For it is the believer who must exercise

(either actively or by default) an infallible choice-making without which there can be

no certainty that an infallible source of authority has been discovered. But, of

course, the notion that the believer does so exercise such infallible choice-making is

absurd. Therefore, the believer has no way of knowing whether or not an infallible

source of authority has been discovered.

The overall conclusion of this thesis is that fundamentalist attitudes and mindsets

with their attendant notions of exclusiveness, infallibility, and the urge to impose

fundamentalist views on others, have been present throughout much of Christian

history, that the unreliable nature of contemporary Christian fundamentalist

belief-claims of a verifiable or falsifiable nature examined in the thesis must cast

doubt on the reliability of beliefs of an unverifiable or unfalsifiable nature, and that

Reformed Epistemology with its flirtation with extreme fideism and its apparent

inability to categorically state why 'properly basic beliefs' are not simply irrational,

paves, by default, the philosophico-theological way for extreme fideist excesses in

contemporary fundamentalism. Religious fundamentalism attempts to provide

superficially plausible answers to deep and troubling questions about existence.

Biblically, fundamentalism is totally hostile to the notion of biblical criticism in any

form, and is committed to a literal interpretation of scripture.
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Theologically, fundamentalism is narrowly committed to a set of doctrines, which it

sees as 'absolute truth' rather than 'interpretation of scripture'.

Sociologically, fundamentalism is a reactionary counter-cultural movement which

prefers to operate in a closed system of thought, delighting in its sense of

separateness from 'the world', with a pronounced element of irrationalism.



 

 

 

 

https://e-publications.une.edu.au/


BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adams, Phillip. 'Going round in circles', Weekend Australian Review, March 2-3,
2001, p. R32.

Apophenia. URL: http://www.skepdic.comiapophenia.html

Ashton, John F, (ed.). In Six Days: Why Fifty Scientists choose to believe in
Creation. Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2001.

Augustine. Sermon 43, in Introduction to the Philosophy of St. Augustine: Selected
Readings and Commentaries, ed. J.A. Mourant. State College: Pennsylvania
State University Press, 1964, 39-44.

Augustine. The Usefulness of Belief trans. J.H.S. Burleigh, in Augustine: Earlier
Writings. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1954.

Augustine. Divine Providence and the Problem of Evil, trans. D.J. Kavanagh, et al.,
in Fathers of the Church, vol. I. New York: CIMA, 1948.

Austin, Steve A. Earthquakes in These Last Days.
URL: http://www.icr. orgipubslimplimp-198.htm

Austin, Steve A. Twentieth-Century Earthquakes: Confronting an Urban Legend.
URL: http://www.icr.org/pubs/imp%imp-295.htm

Basinger, David. 'Reformed Epistemology and Hick's Religious Pluralism',
Philosophy of Religion: Selected Readings, ed. Michael Peterson et al.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996, 336-47.

Batten, Don. 'Agricultural Science', In Six Days: Why fifiy scientists choose to
believe in creation, ed. by John Ashton. Green Forest, AR: Master Books,
2000, 371-84.

Bevans, Stephen. 'Preface', Australian Theologies: Themes and methodologies into
the third millennium. Strathfield, NSW: St Paul's Publications, 2000.

BGL, HIV AIDS Statistics. URL: http://www.bgladco.comlaidsservicesistats.htm

Calvin, John. Institutes of the Christian Religion, vol. 1, trans. Henry Beveridge.
London: Clarke, 1962.

Cameron, Peter. Fundamentalism and Freedom. Sydney: Doubleday, 1995.



131

Clouse, Robert G. 'Second Coming'. The New International Dictionary of the
Christian Church, ed. J.D. Douglas. Michigan: Zondervan, 1978, 893.

Clouse, Robert G. 'Hildegard'. The New International Dictionary of the Christian
Church, ed. J.D. Douglas. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978, 470.

Clouse, Robert G. 'Joachim of Fiore', The New International Dictionary of the
Church, ed. J.D. Douglas. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978, 536.

Comparing AIDS and Black Death.
URL: http://members.loop.comi–bramble/Matrix.html

Conway, Ronald. The Rage for Utopia. Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1992.

Cottingham, John. 'Descartes, Rene', A Companion to Epistemology, ed. Jonathan
Dancy and Ernest Sosa. Oxford: Blackwell, 1993, 96.

Dawkins, Richard. River out of Eden: A Darwinian View of Life. London:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1995.

Dawkins, Richard. 'Sadly, an Honest Creationist', Free Inquiry, vol. 21, no. 4, 2001.
URL: http://www.secularhumanism.orWlibrary/fi/dawkins_21_4.html

Deutsch, Diana. 'Delusion', The Oxford Companion to the Mind, ed. R.L. Gregory.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987, 184-85.

Down, David. Digging UP the Past: The Bible Code - Proof that the Bible is
inspired?
URL: http://www.argonet.co.uldeducation/diggings/pages/tours/cide.htm

Drosnin, Michael. The Bible Code. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 27-29.

Drosnin, Michael. Transcript of CAW Interview, 4 June 1997.
URL: http://www.cnn.comIWORLD/9706/04/israel.bible/drosnininlog.html

The Economist. 'The fireworks next time', reprinted in The Australian: Higher
Education Supplement, 17 November 1999, p. 39.

Ehrman, Bart D. After the New Testament: A Reader in Early Christianity. New
York: Oxford University Press, 1999.

Eliade, Mircea, The Sacred and the Profane: The Nature of Religion, trans. W.R.
Trask. New York: Harper & Row, 1961

Fletcher, Richard. Me Conversion of Europe: From Paganism to Christianity 371 -
1386 AD. London: HarperCollins, 1997.



132

Flew, Anthony. 'Flying in the face of reason', The Philosophers' Magazine, 10
(Spring 2000).

Forrest, Peter. God without the Supernatural: A Defense of Scientific Theism. Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1996.

Fosl, Peter. 'Warrant and Belief, The Philosophers' Magazine, Issue 10, Spring
2000, 48-50.

Ft-eke, Timothy and Gandy, Peter. The Jesus Mysteries. London: Thorsons/
HarperCollins, 2000.

Funk & Wagnalls Standard Reference Encyclopedia. New York: Standard Reference
Library, 1955.

Gaita, Raimond. A Common Humanity: Thinking about Love & Truth & Justice.
Melbourne: Text Publishing, 2000.

Gardner, Martin. 'Notes of a Fringe-Watcher: The Second Coming of Jesus',
Skeptical Inquirer, January 2000.
URL: http://www.csicop.org/si/2000-01/gardner.html

Gaskin, J.C.A. The Quest for Eternity. New York: Penguin, 1984.

Good News Address Book: With Fascinating Facts. Croydon: End Time Ministries,
c. 1991.

Gould, Stephen Jay. Rocks of Ages: Science and Religion in the Fullness of Life.
New York: Ballantine, 1999.

Greene, Joseph A. 'Sodom and Gomorrah', The Oxford Companion to the Bible, ed.
Bruce M. Metzger & Michael D. Coogan. New York & Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993, 707.

Gutting, G. 'The Catholic and the Calvinist: A Dialogue on Faith and Reason', Faith
and Philosophy, 2, 1985, 385-92

Hatch, Edwin. The Influence of Greek Ideas and Usages upon the Christian Church,
ed. A.M. Fairbairn, 2nd edn. New York: Burt Franklin, 1972 [18911.

Hayman, R. Sartre: A Biography. New York: Carroll & Graf, 1992.

Hendel, Ronald S. Hidden Codes in the Bible: Are they real?
URL: http://www.religioustolerance.org/biblecode3.htm



133

Hick, John. Philosophy of Religion, 4th edn. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall,
1990.

Hoitenga, Dewey J., Jr. Faith and Reason from Plato to Plantinga: An Introduction
to Reformed Epistemology. Albany: State University of New York Press,
1991.

Horgan, John. 'In Studying the Stubborn Mind, What Is the Upside?, The Chronicle
of Higher Education, October 8, 1999. URL: http://chronicle.com

Home, Donald. Compass: Interview with Donald Horne, ABC-TV Videotape, 16
December 2001.

Howe, George F. 'Botany', In Six Days: Why Fifty Scientists choose to believe in
Creation, ed. John Ashton. Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 249-56.

James, E.O. Creation and Cosmology: A Historical and Comparative Inquiry.
Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969.

Johnstone, Ronald L. Religion and Society in Interaction: The Sociology of Religion.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1975.

Jones, A.H.M. The Decline of the Ancient World. Harlow: Longman, 1975.

Katz, Jochen. Mathematical Miracles in the Qur'an or the Bible? URL:
http://www. answering-islam. org. uk/Religions/Numerics/

Kellenberger, J. The Cognivity of Religion: ihree Perspectives. Houndmills:
Macmillan, 1985.

Koestler, Arthur. Reflections on Hanging. London: Macmillan, 1957.

Lacey, Stephen J. 'Come On Down', The Australian Magazine, November 27-28
1999, 46-52.

Lamb, Christopher. 'The Final Authority of Christ', ihe World's Religions: A Lion
Handbook, ed. Pat Alexander. Oxford: Lion Publishing, 1982, 365-70.

Lawrence, Bruce B. 'From Fundamentalism to Fundamentalisms: A Religious
Ideology in Multiple Forms', Religion, Modernity and Postmodernity, ed.
Paul Heelas. Oxford: Blackwell, 1998. 85-91.

Leeming, D.A. & M.A. A Dictionary of Creation Myths. New York & Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995.

Lusetich, R. 'Death by Delusion', The Weekend Australian, 29-30 March 1997, 21.



134

Magee, Bryan. Confessions of a Philosopher. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson,
1997.

Magnusson, M. (ed.). Chambers Biographical Dictionary, 5th edn. Edinburgh:
Chambers, 1990.

Mathematicians' Statement on the Bible Codes.
URL: http://math.caltech.edu/code/petition.html

McGrath, Mister. Christian Theology: An Introduction, 2nd edn. Oxford: Blackwell,
1997.

McKay, Brendan. Scientific Refutation of the Bible Codes.
URL: http://cs.anu.edu.au/---bdm/dilugim/torah.html

McKay, Brendan. Assassinations Foretold in Moby Dick.
URL: hftp://cs.anu.edu.auk-bdmIdilugim/moby.html

McKay, Brendan. Princess Di in Moby Dick!
URL: http://cs.anu.edu.au/-bdm/dilugimidiana.html

McKay, Brendan. Expert Opinions on the Bible Codes.
URL: http://cs.anu.edu.aut-bdm/dilugim.opinions/

Mithen, Steven. The Prehistory of the Mind: A search for the origins of art, religion
and science. London: Thames & Hudson, 1996.

Monteith, Stanley. AIDS: The Untold Story.
URL: http://www.radioliberty.com/aiduntld.htm

Muller, F. Max. On the Origin and Growth of Religion: The Hibbert Lectures, 1877.
London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1882.

Murray, lain H. Evangelicalism Divided: A Record of Crucial Change in the Years
1950 to 2000. Edinburgh: The Banner of Truth Trust, 2000.

Nagel, Thomas. The Last Word. New York: Oxford University Press, 1997.

National Earthquake Information Center, World Data Center for Seismology, US
Government Geological Survey, Denver. Number of Earthquakes per year
Magnitude 7.0 or greater 1900 - 1999.
URL: http://vvwwneic . cr. usgs. gov/neis/eqlistsflup. html

Nielsen, Kai. 'Naturalistic explanations of theistic belief, A Companion to
Philosophy of Religion, ed. Philip L. Quinn & Charles Taliaferro. Cambridge,
MA & Oxford: Blackwell, 1997, 402-09.



135

Oldmeadow, Kenneth. 'The Religious Tradition of the Australian Aborigines',
Fragments of Infinity: Essays in Religion and Philosophy, ed. Arvind
Sharma. Lindfield, NSW: Unity Press, 1991, 169-97.

Otto, Rudolf. The Idea of the Holy. London: Oxford University Press, 1928.

Ouellette, Jennifer. The Scrooge of Science.
URL: http://www.salon.com/bookslit/2000/03/15/voodoo

Pals, Daniel L. Seven Theories of Religion. New York & Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1996.

Pell, George. 'Another lamb to slaughter', The Australian, 22 August 2001, 11.

Penelhum, Terence. God and Skepticism: A Study in Skepticism and Fideism.
Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1983.

Peterson, Michael; Hasker, William; Reichenbach, Bruce; & Basinger, David.
Reason and Religious Belief' And Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion.
New York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991.

Phan, Peter C. 'Infallibility', The Modern Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. Michael
Glazier & Monika K. Hellwig. Newtown, NSW: E.J. Dwyer, 1994, 425.

Plantinga, Alvin. 'Reason and Belief in God', Faith and Rationality: Reason and
Belief in God, ed. A. Plantinga & N. Wolterstorff. Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1983, 16-93.

Plantinga, Alvin. 'Religious Belief Without Evidence', Philosophy of Religion, ed.
Louis P. Pojman. Belmont: Wadsworth, 1987.

Plantinga, Alvin. 'On Reformed Epistemology', Philosophy of Religion: Selected
Readings, ed. Michael Peterson et al. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996,
330-36.

Plantinga, Alvin. 'The Reformed Objection to Natural Theology', Philosophy of
Religion: Selected Readings, ed. Michael Peterson et al. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1996, 309-21.

Plantinga, Alvin. Warranted Christian Belief New York: Oxford University Press,
2000.

Plato. Timaeus, trans. R.G. Bury (Loeb Classical Library). London: Heinemann,
1952.



136

Plato. Symposium, trans. W.R.M. Lamb (Loeb Classical Library). London:
Heinemann, 1953.

Plato. The Republic, vol. 1, trans. Paul Shorey (Loeb Classical Library). London:
Heinemann, 1953.

Plato. The Republic, vol. II, trans. Paul Shorey (Loeb Classical Library). London:
Heinemann, 1951.

Plato. Theaetetia, trans. R.A.H. Waterfield. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1987.

Plato. Phaedo, in The Last Days of Socrates, trans. Hugh Tredennick & Harold
Tarrant. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1993.

Plato. Meno, trans. Floyer Sydenham, in Five Dialogues of Plato, (Everyman edn).
London: Dent & Sons, 1910.

Pratt, Douglas. Religion: A First Encounter. Auckland: Longman Paul, 1993.

Proudfoot, Wayne. Religious Experience. Berkeley: University of California Press,
1985.

Quine, W.V. & Ullian, J.S. The Web of Belief; 2nd edn. New York: Random House,
1978.

Raffaele, Paul. 'The Other Tibet', The Wèekend Australian Magazine, April 6-7,
2002, 10-13.

Reid, W.S. 'John Calvin', The New Dictionary of the Christian Church, ed. J.D.
Douglas. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978, 177-79.

Ries, Julien. The Origins of Religion. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994.

Rogers, Jack. 'Inerrancy', A New Handbook of Christian theology, ed. Donald W.
Musser & Joseph L. Price. Cambridge: Lutterworth Press, 1992, 254-55.

Robinson, D.A. Hidden Codes in the Bible: Hoax or Prophecy?
URL: http://www.religioustolerance.org/biblcode.htm

Romer, John. Testament: The Bible and History. London: Michael O'Mara Books,
1988.

Rowland, Christopher. 'Apocalyptic and the New Testament', Apocalypse Theory
and the Ends of the World, ed. Malcolm Bull. Oxford: Blackwell, 1995,
38-57.



137

Sagi, Avi. 'Religious Pluralism Assessed', Sophia, 38, 2 (September-October 1999),
93-115.

Sanders, James A. `Masorah', and `Masoretic Text', Oxford Companion to the Bible,
ed. Bruce M. Metzger & Michael D. Coogan. New York & Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 500-01.

Schleiermacher, Friedrich. On Religion. New York: Cambridge University Press,
1988.

Seligmann, Kurt. The History of Magic: A Catalogue of Sorcery, Witchcraft, and the
Occult. New York: Quality Paperback Book Club, 1997.

Sharpe, Eric J. Comparative Religion: A History, 2nd edn. London: Duckworth,
1986.

Shermer, Michael. How We Believe: The Search for God in an Age of Science. New
York: W.H. Freeman, 1999.

Skilton, Ronald James. Ways of Knowing: Implications of theories of cognition for
religious education. University of Queensland: PhD Thesis, 1996.

Snyder, Allan. 'Game, mindset and match', The Weekend Australian, December 4-5
1999, 30.

Spong, John Shelby. Why Christianity Must Change or Die: A Bishop Speaks to
Believers in Exile, New York: HarperCollins, 1999.

Sproul, Barbara C. Primal Myths: Creation Myths around the World. New York:
HarperSanFrancisco, 1979.

Swinburne, Richard. Is there a God? Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996.

Thomas, David E. 'Hidden Messages and The Bible Code', Skeptical Inquirer,
November 1997. URL: Irttp://vvww.csicop.orgisi/9711/bible-code.html

Tillich, Paul. What is Religion?, trans. James L. Adams. New York: Harper and
Row, 1973.

`To the Reader', New Revised Standard Version of the Bible. Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1989, vii-x.

UNAIDS. AIDS Epidemic Update - December 2001,
URL: http://www.unaids.org/epidemic_update/report_decOl/index.html



138

Van Hook, J.M. 'Knowledge, Belief, and Reformed Epistemology', Philosophy and
Religion: Selected Readings, ed. M. Peterson et al. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1996, 321-29.

Walker, Jamie. 'Pope sorry for sins of history', The Australian, March 13, 2001, 1.

Warfield, Benjamin B. Selected Shorter Writings, vol. 2. Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian &
Reformed, 1973, 665, cited in lain H. Murray, Evangelicalism Divided: A
Record of Crucial. Change in the Years 1950 to 2000. Edinburgh: The Banner
of Truth Trust, 2000, x.

Watts, Fraser, and Williams, Mark. The Psychology of Religious Knowing.
Cambridge & New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988.

Wegner, Paul D. The Journey from Texts to Translations: the Origin and
Development of the Bible. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1999.

Wertheim, Margaret. 'A Rock and a hard place', The Australian's Review of . Books,
October 1999, 22-23.

Wise, Kurt P. 'Geology', In Six Days: Why fifty scientists choose to believe in
creation. Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2001, 351-55.

Witztum, Doron; Rips, Eliyahu; and Rosenberg, Yoay. 'Equidistant Letter Sequences
in the Book of Genesis', Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 1988, vol.
151, no. 1, 177-78.

Witztum, Doron, et. al. 'Equidistant Letter Sequences in the Book of Genesis: II. The
Relation to the Text', Statistical Science, 1994, vol. 9, no. 3, 429-38.
Reproduced online at URL:
http://cs.anu. edu.au/–bdm/dilugimiNations/WRRiindex.html

Wolpert, Lewis. You have to believe in something. Electronic Telegraph Network,
25.01.01. URL:
ht tp://vvww. telegraph. co. uldet?ac=000166941319210&rtmo=VDwS8q1clUat... ecbelif25.htm


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36



