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I. EVIDENCES, PRESUPPOSITIONS, AND 
FAITH: introductory ruminations 
I have been told that when asked why she had come to faith Dame Edith 
Sitwell said she “had looked at the pattern of a frost flower on a window 
pane; she had studied shells, feathers, petals and grasses; and she knew, 
without a doubt, that there must be a cause . . . I have come to believe 
that cause is God.”1  Striking a similar note, I once asked a friend, who is 
not a professing Christian, if he believed God exists, and he replied, “of 
course, the evidence is overwhelming.” The underlying question in this 
kind of “faith” account, which could fill massive volumes if collected, is not 
just whether true faith can spring from considering the evidences of 
nature, but also whether there is any coherent spiritual or moral meaning 
understood by an observing unbeliever. 
 
This question of what faith is has perplexed the church throughout its 
history, and more recently the matter has been given renewed attention 
by those who use a philosophic apologetic in which they appear to argue 
unwittingly that a person must “presuppose God” in order to be saved. 
Stated this way we can easily see that it is questionable, but it is generally 
not made so clear by those who advocate it. It is said that the unbeliever 
can not know anything “truly” because he does not presuppose God in his 
thoughts; i.e., he does not begin with God in his reasoning and 
interpreting of reality. Therefore, he must “begin with God,” presuppose 
God, in order to “end with God.”2   

                                                           
1Noted in Christian Poetry, compiled by Paul Alexander and Veronica Zundel, Oxford: Lion Books, 1981. 
2 I should state at the outset that these reflections are in no way a philosophical response to the 
complexities of the Presuppositional Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til, nor his followers. I would also 
readily acknowledge that some such followers would take strong exception to my assertions. 
Undoubtedly those exceptions would include the view that I have simply not fully understood the 
system, and to that I would respond, indeed, I can not. These ruminations arise largely from my 
reading of presuppositional writers and many discussions with those claiming to be 
presuppositionalists. The tentative nature of these assertions arises in part from the widespread and 
ongoing confusion among presuppositionalists regarding the “contact point” in general revelation 
between the believer and unbeliever, as well as the role of “classical arguments” in defense of biblical 
faith (on “defense,” see p. 25). Thus, perhaps it can be said that my thoughts are in part reaction to the 
in-house confusion of an incomprehensible system, and thus they form a response to some of its more 

Unless I misunderstand something, this line of reasoning rests on both a 
circular argument and a false premise.3  The false premise is that people 

                                                                                                                                      
extreme “fallout” which I have observed. Perhaps also my reflections arise in part from contact with 
Van Til’s disciples who have taken presuppositionalism so far as to leave Van Til himself tied up outside 
the camp. I would also add, on the other hand, that these reflections are not a philosophical defense 
of what many call Foundationalism.  
3 Circularity is the fundamental basis of Presuppositionalism: “. . . all reasoning is, in the nature of the 
case, circular reasoning. The starting point, the method, and the conclusion are always involved in one 
another” (C. Van Til, The Defense of the Faith [Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.], 
3rd ed., 1967, p. 101; also pp. 227-228). This is a bold claim, for in the entire history of logic and 
philosophy the consensus has been that circularity is a sign of a fallacy. The following is a typical 
example of V. Til’s circularity and muddled thinking: “Now since God is not fully comprehensible to us 
we are bound to come into what seems to be a contradiction in all our knowledge. Our knowledge is 
analogical and therefore must be paradoxical” (ibid., p. 44). For a critique of presuppositional 
circularity, see R.C. Sproul, John Gerstner, and Arthur Lindsley, Classical Apologetics: A Rational 
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do not presuppose God. In fact, I would propose that all people do indeed 
“presuppose” God (i.e., know God exists and what his character is like, 
etc.), and it is certainly incorrect to suggest that the need of the lost 
resides primarily in changing their presuppositions. What they need is a 
new nature. The presuppositions of the unbeliever have certainly been 
corrupted, “given over” to futility, but they had begun at the right place: 
they all know that God is there.  
 
What is most disturbing in the discussion is the apparent confusion 
between belief, presupposing, and faith created by a presuppositional 
approach. Is presupposing equivalent to believing? If you “hop off your 
false train of presuppositions” will you be saved?4 
 
Is not believing and repenting a matter of having our twisted 
“presuppositions” (those we suppress and distort) transformed by 
regeneration, conversion, and sanctification by the Word and the Spirit? Is 
not repentance a matter of turning away from our sinful propensity and 
practice of taking what we clearly know to be true and suppressing it? This 
is certainly a battle waged largely in the mind (i.e., heart and soul), but it is 
not an “intellectual” leap of blind reason (see pp. 24ff.) (if that were really 
possible). Rather, it is a spiritual and moral battle that rages on all the 
fronts of our complex natures. 
 

                                                                                                                                      
Defense of Christian Faith and a Critique of Presuppositional Apologetics (Grand Rapids: Academie 
Books), 1984, pp. 318-338. 
4 I have been told by numerous people that a popular “witnessing” technique of Presuppositionalists is 
to tell unbelievers that they (the unbelievers) got onto a train (false presuppositions) they thought 
would take them to their destination, but that they were wrong, so they need to “hop off their train” 
and “hop onto our train (Christian presuppositions)” (see also f.n. 14, below).  
 This idea is problematic particularly to the question of knowing (Epistemology), for Van Til at times 
affirms “knowledge” of God in the unbeliever, yet he calls it “false knowledge.” In response to this 
ambiguity, Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley write: “. . .Van Til does not believe the unregenerate have 
any true knowledge of God. Their ‘knowledge’ is not ‘true’ knowledge; it is ‘false’ knowledge. If it is 
totally false, then it is no knowledge at all. This is consistent with his fundamental principle that one 
must presuppose God in order to have ‘true’ knowledge of Him or anything” (Classical Apologetics, pp. 
17, 219). This statement supports my impression, as well, that Van Til confuses faith and believing with 
presupposing. On cognition and “true” knowledge, see f.n. 41 below. 

Ironically, the philosophical apologists frequently accuse the traditional 
apologists of rationalism in regards to faith, but the charge seems to fall 
down in light of the historical evidence: I have yet to find a traditional 
apologist to suggest in any fashion that a person is saved by an intellectual 
act of the mind or will (i.e., excluding Gnostics, et al.).5  There has been 
consistent agreement that faith does involve intellectual assent, but that it 
must be followed by trusting assent of the heart, and obedient assent of 
the will. Intellectual assent is not an irrational choice to change one’s 
presuppositions by a leap into the unknown.6  It is a conscious repentance 
of the mind and heart’s suppression and perversion of what truth it knows 
and a humble bowing to the claims and proofs (see p. 21ff.) of the witness 
and testimony that God has placed before us all. 

                                                           
5 Van Til assumes throughout his works that traditional apologists wrongly allow autonomy to 
unbelievers by treating reasons for unbelief as “neutral” territory, and thus that reasoning is their 
starting point, whereas Van Til argues that the unbeliever cannot reason anything truly (see The 
Defense, pp. 132-137, 212, 223, 224, 226, 275). A good definition of rationalism, in my estimation, 
could be Van Til’s statement (if it were true): “In its philosophy and apologetics Romanism reasons as 
though man can, by himself, determine the nature and possibility of knowledge without reference to 
God” (ibid., p. 39). And yet, a page later, he writes Christianity “is not an absolute irrationalism, but an 
absolute ‘rationalism.’ In fact we may contrast every non-Christian epistemology with Christian 
epistemology by saying that Christian epistemology believes in an ultimate rationalism while all other 
systems of epistemology believe in ultimate irrationalism” (sic.) (ibid., p. 41). In another peculiar 
statement, he says that even the “defective preaching” and “defective reasoning” of traditional 
apologists (i.e., Romanists, Evangelicals, and Arminians) is used by God “to bring men to himself” (ibid., 
p. 223). Cf. J. Oliver Buswell who says, “for the Christian theologian to state his reasons for his 
convictions, is not to bring into question the genuineness of the presuppositions” (A Systematic 
Theology of the Christian Religion, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1962, p. 18). 
 Cf. C. Hodge’s refutation of rationalism in which he argues that “Rationalism destroys the 
distinction between faith and knowledge . . .” and “The inscrutable, the incomprehensible, what we 
cannot understand, must therefore of necessity be rationally the object of faith. And consequently 
reason, rational demonstration, or philosophical proof is not the ground of faith. We may rationally 
believe what we cannot understand” (Systematic Theology, vol. 1, part 1, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1972, pp. 41-42). See Hodge below on rationality, fn. 20; see also 
“Reason in the Bible,” pp. 22ff. 
6 With regard to the “leap” of presuppositionalism: Van Til writes, the Reformed apologist “will first 
present the facts for what they really are and he will challenge the natural man by arguing unless they 
are accepted for what they are according to the Christian interpretation of them, no facts mean 
anything at all” (The Defense p. 147). That is, the unbeliever must presuppose these ‘facts” as true 
from the outset. Further, the apologist “must say to the believer that unless he will accept the 
presuppositions and with them the interpretations of Christianity there is no coherence in human 
experience” (ibid., p. 150). See above, train-hop illustration, f.n. 4.  
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Believing on the basis of sound, verifiable evidence is far more than simply 
“presupposing” something is true and calling it “faith.”7 Faith which simply 
presupposes with no evidence may seem pious, but in fact contradicts the 
way God has made us, and in its own peculiar way is a denial of God’s gift 
of intelligible and trustworthy evidences to us. Such an act in essence says 
to God, “I do not need your evidences, testimonies, proofs, witnesses, 
messengers. My ‘faith’ is strong enough to believe without them.” Such a 
response is neither pious nor rational; it is in fact arrogant and irrational. 
God does not call us to believe by a leap of faith, to give our heart and soul 
in obedience to him without sure proofs, because he does not treat us 
contrary to the nature he created in us.8   

                                                           
7 “Presuppose” means to accept or suppose something before the facts; to take something “for 
granted.” Van Til often makes statements that suggest presupposing is the first step of faith/belief: “It 
is the actual existence of the God of Christian theism and the infallible authority of the Scripture which 
speaks to sinners of this God that must be taken as the presupposition of the intelligibility of any fact 
in the world” (Defense of the Faith, p. 118). God “must be taken as the prerequisite of the possibility 
and actuality of relationship between man’s various concepts and propositions of knowledge. Man's 
system of knowledge must therefore be an analogical replica of the system of knowledge which 
belongs to God” (ibid., p. 121). In other words, the implication is that presupposing is the basic 
problem with the unregenerate: see Van Til’s illustration of the man (unregenerate) who always cuts 
the boards incorrectly (bad presupposing) although he formally understands (Christianity) (ibid., p. 74). 
The question remains, is “true knowledge” correct presupposing? (ibid., p. 75). “It is the actual 
existence of the God of the Scripture which speaks to sinners of this God that must be taken as the 
presupposition of the intelligibility of any fact in the world” (ibid., p. 118). If this kind of 
presuppositional leap (see f.n. 6) is posited as faith then he has confused faith and presupposing. 
8 C. Hodge says, “God requires nothing irrational of his rational creatures. He does not require faith 
without knowledge, or faith in the impossible, or faith without evidence. Christianity is equally 
opposed to superstition and Rationalism. The one is faith without appropriate evidence, the other 
refuses to believe what it does not understand, in spite of evidence which should command belief” 
(Theology, vol. 1, p. 55). On rationality, see Hodge (fnn. 5, 20, appendix 2) and “Reason in the Bible” 
(pp. 22ff.). Cf. C.S. Lewis who says that “There is, of course, no question so far of belief without 
evidence. We must beware of confusion between the way in which a Christian first assents to certain 
propositions and the way in which he afterwards adheres to them. These must be carefully 
distinguished. Of the second it is true, in a sense, to say that Christians do recommend a certain 
discounting of apparent contrary evidence . . . . But as far as I know it is not expected that a man 
should assent to these propositions in the first place without any evidence or in the teeth of the 
evidence” (“On Obstinacy in Belief” [New York and London: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1960], p. 17). 
He says, in reference to faith and trust that is based on our knowledge of a Person, that “We trust not 
because ‘a god’ exists, but because this God exists” and  “Complete trust is an ingredient in that 
relation—such trust as could have no room to grow except where there is room for doubt. To love 

 
Anyone who doubts that God has given evidence in extraordinary 
abundance may be denying that evidence and/or suppressing it (see pp. 
9ff.). Nevertheless, contrary to some who would accuse us of asserting 
salvation by general revelation, I must emphatically repeat that the 
general (natural) revelation of God in creation does not and cannot save 
from sin.9  But, it must also be recognized that neither does special 
revelation itself save from sin. It is the appropriated value of the death of 
Jesus Christ through the sovereign work and power of the Holy Spirit that 
saves. Even though a person may correctly “presuppose” that the Bible is 
the Word of God, they may still be lost in sin. Even though a person 
presupposes manifold things about God that are true, they may still be 
lost in sin. A person may even have a rather detailed systematic theology 
(presupposing its truth) and still be lost.10  In fact, I assert that every living 
person has a systematic theology about God, because all people know that 
God exists and has certain characteristics on the basis of observing nature 
alone! And, contrary to the notion that unbelievers must primarily 
“presuppose correctly” before they can be saved (“begin with God” to 
“end with God”), I also contend that it is actually their correct 
“presupposing” about God that confirms and condemns them in sin. 
Everyone has a systematic theology – all presuppose (know) some kind of 
“faith.”11  Even if it is a theology of a-theism it is still a response to the 

                                                                                                                                      
involves trusting beyond the evidence, even against much evidence” (ibid., pp. 25, 26). 
9 “The question whether the knowledge of God derived from his works, be sufficient to lead fallen men 
to salvation, is answered affirmatively by Rationalists, but negatively by every historical branch of the 
Christian Church. On this point the Greek, the Latin, the Lutheran, and the Reformed Churches are 
unanimous” (C. Hodge, Theology, vol. 1, p. 25). 
10 Technically speaking, this “presupposing” that I am assuming, for the sake of argument in this essay, 
is not a “taking for granted” without any evidence. 
11 Even Van Til acknowledges a knowledge of God in the unregenerate: “As creatures made in God’s 
image man can not help but know God” (C. Van Til,  A Christian Theory of Knowledge [Phillipsburg: 
Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, 1969], p. 301). “Men have the knowledge of God 
within them. At bottom they know that not to glorify God is to be disobedient to God, is to break 
covenant with God” (ibid., p. 226). “The picture of fallen man as given in Scripture is that he knows 
God but does not want to recognize him as God (Rom 1)” (ibid., pp. 42-43). “. . . In spite of being dead 
in sins, they can, because of God’s common grace, discover truth” (ibid., p. 44). Van Til makes the 
distinction, however, that the unbeliever interprets the facts incorrectly, and that the Presuppositional 
Apologist must have a “head-on collision” with the system of the natural man in order to have a point 
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manifest evidence, and in this latter case the atheist is simply suppressing 
that evidence which God has placed before him. In this sense, atheism can 
be called a systematic theology of unbelief.12  Thus, it can be concluded 
that the evidence is clear enough to condemn though never the means by 
which a person is saved. Unless God converts the heart and mind through 
the power of his Holy Spirit, no one can be saved.  
 
The question remains whether the process by which God saves forgoes 
the individual’s rationality, by-passing the mind, its language, and 
perceptions? If the evidence is sufficient to condemn, the evidence is a 
sure enough foundation upon which to presuppose, know, or ‘believe,’ 
even though the evidence itself does not save.  

“The impression of Deity is as common as reason, and of the same age 
with reason.”13 

 
So what must we say to unbelievers? Must they be told that they are 
simply presupposing incorrectly, and that if they would only “hop off their 
train and hop onto ours” they would be saved? Is their problem that they 

                                                                                                                                      
of contact (Defense of the Faith, pp. 98-99). Despite his frequent affirmation of the principle of 
humankind’s innate knowledge of God (see also ibid., pp. 85, 90, 151, 212, 176, 178, 198, 207, 211, 
266, 287, 295, 299, 224, 231), he says in a characteristically puzzling statement that “It is impossible to 
grant that he[the natural man] is right, basically right, in what he says about any fact. If he says what is 
right in detail about any fact, this is in spite of, not because of his basically false assumption[denial of 
Creator]” (ibid., p. 224). If he can not say anything true about any fact, how then can he say something 
true in spite of his false assumptions? Also see C. Van Til, “Why I Believe in God” (Philadelphia: Great 
Commission Publications), p. 8; id., “An Introduction to Systematic Theology,” unpublished class 
syllabus, 1955, pp. 24-31,  201ff. See fnn. 27, 36, 39 below on the innate knowledge of God, as well as 
appendix 1 below, James Orr, “God as Religious Postulate,” James Orr, The Christian View of God and 
the World as Centering in the Incarnation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company), 1947, pp. 
112-115. 
12 As Nicholas Berdyaev has written, “I do not believe in the existence of pure atheists. Man is a 
religious animal and when he denies the true and living God he makes for himself false gods, images 
and idols and worships them” (The Origin of Russian Communism, trans. R.M. French [Ann Arbor: no 
publ., 1960], p. 160). James Orr quotes A. Comte along these lines, “Atheism is the most irrational 
form of theology” (James Orr, The Christian View, p. 74). C. Hodge says, “the speculative atheist lives 
with the abiding conviction that there is a God to whom he must render an account” (Theology, vol. 1, 
p. 243). 
13 Stephen Charnock, The Existence and Attributes of God, Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1996, two 
volumes in one, vol. 1, p. 35. 

are just going in the wrong direction intellectually, presupposing the 
wrong ideas and doctrines? Is the Gospel call to faith for unbelievers on 
the wrong “train” largely a matter of thinking correctly? There are hazards 
in suggesting such an intellectual and spiritual dichotomy between 
believing and presupposing: on the one hand the danger of a new 
gnosticism which reduces conversion to the realm of intellectual 
presupposing (rationalism), and on the other the danger of proposing an 
anti-rational leap of faith.14  In the first hazard is the implicit challenge to 
the Presuppositionalist’s very position (i.e., its inherent contradiction): 
that the mind can and does by necessity presuppose correctly (even in 
sin). In the second is the explicit call to existential fideism by way of a 
response to a God “presupposed” with no evidence or verifiability of its 
existence.15  Needless to say, this latter hazard itself defeats, by 
contradicting, the first proposition that the unsaved person must “hop off 
their train” by presupposing our (i.e., biblical) presuppositions, because it 
must by necessity involve some intellectual choice based upon the offer to 
“hop trains.” 
 
In fact, unbelievers already “presuppose” so correctly that they must 
misconstrue the evidence they clearly perceive in order to hide themselves 
from God. “Adam where are you?”  Adam understood that he could not 
stand in the presence of a holy God as a sinner. The sinner’s problem is 

                                                           
14 Despite the fact that the train illustration (see f.n. 4) is often used by Presuppositionalists, Van Til 
frequently acknowledged the need for God’s Spirit to convert the heart and give a new nature in order 
for a person to be saved: “Thus, intellectual argument will not, as such, convince and convert the non-
Christian. It takes the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit to do that” (Christian Theory of Knowledge, 
p. 19) (see A Defense, pp. 18-19, 76-77, 148). He does, however, set up the need for a presuppositional 
leap that is both circular and inherently presuppositional, proposing that the unbeliever must 
“surrender” his autonomy to the “self-attesting” truth of Christianity (see The Defense, pp. 77, 118, 
121-122, 150, 178; Christian Theory of Knowledge, p. 226). 
15 Fideism involves arational proposals or solutions to the problems of faith, reason, and 
presuppositions. It has distinct origins in the 19th century (Abbé Bautin) in the view that all knowledge 
rests upon premises accepted by faith, thus needing no rational criticism (condemned by Gregory XVI) 
(Dogobert D. Runes, Dictionary of Philosophy [New York: Philosophical Library, Inc.], 1960, p. 109). 
Norman Geisler analyzes Van Til’s methodology as fideistic in Christian Apologetics (Grand Rapids: 
Baker Book House, 1976), pp. 56-58. Also see Sproul, Gerstner, Lindsley, Classical Apologetics, pp. 184-
186, 307-309. 
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accurate and correct understanding of the evidence--that is why, in part, 
he stands condemned before this all-holy Creator. 
There is undoubtedly a sense in which the things of God are “foolishness” 
to those who are perishing (1 Cor 1:20, 27), but it does not mean that they 
do not understand what it is they are rejecting. Their very rejection of the 
truth is evidence of their partial, even imperfect, cognitive understanding 
of it. 
 
Fideism, intrinsic to much Presuppositionalism, allows a person to “think” 
correctly but not actually have faith in the historical-redemptive gospel. 
Faith in faith is inadequate, and especially a faith that has been defined as 
largely “presupposing” correctly, or “hopping” from one philosophical 
train to another. 
 
The Presuppositionalist is in error for accusing those who do not embrace 
such a fideistic system of being guilty of allowing freedom for impiety in 
the unbeliever.16  Presuppositional autonomy is thus understood by the 
Presuppositionalist to be the foundational flaw in the unbeliever, and one 
wrongly encouraged by all traditional apologists.  
 
It is thus said that the unbeliever cannot know anything truly because of 
his sin. That is, to “reason” with an unbeliever’s presuppositions, or to 
seek to “persuade” them, is an impious affirmation of their unwarranted 
“freedom” to presuppose incorrectly. In fact, it could as well be asserted 
that this latter suggestion is itself impious because it rejects the tenor of 
much scripture which portrays unbelievers with understanding, correctly 
“presupposing” the truth, and yet rejecting it! Presupposing is not the root 
problem. Even Adam in his perfection was led into outright rejection of 
the truth he clearly understood; he in fact presupposed perfectly, but his 
will was enticed and led away into rebellion (Mt 21:32). Rather, I would 
suggest, alienation from God, others, and oneself, caused by willful sin, is 
the root problem. 

                                                           
16 Defense of the Faith, pp. 39, 132-145; Sproul, Gerstner, Lindsley, Classical Apologetics, pp. 185, 216-
217, 231-239. 

This accusation that the traditionalist allows for rebellious autonomy in 
the unbeliever is false on another front, as well, for traditional apologists 
do not claim that unbelievers are justifiably autonomous in their unbelief 
or false presuppositions, but rather that all people are “autonomous” in so 
far as they must begin where they are – with themselves.17  And further 
that the apologist must in love respect every person by taking them 
seriously, especially what they claim to believe or disbelieve, 
presuppositionally, philosophically, or hermeneutically. Although it is true 
that unbelief is sin, it does not mean we can ignore the roots of unbelief 
by “laying on a Van Til apologetic” (as I have sometimes heard it 
expressed), and simply tell the unbeliever to abandon their autonomy and 
“begin with God” in their reasoning.18 
 
Something should also be said to counter the related idea that because 
the Christian must believe correctly (i.e., doctrine), that it is necessary for 
the Christian to presuppose correctly on the basis of the “self-attesting” 
truth of the Bible. The Christian does not simply “presuppose” here in the 
manner Presuppositionalists generally suggest: the Christian believes the 
evidence, the facts, with reasonable and verifiable certainty of the truth of 
what he knows to be true. He also prays that God enables him to believe 
what he knows to be true, for the sinful mind inclines to twisting the truth 
revealed to it. There is no leaping of blind faith here, although there is 
trust that the revelation and its evidences are reliable, considering the 
source. 
 

                                                           
17 E.g., on Van Til’s notion that if we allow autonomy to unbelievers, then we allow them the “right to 
twist the facts of Christianity to any point,” see Sproul, Gerstner, Lindsley, Classical Apologetics, p. 232. 
18 Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley point out that “Van Til has an ‘autonomy’ of his own. He argues that if 
we presuppose God, we have an intelligible view of the facts of the universe. Therefore, we ought to 
presuppose God. But why does Van Til draw those conclusions? In practice, he is as autonomous as 
anyone else. Van Til concludes that, without presupposing God, we cannot predicate and it is 
therefore wrong not to presuppose God. If we predicate by presupposing God, it is right to presuppose 
God. That is Van Til’s autonomous conclusion. God does not tell him that. If God does tell him that, he, 
Van Til, is the one who decides that he ought to believe it” (Classical Apologetics, p. 233). 
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As Machen has said, “It is impossible to have faith in a person without 
having knowledge of the person; faith is always based on knowledge.”19  
There is no hopping from one intellectual train to another, there is a 
radical transformation of mind, heart, and life through the restoration God 
does when he saves a lost soul through regeneration and conversion. This 
process does not negate the nature of the creature’s rationality, nor does 
it compromise truth by wherever it meets humans where they are in their 
sinful willfulness, drawing them up to God.20 The sanctified mind must 
believe correctly, must hold to the doctrines delivered to the saints, must 
embrace the full teaching of the Bible, but this is all done intelligently and 
with a renewed mind and will working in new harmony. Previous to 
conversion, the sinful mind distorts the truth it clearly understands. But 
subsequent to conversion, the mind must learn to believe and love God, 
and now with the Bible it can come to know him personally and without 
the former terror. 
 

Since faith is the discernment of spiritual truth, faith is not separate from 
reasoning, rightly understood. Rather, faith is a way of reasoning out of 
Gods’ self disclosure, assisted by grace. In faith the reasoning is directed to 
the things of the spirit, rather than to empirical data. Hence it is 
impossible to have faith without reasoning, or belief without any form of 
thinking, although our thinking is always inadequate to its infinite Subject. 
Since faith enlarges human vision, the logic of faith is an enlarged, not a 
diminished, logic.21 

                                                           
19 J. Gresham Machen, What is Faith (Carlisle, PA, Edinburgh, UK: The Banner of Truth Trust), 1991, p. 88. 
Also, “At no point is faith independent of the knowledge upon which it is logically based,”  “. . . what is 
really childlike faith is the faith that is founded upon knowledge of the one in whom trust is reposed” 
(ibid., p. 94). 
20 See C. Hodge: “Truths, to be received as objects of faith, must be intellectually apprehended”; “We 
can rationally believe that a thing is, without knowing how or why it is”; “Faith includes an affirmation 
of the mind that a thing is true. But it is a contradiction to say that the mind can affirm that to be true 
which it sees cannot by possibility be true”; “That as faith involves assent, and assent is conviction 
produced by evidence, it follows that faith without evidence is either irrational or impossible”; as “we 
cannot believe without evidence” . . . . “The Scriptures never demand faith except on the ground of 
adequate evidence” (Theology, vol. 1, pp. 49-53). 
21 Thomas Oden, The Living God, Peaboody, MA: Prince Press, 1998, p. 397. See Tho. Aquinas, SCG I.1-
9, pp. 59-78. 

 
There is a natural as well as a revealed knowledge, and the book of the 
creatures is legible in declaring the being of a God; there are outward 
objects in the world, and the common principles in the conscience, 
whence it may be inferred.22 
 
The whole world is like a looking-glass, which, whole and entire, 
represents the image of God, and every broken piece of it, every little 
shred of a creature doth the like; not only the great ones, elephants and 
the leviathan, but ants, flies, worms, whose bodies rather than names we 
know: the greater cattle and the creeping things (Gen. i. 24); not naming 
there any intermediate creature, to direct us to view him in the smaller 
letters, as well as the greater characters of the world.  His name is 
“glorious,” and his attributes are excellent “in all the earth” (Ps viii.1); in 
every creature, as the glory of the sun is in every beam and smaller fish; he 
is seen in every insect, in every spire of grass. The voice of the Creator is in 
the most contemptible creature.  The apostle adds, that they are so clearly 
seen, that men are inexcusable if they have not some knowledge of God 
by them; if they might not certainly know them, they might have some 
excuse: his existence is not only probable, but demonstrably proved from 
the things of the world.23 
 
A man must be ignorant of himself   before he can be ignorant of God.”24 
When we so condemn human understanding for its perpetual blindness as 
to leave it no perception of any object whatever, we not only go against 
God’s Word, but also run counter to the experience of common sense. For 
we see implanted in human nature some sort of desire to search out the 
truth to which man would not at all aspire if he had not already savored it. 
Human understanding then possesses some power of perception, since it 
is by nature captivated by love of truth. The lack of this endowment in 
brute animals proves their nature gross and irrational. Yet this longing for 

                                                           
22 Charnock, Existence, p. 27. 
23 Charnock, Existence, p. 42. 
24 Charnock, Existence, p. 68. 
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truth, such as it is, languishes before it enters upon its race because it 
soon falls into vanity. Indeed, man’s mind, because of its dullness, cannot 
hold to the right path, but wanders through various errors and stumbles 
repeatedly, as if it were groping in darkness, until it strays away and finally 
disappears. Thus it betrays how incapable it is of seeking and finding 
truth.25 

II.  EVIDENCE, FAITH, AND THE BIBLE: 
infinity in all directions 
I would like to reiterate the central question at hand, while considering 
next some biblical texts in response to the question: is faith in the infinite-
personal Creator of the universe a leap of faith, an existential experience, 
a correct presupposing of God, or a believing trust which “rests” (by the 
power of the Spirit of God) on the foundation of evidence provided by God 
through his works of revelation in the testimony of nature and scripture?  
 

A. General revelation for apologetics 

1. External general revelation: cosmos 
The universe of creation is said to reveal truth to all creatures: created 
order testifies to God’s faithful and true character. Gen 1-2  (creation 
bears the mark of the Creator); Pss 8:1-3; 19:1-6 (nature declares to all the 
glory of God); 50:6 (“the heavens proclaim his righteousness”); 89:5, 37 
(the heavens are “a faithful witness” to the promises); Ps 136;4-9 (Creator 
of nature); Ps 104 (nature reveals God in manifold ways); Ps 148 (nature 
glorifies God); Jeremiah 32:36 (nature points to promises of God); 33:20 
(nature and covenant); Job 26:7-14 (Job complains that the heavens, skies, 
earth, seas, and Leviathan are “but the outer fringes of his works; how 
faint the whisper we hear of him!”26); Job 36:24-25 (Elihu notes that “All 

                                                           
25 Calvin, Institutes, 2.2.12. 
26 The expression  is somewhat uncertain, but similarly in Job 4:12 the word  

suggests a whisper. Though the communication is understood, it is in itself inadequate (cf.  in Ex 

32:25). See “reason,” p. 22. 

mankind has seen” God’s work, yet God is still “beyond our 
understanding,” yet Elihu notes that nature speaks of God in the streams, 
clouds, thunder, lightning, etc., even if we cannot fully grasp it, vv. 27-33). 
 
Romans 1:20,18,19 (reveals God’s attributes; discloses God in mediate, 
natural revelation from outside): humankind in sin is inclined by nature to 
distort and suppress the knowledge of God in general revelation (see also 
p. 24). The suppression of this truth is a willful denial of what is “plain” to 
them, because God has made it plain to them. Suppression is an active and 
continuous “pushing down” in order to stifle and silence what is known. 
And, even though they “knew” God (accurate knowledge), they 
“exchanged (substituted) the truth of God (accurate knowledge) for a lie.” 
 
The rationale (or logic) of the cosmos reveals the wisdom of God, and this 
is discernable in part by humankind, even in sin, as intelligible. God’s 
communicative word in nature and human experience: Job 9:4-10 (vast 
wisdom and power displayed in nature); 11:7-9 (depths and heights of 
God’s wisdom); 12:13-25 (God is the source of all wisdom and knowledge, 
as demonstrated in part in nature); 32:8 (the Almighty gives 
understanding); 37:16 (knowledge of God from nature); Prov 2:6 
(knowledge and wisdom come from God); 8:22-31 (wisdom of God 
exemplified in his creation); 32-36 (wisdom can be found); Rom 1:18-23 
(“what may be know about God is plain” (see p. 24); 10:18 (“their voice 
has gone out into all the earth”); Heb 11:1-3 (certainty and understanding 
are based on faith); 2 Pet 3:5 (“they deliberately forget that long ago by 
God’s word the heavens existed and the earth was formed . . .”); Jn 11:45 
(many Jews who “had seen what Jesus did, put their faith in him”). 
 
There is also the important evidence in general revelation of God’s 
providence: “Though grace is shown to the wicked, they do not learn 
righteousness; even in a land of uprightness they go on doing evil and 
regard not the majesty of the Lord” (Isa 26:10). Elihu notes that all 
mankind has seen God’s work in nature (Job 36:25-26), and that this is 
how we understand his governance of the nations and provision of food in 



Evidences, presuppositions, and faith, S.T. Hague, draft 12/29/14, p. 10 of  35 

abundance (36:31) (see also Pss 29; 107:23; 147:4-7; Job 38, 39; 40:5; Acts 

14:14-18). The evidential testimony, witness ( ) of God to the 

lost is further seen in how he provides for them: “He has not left himself 
without testimony: He has shown you kindness by giving you rain from 
heaven and crops in their seasons; he provides you with plenty of food 
and fills your hearts with joy” (Acts 14:17).  

2. Internal general revelation: creatures 
The author of Ecclesiastes proclaims that God has set “eternity in the 
hearts of men; yet they cannot fathom what God has done from beginning 
to end” (3:11). Despite the fact that humankind is given an internal 
knowledge of eternity, only a residual longing perhaps in some, but a real 
sense of the eternal in everyone, all are nevertheless predisposed to a 
willful ignorance (see p. 26) of God. 
 
All persons are created in the image of God (Gen 1:26-28; Eph 4:22-25; Col 
3:9, 10), thus they all reflect qualities of moral and spiritual consciousness, 
intelligence, personality. Being made in God’s image, there are 
inescapable realities contingent upon the heart/mind, soul/spirit, 
mind/psychology, will/affections, etc., for all people. Although work is an 
“external” activity, it too can be seen as a manifestation of internal drives 
and personal consciousness governed by universal principles that are 
written on the “genetic code” of the soul made in God’s image. As some 
have argued, the internal consciousness and being, or ontology of humans, 
is one of the strongest arguments for the existence of God. If this is so, 
then we have within us inescapable evidence for the glory of God, and 
correspondingly inexcusable guilt for suppressing/rejecting what is written 
on our heart.27 

                                                           
27 See William G.T. Shedd on the innate knowledge of God (Dogmatic Theology, vol. 1 [Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan Publishing House], [no date, reprint of 1888 edition], pp. 195-220). He says, “The pagan 

possesses a knowledge of God as invisible ( ); as eternal ( ); as 

omnipotent ( ); as supreme ( ) . . . as holy in revealing wrath  ( ) against 

sin; as one God . . . as benevolent: Acts 17:25; 14:16; Rom 2:4” (ibid., p. 197). “The pagan, though 

having an imperfect, yet has a valid and trustworthy knowledge of God. It is denominated , 

Rom. 1:18. It is sufficient to constitute a foundation for responsibility, and the imputation of sin” 

 
Romans 2:14-15 shows that even the Gentiles outside the OT covenant 
had the law written on their hearts, disclosed from within, revealing God’s 
character immediately in their conscience (see also Acts 10:35). On the 
other hand, Rom 10:16-18 notes that general revelation alone (even 
special revelation) does not generate faith, even though it proclaims the 
good news of God.28  Faith comes from hearing the word, thus hearing 
alone is not enough. Faith receives the testimony from God and believes. 
Humankind, however, suppresses both internal and external general and 
special revelation:  Rom 10:19-21; 1:28; Acts 17:30-31 (suppressed, 
perverted). The process of faith is consequently far more complex than 
shifting Presuppositional paradigms. 
 
Any attempt to soften the teaching of the Bible, or any denials of God’s 
clear revelation in creation, bring moral culpability. Theological error is a 
moral sin and results in judgment, and in the case of unrepentant 
unbelievers, condemnation. The heretic or apostate who distorts the clear 
revelation of God stands under His wrath, whether the distortion is in 
special or general revelation, or in internal or external revelation.29 
 

                                                                                                                                      
(ibid.). See also appendix 1 below, James Orr, “God as Religious Postulate,” The Christian View, pp. 
112-115 and C. Hodge, Theology, vol. 1, pp. 190-203. See Van Til, f.n. 11 above. 
28 Paul quotes Ps 19:4 here which refers to the general revelation of the universe, but in this context 
he may also be referring to the NT preaching of the gospel. 
29 It should have been stated at the outset that the use of the term revelation in reference to both 
general and special (written) revelation is not meant to confuse the issue of authority, for general 
revelation does not have binding authority for believers, although it carries condemning force for the 
unbeliever who suppresses its testimony of God. General revelation can, however, have tremendous 
encouragement value in the life of the believer in that it will always confirm and uphold the truth of 
God’s special revelation, as it speaks of God himself. We should be warned, on the other hand, that 
twisting the “facts” of general revelation to force contradictions on the scripture is equally culpable to 
suppression of the truth by unbelievers. I do not believe, nevertheless, that points of 
“misinterpretation” of the data of general revelation are a kind of theological “heresy,” unless they 
cause one to posit error of God in the scripture. 
 It should also be noted that in reading Van Til’s views on revelation I have not been able to resolve 
the apparent ambiguities and contradictions long recognized by his critics, nor do I claim to have 
exhausted his many works to do so in the process of writing these reflections. 
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As experience shows, God has sown a seed of religion in all men.30 
 
. . . a sense of deity is by nature engraven on human hearts.31 
 
There are innumerable evidences both in heaven and on earth that 
declare his wonderful wisdom.32 
 
. . . there is no one to whom the Lord does not abundantly show his 
wisdom.33 
 
There is within the human mind, and indeed by natural instinct, an 
awareness of divinity. This we take to be beyond controversy. To prevent 
anyone from taking refuge in the pretense of ignorance, God himself has 
implanted in all men a certain understanding of his divine majesty. Ever 
renewing its memory, he repeatedly sheds fresh drops. Since, therefore, 
men one and all perceive that there is a God and that he is their Maker, 
they are condemned by their own testimony because they have failed to 
honor him and to consecrate their lives to his will. If ignorance of God is to 
be looked for anywhere, surely one is most likely to find an example of it 
among the more backward folk and those more remote from civilization. 
Yet there is, as the eminent pagan says, no nation so barbarous, no people 
so savage, that they have not a deep-seated conviction that there is a 
God.4 And they who in other aspects of life seem least to differ from 
brutes still continue to retain some seed of religion. So deeply does the 
common conception occupy the minds of all, so tenaciously does it inhere 
in the hearts of all! Therefore, since from the beginning of the world there 
has been no religion, no city, in short, no household, that could do without 

                                                           
30 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, transl. Ford Lewis Battles, 
Philadelphia: Westminster Press, MCMLX, vol. 1. IV.I, p. 47. 
31 Calvin, Institutes, vol. 1. IV.4, p. 57. 
32 Calvin, Institutes, vol. 1. V.I.2, p. 53. 
33 Ibid. 

religion, there lies in this a tacit confession of a sense of deity inscribed in 
the hearts of all.34 

B. General and special revelation for 
apologetics 

3. Nature and Jesus speak to the unregenerate 
understanding and “knowledge”  

 
I am telling the truth, why don’t you believe me?” (Jn 8:46b). 

 
“What are we accomplishing? Here is this man performing many 

miraculous signs” (Jn 11:47b), 
 

The unsaved, unregenerate possess a knowledge of God as invisible, 
eternal, omnipotent, supreme, sovereign, holy, benevolent (Acts 17:25-27; 
14:16-17; Rom 2:4).35  This knowledge is not perfect but is trustworthy: 
“sufficient to constitute a foundation for responsibility and the imputation 
of sin.”36  For example, it has been frequently noted that the idea of One 
God is found universally in the world religions. There is innate knowledge 
of God in the understanding, although this knowledge in no way makes 
the individual holy or moral; the individual knows, but may give no heed or 
obedience. What is known is derived from external general revelation 
mediately from the natural world (Rom 2:14-15), and from internal 
general revelation mediately from the individual conscience (Ps 94:1-9). As 
already noted (p. 10), this general revelation does not reveal the grace of 
God (Rom 10:16-18), but rather is suppressed and perverted by the 

                                                           
34 Calvin, Institutes, vol  1, I.III.1, p. 43. 
35 See Shedd's discussion, Dogmatic Theology, vol. 1, p. 197 and fn. 27 above; see J. Calvin, fn.34. 
36 Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, vol. 1, p. 197, “An innate idea is one that results from the constitution of 
the mind. It is not a fixed quantity in human consciousness, but varies with the mental development.” 
This is “the direct and immediate intuition of reason” (ibid., p. 198). He also says, “There cannot be a 
universal and abiding consciousness of a non-entity” (ibid., p. 210). On innate knowledge, see Van Til, 
f.n. 11 above; appendix 1 below, James Orr, “God as Religious Postulate,” The Christian View, pp. 112-
115. 
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individual who consequently warrants the immediate wrath of God.37  
Nevertheless, God is merciful through common grace in general 
revelation, but only for a season. 
 
Truth is clearly revealed in creation as a revelation of God’s nature. 
Suppression of this knowledge is a moral problem not just intellectual or 
philosophical. This natural revelation is not the final standard for theology 
because it is limited revelation and perverted by the sinful mind. A 
complete natural theology is thus impossible apart from the revelation of 
God in the Bible.38  The wrath of God is revealed against “ungodliness” 
which is the immoral opposition of the sinner to the majesty of God 
revealed. No one can plead “I never knew.” No one can claim “insufficient 
knowledge” for not believing. The <)ros (Greek) and /*b*l (Hebrew) is 
the moral fool who rejects God’s revelation. Ignorance is no excuse 
because ignorance is self-willed according to sinful inclination (on 
ignorance, see p. 26). 
 
Some further biblical teaching indicating that sinners (often unbelievers) 
apprehend certain truth correctly39: Gen 16:13 (Egyptian maidservant 

                                                           
37 “Natural religion manifests the justice of God, but not his mercy” (Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, vol. 1, 
p. 217). God must of necessity punish transgressors, but not of necessity must he show mercy. 
38 The notion stated above that truth is “clearly” revealed in creation suggests self-evident truths or 
facts which should be distinguished from Van Til’s idea of “self-attesting” truths. As C. Hodge writes, 
“All the truths taught by the constitution of our nature or by religious experience, are recognized and 
authenticated in the Scriptures”; “What is self-evidently true, must be proved to be so, and is always 
recognized in the Bible as true”; “Self-evident truths may be illustrated; and it may be shown that their 
denial involves contradictions and absurdities” (Theology, pp. 15, 23). On self-evident truth, see also 
J.O. Buswell: “There is nothing in our assumptions as Christian students of theology, which we are not 
willing to examine and for which we are not ready to state our reasons” (A Systematic Theology, p. 19). 
39 It is often supposed that Van Til did not believe that unbelievers comprehend anything in general 
revelation, but in fact his position is that “the non-Christian has a great deal of knowledge about this 
world which is true as far as it goes” (Cornelius Van Til, “An Introduction to Systematic Theology,” 
unpublished class syllabus, 1955, p. 26). The key words here are “as far as it goes.” In other words, the 
unbeliever may know certain things but he can not properly interpret anything he knows, nor can he 
make true propositions about being or reality (ibid., pp. 116-117, 121). The difficulties in unpacking 
Van Til on this issue, and the related issue of the use of evidences in apologetics, has produced a 
somewhat anomalous book by Thom Notaro – Van Til and the Use of Evidence (Phillipsburg, N.J.: 
Presbyterian and Reformed), 1971 (for a critique of Notaro, see Sproul, Gerstner, Lindsley, Classical 
Apologetics, pp. 304-309), as well as numerous attempts to rescue Van Til from the fallout from his 

knows God as omniscient); 20:3-8 (God spoke to Abimelech, king of 
Gerar); 41:38 (Pharaoh recognized that Joseph had the Spirit of God); Ex 
18:9-12 (Jethro, a priest of Midian, praised God for all he had done for 
Israel), 19-23 (Jethro had insight about Israel’s legal needs); Nu 22-24 
(Balaam understands the Lord’s message); Ruth 1:16, 17 (Ruth, the 
Moabitess, understands the covenant-promise); Jn 1:4 (natural 
apprehension of God); 1:5 (sinful misapprehension).40  Also, Mk 12:12 
(religious leaders look for a way to arrest Jesus, because “they knew he 
had spoken the parable against them”); Lk 20:19 (same as Mk 12:12); Acts 
2:22 (Jesus was “a man accredited to you [men of Israel] by miracles, 
wonders, and signs which God did among you through him, as you 
yourselves know”), 32 (God raised Jesus to life, “we are all witnesses of the 
fact,” is the witness to the unsaved of the “facts”); Rom 1:32 (they know 
yet do not do); 2:15 (the law written on the heart shows that their 
conscience “bears witness” and their thoughts “accuse” and “defend” 
them).  
 
If God’s witness in nature, Word, and deed (to Jew and Gentile alike) was 
presumed to be unintelligible – that they cannot truly understand – then 
we could say the witness was and is in vain. Consider all that the Pharisees 
and Sadducees understood of Jesus teaching and work. They understood 
enough to plot to kill him and have him condemned to death. They knew 
what he had done; i.e., they ‘truly’ understood a miracle when they saw 
one performed, but they refused to repent of their sin and come to the 
One doing the miracles as sure proof of who he is (see pp. 21, 25). 
 
It is undeniable that when the chief priests and the Pharisees heard Jesus’ 
teaching that they sufficiently understood it. That is, sufficiently to provide 

                                                                                                                                      
own petard: e.g., Richard L. Pratt Jr.,  “Common Misunderstanding of Van Til’s Apologetic,” New 
Horizons in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church, vol. 12, no. 10, 1991, pp. 6-8. On innate knowledge, see 
f.n. 11 above and Shedd, f.n. 36.  
40 All people have a “God-consciousness,” “There cannot be a universal and abiding consciousness of a 
non-entity” (Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, vol. 1, p. 210), and self consciousness: we know immediately 
that we exist, but it is not by “presupposing.” For a good discussion of divine and human self-
consciousness, see ibid., pp. 178-194. 
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grounds (ironically) for their condemnation in rejecting it. And, if they 
understood it, then they properly interpreted it, despite disbelieving it. It 
can even be asserted that they could understand some of his parables, 
especially when directed at them. For example, in Mt 21:45, “When the 
chief priests and the Pharisees heard Jesus’ parables, they knew he was 
talking about them.” Their reaction to what they understood was a sinful 
suppression: “They looked for a way to arrest him” in the hopes that death 
might silence him.  
 
There is thus abundant evidence that both Jewish and Gentile unbelievers 
clearly understood Jesus’ teaching. It infuriated them, astonished them, 
exasperated them, and frequently silenced them. In Mt 22:15, “the 
Pharisees went out and laid plans to trap him in his words. They sent their 
disciples to him along with the Herodians.” In this incident we see both 
Jews and Gentiles working together against Christ. In this case the 
Pharisees intended to get Jesus into trouble with the Herodians with their 
tricky question: vs. 17 “Is it right to pay taxes to Caesar or not?”  When 
they heard Jesus’ answer, “they were amazed. So they left him and went 
away” (vs. 22). That very same day the Sadducees came to him with what 
seemed a tough question regarding marriage at the resurrection, but after 
he answered them, “they [the crowds] were astonished at his teaching.” 
Jesus silenced them as he had silenced the Pharisees, but the Pharisees, 
“Hearing that Jesus had silenced the Sadducees,” got together to bring 
another question to test Jesus (vss. 34-40). After Jesus answered them he 
posed a question to them about the Messiah from Ps 110:1 (vs. 43), at 
which “no one could say a word in reply, and from that day on no one 
dared to ask him any more questions” (v. 46). These examples are 
consistent with what has been said so far, that not only are unbelievers 
able to understand some aspects of both general and special revelation, 
but that they also suppress it in their unrighteousness. This is not to 
suggest that all unbelievers always understand all revelation (even the 
disciples failed to grasp some of Christ’s parables without explanation), 
but only that enough is understood by all justly to bring on them their own 
condemnation for suppressing it. We can further deduce that Jesus 

“trusted” that unbelievers he addressed could grasp his meaning, that 
there was a communication contact-point of true, not false, cognition with 
them.41 
 
For example, in Mtt 21:15 the chief priests were indignant when they saw 
children shouting in the temple, “Hosanna to the Son of David!”  Jesus’ 
answer to them in vs. 16: “Do you hear what these children are saying?” 
they asked him. “Yes,” replied Jesus, “have you never read, ‘From the lips 
of children and infants you have ordained praise’?”  Jesus quoted from the 
first part of Ps 8:2, but the second part of the verse gives the result of this 
ordaining of praise from infants: “to silence the foe and the avenger.” 
Undoubtedly the chief priests would have easily made the bitter deduction 
that the second part of this verse would apply to them. Their sinful 
suppression of this revelation bore fruit in murderous intent during this 

                                                           
41 On cognition it should be noted that Van Til does not deny cognition to unbelievers, but rather that 
they “interpret” the data incorrectly. I do not, however, find it clear what exactly he means by 
cognition when he uses an expression from C. Hodge of “mere cognition” in distinction from “true 
knowledge” (Hodge, Theology, vol. 1, pp. 99-102). I understand Van Til to mean that “mere cognition” 
is failing to presuppose correctly and correctly interpret the data (The Defense, pp. 74-76). This use of 
the word cognition does not do justice to the idea itself: one either knows or one does not know, for 
cognition means the process by which knowledge is acquired. If he means something beyond this, then 
another term should be used. His other comments on “true knowledge” illustrate the confusion: “It is 
indeed possible to have theoretically correct knowledge about God without loving God. The devil 
illustrates this point. Yet what is meant by knowing God in Scripture is knowing and loving God: this is 
true knowledge of God: the other is false (ibid., p. 17). The confusion surrounding this in 
Presuppositional writers is touched on by Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley, Classical Apologetics, pp. 47-
52, 306, 315. In discussing knowing in 1 Thess 4:5; 2 Thess 1:8; Gal 4:8; 1 Cor 1:21, they write, “To 
harmonize the Pauline passages all that is necessary is to point out that general revelation provides 
and produces cognitive apprehension of God. It does not produce intimate knowledge or saving 
knowledge. The pagan can have one kind of knowledge of God (cognitive), while lacking another kind 
(intimate redemptive). This resolves the tension of the Pauline passages without resorting to 
statements about knowledge that is not real knowledge and knowledge that is not true knowledge; it 
involves no unnecessary strain and it avoids contradictory statements without refuting the irrefutable” 
(ibid., p. 50).  
 In conclusion, it is incorrect to read Hodge’s use of “mere cognition” to mean, as Van Til does, that 
unbelievers “have no true knowledge of God” (Defense, p. 74). In describing the original state of 
human knowledge after the image of God and the restored image of God in believers through Christ, 
Hodge has simply shown the difference between the actual cognition of truth by all people and the 
particular and distinctive cognition of the knowledge of God by believers, while not denying cognition 
of God to unbelievers. Further, if what Van Til asserts is correct, then it would contradict what Hodge 
himself consistently affirms (see fnn. 5, 8, 27, appendix 2). 
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time that Jesus continued to teach in the temple: “Every day he was 
teaching at the temple. But the chief priests, the teachers of the law, and 
the leaders among the people were trying to kill him. Yet they could not 
find a way to do it, because all the people hung on his word” (Lk 19:48). 
These ungodly leaders understood the revelation, suppressed it, and even 
sought to murder the Messiah himself. In fact, they were silenced by this 
revelation of God until the appointed time when their hateful designs 
would bear fruit. In the sovereign plan of God, however,  their designs 
would themselves ironically lead to the ultimate silencing of all the 
heathen who rage against His Anointed. This latter was accomplished 
through the Messiah’s resurrection and ascension, and will be complete in 
his Parousia, the final revelation. 
 
In Jn 5:36-40 Jesus gives his work as evidential proof (see pp. 21ff.)  to 
unbelievers. These unbelievers also “diligently study the scriptures. That 
is, they “begin with God” and the Word in their thinking, but they are still 
lost in unbelief: they “presuppose correctly.” The problem was not their 
misunderstanding of his words to them, nor that they were presupposing 
incorrectly about God, but rather that they did not believe what Jesus was 
saying to them. Jesus assumed that they grasped the meaning of his 
words, otherwise the entire discourse is meaningless, both for them and 
for us. He also assumed they understood him to mean that their refusal to 
believe the testimony of his words, his work,42 and the Word of God in the 
scriptures would have dire consequences: they would not have life (v. 40). 
 
In debating with the Pharisees, Jesus’ apologetics is given further 
clarification in Jn 8, where Jesus says to them:  

“Why is my language not clear to you?” 
Because you are unable to hear what I say. 

You belong to your father, the devil . . .” 

                                                           
42 Unsaved see miracles, and understand them as such, but cannot accept them: e.g., the Sanhedrin 
said, “Everybody living in Jerusalem knows they have done an outstanding miracle, and we can not 
deny it” (Acts 4:14-15)  (see miracles, p. 24). In this account there is evidence given as testimony, 
conscious suppression of the evidence, attempts to stop further attestation to the evidence, and the 
writing for us of the testimonial evidence for the historical record. 

The problem here is that though the Pharisees could hear and understand 
Jesus’ words and acts, they could understand only in part because they are 
unable to believe due to the fact that they are blinded by the devil, their 
own evil desire and unbelief. They are false liars, that is, they suppress the 
very truth of God. Jesus assumes they understand his words at this point, 
for he says further, “I am telling the truth, why don’t you believe me?” 
(8:46b). Yet, he answers his rhetorical question by reaffirming that they do 
not believe because they do not belong to God. Their lying and 
suppression of the truth is not “false presupposing,” but rather conscious 
rebellion against what they both see and hear from God. Their unbelief 
even involves rebellion against the Messiah who is telling them that they 
are wrong to reject the testimony of his words and deeds, a double 
suppression of the truth (Mk 3:5; Jn 12:37). The following reaction of the 
Pharisees to Jesus’ words, claiming that anyone who keeps his word will 
never see death, is complete comprehension with utter unbelief (vv. 52-
53). They firstly accuse him (name-calling) of being demon possessed 
(blasphemy), and then lastly, after he claims “before Abraham was born, I 
am!,” they “picked up stones  to stone him” because they fully 
comprehended what he was saying. Jesus asserted his relationship to, and 
identity with, the name of God in the OT, the “I am that I am.” 
Consequently, the Pharisees fully understood the implication of 
blasphemy (from their unbelieving vantage-point). Once again, it appears 
a fair deduction to note that Jesus assumed the truthful cognition of his 
words by those whom he addressed, that is, an adequate cognitive 
contact-point. 
 
John 9 contains some very remarkable teaching about spiritual blindness. 
The disciples had asked Jesus why a man they encounter was born blind. 
Jesus said that it did not happen because of his sin nor his parents’ sin, but 
“that the work of God might be displayed in his life” (9:3). Jesus’ 
miraculous healing of the blind man is followed by one of the most 
remarkable dialogues recorded in John between the Pharisees and a non-
Pharisee, the healed man. The dialogue is laced with powerful ironies 
about physical and spiritual blindness, the latter of which is clearly the 
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problem of the Pharisees. After investigating the matter thoroughly, 
interviewing both the man and his parents, and presumably others who 
had witnessed the healing, the Pharisees became enraged with the man 
for telling them what they themselves believed but were suppressing in 
reference to Jesus: that God does not listen to the prayers of sinners, and 
that certainly “Nobody has ever heard of opening the eyes of a man born 
blind. If this man were not from God, he could do nothing” (9:32-33). They 
understood his words, that Jesus had healed him of blindness, and the 
implications it had for their disbelieving in Jesus. Though they accused the 
man of being “steeped in sin,” they themselves were blind to the spiritual 
reality given testimony to in the physical healing of the blind man. Though 
they even came to believe, after initial disbelief, that the man had been 
born blind (9:18-19), and that he had been healed by Jesus, they still 
suppressed the truth and its significance in their unbelief: that is, they 
apprehended and comprehended it, but refused to give God the glory, the 
very thing they accused the healed man of failing to do (9:24). 
 
Immediately following this discourse between the Pharisees and the man 
born blind, whom Jesus had healed, Jesus returns to the man and asks him 
if he believes in the Son of Man. The man asks who the Son of Man is, and 
Jesus says, “You have now seen [both senses meant now!] him; in fact, he 
is the one speaking with you” (9:37). At this the man exclaims, “Lord, I 
believe, and he worshiped him” (9:38). After this, Jesus gives us two 
profound statements on his mission, “that the blind will see and those 
who see will become blind” (9:39). At this the Pharisees said, “What? Are 
we blind too?” (9:40). The reversal that Jesus responds with assumes that 
they would understand his meaning (have adequate cognition of 
sentential meaning), even while he was affirming that they were spiritually 
blind: “If you were blind you would not be guilty of sin; but now that you 
claim you can see, your guilt remains” (9:41). Jesus did not stop there but 
went on to “tell the truth” to them that he is the good shepherd and that 
his sheep know and listen to his voice (10:14-18). After this speech, the 
Jews were divided, some saying he was demon possessed and some saying 
no demon-possessed man could open the eyes of the blind. The fact is, 

they all understood that Jesus had healed a man born blind and they 
understood that Jesus claimed they were spiritually blind to who he was. It 
is safe to assume they also understood, to varying degrees, the 
significance of a man doing such a miracle, especially when he had already 
boldly claimed to be from God and God’s Son. 
 
The next section in John leads smoothly from this narrative of the healing 
of the blind man, for it brings us to a subsequent time when the Jews 
asked Jesus, “If you are the Christ, tell us plainly” (10:24). Jesus responded 
saying, “I did tell you, but you do not believe” (10:25). Once again Jesus 
assumes they can comprehend his words, but that they refuse to believe, 
for they are not his sheep. He argues further that his miracles are proof, 
and that he is one with the Father (10:30) at which “they again picked up 
stones to stone him” (10:31) (on miracles, see p. 25). They fully 
understood his words, yet they refused to believe him, for when Jesus 
asked them what miracle they were stoning him for, they said, “We are 
not stoning you for any of these, but for blasphemy, because you, a mere 
man, claim to be God” (10:33). Jesus did not let it rest there but sought at 
that point to further persuade them to believe him, pleading with them to 
believe that he is God’s Son on the basis of the miracles he had done in 
the name of the Father. Nevertheless, they understood his claim and 
refused to accept it as true. They could “see” the meaning of Jesus’ words 
(his claim to be God) and actions (miracles), although they rejected that 
meaning in their rebellion of unbelief. Needless to say, they “presupposed” 
God, some even apparently believed they were doing God’s will in stoning 
Jesus. Their problem was lack of belief (moral), and consequently spiritual 
sight born of faith (spiritual). 
 
A similar narrative follows in Jn 11, where after Jesus raised Lazarus from 
the dead (11:1-44) he is met with another plot by the Pharisees to kill him. 
The astonishing question they pose to the Sanhedrin, “What are we 
accomplishing? Here is this man performing many miraculous signs” 
(11:47b), indicates their full comprehension that Jesus was doing miracles 
(see p. 25) in testimony as evidence for his claims. They also asserted, “If 
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we let him go on like this, everyone will believe in him . . .” (11:48a). Thus 
was born the move to crucify him, and thus Jesus “no longer moved about 
publicly among the Jews” (11:54). Further, the remarkable evidence of the 
resurrection of Lazarus sparked great interest, even drawing large crowds 
to see Lazarus. The chief priests responded in turn with a plot “to kill 
Lazarus as well” (12:10). They apparently understood the evidence, for 
“many of the Jews were going over to Jesus and putting there faith in him” 
(12:11), and they sought to suppress the evidence by killing the very One 
who raised a man from the dead as well as the resurrected man himself! 
They clearly did not need more evidence to believe, they needed a change 
of heart. “Miraculous signs” (12:18) had been given clearly, so we can 
assume they were understandable. It is thus easy to see why the Pharisees 
“said to one another, ‘See this is getting us nowhere. Look how the whole 
world has gone after him’” (12:19). 
 
The following narrative (12:20-49) chronicles the further giving of signs 
and further refusal to believe by “the crowds” and many Pharisees, while 
“many even among the leaders believed in him”(12:42). After some 
Greeks came to ask the disciples about Jesus, Jesus became troubled 
because he knew that his hour (of death) was near, but he prays that the 
name of the Father would be glorified (12:28a) in his hour. At this, God 
gives another sign, a voice from heaven saying, “I have glorified it, and will 
glorify it again” (12:28:b). The crowds hear this and are again divided as to 
its “meaning,” but Jesus tells them outright what it means: that the voice 
was for them, a testimony to the impending battle ahead, Satan would be 
driven out and the Son of Man would be lifted up (12:30-33). Yet, “even 
after Jesus had done all these miraculous signs in their presence, they still 
would not believe in him” (12:37). John tells us this was a fulfillment of the 
words of Isaiah the prophet, that their eyes and hearts would become 
blind (12:38-40). 
 
To say that God gave “signs” as evidence, testimony, to who Jesus is, does 
not mean he could not have simply “opened” people’s eyes as they beheld 
Jesus passing by, or in some other manner. The fact is, he did use the signs 

in the process of their believing and conversion, assuming they were 
comprehensible to all as attestation to his claims to be Messiah, Son of 
God. Correspondingly, he also used the signs in the process of confirming 
unbelief as rebellion; the signs are overwhelming evidence to convict the 
world in its sin. 
 
I conclude from these texts that the problem with unbelief was not, and is 
not, strictly presuppositional nor intellectual, but rather it is moral and 
spiritual – a matter of faith – even though the rebellious “intellect” is 
indeed culpable. 

4. In his strange task/his alien work: evidences in 
judgment and redemption  

 
“. . . to do his strange work, and perform his alien task.” (Isa 28:21) 

 
In the theology of the Bible, its biblical theology, we can also trace distinct 
theological threads that serve as evidence in special revelation to the work 
and word of God. These are not presented exhaustively here, but in 
outline form, to show that the theology of the Bible is a comprehensible 
witness for believers and unbelievers alike. These are expressed as 
evidences of his judgment and redemption, evidences of his holiness, and 
evidences of his glorious presence. 
 
Evidences of God’s judgment and redemption are found throughout the 
Bible, and in essence form a dual expression of God’s holiness and mercy, 
or perfections and love respectively. Both are deeply related to the 
prophetic aspect of the Bible, for both are repeatedly an expression of 
prophetic texts. The disobedience of God’s people is met with the promise 
of punishment, whereas underlying all the centuries of biblical history 
there is the ever present theme of final redemption. The conditional 
promises and their benefits finally give way to the unconditional and final 
redemption of God. Despite the seeming endless judgments, and the Final 
Judgment, God will fulfill his promise of redemption. 
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In Eden humankind was given remarkable freedom and bounty and 
beauty, all in the presence of the Lord their God. His presence was ever 
near and unmistakable, and it communicated his character to them clearly 
and continuously. This presence was a fellowship and communion 
between Creator and creature, it was intelligent and coherent, it was full 
of beauty and love and truth, for it lacked nothing. This is the immediate 
revelation of God himself to his creatures of perfection. The “evidence” of 
God was part and parcel to every breath and fiber of creation and its 
communion with God. There was no need for persuasion, for there was no 
sin nor hardness of heart against God. We do not know how long this state 
of affairs lasted, but we do know that it was conditional upon their 
obedience. The entire scripture is the result, however, of the rebellion of 
Adam and Eve against God’s revealed will, for once having fallen into sin 
and hardness, they became blinded by their own hearts. The scriptures 
themselves are thus the significant center in the full evidence that God has 
given. Any cursory study of the theme of judgment and redemption in the 
Bible reveals the miraculous unity of purpose and singularity of vision over 
many millennia. The assumption throughout the entire story is that 
despite hard hearts there is moral culpability, each is responsible for their 
reception of God’s evidenced Word in both general and special revelation.  
 
The story unfolds from the Fall in which his presence is removed, the 
fellowship is broken. God seeks Adam in the garden and asks him an 
obvious question, “Adam, where are you.” Adam knew, presupposed 
correctly in his sin, that God was holy and that sin had made it impossible 
for him to be freely in God’s unmediated presence. God’s character was 
plain to Adam and Eve, despite their sin, and in fact their “knowledge” was 
no doubt magnified in a terrible way by the breach of their trust. They also 
still knew God’s name, yet they now fear it with a loathing instead of a 
pure and perfect trust. They believed a lie and the entire history of the 
Bible and the world is the consequent fall-out.  
 
God, however, has given this remarkable special revelation in text as a 
testimony to this story of judgment, for it also becomes the story of our 

redemption. He promises to restore his communing-presence through his 
covenant-promise, “I will be your God, and you will be my people” (Ex 
29:45; Lev 26:11-12; Nu 5:3; Deut 12:11; 1 Ki 6:13; Zec 2:10; 2 Cor 6:16). 
The history of redemption is thus carefully and wonderfully chronicled in 
the OT, and shown in its fruition in the NT Messiah fulfilling the promise of 
restoration.  
 
The prophets of God form a central piece in this symphony of redemption, 
always sent from God to his people suffering the consequences of their 
ongoing sin. Over many centuries God sent his prophets as his voice of 
judgment to the rebellious and the voice of redemption for the repentant 
believer. Exile was long foretold, as also was the promise of a preserved 
remnant and especially the eventual arrival of the Messiah. Many details 
of this history could be relayed here, but it would go beyond my purpose 
of simply noting this profound testimony to all creation that God has 
spoken and we can understand his message. We can also reject it, 
suppressing it along with its promise of eternal redemption. 
 
In regards to the marvelous nature of the text itself, there could not have 
been a single human person or committee capable of weaving this 
complex history of prophetic work in the process of redemption, any more 
than there could have been for the rest of the history of redemption. The 
miraculous nature of the text has long been recognized by believers, and 
often by unbelievers alike. Despite modern attempts to reduce the great 
significance of this testimony to its inspiration, the Bible stands quite 
steady as a perfect work of God through human instruments. Needless to 
say, the Bible attests to God himself working his redemption in our history, 
through our history. For over two centuries, its accuracy and veracity have 
been brought into question by historical-critical theories that posit a 
strictly human process of redactions. Thus, they ironically greatly diminish 
the historical referents to the texts. I propose that these manifold theories 
have not offered a viable explanation to the miraculously dynamic and 
complex nature of the Bible and its history, and thus as testimony it is a 
very significant piece of the evidence that God has given that humans 
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nevertheless persistently seek to suppress alongside his general revelation 
in nature. It could also be proposed, consistent with the Bible, that this 
suppression of the scripture is to be expected for it is quite natural for 
those who understand correctly the significance of its contents to desire to 
escape the implications for sinners who reject God’s gift of redemption as 
delineated in the Bible. 
 
It is thus that the unity and coherence of the major themes of judgment 
and redemption in the Bible serve as a clear testimony, evidence to all, 
that God has spoken and it is serious. The NT provides us with the 
conclusion to the history of redemption, “When the time had fully come, 
God sent his Son, born of a woman, born under the law, that we might 
receive the full rights of sons” (Gal 4:4). 
 
Once again, as with the OT, the miraculous nature of the text is testimony 
to every cognizant creature that a Word from God has come and it is 
serious. Judgment is meted out while mercy is provided through the 
redeeming work of the Messiah Jesus. The full orbed picture is given 
through human hands through God’s mediation, and it stands as a gift, a 
testimony, to the remarkable, glorious Creator of the universe redeeming 
his people. The evidences of God’s work in judgment and redemption do 
not stand alone, for there are a variety of other major and unified themes 
that similarly correspond and overlap: e.g., God’s holiness and his glory. 

5. In the splendor of his holiness: evidences in the 
holiness of God 

 
“Worship the Lord in the splendor of his holiness.” (Ps 29:2) 

 
“. . . the One who dwells between the cherubim.” (Ps 91:1; Isa 

37:16) 
 

As with the biblical presentation of the themes of judgment and 
redemption, there is a profoundly unified and consistent portrayal of God 
as holy in the Bible, a theme intrinsically related to those of judgment and 

redemption. It serves as another evidential layer of the big picture in 
special revelation. Both the fact itself, of God’s holiness, and its testimony 
throughout the Bible provide certain grounds for our indictment as unholy 
sinners. It may also be the primary reason we so readily seek to suppress 
this truth, for this theme serves as a mirror on our unholiness in thought 
and deed. 
 
Twice in the Bible (Isaiah 6:3; Revelation 4:8) we see the angels 
proclaiming “Holy, holy, holy, Lord God Almighty”43 because they behold 
the face of God himself: the natural expression of all who glimpse or see 
the majesty of the Living God (Ps 104:31-33). Even the rocks themselves 
would cry out if his praise was silenced (Luke 19:40).  
 
There have been many in recent years who hate his holiness and have 
worked hard to silence this central revelation of his Word. But, despite all 
their efforts, his praise still flows from all who have glimpsed the splendor 
of his majesty –  his holiness – his glory inexpressible – and have loved 
him. 
 
Despite countless attempts to suppress this character of God by those 
who resent his holiness, his word is not helpless in their destructive and 
deceitful hands for it is a raging fire that they cannot put out. This holy fire 
purifies or consumes what opposes it. Those who love him and worship 
God in his holiness are given holiness, purified in fire. But those who hate 
his holiness are cast into fires unquenchable in which there can be no sight 
of the splendor of his holiness.  
 
God’s word is living and active (Heb 4:12), and that should come as no 
surprise, for we understand that when God Almighty speaks, his words 
would naturally be like no one else’s. Out of the glory of his holy presence, 
and his character of love, he created the universe by the word of his 
power (Gen 1; Heb 1:2) and sustains it by the power of his word (Heb 1:2). 
God alone could make the universe in all its manifold splendors by his 

                                                           
43 Respectively transliterated, qadosh, qadosh, qadosh; hagios, hagios, hagios. 
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word, and it is evident that all human creation knows this is true, because 
it is “clearly” manifested in the creation (Rom 1:19-20).  
 
It is therefore assumed that all mankind knows that it was God who 
created the world and must logically be sustaining it by his word. 
Consequently, every single person in history has had a systematic theology 
by nature of their own created character and the inescapable knowledge 
of God. They have systematized their knowledge either into obedience (by 
God’s grace) to God’s revelation of himself or into rebellion (by nature) 
against him. All have understood something of the majesty and character 
of God (“his eternal power and divine nature,” Rom 1:20). Therefore, it 
can be confidently reasserted that true atheism has never existed in our 
theistic universe, but only anti-theism by those who do not love his 
majesty. There are those who love him or hate him. And there are those 
who are gradually coming to love him as they are honored with 
understanding and believing the revelation of his holiness to them (Matt 
16:16; 15:33), and their consequent need for a Savior. 
 

6. In his glorious presence: evidences of the glory of 
God in history and the church 

 
Tremble O earth 

at the presence of the God of Jacob, 
who turned the rock into a pool, 

the hard rock into springs of water. (Ps 114:7-8) 
 

Closely related to the previous themes of redemption and judgment, as 
well as holiness, is the testimony in scripture to the presence of God. 
Whether we are talking about the omnipresence, immanence, 
transcendence, or covenantal-presence of God, the Bible conveys very rich 
evidence of God’s presence in a unified portrayal of this complex theme. 
 
As noted, the Edenic paradise was one of unremitting communing 
presence broken by the entrance of Adam and Eve’s rebellion against 
God’s spoken word to them. This theme of the presence of God is so much 

the warp and woof of the theology of the Bible, that it could be said to 
underlie the central “theme” of redemption. The history of redemption is a 
history of the restoration of God’s creatures to his presence. Once 
banished from that presence, there had to be mediation through the 
covenants, all of which are underscored by the promise, “I will be your 
God and you will be my people” (see p. 17). 
 
The presence of YHWH is revealed to the Patriarchs, is seen in the later 
deliverance of Israel from slavery in Egypt to form a nation centered 
around a sanctuary representing God’s presence, and is seen in the system 
of sacrifice focused on the altar, the atonement-cover, and the cherubim 
in the tabernacle. The OT judges and prophets were repeatedly raised up 
in order to call the nation back to God’s covenant, in order to be restored 
to God’s presence. The presence of God was the critical issue: to be 
banished from Eden, from proper mediated sanctuary presence meant to 
be outside the bounds of redemption. God was merciful throughout this 
history, and kept the unconditional aspects of the covenant-promise ever 
in place, despite frequent removal of the temporal signs or manifestations 
of his communing presence. There is no need to engage in the debates 
about the different “kinds” of presence represented in the Bible. Let it 
suffice, for my purposes here, to propose that the ancient biblical picture, 
including the entire OT and NT, portrays God as both immanent and 
transcendent, as well as omnipresent, but also “absent” when his people 
have broken covenant.  
 
Much mileage has been made by historical-critical minds in positing 
polarizations (contradictions) of these presence themes in the Bible, that 
these diverse and dynamic concepts could not have been understood in a 
complementary fashion in ancient times. Nevertheless, no evidence is 
forthcoming to substantiate the view that the biblical text anywhere 
contains polarizations that have been unsuccessfully coalesced or 
syncretized. Rather, the testimony of the Bible overwhelmingly is one of a 
Living God whose presence is dynamically immanent, transcendent, 
covenantal, personal, holy, and glorious. Being a revelation of God, it 
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naturally encompasses a broad range of concepts and motifs including the 
glory of God, the name of God, the face of God, abiding-perpetual versus 
dynamic-occasional presence, local versus universal presence, mediated 
versus unmediated presence, theophanies of presence versus unseen 
presence, graded presence surrounding the tabernacle-sanctuary versus 
presence in heaven, as well as the relation of the law to God’s presence. 
 
The NT brings us the completed picture of God’s presence restored, the 
tabernacle of God has been fleshed out forever in the incarnation of God’s 
Son, the Messiah. His presence is God’s presence with us, Immanuel. The 
church individually and collectively becomes thus a further testimony in 
the evidence of God’s history of redemption. The martyrs, or “witnesses,” 
of the church form another piece of brilliant evidence to the world, part of 
the book of proofs (see pp. 21ff.) for belief and against unbelief. The 
history of testimonies is to God himself. The witness is clear and 
inescapable. There are no excuses for denying its testimony, or refusing to 
believe its import. Despite the fact that the history of the church is 
checkered by human folly, it does not overwhelm the positive evidence 
given by God’s grace of his grace. 
 
The Bible ends as it began – in Paradise – with the Book of Revelation 
unveiling the ark of the covenant and the tabernacle in heaven (11:19; 
15:5), the glory of God filling the temple, and the final revelation of the 
New Jerusalem about which God himself proclaims, “Now the dwelling of 
God is with men, and he will live with them. They will be his people, and 
God himself will be their God” (21:3), completing the history of 
redemption, fulfilling the covenant-promise. 
 
In conclusion, although no revelation is adequate in itself for those 
unwilling to love him, the universe constantly, “day after day,” “declares 
the glory of God,” “proclaims the work of his hands,” and “pours forth 
speech” (Ps 19:1-4). The inscripturated revelation of God’s word (Ps 19:7-
11) – the Bible – is ever proclaimed and preached (albeit poorly and 
excellently) throughout the world. Its unified theology of judgment, 

redemption, holiness, and presence serves as an evidential testimony that 
God himself has spoken. And yet, the deceitful hearts of sinful men, 
women, and children shudder to see God (even though veiled from his full 
glory), and suppresses what it clearly knows and understands but does not 
love. The revelation of God’s glory reveals man as corrupt and depraved in 
every aspect of his being, not without reason (see p. 24) and morality, but 
with moral ugliness habitually bent on evil with the intent of escaping 
God’s presence and holiness despite his undeniable omnipresence. 
 
The angels worship the living God because they love him and behold his 
glorious holy presence (Isaiah 3:8). They are holy and have been made for 
him and his glory. They are his messengers, his flames of fire (Ps 104:4) 
that do his work, both his redemptive work and his “strange work, ” his 
“alien task” of judging his own people (Isa 28:21). The angels have no sin 
before him, yet rejoice over every sinner who repents (Luke 15:10). They 
rejoice because they know and love the glory of God Almighty, the creator 
and king of heaven and earth, whose majesty dwells in light 
unapproachable (1 Tim 6:16).  
 
This God of holy glory revealed in his creation, works, word, and lastly in 
his Son (Heb 1:2) of incarnate majesty has no need to apologize to those 
who falsely accuse him of obscurity and go on their way cursing him. The 
moral burden of proof (see pp. 21ff.) is upon all who reject the 
overwhelming evidence; they will never approach that “light 
unapproachable,” because they reject the one who said he is the true light 
(Jn 8:12). They also reject the light revealed in creation, which shows a 
glimpse of his glory, and thus they bring upon their own heads the 
crushing weight of evidence against them clearly revealed from the One 
who sent his glorious presence in his Son as light incarnate in creation. If 
they have rejected his evidence in nature, in his prophets, and in his 
majestic word and works, why would they recognize the light in his Son? In 
fact, they will be forced to flee the final revelation of his holy and glorious 
presence unveiled. 
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Even the demons believe “there is one God” and tremble (Jam 2:19). They 
have all the evidence they need; there are no doubters, agnostics, or life-
long “seekers” in their midst. The evidence is all in. For us also the proof is 
in, but we are left with a choice, though some deny it, to love him and be 
reclaimed. To turn from our hatred, denials, and suppression of what we 
have been shown is true we must begin the race towards the throne of his 
majesty where myriads of hosts of angels, men, and women are eternally 
beholding the radiance of his glory, his light unapproachable, his splendor 
of holiness, and his eternally glorious presence. 
 

Ascribe to the Lord the glory due his name.  
Worship the Lord in the splendor of his holiness. Ps 29:2 

 

Although God be so inaccessible that we cannot know him perfectly, yet 
he is so much in the light, that we cannot be totally ignorant of him; as he 
cannot be comprehended in his essence, he cannot be unknown in his 
existence; it is as easy by reason to understand that he is, as it is difficult 
to know what he is. The demonstrations reason furnisheth us with for the 
existence of God, will be evidences of the atheists’ folly.44 
 
As a consequence, men cannot open their eyes without being compelled 
to see him. Indeed, his essence is incomprehensible; hence, his divineness 
far escapes all human perception. But upon his individual works he has 
engraved unmistakable marks of his glory, so clear and so prominent that 
even unlettered, and stupid, folk cannot plead the excuse of ignorance.45 
 
. . . wherever you cast your eyes, there is no spot in the universe wherein 
you cannot discern at least some sparks of his glory.46 

                                                           
44 Charnock, Existence, p. 26. 
45 Calvin, Institutes, vol. 1, V.I.1, p. 52. 
46 Ibid. 

III. Postscripts for further research: a 
cursory discussion of selected key words 
and concepts 
 

A. “Proof” in the Bible 
 
“He has given proof of this to all men by raising him from the dead.” 

(Acts 17:31) 
 

The notion of “proof” given in the form of testimony or witness is 
present throughout the Bible as evidence sufficient enough for faith 

as well as for condemnation for those who reject it. Such testimonies 
can take the form of national/individual witness, prophetic revelation, 

divine revelation, or natural revelation. 
 

The OT conveys the idea of witness and testimony with a variety of words: 
call to witness (denom. vb. from ); witness (nom.); witness 

(nom.); testimony; witness;  witness(?). 

 
The words deriving from the semantic field of  convey a range of 
meanings: prophetic warnings and prohibitions (Ex 19:21; 1 Sam 8:9; Jer 
6:10); the prophets themselves sometimes function as witnesses for 
YHWH against his sinful people (2 Chron 24:19; Amos 3:13); YHWH himself 
is sometimes witness against his people (Ps 50:7-21); nature is witness to 
YHWH’s covenant (Deut 4:26; 30:19; 31:28); legal testimony (Num 35:30; 
Deut 17:6; Isa 8:2); stand as witness against oneself (Josh 24:22); God’s 
people are witness to the nations (Isa 43:10; 44:8; 55:3-5).47 
 

                                                           
47 For more examples and discussion, see Robert B. Chisholm, “,” The New International Dictionary 

of OT Theology and Exegesis, vol. 3, Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997, pp. 335-340. 
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The word ,witness, can refer to a heap of stones as a witness and 
reminder of a human covenant (Gen 31:47), Job’s advocate in heaven (Job 
16:19).48 
 
The word , witness, stands parallel in Proverbs to  (6:19; 12:17; 14:5, 
25; 19:5, 9), whereas possibly in Hab 2:3 it stands as a testimony to the 
faithful of God’s vindication, and thus as an equal witness against 
unbelief.49 
 
The various and diverse “testimonies” and “witnesses” of the OT are given 
as a form of proof, sufficient evidence: that is, they are sufficient evidence 
for the faith and sufficient evidence against the faithless. This indicates 
that the idea of proof or evidence given in testimony, regardless of its 
purpose, had to be reasonable and understandable for it to have any legal 
and theological weight or authority. 
 
There are also innumerable texts that convey the idea of God’s witness 
that do not have specific technical terms denoting the idea. A good 
example is from Ps 104:3-4 
 

He makes the clouds His chariot; 
He walks upon the wings of the wind.  
He makes the winds His messengers, 
His ministers flames of fire. 
 

NT Greek (see also LXX) also has a large array of words and concepts 
related to the notion of evidence and proof. The following is a selection of 

key words:  (proof);  

(assurance)  (evident evidence);  

(proving); (proof used in 2 Cor 8:24; signs, Jn 2:18; prove, Jas 

                                                           
48 Robert B. Chisholm, “,” The New International Dictionary of OT Theology and Exegesis, vol. 3 

(Grand Rapids: Zondervan), 1997, p. 1220. 
49 Robert B. Chisholm, “,” The New International Dictionary of OT Theology and Exegesis, vol. 2 

(Grand Rapids: Zondervan), 1997, pp. 496-497. 

2:18);  (to prove that Jesus is the Messiah, Acts 

18:28)  (miracle is “well known,” Acts 4:16);  (God 

became evident, well known to those who were not asking, Rom 10:20); 

 (light of Christ is evident, but they are blinded by the god of this 

age, 2 Cor 4:4);  (the unveiling of the mystery of the gospel 

to all nations, Rom 16:25-26);  (divine revelation is given as 

evidence for belief and against unbelief, Heb 12:25);  (proof, 

demonstration);  (“No one has ever seen God, but God the 

One and Only, who is at the Father’s side, has made him known,” Jn 1:18); 

 (to cause something to be known as certain, the Lord 

confirmed, “verified,” the preaching of the Apostles, Mk 16:20; 

confirmation of the gospel, Phil 1:7);  (to prove with certainty 

that this one is the Christ, Acts 9:2250);  (making Christ known 

by what we do, 2 Cor 6:4);  (Jesus was accredited by God 
through “miracles, signs, and wonders” to Israel, “as you yourselves 

know,” Acts 2:22);  (the converted believer shows, “certifies,” 

that the message of God is true, Jn 3:33);  (idiom for 

“to acknowledge God as true,” Rom 1:28);  (to establish 

evidence showing the truth, to prove, Acts 17:3;  (evidence of 

the things we cannot see, Heb 11:1);  (Jesus “explained 

everything,” Mk 4:34);  (Jesus “explained the scriptures,” Lk 

24:32). 
 

The Greek word  indicates “decisive proof,” a “sure sign,” 

“convincing proof,” or “evidence.” “In secular Greek from Herodotus to 
the second century A.D. almost entirely meaning strict proof. In Aristotle it 
means a ‘compelling sign.’”51   
 

                                                           
50 Paul is said here to “confound” or “confute” ( ) the Jews living in Damascus. 
51 G.T.D. Angel, “ ,”  New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, vol. 3, ed. 

Colin Brown (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1971), p. 571. 
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An example of in the Acts 1:3 carries similar semantic range of 
“evidence, proof, or convincing proof,” “that which causes something to 
be known as verified or confirmed.”52  Of this example, G.T.D. Angel says, 
“Luke intends the events following the resurrection appearances of the 
risen Christ to be treated as infallible evidence.”53 
 
In Acts 17:3 Paul witnessed to the Jews in Thessalonica, seeking to 

persuade them through reasoning, expounding ( ) and proving, 

setting forth ( ) from the scriptures. He 

assumed accurate cognition was possible, and thus he set forth his case 
with evidence. He discussed, reasoned, explained, and proved. (See also 
Mk 4:30; Lk 24:32; Gal 2:2.) 
 
Acts 17:17-31 records Paul’s discourse with the Jews at Thessalonica. He 
attempts to find a contact point in their religious ideas, poets’ expression, 
and reason: “If we are the offspring, then we should not think that the 
divine being is like gold or silver or stone--an image made by man’s skill 
and design” (v. 29). Paul goes on to teach them that the Lord is One God, 
Creator of all things (v. 24), omniscient, omnipotent (v. 25), sovereign (v. 
26), merciful (v. 30), just, holy (v. 31a). Luke writes that God’s proof of 
Christ’s coming judgment was given “to all men by raising him (Jesus) from 
the dead” (v. 31b). 
 

In 17:31  is a word used in the sense of “assurance” “or proof” 

that someday God will judge the world with justice. The proof of this is 
given in the fact of Christ’s resurrection.54  The reaction to this statement 
by Paul in the Areopagus was very mixed: some sneered, but others 
wanted to hear more, and a few became believers (vv. 32-33). 
 

                                                           
52 On  in Johannes P. Louw and Eugene A. Nida, eds., Greek-English Lexicon of the New 

Testament Based on Semantic Domains, vol. 1 (New York: United Bible Societies, 1988), p. 340. 
53 Angel, “ ,” p. 571. A contrary opinion is expressed by Van Til who says that the 

resurrection does not prove anything to the “pragmatic philosopher” (Defense of the Faith, pp. 7-8). 
54 See also Mt 28:1; Lk 24:1-53; Jn 5:36; 7:17; 10:25; 14:11; 20:1-29.  

In Acts 18:28  is used to describe Paul’s refutation of Jewish 
unbelief “proving from the scriptures that Jesus was the Christ.”55  The fact 
that Paul successfully refuted their unbelief suggests that he initially 
presumed cognition, on the part of the unbelievers, of the texts he was 
using from the OT. That is, he did not say to them “just presuppose 
correctly,” or “begin with God.” Rather, he opened the scriptures and 
“vigorously” refuted their views on the ground they knew: i.e., the 
scriptures. This contradicts the claim of some Presuppositionalists that 
unbelievers can never grasp the true meaning of any given biblical text (or 
fact). Likewise, it would also contradict the logical deduction from 
Presuppositionalism that Paul (and traditional apologists) allows these 
unbelievers some kind of “autonomy” by taking their objections seriously. 
We do not know in this case what the response was, but that is immaterial 
here. The simple point is, Paul did not use a Van Tilian, Presuppositional, 
apologetic method.  
 
This is further evident in Acts 19:8-9, where Paul “spoke boldly” 

( , ) in the Ephesus synagogue for three 

months, “arguing ( ) persuasively ( ) about the kingdom 

of God” (on reason, see. p. 24). The significance of Paul reasoning for three 
months should not be overlooked, for there is no “canned” three minute 
presentation in Paul’s apologetic method. Nor is there any hint that he 
gave up easily when he found they did not believe or understand, nor did 
he simply tell them to trade in their presuppositions for his by hopping 
onto his train (or caravan in his case)! 
 

Also see  , proof, demonstration Acts 2:22 (God 

“accredited” Jesus through miracles, signs, and wonders); 1 Cor 4:9 

                                                           
55 KJV - For he mightily convinced the Jews, [and that] publickly, shewing by the scriptures that Jesus 
was Christ. 
    RSV  - For he powerfully confuted the Jews in public, showing by the scriptures that the Christ was 
Jesus. 
    NIV uses “proving”: For he vigorously refuted the Jews in public debate, proving from the Scriptures 
that Jesus was the Christ. 
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(Apostles are a shown as a demonstration, as in a theater, to the “whole 
universe”). 
 

The word pair, , is used in Rom 1:19 to denote 

that “what may be know about God” is “plain to them because God has 
made it plain” (see also 2 Cor 2:14; 4:6 - making Christ known). Also, 

 in Rom 1:20, 21 denotes that God’s invisible 
qualities of eternal divine nature and power are “being understood” and 
are “clearly seen” so as to render all without excuse. These examples show 
the kind of proof evident to all people at all times, for what is plain is 
evident, yet people are vain (futile) in their understanding or reason (see 
similarly 2 Peter 3:5 – “They deliberately forget that long ago by God’s 
word . . .”). 
 
In conclusion, the concept of proof is not as foreign to the Bible as some 
might suggest. Rational humans need to have something sure on which to 
base faith, even though the source of faith is not evidence itself but the 
grace of God. To suggest otherwise will risk the charge of fideism and 
irrationality. On the other hand, let it be clear that I categorically deny that 
reason, or evidences themselves, are what save a person (see pp. 24ff.). 
What I have asserted is that God has given us a clear witness to himself in 
creation since the beginning, and that he has progressively revealed 
himself and his redemption plan in history as recorded and interpreted in 
the Bible. To say that proof is sufficient does not mean that it will 
necessarily “convince” the unbeliever.56  It is easy to confuse the two 
ideas, but we must not. To say that proof is sufficient is not to say that it is 
sufficient in itself to save. The proof is only a sign that points to the Savior. 
It is sufficient for us to believe with complete confidence that what God 
has done is sufficient, and that what He has promised will indeed come to 
pass. On the other hand, however, the proof is also sufficient to condemn 

                                                           
56 Sproul, Gerstner, and Lindsley write: orthodoxy “finds many arguments that ‘abundantly evidence’ 
the Bible to be the Word of God while the Spirit brings only persuasion of these arguments. The 
arguments ‘evidence’ and the Holy Spirit ‘persuades.’ The arguments do not persuade and the Holy 
Spirit does not evidence” (Classical Apologetics, p. 299). See more on persuasion below, p. 23.  

the one who has “suppressed it in his wickedness.” (Rom 1:18). The one 
who rejects God’s messengers rejects him.  The Lord of glory has left a 
consistently clear witness in every age of himself.  
 

B. “Reason” in the Bible57 
 

“. . . the reason for the hope that you have.” (1 Pet 3:15b) 
 

See “reason”: (Eccl 7:25, 27; 9:10);  (Dan 2:21; 4:34[31]; 

36[33], 5:12);  (Ex 31:3; Job 26:12; Ps 136:5; Prov 2:2, 3, 6, 11; 18:2; 

Isa 40:14; Obad 7). See “to reason” or “plead”:  (Isa 1:18; Job 5:17; 

13:3, 10; 15:3; 23:7; Prov 19:25; Mic 4:3; 6:2; Ps 94:10);  (1 Sam 12:7; 

Isa 43:26; 66:16; Ezek 20:36; Prov 20:9; Jer 2:35; 25:31).  
 
See “understand,” “understanding”: (to be wise and understand, 

Deut 32:29);  (understood general revelation in the skies, seas, heavens, 
Leviathan, yet inadequate, Job 26:14; Elihu notes that “All mankind has 
seen” God’s work, yet God is beyond our understanding [], “who can 

understand [] how he . . . ,” Job 36:24-25; also Eccl 11:5 []). The 

understanding is real but inadequate to fully grasp God himself. This is 
echoed in the Lord’s response, “Tell me if you understand () . . .” 

(38:4), to which Job rightly responds, “I spoke of things I did not 
understand ()” (42:3).  
 
The theme of understanding in the OT is so vast and complex that I can 
only hint at its significance here.58  It involves the cognizant 
“understanding” of general revelation by all mankind, the sinful failure to 
fully understand its significance by both believers and unbelievers, as well 
as failure to accept and understand special revelation (Prov 28:5; Pss 14:2; 
53:2, 82:5; 92:6; Dan 12:10; Mic 4:12; ,Isa 44:18), and especially the 

                                                           
57 Compare ignorance, p. 24. 
58 See C. Hodge on understanding, knowing, and comprehending (Theology, vol. 1, p. 50). On reason, 
he says, “The prerogative of reason is constantly recognized in Scripture” (ibid., p. 52). On reason, also 
see appendix 2 below. 
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sinful failure of God’s people to properly understand and obey God’s 
special revelation (,Isa 1:3; 6:10; 44:18; ,42:25). There is also the 

positive understanding of those who believe (, Prov 2:5, 9; 28:5; Isa 

43:10; 52:15; Dan 12:10).  
 
The range of meaning surrounding understanding in the OT is daunting, 
but in sum it always involves cognition, yet it is not limited to cognition, 
for it ever crosses into faith and belief.59  It thus conveys an overlapping 
moral weave of proper understanding, though limited, and improper 
understanding. The use of the word “proper” fails to adequately connote 
that it is not simply a matter of cognizance, though it includes that, but 
rather the way a person receives and responds to revelation. 
 
That is, reason and understanding often relate to “sense” or skill, and 
generally have moral overtones, such as in the idea of moral skill in proper 
reasoning and correct understanding. A closer examination might reveal a 
disparity between the believer and unbeliever to achieve positive results 
in this skill, but no disparity is evident in the fundamental “ability” to 
reason and understand satisfactorily, even if it is very limited. That is, the 
one who fails to do so is morally culpable, regardless of their intelligence, 
faulty presuppositions, or lack of polished reasoning skills. 
 

See the words  (prove);  (argue);  

(persuade60);  (refute completely) (Luke 24:38; Acts 

19:8-9; 24:25; Pss 97:6; 98:3;  (test, examine, accept as 

approved, proved): Rom 2:18 (linked with  here, v. 19); Phil 1:10 

(discern); 1 Thess 2:4 (men approved by God to carry the Gospel); see the 
words relating to mind/reason, usually with spiritual/moral weight, such 

                                                           
59 On cognition, see f.n. 41. 
60 See the uncertain word , “proof” or “demonstration,” in 1 Cor 2:4:  Paul writes, “My 

message and preaching were not with persuasive words, but with a DEMONSTRATION of the Spirit’s 
power.” Paul was very articulate and persuasive throughout his ministry, but he is saying that without 
the power of the Holy Spirit it would be futile, like the Greek philosophers. That is, he points to the 
demonstrating proof of the power of the Holy Spirit. 

as  (mind, reason)  (apprehend, 

understand) (understanding, intelligence)  (thought, 

knowledge)  (folly) (2  Thess 2:12; 2 Tim 3:8; 1 Tim 3:8; Eph 4:18; 

1 Jn 5:20; Mt 22:37; 24:15; Mk 12:30; Lk 6:11; 11:17; Jn 12:40; 2 Pet 3:1; 

Col 1:21; 2 Cor 2:11; 11:3; 3:14; 4:4; 2 Tim 3:9); also see  

(understanding) (understand) On reason, see especially Acts 

18:3-4 (  “reasoned” to “persuade”); 18:19 

( reasoned); 18:28 ( refuted 

completely and “proving” from the scriptures that Jesus was the Christ).  
 
As noted, persuasion does not necessarily mean “to convince,” because 
regardless of the proofs and the persuasive reasoning, in many cases, 
“They refused to believe” (Acts 19:8-9).61  Paul explained the data to 
convince them . . . and some were convinced, but others “would not 

believe.” Nevertheless,  can be used to refer to someone being 

convinced or believing (Prov 26:25; Lk; 16:31; Act 17:4; Heb 11:13; Acts 
26:26, 28). The encounter in the Acts 26 narrative between Paul and 
Festus leads Festus to interrupt Paul and shout, “You are out of your mind, 
Paul!”  To this Paul responded, “I am not insane, most excellent Festus. 
What I am saying is true and reasonable. The king is familiar with these 
things, and I can speak freely with him. I am convinced that none of this 
has escaped his notice, because it was not done in a corner. King Agrippa, 
do you believe the prophets? I know you do.” Then Agrippa said to Paul, 
“Do you think that in such a short time you can persuade me to be a 
Christian?”  Paul responds positively, praying that they would believe him, 
while assuming their accurate cognition of his proclamation about his 
conversion and the gospel (26:1-18). 
 

C. “Miracles” in the Bible 
 

                                                           
61 On persuasion, see f.n. 56. 
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“. . . at least believe on the evidence of the miracles themselves” (Jn 
14:11). 

 
On miracles as evidence, testimony, witness see Ex 4:5,8; Is 40:21-22, 25-
26; Ps 78:7, 11, 22, 32; Mtt 11:20-21 (Jesus denounced the unbelieving 
cities where he performed miracles); 16:1-4 (Jonah); Mt 21:32, 45; Jn 5:36; 
Heb 2:4. They saw the miracles themselves – they understood them – but 
“in spite of the wonders, they did not believe” (Ps 78). The evidence of the 
miracles was denied and God held them accountable for it. They had 
“presupposed correctly.” They knew what it meant, but refused to accept 
it and believe God! The miraculous resurrection of Jesus is proof (Rom 
1:4). The evidence given is sufficient, thus it is a sin to demand more. 
 
The reason for miracles and signs is clearly not simply to reverse 
temporarily the effects of the fall for certain individuals, though it did that, 
but rather the signs are evidence to God’s redemption drawing nigh. They 
communicate to believer and unbeliever alike that God has been faithful 
to his promises, and that he has now given many foreshadows in glimpses 
of complete redemption in heaven. The miraculous is “supernatural,” it 
allows no one the liberty of naturalizing them, for they are the work of 
God. They cannot so easily be “written off,” as is general revelation, for 
these are unique events given as testimony to all people that God is there 
and he has brought redemption.62 
 
Therefore, it cannot be denied that the opponents of Christ knew much 
that is “true” about God. In fact, I repeat, all people have some form of 
systematic theology which is fashioned according to what their heart has 
done with all the evidence God has revealed. And, in the case of those 
who had the testimony of the Old Testament, we can be certain they knew 
much about God that was true. They knew much, but suppressed much in 
their wickedness. No-one can plead ignorant before the throne of God. 

                                                           
62 C. Hodge states that “the evidence of miracles is important and decisive,” that it is “subordinate and 
inferior to that of the truth itself,” that “God confirms his revelation by them,” that the sacred writers 
appealed to them as proof of their divine call, and that “Christ constantly appealed to his miracles as a 
decisive proof of his divine mission” (Theology, vol. 1, p. 636). 

Only God knows the degrees of accountability that await us for what we 
do know (2 Thess 2:10-12). 
 

D. “Ignorance” in the Bible63 
 

“. . . they are ignorant to their own shame.” (Isa 44:9b) 
 

On ignore, ignorance see   (senseless and ignorant, Ps 73:22; ignorant 

to their own shame, Isa 44:9; idolaters are ignorant, 45:20);  (enemies 

ignore God’s words, Ps 119:139);  (ignoring advice of Wisdom, Prov 
1:25; ignore instruction, 8:33; ignore discipline, 13:18; 15:32); 
 (“ignored the word of the Lord,” Ex 9:21);  

(ignore correction, Prov 10:17).


See also  (ignorant of the mystery, Rom 11:25; 1 Cor 10:1; 12:1; 

14:38; the ignorant go astray, Heb 5:2); (ignorant of God, 

15:34);  (ignorant talk, 1 Pet 2:15);  (ignorant and 

unstable people, 2 Pet 3:16);  (ignorance caused by “hardening,” 

Acts 3:17; 17:30; darkness and ignorance due to hardening of heart, Eph 
4:18; previous ignorance, 1 Pet 1:14). 
 
Ignorance, as described in the Bible, is a choice: “He has made everything 
beautiful in its time. He has also set eternity in the hearts of men; yet they 
cannot fathom what God has done from beginning to end” (Eccl 3:11). 
Inability to fully comprehend internal general revelation is never to be 
confused, however, with refusal to believe. Refusal to believe is a choice: 
“But the Jews who refused to believe stirred up the Gentiles and poisoned 

their minds against the brothers” (Acts 14:2). In Romans 2:15,  

(“reasoning thought”), both accuses and defends the sinner. The same 
reasoning powers accuse and defend! Further, belief in false evidence is a 
choice: e.g., in Mtt 26:59 the chief priests and the “whole Sanhedrin” 

                                                           
63 Compare reason/understanding, p. 22. 
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understood the true evidence about Jesus so well that they manufactured 
false evidence: “But they did not find any, though false witnesses came 
forward” (v. 60). In 2 Thess 2:9-12 we read that the lawless one will do 
“false miracles” (in accordance with the work of Satan) and the lost will 
“refuse to love the truth,” “believe lies,” and “delight in wickedness.” See 
also Eph 4:18; Heb 9:7. 
 
Ironically, presuppositionalism is often a form of false testimony because 
it outrightly denies the evidence (and its validity) that God has clearly set 
forth; it in fact succumbs to the very thing it accuses traditional apologists 
of – an autonomy of the mind to reason independently of God’s truth 
revealed. 
 

 “Defense” in the Bible: 
 

“. . . I gladly make my defense.” (Acts 24:10:b) 
 

There are, indeed, those who tell us that no defense of the faith is 
necessary. “The Bible needs no defense,” they say; “let us not be 

forever defending Christianity.” But I have observed this curious fact-
-when men talk thus about propagating Christianity without 

defending it, the thing they are propagating is pretty sure not to be 
Christianity at all. They are propagating an anti-intellectualistic, non-

doctrinal Modernism; and the reason why it needs no defense is 
simply that it is so completely in accord with the current of the age.  

Certainly a Christianity that avoids argument is not the Christianity of 
the New Testament.64 

 

See (Paul’s defense of the gospel to the crowds in Jerusalem, 

Acts 22:1; 25:16; Philipp 1:7,16; “always be prepared with a 

defense[answer],” 1 Pet 3:15)  (Disciples will be given 

defense through Holy Spirit, Lk 12:11; 21:14; Paul’s “defense” to Festus, 

                                                           
64 J.G. Machen, “Christian Scholarship,” pp. 126, 127. 

Acts 24:10; Paul’s defense to Felix, 26:24; Alexander’s defense before the 
crowd in Ephesus, 19:33; the Gentiles’ heart, with the law written there, 
accuses and defends, Rom 2:15). 

In conclusion, regardless of one’s apologetic method, there is the 
undeniable common-ground for all believers in the fact that a defense of 
the faith and the gospel is proper, and indeed imperative.65   
 
That is, if the missionary activities of the Apostles and the early church are 
in any way normative or exemploristic. A defense may involve a wide array 
of things from “lifestyle” witnessing, pre-evangelism, “contact” or 
personal evangelism, to public debate and publishing. In all of those we 
testify to the Lord, that he is true and that he has come in the flesh. But, 
we may not be able to start at the same “contact-point” for any two 
individuals, but rather we must start where they are and lovingly lead 
them, plead with them, persuading and praying them into the reasonable 
faith once delivered unto the saints. 

IV. Appendix 166 
GOD AS RELIGIOUS POSTULATE 

If we are to speak of God as a postulate of the soul, we must speak 
of Him as a postulate for the whole need of the soul--for its religious 
and its rational, not less than for its moral need. We must speak of 
Him also in such a way as to show that this postulate is not an 
arbitrary one, but springs necessarily from the soul's rational and 
moral constitution, and so as to explain the conviction of its truth by 
which it is accompanied. But this can only be done by showing that 
there are laws of man's spiritual nature which ~peratively demand 
such and such an object, and by making it clear what these are. In 

                                                           
65 I do not agree with Van Til that we must not employ an apologetic defense/witness alongside those 
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like manner I would lay it down as a first principle, as against all 
psychological and empirical theories of religion, which propose to 
account for men's religious ideas and beliefs from natural causes 
(hopes and fears, animism, ghosts, etc.), without raising the 
question of how far they correspond with any outward reality, that no 
theory of religion can be adequate which does not cast light on the 
deepest ground of the soul's movement towards God, and on the 
nature of the object which alone can adequately satisfy it. This again 
assumes that there are laws of the spiritual nature which determine 
beforehand what the character of the object must be which alone 
can satisfy the religious necessity, and which impel the soul 
unceasingly to a search after that object. This, however, is precisely 
what I consider the truth about religion to be, as a survey of its 
manifestations in history reveals its nature to us. Religion is not an 
arbitrary product of the soul. Even in the lowest and poorest religions 
we see something struggling into consciousness,--a want, a desire, 
a need,--which is not measured by the extent of its actual knowledge 
of the Divine. Religion we might define from this point of view as the 
search of the soul for an adequate spiritual object to rest in, 
combined with the consciousness that there is such an object, and 
with the impulse to seek after it, and when found, to surrender itself 
to it. Now what kind of object is it which the soul thus demands?  
This can only be determined by the study of its laws, as these spring 
from its essential nature, and are exhibited on the field of historical 
religion. And here, I think, we are warranted to say -- 
 
 1. That the soul, as itself personal, demands for the 
satisfaction of its religious need, a personal object. From whatever 
source it derives its idea of the Divine (sense of dependence, 
outward impressions of nature, moral consciousness), it invariably 
personalizes it. Over against its "I" it seeks a "Thou," and will rest 
satisfied with nothing less. 
 
 2. That the soul, as thinking spirit, demands an infinite object. 
This is a proposition of some importance, and requires more careful 
consideration. We cannot err in seeking with Hegel the deepest 

ground of man's capacity for religion in his possession of the power 
of thought. The power of thought is not the whole of religion, but it is 
that which gives man his capacity for religion. The lower animals are 
irrational, and they have no religion. Thought, in this connection, 
may be described as the universalizing principle in human nature. It 
is that which leads us to negate the limits of the finite. It is that which 
impels man from fact to principle, from law to wider law, from the 
collection of facts and laws in the universe to the principle on which 
the whole depends. It is the element of boundlessness in 
imagination, of illimitableness in desire, of insatiableness in the 
appetite for knowledge. On the side of religion we see it constantly 
at work, modifying the idea of the object of religion, and bringing it 
more into harmony with what it is felt that an object of worship ought 
to be. One way in which this is done is by the choice of the grander 
objects of nature--the sky, sun, mountains, etc.--as the embodiments 
end manifestations of the Divine. Another way is by the mere 
multiplication of the objects of idolatry--the mind seeking in this way, 
as it were, to fill up the gap in its depths. Another way is physical 
magnitude--hugeness, "Nebuchadnezzar the king made an image of 
gold, whose height was threescore cubits, and the breadth thereof 
six cubits; he set it up in the plain of Dura."67 This love of the colossal 
is seen in most oriental religions (e.g. Egyptian, Assyrian). Another 
way is by what Max Muller calls Henotheism-fixing on one special 
deity, and treating it for the time being as if it was alone and 
supreme. Another way is by creating a "system," placing one deity at 
the head of the Pantheon, and making the rest subordinate. We 
have examples in the position held by Zeus and Jupiter in the Greek 
and Roman religions--a position described by Tiele as one of 
"Monarchism allied to Monotheism.” Another way is by tracing back 
the origin of the gods, as in Hesiod, to some uncreated principle; or 
by placing behind them a fate, necessity, or destiny, which is a 
higher power than they. Finally, in the philosophical schools, we 
have reasoned Theism, or Pantheism, or some cosmic theory in 
which the universe itself becomes God. Through all, the search of 
the soul for an infinite is clearly discernible. 

                                                           
67 Dan. iii. 1 
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  3. That the soul, as itself ethical, demands an ethical object. It does 
this in all the higher forms of religion. It may be observed that, once 
the idea of an ethical God has been brought home to the mind, no 
lower conception of the Deity can be accepted. The  agnostic  
himself --- strongly as he protests against the knowableness of God 
--- will yet be the first to maintain that it is impossible to entertain, 
even as hypothesis, any idea of God which represents Him as false, 
cruel, tyrannical, revengeful, unjust. He knows enough about God, 
at-any rate, to be sure that He is not this. 
 
  4. I may add that the soul, as itself an intelligence, demands a 
knowable object. It has previously been shown that, for purposes of 
religion, an unknowable God is equivalent to no God at all. Religion 
seeks not only a knowledge of its object, but such a knowledge as 
can be made the basis of communion. Here, again, we are led by 
the very idea of religion, to the expectation of Revelation. 
 
  The bearing of all this on the Christian view is very obvious. It gives 
us a test of the validity of the Christian view and it explains to us why 
this view comes home to the spirit of man with the self-evidencing 
power that it does. It comes to the spirit as light --- attests its truth by 
its agreement with the laws of the spirit. The worth of this attestation 
is not weakened by the fact that the Christian religion itself mostly 
creates the very capacity by which its truth can be perceived--
creates the organ for its own verification. It makes larger demands 
upon the spirit, calls forth higher ideas than any other; but, in doing 
so, reveals at the same time the spirit to itself. Brought to the 
foregoing tests, it discovers to us a God personal, infinite, ethical, 
and knowable, because self-revealing, and in this way answers the 
demands of the religious spirit. 

V. Appendix 268 
Reason must judge of the Evidences of a Revelation. 
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 In the third place, reason must judge of the evidence by which a 
revelation is supported. 
 
On this point it may be remarked, --  
1. That as faith involves assent, and assent is conviction produced 
by evidence, it follows that faith without evidence is either irrational 
or impossible. 
2. This evidence must be appropriate to the nature of the truth 
believed. Historical truth requires historical evidence; empirical truths 
the testimony of experience; mathematical truth, mathematical 
evidence; moral truth, moral evidence; and “the things of the Spirit," 
the demonstration of the Spirit. In many cases different kinds of 
evidence concur in the support of the same truth. That Jesus is the 
Christ, the Son of the living God, for example, is sustained by 
evidence, historical, moral, and spiritual, so abundant that our Lord 
says of those who reject it, that the wrath of God abideth on them. 
  3. Evidence must be not only appropriate, but adequate. That is, 
such as to command assent in every well-constituted mind to which 
it is presented. 
 
  As we cannot believe without evidence, and as that evidence must 
be appropriate and adequate, it is clearly a prerogative of reason to 
judge of these several points. This is plain. 
  1. From the nature of faith, which is not a blind, irrational assent, 
but of the truth on adequate grounds. 
  2. The Scriptures never demand faith except on the ground of 
adequate evidence. "If I had not done among them," says our Lord, 
"the works which none other man did, they had not had sin'' (John 
xv. 24); clearly recognizing the principle that faith cannot be required 
without evidence. The Apostle Paul proves that the heathen are 
justly liable to condemnation for their idolatry and immorality, 
because such a revelation of the true God and of the moral law had 
been made to them, as to leave them without excuse. 
3. The Bible regards unbelief as a sin, and the great sin for which 
men will be condemned at the bar of God. This presumes that 
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unbelief cannot arise from the want of appropriate and adequate 
evidence, but is to be referred to the wicked rejection of the truth 
notwithstanding the proof by which it is attended. The popular 
misconception that men are not responsible for their faith, arises 
from a confusion of ideas. It is true that men are not blameworthy for 
not believing in speculative truths, when the cause of their unbelief is 
ignorance of the fact or of its evidence. It is no sin not to believe that 
the earth moves round the sun, if one be ignorant of the fact or of 
the evidence of its truth. But wherever unbelief arises from an evil 
heart, then it involves all the guilt which belongs to the cause 
whence it springs. If the wicked hate the good and believe them to 
be as wicked as themselves, this is only a proof of their wickedness. 
If a man does not believe in the moral law; if he holds that might is 
right, that the strong may rob, murder, or oppress the weak, as some 
philosophers teach, or if he disbelieve in the existence of God, then 
it is evident to men and angels that he has been given up to a 
reprobate mind. There is an evidence of beauty to which nothing but 
want of taste can render one insensible; there is evidence of moral 
excellence to which nothing but an evil heart can render us blind. 
Why did the Jews reject Christ, notwithstanding all the evidence 
presented in his character, in his words, and in his works, that he 
was the Son of God? “He that believeth on him is not condemned: 
but he that believeth not is condemned already, because he hath not 
believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God." (John iii. 18.) 
The fact, however, that unbelief is a great sin, and the special 
ground of the condemnation of men, of necessity supposes that it is 
inexcusable, that it does not arise from ignorance or want of 
evidence. "How shall they believe," asks the Apostle, "in him of 
whom they have not heard." (Rom. x. 14.) And our Lord says, "This 
is the condemnation, that light is come into the world, and men loved 
darkness rather than light, because their deeds were evil." (John iii 
19.) 
  4. Another evidence that the Scriptures recognize the necessity of 
evidence in order to faith, and the right of those to whom a revelation 
is addressed to judge of that evidence, is found in the frequent 
command to consider, to examine, to try the spirits, i.e., those who 

claim to be the organs of the Spirit of God. The duty of judging is 
enjoined, and the standard of Judgment is given. And then men are 
held responsible for their decision. 
 
Christians, therefore, concede to reason all the prerogatives it can 
rightfully claim. God requires nothing irrational of his rational 
creatures. He does not require faith without knowledge or faith in the 
impossible, or faith without evidence. Christianity is equally opposed 
to superstition and Rationalism. The one is faith without appropriate 
evidence, the other refuses to believe what it does not understand, 
in despite of evidence which should command belief.  The Christian, 
conscious of his imbecility as a creature, and his ignorance and 
blindness as a sinner, places himself before God, in the posture of a 
child, and receives as true everything which a God of infinite 
intelligence and goodness declares to be worthy of confidence. And 
in thus submitting to be taught, he acts on the highest principles of 
reason. 
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”The small boy in Sunday School explained to the teacher, ‘Faith is tryin’ 
awful hard to believe sumpin’ that really ain’t so except on Sunday.’ It is 
not at all uncommon, if faith is mentioned in a work on philosophy, to find 
that it is assumed to be opposed to reason, or at least quite beyond and 
outside the area of reasonable evidence. On the contrary, faith should be 
defined as the wholehearted acceptance of conclusions for which there is 
good and sufficient evidence.”69  
 
“Speaking of logical (not chronological) priority, I believe the first step in 
any knowledge process must be faith in reason. It can be shown that faith 
is necessary in abstract mathematics, in formal logic, and in physical and 
biological sciences just as truly as faith is necessary in the acceptance of 
Christianity.”70 

 

The convictions of the Christian man, we are told, are not the product of 
reason addressed to the intellect, but the immediate creation of the Holy 
Spirit in the heart. Therefore, it is intimated, we may do very well without 
these reasons, if indeed they are not positively noxious, because tending 
to substitute a barren intellectualism for a vital faith. It seems to be 
forgotten that though faith be a moral act and the gift of God, it is yet 
formally conviction passing into confidence; and that all forms of 
convictions must rest on evidence as their ground, and it is not faith but 
reason which investigates the nature and validity of this ground. "He who 
believes," says Thomas Aquinas, in words which have become current as 
an axiom, "would not believe unless he saw that what he believes is 
worthy of belief. Though faith is the gift of God, it does not in the least 
follow that the faith which God gives is an irrational faith, that is, a faith 
without cognizable ground in right reason. We believe in Christ because it 
is rational to believe in Him, not even though it be irrational. Of course 
mere reasoning cannot make a Christian; but that is not because faith is  
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not the result of evidence, but because a dead soul cannot respond to 
evidence. The action of the Holy Spirit in giving faith is not apart from 
evidence, but along with evidence; and in the first instance consists in 
preparing the soul for the reception of the evidence.71 

____________________ 
 

Whenever a sinner accepts Jesus Christ as his Savior, there is implicated in 
that act a living conviction that there is a God, knowable to man, who has 
made Himself known in a revelation of Himself for redemption in Jesus 
Christ, as is set down in the Scriptures. It is not necessary for his act of 
faith that all the grounds of this conviction should be drawn into full 
consciousness and given the explicit assent of his understanding, though it 
is necessary for his faith that sufficient ground for his conviction be 
actively present and working in his spirit. But it is necessary for the 
vindication of his faith to reason in the form of scientific judgment, that 
the grounds on which it rests be explicated and established.72 

 

. . . There is a widely prevalent theory, that truth may be of the feelings as 
well as of the intellect; that it may not only come thus from two 
independent sources, but may be contradictory so that what is true to the 
feelings may be false to the intellect and visa versa; and that as moral 
character and so Christian life are rooted in the voluntary nature, of which 
the feelings are an expression, the Christian life may be developed and, 
some say, would better be developed, without reference to such 
intellectual conceptions as doctrinal statements. This theory is radically 
false. There is no knowledge of the heart. Feeling can give knowledge no 
more than can excitement. As Prof. Bowen has well said, "Feeling is a state 
of mind consequent on the reception of some idea." That is, it does not 
give knowledge; it presupposes it. There must be knowledge by the head 
before there can be feeling with the heart. Once more you see the point. 
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Unless the heart be disposed toward Christ, the head cannot, because it 
will not, discern the truth of Christ. As our Lord said, "It is only he who 
wills to obey God, whose heart is right toward Him, who shall know the 
doctrine whether it be of Him." On the other hand, zeal in Christ's cause 
will be strong and abiding in proportion as the faith from which it springs 
and by which it is nourished is intelligent. Zeal without knowledge is 
dangerous and short-lived. William Brenton Greene, Jr. (1906)73 

 

Since faith is the discernment of spiritual truth, faith is not separate from 
reasoning, rightly understood. Rather, faith is a way of reasoning out of 
God’s self disclosure, assisted by grace. In faith the reasoning is directed to 
the things of the spirit, rather than to empirical data. Hence it is 
impossible to have faith without reasoning, or belief without any form of 
thinking, although our thinking is always inadequate to its infinite Subject. 
Since faith enlarges human vision, the logic of faith is an enlarged, not a 
diminished, logic.74 
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