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I. Preface 
a. Christianity is Rational, but this is sometimes obscured 

i. A “religion” 
ii. A “way of life” 

iii. An “experience 
iv. A “faith” 
v. An “ideology” 

b. Author’s Affirmations 
i. Primacy of the Mind (Order) 

ii. Primacy of the Heart (Importance) 
c. Our capacity to know God increases the more we know of God 

 
Section I: Classical Natural Theology: An Overview of Problem and Method 

 
II. Chapter 1: The Crisis of Secularism 

a. Western culture is now secular (not pagan nor Christian) 
i. Paganism is pre-Christian 

ii. Secularism is post-Christian 
1. Secularization – “implies a historical process, almost certainly 

irreversible, in which society and culture are delivered from 
tutelage to religious control and a closed metaphysical world-
view.” (p. 5) 

2. Secularism – “an ideology, a new closed world-view which 
functions very much like a new religion.” (p. 5) 

b. Time and Space 
i. Latin saeculum – the temporal world 

1. Secular – a descriptive term 
2. Secularism – a normative term 

ii. Latin mundus – the spacial world 
iii. Christianity distinguishes time from eternity, but does not divorce them.  

Redemption is needed and applied here and now.  In this sense 
Christianity is concerned with the secular and mundane. 

1. Positive secularism – “the church is carrying out her mandate in 
the world.” (p. 6) 

2. Pentecost propelled Christianity into the secular and mundane 
c. The Meaning of Secularism 

i. Common thread in all non-theistic “isms” – All possible knowledge is 
restricted to the temporal. 

ii. Secular philosophical schools 
1. Positivism 
2. Humanism 
3. Relativism 
4. Pragmatism 
5. Pluralism 
6. Existentialism 
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iii. “For the Christian the now counts forever.  For the secularist the now 
counts for now.” (p. 7) 

d. The Impact of Secularism 
i. “…pervasive and cataclysmic, shaking the foundations of the value 

structures of Western civilization.” (p. 9) 
ii. All knowledge is no longer believed to be ultimately coherent and unified. 

1. Theology used to unify and rule over the sciences 
2. Theology is rejected as also the idea of the unity of all knowledge. 
3. The transcendent has been replaced by the immanent (statism) to 

fill the vacuum left by transcendent theology. 
iii. Practical Results in Human Life 

1. Nihilism 
2. Escapism 
3. Practice of specialization 
4. The death of the Renaissance man 

iv. Theology vs. Religion 
1. Theology – the study of the being and activity of God 

a. Theological study illegitimized by secularism 
2. Religion – the study of human activity, subsumed under 

anthropology or sociology 
a. Religious study legitimized by secularism 

v. Traditional Apologetics vs. Enlightenment 
1. Traditional apologetics ailing even in Christianity 

a. Neo-orthodox anti-apologetic tendencies 
b. Evangelical orthodox anti-apologetic tendencies 

2. Possibility and desirability of apologetics under attack 
III. Chapter 2: The Task of Apologetics 

a. Apologetics – “…the reasoned defense of the Christian religion.  Christianity is a 
faith to be sure; but there are reasons for this faith.  Faith is not to be confused 
with reason; but neither is it to be separated from it.” (p. 13) 

b. Irrational “Apologetics” 
i. Thesis 

1. Reasons preclude faith 
2. Faith precludes faith 
3. Choose a religion of faith or reason; one cannot have both 

ii. Proponents of “no defense” Christianity 
1. Henry Dodwell, Jr., Christianity Not Founded On Argument, 1740 
2. Alan Richardson, Christian Apologetics 
3. Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics 

iii. While theology was going irrational, positivist philosophy was 
questioning all knowledge 

iv. The “new hermeneutic” reduces exegesis to existential experience 
1. Literary criticism basically preserved essential objectivity 
2. Form criticism more subjective 
3. Redaction criticism radically subjective 

c. A Return to Rational Apologetics 
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i. Apologetics survives but must now justify its existence.  “…it had to 
prove that it was important to prove anything.” (p. 15) 

ii. Presuppositionalism – “…orthodoxy’s defense of no-reasoned defense of 
Christianity.” (p. 16) 

iii. Task of Apologetics – “It explains why Christians are Christians and why 
non-Christians should be Christians.  If theology is the queen of the 
sciences, apologetics is her handmaid.  It introduces people to the queen 
and demonstrates her majesty.” (p. 16) 

1. Necessary to address Christianity’s religious problems to believers 
and opponents. 

2. Although non-believers have a vested interest in not believing, 
there is good reason to reason with such people in that God 
commands Christians to do so (1 Pet 3:15). 

d. Apologetics: God’s Example and Command 
i. Elijah and the Lord vs. Baal (1 Kings 18:21) 

ii. Isaiah and God vs. other “gods” (Isa 41:21-29) 
iii. Gideon, his fleece, and God (Judg 6:30-40) 
iv. Moses, Pharaoh’s court magicians, and God (Exod 4) 
v. Jesus and the paralytic (Mark 2:10-11) 

vi. Jesus, John the Baptist, and the proof of Isa 61 
vii. Jesus’ apologetic principle (John 5:31-36) 

viii. Jesus’ calculus of culpability in light of available evidence (Matt 11:20-
24) 

ix. Paul and the Resurrection (1 Cor 15; Acts 17:31) 
x. Paul’s custom of reasoning (Acts 19:8-10) 

xi. The apologetic locus classicus (1 Pet 3:15) 
e. Apologetics and Faith 

i. Objection: apologetics is an exercise in futility since no one is ever 
reasoned into faith, but only the Holy Spirit can bring faith 

ii. Key elements of authentic faith 
1. Notitia – refers to the data or content of the Christian faith 
2. Assensus – refers to the assent of the intellect to the truth of the 

data 
3. Fiducia – refers to the personal trust dimension crucial to salvation 

iii. Apologetics and the unbeliever 
1. Apologetics useful to address the notitia and assensus elements of 

faith.  The monergistic work of the Holy Spirit can only initiate 
and make possible (and certain) the fiducia element of faith. 

iv. Apologetics and the believer 
1. Stronghold against antitheistic ideologies and their cultural impact 
2. Useful tool to stop the mouths of the obstreperous 
3. Liberating force in the life of the believer plagued by doubts 

f. Apologetics and the Laity 
i. Laity frequently complain they cannot articulate why they believe and 

therefore retreat to the use of personal testimony of experience 
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ii. All believers do have reasons for why they believe.  If they have no 
reasons for believing, it would be superstition and not faith. 

IV. Chapter 3: Natural Theology and Fideism 
a. Problem of relationship between natural theology and fideism is as old as 

Christianity 
i. “Is faith an irrational and esoteric mystery that has no point of contact 

with the other person?  Can we only witness to our faith?  Or is there 
within human thought a possibility for real and mutually understood 
dialogue?” (p. 24) 

ii. There must be no reduction of faith to reason (radical rationalism) 
iii. There must be no reduction of reason to faith (radical fideism) 
iv. Natural theology is dependent upon (and not in conflict with) divine 

revelation 
b. Natural Theology and Natural Revelation 

i. Natural theology is subjective (act of man) 
ii. Natural revelation is objective (act of God) 

iii. Natural theology is derived from natural revelation 
iv. They are to be distinguished but not separated 

c. Natural Theology and General Revelation 
i. “Natural” revelation more frequently called “general” revelation 

1. “General” refers to nature of its content 
2. “General refers to the scope of its audience 

ii. “Special” revelation is fitted for all but only reaches some 
1. Its content is more specific than general revelation 
2. Its audience scope is more concentrated than general revelation 

d. Natural theology: people can and do gain valid knowledge of God through general 
revelation 

e. Fideism: God can only be known by faith 
f. History of Synthesis and Antithesis 

i. Aquinas synthesized in the 14th century 
ii. Ockham’s nominalism drove a wedge between natural theology and 

fideism in the 14th century 
1. Nicolas of Cusa in the 15th century 
2. Francisco Sanche, Michel de Montainge, and Pierre Charron in the 

16th century 
3. Pierre Gassendi in the 17th century 

g. Kant’s Copernican Revolution 
i. Kant and his The Critique of Pure Reason the pivotal figure in the 

breakdown of classical apologetics 
ii. Kant’s Epistemology 

1. Anchauungen – intuitions (in-here) that are experiences of 
something external (out-there) 

2. Verstand – the understanding that forms a rational judgment using 
certain categories of thought (quantity, quality, relation, modality) 

3. Vernunft – the Reason proper which combines the judgments into 
systems of thought 
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4. Conclusion – our knowledge is subjective (in-here), therefore 
knowledge of a divine being external to ourselves is beyond the 
mind’s reach 

iii. Kant’s Attack on Theistic Proofs 
1. Ontological argument – an idea of a perfect being does not 

translate to existence of a perfect being 
2. Cosmological argument – rests of the invalid ontological argument 

and also falls because we cannot know the world objectively but 
only subjectively 

3. Teleological argument – at most proves a finite architect rather 
than a divine, dominating Creator.  It is suspect because purpose is 
highly subjective. 

iv. Kant’s Antimonies – an opposing line of reasoning for a particular theistic 
proof than neutralizes the theistic argument and robs it of its persuasive 
power. 

1. “One can argue that the world has no beginning in unlimited space 
and time (else the cause would be I the series, itself needing 
explanation).  On the other hand, the world had a beginning in 
space and time (else there would have been a void from which 
nothing would have come).” 

2. “Everything existing must be simple, not complex.  But on the 
other hand, they must consist of parts and cannot be simple 
substances.” 

3. “The freedom—causality antimony: if every effect must have a 
cause, nothing is free; but free agency must exist to will the 
effects.” 

4. “There must be a necessary being on which the contingent 
temporalities depend; but there cannot be, because such a being 
would have no relation to the contingent.” (p. 32) 

h. Natural Theology After Kant 
i. Idealism of Friedrich Hegel in the 19th century 

1. Kantian antimonies are resolved through the dialectical historical 
process of thesis/antithesis = synthesis = new thesis… 

ii. Unalloyed fideism of Karl Barth in the 20th century 
iii. Fideism thrives in both conservative and liberal circles (and almost all 

schools of theology) 
1. Fideism so influential that many assume Christianity has been and 

always should be fideistic. 
i. The “Back of the Book” Method 

i. Question: do we move from general to special revelation, or vice versa? 
ii. Special revelation confirms natural theology 

1. Bible makes a claim for the validity of natural theology which 
claim must be tested and seen to be valid or invalid. 

2. Once the Bible is established as special revelation its teaching on 
the question of natural theology is normative. 

iii. Some fideists accept special revelation (Barth) while others deny it (Kant) 
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iv. The Christian’s Dilemma 
1. Paul affirms natural theology 
2. Kant denies natural theology 
3. Who to believe since they cannot both be right? 

v. Method not circular reasoning but rather consistency 
1. Natural theology can be validated by seeing what the Bible says on 

the matter (if it speaks on the matter clearly). 
vi. Conflicting schools of thought 

1. Special revelation ! general revelation – Kuyper, Van Til 
2. General revelation ! special revelation – Warfield, Ligonier 

V. Chapter 4: The Biblical Evidence Confirming Natural Theology 
a. The pagan’s problem: with respect to the existence of God, the pagan’s problem is 

not ultimately philosophical but moral.  He does not like the God who is. 
b. A Biblical View of General Revelation 

i. Nature never deified 
ii. Nature the theater of general revelation 

1. Ps 19 
2. Rom 1 (the locus classicus of general revelation teaching) 

iii. Prohibition of Idolatry (worshipping anything in the created order) 
iv. Romans Chapter 1 

1. God’s wrath revealed against ungodliness and unrighteousness of 
men 

a. Impiety precedes immorality? 
b. Literary Hendiadys: Is it something that is both ungodly 

and unrighteous? 
2. The evil is the suppression of the truth 
3. Rom 1:20 clearly teaches general revelation and natural theology 

c. Natural Theology: Mediate and Immediate 
i. Classical Roman Catholic formula: mediate 

ii. Protestant formula: immediate (Calvin’s sensus divinitatis) 
iii. God’s invisible nature has been clearly perceived in creation by both the 

mediate and immediate formulas 
iv. Known Invisible Attributes 

1. His eternal power 
2. His deity 
3. His moral character 

v. General revelation is apparent to all, although we have a moral deficiency 
that keeps us from accepting it. 

vi. Theistic proofs are necessary to dismantle the sophisticated foolishness of 
those who deny natural theology. 

d. What Kind of Knowledge of God? 
i. Is the understanding of general revelation hindered by the noetic 

influences of sin? 
ii. Calvin: if humanity has a blindfold on, it is on the heart, not the eyes. 

iii. Paul elsewhere asserts that the unregenerate mind does not know God 
iv. Ways to approach the problem 
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1. Paul contradicts himself 
2. Paul does not mean what he says in Romans 1 or in the other 

passages 
3. Nuances of the meaning of “to know” 

a. Cognitive knowledge (intellectual awareness) 
b. Intimate knowledge (personal intimate relationships) 
c. Saving knowledge (knowledge which leads to redemption 

and is a correlate of special revelation) 
d. Knowledge of intensity 

v. Problem resolution: general revelation provides cognitive knowledge but 
not intimate or saving knowledge. 

1. Moral culpability follows from the rejection of this cognitive 
knowledge, and could not follow without it. 

2. Moral problem leads to an intellectual problem when it darkens the 
mind and distorts judgment. 

3. Crucial difference between the knowledge of God and the 
acknowledgment of God. 

vi. The Judgment: “Brilliant and erudite reasoning may produce abhorant 
[sic] conclusions if it proceeds from a faulty starting point.” (p. 52) 

e. Not Morons, But Foolish Idolaters 
i. Intellectual problem is caused by the moral problem (and not vice versa) 

ii. Wisdom begins with the fear of the Lord 
iii. Foolishness begins with the rejection of God’s existence 

1. Ps 14:1 
iv. The natural man who becomes a fool is the same as one who professes to 

be wise 
v. Paganism is not religious evolution toward monotheism but devolution 

away from it.  Paganism is a revolt against and a flight from God. 
vi. Moral problem leads to intellectual problem which leads to degenerative 

moral conduct 
vii. Idolatry is not an authentic attempt at religion but rather an insult to God 

because it clearly identifies God with something of the created order. 
viii. God removes the moral restraints from foolish idolaters.  He gives them 

over to their wicked desires. 
1. Unrighteousness 
2. Wickedness 
3. Greed 
4. Malice 
5. Envious 
6. Murderous 
7. Full of strife 
8. Deceitful 
9. Malicious 
10. Gossip 
11. Slander 
12. God hatred 
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13. Insolent 
14. Arrogant 
15. Boastful 
16. Inventors of evil 
17. Disobedient to parents 
18. Without understanding 
19. Untrustworthy 
20. Unloving 
21. Unmerciful 
22. Wickedness approvers 

ix. Pagan knows evil and yet loves it.  It results in the “normal” madness of 
mass insanity by the irrational process of denying God. 

f. The Psychology of Romans 1 
i. Trauma – the holy light of God’s presence is a threat to 

1. Human moral standards 
2. The quest for moral autonomy 
3. The desire for concealment 
4. The darkness people are accustomed to 

ii. Repression – “the process by which unacceptable desires or impulses are 
excluded from consciousness and thus, being denied direct satisfaction, 
are left to operate in the unconscious.” (p. 59) 

1. Knowledge is not obliterated; it is intact but deeply submerged in 
the mind 

iii. Substitution – the truth is repressed/suppressed and is replaced with a lie 
to allow us to live, think, and function 

1. Lie is easier to live with than the truth 
2. Essence of Idolatry (God made in the image of man) 
3. Biblical God manifests characteristics and features that are not 

palatable to most people, thus Christianity is not a religion that 
merely reveals human desires. 

4. Even pure Christianity is often diluted by men to make it more 
desirable to human tastes. 

g. Summary of Assertions Drawn From Romans 1 
i. There is a general or natural revelation 

ii. There is a content to natural revelation 
iii. Natural revelation is clear, not obscure 
iv. Natural revelation has been continuous since creation 
v. Natural theology proceeds from the visible to the invisible 

vi. Natural revelation leaves humans morally responsible for their response to 
it 

vii. Natural revelation “gets through,” it is subjectively appropriated 
viii. People respond negatively to natural revelation, refusing to acknowledge 

the knowledge they gain 
ix. General revelation yields a knowledge of God from nature—a natural 

theology 
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x. If people do in fact have a knowledge of God from nature, then a natural 
theology is possible 

h. Paul’s assertion regarding natural theology is victorious over Kant 
VI. Chapter 5: Toward the Reconstruction of Natural Theology: The Question of Method 

a. Reconstruction and Creativity 
i. Creativity necessary for a vital reconstruction to avoid a similar collapse 

by reconstructing with the same old blueprints. 
ii. Mean between the extremes 

1. Inventiveness for newness’ sake 
2. Anything new is suspect and threatening 
3. The truly creative mean is within the framework of both the new 

and the old 
iii. Impasses of development produce cynicism and skepticism 

1. Natural theology is currently at this impasse between logical 
positivism and sensitive existentialism. 

2. Formula for creativity: challenge the assumptions 
3. Find the faulty assumption to break through the impasse 

a. Difficult to challenge reigning assumptions because 
traditional thought forms die hard 

b. The Problem of Disagreement – is philosophy the “impossible dream?” 
i. Epistemological Errors 

1. Any assumption always invites the question, “How do you know?” 
ii. Formal Errors 

1. Although the starting point may be correct, logical errors may 
occur later in the reasoning process 

iii. Factual Errors 
1. Errors in empirical observation 

a. The senses can easily deceive us 
2. Errors in data collection 

a. The imbalance of facility between empirical verification 
and empirical falsification 

iv. Psychological Prejudice 
1. Emotional empathy or antipathy may block the necessary 

conclusion based on the research 
2. The question of the existence of God evokes deep emotional and 

psychological prejudices 
c. The Problem of Common Ground 

i. Believer and unbeliever disagree on the question of significance attached 
to reality 

ii. Common ground of creation, living in the same universe, and seeing the 
same phenomena 

iii. Epistemological prerequisites for truth (life and knowledge) to be possible 
1. The Law of Noncontradiction 

a. Definition: A cannot be A and non-A at the same time and 
in the same relationship 

b. Foundation of all rationality 
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c. Neutral to content 
d. Functions as a guide to coherency and a formal test for 

truth claims 
e. Possible for a proposition to be formally valid but 

materially false 
f. Impossible for a proposition to be materially valid but 

formally false 
i. If this is true then contradictory language is 

impossible 
g. “The Christian faith affirms logic not as a law above God 

but as an aspect built into Creation which flows from His 
own character.” (p. 76) 

h. Contradiction, Paradox, and Mystery 
i. Categories are often confused but are really 

different 
ii. Paradox: “a statement that seems contradictory, 

unbelievable, or absurd but that may actually be 
true in fact.” (p. 78) 

iii. Mystery: “something unexplained, unknown, or 
kept secret.  Any assumed truth that has not been 
comprehended by the human mind but must be 
accepted on faith.” (p. 79) 

iv. Examples from Christianity 
1. Trinity 
2. Christ 
3. Freedom of God and man 

i. The Law of Noncontradiction as a Universal Prerequisite 
for Life 

i. All people hold to it in fact, and when it is denied it 
is always forced and temporary.  Its denial is 
subjective and arbitrary. 

j. The Biblical Assumption of the Law of Noncontradiction 
i. The presence of the word “therefore” 

ii. Enthymemes – a syllogism with an implicit premise 
iii. Rom 4:2 – enthymematic hypothetical destructive 

syllogism 
iv. Rom 5:13 – hypothetical constructive syllogism 
v. 1 Cor 15:15-18 – sorites 

vi. God’s command to Adam 
vii. Opposites 

1. Truth and falsehood 
2. Righteousness and unrighteousness 
3. Obedience and disobedience 
4. Christ and Antichrist 

2. The Law of Causality 
a. Integral part of all scientific examination 
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b. Involves a temporal element concerning the quality of 
motion (change) 

c. Observes the before and after of contiguous actions, events, 
and states 

d. Hume’s critique of causality 
i. Cause is never directly or immediately observed 

ii. Casts doubt on a particular method of establishing it 
e. Types of Cause 

i. In fieri – “a factor which brings or helps to bring an 
effect to pass, that which induces change.” (p. 83) 

1. Concerned with explaining the power of 
change 

ii. In esse – “a factor which sustains or helps to sustain 
the effect in being.” (p. 83) 

1. Concerned with explaining the power of 
being 

f. Logical Errors 
i. Fallacy of faulty causal generalization 

ii. Fallacy of false cause 
1. Non causa pro causa fallacy – to mistake 

what is not the cause of a given effect for its 
real cause 

2. Post hoc ergo propter hoc fallacy – to 
mistakenly infer that one event is the cause 
of another from the bare fact that the first 
occurs earlier than the second 

g. Necessary and Sufficient Conditions 
i. Necessary condition – the circumstance or factor in 

whose absence the event cannot occur (the sine qua 
non of the effect) 

ii. Sufficient condition – a circumstance in whose 
presence the event must occur 

h. Law of Causality not arbitrary or subjective.  It must be 
assumed in life. 

i. Law of Causality is assumed in Scripture 
i. Presence of the word “because” 

ii. The significance of signs which John records 
1. Related to “power” and “work” 

3. The Basic Reliability of Sense Perception 
a. Naked empiricism is doomed to die the death of David 

Hume 
b. The Principal Limitation of Empirical Induction 

i. Failure to establish universals 
ii. Failure to even establish a particular 

iii. Bible itself remains inaccessible apart from sense 
perception 
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iv. We are Aware of the Problems of Sense Perception 
1. Limitations of induction 
2. Subject-object problem 
3. Descartes’ diabolical Great Deceiver 

v. Limitations of human sense perception 
1. Telescope 
2. Microscope 
3. Radar 
4. Other extrasensory devices 

vi. Our senses are limited but not impotent 
c. The Problem of Induction and Certainty 

i. Problem of classification into universals 
1. All men are mortal 
2. Socrates is a man 
3. Socrates is mortal 

ii. Problem is the motivation of the presuppositionalist 
to begin with God 

iii. Universal knowledge not necessary for certain 
knowledge 

4. Conclusion: Attacks on Natural Theology begin with a denial of 
the building blocks of knowledge 

a. Law of Noncontradiction 
b. Law of Causality 
c. Basic Reliability of Sense Perception 

 
Section II: Classical Apologetics: The Theistic Proofs, The Deity of Christ, 
and The Infallibility of Scripture 
 

VII. Chapter 6: The Incomprehensibility of God and the Ontological Argument 
a. Two major obstacles to prove the existence of God 

i. Cultural difficulty (anti-intellectualism) 
ii. Rational difficulty (agnosticism) 

b. Problem of the finite comprehending or containing the infinite 
i. Finitum non capax infiniti – the finite cannot contain the infinite 

(containment) 
ii. Finitum non capax infiniti – the finite cannot grasp the infinite 

(incomprehensibility) 
iii. We cannot know everything about God, but we can know something.  The 

finite cannot grasp the “everything”. 
c. Problem of incomprehensibility leading to experience and not knowledge 

i. Knowing God is more than cognitive knowledge, but it is certainly not 
less than cognitive knowledge 

d. The Necessity of Knowing God 
i. Men desire and feel the need to know God.  “Where the mind is uncertain 

the heart has not peace.” (p. 97) 
ii. Existentialism incompatible with apologetics 
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1. “…one cannot even understand the meaning of the term or its 
presumed truth without objective standards of judgment.” (p. 99) 

e. The Possibility of Knowing God 
i. It is a possibility that God may not be found despite our felt need for Him 

ii. To suppose or hypothesize God proves that we already know God.  To 
think of being is to know being. 

iii. “A necessary being may exist” is not true.  A necessary being must exist. 
iv. We cannot think of nonbeing.  Nothing is what sleeping rocks dream of 

(Jonathan Edwards). 
v. Classical apologetics does not stop short by claiming probability for God’s 

existence, but rather demonstrates God’s existence. 
f. Anselm and the Mere Idea of God 

i. “…the mere idea of a being than which none greater can be conceived 
proves the existence of such a being.” (p. 101) 

ii. Kant’s critique: the ontological argument does not escape the realm of 
idea 

iii. Critique of Kant: “We cannot think of the nonexistence of perfect, 
necessary being.  Therefore, that being must exist.” (p. 102) 

1. “…this is the supreme proof of anything – that we cannot think of 
its not existing.” (p. 102) 

iv. Conclusion: “…we cannot think of anything which now exists as not now 
existing.  What we cannot think of not existing must exist in our 
knowledge.” (p. 103) 

g. Descartes and the Cause of the Idea of God 
i. “If having the idea of God (not being able to think of God’s nonexistence) 

proves His existence, the only ultimate cause of such an idea must be 
God…The idea of God cannot come from nothing nor is it a matter of pure 
abstract thought via negation.” (p. 103) 

ii. Cogency of Descartes’ syllogism falls short and remains in the realm of 
idea 

1. That which is clearly understood to belong to the nature of 
anything can truly be affirmed of that thing. 

2. Existence does belong to the nature of God 
3. Therefore, God exists 

h. The Contemporary Situation 
i. Norman Malcolm 

1. “…if God exists His existence is necessary.  Thus God’s existence 
is either impossible or necessary.  It can be the former only if the 
concept of such a being is self-contradictory or in some way 
logically absurd.  Assuming that this is not so, it follows that He 
necessarily exists.” (p. 105) 

2. What he is saying (translation): “…if God is necessary (by 
definition—which by our definition He is), then He is necessary.  
If He is necessary and this is not a contradictory notion, He exists.” 
(p. 105) 

ii. Alvin Plantinga’s Critique 
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1. “The assertion that a being so defined exists, that the definition 
actually applies to something, may well be, for all that Malcolm 
and Anselm have said, a contingent assertion.” (p. 105) 

i. Jonathan Edwards and the Idea of Being 
i. Whereas Anselm showed that we cannot not think of being, Edwards 

demonstrated that we cannot think of nonbeing 
ii. Conceiving of a contingent being does not require its necessary existence, 

but conceiving of a necessary being does require its existence because the 
idea includes eternal necessary existence. 

j. W.G.T. Shedd’s Defense of Anselm 
i. His argument does not escape the realm of idea.  All the properties of the 

ontological argument he argues for belong only to the idea. 
k. Ontological Argument (in a sentence) 

i. “Infinite being must exist because we cannot conceive of its not existing.” 
(p. 108) 

VIII. Chapter 7: The Cosmological and Teleological Arguments 
a. In Defense of Cause 

i. “…even causelessness is enlisted in the service of cause.  Why can we not 
escape cause?  Because.”  (p. 110) 

ii. Although cause cannot be perceived but only sequence or the customary 
relationship of contingent events, there is a reason: cause is invisible. 

iii. Everything does not require an antecedent cause, only things that do not 
possess self-existence. 

iv. Defining causality as “every effect must have an antecedent cause” is a 
tautology.  Causality cannot be defined into existence. 

v. Constant sequence is really just another name for cause 
vi. Indeterminacy Theory in Physics and Irrationality 

1. Not perceiving or understanding effects should never lead to the 
postulation of no cause, only an undetectable (as of yet) cause. 

2. Postulating no cause is fatal to all science 
3. Ultimate indeterminism implicitly denies causality anywhere and 

everywhere, thus denying God’s omnipotence, omniscience, 
providence, and attributes. 

b. The Cosmological Argument 
i. The world is cosmos (ordered being), which requires an ordered mind for 

authorship. 
1. Denial is rooted in subjectively judging the perceived order as 

disorder 
2. A priori assumptions of no order blind us to the apparent order of 

the cosmos. 
ii. Basic Cosmological Argument 

1. “…if something exists now, something exists necessarily; if 
anything is, something must have the power of being within itself.” 
(p. 115) 

iii. Four possible explanations for the existence of being 
1. Illusion 
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a. What can account for the illusion?  What is the cause of the 
illusion?  Who is having the illusion? 

b. To conceive of all as illusion and nonbeing requires the 
necessity of being.  Therefore it is inconceivable to 
conceive of all as illusion. 

2. Self-created 
a. Violates the Law of Causality (postulates an effect without 

an antecedent cause). 
b. Violates the Law of Noncontradiction (something must be 

and not be at the same time for self-creation to occur). 
c. Spontaneous self-creation 
d. Chance self-creation 

i. There is not a miniscule chance of self-creation, but 
rather no chance. 

ii. Chance is no thing (nothing).  Chance self-creation 
means created by nothing, which is absurd. 

3. Self-existent 
a. If something exists now, something necessarily exists.  

What is this self-existence eternal something? 
b. “…if you add up contingent beings to infinity, you still get 

contingent beings, not a necessary being.  An infinite series 
of contingent beings will be…as unstable to cause itself as 
one contingent being.” (p. 119) 

c. Infinite series of contingent events 
i. Either the series possesses the power of being and 

self-existence 
1. A self-existence being that is both Being and 

Becoming is an ontological absurdity 
ii. Or the series compounds the problem of self-

creative infinity 
4. Created by Something Self-existent 

a. This something is God 
b. Only other option is self-creation, which is absurd 

i. Ex nihilo nihi fit (out of nothing, nothing comes) 
c. How God does his work of creation is still a mystery 

iv. Cosmological Argument demonstrates that the self-existent creator has the 
features of a theistic God to the infinite degree 

v. Conclusion 
1. “…the self-existent being of the cosmological argument must be 

one, powerful, independent, self-existent, eternal, wise, holy being 
that is God.” (p. 123) 

c. The Teleological Argument 
i. “Could the source of all beings purposelessly populate the cosmos with 

purpose-seekers?” (p. 124) 
1. Could the creature develop something (purposiveness) of which 

the Creator is not capable? 
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ii. Classic Statement of the Argument 
1. “The question is, Did Being unintentionally make things which 

revealed Himself?  Being omniscient, He would have at least 
foreseen it.  If He did not want it to happen, He could have 
prevented it.  Therefore, He must have wanted it to happen.  That 
is, He intended or purposed it.  Since He has willed everything to 
come to pass that comes to pass (or it would never have come to 
pass), He must have purposively ordained everything to come to 
pass.  He not only purposed the purposive but everything, whether 
it has a purpose in itself or not.” (p.124) 

iii. Kant respected the teleological argument but argued that it rested on the 
ontological argument for its cogency 

1. Many traditional evangelical apologists ultimately lean toward 
Kant and his view of the teleological argument 

2. Proofs are maintained as suggestive and respectable but not 
compelling 

iv. Theistic arguments not meant to be an invitation to unbelievers to 
experiment with Christianity 

1. John 7:17 is abused for this purpose 
2. John Montgomery’s theistic proofs 

a. Appealing to the concept of entropy, there must be a being 
necessary in itself 

b. Self-transcendence is assumed by every experimenter and 
that this assumes an ultimate transcendence 

c. The efficacy of Christ’s death through the proof of his 
resurrection 

d. The human experience of guilt assumes one who can 
forgive 

3. Clark Pinnock’s theistic proofs (evidences) 
a. Thermodynamics and entropy 
b. Rationality 
c. Personal freedom 
d. Morality 
e. ESP 
f. Hope 
g. Meaning 
h. The Historical Christ 

4. Problem: Can a person be called inexcusable (Rom 1) who does 
not accept noncompelling arguments as compelling? 

v. Objection 1: A Merely Finite Purposer 
1. Answer: “…the only place where one can get an ultimate resting 

point on which to account for finite, teleological effects would be 
in an infinite, teleological cause.” (p. 130) 

a. Teleological inseparable from cosmological: mere causality 
does not account for purposive effect 
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b. Purpose apart from intelligence, and intelligence apart from 
personality, is inconceivable. 

vi. Objection 2: Dysteleology (existence of nonpurposiveness) 
1. “If something is purposive, the fact that something else is not 

purposive does not prove that the first thing is not purposive.” (p. 
131) 

2. Exceptions do not disprove the rule 
3. God is not capable of nonpurposive activities 

vii. Objection 3: Chance 
1. Answer: “How could a thing produce purposeful events 

unpurposively?” (p. 133) 
2. Chance cannot explain a chance event, much less a purposive 

event 
3. Imperfection in the world does not disprove a Purposer.  It is 

possible that God is displeased with the world and the presence of 
imperfections is his judgment on the world. 

4. Presence of evil does not demonstrate purposelessness 
5. For anything to exist, God must have created and must continue to 

preserve all things 
viii. Summary and Strategy of presenting the Theistic Proofs 

1. Theistic proofs indeed prove 
2. Answer objections, especially Kant’s 
3. Tighten contemporary apologists’ arguments 
4. Affirm unity with contemporary traditional apologists 

IX. Chapter 8: Supernatural Revelation and Miracles 
a. The Noncircular Certification of Word and Spirit (Versus Fideism) 

i. Linear reasoning: “The authority of the Word does not depend on the 
testimony of the Spirit which in turn depends on the authority of the 
Word.” (p. 137) 

1. A presumed uninspired Bible proves inspired messengers 
2. These inspired messengers prove the Bible to be in fact inspired 

ii. God made us logical creatures; we are not holding God to a standard 
outside of Himself because God is logical 

iii. Interdependence is impossible if one argues that God both certifies the 
Spirit and also separately certifies the Word 

iv. The Bible is not proven to be the Word of God because it says so 
1. Many religious books claim to be the Word of God, but they 

contradict each other 
v. The Bible’s claim to be the Word of God is insufficient evidence for 

establishing the claim.  Other cumulative evidence: 
1. Majesty of style 
2. Heavenliness of its content 
3. Marvelous inner cogency and detailed consistency 
4. Its symmetrical pattern of truth 

vi. Calvin’s great principle: The inseparability of the Word and the Spirit 
1. Contra Romanists: Word can be know apart from the Spirit 
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2. Contra Anabaptists: Spirit can be known apart from the Word 
3. Westminster Confession: assurance comes from the Holy Spirit 

“bearing witness by and with the Word” in our hearts 
vii. The Word first testifies to the Spirit before the Spirit testifies to the Word 

viii. Outline of Argument 
1. It is virtually granted that the Bible (not assumed to be inspired) 

contains generally reliable history. 
2. The Bible records miracles as part of its generally reliable history. 

(Note the unbeliever would vigorously deny this.  If this point is 
not affirmed then the rest of the argument breaks down.) 

3. These miracles authenticate the Bible’s messengers and their 
message. 

4. Therefore, the Bible message ought to be received as divine. 
5. The Bible message includes the doctrine of its own inspiration. 
6. Therefore, the Bible is more than a generally reliable record.  It is a 

divinely inspired record. 
b. The Gospels as Reliable Historical Sources 

i. Objection 1: The Bible is unreliable because it was written for religious 
purposes. 

1. Response: The Bible is redemptive history 
ii. Objection 2: The Bible needs to be made timeless and existential 

1. Response: Such philosophical controls may gut the Bible of its 
intended message 

c. Miracles as Biblical, Reliable History 
i. Definition of miracle: “A visible deed done by God in a manner other 

than, and contrary to, His usual way of acting, commonly called natural 
law.  A miracle proper is visible and is explicable only by supernatural 
agency.” (p. 144) 

ii. Miracles certify the messenger 
iii. All works call attention to God, but miracles especially call attention to 

God 
iv. Natural pattern sets the stage for miracles 

d. The Necessity of Natural Theology as a Ground For Miracles 
i. Necessity of Natural Theology to Prove That There Is a God Who Could 

Perform Miracles 
1. Miracles do not prove the messenger is God, only that the 

messenger is authenticated by God 
2. Existence of the miraculous actually proves the existence of God, 

for what is a miracle if God does not exist? 
3. Natural theology and the known existence of God is necessary as a 

sound basis for apologetics 
a. Who is the Son of God without a knowledge of God? 
b. What is the Word of God without a knowledge of God? 

ii. Necessity of Natural Theology to Test the Messengers Themselves 
1. Prophets must confirm to what is already known as well as reveal 

the unknown 
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2. Normal uniformity does not preclude miracles contra Hume’s 
argument.  Hume’s argument proves too much as would rule out 
all unusual and extraordinary experiences 

3. Counterfeit miracles expose genuine miracles to suspicion, but do 
not prove the genuine to be counterfeit.  Counterfeits exist to 
imitate the real thing. 

iii. Conclusion: miracles in the Bible are seen as a part of the generally 
reliable historicity. 

e. These Miracles Authenticate the Bible’s Message 
i. Miracle-worker’s message is certified by the power of God displayed in 

the miracle 
ii. Even God used miracles to authenticate his (Christ’s message).  Luke 3:22 

iii. The Bible claims its own divine inspiration 
iv. Jesus (the chief messenger) is divine and therefore omniscient.  

Omniscience necessitates infallibility. 
v. In practice, the apologist provides the knowledge of the Bible, but the 

Holy Spirit must provide the acknowledgment for conversion. 
f. Impossibility of True Miracles Being Performed by False Messengers 

i. Reference to “lying wonders” in the Bible are scant 
ii. “If infinite natural power is the ultimate argument for the existence of 

God, infinite supernatural power (miracle) is the ultimate argument for the 
revelation of God.  If Satan could do miracles, we could prove neither God 
nor His revelation.” (p. 157) 

g. Conclusion: “Natural revelation plus miracle plus claimed revelation proves 
revelation.  The Bible is established and its teaching is therefore to be accepted.  
This would include its teaching about miracles.” (p. 159) 

i. Miracles alone “prove” that Christ is the Son of God and that the Bible is 
the Word of God.  All other evidences are corroborative. 

ii. Cessation of miracles after the close of the New Testament canon is a 
strong apologetic for the case for genuine miracles and Christianity 

X. Chapter 9: The Spirit, the Word, and the Church 
a. The Witness of the Word to the Spirit 

i. Throughout Christ’s ministry, he prepared for the special coming of the 
Holy Spirit 

ii. The Spirit comes when He pleases 
iii. Christ’s references to himself are ultimately references to the Holy Spirit 

1. John 6:53-56 
2. John 7:37-39 

iv. The Holy Spirit comes to the fore at the end of Christ’s ministry 
v. The Son witnesses to the Spirit and vice versa 

vi. Unveiling of the Holy Spirit comes climactically at Pentecost 
b. How the Spirit of God Confirms the Word of God 

i. A miracle in the soul must persuade the sinner of the gospel 
ii. “…the Holy Spirit does not communicate the information on which we are 

dependent.  So His witness is by the Word but also, more than that 
alongside it or with it (in addition to it).” (p. 168) 
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iii. “His Spirit bears witness with our spirits.  By confirming the Word’s 
promises in our experience, the Holy Spirit indirectly testifies that the 
Scripture is indeed the Word of God.” (p. 169) 

1. Rom 8:16 
2. Rom 10:17.  Faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the Word of 

God. 
3. Heb 4:12 
4. 1 Cor 2:9-13 

iv. Linear logic 
1. The Son of God certifies the Word of God 
2. The Word of God certifies the Spirit of God 
3. The Spirit of God persuades and assures us of the Word of God 

c. How the Church Testifies to the Word of God Incarnate and Written 
i. Five Common non sequiturs regarding the Bible’s divine inspiration 

1. Phenomenal 
2. Accommodation 
3. Emphasis 
4. Docetic 
5. Critical 

ii. Reason Against the Church 
1. Liberal and antisupernatural presuppositions 
2. Antisupernaturalists have the burden of proof 
3. A priori antisupernatural bias is a major barrier to profitable 

discussion 
iii. The Church Against Reason 

1. Roman Catholic circular argument 
a. The infallible Church certifies the inspired Bible 
b. The inspired Bible certifies the inspired Church 

2. Protestant argument 
a. The infallible God certifies the inspired Bible 
b. The inspired Bible certifies the Church 

iv. Reason for the Church 
1. Valid argument 

a. The Son of God certifies that the Bible is the Word of God 
b. The Spirit of God illumines us concerning the Word of God 
c. The Church is created by the Word of God and is that by 

which the world comes to know that the Bible is the Word 
of God 

 
Section III: A Classical Critique of Presuppositional Apologetics 
 

XI. Chapter 10: An Outline of Presuppositional Apologetics 
a. Background and History 

i. Majority view among contemporary Reformed theologians 
ii. Minority view in the span of Church history 

iii. Cornelius Van Til the leading exponent 
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iv. Authors believe that implications of presuppositionalism undermine 
intentions 

b. Between Two Fideisms 
i. Contemporary Evangelicalism is basically experience oriented 

ii. Presuppositionalism the ultimate form of fideism under the banner of 
super-rationality 

iii. Allegations against classical/traditional/evidential apologetics 
1. Begins with autonomy 
2. Beginning with man cannot finish with God 
3. If classical method thinks it ends with God, it did not because 

beginning with a finite start and going through finite steps can only 
end at a finite point 

iv. Presuppositionalist claims to begin with God and thus can grasp all else as 
well (including ourselves) 

c. The Presuppositionalist Argument 
i. Presupposing God, we can prove everything and incidently confirm God 

Himself 
ii. God reveals Himself and His knowledge to us in Scripture 

iii. God enables us to think His thoughts after Him.  Revelation teaches us to 
think analogically about what we know. 

iv. The Noetic effect of sin is epistemological blindness for the natural man.  
Only the regenerate man is capable of knowing God and thinking His 
thoughts after Him. 

v. Presuppositionalism vs. Classicalism 
1. Heteronomy vs. Autonomy 
2. Regeneration vs. Noetic influence of sin 
3. Analogical thinking vs. Univocal thinking 
4. Presupposing vs. Proving 

d. Classical Critique 
i. If we presuppose rather than proof, have we not abandoned the apologetic 

endeavor? 
ii. Presuppositionalism argues with circular reasoning 

XII. Chapter 11: General Apologetic Tradition on Reason and Faith: Augustine, Luther, and 
Calvin 

a. Augustine on Faith and Reason 
i. Accused of fideism because he stresses the acceptance of authority as a 

prerequisite for reason 
ii. Because of his experience with the Manicheans, he began to acknowledge 

the necessity for reasons to accept some kind of authority 
1. Some authority is necessary to life 
2. There is a possibility of a divine authority 
3. Reasons are necessary to identify this divine authority (if it exists) 

iii. Reason Prior to Faith 
1. “Reason first decides whom to believe then reason leads to a 

deeper knowledge and understanding of the authority that is 
believed.” (p. 192) 
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2. Allowing faith to precede reason is itself a reasonable principle 
a. Miracles should lead to faith 
b. Prophecy should lead to faith 

3. The Holy Spirit has a role in evidences of convincing the heart to 
accept these reasonable evidences 

iv. Faith Prior to Reason 
1. For the believer, reason serves faith 
2. While authority has a temporal priority (once it is recognized), 

reason has an actual priority 
a. “Augustine does not deny that reason is prior to authority 

when the question is which authority to believe.  Reason 
tells us whom to believe.  Once that is known, it is 
reasonable for faith to precede reason.” (p. 196) 

b. Luther and Reason 
i. Notorious for his opposition to reason 

ii. Luther’s actual threefold view of reason 
1. Natural reason ruling within its proper domain 
2. Arrogant reason trespassing on the domain of faith 
3. Regenerate reason dealing with spiritual matters, but always 

subject to the Word 
iii. Objected to Aristotle’s emphasis on logic over the practical 
iv. Objected to Thomistic-Aristotelian scholasticism 
v. Luther’s separation of reason and faith was more a soteriological than an 

epistemological problem 
vi. Conclusion: Luther primarily objected to reason where it distorted 

theological doctrine 
c. Calvin and Reason 

i. Debate over whether Calvin had a natural theology 
ii. Knowledge of God is at least available to all people through the creation 

1. Sensus divinitatis or deitatis present in all people 
a. There is a God and that he is their Maker 
b. God ought to be worshiped 
c. God will show His vengeance towards sin 

iii. Knowledge of God available in nature does not lead to salvation 
1. Point of issue: does this natural knowledge get through to the 

unbeliever? 
iv. Unbelievers not blind to natural knowledge of God’s majesty but to 

salvation.  Blindness to saving knowledge, not natural theology. 
1. Blindness cannot excuse the unbeliever 
2. Examples of pagan philosophers with natural knowledge of God 

a. Cicero 
b. Plato 

v. Debate over Calvin’s attitude toward theistic proofs 
vi. Calvin’s use of theistic proofs in the Institutes 

1. Teleological (1.5.2) 
2. Cosmological (1.5.6) 
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3. Immortality of the soul (1.5.5) 
4. Impossibility of Epicurean philosophy of chance (1.5.4) 
5. Against pantheism (1.5.5) 

vii. Debate over Calvin’s view of the role of the internal testimony of the Holy 
Spirit in relation to Scripture 

viii. Rational evidences will not produce “substantial assurance” 
1. Evidences for Scripture’s authority (1.7.4) 
2. Highest testimony is the inward testimony of the Spirit (1.8.13) 
3. Holy Spirit’s testimony moves beyond reason, not against it 

(1.8.13) 
4. Rational evidences prepare and confirm faith 

a. Miracles 
ix. Debate over Calvin’s use of religious language and the traditional analogy 

of being 
1. “Calvin disapproved of a false emphasis on knowledge of God’s 

essence, he did not deny the possibility of that knowledge itself.” 
(p. 207) 

x. Conclusion: Presuppositionalism claims to be Augustinian, Calvinist, and 
Reformed.  Perhaps it is better described as Neo-Augustianian, Neo-
Calvinist, and Neo-Reformed. 

d. The Age of Orthodoxy (Systemization of Reformation principles) 
i. Lutheran Orthodoxy 

1. Melanchthon’s Loci Communes 
a. Natural theology is not essentially different from special 

revelation.  Differences are only of degree. 
ii. Reformed Orthodoxy 

1. Princeton Theological Seminary (until the 20th century) and the 
classical apologists 

a. Archibald Alexander 
b. Charles Hodge’s Systematic Theology 
c. B.B. Warfield 
d. J.G. Machen 

iii. Eastern and Roman Orthodoxy 
1. Eastern Orthodoxy 

a. John of Damascus 
2. Roman Catholicism 

a. Aquinas 
b. Pope Pius IX, Qui Pluribus (1845) 

e. Conclusion: Presuppositionalism is historically a departure from classic Reformed 
theology 

XIII. Chapter 12: The Starting Point: Primacy of the Intellect and Autonomy 
a. The Starting Point 

i. Self-evident to start with oneself 
ii. Starting with oneself is historically the classic starting position of 

Christians and non-Christians alike 
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iii. Impossible to use reason to “keep down the truth”.  One must violate 
reason to do so. 

iv. Who begins with God?  Do presuppositionalists begin with themselves 
after all? 

v. “God made us to know facts whose ultimate validation can come only 
from Him.”  (p. 214) 

vi. Proximate starting point 
1. Traditional apologists claim to start there and end with God 
2. Presuppositionalists claim traditional apologists cannot start at a 

proximate point and finish at anything but a proximate point 
vii. Van Til 

1. Confuses the ontological starting point with God as the 
epistemological starting point 

2. Confuses the sinner’s rejecting sound knowledge with not having 
sound knowledge 

3. Christian must begin with the ultimate starting point (God) not 
because he is wiser than other men but because he has been saved 
by grace 

viii. Hodge and Warfield were not implicitly Arminian in their theology.  
Presuppositionalists are implicitly hyper-Calvinist in their theology. 

ix. Van Tillian approach and corresponding critique 
1. By the regenerating power of the Spirit we have been able to see 

that the foolishness of God is wiser than men. 
a. Foolishness of God is a metaphor for divine wisdom 
b. Better to say that the regenerate have been enabled gladly 

to acknowledge the foolishness of God 
2. But having been saved by grace we now also see that there is no 

place for the fruitful exercise of the human intellect except within 
the totality view granted us in the Scripture 

a. The problem is in the unregenerate heart, not the mind 
(understanding) 

b. Dilemma 
i. Saying unregenerate have no knowledge is patently 

false and unscriptural 
1. Saying unregenerate “knowledge” is false is 

no knowledge at all 
ii. Saying unregenerate have knowledge contradicts 

contention for need to presuppose God 
3. There is no logic or reality neither is there any relation between the 

two which we as creatures may consistently hold to unless both 
logic and reality have their very being in the Creator-God of 
Scriptures 

a. “We cannot even presuppose God except logically.  In 
other words, even to think of the God who alone can 
validate logic, we must first think logically or rationally.” 
(p. 220) 
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b. We have to assume that our thinking is valid 
4. If men do not accept this totality view by faith in the absolute 

authority of Christ, then there is nothing left to them but the fearful 
looking forward to the crucifixion of the intellect by which they 
are seeking to defend themselves against the approaching judgment 
of the self-attesting Christ who shall judge all men by words which 
he has spoken. 

a. Arguments why we must start with ourselves rather than 
God 

i. It is psychologically impossible for us to start with 
God (as it is impossible for God to start with us) 

ii. It is logically impossible for us to start with God for 
we cannot affirm God without assuming logic and 
our ability to predicate 

1. The order of knowing is the reverse of the 
order of being 

iii. It is logically impossible to show the rational 
necessity of presupposing God except by rational 
argument 

x. The Mind precedes the Heart 
xi. Conclusion to Van Til’s Starting Point 

1. People can falsely understand without regeneration and when 
regenerate can truly understand 

b. Primacy of the Intellect 
i. We must think about God before we can actually know Him (priority of 

order) 
ii. Primacy of the intellect based upon the Creator-creature distinction 

1. Paradox: this implies a secondary primacy because it is a primacy 
based on something else 

iii. First God exists and creates the intellect and then the intellect by the 
primacy of knowledge reasons to the prior existence of God 

iv. Conclusion: Van Til is forced to operate on the basis of primacy of the 
intellect even with respect to the Creator-creature relationship 

1. He does claim to know the Creator-creature relationship 
2. He does not have any means of knowing that he himself has even 

introduced or claimed, other than the intellect 
3. Therefore, though he will apparently not admit it, he has arrived at 

the notion of the Creator-creature relationship by virtue of the 
primacy of the intellect 

v. God is not glorified by us trying to reach him by some other route than He 
has provided 

c. Autonomy 
i. Charge: if man is the starting point, then he is the measure of all things 

and thus autonomous 
1. Starting point in oneself may be autonomous, but where is the 

guilt, sin, and idolatry of this? 

Apologetics 25 Reformed Theological Seminary 



Classical Apologetics – Outline  Sproul, Gerstner, Lindsley 

2. Autonomy is bad only after heteronomy is known, not before 
ii. Perhaps moral autonomy is not a necessary conclusion philosophically 

from self-consciousness, but does not the Bible teach that fallen man sees 
himself as morally autonomous? 

iii. Traditionalists: “…if a person followed the data in accordance with the 
laws which are instilled in his very being, and did not try to suppress the 
conclusions because they threaten him, he would arrive at heteronomy.  
He fails to do this not because he is human, but because his is a sinner.” 
(p. 233) 

iv. Van Til’s autonomous rule: we should be able to predicate; an inability to 
predicate is fatal 

1. If autonomy is wrong, then Van Til is wrong as well 
v. Can accepted knowledge be suppressed? 

vi. Imaginary dialogue (debate) over autonomy between a traditionalist and 
Van Til (p. 234) 

d. Conclusion 
i. To start from above when we are below is simple absurdity 

ii. Presuppositional reasoning undermines all Reformed doctrines 
XIV. Chapter 13: The Noetic Influence of Sin (why the nonpresuppositionalist supposedly 

errs) 
a. Classic Calvinists on the Noetic Influence of Sin 

i. Calvin 
1. “…the mind is not destroyed by the Fall for it sees the ‘confirming 

proofs.’  Something is wrong with the heart—not the mind—which 
needs the nonrational super-rational revelation of divine majesty.” 
(p. 242) 

ii. Voetius 
iii. Jonathan Edwards 

1. The mind as an instrument survives the Fall and is utterly 
indispensable 

a. Reason must prove the existence of God the Revealer 
b. Reason anticipates revelation 
c. Reason must grasp the message of revelation 
d. Reason must demonstrate the rationality of revelation 
e. Reason must verify the supernaturalness of revelation 
f. Reason argues the dependability of revelation 
g. Reason defends the mysteries in revelation\ 
h. Reason must interpret the inspired contents of revelation 

2. Limitations of reason 
a. Reason cannot make the knowledge of God “real” to the 

unregenerate 
b. Reason cannot yield a supernatural salvific revelation 
c. Reason cannot determine al that revelation may reveal 
d. Reason cannot apprehend revelation as revelation 

iv. Noetic influence of sin is not direct on a totally depraved mind, but 
indirect through the totally depraved heart 
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b. Presuppositionalists on the Noetic Influence of Sin 
i. Traditionalists say Scripture is not correct about 

1. Darkened minds 
2. Willful ignorance 
3. Bad men 
4. Blind people 

ii. The noetic influence of sin virtually destroys the logical functioning of the 
mind 

1. All wisdom that has not its source in Christ is folly 
iii. Bansen 

1. I believe in spite of its apparent absurdity 
2. Reason from the impossibility of the contrary 
3. Arbitrariness 

a. Paul did not rely upon the intellectual tools of the Athenian 
philosophers, though Paul did not say that, and even cited 
one of their poets 

b. Reliance on the demonstration of the Spirit is more than, 
not other than, intellectual argument 

c. While admitting that Paul was not against persuasion and 
philosophy, Paul rejected them though he gives no 
evidence of this in his Mars Hill sermon 

d. The appeal to total depravity is arbitrary when applied to 
the Areopagus sermon because Paul makes no mention of it 

e. The appeal to Paul’s teaching that the carnal mind is enmity 
against God is arbitrary in that it is not cited or alluded to in 
Acts 17 and the very phrase carnal mind shows unclear 
thinking 

4. At root a traditional apologist because the primacy of the intellect 
is implicit in reasoning from the impossibility of the contrary 

iv. Rushdoony 
1. Philosophical questions are not handled within the framework of 

an elaborately developed systematic theology 
a. “…a theoretical analysis of the nature of philosophical 

thought is able to disclose an essential unity between faith 
and reason.”  (p. 248) 

2. Would found philosophy upon the basic articles of the Christian 
faith: Creation, Fall, Redemption in Christ 

3. Philosophical thought is dependent on nonphilosophical thought—
on religious motives.  A religiously neutral objectivity is 
impossible. 

4. If we give a rational ground for the mind operating as it does, we 
have not kept revelation at the beginning 

v. Van Til 
1. Apologetic 

a. Point 1: We must tell unbelievers that they must 
presuppose the truth of Christianity or the truth of Christ. 
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b. Point 2: We must show the unbeliever an irrefutable 
argument for the presuppositionalist position 

c. Does not point 2 (an argument) contradict point 1 (no 
argument, presuppose)? 

vi. Dooyeweerd vs. Van Til 
1. Dooyeweerd: explicitly rational but implicitly irrational 
2. Van Til: implicitly rational but explicitly irrational 

vii. H. Evan Runner 
1. Does not explicitly deny the knowledge of content, though he does 

not expressly acknowledge it either 
2. The Gospel is a re-publication of the truth of creation-light 

a. Re-publication: God’s Word in Christ is a reiteration of 
what God said when in his deed-revelation he created the 
world 

b. Resemblance to famous deist Matthew Tindal 
viii. Conclusion 

1. Vantillians implicitly deny that the mind functions before it is 
enlightened by a presupposed revelation Word of God 

2. Neo-Dooyeweerdians deny that the mind functions before a 
presupposed creation-Word of God 

3. Presuppositional doctrine of the noetic influence of sin is reaching 
a nihilistic terminus 

XV. Chapter 14: The Attack on the Theistic Proofs 
a. Presuppositionalism’s Agreement With Neo-orthodoxy 

i. Van Til disagrees profoundly with Kant, but not with his rejection of the 
theistic proofs 

1. Kant made room for Christian faith, but only faith in the indefinite 
ii. Neither neo-orthodoxy nor Van Til’s orthodoxy grant the cogency of the 

proofs or the possibility of a natural theology not based on biblical 
revelation 

iii. Nontraditional contemporary defenders of the ontological argument 
1. Norman Malcolm 
2. Charles Hartshorne 

iv. Skeptical rejection of theistic proofs is currently a mark of an avant garde 
thinker 

v. Van Til argued that Calvin was a presuppositionalist 
1. Calvin supposedly used the theistic arguments more theistically 

than they had been used before (he did not separate the “what” 
from the “that”) 

2. Calvin was convinced of the enmity (not neutrality which the 
theistic proofs assume) of the human mind against God 

vi. Van Til: “If there were an absolute God it is ipso facto out of the question 
to apply the categories of thought to him in the same way that they are 
applied to man.” (p. 258) 

1. Critique: If so then even analogical thinking is ruled out and any 
knowledge of God is impossible 
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b. Presuppositionalism’s Disagreement With Traditional Orthodoxy 
i. No Knowledge Except by Special Revelation 

1. Van Til: There is no proper univocal or equivocal use of words 
pertaining to God and man but only an analogical use 

ii. Van Til’s Critique of Aquinas and Butler 
1. Van Til seems strangely blind to two things (he overestimates the 

uniqueness of his own system, and underestimates the reach of the 
traditional system) 

a. His own system admits that sinners can think about God 
b. The traditional position admits that these sinners, while 

thinking about God, try to think God out of existence 
2. Critique of Van Til 

a. Letting sinners forgot that they know God gives those 
comfort who want to be excused from a knowledge of God 

b. Letting the unregenerate think they cannot know God 
without presupposing Him (although they lack this ability) 
gives them comfort 

c. Thus sinners cannot know God where they can and can 
know God where they cannot! 

iii. The Presuppositionalist Critique of Evidentialist Apologetics 
1. Evidentialists assumed to be implicitly Arminian (even those who 

are avowed Calvinists) 
2. Presuppositionalist “irrationality” only seems irrational to the 

supposed reasons and proofs of the unregenerate 
a. Traditionalist Critique 

i. Christianity is true because it makes rationality 
possible 

ii. The unregenerate presumably can see this point, 
which they are supposed to be unable to see because 
of the noetic influence of sin 

iii. The self-attesting Christ is a “foundation” on which 
“reasons” rest 

3. If presuppositionalists can truly show the unregenerate (so they in 
fact understand this point) that they cannot predicate on their 
autonomous principles, then the major difference between 
traditionalist and presuppositionalist apologetics fades away 

iv. Clark’s Presuppositional Critique of Traditional Theism 
1. Aquinas’s argument for a first-mover is circular 

a. Motion is used in the definition and then the concepts of 
potentiality and actuality are used to define motion 

b. A first-mover is necessary because of the infinite regress 
argument and the infinite regress argument is proved by the 
necessity of the first-mover. 

c. The identity of the unmoved-mover.  The argument at most 
proves some cause of some physical motion.  The first-
mover and God do not have to be the same being. 
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2. God can only be known by God because we are talking about the 
Christian God (the triune God).  The cosmological argument 
partitions God and is therefore referring to another god. 

3. The God of revelation is the Redeemer-God and therefore, the 
Cosmic Beginner cannot separated from the triune God 

4. Aquinas equivocates his terminology when using the same word to 
describe God and man (e.g., “exist”), therefore the syllogism is 
violated 

5. Gordon Clark: Hodge’s argument that “since all the parts of the 
cosmos are dependent and movable, the whole must be dependent 
because the whole cannot be essentially different from its 
constituents” is untrue because the whole is essentially different 
from its parts (like the paint on the canvas of a painting) 

a. Critique: Clark equivocates on the term “essentially”, 
therefore his criticism is invalid 

6. Gordon Clark: “An infinite number of effects cannot be self-
existent much like a chain-link cannot support itself” is not a valid 
argument in nature 

a. Critique: One cannot imagine any number of links 
suspended yet unsupported, therefore the argument of 
analogy is valid 

7. Critic of pure forms of empiricism 
a. Empiricism assumes the concept of space, which makes its 

reasoning and conclusions circular 
b. No amount of finite observation and induction can justify 

conclusions concerning the infinite (cumulative fallacy) 
c. Critique: Hodge’s empirical argument is not circular, but 

moves from the implicit to the explicit.  Secondary causes 
have efficacy because of the first cause 

8. The assertion that God is in everything and everything is in God is 
perilously close to pantheism 

a. Critique: This is true, but it is not pantheism because God is 
not everything.  Everything lives, moves, and has its being 
in God 

v. Robert Knudsen’s “Indirect Proof” 
1. Van Til denies the ability to prove God, but what he does do is an 

“indirect” proof of God 
a. Critique: “indirect proof” is no proof at all 

XVI. Chapter 15: The Attack on Christian Evidences 
a. Traditionalists rely on Christian evidences, but not on these alone 
b. The Bible as the Word of God 

i. Presuppositionalists: evidence is its self-attestation, which thus validates 
prophecy and miracles 

ii. Evidentialists: prophecy and miracles are evidence for the revelation of 
God 

iii. Presuppositions when approaching a book 
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1. Philosophy about data in general 
2. Philosophy about truth and the way it is apprehended 
3. Philosophy about the laws under which it is systematized 

c. The Possibility of the Book 
i. Traditional argument 

1. “…natural theology proves the existence of God, His rationality, 
and His ability to communicate.” (p. 278) 

ii. Presuppositional argument 
1. “God exists and, though transcendent and beyond our knowledge 

(if He chooses to remain beyond our knowledge), is quite capable 
of condescending to our capacities and making Himself known to 
us.” (p. 279) 

2. Unless we presuppose the Bible’s contents, we cannot know 
anything 

a. Critique: We must first have principles of interpretation 
before we can approach and interpret the Bible to make it 
the foundation of our knowledge 

d. The Necessity of the Book 
i. Presuppositional argument 

1. There is no such thing as necessary saving knowledge without 
presupposing the revelation itself 

ii. Traditional argument 
1. “…God has no obligation to reveal Himself savingly.  But if He 

were going to save us, He would have an obligation to tell us and 
that would spell the necessity of the Bible.” (p. 280) 

e. We Approach the Book With a Philosophy 
i. Presuppositional argument 

1. We must not approach the book in terms of a philosophy that we 
did not get from it 

a. Critique: but that is the only way we can approach it 
ii. Traditional argument 

1. The philosophy we bring to the book necessarily includes the laws 
of identity, noncontradiction, and excluded middle 

f. Miracles as Evidence 
i. Traditional argument 

1. Miracles as evidence play an absolutely crucial role in that they 
certify the messengers sent by God 

ii. Presuppositional argument 
1. Miracles are “brute facts” which are “mute facts”.  They prove 

nothing about God or revelation.  They must be proven by 
revelation. 

2. “No God presupposed at the outset, no knowledge of any kind, 
including miracles.” (p. 282) 

iii. The more we learn and advance in science does nothing to bring us closer 
to a naturalistic explanation of the original-event miracles of the past 
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iv. Presuppositional doctrine of scriptural inerrancy is completely arbitrary (it 
has no basis) 

v. Evidences are refused on the ground that evidences must be presupposed.  
But “presupposed evidences” is a contradiction in terms. 

XVII. Chapter 16: The Self-Attesting God 
a. Paradox: Election and Reprobation 

i. Supra-lapsarianism 
1. Election and reprobation decreed with man-as-man (homo 

creabilis) 
ii. Infra-lapsarianism 

1. Election and reprobation decreed with man-as-sinner (homo 
lapsus) 

iii. Rational basis of each is rejected because of their rationality.  God mere 
sovereign (arbitrary?) grace is offered as explanation. 

iv. God’s will is said to be the ultimate cause of election and reprobation 
without any rational address to the problem, leaving us with paradox 

b. Paradox: Common Grace 
i. God offered mankind eternal life, and while it was seriously meant that 

they accept it, He meant that they not accept it.  But it was no farce. 
1. Critique: No satisfactory explanation is offered, thus inescapably 

implying divine insincerity and paradox 
ii. Sinners are darkened in their understanding and do not know God, but at 

the same time they do know God and have knowledge of right and wrong 
c. Paradox: Van Til’s Defense Against Pantheism 

i. God is both transcendent and immanent, but He was transcendent first 
1. Critique: God’s transcendence and immanence are in relation to 

His creation.  One cannot be prior to the other because they have 
no meaning apart from creation. 

ii. Van Til’s answer to the philosophical problem of the One and the Many is 
that God is both transcendent and immanent. 

1. Critique: This is a mere assertion.  Argumentation is needed to 
uphold it and give it philosophical weight. 

XVIII. Chapter 17: The Internal Testimony of the Holy Spirit 
a. If God the Father is the heart of presuppositional apologetics, then the Holy 

Spirit’s internal testimony to the believer is the heart of the heart 
b. Traditional Reformed Doctrine of Internal Testimony 

i. Heinrich Heppe 
1. “The unconverted can at best appropriate only a theoretical and 

pure external knowledge of truths of faith.  As an animal can quite 
see the body of a man but not his spirit because it has not one 
itself, even the unspiritual man may see and understand the letter 
but not the Spirit of the Scripture.” (p. 296) 

ii. John Owen 
1. “That which the human mind may obtain without the special 

assistance of the Holy Spirit, does not constitute theology properly 
so-called…We allow, then, that every man with reason and 
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understanding and having the regular use of them, may, without the 
saving agency of the Holy Spirit, according to the measure of his 
ability, find out the true sense of these propositions and retain their 
meaning.” (p. 297) 

iii. Jonathan Edwards 
1. Mere knowledge of the Bible could be obtained by any 

unregenerate mind, but only the new heart could perceive the 
“beauty” of this knowledge, its “divine and supernatural light.” (p. 
297) 

c. The Presuppositionalist Doctrine of Internal Testimony 
i. Van Til 

1. “The basic difficulty is that neither Kuyper nor Bavinck nor 
Woltjer, had worked out a Christian conception of logic as implied 
in the Christian view of man and of fact.  These men assume that if 
you were to engage in reasoning with unbelievers you must first 
agree with their view of man, of fact, and of logic.” (p. 298) 

a. Critique: If there is not information, how can it be 
illuminated?  If the Holy Spirit testifies, to what do He 
testify? 

ii. John Frame 
1. The non-Christian cannot see the truth of the doctrine of the 

internal testimony because it does not please God to illumine 
everyone’s mind. 

2. One must learn that Christ demands a change in ultimate criteria 
(from reason to the Bible). 

a. Critique: Reason is not considered the ultimate criteria, 
only the penultimate criteria, leading to God 

3. Logic and exegesis is defended, but the traditionalist offers the 
following critique (p. 302) 

a. Frame and the presuppositionalists generally claim that the 
Bible teaches logical principles 

b. But they had to use logical principles to learn what the 
Bible teaches 

c. So not having logical principles before reading the Bible, 
they could never learn what the Bible teaches about logical 
principles or anything else 

d. Consequently, their so-called interpretation of the Bible is 
impossible and all their exegetical labors are futile 

e. Thus we represent John Frame above as, with all other 
presuppositionalists, having arbitrarily to assert the Bible 
teaching.  What John Frame says that God says, God says. 

iii. Dooyeweerd 
1. The Scriptural message at its core cannot be understood without 

the Holy Spirit 
a. Critique: This is subjectivism pure and simple 
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b. Critique: No rational evidence is offered for the assertion, 
but rationality is used to deny objections 

XIX. Chapter 18: Presuppositionalism and Verification 
a. Van Til 

i. “I do not reject theistic proofs but merely insist on formulating them in 
such a way as not to compromise the doctrines of Scripture.” (p. 304) 

1. Critique: Van Til means by not compromising the doctrine of 
Scripture is that he does not accept the theistic proofs 

2. Critique: There is no reason distinction between apologetics and 
witness 

b. Evidences are the application of Scripture to controversies primarily of a factual 
nature 

i. Critique: Still there is no evidence for the arbitrarily accepted evidence 
(Scripture) 

c. Van Til means “saving knowledge” when he used the term “knowledge”.  “False 
knowledge” is knowledge that is not saving (rooted in knowing and loving God). 

d. Frame: “Presuppositions and evidences are one” (p. 306) 
e. Verification of truth claims is by presuppositions alone 
f. The Resurrection 

i. Critique: Scripture speaks of visible, audible, tangible evidence that 
anyone could see, hear, or touch 

ii. Critique: “The self-attesting Christ attested to His bodily resurrection by 
his living bodily presence after death.  That is empirical evidence if ever 
there was empirical evidence. 

g. Conclusion: “The unproven Scripture must be the determiner of all truth.  This 
‘primary’ truth is accepted fideistically.” (p. 309)  Presuppositionalism is a form 
of fideism, and fideism cannot be denied without denying presuppositionalism. 

XX. Chapter 19: Analogical Thinking 
a. Analogical thought is fundamental to all presuppositional thought in order to 

bridge God’s thoughts and our own 
b. Possible conclusions if one reasons backwards from effect to cause 

i. Univocal (identical) knowledge, which implies pantheism 
ii. Equivocal knowledge, which implies skepticism 

iii. Analogical knowledge, which implies true but limited knowledge 
c. Medieval and Reformed scholasticism used analogical thought 
d. Barth and neo-orthodoxy reject analogical reasoning 
e. Consistent presuppositionalism: no natural theology, therefore no analogy of 

being 
f. One can know anything only because God knows everything and allows believers 

to know after their own mode—analogically. 
g. God and a limiting concept 

i. Kant 
1. God is a limiting concept and is just a pointer toward the void 

ii. Van Til 
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1. The limiting concept is a pointer from God, indicating the 
difference between God’s omniscience and the merely analogical 
thinking of the enlightened creature 

h. Criticisms of presuppositional analogical thinking 
i. The supposed necessity for it is based on a false idealistic supposition (that 

brute facts are mute facts, that we cannot know something without 
knowing everything) 

ii. Even if this argument were justified on the idealistic supposition, this 
knowledge which God has could not be communicated analogically 
because of that very supposition.  After all, infinity and omniscience are 
incommunicable attributes. 

iii. “…even if divine knowledge could be communicated analogically, it 
could not be received analogically because such “knowledge” would fall 
afoul of the supposition which made it necessary in the first place.” (p. 
314) 

i. Continuity and Discontinuity 
i. We think God’s thoughts (continuity) after Him (discontinuity) 

1. Critique: To think God’s thoughts after Him is univocal thinking, 
not analogical thinking.  There is therefore no bridge between the 
continuity and discontinuity. 

ii. Traditionalists admit that we do not know God the same way He knows 
Himself, but this finite knowledge is still valid 

j. Conclusion: “If one supposes that infinite knowledge is essential to any kind of 
knowledge, then humans cannot have any kind of knowledge.” (p. 316) 

XXI. Chapter 20: Circular Reasoning 
a. Circular reasoning is considered an error in all other systems of thought except 

presuppositionalism 
b. Reasoning in the Reformed Tradition is Justified 

i. The true God must be proved to be the author of revelation 
ii. Theological harmony or the rationality of revealed truths must be set forth 

iii. The connection of conclusions resulting from each of them is to be 
developed 

iv. The entire natural, historical, linguistic, etc., knowledge of theology to be 
made use of 

c. Van Til on Circular Reasoning 
i. “If a person wants to understand himself and the world, he must 

acknowledge the existence of the divine being who explains, and who 
alone explains, everything.” (p. 320) 

ii. We believe in the Bible because it tells of an absolute God.  Why?  
Because an absolute God alone enables us to know or predicate. 

iii. Van Til’s definition of circular reasoning 
1. “To admit one’s own presuppositions and to point out the 

presuppositions of others is therefore to maintain that all reasoning 
is, in the nature of the case, circular reasoning.  The starting point, 
the method, and the conclusions are always involved in one 
another.” (p. 322) 

Apologetics 35 Reformed Theological Seminary 



Classical Apologetics – Outline  Sproul, Gerstner, Lindsley 

a. Critique 
i. Fallacy of ambiguity: Van Til violates the petitio 

principii principle, but traditional reasoning is not 
guilty of this fallacy 

iv. Presuppostionalists admit to circular reasoning regarding the existence of 
God and the authority of the Bible 

v. Van Til refers to circular reasoning as spiral reasoning because God and 
the world are not on the same level of being 

1. Critique: God and the world may not be on the same level of being, 
but they are on the same level of knowing.  (But is this criticism 
true in light of analogical thinking?) 

vi. Presuppositionalism tends to avoid the historic philosophical problems of 
epistemology, metaphysics, rationalism, and empiricism by merely, 
simply, and arbitrarily presupposing God 

d. Rushdoony on Circular Reasoning 
i. “It is reason and man that depend on God, not God, His word, or His 

miracles, that depend on man or reason.” (p. 326) 
1. Critique: “Reason is the apprehending instrument which we have 

by virtue of being human.  It is the only gateway to understanding 
and experience of the universe which is met at the outset.” (p. 327) 

2. Critique: As soon as traditional theists recognize by reason that 
there is a God, they recognize that reason is of God and dependent 
upon Him 

ii. The rational approach, by its very nature, implies that reason is a deity and 
that when it claims to apprehends God it assumes a superior role to God 

1. Critique: “What a vast difference between humans depending on 
reason as the instrument of apprehension, and representing God 
who is apprehended thereby as depending on humans and human 
reason.” (p. 328) 

iii. The presupposition of assuming God must be made and is rationally 
necessary, therefore the presuppositionalist does not truly argue in a circle 

e. John Frame on Circular Reasoning 
i. “‘One may not argue for one ultimate criterion by appealing to another.’  

If the Bible is the ultimate criterion one cannot assume at the outset of the 
investigation that reason is the ultimate criterion.” (p. 330) 

1. Critique: The traditionalist does not assume reason is the ultimate 
criterion, but rather the available and immediate criterion.  Perhaps 
further investigation will reveal whether reason is the ultimate 
criterion or not. 

ii. We must begin with the ultimate criterion (God) if we are ever to arrive at 
the ultimate criterion (God) 

1. Critique: How does one arrive at something with which he begins?  
Is this approach even coherent? 

iii. Continuing fault of the Vantillian school of apologetics 
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1. Presuppositionalists do not distinguish between a rational 
recognition of the soundness of biblical principles and the spiritual 
acquiescence in them 

2. Traditionalist allows for the unbeliever to understand the wisdom 
of looking at things in the biblical way even though he may not 
acquiesce to it 

f. Clark and Circular Reasoning 
i. Biblical contrast is not between head and heart, not between heart and lips 

(thought and expression) 
ii. Intellectual assent is of itself an act of the will, therefore one cannot know 

Christ while his will is negative toward Him 
iii. The universal principle of the primacy of the intellect is that all choose 

according to the last dictate of their mind 
1. God’s choice is by nature inflexibly virtuous 
2. Good angels and just men are made inflexibly virtuous by divine 

grace 
3. Bad angels and depraved men (not given divine grace) are 

inflexibly sinful 
iv. A strong presuppositional critic of Van Til 
v. Clark’s case for Christianity (based on the unsubstantiated claim that the 

Spirit of God is the author of Scripture) 
1. Traditional arguments for God, though not intrinsically invalid, 

cannot carry the freight of proof 
2. The Humean and Kantian criticism against the theistic proofs of 

causality seem essentially sound 
3. If the Holy Spirit is the author of Scripture, there are no criteria by 

which such a fact could be proven 
vi. Clark is “almost” fideistic because he gives a reason for proceeding 

fideistically: when God says He is speaking, one cannot impose tests of 
His “truth-claims” 

1. Critique: This is not pure fideism (I accept this claimed Word of 
God as the Word of God).  It is an argument, although it is an 
absurd argument. 

g. Carl Henry and Circular Reasoning 
i. Leads even the most rational apologists into anti-intellectualism and 

fideism 
ii. Presuppositionalism exaggerates the noetic influence of sin 

iii. Henry is in the end fideistic because he does not grant the indispensable 
role to reason 

iv. Henry’s method and criteria of theology (p. 338) 
1. Divine revelation is the source of all truth, the truth of Christianity 

included 
2. Reason is the instrument for recognizing it 
3. Scripture is its verifying principle 
4. Logical consistency is a negative test for truth 
5. Coherence is a subordinate test for truth 
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6. The task of Christian theology is to exhibit the content of Biblical 
revelation as an orderly whole 

v. Reason has no independent role and does not verify revelation, it is only 
the “instrument” which recognizes, organizes, and elucidates 

h. Conclusion: presuppositionalism and its circular reasoning lead to anti-
intellectualism and ultimate fideism even in the most “rational” 
presuppositionalists.  Traditional apologetics is left standing to point out the 
obvious. 
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