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Introduction

     Evangelism and Apologetics go hand in hand.  We are clearly commanded by our Lord to pass on the good news of the redemption available through Christ 1, and we are also clearly commanded to make the basis of our faith rational and legitimate 2.  But to these ends well-meaning adherents can differ in ‘approach’.  At one end of the methodological spectrum are those who claim that evidences can be presented, in concert with other witnesses, as an effective presentation of the gospel (Evidentialists).  At the other end are those who believe that the noetic effects of sin have clouded the decision-making abilities of the lost, and must rely solely on the movement of the Holy Spirit to bring about repentance (Presuppositionalists).  

     Why the divide?  How can Christians united in purpose, differ so widely in practice?  How deep is the divide?  Is there a resolution?  Can we learn from the competing ‘theories’ of apologetic style and apply them to our practical witness?  It seems inherent in the calling of our Master to ‘make disciples’ and ‘teach’ the world that we have a mandate to ‘do it right’.  Is there then a way to ‘do it wrong?’  The division in method seems to imply that there is!  An investigation of common philosophies, as well as an analysis of apparent disagreements may shed light on another principle that may just underscore them all:  that we must be ‘…all things to all men so that by all possible means [we] might save some’ (1 Corinthians 9:22b).

Definitions
     Generically, there are two major schools of thought regarding the apologetic method: Presuppositionalism and Evidentialism.  While several other ‘genre’ exist, they can all loosely fit under either of these two methods.  

Presuppositionalism - Presuppositionalism may be understood in the statement from Romans 8:7 (NASV): “The mind set on the flesh is hostile toward God; for it does not subject itself to the law of God, for it is not even able to do so.”  

     Cornelius Van Til, recognized as a leading proponent of Presuppositional Apologetics, describes the Presuppositionalist position (Van Til, 1976):

When man became a sinner he made of himself instead of God the ultimate or final reference point.  And it is precisely this presupposition, as it controls without exception all forms of non-Christian philosophy, that must be brought into question…There can be no intelligible reasoning unless those who reason together understand what they mean by their words. 

(pg 44) 

     Practically, the Presuppositionalist view declares that a Christian and a non-Christian cannot have an intelligible discussion about Truth, because the ‘preconceptions’ each have throw off common points of reference.  The noetic effects of sin do not allow the non-Christian to understand the Truth, and the Christian cannot view (or present?) the Truth any other way than through Christ (which would be completely foreign to the non-believer.)  How then can the Presuppositionalist operate?   Van Til describes the Presuppositional method thusly (Van Til, 1976):

The Christian apologist must place himself upon the position of his opponent, assuming the correctness of his method merely for argument’s sake, in order to show him that on such a position the ‘facts’ are not facts and the ‘laws’ are not laws.  He must also ask the non-Christian to place himself upon the Christian position for argument’s sake in order that he may be shown that only upon such a basis do ‘facts’ and ‘laws’ appear intelligible. (pg 62)

     How would the Presuppositionalist utilize evidential facts?  According to Van Til (Van Til, 1967): 

…facts (such as the resurrection) make absolutely no sense at all [apart from presupposing them.]  Nevertheless, I would engage in historical apologetics…But I would not talk endlessly about facts and more facts without ever challenging the non-believers philosophy of fact. (pg 263)

Evidentialism – Evidentialism (perhaps considered the ‘classical’ style of apologetics - notwithstanding the extant delineation of styles indicative in their names, but rather joining their similarities in employing the use of evidences3) places a more emphatic role of the use of evidences, both physical and philosophical, in the apologetic method.   The Evidentialist will utilize these evidences in their discussion with the non-believer, having faith that the Holy Spirit will utilize the information in a means that will bring about salvation.  William Lane Craig presents the practical summation of the Evidentialist method (Craig, 2000):

We can show that Christian theism is true by presenting arguments for theism and evidences for a specifically Christian theism, which go to show, when coupled with defensive apologetics, that Christian theism is the most plausible worldview a sufficiently informed, normal adult can adopt.  The Holy Spirit will then use such arguments and evidence to draw unbelievers to a knowledge of God by removing their sinful resistance to the conclusion of our arguments.  (pg 54)

     What role of the non-believers presuppositions does the Evidentialist have?  Clearly in the quote by Craig above, the Evidentialist understands that without the influence of the Holy Spirit, the arguments will in fact fall upon ‘deaf’ or ‘not-understanding’ ears.  Confirming this, Craig goes as far to say that (Craig 1989):

“The only role…for reason to play is a subsidiary role.”  (pg 21) 

“…we can never argue anyone into the Kingdom of God.”  (pg 23)

“If it were not for the work of the Holy Spirit, no one would ever become a Christian.” (pg 20)   

The Problem

     The dilemma that arises seems clear:  Evidentialists appear to understand the presuppositions of the non-believer, and Presuppositionalist’s appear to understand and will utilize evidences in their apologetic when necessary.  Therefore, how should one approach this supposed delineation?  Is the delineation of style really necessary?  Sometimes the debates become quite animated (Van Til has gone as far as to call the Evidential approach ‘unbiblical!)  It could seem to the non-believer, that the ‘God’s’ being declared by each type of method are distinct and disparate – for example a ‘demanding’ God versus a ‘beseeching’ God – creating a false dichotomy being presented to a confused non-believer.

     Assuming that any division within Christianity is not desired (Luke 17:23,) should we instead consider their similarities?  Not to the end of determining the least common denominator, or of accepting anything less than scriptural, but instead to build upon them, and to utilize a knowledge of the differences in a means conducive to the building of the Kingdom.  Can the knowledge of these be utilized by the Christian for more effective witness for our Lord?  To this end, the investigation of the differences and similarities is now joined.  

Summary Of The Investigation

The Presuppositionalist’s Dilemma – Josh McDowell is a well-known example of a man who considered Christianity false and unverifiable, and set out to prove it.  It was in his investigation of the evidence that he came to realize that the evidence is in fact conclusive and there is no reason to not believe, in fact there is every reason to believe that Christianity is the Truth.  Once the evidence became conclusive to him, he prayed his first prayer, beginning: “Jesus…I guess in spite of myself…I believe you’re real” (Musser, 1984, pg 40.)  The implication was clear to him: in effect, he is saying ‘because of the evidence, I believe.’

     Likewise, William J. Cairney craved evidence.  He was raised a Christian, although with simple fideistic beliefs that were confronted by the secular ‘evidences’ presented to him as fact when he attended University.  These secular ‘evidences’ began to destroy his faith, to the point that he finally concluded that he “was tired of trying to live a Christian world view with a large part of my intellect on a shelf marked ‘non-functional.’  But…I was not entirely convinced that the God of the Bible wasn’t ‘there.’”  His prayer to God was as follows (Cairney, 1991): 

God…if you are truly there…show me that the biblical Christian model is acceptable to a thinking person.  Show me that there is sound evidence that even a scientific mind can accept, that the Bible is the actual Word of God, that it is accurate and authoritative in its assertions…or I am going to kick over the whole works! (pg 151.)  

Cairney was clearly looking for evidences to enable his faith to be supported – he had a need to ‘know’ that Christianity was logical, supportable, and verifiable.  Now that he has studied and understood them, he can explain to others why Christianity is the Truth, and other ‘religions’ are merely unsupportable false claims.  So how does this affect ‘faith?’  Can a presuppositionalist deny these examples of the necessity of evidences in these testimonies of conversion?  On the other hand, do these imply that evidences alone were at work to cause these conversions?

The Evidentialist’s Dilemma – C.S. Lewis was not ‘convinced’ by argument or by the compilation of evidential or philosophical proofs.  His conversion, which occurred on the road to the Whipsnade Zoo, occurred as “God closed in” on him.  His religious impulse competed with his intellect, and finally a conscious decision was arrived upon which set free his struggles and caused him to arrive at ‘joy’, knowing now the truth of the Gospel.  He considered himself ‘the most dejected and reluctant convert in all England’. His presuppositions changed on that day with little or no influence by the ‘evidences’.  This is evident in his statement that “Conversion requires an alteration of the will, and an alteration which, in the last resort, does not occur without the intervention of the supernatural” (Lewis, 1994, pg 221).  To Lewis, evidences can be misleading.  The ultimate evidential deception is described in the Bible (Mark 13:22), referred to by Lewis in his comment that “We have been warned that all but conclusive evidence against Christianity, evidence that would deceive (if it were possible) the very elect, will appear with the Antichrist” (Lewis, 1984, pg 92).  Clearly for one of the greatest apologists for the Christian faith, and in his conversion, evidences were neither primary nor conclusive.  

     Lewis clearly was convinced that evidences are secondary for conversion, at best.  But consider his masterful uses of evidence in his classic fables and allegories (even if not considered evidences in the usual way!)  Lewis’ use of these types of journalistic method were intended to rise to the surface a latent understanding of the way in which the world works and does not work.  All of us in all cultures see the problem of man, the questions of the ‘supernatural’, and the need and desire for redemption from our problems.  Lewis intended his books to bring these issues out and have the Christian worldview model exposed, without the reader necessarily consciously understanding that he is reading a philosophical proof for Christianity!  Indeed, his classic Mere Christianity is fraught with evidences that are convincing (at least to the Christian!).  But does this imply that a presuppositionalist like Lewis confirms the uses of evidences in his apologetic?  Not necessarily, but it certainly helps to cloud the distinctions between methods.

Presuppositionalism within Evidentialism – Clearly within Evidentialism, there is an understanding of the presuppositions of the non-Christian.  Josh McDowell states (McDowell, 1972):

For many today, the study of history is incorporated with the ideas that there is no God, miracles are not possible, we live in a closed system, and there is no supernatural.  With these presuppositions they begin their ‘critical, open, and honest’ investigations of history.  What these men have done is to rule out the resurrection of Christ even before they start an historical investigation of the resurrection.  (pg 8).

     R. C. Sproul agrees (Geiger, Mar/Apr 1998):

…we believe that there are necessary epistemological presuppositions that human beings share.

     Montgomery confirms (Montgomery, 1978): 

Absolute proof of the truth of Christ’s claims is available only in personal relationship with Him; but contemporary man has every right to expect us to offer solid reasons for making such a total commitment. (pg 40).   

     It was Montgomery who described the strength of presuppositions in his infamous ‘bleeding dead man story’.  In this story he concludes that (McDowell, 1981):

This parable illustrates that if you hold unsound presuppositions with sufficient tenacity, facts will make no difference at all…  (pg 6).

Clearly presuppositions have some impact in Montgomery’s apologetic method.

     Clark Pinnock also clearly understands the role of a persons presuppositions (McDowell, 1981): 

“Until he (the naturalist) will admit the possibility of a theistic world, no amount of evidence will convince modern man that the Resurrection is not absurd.”  (Pg 6)

Evidentialism within Presuppositionalism - Van Til admits that he (Van Til, 1967): 

…would therefore engage in historical apologetics.  Every bit of historical investigation, whether it be in the directly Biblical field, archaeology, or in general history, is bound to confirm the truth of the claims of the Christian position.  But I would not talk endlessly about facts and more facts without ever challenging the non-believer’s philosophy of fact. (pg 199). 

     Philosophical proofs are also considered evidence,  and Van Til is a subscriber of these as well.  A vast majority of his dialogue with the un-believer in his essay Why I Believe In God puts forth evidences and philosophical proofs to convince his interlocutor that the Christian view of reality is the true view of reality.  He wraps up his argument thusly (Barlow, 1996):

No more than the Ethiopian can change his skin or the leopard his spots can you change your attitude.  You have cemented your colored glasses to your face so firmly that you cannot even take them off when you sleep…You may reply to this: ‘Then what’s the use of arguing and reasoning with me?’ Well, there is a great deal of use in it.  You see, if you are really a creature of God, you are always accessible to Him…such reasoning, we have a right to expect, will be used of God to break down the one-horse chaise of human autonomy…I shall not convert you at the end of my argument…So now I leave you with Him, and with His mercy.” 

     Van Til evidently assumes that his presentation of evidence and argument will be used of God to convert the non-believer.  This is no foreign position to an Evidentialist, who also believes that God uses the evidences presented to change the heart of the heathen.  

     Grover Gunn, another Presuppositionalist, agrees (Gunn, 1987):

What then is the proper place for evidence in the apologetic task?  Evidences must be presented in the defining context of the gospel message…True intellectual submission to Biblical evidences is not a mental preparation for faith; it is a part of the phenomenon of faith.”

     What does this investigation prove so far?  In addition to muddying the distinction between the different methods, it seems to imply that within the Evidentialist methodology, there is Presuppositionalism at work, and also that evidences have a place within Presuppositionalism!  

Analysis of Findings

What We All Seem To Agree On – William Cairney (an Evidentialist) seems to understand that the two are closer together than sometimes thought (Cairney, 1991):

“Actual Christian faith is an active, operational, conscious trust [presupposition] in a personal rational Being who has proved Himself trustworthy.  This Being has provided a significant evidential base that He exists…and has emphatically left His stamp in history, in archaeology, in science, and in the ongoing affairs of humankind [evidence].” (pg 151).

     Gary Habermas (a Classicalist) has noticed that “the two sides have unquestionably moved closer together, finding some significant agreement on several issues that used to be more divisive.” (Habermas, 2002).
     It seems that both camps would agree that the difficulty of the apologetic task is found within the mindset of the person to whom we are dialoguing.  Yet this also seems to be the critical difference between the two major Apologetic methods.  But do Presuppositionalist hold the monopoly on the belief that a person’s presuppositions influence their thinking?  Clearly not.  Does the Evidentialist alone utilize evidences in his apologetic method?  Again, no.  

     Clearly all styles agree on the use and explanation of several evidences:  that the natural revelation exists and will be used of God to indicate His sovereignty, leaving man ‘without excuse’ (Psalm 19, Romans 1:19-20) and that the Bible is to be used as our source of truth, and for the need for the Holy Spirit to convert the mind ‘presupposing’ against God (‘…no one can say ‘Jesus is Lord’ except by the Holy Spirit.’  1 Corinthians 12:3).  Both would likely agree that nothing other than an expression of Christian love is needed from the apologist to model the Truth and to break through the walls of deception. 

Where We Disagree - Perhaps the disconnect is arising from a misunderstanding of terms.  It seems that there may be confusion arising from mistaken terms.  Greg Bahnsen considers that the alternative to Presuppositionalism is ‘Neutralism.’ (Bahnsen).  But the Evidentialist is far from a neutral-believing practitioner of the evangelical/apologetical task.  At worst, he may attempt to discuss evidences in which there is ‘common ground,’ but it does not follow that this causes him to be ‘neutral’ in his faith of Christ as Lord, or in the source of all truth.  In reality, the Evidentialist is simply addressing items that the non-believer can understand, and leaving the conversion up to the Holy Spirit.  

     Sometimes the claim is made that an Evidentialist is placing the evidence above the revelation of the Spirit as a source of truth.  Some purport that there can be no ‘common ground’ between a believer and a non-believer, due to the noetic effect of sin on the non-believer’s judgment.  Both of these assertions are based on the assumption that God could not possibly use evidences to convict and convert, or that God did not intend us to utilize these types of evidences.  These assertions clearly appear to be non-sequitor.  When, according to Gunn, an Evidentialist ‘sets aside the existence of God, or the claims of Christ, or the authority of the Bible,’ (Gunn, 1987) he still believes in their existence and authority!  Indeed, he is arguing for them because of their existence and authority!  The circularity of the proof is avoided when he proves them with evidences that God left for us to use!  Does it follow that this places the evidences above the Bible etc. insofar as source of Truth?  Of course not!  It merely allows us to illuminate the evidences in the means provided for the non-believer, using a (providentially) common frame of reference, so that men can be ‘without excuse.’  To purport that the Evidentialist actually becomes ‘neutral’ in his beliefs is in error.  The thought that an Evidentialist is attempting to ‘grant the hypothetical possibility of a world independent of God that can successfully function and be successfully understood in terms of the axioms of logic and science’ (Gunn, 1987) is absurd, since it is God who instituted and is the basis of these axioms of logic and science!  Logic and science may be common ground, but it is because of the grace of God.  God has left His mark on the world in such a way that BOTH the believer and the unbeliever can utilize these axioms.  The Evidentialist simply points this out to the non-believer, utilizing the very evidences that the un-believer believes in, and which was provided by God.  In addition, as with the Presuppositionalist, the Evidentialist seeks to prove that the un-believer’s philosophies are untenable and contradictory.  In both cases, evidences (philosophical and physical) are utilized.  

     In effect, without evidences this understanding of the Presuppositionalist method is fideistic and circular.  Indeed, Van Til and Frame admit to this circularity, and spend a great deal of time justifying it!  But a presuppositionalist argument without evidence may appear as a ‘just so’ argument to the non-believer in whom the Spirit is not moving.  Clearly there seems to be something missing to this style of argumentation (the movement of the Spirit, not the absence of evidences!).  

     But is this the proper interpretation of the Presuppositionalist argument?  Scott Allen Will has concluded that Van Til has been misinterpreted.  (If so, then perhaps the distinction between styles is even less clear!)  Will claims (Will, July 1998) that the concept of ‘no common ground,’ is in error.  Will points out that Van Til has stated that (Will, July 1998):

On the other hand, it must be asserted that they [the believer and the non-believer] have every fact in common.  Both deal with the same God and the same universe created by God…Metaphysically, both parties have all things in common, while epistemologically they have nothing in common.

This alone establishes that Van Til does not prescribe to an ‘absolutely no common ground’ position.  And John Frame, seen by some as the current spokesman for Presuppositionalism, describes a ‘point of contact’: ‘…we appeal to the knowledge of God which he has (Romans 1:21) but suppresses.’  (Frame, 1994, pg 83).

Conclusion
     While hardly a theological schism, these disparate methods smack of an un-necessary division of our labors for Christ.  If one draws a hard line and concludes that their particular method is the ‘meta-apologetic’, one is likely guilty of an unnecessary presumption.  But when considered as simply methods or options, the analysis of these different approaches shed light on the various means that we all should have at our disposal when proclaiming the Gospel of Christ and its legitimacy.  

     As stated in the opening paragraph of our study, Apologetics and Evangelism go hand in hand.  A confirmation of this is reached if we can agree that the two main styles of Apologetics are choices, not alternatives.  If they are choices to be used, determined by a particular situation of leading by the Holy Spirit, then ‘preaching’ must accompany defending the faith.  In Why I Believe In God, Van Til states: “A testimony that is not an argument is not a testimony either, just as an argument that is not a testimony is not even an argument.” (Barlow, 1996).   Francis Schaeffer (a student of Van Til) concluded in a well known article from 1948, that there is a ‘middle path between evidentialism and Presuppositionalism.’  (Schaeffer, Oct. 1948).  He then concludes that the 

…distinction between the two schools is that the one denies, and the other recognizes, that the Holy Spirit uses inductive evidence and arguments from probability as instruments in the practice of evangelization and conviction, these arguments being transitive to the minds of unbelievers.

Schaeffer sees that the non-believer (by God’s grace) is not consistent with his views.  If he were, then he would be an atheist in religion, an irrationalist in philosophy, and completely a-moral in the widest sense.  This ‘intellectual cheating’ (or ‘borrowed capital’ according to Van Til) indeed provides the ‘common ground’ from which the Christian may be able to begin a discussion.  From this common ground, the inadequacies of the non-believer’s worldview can be exposed (the Presuppositionalist method), and the evidences which he is indeed relying upon to survive can be enforced (the Evidentialist method.)  According to Schaeffer (Schaeffer, 1948):

The Lord uses this degree of illogical reality the unsaved man has in his false world.  The Lord shows some men their bankruptcy as they use a microscope, some as they fall in love, and some as they fear to die.  When the bankruptcy is perceived then Christ may be seen as the answer.

     All would agree that the variety of needs (intellectual, emotional) from various people might result in different requirements for discussion with that particular person.  It follows then that this diversity may require different styles of apologetic approach that will result in volitional faith.  Some see the religious impulse answered by a quest for answers that only evidences (‘proofs’) can fulfill.  They may find the ‘religious’ life intellectually stifling, or even backward.  The term ‘free-thinker’ has been coined by those anti-theists who claim to be able to think for themselves, or to be free from the dictates of a supposedly tyrannical dictator god.  These people may still be searching for a faith that compliments, or at least is not counter to ‘evidences’ or ‘science’.  

     So which comes first, the Spirit moving in the mind of the non-believer after we present evidences, or before?  Does it matter?  Is the task of the evidences to confirm in his mind that which the Spirit is prodding, or to initiate the considerations that the Spirit then fulfills?  It seems that both situations may be possible, and hence the apparent difficulty with methodology.  Perhaps, like McDowell, the Evidentialist was converted after considering evidences that initiated questions, opening an opportunity for the Holy Spirit to work in his life (“perhaps there is something beyond ourselves, contributing to complexity, or morality, etc.”)  On the other hand, perhaps, like Lewis, the Presuppositionalist was converted after the Spirit moved and caused the questions, and evidences now confirm (“I want to believe, but what about ‘science’?”)  In both cases, the Natural Revelation (Romans 1:19-20) is used of God, as is the movement of the Spirit (1 Corinthians 12:3).  In both cases, faith in Christ results from an encounter with God, not solely upon argument or evidences.  If these divergent experiences exist, it may be one indication of why there seems to be conflict in methodology (e.g. each adherent is personally familiar with the circumstances of his own conversion.)  Perhaps we should instead view this as a reason to consider the alternatives available to the Spirit in the conversion process, and we should be prepared to support both.  The Apologist should not be prepared to simply present his methodology of preference, but to be used as the Spirit leads, according to the needs of the non-believer with whom he is discussing.   

     Consideration of biblical experiences support this position.  Consider the Ethiopian eunuch, who seemed to need to have one nagging question answered.  Also consider the woman at the well, who was convicted of her sin and desired a messiah.  Both are examples of a conversion, and both are radically different from each other.

     The Apostle John clearly states that his gospel was written so that belief in Christ might be achieved (John 20:31).  This means that he (and therefore God) intended his gospel to be a tool to be used in the defense / proclamation of the faith.  It follows then that this presentation must be a cooperative, or an ‘in-concert’ event with the work of the Holy Spirit.  It also follows then, that the ‘reasons’ we believe that Jesus is Lord must be presented along with the proclamation.  (Simply shouting from the rooftops that ‘Jesus Is Lord’ may be used of the Spirit to convert some people, but it most likely would result in bemusement toward believers, or in some type of incarceration!)  

     Burson and Walls, in their analysis of the different Apologetic methodologies of Schaeffer and Lewis, propose that Schaeffer, in his attempt to conjoin the two methods and incorporate a practical witness, sees that Apologetics must consist of four themes.  Apologetics must be Presuppositional, rational, relational, and plausible.    Apologetics must be Presuppositional because the evangelist must understand the condition of the mind of the person with whom we are conversing.  Apologetics must be rational as well, because Christianity must prove itself as self-consistent, historical, comprehensive and livable.  Apologetics must be relational, because every person is different and should be treated with Christian love, respect and dignity.  Each apologetic/evangelical strategy, in order to prove most useful, should be tailored to each person we meet, instead of dropping ‘canned’ apologetical arguments upon an unsuspecting non-believer.  Finally, Apologetics must be plausible.  Plausibility is only determined in the proof of the lives of the adherents.  If a Christian claims the Truth and then does not live it, it cannot have a hope of being plausible.  (Burson and Walls, 1998, pps 140-169).

     Peter Kreeft, a student of the method of C. S. Lewis, has come to the conclusion that the discussion of methodology is a ‘secondary question’ (Kreeft & Tacelli, 1994):

An introduction to Apologetics usually deals with methodology.  We do not.  We believe that nowadays second-order questions of method often distract attention from first order questions of truth.  Our intent is to get ‘back to basics.’  We have no particular methodological axe to grind.  We try to use commonsense standards of rationality and universally agreed principles of logic in our arguing. (pps 22-23).

     Perhaps we will conclude that in the real world of evangelistic practice, method truly is secondary.  In reality, a practicing evangelical is a ‘presuppositionalist who utilize evidences.’  Like Schaeffer points out, to the extent that the unbeliever is illogical in his beliefs, we have a point of contact in which to utilize evidences and argument, amplified by our practice of Christian love and compassion.  Each discussion and apologetic argument will be different, according to the needs of the individual and the leading of the Spirit.  “In practice” Schaeffer says, “ we will find a place where we can talk.”  (Schaeffer, 1948).

Footnotes

1 “Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you.”  Matthew 28:19-20a

2 “But in your hearts set apart Christ as Lord.  Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope that you have.  But do this with gentleness and respect...”  1 Peter 3:15

3 Gary R. Habermas, a proponent of ‘Evidentialism’, describes the relationship to ‘Classicalism’ as such: “The evidential method of apologetics has much in common with the classical method, with the chief difference being the way in which historical evidences are used.”  Habermas, Gary R.  (2000). Classical Apologetics.  Five Views on Apologetics;  In Steven B. Cowan (Ed). Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House.  pg 92.
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