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In my experience, many if not most
contemporary Christian apologetic
arguments for God's existence
utilize scientific evidence.

As such, these arguments generally
take the form of an abductive
argument, commonly known as
argument toithe best explanation
or best hypothesis.
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Undoubtedly these arguments carry
greater weight not only because of
the status that science has achieved
in our day, but also because the
categories of the natural sciences
are more or'less familiar with the
general population.

In contrast, the arguments utilizing
the relatively unfamiliar categories
of philosophy. in general and
Classical Philosophy.in particular
very nearly render'such arguments
inaccessible to a general audience.
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IS THERE A GOD
WHO SPEAKS?

DAN BARKER V DR. RICHARD G. HOWE

4f3 american famlly association

Their value remains, however, in as

much as such arguments show how
the existence of God (together w:th
the classical attrib | '
follow inescapably/f

tenets of classicallm %ﬁ@@:
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This is especially important when it
comes to recognizing figures of
speech in descriptions of God’s

nature and actions.

While the subject of God’s attributes
certainly is critical in defending
theism against atheism, regrettably
it Is also an issue even with
ourifellow. theists.




PHILOSOPHIA CHRISTI

frustr tion, and
unexpected outcomes ...
suggesting that the future
is to this---exten -
composed of: ?pes\sibilities
rather than certainties.
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Ylisubmit, more
Ititolconceive of
xperiencing such
ifithel future.is
tivelyssettled'in his
mind_ than if it is in part
composed of
possibilities%

[Gregory,A. Boyd, “Neo-Molinism andithellnfinitellntelligenceloiGod,"
Philosophia Christi'5; No-1,(2003):192]

poes god ever change uis mind?

g()D(

oF THEPOSSIBLE

GBEGORY A. BOYD

author of best-selling Letters from a skeptic
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“There are
certainly
passages in the
Bible that are
figurative and
portray. God in
human terms.

"You can
recognize them
because what is

said about God is
either ridiculous if
taken Ilterally ... OF

poetic.”

[Gregenysan (GodlofithelRossibleFAIBIblicall
toythe; \ViewlofGoak(Gland!
2000)}
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What if the Classical
Theist said that Iitl's

“Therefis*nothing
ridiculous or poetic
about the way the Bible
repeatedly speaks about
God changing his mind,
regretting decisions, or
thinking and speaking
about the future in terms
of possibilities. These
passages usuaIIy occur

inarrative) @@@iﬂom)j of
Scripturess
CiegenyA, (GodloithelRossibloyABIbIcal

Intreductionitolthel@pensViewiol
20000), 116])
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“Theretis*nothing
ridiculous or poetic Why should one think that the
about the way the Bible passages occurring “within the
repeatedly speaks about historical narrative sections of
God changing his mind,
regretting decisions, or
thinking and speaking

Scripture" have anything to do
whether there is anything
"ridiculous or poetic" about how

about the future in terms the Bible is speaking
of possibilities. These about God?
passages usually occur After all, God walking in the
garden in Genesis 3 and moving

narrative: @@@ﬁﬁ@@@ ofi in a tent in 2 Samuel 7 are both
Scripturess within historical narrative

Gragory A Boyeh Gorf offs Fossils: A Bzl sections of Scripture.
IREpidsABakeHB ooksH2000)Ki5] h * -~ -

Christian Apologetics Journal. Volume 6. No. 1. Spring 2007
@ by Southern Evangelical Seminary 2007

DOES GENRE DETERMINE MEANING?
©€2007 Thomas A. Howe, Ph.D.

FROM THE BEGINNINGS of the de lops of the critical thodol
ogy. as it was being applied to the study of the Bible, understanding
the Bil m e ratn< b oot important and more central to

henneneuncs As Jeffrey Weima remarks. “The past few decades have
witnessed a paradigm shift taking place in biblical smdies. The old
persp viewed Scripture as primarily a historical or theologi-

1 d as been replaced by a new conviction that the Bible is
nd as such ought to be interpreted from a literary perspec-
tive. " It is notoriously difficult to identify what constitutes literature
After a lengthy consideration of several attempts at developing a defi-
nition of “literature,” one theorist concluded.

A piece of writing may start off life as history or philosophy
and then come to be ranked as literature; or it may start off as
literature and then come to be valued for its archaeological

(h
significance. Some texts are bomn literary, some achieve I h O ma Sf H OW e
o N

Thomas A. Howe is Professor of Bible and Biblical Languages at i
Southern Eva}lgelical Seminary

Southern Evangelical Seminary in Charlotte, NC.

1
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whiheylonlylistrikefsome
as ridiculous because
these readers ©
the}textda
efwhal
imusbellikexolyle:]
one is free from this
preconception, these
passages contribute to
the exalted portralt of

n ]
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wiiheylonlylstrikefsome
as ridiculous because
these readers @
thejtextal
oflwhat
misybe)likeX ol I«
one is free from this
preconception, these
passages contribute to
the exalted portralt of
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(Cusgony A Boyl, G o s el A el
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i

I plead guilty: as
charged.

But, from where
might one get such a
“preconception of
what God must be
like* that he could
bring to the text?

sy v 4
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“My*fundamental
thesis is that the
classical theological
tradition became
misguided when,
under the influence
of Hellenistic
phllosophy, lt

perfectionlintstatic’
timelessitermsss
Sy . [Boyel, Gad oo Possfales A o]
y

Inro Vlew ~
'Baker BOoKS¥2000)!

“Doesn‘tleverypage
of the Bible paint a
portrait of God who
experiences things,
thinks things, and
responds to things
sequentially? Every
verb applled (o] God

[Eregenyia (GodlofithelRossibleFAIBIblical
fotfe, \ViendorGoal(Grand}
2000); 981-182]

e [
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What, then
Boyd say to,Gimis

a2
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|| -
)

Finispennings
‘@ 2-1%{7
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bodlily] p@ﬁ@ such as, back N(EX.
33:23)}lh€art (Gen" 6:6; l@'ﬂ}),, ands
and fingers (Ps. 8:3-6; Heb%i:10:Rev.
5:1-7), mouthi(Num$12:8)%lipsfand
tongue (Isa? feeti(EzellE:27 ;
Ex. 24:10)Seyes! (idE2:3118524 ,
33:18), earsi(Rs¥18:6)Ahairihead,
ceyarms (DanNz:914: ‘ﬂ@:.@:ﬁ]@g Rev.
5257:422:4-6), and otherb Dy parts."

| DakestAnnotatediReterence Bible, (Lawrenceville b Sales,
1963) SN IHp Ho7}

@@@nﬂ”@@ ln@ﬂ 96
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poes god ever change uis mind?

7

7
A
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Gop

oF THEPD OSSIBLE

rs
BiBLICAL
INTRODUCTION
TO THE
OPEN YIEW
OF GOD

GREGORY A. BOYD

author of best-selling Lettecs from a skepti

“He¥says¥here'[Jer* 188}
10] (and many other
places), 'l change my

mind. How could he say
it any clearer? If this

passage doesn't teach us
that God can truly
change his intentions,
what would a passage
that did teach this look
like2
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H'suggestithatiifithisttext
isn't enough to convince
us that God's mind is not
eternally settled, then our
philosophical
presuppositions are
controlling our exegesis
to a degree that no text
couldiever teach us this.
People who afflrm the

@@fﬁpﬁl[f@ do nﬂmmﬁﬁ@
belguiltylofithisichargel

(GreqenyAY (Godloffihel
(GoadlEvedChangelisiVindZA(Grand
Baker2000)57

bodily)pants'stuich a@g paﬁb (Ex.
33: ))D eart (Gen. 6: 7. 2d)phands
and fingers (Ps. 8:3-6; Heb™E10ARev.
5:1-7), mouthi(Num2:8)lipstand
tongue (Isay30:2i) i feetl(Ezek1:27;
Ex. 24:10)jleyesi(PsSilE4:518524
33:18), ears'(Ps%18:6)Mhairhead,

19
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- |sa 30:27 =

Behold, the name of the LORD comes from
afar, Burning with His anger, And His burden is
heavy; His lips are full of indignation, And His
tongue like a devouring fire.

“If'suggestthatiif‘this‘text

isn't enough to convince

us that God's mind is not

eternally settled, then our

philosophical
presuppositions are

controlling our exegesis
to a degree that no text

could ever teach us this.
People who affirm the

ivine authority.c

U (1€
Scriptureldoinotiwantito
belguiltylofithisichange’s

(Gregony/As (Goalofithel
©er] [Ever Clhenge (s iR (Crene Replcs:
2000)! '
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¥F'sliggestithatiifithis text
isn't enough to convince
us that God has lips and
a tongue, then our
philosophical
presuppositions are
controlling our exegesis
to a degree that no text
couldiever teach us this.
People who afflrm the

@@Gﬂﬁ@‘.ﬁﬂ@)ﬁmmﬁﬁ@
bo elguiltyfofithisic

Aﬂ@t?il?ﬂ@
E@f@ﬂb
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-and aIIthf*t:ees
“of the field'shall

clap their hands:*
Isa 55:12%

If this verse does
not teach that trees
have hands, what
would a verse that
does teach that
trees have hand
look like?

21



If this verse does
not teach that trees
have hands, what
would a verse that
does teach that
trees have hand
look like?

of the fiel'dsha"w
clap their hands::
Isa 55:12 ‘

2Our knowledge, taking
itsistart from things,
proceeds in this order.
First, it begins in
sense; second, it is
completed in the
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%
How are able to know: that

Isa. 55:12 is speaking
metaphorically and that
trees do not literally
have hands?

Is it not because we are
able to know enough about
the nature of trees having
experienced a sufficient
number of them?

%
How are able to know: that

Isa. 55:12 is speaking
metaphorically and that
trees do not literally
have hands?

Is it not because we are
able to know enough about
the nature of trees having
experienced a sufficient
number of them?

22
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m 6]@1]] ” If this verse does -
pe] Notiteachithattrees How are able to know that
have hands, what

ledlout! th' -
N ar(:(lij a‘ln;l 'pf_zgz would a verse that certain passages are
“of the f.eldfg’ﬁan does teach that speaking metaphorically

clap their hands. freesihaveihand about God?
25 ce0 look like?

Perhaps the Apostle Paul

gives us the method.

%

e : :
. :27;
4 B m B
- W s (Dan'$7:9514]] A
Finispennings{Dake B R H(,D L.
(160 e e e e S

A
» g

i ésr ﬂ'1’1'1'*ce t‘ %atwn &’Zz@ ‘\W

world Eistin vzsszle attrlbutes

power and Godhead

:_J-.; .1.; g _'»_{ ?/ *Romtl 20ak
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What is more, the classical
understanding of knowledge arises
from the metaphysics in as much as
knowing has to do with the nature of:
the knower, the nature of the known,

and the metaphysical interplay.
between the two:

R

Aristotle Camping
with His Dog.

24



¢ Do you recognize a distinction between
the dog and the black/white color of the
dog?

«» It would seem that the dog is real in a
different way than how the colors of the
dog are real.

s While there can be a dog without the
black/white color, there cannot be the
black/white color without some thing that
is colored.

¢ Further, do you recognize a distinction
between the dog and his lying down?

< It would seem that the dog is real in a
different way than the "lying down" of the
dog is real.

s While there can be a dog without the
"lying down, " there cannot be the "lying
down" without some thing that is lying
down.

s Notice also that not only is there a
distinction between the dog and its color
and the dog and its lying down, but there
also is a distinction between the color and
the lying down.

« Thus, these two accidents are not related
to the dog in exactly the same way.

3/3/2026 4:45 PM

—
Note that this
would be one

main difference
between Plato
and Aristotle.

25



¢ The color and the lying down are two

examples of Aristotle’s Ten Categories.

*» These categories are ten "modes” or
"ways" of being in the sensible world.

¢ The Ten Categories are:

3/3/2026 4:45 PM

Accidents, i.e., “ways of
being* for the substance;
sometimes called
properties, attributes or
predicates of the
substance or object

26
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T Substancel T Whee T ousel | eos ies

Fostion | Gshosruaa | Fatat]| ting sarang |
s s e s

Quality Whatisent Great Dane), oak

)
: in relationito
Relation pros ti (tpoc wv) smaller, taller
)
)

Category

Time pote (more) right now, last year
Being situated keisthai (ketot0oun lying, standing

covered

Undergoing paschein (tacye1v) is fed, is pruned

27
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A three-foot@Enily hy sk yCuelisy
dog®usEnes mych taller than®eEen her
puppy, was lying®esiien jn my yardiese

yesterday'™® on g |eashS&Ee (ebius)
biting her paw~en completely
unaware that she was being
fedPessieon by me.

28
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Eromiindividual
dogs;one can
derniveithe
conceptiof dog-

Erom individual
trees, one can
derive the
concept of tree.

29



Eromiindividual
deriveithe

conceptiofdog.

From individual
‘trees; one can
deriveithe
concept of tree.

Eromiindividual
deriveithe

conceptiofdog.

From individual
‘trees; one can
derive the

concept of tree.
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¢ The relationship of the concept of
'dog’ or 'tree’ to the individual dogs
or trees is the relationship of
universals to particulars.

*» One debate that has endured
throughout the history of
philosophy has been over what
exactly is the nature of a universal.

¢ Are universals merely names we
give to them (Nominalism /
Hume)?

¢ Or are universals more than
names but nothing more than
concepts in our minds
(Conceptualism / Ockham)?

¢ Or are universals "real" in some
sense of the term ‘real'? (Realism)

30



Eromlindividual
deriiveithe:

Eromlindividual
trees, one can
deriveithe
concept of tree.

Eromlindividual
deriiveithe:

Eromlindividual
trees, one can
derive the
concept of tree.
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«» If universals are real in some
sense of the term 'real’, exactly
what is the nature of their reality?

o Are universals the fully real whereas
individuals objects (dogs, trees)
"participate in" or "imitate" the universals?
(Extreme Realism / Platonism)

o Do the universals "exist" as particular in
the individual objects and only "exist" as
universal in the human intellect?
(Moderate Realism / Aristotelianism)

o Do universals "exist" as particular in the
individual objects, "exist" as universal in
the human intellect, and are "ideas" in the
mind of God as their Creator which are
made real as particular in objects by
creation? (Scholastic Realism / Thomism)

+»* Notice also that the universal is
free of any specifying
characteristics of the individual.

+» The concept 'dog’ does not specify
German Shepherd or Chihuahua;
young or old; brown or black;
sitting or lying; eating or being
washed ...

*» The concept 'tree' is free of such
individuating characteristics such
as tall or short; deciduous or
evergreen, fruit-bearing, flower-
bearing or neither; in my backyard
or in my neighbor's backyard ...

31
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*»*Nofice that, despite the
changes in all the
characteristics (accidents),
you can know that it is the
same dog throughout.

“»Likewise with the tree.
From acorn to flourishing
oak, despite all the
changes, you can know
that it is the same tree
throughout.

*» That aspect of the thing
that constitutes its "same-
ness" is its Form.

*» That aspect of the thing
that constitutes its
“changing” is its Matter.

**'Form' and "Matter' are
metaphysical aspects of
any sensible thing.

**Neither exists apart from
the sensible thing itself.

33
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*» The Form and Matter
constitution of a sensible
thing is known as
hylomorphic dualism.

*» This term comes from the
Greek hule (vAn) which
means 'matter’ and
morphe (wopén) which
means 'form".

*» They are metaphysical
aspects of a single thing.

“*Hylomorphic Dualism is to
be distinguished from
Substance Dualism.

“»*Substance Dualism was
championed by René
Descartes (1596-1650).

“»*Descartes regarded the
material and immaterial
components of a human to
be two separate
substances.

34
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“»*Note also that, unless
something interferes (like
injury, malnourishment, or
disease), the Great Dane
puppy will inevitably grow
into an adult Great Dane
and the acorn will
inevitably grow into a
mature oak tree .

*» The trajectory of each of
these things is its teleology.

*» The term comes for the
Greek word 'telos’ (te\oc),
meaning 'end’ or 'goal'.

*+A thing's teleology is
determined by its Form.

**A thing's Form is that which
constitutes "what" it is.

**An acorn will never become
a Great Dane.

35
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“* These accidents of the
thing that are not yet
realized eventually will be
realized if nothing
interferes.

“» These accidents that are
yet to become real are
know as potencies (or
potentialities or capacities)
that "exist" in the thing.

**Once they become real,
they are actual (or
actualities).

+»» Aristotle identifies this as
the act and potency
distinction.

36
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“»Aristotle called that
which brings a
potentiality into actuality
the Efficient Cause.

» Aristotle identified three
additional causes.

The Efficient Cause is
that by winich a thing is.

The Material Cause is
that out of wihich a thing
iS.

The Formal Cause is
that which a thing is.

The Final Cause is that
ffor wihiich a thing is.

37



3/3/2026 4:45 PM

Last notlce thq;t you.can think of a
i .

dog or tree or any number of
sensible obje_cgs that used to exist
but no longer exist.

What the dog “is"™ or what the tree
iIs" did not change.

' ‘The only th‘l*ng that is different is

“that™ it was and now
no I_opger ‘Is.”

This is known as the essence /
existence distinction.

38
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' 7}19 es‘isence‘is what something is.

The existence is that something is.
~

The essence / existence
distinction is a philosophical
augmentation of Aristotle's
metaphysics by Thomas Aquinas.

{M teleology,

5
v
¥

- {

04 actlandipotency;

2

Aquinas

(122501274)
4
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<
)

2 “tenicategories,
| «i‘sf universalslanajparticulars

Aquinas

Walessencelexistence (122581274)

With
_ e PlTICSOpRINCE] DS,
b 15 —— 10 classical
' Auniversalsiand|particulars L@Z}Dﬁ cemn

7
L Aacdandpotency; 7 existencerand

Afourlcauses,

ool o s etlilbutes eff the Ceod
| | of Clessical Thelsmn.
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It remains to be seen the degree to
which contemporary atheist
philosophers engage any of the
classical philosophical arguments
for God's existence and attributes.

41



— The -
Gambridge Gompanion
fo
ATHEISM

EDITED BY

MICHAEL MARTIN

"miracle”

"an event that is not
explainable by the laws
of nature known or
unknown"

[Michael Martin, "Glossary;in. The Cambridge
Companion to Atheism, ed-Michael Martin
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"miracle”

"an event that is not
explainable by the laws
of nature known or
unknown"

[Michael Martin, "Glossary;in. The Cambridge
Companion to Atheism, ed=Michael Martin
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007),
xvii)]
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Classical Apologetics
defines a miracle as:

‘an intervention of God. into the
natural world that interrupts the
natural course of events for the
purpose of vindicating His
messenger and confirming the
message.”

‘

N
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"argument.from
miracles”

"an argument that
purports to show that
the existence of God is
the most plausible
explanation of
miracles."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)]

"argument.from
miracles*

"an argument that
purports to show that
the existence of God is
the most plausible
explanation of
miracles."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)]

3/3/2026 4:45 PM

Michael Martin
(@#932-2015)

o

In'thel Classical Apologetics
tradition off SES co-founder
Norman L. Geisler, there is
no “argument from miracles.*
ssMiracles by definition
presuppose the existence
of God.

soAsisuch, they themselves
cannot be evidence for
God.
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* Richard G. Howé, Ph.D.

SoutherEvVangelical Seminary

U
v
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"empiricism"
"the theory that all

knowledge is based on
experience."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)]

»

MiCI‘paeI Martin

(932-2015)

‘empiricism* As we shall see, often
"the theory that all terms and concepts differ
knowledge is based on inimportant ways between
experience. " how. they are used in
[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)] CO nte m po ra ry a na Iytl C
philesophy and the
classical tradition of
Aristotle and Aquinas.
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‘empiricism® “Before one seeks to angue
"the theory that all that one usage over the
knowledge is based on other is better or correct, it

experience." is critical at least that the
[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)] d I-ﬁ-'e rences are reCOg n |Zed I

e
Borrowing from the text

"the theory that all Questions that Matter by,
knowledge is based on the philosopher Ed Miller, |
experience. " use the terms ‘Classical
[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)] Emp|r|C|Sm' (Arlstotle/
Aquinas) vs. ‘Modern
Empiricism* and
‘Contemporary Empiricism’.

"empiricism"




Qiiestioils
That
MATTER

"empiricism"
"the theory that all

knowledge is based on
experience."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xv)]
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Plim o =
- Bray,
o N 29
B i [
=,
S
g

QUESTIONS that MATTER

An Ineitation to Philovophy

a0

Borrowing from the text
Questions that Matter by
the philosopher Ed Miller, |
use the terms ‘Classical
Empiricism® (Aristotle!/
Aquinas) vs. ‘Modern
Empiricism* and
‘Contemporary Empiricism’.

48
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John Locke George Berkeley David Hume
(1623-1704) (1685-1753) (1711-1778), "+

Modern empiricism concerned. itself
largely with the knowing of:

»> tqualities” or "properties’ (Locke); or
> tideas" and "perceiving” (Berkeley), or

> "sensations” or "phenomena” (Hume).

50
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Early on, modern empiricism was
committed to the notion that such
sensations were "caused” by external
objects or by "substances,"” though
such objects or substances were
themselves ultimately inexplicable or
unaccounted for by the wider
philosophy of these Modern Empiricists.

Later, Modern Empiricists such as Hume
began to realize the implications of such
a divorce between knowing sensations
(also called "phenomena®) on the'one
hand and knowing reality antecedent to
(and supposedly the “cause of”) these
sensations on the other.
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our knowlecke off

external » sensations
CalSEST)

W reality, (phenomena)
< How could we ever know
whether our sensations
accurately represent
external reality?

Epistemological

3/3/2026 4:45 PM
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Epistemological
Dualism

the view that human
knowledge is directly of
mental images or ideas
and only indirectly of
external reality

"Tis evident, the Mind
knows not Things
immediately, but only by the
intervention of the Ideas it
has of them. Our
Knowledge therefore is real,
only so far as there is a
conformity between our
Ideas and the reality
of Things.

[An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, IV, 1, 4, §3, ed. Peter H.
Nidditch (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 563]

John Locke
(1632-1704)

John Locke
(1632-1704)

3/3/2026 4:45 PM
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One can see. the first
steps fromiimaintaining
a disconnectibetween
“? ldeas andlhings to the
*  disconnectibetween

one’s “historical

situatedness’ or
“standpoint’ in
contemporary

Postmodernism.

- E
FOREWORD BY DR.NORMAN GEISLER

OBJECTIVITY
ir Bibtical
INTERPRETATION

THOM AS HO\X/E Southern Eva"ré,l,_gs:élical Seminary
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Hume's challengeigave rise to his
formidable skepticism about making
philosophical conclusions about this

external reality that supposedly causes
our sensations.

This in turn led to a profound but failed
attempt by Immanuel’Kant to rebuild the
bridge between empirical experience
and certainty.

e

ContinentallRationalistiliradition

René Descartes Baruch Spinoza Gottfried-Wilhelm. Leibniz
(1596-1650) (1632-1677) (1646-1716)

Immanuel Kant

British Empiricist Tradition
. (1724-1804)

S :
John Locke George Berkeley Dayid Hur_ne
(1632-1704) (1685-1753) (1711-1776)
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R

] ’-;
{
¥
August. Comte JohnkStuar®Mill Herbert Spencer;
13 (

(1798:1857) 06-1873) 1820-1903)

Positivism (Scientism)

inguisticlAn 7
Bhenomenclogy

Immanuel Kant

(1724-1804) ' Friedrich Wilhelm

nte, Joseph Schelling
762:1874) (1775-1854)
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continued to influence Western
philosephy. and has developed
into what can be called

continued to Influence Western
philosephy and has developed
Into' what can be called
Contemporary Empiricism.
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Empmc:sm (0) Contemporary
Empiricism, philosophers have less
and less sought to understand
human knowing along the
categories of Classical
metaphysics.

Contemporanyiempiricismibecame
absorbed'into epistemology melke
broadly considered.

It concerned itself with issues related to
the strict definition of terms and the
rigors of formal logic (Analytic
philosophy).
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lItrattempteditokeliminate
philosophical’challenge of accolinting
for'any antecedent realities like
substances by restricting itself as a
second-order discipline which should
only be concerned with aiding the
endeavors of the natural sciences.

lItattempteditoXeliminate
philosophical’challenge’ of accotnting
for any antecedent realities like
substances by restricting itself as a
second-order discipline which should
only be concerned with aiding the
endeavors of the natural sciences.
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FANGUAGE
IRUTHE
LOGIE

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

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

[Ayer, Language, p. 48]

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

in character.*
[Ayer, Language, p. 57]
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MEOCICAIRROSINIVISIVIFONNIHEIROEEFCR PHHL@S@PHYJ

NATURAL SCIENCES

5 ¥ a7 — Jg
CAllCIH OIS SRO e

iy PHYSICS
glossary ° ez CHEMISTRY
"‘j:r,‘;()"f)‘i‘) (@) BIOLOGY

relation to other disciplines

SECOND-ORDER DISCIPLINE FIRST-ORDER DISCIPLINES

| CLASSIGAL TRANNION ©) 1iFIE ROLE OF HrILOSORRY

PRILOSOPRY NATURAL SCIENCES

potency. ‘ Categories of ... -
logiic Of ... PHYSICS
lOSS@URY ©f 22s
primmenad CHEMISTRY
'substanceyjaccident] scope of ...

relaiien e otner
lessence)/existence) disciplines B IOLOGY

FIRST-ORDER f SECOND-ORDER
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Mest recently ﬁm S ©)f

assumbtions of the justification
discussion and have sought
instead to talk in terms of
"warrant." (Alvin Plantinga)s

Contemporary Empiricists
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Con’rnﬁ*por*ar*g Empiricists

An.,toff'y )
| (1923 20MCR™

Con’rm&poraﬁrsg"Empir*icis’rs

AntonviEIew, ‘s : Bertra-‘rqd R{ﬁssell

(1872-1970)

| (1923 200"
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Con’ra

Bertrand F\’«ussell
(1872- 1970)

7

THERE IS #p coD

How the world’s

most notorious atheist

changed his mingd

ANTONY FLEW

Antony Flew
(1923-2010)
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‘*i = /
NEporagUEEm piFiei
% " ) 5# (ot

Bertrand Russell | RichatdiDawkins
(1872-1970) m

S

_m“‘por*ai’r;g’Empim Sitis
f . 2 ) Bertrar‘gd F\::L{SSGH

(1872-1970) -
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"From’ experiencelagalnimm
originate therskilllefithelcrartsmaln
and the knowledgelofithelmanlon

science, skilllintthelsphelielof
coming. to be and SCIence‘
sphere of beingsTWelcor;
IEINIESESEIES @ o)
are neitherinnatelinkal
determinate:formiynorde

from otherhighersta

knowledge); butifromisenses

perceptionss

[Posterior Analytics |15 195100a7= 15 transiGHREG
McKeon, ed. The Basic:Works offAristotlel(INeWAYO kS
1941), 185]
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gSensible things [are
that]'from which
human reason takes
the origin of its
lknowledge.™

ibomasiAquinasiiSummalContralGentiles, 1,19, 82! Trans. Anton C.
DamedUniversitylofiNotre!Dame Press, 1975), I, 77]

FAccordingito itsimanner of
knewingiin thelpresent life,
thelintellect.depends on the
senselforithelorigin of
knowledge;;and so those
thatido not'fall under
thelsenses cannot be grasp
byithelhimantintellect except
linksolfaras the knowledge of
themiisigathered from
sensibleithings.”

[Zﬂ Ll Contrai Gentiles, I35 §3. Trans. Anton C.
DameaUniversitylofiNotre: Dame Press, 1975), |, 64]
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gQurisenses give rise to
memories;and. from these
welobtain experiential
knewledgelofithings, which
liniturn’is the means
through:whichiwe come to
anlunderstanding of the
universal principles of
sciences and art.”

litomasiAquinastSdmmalContral Gentiles; I, 83,/§26: Trans. James F.
IAndersoni(NetrelDamedUniversitylofiNetre: Dame Press, 1975): II, p.

Z@urisoul, as long as
welliverin this life, has
itsibeing.in corporeal
matter;"hence naturally
itknows only. what has

arformiin. matter, or
whaticanibe known by
such a form."

[emes Aviies, & mmakheologiae @12, art. 11, trans. Father of
ithelEnglish: C ___f_j_Pifo_vince (Westminster: Christian Classics), p. 57]
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Z@ur natural
kinowledge begins
fromisense. Hence

our.natural

kinowledge can go as
fartasit.can be led by
sensible things."

[bcmasAqUinasiSTINQIT2, art 12, p' 58]

gTmhetknowledge which we
lhavelbyinatural reason
containsitwo things:
imagesiderived from the
sensiblelobject; and the
naturallintelligible light,
enabling/us to abstract
fromithemintelligible
onceptions.*

[fifomas/Aquinas SSTA Q" 12, art 13, p- 59]

3/3/2026 4:45 PM
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gnruthris defined by
thelconformity of
intellect and thing;
and‘hence to know
conformity is to
know: truth."

ZOQurknowledge, taking
itststart from things,
proceedsiin this order.
Eirst, it begins in
sense;'second, it is
completedfin

rans: Mulligan; 48;in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
ago: Henny/Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
o# HennylRegnery; 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert
IRegnéry; 1954). The three volumes were
ackett; 1994)]

’f/'
£
L
>3
X
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2EOQuriknowledge, taking
itststartifrom things,
proceeds inithis order.
Eirst, it begins in
sense;isecond, it is
;mpleted i
1

Trathy I itrans. Mulligan, 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
| Mulligani(€hicago:lHenny Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
ni(€hicago: Henny Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert
Henny Regnery: 1954). The three volumes were
ianapolisiHackett;1994)]

sOQuriknowledge, taking
its¥startifrom things,
proceeds inithis order.
Eirst, it begins in
sense; second, it is

1

rdthlsIESstranss Mulligan; 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
NMulliganf(€hicago: Henny Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
ni(ChicagoeennyiRegnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert

LHennylRegneny, 1954): ihe three volumes were
ianapolisikackett;1994)]
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One should also note that
Classical Empiricism sees
knowledge arising from
our encounter with
sensible things (i.e.,
things evident to the
senses).

But, for Aquinas,
knowledge does not end
in the senses (as it might
with' some contemporary.
scientists and atheists).
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2Qurknowledge, taking [ Rather, the intellect of the
itskstart from things, knower completesithe

proceeds in this order. I.<nowledge with what the

irst it begins in intellect can gather from

the data that senses
sense second, it is or )
ring to it.

1 '

nasylrith s transs Mulligan; 485 in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
ulligant (€hicago: Henry/Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
(Chicagoeikenny Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert

Z@urlknowledge, taking [ Further, a proper account
itsistart from things, of knowledge willibe'a
proceeds inlthis order. function of the

metaphysics ofi what it is
to be a knower and what it
is to be a known.

1 '

rdthlsIESstranss Mulligan; 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
ulligani(€hicago: Henny/Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
Chicagoe:klenny/Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert
( goaklennyiRegneny, 1954). ihe three volumes were
‘ (IndianapolisilHackett,1994)]

Eirst, it begins in
sense second, it is
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tQurkknowledge, taking
itststartifrom things,
proceeds in this order.
First) it begins in
sense; second, it is
mpletedfin;

Truth s tidiitranss Mulligan; 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
Mulligani(€hicago:lHenny Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
ni(€hicago: Henny Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert
ago: Henny Regnery. 1954). The three volumes were

uthi(Indianapolist Hackett; 1994)]

gQuriknowledge, taking
itststartifrom things,
proceeds in this order.
First) it begins in
sense; second, itis
mpletedfin;

rdthlsIESstranss Mulligan; 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1

3/3/2026 4:45 PM

All this stands in contrast

to Modern Empiricism's

concern with knowledge
of:

» "qualities” or "properties” (Locke), or
> "ideas" and "perceiving" (Berkeley), or

» "sensations” or "phenomena” (Hume).

Having moved on from the
modern empiricism of Locke,
Berkeley, and Hume,
contemporary. philosophers
(empiricist or not) often seek
toraccount for human
knowledge as fundamentally.
a function ofi “beliefs* and
their “justification."
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tQurkknowledge, taking
itststartifrom things,
proceeds in this order.
First) it begins in
sense; second, it is
completedfin

hy s trans= Mulligan; 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1
igani(€hicage: Henry Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans.
ni(€hicago: Henny Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert
HennyARegneny, 1954). The three volumes were
anapolisiiHackett;¥1994)]
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While certain contemporary:
philosophers are not shy
about engaging the
metaphysics regarding
knowledge questions, such
metaphysics will be far
removed from the classical
metaphysics of Aristotle and
Thomas Aquinas.
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Too many Christians have more or
less surren@ered the territory of

|

empirical knewiedge,to the Logical

Positivists andftosseientism” (e.g.,

Richard Dawkins).

They have erroneously let
contemporany scientists set the
agenda whenkthesexscientists claim
that all knowledgeNisfcenstrained to
the boundaries; orfthe: physical
10)7/0):
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These Christians have lost sight of
the fact that,“w’lzile all knowledge
begins in expelienee, that is not the

end eorttheNmn!

According to classical empiricism,

all knowledgegbeqgins in experience
and is comjelEliekin.ihe nieliect.
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"The senses are =%
only the bearers off%
a message which/S8

of reading, for onlys®
the intellect can %W
decipher it.”

FEtienne Gilson

(1884-1978)

ge (San ‘."j"-‘.."

Thel Melihadelogufof
ClassicalsRealism
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Qur'knowledgerof external,
sensiblelobjectsiisithelfirsit
apprehensioniofithelintellect:

The existence ofithelexiternal,
sensible worldiisitherstarting
point for a realistimethodoloqgy

Notice, therefore; thatiin'the
ClassicallRealismiofiThomas
Aquinas, our knowiledgerisiof:
things and notimerelyiof:
propositionsiorbeliefs?
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"After passing twenty:
centuries of the very model

of those self-evident facts %
that only a madman would>
ever dream of doubting, thel

existence of the external™
world finally received itsi®
metaphysical demonstration;
from Descartes.

"Yet no sooner had he: =

demonstrated the existencels

of the external world than'hiss
disciples realized that, not™
only was his proof worthless
but the very principles WhICh
made such a demonstratlo_n_.
necessary at the same time:
rendered the attempted proo
impossible.” i

[Etienne Gilson, Thomist Realism and the Critique of Knowledge), _trarnj_s'_‘: '
by Mark A. Wauck, San Francisco, Ignatius Press, 1986, p. 27]

Etlenne Gilson
(1884-1978)

Etlenne Gilson

(1884-1978)
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"The realist, therefore, whens =%
invited to take partin
discussions on what is: notisss
his own ground, should.firsti s
of all accustom himself tor =8
saying No, and not imagine
himself in difficulties
because he is unable tol 8
answer questions which arel¥
in fact insoluble, but which %
for him do not arise.* #zz@Etienne Gilson
wF  (1884-1978)

[Etienne Gilson, Methodical Realism, p. 128]

Classical Empigicism
VESS,
Classical Foundationaliism
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- — The ;
Gambridge Gompanion
fo

ATHEISM

D BY
MICHAEL MARTIN

"In classical
foundationalism,
knowledge begins with
propositions about
subjective experience.
Only these propositions,
and propositions they
support, are justifiably
believed; only to these
do we have cognitive
access."

[Evan Fales, "Naturalism and Physicalism," in Evan Fales
Cambridge Companion; p. 125] /
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ALVIN PLANTINGA

“According'to classical
foundationalism
(hereafter CF), you are
within your epistemic
rights in believing a
proposition only: if you
believe'it.on the
evidential basis of
propositions that are
self-evident or
incorrigible:

[Alvin Plantinga, Knowledge and Christian Belief
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2015), 15]
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“According'to'classical
foundationalism
(hereafter CF), you are
within your epistemic
rights in believing a
proposition only:. if you
believelit on the
evidential basis of.
propositions that are
or
incorrigible:*

[Alvin Plantinga, Knowledge and Christian Belief
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2015), 15]

ghhoselthings which
arerself-evident ... are
known as soon as the
terms are known, as is
saidiin the Posterior
Analytics. *

ity 0% arts 12} trans- James V- McGlynn, vol. Il, p.
wveliitrans: Robert\W. Mulligan' (Chicago: Henry
I.‘_"2‘ transidamesiVANVcGlynn (Ehicago: Henry.
I_: 3atransiRebert\WaSchmidt (Chicago: Henry.
reewvelumesiwererreprinted as Truth

(IndianapelisAklackeitiil994)]
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Self-evident propositions are
those that are'seen to be'true
by virtue ofiunderstanding the

meanings of the'terms'in
the proposition:

For example, itis self-evident
toranyone whoe'knows what

‘whole' means that the whole is

greater thanitsiparnts.

i&?

e T g
~Thomas Aqumas
(1225=1274)

V
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"Our own doctrinelisithatinotialll
knowledge'is: demonstrativefon,
the contrary, knowledgelofithe
immediatelpremisses][sicllis}
independent of:demonstration iy
for since we.mustiknowithel
premisses [sic]fromiwhichithe)
demonstrationisidrawin!
since the regressimust lin
immediate truthsthoseltruths;

Vista must be indemonstrable%
) 2 [Posterior Analytics I, 3, 72219=225 transk L M
. Arlst@tle Z‘k jl McKeon, ed. ThelBasic WorkslofiArstotick(NewhvoikdRandomiolses

N e 322@0 e
3‘\; e “& i }

&

"
4
-

E@urknowledge of
principlesithemselves is
derived. from sensible
thingsiiifforlinstance, we
hadlnot perceived some

wholelby our.senses, we
would be unable to
understand:the principle

that! the wholelis greater ) i :
; 'g\Q e

anlitsiparts..” ' ~Thomas Aquinas
o (s b vy e iR IR aaesel)
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“According'to'classical
foundationalism
(hereafter CF), you are
within your epistemic
rights in believing a
proposition only:. if.you
believelit.on the

evidential basis of /° "

propositions that ere
self-evident cr

[Alvin Plantinga, Knowledge and Christian Belief
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2015), 15]

“If \you'believe'a
proposition for.
which there isn't any.
evidence from
self-evident or
incorrigible
propositions, then
you are unjustified
and violating you
epistemic duties.

3/3/2026 4:45 PM

Incorrigible literally means
“incapablelofibeing corrected*

(as, forexample, an
incorrigible child):

In'logic, anincorrigiblelbelief or
proposition is one aboutwhich
you cannot be'wrong, as for
example, thatibelief that you
have'a headache.
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“But herers the
problem: there don't
seem to be any.
incorrigible or self-
evident propositions
that support CF
itself.”

[Alvin' Plantinga, Knowledge and Christian Belief
(Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2015), 15]
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“[Both] Aquinastand the
evidentialistiobjector [to
theism] concur'in holding
that belief in.God' is
rationally’acceptable only;iif
there is evidence for'it. ...
We get a better
understanding ... if we see
them as accepting some
version of classical
foundationalism. ...

“[Both] Aquinas'and the
evidentialistiobjector [to
theism] concur in holding
that belief in.God is
rationally’acceptable only;iif
there is evidence for'it. ...
We get a better
understanding ... if we see
them as accepting some
version of classical
foundationalism. ...
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“*Accordingfto the
foundationalist'some
propositionsiare properly.
basic'and'some are not;
those that are not are
rationally accepted only on
the basis of evidence,
where the evidence must
trace back, ultimately, to
what is properly basic.*

[Alvin Plantinga, “Religious Belief without Evidence,* in Louis P
Pojman Philosophy: of Religion: An Anthology: (Belmont:
Wadsworth, 1987), 457]

“*Accordingfto the
foundationalist'some
propositionsiare properly.
basic'and'some are not;
those that are not are
rationally accepted only on
the basis of evidence,
where the evidence must
trace back, ultimately, to
what is properly basic.*

[Alvin Plantinga, “Religious Belief without Evidence,* in Louis P-
Pojmani Philosophy: of Religion: An Anthology. (Belmont:
Wadsworth, 1987), 457]
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4 Rerithelmest pant;

RlantingatwilFfepteoutof
whatthelcallsfclassical
foundationalismifieora
mereintianced
epistemelegyAwhichine
callsfwanrantss
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_— _
4 o

foundati e e Settingrasideranyseritique
propositionsiare properly. offiwaniantioneishould
basic'andisome are not; noticestheldifference
thosethatiare notiare betweenktherclassical
rationally :a\ccepte_d only on foundationalisme
the basis of evidence, . :
Rlantingatasciibesito

where the evidence must ; ; :
trace back, ultimately, to AgquinastandrAquinasss

“Accordingito the

what is properly basic." ownraccountinglof
[Alvin Plantinga, “Religious Belief without Evidence," in Louis P. kn Owledg e 1

Pojman Philosophy: of Religion: An Anthology: (Belmont:
Wadsworth, 1987), 457]

m ! ee be/ Acquaintance <
roced I Knowledge =

e "’"'

_:Pr@p@s @nal Knowledge =

CRUE\TRHIER TN
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"knowledge by
acquaintance"

"knowledge based on direct
experience."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xvii)]

"procedural knowledge"

"knowing how toido something."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge €ompanion, xviii)]

"propositional knowledge"

"factual knowledge that something is,
was, or will be the case."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]

"knowledge by
acquaintance"

"knowledge based on direct
experience."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xvii)]

L1} n
procedural knowledge
"knowing how toldo something."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge €ompanion, xviii)]

"propositional knowledge"

"factual knowledge that something is,
was, or will be the case."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]
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f

| know Bob.

(Sometimes called "knowledge of acquaintance.")

[ Gemen.

(Somefimes celled "knowledge ef skill.")

| know that the Sun is the
center of the Solar System.

Here Martin is giving the

three standard ways that the
term ‘knowledge! is defined
by contemporary analytic
philosophers (though they
may. go by different labels in
different sources).

For the most part, | do not
quarrel with these as far
as they: go.
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"knowledge by
acquaintance"

"knowledge based on direct
experience."
[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xvii)]
"procedural knowledge"
"knowing how toido something."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge €ompanion, xviii)]

"propositional knowledge"

"factual knowledge that something is,

was, or will be the case."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]

"knowledge by
acquaintance"

"knowledge based on direct
experience."
[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xvii)]
"procedural knowledge"
"knowing how toldo something."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge €ompanion, xviii)]

"propositional knowledge"

"factual knowledge that something is,

was, or will be the case."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]
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/—-

The problem lies in the fact
that these are regarded as
exhausting the options of
how the term *knowledge?
istused.

Further, “propositional
knowledge® isiregarded as
the sole concern of the
philosepher.

Thus, the understanding
of what knowledge is'in the
classical tradition of Aristotle
and Aquinasis excluded by

definition at the outset.




"knowledge by
acquaintance"

"knowledge based on direct
experience."
[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xvii)]
"procedural knowledge"
"knowing how toido something."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge €ompanion, xviii)]

"propositional knowledge"

"factual knowledge that something is,

was, or will be the case."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]
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=
Taking knowledge to be “of

propositions” rather than “of
sensible objects” (at least at
the start), gives rise to
analytic' philosophy's placing
the priority. on “justification”
or “warrant."

It is'very. common today: to
say that one does not have
knowledge until certain
other criteria are met.
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"teleological
argument*

"an argument for the
existence of God
based on the apparent
design and erder in the
universe. Also called
the argument from
design.”

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]

"teleological
argument®

"an argument for the
existence of God
based on the apparent
design and erder in the
universe. Also called
the argument from
design."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]
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»

MiCIfFlaeI Martin
({932-2015)

/The terms ‘teleological
argument® and ‘design
argument' are often used
interchangeably (as'in
Martin's definition here: cf.
S.v. “fine-tuning argument*).
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‘/The terms ‘teleological

argument® and ‘design
argument' are often used

'a teleological interchangeably (as'in

argument based on the o, e :
alleged improbability Martin's definition here; cf.

that the fundamental s.v. “fine-tuning argument").
physical constants in

the universe are
compatible with life."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xvi)]

"fine-tuning
argument”

"teleological ’/However, keeping the
argument® terms separate provides
"an argument for the the opportunity: to: carefully.
existence of God distinguish the classical
based on the apparent teleological argument from
design and.erder in the contemporary design
universe. Also called arguments.
the argument from
design."

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]
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"teleological “The classical teleological
argument* argument employes the

"an argument for the metaphysical categories of
existence of God act/potency and teleology.
based on the apparent whereas the contemporary.
design and.erder in the design arguments do not-
universe. Also called
the argument from
design.”

[Martin, "Glossary," in Cambridge Companion, xviii)]
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