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Faith
Has Its Reasons

Kenneth D. Boa

& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

"Where as classical
apologetics characterlstlcally
iegands @glc or'ieason askihe

EV|dent|aI|sm
characteristically assigns this
priority to fact. (This
difference can be understood
largely as matter of
emphasis; of course, both

and ﬁ@@i 'ﬁ@ be b%th*%ssen’mal
© apolegetl »i
ang um‘entatloln.)

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
155/264]

Again, there is a problem with
terminology. Besides what we have
already said about the terms ‘logic'

and 'reason’, here Boa and
Bowman's use of the phrase
“criterion of truth" seems to mean
that classical apologetics regard
logic and reason as the means by
which we ascertain whether
something is true. In other words,
that logic and reason are a TEST
for truth.

9/25/2025



"Where as classical
apologetlcs characterlstlcally
iegands @glc or reason ashihe

Evidentialism
characteristically assigns this
priority to fact. (This
difference can be understood
largely as matter of
emphasis; of course, both
lassicallapologists and

entialists cogsid'er reaso

andifactiio be both!essentnlal
© apolegetlc%
arguimentations)"

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
155/264]

"Where as classical
apologetlcs characterlstlcally
iegands @glc or reason ashihe

Evidentialism
characteristically assigns this
priority to fact. (This
difference can be understood
largely as matter of
emphasis; of course, both
lassicallapologists and
evidentialists coEsid'er reaso
andifaciiolbe both}essentulal
© apolegetlc»:i
arguimentations)"

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
155/264]
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But, in characterizing
Evidentialism, they contrast this
with the priority of “fact."
However, when calling something
a "fact,” one means that it is
something that is true of reality.
In other words, that a “fact"” is
true because it corresponds to
reality, which is a THEORY
of truth.

But a theory of truth is not the
same as a test for truth. Thus, it
does not make sense to contrast

the test for truth in Classical

Apologetics with the theory of

truth of Evidentialism.
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. Two Kinds, oft Evidéntialism: ‘
£pisfemological £ %denf;’a//sm' N

&

‘It Is wrong,
everywhere,
always, and for
anyone, to believe
anything upon
- = insufficient
U evidence."

. .',\;_ ’ .‘
K& Elifford
QWEKEEliffor _ .
e o [WAKS Clifford; Lectures and Essays, 1979, reprinted in Louis P. Pojman, The Theory

'( 1 845;18 79) {I)gg(g)oms/lseﬂge: Classical.and Contemporary Readings, 2™ ed. (Belmont: Wadsworth,
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What about this
‘It is wrong, statement?

everywhere, What is the "sufficient

always, and for evidence" for it?
anyone, to believe

anything upon
insufficient
evidence."

For that matter, what
could possibly count as
evidence for such a
philosophical
statement?

It would seem that this
is clear example of a
self-refuting statement.

“ltis wrong, everywhere, always, and
for anyone, to believe that (i
evenywhereRalvaySuaneege
torbelievesthaigiSAie
NaneleRayQlL
ittistwiengREVERnEGEN
foranyeneRicreleyeyi

anythingktponRinSUh
jeren) (msuiiicient @

evidencertpenlaSUiiele!
upon insufficient evidence."




‘It is wrong,
everywhere,
always, and for
anyone, to believe
anything upon
insufficient

evidence."
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olbersure) thelquestions
ofibeliefsranditheir
relationshipsitelevidence
arelimpoerntant
philesephicallissues:

Epistemological
Evidentialism;iwhile
relatediatisomerdeeper
levelrgenenallyihas
nothing teldeiwithithe
evidentialismiwerarne
interestediiniour
studyihere”

Two KRinds,oft Evidentialism:
FApologefical £videntialism
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An Apologetics Handbook

Faith
Has Its Reasons

Integrative Approaches to

Defending the Christian Faith

| B B Robert§lVISBeowman
Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

(T

slfiwelwereitosformulate! Does it not seem that this

maximitor:evidentialist maxim is tacitly telling
apologetics) ri‘f‘woald be someone what to believe?
something like this: it'is Given that, could we not level

wrong,.everywhere, the same criticism against this
always, and for anyone formulation that we did against
to tell someone else to Clifford's original wording?
b‘éliée something othery

than @nfthe'basﬁs of

evi’derice."

[BeaMBowmanW=aithlHasllts Reasons
156/265] e
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".vid‘entiaILsm
isyprimarily.
Inductive;
rather than

deductlve

[
157/266]
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-
| do not mean to harp too

much on this point about logic,
but the logical “form* of an
argument is almost always

irrelevant to the content of the
premises of the argument.

Any argument can be cast as a
deductive argument, even
scientific ones.

"Research shows that
the main factor common
among patients takeniill
with the Hungarian'Body

Rot Virus (HBRV),is
unusually long fiLr,ger
nails' which,put them at
risk. Doctors are urging
everyone tolkeep their
finger nails neatly

¥

tiimmed."

10
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If one has unusually long
fingernails, then one is at risk
for getting ill with Hungarian
Body Rot.

If one is at risk for getting ill
with Hungarian Body Rotgthen,
doctors urge that one telkeep
his fingernails neatly trimmed.

3. One out to follow the urgings of
doctors.

Therefore, if on?has unusually
long fingernails, one out so keep

his finge?ls neatly trimmed.

1.pDQ
2.0DOr

4

3.ros

4.s 5t/ p>s
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"Inductive arguments reason
# - -
fremrasimanyifacts, er data;

conclisionithatiis showmite
be supported in some way.
by the facts. By contrast,
deductive arguments, such
as those favored in classical
apologetics, reason from as
few, feﬁsa Or premises jas
[aneineeded to CQQC|USiOI’1
thatfistShown te follow from
theifacts &

[BoaBowmani*Faith Has‘I Its Reasons,
157/266]

"Inductive arguments reason
" - 1
fremrasimanyifacts, er data;

conclusiontthat ifc, showntte
be supported in some way.
by the facts. By contrast,
deductive arguments, such
as those favored in classical
apologetics, reason from as
few, feﬁsa Or premises jas
arelneeded to’cqnclusiOn
w
thatfisiShown te follow from
‘ "
thelfacts:

[BoaBowmani*Faith Has‘I Its Reasons,
157/266]

9/25/2025

Even given Boa and
Bowman's point about logic
here for the sake of argument,
itis misleading to contrast
Evidentialism as a whole with
Classical Apologetics
as a whole:

Classical Apologetics
historically has two and
currently, three, distinguished
“steps*” in its system:

The last stepiin Classical
Apologetics inildemonstrating
Christianity as the only. true
theism is largely.
indistinguishable from
Evidentialism:

So, to'the degree that they are
the same, Boa and Bowman's
point about deductive vs.
inductive would be false
(again, granting the point for
the sake of argument).

12



"Inductive arguments reason
fromfasimany; f‘lécts, or data
fasicanbe mustered to
conclusionithatiis shownkte
be supported in some way.
by the facts. By contrast,
deductive arguments, such
as those favored in classical
apologetics, reason from as
fewifactsyor premises, jas
[ane) n&dﬁed to,copclusici)n
thatfistShown te follow from
thelfacts &

¥
[BoaYBowmani*Faith Has'lts Reasons)
157/266]

"Inductive arguments reason
fromfasimany; f?cts, or data
fasicanbe mustered to
conclusionithatiis shownkte
be supported in some way.
by the facts. By contrast,
deductive arguments, such
as those favored in classical
apologetics, reason from as
fewifactsyor premises, jas
[ane) n&dﬁed to,copclusici)n
thatfistShown te follow from
thelfacts &

¥
[BoaYBowmani*Faith Has'lts Reasons)
157/266]

9/25/2025

/ Now, given all this, taking

into account the Classical
Apologetics system's distinction
between demonstrating theism
and demonstrating Christianity (a
distinction Evidentialism all but
ignores), what might we say.
about Boa and Bowman's point
about inductive logic and
deductive logic?

‘ E

ven among Classical
apologists, most withhwhom | am
familiar use what Boa and
Bowman characterize as
“inductive logic™ in their
arguments for theism:

Consider, for example, the vast
amount of scientific evidence
(big bang, fine tuning,
information content of the DNA)
in making an “argument to the
best explanation,* a.k.a.
abductive argument for
God's existence.

13
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Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.
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& :
ZEvidentialiapologistsfef Boa and Bowman are making an

Allistiimesiholdlin comm important point here that | think
a ‘second icrucial aspeets 2 c:::ﬁti’c‘;\:it:nssome
the conclusions of the v
apologetics arguments They are correct in that

they employ are shown to inductive arguments' leadto
be probable rather than probability since, by definition,

Cer[-am Thls follows from an inductive argument lead to
the probability of the conclusion

while aideductive argument
leads to the certainty of:
the conclusion.

NEaithiliastits Reasons?
159/269- 70 empha3|s in original]

bothithe probability. and the
certainty’ are logical probability
and logical certainty, not
necessarily actual probability.
and actual certainty:

allfstiipestholdiin comme
a%nd lcrucial aspegets
the conclusions of the
apologetics arguments
they employ are shown to
be probable rather than
Certa/n Thls follows from

sEvidential apologist u | But one must rer'n_ember that

A valid deductive argument will
entail a necessary conclusion,
even if the conclusioniis false.

Rememberithelillustrationfabout
theldistancelthe'Sunlisifrom
the eanth'andithe
speediofilight:

15
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“The Sun.is sixty.miles
from_the Earth. ’

; 2 Light travels at six

t

13!
é vget from the'Sun’
L to the Earth:

t o
DR, ’E
i—herefalj akes ,;g

light ene hour {{o) g‘ .-

.. The Sunis sixty miles 7 e

from the Earth. g;o)ﬁ@ﬁmﬁ@@@

- Light travels:at sixt}’ Elre true,

MPH.

" Thereforeyititakes ine

light one hour'to onclusion
get from the'Sun hasitolbe
to the Earth. 4 - e,

16



1.
2.

l

'3,

.

1.
2.

'3,

5
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from the Earth. Premises

Light travels; at s:xty gnecessitates
MPH e rvtdh oF Whe

Therefore! lt takes } conelUsiclmis

The Sun is sixty miles } Since the

lightone hour to iscalleala

lget from the Sun + _Jdedletive
to the Earth. aleuimelmts

stuely geovern he
{iruidn or ralsiyy oif
Statementsys

from the Earth.

Light travels: at s:xty’
IVBHS .

Therefore; lt ELES

light one hour {0)

get from the Sun ’
to the Earth. -

The Sun is sixty miles } Whet ereas of

17



1. The Sunis sixty miles ‘
from the Earth. ASTRONOMY

2! Light travels: at six{iy’ AND PHYSICS
MPH.

'3. Theref’ﬁ‘e;,i@kes

light.ene holr'to
get from the'Sun . ’

to the Earth. -

sEvidentialiapoelogistsioefi
1 eitines Mt i o :
S ISUIPSSINOIARIN comimon Boa and Bowman are correct in

afsecondicrucial aspegt: emphasizing that the conclusions
the conclusions of the of Evidentialism! are probabilistic.

gRelogeliceaiouienis But there only partially correct in

they employ are shown to implying (by way of contrast in
be probable rather than the overall context) that this

certain. This follows erm distinguishes Evidentialism from
the) inrdUC;iVG nature ofithe Classical Apologetics
argum‘ents typically,

Baithikiasllts Reasons}
697270, emphasis in original]

9/25/2025
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wp‘es holdlin commion Most Classical apologists with
alsecondicnucial aspegcts whom Ilam familiar argue
the conclusions of the abductively for both theism
apologetics arguments and Christianity.
they employ are shown to

EV|dent|aI apelogistsyefi
/—

But Thomists will maintain that
beg .robab.le rathertnan their arguments for'theism which
cer%‘a/n. Thls follows fr9m employ, the metaphysics are
thelindlictive nature ofthel demonstrative, not versions, of
( the “argument to the best
explanation.*

15912697270, empha3|s in original]

The'Postmodern

Challenge to _Ewdent:a:hsm‘

19



Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

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

I
e STANLEY ). GRENZ I

“In contrast to the modern
ideal of the dispassionate
observer, we affirm the
postmodern discovery
that no observer can stand
outside the historical
process. N cem e Geln
universalrtciitirally,
nedtrall as;
UnconditionedfspecialiSts

20



“Ini contrast to the:modern
ideal of the dispassionate
observer, we affirm the
postmodern discovery:
that no observer can stand
outside the historical
process. Ner can e
universalgcultirallyd
Inettrall as
[UncenditioneafSpecialiStsh
Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005),

Stanley J. Grenz
(1950-2005)

9/25/2025

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

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

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

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

21
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If&alllourintellectual
— endeavors:iare)

"Onithe contrary, weare "una VOidabI;y Gendiﬁened o

participants in.our

I S e e then \Grenz'siown!statement:

context, and all our

intellectual endeavors are @ M "u na VOi da blty

unavoidably conditioned

by that participation.” con di ti on ed. 2

[Stanley J. Grenz, A Primer on Postmodernism (Grand Rapids:
William B. . I m E ﬂ ; ; Z j

“unavoidablylconditioned;
S — theylwhy.shouldiweltakelit
aslobjectivelyitrue?

An Apologetics Handbook

Has Its Reasons

Integrative Approaches to

Defending the Christian Faith

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

22



9/25/2025

ﬂn‘_general, s I
e_.,\"/ident;jalists malw ;
common caulise' with

classical apologists
in‘rejecting outright
the relativism and
sugj?ctivism ofg
pestmedernism
\ | Bowman,lf!'e‘with Haslits Reasons o

KennethiRRBoa = 9 Roberi§lVI§Bewman

:-',‘ Pi"'i@‘a]! Use ﬁ
| Dhﬂosqﬁhw
,_ ¢

23



9/25/2025

Faith
Has Its Reasons

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

"Eviden |aI|sts

dlsap‘prove of
kind of phllosophlcal
apologetics that
seeks to construct a

u
ﬂ@?

RoberjlV% B%man
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Analytic P

2
IF T

§ concerned primarily with the

L - WETY LT

v

analysis of concepts and
| terms and the clarification of
language

In its most extreme forms,
it denies that philosophy
has its own body
of knowledge.

‘h
-
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FANGUAGE
IRUTHE
LOGIE

"We mean also to
rule out the
supposition that
philosophy can be
ranged alongside the
existing sciences, as
a special department
of speculative
knowledge."

[A. J. Ayer, Language, Truth;and Logic (New York: Dover
Publications, 1952), p. 48]
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"There is no field of
experience which
cannot, in principle,
be brought under
some form of
scientific law, and no
type of speculative
knowledge about the
world which it is, in
principle, beyond the
A . power of science to
1910-,19%9) give.

[Ayer, Language, p. 48]

"There is no field of %@ %@

experience which

Ei e WS tate el
some form of
scientific law, and no

ety | oreUgInt uneler
world which it is, in

epssindte | SOIINE@ (O ©F
sclientiie lew™?
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"There is no field of
experience which
cannot, in principle,
be brought under
some form of
scientific law, and no
type of speculative
knowledge about the
world which it is, in
principle, beyond the
power of science to

give.”

Ayer, Language, 48]

A. JgAyer
F (1910-1989)
| B

"There is no field of
experience which
cannot, in principle,
be brought under
some form of
scientific law, and no
type of speculative
knowledge about the
world which it is, in
principle, beyond the
power of science to
give.”

Language, 48]

A. JgAyer
F (1910-1989)
| B

II7 @he eanswer s

no, thllS;
IStatemendis

not a scientiic

philosophical
statement.

9/25/2025

28



9/25/2025

"But, actually, the validity of
s the analytic method is not
S dependent on any empirical,
much less any metaphysical,
presupposition about the
nature of things. For the
philosopher, as an analyst,
is not directly concerned
with the physical properties
of things. He is concerned
only with the way in which
we speak about them. In
other. words, the
propositions of philosophy
are not factual, but linguistic
in character."

[Ayer, Language, p. 57]

1910z 11989)

According to Ayer
NATURAL SCIENCES

@al i(ﬂfj orie. (Df S

logic of ... PHYSICS
,«;@]/]<c'98:53:a7’5y @77’" CHEMISTRY
scope of ... BIOLOGY

relation to other disciplines

SECOND-ORDER DISCIPLINE ’ FIRST-ORDER DISCIPLINES

29
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According to Classical Philosophy
NATURAL SCIENCES

act/potency Categolries of .. P H Y S | C S

loxgpie i .

form / matter Gl Aol C H E M I S T RY

particular / universal

. S (=80 a
substance / accident L .
BIOLOGY

essence / existence gt
clisSciplines:

FIRST-ORDER SECOND-ORDER U ———— -
DISCIELINE DISCIPLINE FIRST-ORDER DISCIPLINES

According to Classical Philosophy

g,
. Theselarelmetaphysical

lparticular/juniversal IR
Substanceljaccident sensibleworld
o

lessencey/existence;
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"Up until the eighteenth century,
ap@l@getlcs wasjimodeled on

'Boa and Bowman are right
in pointing out how the different

than it is how, and included the areas of knOWIedge (SCientia)

study of the natural world"(what became more specialized.

was,called‘natural philoesophy!). In
turn, the word 'science' was

understood in its common Latin

sense as scientia, knowledge. As

disciplinesjofistudy became more
thelsciencesfemerged
as] branches offknowledge

increasingly‘diﬁt‘a‘renti%f:ed from

philesephyiby. thelr inductive

empigical method.

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
171/286]

"Up until the eighteenth century,
ap@l@getlcs was modeled on

It should be noted that the
ancient Greeks, Aristotle for

“than itis now, and included the, example, recognized that there
study of the natural world"(what were different specialized

was,called‘natural philoesophy!). In -
turn, the word 'science’ was areas of knowledge even if the

understood in its common Latin specialization was not to the
sense as scientia, knowledge. As extent that it becomes in
disciplinesjofistudy became more

L the modern era.

thelsciencesfemerged
as] branches o’ilgglowledge
increasinglyidifferentiated from

philesephyiby, th‘elr @gluctlve

empigical method.

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
171/286]




“The Seripture Cannot Be Broken.”
— Lok 1035

"We only ascribe universal
education to one who;jin'his!

own individual person;,isithust

critical in all or nearly:all=
branches of knowledge), and
not to one who hasiallikels
ability merely in somelspeciall
subject. For it is possibleifora
man to have this competence]
in some one branchiof;
knowledge without
having it in all:
[Aristotle, On the Parts of Animals, Bk. |, transi\Williami@gle

(https://penelope.uchicago.edu/aristotle/partsil:html);faccesseds
09/19/25]

Edward Feser

Aristotle's Revenge

The Metaphysical Foundations of
Physical and Biological Science

9/25/2025
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"Up until the eighteenth century,
apelogetics was modelgd on
i % Walleln was generally
iniform. ¢ mlosophy Uil
that tlme wasia much broader tenm
than it is now, and included the
study of the natural world (what
was,called‘natural philoesophy!). In
turn, the word 'science' was
understood in its common Latin
sense as scientia, knowledge. As
disciplinesjofistudy. became meore
the sciencesremerged
as] branches ofifknowledge
ineresingly*differentiat'*ed from
yAby.their ;h-%llluctlve
eJJ_QmeaI method.

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
171/286]

"Up until the eighteenth century,
apelogetics wa modeled on

i form. {*mlosophy
ch

that tlme WES ENll] broader
than it is now, and included the
study of the natural world (what
was,called‘natural philoesophy!). In
turn, the word 'science' was
understood in its common Latin
sense as scientia, knowledge. As
disciplinesjofistudy. became meore
Athe sciencesremerged
asid Blbranches of knowledge
increasin Iy*dlfferentlated from

philesephylbyitheir ;h-%llluctlve
empincal method.

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
171/286]

9/25/2025

| would suggest, however,
that the trend began in the
seventeenth century with the
mathematization of philosophy
in the thinking of René
Descartes (1596-1650).

This is to say that the
specialization and at times
separation of the sciences had
much to do with the increase
in the precision of the
instruments together with the
increasing dominance of
mathematics and less with
logical methods of deduction
and induction.

34



"Up until the eighteenth century,
apelegetics wasimodeled on
i
phllosophy Wialtein) WeE generally
inform. JPWIosophy Uil
ERTE WES ENllE broader tenm
than it is now, and included the
study of the natural world (what
was,called‘natural philoesophy!). In
turn, the word 'science' was
understood in its common Latin
sense as scientia, knowledge. As
dISCI Ilnes of study, became mele
Sthe smences?emerged
asid Blbranches of knowledge
inereasinglydiffe’rentia’t'ed fem
yAby, tﬁ.elr inductive
e._,_l,gmcél method.

[Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
171/286]

mdegpre’éd disdain

[ &
abstract reasoning'in
general and deductive
philosophical argument
in particular have
brought,the cIaSS|caI

; dlsreputgi

Falth.Has Its Reasons

9/25/2025

What is more, Aristotle was
quite the inductive empiricist,
though the Classical
Empiricism of Aristotle and
Aquinas is quite different from
Modern and Contemporary
Empiricism in its metaphysical
grounding.

Regrettably Boa and
Bowman are right that the
classical theistic
arguments have fallen into
disrepute, though | would
submit that it had to do,
not so much with any
deductive aspect of
philosophical arguments,
but with philosophy
in general.

35



A vmapr’egg di;édé'iﬁ
forgand dis.,'t'rus; ofi

abstract reasoning'in
general and deductive
philosophical argument

in particular have
brought,the classical
theisticlarguments into
i di,r,,.ep'ute;

[[Boe), Bowimen, (i 'Haglts Reasons}
72250 B
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—

This increasing disdain
for philosophy is
especially evident in
evangelicalism.

It is but one aspect of the
increasing disdain for
higher learning in general
that has plagued
American Christianity in
the 20" century.

Learning to Respond to a Dangerous Ideology

SCIENTISM
AND

SECULARISM

J. P. MORELAND

J. P. Moreland

36



9/25/2025

"The idea of first philosophy
[metaphysics] has been central to
the discipline of philosophy since

Plato, but with the advent of
scientism in the middle twentieth
century (and the public's general

lack of exposure to philosophy in
our educational system!), first
philosophy has fallen
into disfavor.”
[J. P. Morela

nd, Scientism and Secularism: Learning to Respond

"ﬁh“?‘:\\ w [0 @ Dangerous Ideology (Wheaton:
5 ; Crossway, 2018), 98-99]

re 1l ot LOVE
YOUR

GOD

WITH

e Lol SO IS
YOUR |
MIND J. P: Moreland

JoP. Morel and
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FAW, despread disdain
forr and dlstrust of

abstract reasonlng in
general and deductive
philosophical argument
in particular have

thelst|c>s:arguments inte
. dlsrepute

- rmlraclhe*s@s Ev)de

For Go‘d

9/25/2025

The question to ask is
what, if anything, can be
identified as the cause or

causes of the decline.

However, there is hope
in that philosophy has
seen somewhat of a
comeback in American
evangelicalism in recent
decades.
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Faith
Has Its Reasons

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

the verification of. the
supernatural. ... Classical
apologists tend torargue
that one must first
establish the existence of
Godlinlerder to"rernde*r
miracles credible.

Eowman!
101579

& Robert VIl

RoberilVI§

BeWwman

B@w man

9/25/2025
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“[Evidentialists] separate
from classical apologists in
that they think that a one-
step argument from
historical evidences (such

as miracles) to God is
feasible, and they often use
this as their favorite
argument.”

[Gary R. Habermas, "Evidential Apologetics," in Stephen B.
Cowan, ed. Five View on Apologetics (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 98]

BRIANK. MORLEY

M APPING
APOLOGETICS

COMPARING CONTEMPQRARY APPROACHES
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52 Brian‘K. Morley
4

Morley does a good job in
summarizing the Classical

Apologetics system of
Norman Geisler.

However, | would demur
regarding the use of the
term 'worldview’, especially
in light of the common
employment of the
misleading glasses
illustration.

9/25/2025
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~
In Geisler's defense, he
uses the term ‘'worldview'

6‘@ :
@m@ﬁ as a label for the various

ifﬂ@ﬁmﬁb@ positions taken on the

m@fﬂ?@ question of God's existence

and the implications a
given position has for a
number of important
issues, not the least of
which is the possibility of
miracles.

0 [ ety Mg Apelegies: ©

@@ntemporary (Downers! V2
Academic, 325]8 = B e

The Classical Apologetics
point about God and

6‘@

| stabout'religion miracles is vividly illustrated
{ﬂf@@_ﬁﬁ)@ by atheism Kai Nielsen in
lﬂﬁ@ﬁb@ responding to the evidence

for the resurrection of the
Lord Jesus as evidence for
God's existence.

s

m [ ety VEppiine ApelegEies: @
@@ntemporary (Downers! V2
Academic, 325]8 = B e
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EXIST

\ JP MORELAND AND
KAI NIELSEN

with Contributions ly:

= Peter Kreeft « Antony Flew « | T K NilNiel
» William Lane Craig « | o c'sen
» Keith Parsons + Dallas Willard » WaL926-2021)

“[ et us'suppose it were the casel
that Jesus was raised from the
dead. Supposed'you collected

the'bones; andithey [went]
together in:some way
reconstituted the living Jesus. ..

‘This wouldn’t show!there was an

infinite intelligiblelbeing. It
wouldn’t givelyoufany way of
being able to detectiif there is a
god-Itwould'be’just'that'a very,
strange happening happened,
inamely,.that,somebody.who,died:
.. came together'again as'a
living human being

‘[Kai.Nie’I‘séh, “An Atheist's: Rebuttal = intJ5P:
Moreland and'Kai'Nielsen;/Does God' Exist2:iilihe

w .
Great!Debatel(NashvilleMihomas Nelsons 1990) 1645 '} '
republished Does God. Exist?: The Debatelbetween Kal N Ielse n
mheists'and/Atheists (Amherst: Rrometheus ;¥ 1993); (’] 926-2021 )
65] R
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My appeal to Nielsen here

is not do deny that no
@0 atheist could ever move
%@_ﬁb@ directly from atheism to
worldviewsltisitheloverall Christian theism when

aseifor theh‘he’S"C GW’ confronted with the evidence
(IRl Gl et Tl of the resurrection.

m [ Verile y Ap@l@getics:
(Downers IV
Academ|c 325] - g EE T

Rather, in defense of my
principled/practical position

ﬂ‘@

@@ ' slabout'religion on God, miracles, and
iﬂ”@?l’ﬂb@ apologetic systems (which |
il?ﬁ@ﬁb@ take up in the following

comments on Boa and

Bowman), Nielsen is
an example of the
principled point.

JTiher
@amﬁm@

A Ayl @
acahﬁy ofia miracle’ ‘

m [ Verile y Ap@l@getics:

(Downers IV
Academ|c 325] -~ : L ol
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Jana S Harmoen

i

"Evidentialists belleve that
miacles, likelfulfilled
prephecyicanibe u.sed in
the verification of the
supernatural. ... Classical
apologists tend to argue
that one must first
establish the existence of
Godli ngrder totrender

migacles cr'edvlble

BowmanWEaithiHaslts Reasons!
il B

ATHEISTS FINDING GOD

UNLIKELY STORIES OF
CONVERSIONS TO CHRISTIANITY
IN THE CONTEMPORARY WEST

Jana S. Harmon

V.
First, Boa and Bowman

are right in saying that
Classical apologists “tend to
argue” this about miracles,
although one will find a
difference of opinion among
self-identified Classical
apologists.

9/25/2025
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cEvidentialists belleve that
mlraclés |I|§e fqullled
the verlflcatlon of. the
supernatural. ... Classical
apologists tend to argue
that one must first
establish the existence of
Godlinerder to‘re'nde‘r
miracles credible.'
Faifh}‘Ha{ts R‘eéésons,

107/879)]

-

/
Norman £ Ge sler
(1932:2019)

1

2

e

Norman L. Geisler, R. C.
Sproul, and other Classical
apologists hold that
miracles presuppose
theism, meaning that the
existence of God needs to
be demonstrated before the
evidence of miracles can be
employed in making the
case for Christianity.

IBAKER
N T

9/25/2025
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| s{s ’ﬁhe
ewdentlallst'on 'the M&@ of

entialis ;
ﬁh@ﬂ@m asyalllo Iqﬂy
necessary niof
histenical p@l@ge’m@s.

l"" to) s‘pea k
I rrgsu'Fre.e’g
God\linlessyastal
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Academie Books

TOLASSICAL
AFOIOGETICS

# ‘ARational | ST
Johipy Stner Defense of [ GSIFANE:
(@91420996) the Christian |@ 5 ===

Faith and
aCritique
of Presup-
positional
Apologetics |

RC.SPROUL-JOHN GERSTNER
ARTHUR LINDSLEY

R. C. S@ul
(1939-2017)3
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“Evidentialists,believe that e
mitacles, likelfulfilled " William Lane Craig;
pophecyscanibe usedlin who also self-identifies as a
the'verification of the Classical apologist, holds

supernstural. ... Classical that miracles can indeed be
apologists tend to argue

that one must first
establish the existence of
Godlin order toirenden
mlracles credlble ‘

NEaith Has Its Reasons
ﬁ]@ﬁllis}ﬂ@] [

part the case for
theism itself.

lassicallApologistisiResponsel|to
intStephenBECowan)ed: Five View.on
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.Evidentialists belleve that
mlraclés like fqullled
\ 'be ug,ed
the verlflcatlon of the
supernatural. ... Classical
apologists tend to argue
that one must first
establish the existence of
Godlinerder to‘render
migacles cgedlble

FaithiHas)lts Rea‘sons,

ﬂ@ﬂ@ﬂ@n

_Evidentialists belleve that
mlracles Ilke fqullled

the verlflcatlon of the
supernatural. ... Classical
apologists tend to argue
that one must first
establish the existence of
Godlinerder to‘render
migacles credlble
Falth.,Ha%ts ,‘%adsons,

ﬂ@ﬂ@ﬂ@n

9/25/2025

Regarding this issue of
whether the existence of God
must be established before
the apologist can employ
miracles, | make a distinction
between a principled matter
vs. a practical matter.

As a matter of principle, |

agree with Geisler, et al. that
God's existence must be
established first since there
cannot be an act of God
unless there exists a God
who can act.
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EV|dent|aI|sts belleve that g
’ ‘%jes like fu|f|||e@N However, as a practical
pr@phecylcan be usedfin matter, atheists are not
the verification of the always necessarily
supernatural. ... Classical consistent and may be
apologists tend to-argue persuaded to move in one
that one must first step from their atheism to
establish the existence of Christianity by a cogent
G@du\ grdey tojrendeq argument from, for example,
m'rades cedivle.§ the resurrection of the

wman Faith Has Its Reasons}) LO r d J esus.

w on thc N@&g@’e Streng‘t' S ogi
Ewdentlallst Apolo

ietlcs? .
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i il I e VI
UE B S RoberiflI&Bowman

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

13 i ljlity is
unavenilable ﬁi

oSy 'é’é’@gniz%s‘%at probab

»

> Stre

, ses[i‘fh”é factual ei{l;dence .
\J | % Wi
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Recoghnizes that
probability is
unavoidable

| Robertill Qwman

J

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.
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EVidanialists r’egcfiily ag:mit that
thefconclusions! 'avaiI.abIe
threlighithelinductive processiofi
historical inquiry are probable,
not certain. But they are quick to
add that'ne decision in lifeis
based on deductive certainty.
Deduction can reveal whether a
conclusion follows from certain
premisesybUt it carTiﬁo;t telllus}
\Whethedpremises correspondito!
iy about,jhe{real worldhs

BoWman Faithifias!itsiReasons )
E52) ‘ i

EVidanialists r’egdily admit{that

thel eoclusioﬁavaizable
threlighithelinductive processiofi
historical inquiry are probable,
not certain. But they are quick to
add that'ne decision in lifelis
based on deductive certainty.
Deduction can reveal whether a
conclusion follows from certain
premisesybut itica }r'lo't telllus}
\Whethedpremises correspondito!
iy about,jhe{real worldhs
Bewmany FaithikastsiIReasons )
ii352) ‘

9/25/2025

Boa and Bowan are certainly
right here that deduction
cannot tell us whether the
premises of a given
argument are true.

Remember, again, the
illustration about the
distance the Sun is from the
earth and the speed of light.

But the evidentialist seems
to be pressing this point as if
it had anything to do with the

differences between the
Classical Apologetics system
and the Evidentialist
Apologetic system.
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“Ewdentlallsts readlly admlt that

conclu3|on aavallable
threlighithe: mductlve precessiofi
historical inquiry are probable,
not certain. But they are quick to
add that ne decision in lifelis
based on deductive certainty.
Deduction can reveal whether a
conclusion follows from certain
premisesybut it cannot tellfus;
whethegpremises correspond o)

tilithfabout the re ivorld.

afandiBowman, Falth IHas!ltsiReasons

“Ewd%llsts readlly admlt that
s Y
conclu3|on ‘avallable
threlighithe: mductlve precessiofi
historical inquiry are probable,
not certain. But they are quick to
add that ne decision in lifelis
based on deductive certainty.
Deduction can reveal whether a
conclusion follows from certain
premisesybut it cannot tellfus;
whethegpremises correspond o)

tilithfabout the re ivorld.

afandiBowman, Falth IHas!ltsiReasons

Again, this is confusing a
logical analysis of an
argument with a
philosophical analysis or
scientific analysis or
historical analysis or
mathematical analysis or
whatever-aspect-of-reality-
the-premises-are-about
analysis.

The term ‘deduction’ refers
to a particular form of
logical reasoning.
Deduction is exclusively a
logical / epistemological
category.

For the Classical Realist
(but not necessarily for
every Classical apologist),
the "real world" is not
known by a logical
procedure.

9/25/2025
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add that'ne decision in lifeis
based on deductive certainty.
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EVidanialists r’egdily admit{that

thel eoclusioﬁavaizable
threlighithelinductive processiofi
historical inquiry are probable,
not certain. But they are quick to
add that'ne decision in lifelis
based on deductive certainty.
Deduction can reveal whether a
conclusion follows from certain
premisesybut itica }r'lo't telllus}
\Whethedpremises correspondito!
iy about,jhe{real worldhs
Bewmany FaithikastsiIReasons )
ii352) ‘
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Rather, the Classical
Realist (i.e., the Thomist)
regards knowledge as a

formal identity of knower and
known on the occasion of the
knower's encounter with
sensible reality.

Having already come to
know sensible reality, the
intellect can further reflect
upon and analyze that
which is known.

Such reflection and analysis
will then then take on the
categories of logic "as a

human instrument."
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Henry Babcock Veatch
(1911-1999)
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Norman L Geisler
1932 2019

SOCRATIC

LOGIC

A Logic Text Using
Socratic Method,
Platonic Questions, and

Aristotelian Principles

PETER KREEFT

EDITION
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Intentional . Logic [

IHenny Babceck Vieaitch
(1Dti-119S9)

Appealing methods
of inquiry
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& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

“One ‘of the great
S ren,gth'gof the
evidentialist
approach is its'use
of methods of
iInquiry already

familiar ain'd
aceceptablertermany,
€hiistians:

(BoaYandiBowmant Faiti#Has@R’easoms, RO be It Mu‘ B @Wm an
213/354)
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Evidentialism
“recognizes the
unavoidability of

makingpuseloflondinany.

ways of knowing in
order to become aware
ofl Godisiselfrey,

[IVEEXESIVEE !

Apologeticsi(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981), 97,
asicitedlin'Boa, Bowman, Faith Has Its
Reasons;213/354]

9/25/2025
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Evidentialism
“recognizes the
unavoidability of

makingjuselofiordinarny:
ways of knowing in
order.to become aware
ofiGoedistselfzrevelation
inkScriptunes

[MatkéMSFHanna, Crucial Questions' i
Apologeticsi(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981), 97,
as citedliniBoal Bowman, Faith Has Its
Reasons; 24:3/354]

Evidentialism
“recognizes the
unavoidability of

makingiuselofiordinary:
ways of knowing in
order.to become aware
ofiGoedistselfzrevelation
inkScriptunes

[MatkéMSFHanna, Crucial Questions i
Apologeticsi(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981), 97,
as citedliniBoal Bowman, Faith Has Its
Reasons) 21:3/354]

£ Undoubtedlyithisfisiindeed a

strengthiofiEvidentialism-"And

whilelitlisirelevantito certain

differences between
Evidentialismiand
Rresuppositionalismjjit'thas
nothing to doiwith any.

differencesbetween

EvidentialismiandiClassical

Apologetics:

£ Thisfisiso’notionly.because

Evidentialismiisivery nearly;
identicalitolthelthird step: of
Classical’Apologetics; but'an
employmentiofitordinary;
ways ofitknowinggisiexactly,
whatithe Classical
philosophicalitraditioniof
Aristotleland’Aquinasidoes:

Onelhasionlyitoiconsult:my,
presentationf¥Aristotle
Camping with'His Dogito
see how:

9/25/2025
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Kenneth D. Boa

& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

Evidentialistsfemphasize
thatidailyfcommunication
between'believers'and
unbelievers requires'a
commonly held logic and
world experience.
Without this commonality,
@@r@&ngnicatiqﬁn and
dialogue V\l‘0u‘|d bel

Rimpessibles

BoWmans FaithiHas ltsﬁfReasens,
YR ‘

: Here is an important
commonality Evidentialism has

with Classical Apologetics.

Human beings possess faculties
of sense and intellect that
enable us to know the
world around us.

These faculties, while
undoubtedly impacted by the
Fall and by our own sin,
nevertheless are not eradicated
and can still enable us to know.
many truths about reality.

9/25/2025
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tEvidentialists emp@asze
tha§dailyicommunication
between'believers and
unbelievers requires'a
commonly held logic and
world experience.
Without this commonality,
communicatientand
dig@ue V\‘Ou:.'d‘ be
. imposs‘ibleq."
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tEvidentialists emp@asze
that§dailylcommunication
between'believers and
unbelievers requires'a
commonly held logic and
world experience.
Without this commonality,
communicatientand
dig@ue V\‘Ou:.'d‘ be
. imposs‘ibleq."

‘Faith‘Has [tsIReasons}

L )

9/25/2025

y It is from these knowable |

truths that both the Classical
apologists and the Evidentialist
apologists maintain (though for
different reasons) that God's
existence can be demonstrated or:
shown to be the best explanation.

£ Some might suggest that this

opinion is exactly the point
of departure for. the
Presuppositionalist given the
Calvinist doctrine of total
depravity—the “T" in the
famous TULIP.
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i o) Shoig

@nconditional Election
&imited Atonement

Drresistible Grace

@er‘ gﬁce of the Sai

Evidentialistsfemphasize
thatidailyfcommunication
between'believers'and
unbelievers requires'a
commonly held logic and
world experience.
Without this commonality,
@@r@&ngnicatiqﬁn and
dialogue V\l‘0u‘|d bel

Rimpessibles

BoWmans FaithiHas ltsﬁfReasens,
YR ‘

/ = = -
£ Some might suggest that this
opinion is exactly the point
of departure for. the
Presuppositionalist given the
Calvinist doctrine of total
depravity—the “T" in the
famous TULIP.

£ Some might suggest that this
opinion is exactly the point
of departure for. the
Presuppositionalist given the
Calvinist doctrine of total
depravity—the “T* in the
famous TULIP.

Without jumping ahead
to interact with the
Presuppositionalist, one should
take heed to the wise words of
John Calvin himself.

9/25/2025
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[OHN CALVIN

[NSTITUTES of the

CHRISTIAN RELIGION

John Calvin
(1509-1564)

“"Therefore, in reading the
profane authors, the
admirable light of truth
displayed in them should
remind us, that the human
mind, however much fallen
and perverted from'its
origin_afl_ integrity; is: still
adornediand investediwith
admirable gifts from
s
John Calvin its Creator."
(1509-1564)
»
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"Shall we say that the
philosophers, in their
exquisite researches and
skillful description of nature
were blind? ... Nay, we
cannot read the writings, of
the ancients on these
subjectsiwithout the'highest
aimiration."

)

John Calvin

(1509-1564) . r
»,

“"The sum of the whole is
this: From a general survey
of the human race, it appears
that one of the essential
properties of our nature is
reason, which distinguishes
us fromjthe lower animals,
just as'theselby means of
sense areldistinguished from
linanimate objects*

1 [John Calvini¥instititesiofithe ChristianiReligion, 2.2515 trans Henry
JOh n Ca |VI n Beveridge }(Grand/RapidsaWilliam BAE€idmans), ol ppi236} 237]
(1509-1564) "

.
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Stresses the
factual evidence

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.
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t|fithelg

apalmgéﬁcs. isito defend

thettrith of“@hristi%mity,

' and if truth is understood

as.correspondence with
reality, then an apologetic

' that emphasizes the

factual reality‘of

eallefiChristian
©F o

[Bowiman?, F{h RES S [REESES,
e

slfithelgeallofiChristian
apalmgéﬁcs is‘to defend
thettrith of“@hristi%mity,
' and if truth is understood
as.correspondence with
reality, then an apologetic
' that emphasizes the
factual reality‘of
Ehiistianityis
marn'fja'tory

Bowmany FaithitaslitsIReasens!
PileREA)

9/25/2025

Remember our discussion about
different theories of truth in
defense of the correspondence
theory that says "truth is
correspondence with reality."”

This emphasizes the fact that
claiming that Christianity is true
is claiming that it is
OBJECTIVELY true and not
merely a way of "seeing" the
world through some lens.

Remember also that we
acknowledged different ways that
a statement can correspond to
reality, e.g., literally,
metaphorically, and others.
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terally,

]

L

“And as Helwalked by the Sea of
Galilee, Hetsaw:Simon' and Andrew.

)
165‘

Mark 1:

ting a net into the

forithey were fishermen."”
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=EOl you shall gorout with joy, and
be ledout with peace ... and all the
trees of the field shall

clap their hands.”

Isa 55:12
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as.correspondence with
reality, then an apologetic
that emphasizes the

factual reality‘of

Bowiman)
21131852

Sy
|fithe goal. %Chn‘stian

apalmge@cs iSito defepd
the'triith of@hristi?:mity,
' and if truth is understood
as.correspondence with
reality, then an apologetic
that emphasizes the
rf-a‘etul realit\yiof
P Chiistianityjis
mam’{datOr-y.

BoWman Faith Has'
218)850)
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Remember also that we
acknowledged different ways that a
statement can correspond to
reality, e.g., literally, metaphorically,
and others.

Regarding Boa and Bowman's
comment here, my questions are:

1) Why does their wording go
from correspondence with
"reality" to "factual reality"?

2) Does the term 'factual’ qualify
the nature of the reality that
truth corresponds to?

In other words, is there a
difference between 'reality’
and ‘factual reality'?

If they are implying some kind
of difference, what kind of
discipline governs the
exploration of what that
difference might be?
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lf tugoal of Chrlstlemu As we shall seeiin due
apolegeticsiisito defend course, the'notion of “fact:
thettriith'of Christianity! will'be alpoint of
and if truth is understood contention between
as,correspondence with Presuppositionalism'and

reality, then an apologetic all other’apologetic
( that emphasizes the systems:

factual realitysof & o :
’ hnstuamty S Van Til's understanding of

factin relation'to
“interpretation® and God'is
foundational torhis' system

i ngﬂ

L_ B@ and Bowma

%

b t!ﬁc Weakne‘sgf:s of ! “_‘"

/
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Assumes the
theistic worldview

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

9/25/2025
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"The principal objection to
evidgntialis&vfrorn a
classieal apelogetlcs
perspe‘ctlve IS that it

attempts to make a case for
the theistic worldview on the
basis of factsiAccording to
both classical apologists
and most Reformed
apologists this will,not wornk:
must first h.ag/e a

Wonldview, bef6re‘0ne can
i %t thé facts in

the world

(Boa and Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
214/356-357)

"The principal objection to
evide.rgtialismvfrorn a
classieal apelogetlcs
perspe.ctlvé iS that it

attempts to make a case for
the theistic worldview on'the
basis of factsiAccording to
both classical apologists
and most Reformed
apologists this will,not wornk:
must first have a
dview, befere‘one can
mterupret the facts in

(Boa and Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
214/356-357)

9/25/2025

| have no objection if the
point Boa and Bowman are
making is that the
“worldview" of theism needs
to be established before
certain other "facts™ can be
rightly understood.

V.

However, as a Classical
Realist (i-e., a Thomist), |
would not word it this way
since, as Rom. 1:20 says,
the establishment of theism
itself is based precisely
upon our encounter with the
sensible world which itself
is the starting point of all
“facts" that enters the
human intellect.
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P
Be sure not to forget ' However, as a Classical
the various ways in Realist (i.e., a Thomist), |
which the term would not word it this way
‘classical’ can be since, as Rom. 1:20 says,
used in this context. the establishment of theism
See the presentation itself is based precisely

"Apologetic Systems upon our. encounter with the

03 — Classical i
Apologetics Pt1." /

sensible world which itself
is the starting point of all
“facts" that enters the
human intellect.

l\‘ " {! .g-‘ " - ;

ol since, the,creatwn of the
werld HlS mvzs1ble attributes
areﬂclearly seen, bemg ﬁ

‘\\{4

] understood by, th‘Tegthlfngs that
e Moxmade, even His veterndilh
=poweiguildiGod |

‘\.1‘

=
|
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EQurlknowledge, taking
litststart from things,
proceeds' in this order.
Eirst) it begins in

sense; second, it is
completed in the
intellect.” g
ST

Iﬁl sldistrans: Mulligan, 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1 L ¥
ulligani(Chicago: Henry:Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans. i €
Chicago: Henny/Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert

\VAS ‘ ennyiRegnery; 1954). The three volumes were Th OmaS A_q U | nas
It d 3 d listHackett; 1994
eplinte ndianapolisiiacke )] (1 225 1274)

ZSensible things
[are that] from
which human
reason takes the
origin of its
kinowledge. @ ii’? -

Aqu_lnas iSummalGontralGentiles, 11/9, §2. Trans. Anton C. i e «
' \Q TP

Peefs. (( Dame UniversitylofiNotre: Dame Press, 1975): |, 77]
Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)
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Uses hidden
presuppositions

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.

9/25/2025

78



"It is the contention of
evidentialists that metaphysical
presu‘pbositié‘hs canlbe
minimizedliniapologetics. . 4EQn
exampleNinitheir scientific'and
historical arguments,
evidentialists presuppose that
there is a rational structure to
the whole of reality. The
heuristic, methodological
assumptions that knowledge is

(Boa and Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
214/357, 358)

"It is the contention of
evidentialists that metaphysical
presu‘p:éositic?ns canlbe

minimizedliniapologetics. . 450

exampleNinitheir scientific'and
historical arguments,
evidentialists presuppose that
there is a rational structure to
the whole of reality. The
heuristic, methodological
assumptions that knowledge is

(Boa and Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
214/357, 358)

9/25/2025

" | do not wish to'quarrel with

Boa and Bowman's
characterization that
evidentialistsiactually do
presuppose this:

But itidoes noti follow that
thelThomist who'holds that
the wholel of reality’has'a
rational structure is'because
he presupposes!it:

Once again, a faulty
assumptionihere found on
all' sides (common in
contemporary philosophical
thinking) is that'knowledge
must be ultimately cashed
out in terms of
epistemology (*empirically
substantiated®)inisuch a
way, thatlis indifferent to
any. metaphysic.
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"It is the contention of
ewdentlallsts that,metaphysical
supposmc?r“ls canlbe
minimizediin apologetlcs  [FOIP
CEMRLE, [ the|rws0|ent|f|c and
historical arguments,
evidentialists presuppose that
there is a rational structure to
the whole of reality. The
heuristic, methodological
assumptions that knowledge is

nnot
themselves be empmgally ¢

(Boa and Bowman, Faith Has Its Reasons,
214/357, 358)

9/25/2025

Vit ftibess off s dReyersics

oth sides' of this dispute
have already bought intothe
bankruptcy of; Critical
Realism in terms of:which
the reality, of the external
world eitheris a position
that requires substantiation
oritlis'an ultimate
presupposition.

Faith
Has Its Reasons

Kenneth D. Boa

& Robert M. Bowman Jr.
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""Montgomery admits that a £ Thatfact that Montgomery:s admits

RGNS must lie atithe baS|s ©ff that knowledge is ultimately
evenylprocedurelbut says grounded in an a priori sets him
itheyishouldibe kept‘to a against the Philosophical Realism
minimum, and be as self-evident of Aquinas.
and beyond dispute as much as
possible." Because;ofithis, [Carl]
Henry has commented that
'Montgomery differs from the
presuppositionalists he disowns
infthelnumber and‘{scope off
{!}Kg presupposmons he prefers

216/358)

£ Thatfact that Montgomery:s admits

The expression "a that knowledge is ultimately
riori® means "before grounded in an a priori sets him
P tf against the Philosophical Realism

or apart from of Aquinas.

empirical experience.

It is contrasted with
"a posteriori* which
means "by, on the
basis of, or
beginning with
empirical experience.
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""Montgomery, admlts that a
prieris must lie at the basislofi
evenys proce‘dure but saysithat
itheyishould be*fkept‘to a
minimum, and be as self-evident
and beyond dispute as much as
possible." Because;ofithis, [Carl]
Henry has commented that
'Montgomery differs from the
presupposmonallsts he dlsowns

216/358)

""Montgomery, admlts that a
prieris must lie at the basislofi
evenys proce‘dure but saysithat
itheyishouldibe! kept‘to a
minimum, and be as self-evident
and beyond dispute as much as
possible." Because;ofithis, [Carl]
Henry has commented that
'Montgomery differs from the
presupposmonallsts he dlsowns

216/358)

That fact that Montgomery's admits
that knowledge is ultimately
grounded in an a priori sets'him
against the Philosophical Realism
of Aquinas.

Given that, Henry is right in his
criticism that the difference between
his own Presuppositionalism and
Montgomery's Evidentalism is
merely a matter of degree.

Since both of them imbibe alevel of:
Critical Realism, their faulty.
positions on the nature of
knowledge leads them both down
the ' same dead end.

4 .

The Thomist rejects Critical
Realism's demand that one's belief
in the existence of the sensible
world (i.e., external reality) must
itself be justified.

The Thomist also rejects
Presuppositionalism's insistence
that such a belief can only be
justified by the presupposition of
the Trinitarian God of Protestant
Calvinist theism.

9/25/2025
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How (o | Know that | Kaow?

Classical Empiricism, Presuppositionslism, sad the Psevdo-Chslleage of 7ie Mairix®

Richard 6. Howe, Bh.0.
Souvthera Evaagelicsl Seminsry

""Montgomery admits thatga
RIIGNS must lie :ﬁﬁthe basis{efi
eveny) proce‘durer but saysithats
itheyishouldibel kept‘to a
minimum, and be as self-evident
and beyond dispute as much as
possible." Because;ofithis, [Carl]
Henry has commented that
'Montgomery differs from the
presupp08|t|onallsts he dlsowns

216/358)

/T i .

he Thomist realizes that existence
of external reality is directly known
through simple apprehension.

Such a view is neither'an a priori
starting point nor is it an instance of
accepting something as
a “brute fact."

Rather, it is'a view of knowledge that
is understood in terms of the
metaphysics of what it is to be a
knower and whatlit is to be a known.

The knower becomes the known at
the lever of cognition; the Formal
identity of knower and known.

9/25/2025
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METHODICAL REALISM

A Handbook for Beginning Realists

"~

ETIENNE GILSON

THOMIST REALISM

AND
THE CRITIQUE OF KNOWLEDGE

=tignne Gilson
++(1884-1978)

9/25/2025
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Underestimates the
human factor

Kenneth D. Boa
& Robert M. Bowman Jr.
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"Both,classical and evidentialist
apologistsiare o’ft'e"r;l criticizediforn
anfexcessiveloptimism in
assumingithatiunbelieverstane
willing and able to examine the
evidence for Christianity'in an
open, honest, andiunprejudiced
way. ... Some evidentialists,
however, acknowledge the
effects of sin on human
reasoningitheylappeal toithe

commontand special gracelofi
in| verco_?ningfthese
and voIition‘éI{barniers.

(BoafandiBowman® \Faithitas 7IJ‘i‘s%.,‘-R’eascms,
216, 217/359, 360)

9/25/2025

| know of no apologetic system,
as far as the principles of the
systems go, that overlook or
deny the need for the grace of
God in overcoming cognitive and
volitional barriers.

There will be in
Presuppositionalism, however, a
nuanced understanding of the
notion of "common" grace and
whether and to what extent there
is any "common ground" or
"neutral ground” between the
believer and unbeliever.
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