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For thou gh w e walk in the flesh, w e do not w ar acco rding to the flesh, for the weapons of o ur w arfare [are ] not
fleshly but mighty in G od for p ulling do wn stron ghold s, casting dow n argum ents and every h igh thing that exalts
itself against the kno wled ge of G od, bringing every thou ght into captivity to the obed ience of C hrist. And they will
be ready to punish all disobedience, when your obedience is fulfilled.
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The White Horse Inn: Nonsense on Tap
A reader recently sent us th is email:
Dr. R obb ins,
I doubt you listen to the W hite Horse Inn, but I felt the need
to pas s this o n to you . On July 8, 2007, they had an
interview with Anne Rice, a Rom an Catholic author that
returned to the "Christian faith" of her childhood. Michael
Horton tried to find comm on ground with her on a bunch of
things throughout the whole show . He gave her a big
platform to tout her ga rbage witho ut any re buttal,
clarification, or warning. It made m e so mad that I emailed
the program and have been going back and forth with the
show ’s producer, Shane Rosenthal. W ould you be
interested in reading a couple of these emails? You may or
may not be sh ock ed b y som e of th e thing s he wrote to me.
Long story short, I think I am about to part ways with the
W hite Horse Inn after listening for 10 years. I am going to
try to keep the em ails going with Shane to try to show him
som e of the errors of his apologetics. He is basically an
evide ntialist.
If you have tim e, ta ke a listen to th e program and tell m e
what you think about the interview www.oneplace.com/
ministries/The_W hite_Horse_Inn/archives.asp?bcd=20077-8
God bless,
Travis

A little later, before I co uld reply to the first email, the same
reader sen t another:
Dr. R obb ins,
I hate to bother you again, and I am sure this is no t a
shocke r, but please rea d this email from Shane Ro senth al,
the producer of the W hite Horse Inn.... It starts with a
quo te from m e in blue. I would love to get your tak e on this
em ail, although I know p retty much how you might
respond. Th e on ly thing I am not certain abo ut is ho w to
properly treat his comm ents about general and special
revelation from a Clarkian perspective. If it is not too much
of a burden, please take the tim e to res pond to th is em ail
point for point for me and for m y bene fit. It won’t be sen t to

him . I am a lready writing a rebuttal of m y own , and I want
to compare m ine and yours just s o I can se e for m yself, to
make sure my grasp of Clark, Sc ripturalism , and the whole
of C hristian ity is cons istent. T han ks in advanc e.

What Is the White Horse Inn?
Allow me to provide some background information. The
“W hite H orse Inn,” despite its nam e, is a ra dio program. To
quote its website, “Launched in 1990, The W hite Horse Inn
(named after the pub in Cam bridge, England, where the
Reformation came to the English-speaking world), is a
nation ally syndicated radio broadcast featuring regular
round-tab le discussions on faith, culture and apologetics.
Hosted by M icha el Horton, Ken Jones, Kim Riddlebarger,
and Rod Rosenbladt, the W hite Horse Inn aims each week
to equip Christians to ‘know what they believe and why
they believe it.’” Notice that the aim of the W hite Horse Inn
“each week” is to “equip Christians to know what they
believe and why they believe it.”
“Though the hosts have different denominational and
eth nic backgrounds, the W hite Horse Inn unites itself on
the principle [sic] slogans of the Protestant Reformation,
such as the sufficiency of Scripture, salvation by grace
alone through faith alone by Christ alone, and the
importance of a God-centered, rather than humancentered outloo k. By renew ed atte ntio n to these class ic
and central themes on a weekly basis, it is the aim of the
W hite Horse Inn to bring health and vigor to a church that
appears to have in some ways lost its sense of missions
[sic].”
Please note the comm itment to the sufficiency of
Scripture and salvation by faith alone, and the statement
that “renewe d attention to these classic and central
themes” is paid “on a weekly basis.” These repeated
statem ents – “each week,” “weekly basis” – leave no room
for radio programs in which the central ideas of the
Reformation are n ot disc uss ed a nd e ndo rsed. This is a
com m endable purpose, but as we have already seen with
the program featuring the Roman C atholic novelist Anne
Rice, it is not being fulfilled; and, as will shortly become
appare nt, the Anne R ice program is only a symp tom of a
serious error: an Anti-Biblical and Anti-Reformational philosophy and theology that corrupts the programm ing at the
W hite Horse Inn.
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W ell, who are the m en tending ba r at the W hite Horse
Inn? Again, I quote from their website:
“The Re v. D r. M ichael S. H orton is the J. Gresham
Machen professor of systematic theology and apologetics
at W estminster Sem inary Califo rnia. H e is the main host of
The W hite Horse Inn radio broadcast and editor-in-chief of
Mode rn Reformation m agazine. He received his M.A. from
W estminster Sem inary California, his Ph.D. from W ycliff
Hall, Oxfo rd and the U niversity of Coventry, and also
completed a Rese arch Fe llowsh ip at Yale Un iversity
Divinity School.... Dr. Ho rton is a minister in the United
Re form ed C hurc hes of N orth A m erica [UR CN A].
“The R ev. Dr. Kim R iddlebarger is the senior pastor of
Christ Reform ed Ch urch in Anahe im, Ca lifornia (URC NA),
visiting professor of systematic theology at W estminster
Sem inary California, and co-host of The W hite Horse Inn
radio program . A fourth generation Californian, Kim is a
grad uate of C alifo rnia State Un iversity Fullerton (B.A.),
Simon G reen leaf U nivers ity (M.A .), W estm inste r
Theological Sem inary (M.A.R.), and Fuller Theological
Sem inary (Ph.D.) where he worked under Richard A.
Muller. Dr. Riddlebarger is a reg ular contributor to
publications such as Modern Reformation and Ta ble Ta lk.
“A native of Los Angeles, California, R ev. Jones is a
grad uate of Pepperdine University and a co-host of The
W hite Horse Inn.... Rev. Jones has contributed articles for
Mode rn Reformation and publishes a monthly newsletter
called the ‘Lyceum .’
“The Rev. Dr. Rod Rosenbladt is professor of theology at
Concordia Un iversity in Irvine, C alifornia, and an ordained
minister in the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod. A native
of the Pacific Northwe st, Dr. Rosenbladt was educated at
Pa cific Lutheran University (B.S.), Trinity Evangelical
Divinity Schoo l (M.A.), Capitol Theo logical Seminary
(M.Div.), an d T he U nivers ity of Stras bou rg (Ph.D.).”
Please note that the “m ain hosts,” Horton and
Riddlebarger, were ed uca ted at W estm inster Theological
Sem inary and teach at W estm inster Theo logical Seminary
in California. Note that three of the four (and probably all
four) write for Modern Reformation magazine, of which
Horton is editor-in-chief. One m ight think that such an
august com pany of “Reveren d Doc tors,” whose biographies emphasize their interest in and profession of the
ideas of the Reform ers, m ight show some discernment
about inviting guests o n their rad io show and giving them
free rein in speaking their minds without correction or
objection. But the bartenders at this Inn are not like Luther
or Calvin; they freely broadcast error in the name of the
Reformation. One m ight also think that these studious
professorial types would be aware of Luthe r’s and C alvin’s
contempt for Aristotle’s philosophy, but if they are, they
show no signs of it, for they endorse empiricism and
ridicule the B iblical position of Luth er an d Calvin.

To allow this program [Michael Horton’s
conversation with R om an C atho lic Ann e Rice] to
be broadca st without at least clearing up the
distinctions and differences between the Roman
Cath olic Ch urch and the R eform ed faith is
unaccepta ble ...there was NO clarification about
anything when you let that Rom an Catholic
wom an have a platform ! W hy can't you just sa y, "I
see your point"? W hat if there was a first tim e
listener tuning in that day? W hat im pression would
they have of the W hite Horse Inn?
Rosenthal (WHI) replied: Again, if the focus of the show
were related to soteriology, we would certainly have made
the distinctions you are looking for. But the show did not
get into those de tails.
Robbins: This is a revealing statement. In the mind of
the sho w’s produ cer and hos t (Rosentha l frequently
appears on the pro gram ), the doctrine of salvation –
soteriology – is a “detail.” Had Luther, Calvin, and the
other Reformers thought this way, there would have been
no Reformation. The doctrine of salvation was not a detail
to the Reformers; it was central in their thinking and in the
Reformation. The genuine Reformers, unlike the pubtenders at the W hite Horse Inn, were not deceived by
“worldview thinking.” Luther and Calvin, Knox and Latimer
did no t thin k: W e have so much in comm on with the
Rom anists, we need to m ak e com m on cause with th em in
opposing hum anism and Islam . The Reformers did not
say: W e ca n be co-b elligerents w ith Rome, since we agree
on Go d, Jesus Christ, abo rtion, and so many other things.
Rather than splitting the Church, let us make a united front
against the Turk. No , rathe r than being deceived by the
popular sort of worldview thinking wh ich says that one can
have a C hristian worldview with out the Ch ristian Gospel,
the Re form ers, lik e the Apostle Paul, m ade sote riology the
centerpiece of Christian ity. But the prod uce r of the W hite
Horse Inn says soteriology is a “detail.”
Not only doe s Rose nthal’s philosophy contradict
Scripture and Re formed theology, it is a breach of the
promise the W hite H orse Inn m akes a t its website to
em pha size the ideas of salvation by grace alone and the
sufficienc y of Sc ripture “eac h we ek.”
W HI: The focus of the show was Anne Rice's frustration
with bad New Testament scholarship and her abandonm ent of athe ism .
Robbins: I guess there are no Christians or scholars
who can criticize contemporary New Testam ent “scholarship” that could be invited to the W hite Horse Inn. Anne
Rice is neither a Christian nor a New Testament scholar,
and her “frustration” is hardly of interest to anyone. Sh e is
a novelist best known for her bo ok s about vam pires. That’s
right, vam pires. Unlike the genuine Christians in Acts
19:19, Rice has not repudiated, let alone burned, her
satan ic books. As for atheism, lots of peop le abandon
atheism and adopt a new false religion – and there is
nothing com m end able in it. Quite frankly, a candid atheist
who uses words in their ord inary m eanings is, on this
point, morally and p hiloso phically supe rior to religionists

Anne Rice, Vampire Novelist
Here is what the producer of the W hite Horse Inn, whose
job it is to line up guests for the show, wrote to a listener
who objected to his programm ing. He starts by quoting the
listener:
2
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who twist words to mean something other than what the
Bible means so that they can pretend to be Christians. And
what should we think of p ubten ders who tell their listeners
that an atheist, by submitting to the Rom an Church-State,
has returned to the “Christian faith”?

billion years, thus twisting the W ord of God, which he does
not believe (see John 5:46), to appease his real god,
science, whic h he doe s be lieve. O nce aga in, the W hite
Horse Inn gave a guest w ho d enies C hrist a nationwide
platform from which to prom ote his Antichristian ideas .
W hy would they do this? Is th is done out of inadvertence
or oversight? No, it is not. It is a deliberate policy of the
W hite Horse Inn, and it is based on the notion that truth –
including truth about theology: God, suffering, science,
creation, and salvation – may be found in many different
places, not just in Scripture, and that even unbe lievers
such as B lech, Rice, and Sch roed er ca n teach u s truth
about such things.
W HI: W e have had two Un ited Meth odist th eologians on
the program (Thom as Oden and W illiam W illim on), and if
we were to explore their views of salvation, I'm sure w e'd
find a num ber o f differenc es.
Rob bins: Rosenthal continues to brag about the
ecumenism of the W hite Horse Inn: They have invited
Rom anists, Jews, and Methodists, giving them all a
nationwide platform to promote their Antichristian
theological ideas. In all this the sufficiency of the Bible and
the doctrines of the Reform ation are deliberately omitted,
not forgotten but avoided. Rosenthal writes: “if we w ere to
explore their views of salvation, I’m sure we’d find a
number of differences,” indicating once again that no such
“exploration” occurred, and therefore the Biblical view of
Scripture and salvation was not presented. So much for
prom ises to do so “eac h week .”
It is im portant to be clear what is happening here. The
guiding philosoph y behind the p olic ies of the W hite Horse
Inn – contrary to what they say at their website – is that
Scripture is not sufficient, that there are other sources of
wisdom, and that we should listen to those other sources,
even in matters th eological. Tha t is why the y invite
unbelievers to speak freely, without Biblical correction, on
the ir program s. They give lip service to a “God-centered
view,” but they believe and practice a man-centered view.

More Miscreants
W HI: In th e sam e way, w e did not feel it necess ary to
make any soteriological distinctions with guest Rabbi
Be nja m in Blech during our conversation with him about
God and suffering, or with Gerald Schroede r in our
con vers ation w ith him abo ut sc ience an d faith.
Rob bins: Ro sen thal ad m its – no , that is the wrong word:
He brags – that th e W hite Horse Inn has given a
nationwide platform to a Rabbi (S om eone once said, C all
no m an o n Ea rth “R abb i”) who den ies that Jesus is the
Christ – thus, according to Scripture (see 1 John 4:3), an
antichrist – in order to gain his insights about God and
suffering .
Rosenthal says, “we did not feel it necessary to make
any soteriological distinctions” with Blech. Please notice
that the W hite Horse Inn has upped the ante. Anne Rice at
least professed to be a Christian, however false her
profession m ight be. But Blech denies Ch rist altogether,
not m ak ing even a profess ion of faith in him . He is a
blatant unbeliever. And yet Rosenthal says that “we did not
feel it necessary to mak e any soteriological distinctions
with gue st Rabb i Benjam in Blec h.” T hink abo ut that: The
W hite Horse Inn does not feel it necessary to distinguish
between Christianity and the false religion of Judaism.
Ap parently this feeling stems from the notion that an
unbeliever like Blech has some truth to tell us about God
and suffe ring. B lech, of course, does not believe the Old
Te stam ent. Ch rist him se lf said so: “For if you believed
Moses, you would believe me ...” (John 5:46). To com plete
the argument for the b ene fit of the tipp lers at the W hite
Horse Inn, Jews, such as Blech, do not believe Jesus;
therefore, they do not believe Moses. It is a com plete
fiction to say that Orthodox Jews believe the O ld
Testament. Those who assert that unrepentant Jews
believe the Old Tes tam ent call Christ a liar.
Note a ga in that the Inn’s commendable and stated
purpose of presenting the sufficiency of Scripture and
salvation by grace and faith alone “each week” is not
achieved because a fa lse the ory of k now ledge co ntrols its
choice of g uests . Ba d epistem ology drives out good
theo logy.
To anticipate an excuse theologians frequently offer for
such un-Biblical behavior, the hosts at the W hite Horse Inn
are not doing this out of love fo r either their guests o r their
audience or Christ. If they loved them , they would warn
them abo ut their false ideas . They have betrayed bo th
Ch rist and the elect.
As for Gerald Schroed er, he is a nu clear physicist, a
former professor at MIT, and an Orthodox Jew. He has
written book s trying to reconcile Genesis 1 with current
scientific opinion (which is itself a foolish act, since no
scientific method can furnish truth), and he does this by
arguing that the six days of Genesis 1 are actua lly 15

Nature Eating Up Grace
Robbins: Decades ago Francis Schaeffer warned the
church about Thomas Aquinas and “nature eating up
grac e.” By this he meant that if you give “natural
revelation” an epistemological inch, it will displace
Scripture. The syncretis m of T hom as Aquinas and all his
followers, Ro m anist and Protestant, is inco m patible with
Christian ity. Schaeffer was right, and the policy of the
W hite Horse Inn illustrates exactly what he warned
aga inst.
W HI: However, in our discussions with these men, we
grea tly profited from their wisdom on a num ber o f issues.
Robbins: Here is the key to understanding the Inn’s
guest policy (who to invite and what questions not to bring
up): These m en have “wisdom” on m any theological issues
from which we ha ve greatly pro fited. H ow c ontra ry to
Scripture this is m ay be s een by quo ting a fe w verses:
“For the Lord gives wisdom; from his mouth com e
knowledge and understanding; he stores up sound wisdom
for the upright” (Proverbs 2:6-7 ).
3
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Robbins: In the late 16 th and 17 th centuries, it was
comm on to hear Protestant scientists (then called “natural
philosophers”) who opposed Romanism and its Aristotelian
Scholasticism say that G od has published two books – the
Bib le and nature. By this they meant to deny that the
books of the pop es, s cho olm en, and A ristotle had any
authority in religion or science wh atsoever. It was a phrase
they used at tha t time and in that context to reduce the
alleged sources of tru th from m any to two. Rosenthal uses
the phrase with the opposite intention: He intends to deny
that Scripture alone is sufficient and to assert that it can
and m ust be supplemented by other sources of truth, even
in theology. That is w hy the W hite H orse Inn offers its
resources to Jews, Romanists, Methodists, and other
unbelievers: They too have wisdom. The Bib le alone is not
the W ord of G od; God’s revelation comes through many
sources. Rosenthal might even agree with Karl Barth, who
once said that God can speak to us through dead dogs.
Rose nthal calls this “general revelation.”
W HI: Both [books – general and special revelation]
con tain truth ...
Robbins: All defenders of epistemological pluralism
play with words. If truth is a property of a proposition, and
only a pro pos ition (wh ich it is), then what is the meaning of
the statem ent that “general revelation contains truth”?
W hen Rosen thal looks at the s ky, do the stars spell out
English sentences for him? Perhaps Greek and Hebrew
sentences? D. Jam es Kennedy, anoth er pro ponent of this
un-Biblical theory of know ledge, think s the Go spe l is in the
stars and has preached sermons on the subject. W hen
Rosenthal examines an oak leaf, does he find there the
opening verse of Genesis, like op ening a fo rtune coo kie? If
not, then Rose nthal is equivocating on the word “truth.”
Since the literal m ean ing of “gen eral revelation con tains
truth” is ludicrous, what does the statement actually mean?
It means that natural men, using natural me ans, can de rive
truth from nature. How they do this, Rosenthal does not
explain. He m erely asserts it. And that is what Scripture
denies, as w e ha ve already seen. All the treasures of
wisdom and knowledge are hidden in Christ. They are not
open to inspection except by those to w hom Ch rist reveals
them . The world through wisdom did not and cannot know
God.
Rosenthal asserts that truth may be found not only in
Scripture but also in som e sort of em pirica l “general
revelation.” This m isundersta nding of the Bible, especially
Rom ans chapters 1 and 2, goes back at least to the
“Angelic Doctor” of the Rom an Catholic Church-State,
Thom as Aquinas, who taught that when the Apostle Paul
wrote to the Romans he was endorsing Aristotle’s pagan
theory of knowledge called empiricism. But Paul was doing
no suc h thing . Romans 1 and 2 do not teach that men
learn truth abou t Go d or a nything else from sen sation, b ut
that God has given men innate (see Romans 1:19 and
2:15) propositional information about him, which they
suppress in unrighteousness (see Romans 1:21-23, 25) .
N o t o n l y d o e s R os en tha l (and m any ot her s )
misunderstand Paul’s teaching about innate (not learned
by observa tion ) inform atio n given by God, but he also

“...to all riches of the full assurance of understan ding, to
the knowledge of the mystery of God, both of the Father
and of C hrist, in whom are hidden all the treasures of
wisdom and kn owledge” (Colossians 2:2).
“For Christ did not send m e to baptize, b ut to preach the
Gospel, not w ith wisdom of words, lest the cross of Christ
should be m ade of no effect.... F or it is written, I w ill
destroy the wisdom of the wise, and bring to nothing the
understanding of the prudent. W here is the wise?
[According to Rosenthal, the wise are speaking at the
W hite Horse Inn.] W here is the scribe? W here is the
disputer of this age? Has not God made foolish the
wisdom of this world? For since in the wisdom of God the
wo rld through wisdom did not know God...” (1 Corinthians
1:17 -20).
This last verse, by the way, destroys every variety of
“natural revelation ” an d natu ral theology: “The world
through wisdom did not know God.” Knowledge of God
comes only through his propositional revelation.
W HI: W e also regularly quote from a wide range of
sources acro ss h istory, including men such as Augustine
(Catholic), Joseph us (Jewish), T hucydides (G reek P agan),
An selm (Cath olic), C heste rton (C ath olic), C . S. Lewis
(Anglican), etc. Our use of these men is never to be seen
as an endorsem ent of all their beliefs, but merely the
thou ght presente d in the particular quote cited.
Robbins: W hen quo ting all thes e m en, does the W hite
Horse Inn carry this or any disclaimer? Or is the listener
left to conclude that these a re m en w ho c an b e trus ted? If
the listener who wrote the email is to be believed, there
was no such disclaim er, and in fact, Anne Rice was touted
as returning to the “Christian faith,” when as a matter of
fact she subm itted herself to th e R om an Antichrist.
Rosenthal here offers a disclaimer to one listener, but no
disclaimer was broadcast on the program.
WHI: And thus it was with Anne Rice. W e agreed with
her contem pt for the current status of New Testament
scholarship, and we thought her fresh critique of it, coming
from years as an atheist, was in some ways like the
honesty of the little boy in H ans C hristian A nders en's
famous story of The Emperor's New Clothes. Many of our
listeners may have friends or co-workers who have been
influenced by this skeptical scholarship, and this program
was intended to help them to be better prepared to give an
ans wer on that subjec t.
Robbins: Ro senth al m isses the point. S everal people
better qualified to speak to the issue hold contemporary
New Testament scholarship in contempt. Som e of them
are Christians, but none of them appeared on the program.
Instead, limited and expensive airtime was provided to a
vam pire novelist now become a Rom an Catholic, and the
listeners were not warned. In the next paragraph,
Rose nthal gets to the heart of the ma tter.

General Revelation
WHI: Part of our disagreement I believe gets dow n to
the issue of how we think of revelation. In our view, God
has pub lished two book s: general and special revelation.
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Special Revelation

implies, and his arguments rest upon, the assumption that
men do not suppress this information in their sin. Rather,
Rosentha l’s theory says that natural men, unbelievers, can
obtain truth through observation, and that is why we must
listen to Jews, Rom an Catholics, United Methodists, and
others to gain their wisdom and knowledge. The practice
of the W hite H orse Inn is the log ical outcom e of its
Antichristian theory of know ledge. A nd, of course, if this
theory of knowledge is true, there is no reason to stop at
inviting Jew s, Rom anists, and Me thodists: All unbelievers
learn truth from obs ervation according to this theory, so
the barkeeps at the W hite Horse Inn ough t to invite
Hindus, Bud dhists, Muslim s, atheists, and Rastafarians:
The y all have “wisdom .”
A cursory acquaintan ce with the rule s of log ic would
make it clear to R osentha l and his friends (an d to all
empiricists) that propositions, that is truth, cannot be
derived from something non-propositional. Unless one
starts with propo sitions (that is, declarative sentences),
one can arrive at no truth whatsoever. Propositions – and
truth is always propositional – can come only from
prop ositions. This poses an unsolvable problem for all
empiricists, for they begin with something called sensation.
But the problem is completely avoided by Christians, for
they believe, as Scripture s ays , that God is Truth itself,
and he reveals truth to men in propositions, not
sensations. The Second Person of the Trinity is the Logos,
the Reason, the W isdom, the Logic of God. He created the
world.
Furth erm ore, C hrist lights , John 1:9 says, echoing
Rom ans 1 and 2, the mind of every man who com es into
the world. Th is is the Biblical doctrine of general revelation.
It is a de nial of the pa gan Aristotelian-T hom istevidentialist-empiricist theory. The m ind of every man, who
is the image of God , is inform ed by the m ind of Christ. So
even if he is blind and cannot see the heavens, he has an
innate idea of God. This information is innate, not learned
by sensation. It mak es m an the im age of G od, and it
mak es all men ine xcu sab le. It is these inna te idea s that all
sinners suppress in their zeal to escape God. One of the
wa ys philosophers and theologians su ppre ss th ese innate
ideas is by inventing “proofs” for the existence of G od
derived from observation. (The pagan Aristotle is the
godfather of a ll such pro ofs.) The go ds they so “prove” are
not the God of the Bible; th ey are idols – invention s of their
sinful minds. If the Thom istic proofs for the existence of
God were valid, they would disprove Christianity, for the
gods they prove are not the God of the Bible. They are an
illustration of the philosophers’ des ire to escape the God of
the B ible.
The Bible does not begin with any proof of the existence
of Go d; it begins with Go d. Nor do es the Bible con tain any
argument attempting to prove the existence of God from
what Rosenthal calls “ge neral revelation .” Such a pro of is
logically impos sible and theologically reprehens ible. Truth
cannot be derived form anything non-propositional. Unless
one starts with truth, with propositional revelation, one can
never arrive at a ny truth. Unless one starts with Scripture,
God will remain merely a suppressed idea.

W HI: ...but admittedly special revelation is needed for
"saving knowledge" (i.e., the heavens declare the glory of
Go d, but they do not reveal the gospe l of Jesus ).
Rob bins: W hy does Rosenthal enclose the words saving
knowledge in quotes? Do es he m ean to suggest tha t it is
not really knowledge that saves? Or is he re luctan t to
concede that saving knowledge, which is the important
part of knowledge, is not available by ob servation at all? If
special revelation is needed for saving knowledge, as even
Rosenthal adm its, why invite thos e wh o reje ct special
revelation to speak, for example, on God and suffering?
Furtherm ore, R osentha l apparently does n ot rec ogn ize
figurative speech when he reads it. “The heavens declare
the glory of God” is not literal language. The stars do not
spell out the words “God” and “glory,” nor do they speak
those words. T he psalm ist is not presenting a theory of
knowledge, as Ro senthal imag ines, and as his theory
requires. The psalmist is praising God. Calvin points out
that the psalmist “introduces the heavens as witnesses
and preache rs of the glory of God, attributing to the dumb
creature a qu ality which, strictly speaking, does not belong
to it....” The visible creation is dumb; it does not speak.
Only persons speak, and truth is what God speaks in
Scripture. W e learn of God and h is glory from Scripture;
we learn of c reatio n only from Sc ripture. W e would not
even know th e he avens w ere th e cre ation of God unless
Scripture so informed us. Even Thom as Aquinas admitted
that creation was an idea that could not be derived from
obs erva tion of the world.
The notion that there are “two books,” Scripture and
nature, both of which teach us truth, is false. W hen we first
understand som ething abo ut G od a nd c reation, then we
can appreciate God’s handiwork in the heavens. W e do
not first observe the heavens and then con clude with
creation a nd G od. R ose ntha l has th ings bac kw ard.
W HI: Nevertheless, God's special revelation (the Bib le)
did not simply drop out of heaven, but was revealed over
time in history.
Robbins: Rosenthal further denigrates Scripture. To use
Sc haeffer’s terms, we are watching nature “eat up” grace
in Rosenthal’s statements. By saying that the Bible “d id not
sim ply drop out of Heaven,” Rosenthal insinuates the
notion that even s pe cia l revelation is not so special. Like
everything else in creation, special revelation is m ediated
by time an d histo ry.
Now Rosenthal’s insinuation is com pletely irrelevant to
the question of the uniqueness and axiomatic statu s of
Scripture. Just because God did not drop all 66 books from
the sky does not mean Scripture is not unique and
uniquely authoritative. Just because he did not write the 66
books with his own finger on s tone as he wrote the Ten
Com mandm ents does not mak e Scripture any less the
W ord of God or any less necessary for knowing truth.
Som eone with an imagination like Rosenthal’s should be
able to think of ma ny other ways in which God m ight have
revealed truth to men but did not, but all these imaginations are all irrelevant to th e fa ct th at S criptu re alone is
the W ord of God. The only reason for Rosenthal to men5
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tion one imagined w ay God m ight ha ve revealed truth to
men but did not is to depreciate the way God did in fact
reveal truth, in order to blur the distinction between
Scripture and other alleged sources of truth.
W HI: Luke for example, does not say, "Go d sa id it, I
believe it, that settles it."
Robbins: At this point in his arg um ent, Rosentha l boldly
moves from insinuating that special revelation is not all
that special to a blatant attack on Scripture and the
auth ority of G od. R ose ntha l disclos es h is refu sal to
acknowledge Scripture as the highest authority, against
which there is no appeal. For Ro senthal, God’s W ord
does not settle it. The re is som ething m ore authoritative
than a W ord from G od. This is the fundamental and central
error of all theories of knowledge and apologetics that
teach that there are two (or more) methods of obtaining
truth.
W HI: Nor did he [Luk e] say "what I am abo ut to write is
intended for those who accept the first principle/
pres upp osition of faith."
Robbins: Here Rosenthal discloses his philosophical
antipathy to accepting Scripture as the first principle. He
has another first principle. He doe s not start with the W ord
of God, for he thinks that the W ord of God is not the
starting point but the conclusion of a n arg um ent that res ts
on more fundamental and sure premises, such as
sen sation .
W HI: Rather, he [Luke] says to the reader that his words
are true and can be trusted because he personally
checked all the sources, interviewed the eyewitnesses,
and furnished a re port that c an be safely relie d upon. It is
the facts of the case, not a leap of faith, that Luke
recomm ends to give T heo philus "certa inty" (Luke 1:4) of
the things he has b een told.
Robbins: Notice that, according to Rosenthal, the basis
for certainty is not the verbal and plenary ins piratio n of th e
Gospel of Luke, resulting in the truth, inerrancy, and
auth ority of every sentence he wro te, but his historical
research. Luke’s Gospel, according to Rosenthal, is like
any other history book written by a competent historian
who checks his sources and intervie ws eyewitnesses.
Luke is like W inston Ch urchill, who wrote a history of
W orld W ar II; and Luke’s Gospel is lik e C hurchill’s
Gathering Storm. Rosenthal makes it clear that the
certainty of Luke’s Gospel is entirely due to his research;
none of it is due to a “leap of faith,” or to a “first principle/
presupposition of faith,” nor to “G od s aid it; that settles it.”
There is no ro om in R osentha l’s theory for a s pecific
doctrine of Scripture, for Scripture is the result of the
processes of res earc h all historians use . Its certainty is of
exactly the same source and quality as that attributed to
any other history book. Nature has completely “eaten up”
grace in Rosenthal’s account of special revelation.
“Special revelation” is not special at all; in fac t “special
reve lation” is a subset of “general revelation.” By rejecting
Scripture as his first principle, Rosenthal has rejected the
Scriptural doctrine of Scripture altogether. It plays no part
in this the ology.

WHI: You [Rosenthal’s listener] say that many historians
are falle n in their ac count of who Jesus is. W e would
agre e.
Robbins: How does Rosenthal know that Luke is not
one of those “fallen” historians? His Gospel is now almost
two thousand years old, and it is too late to check the
sources and interview the eyewitnesses. Given the notorious unreliability of eyewitnesses, how does Rosenthal
know that the eyewitnesses Luke interviewed reported
events correctly? Note that he cannot appeal to other
ordinary history books, such as Josephus,’ or N. T.
W right’s, for the same doubts apply to them as well. By
mak ing Luke’s Gospel ordinary, Rosentha l has scuttled all
pos sibility of establishing Christianity as true.
W HI: But because we believe that Jesus was a historical
figure, it's not merely enough to say that the skeptical
historians are w rong , or start with un belief.
Robbins: W ho says it is enough? Rosenthal is now
constructing a straw m an. Bu t tellin g the unbelieving
historians they are wrong must be done, and then we must
be able to show why they are wrong. The principal reason
unbelieving historians are wrong about Christ is that the ir
statem ents disagree with Scripture. Shall I say it again?
Scripture is the epistem ological criterion of Ch ristianity.
Nothing else is. W hat Scripture affirms is true; what
Scripture denies is false. Anything or anyone who
disagrees with Scripture is ipso facto wrong. W hen
unbelieving historians make false statements about Christ
using the ord inary m ethods of historians, they are refuted
by pointing ou t that no one can be sure a bou t conclusions
reached by inductive m eth ods. T hat is because their
conclusio ns do not follow logically from their premises.
Rosenthal ought to read R ichard W hately’s essa y “Historical Doub ts Relative to Napoleon Bon aparte.” Even better,
he ough t to read Gordon Clark’s book Historiography.
They m ight save him from m aking suc h elem entary
blunders.
W HI: W e also wan t to show how their methodologies are
suspect and why the va rious con clusions are u njus tified.
Robbins: Precisely. But Rosenthal has already said that
the ir m ethodologies are the same as Luke’s: checking
sources and witnesses. If their method ologies are
“suspe ct,” so are Luke’s. Rosenthal has already ruled out
divine inspiration as the reason Luke’s Gospel is
trustw orthy. He seem s to be laboring under the m isunderstanding that if one assum es Sc ripture as th e first p rinciple
of Christianity that somehow precludes criticism of nonChristian views . Rosentha l seem s to be com pletely
ignorant of the 40 books of Gordon H. Clark and the many
other boo ks and ess ays publish ed b y The Trinity
Foundation over the past 30 years. More importantly, he
misunderstands the logical situation. All theologians have
a first principle; and Rosenthal’s is sensation, not
revelation. He thinks that one m ust be an em piricist to
criticize sec ular tho ugh t, not realizing that empiricism is
itself the m ost popu lar form of se cular thou ght.
W HI: Jes us re ally lived.
Robbins: True, but how does Rosenthal’s theory allow
him to know this? C an h e sing , “Jes us lov es m e, this I
6
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know, for the Bible tells me so”? No, he cannot. He has
already ruled out the “firs t principle/pre sup pos ition of fa ith.”
Perhaps he can sing, “You ask me how I know he lives, he
lives within my heart,” for that statement does not appeal
to Scripture; it appeals on ly to experience. B ut then the
sentiment is not at all Christian or Biblical, and the hym n
should not be sun g. W e know that “Jesus really lived” and
still lives pre cisely because and only because the Bible
tells us so.
W HI: Therefore if a person is attempting to be honest
with the tool of h istory, he can not deny tha t Jes us e xisted.
Robbins: Of course he can, and the m ore consistent the
unbeliever is, th e m ore lik ely he is to deny this. B ut even if
he adm its it, it m ak es little difference: Christianity is not
“Jesus really lived.” Even some Orthodox Jews might
adm it that, as well atheists and Unitarians, all without
sufficient reason, of course.
WHI: Furthermore, upon close examination, the best
explanation for the NT docum ents is that Jesus is in fact
who he claimed to be, and that he really rose from the
dea d.
Robbins: W hat does “bes t” m ean in this co ntex t?
Unless one starts with the assumption that the New
Testament documents are true, the most pla usible
explanation for them m ay be that they are forgeries and
fabrications. History is awash in such documents, and the
Rom an Church in particular has a long history of creating
false documents. But Rosenthal’s method will not allow
him to sta rt with the assumption – th e “f aith
pres upp osition,” as he calls it – that the New Testament
doc um ents are true. Rather, lik e any other document, they
must be proved true; that is w hy he seeks their
“explanation.”
WHI: A person can believe this without the work of the
Ho ly Spirit, sim ply by being true to the craft of history.
Robbins: Not only does Rosenthal mak e special
revelation m undane and ignore the episte m ological s ignificance of inspiration and inerrancy, he extols the power of
the natural m an to believe that “Jesus is in fact who he
claimed to be, and that he really rose from the dead .” In
doing so, he d enigrates the work of the Holy Spirit.
According to Ro sen thal, the unre gen erate m an c an, apart
from the H oly Spirit, believe all that Jesus said about
hims elf; he can believe that Jesus is Lord and Savior; he
can believe that Jesu s ros e from the dead . He can , in fact,
believe the Gospel, which Pa ul sum m arized in 1 Corinthians 15: “Christ died for our sins according to the
Scriptures, and that he was buried and that he rose again
the third day, according to the Scriptures.”
But Scripture, which Rose ntha l ignore s, sa ys that “...no
one speak ing by the Spirit of God calls Jesus accursed,
and no one c an s ay that Jesus is Lord exc ept by th e H oly
Spirit” (1 Corinthians 12:3) and “...no one can come to me
unless it has been gran ted to him by m y Father” (John
6:65 ).
One of the c entral doctrines of the Reformation (and of
Scripture) is the total depravity of man. This means,
among other things, that the natural man cannot do any
good thing, especially believe the G osp el. But W HI,

through its spokesman and producer Shane Rosentha l,
ass erts that the natural man can indeed understand and
believe the Gospel: “A person can believe this without the
work of the Holy Sp irit, simply by being true to the craft of
history.”
W HI: W hat a person cannot do witho ut th e H oly Spirit, is
trust in Jes us. In other words it's possible to have
knowledge and ass ent (i.e. the faith of de m ons ) and still
not be saved.
Robbins: This error has been refuted many times , yet
m any tipsy theo logians keep m indles sly repe ating it.
Rosenthal here displays his ignorance of Christian
soteriology. (Perhaps it is a goo d th ing that s ote riology is
not discussed on many W hite Horse Inn programs, for the
producer does not seem to kn ow h ow a sinne r is saved.)
Trusting in Jesus is believing the Gospel; believing the
Gospel and trusting Jesus are the same thing. It is only the
An tich ristian delus ion tha t truth is personal, not
propositional, that perm its such utter nons ens e to
continue. To draw a false dichotomy between belief of the
Gospel and trusting Jesus is to mangle the Gospel
com pletely. To believe in Jesus is to believe his words. To
believe his words is to believe him (see John 5:46-47).
Jesus said, “He who believes in me has everlasting life”
(John 6:47). The Apostle P aul wrote : “I declare to you the
Gospel, which I preached to you, which you also received,
and in which you stand, by which also you are saved ...”
(1 Corinthians 15:1-2). James wrote: “Of his own will he
brought us forth b y the wo rd of truth...receive with
meek ness the implanted word, which is able to save your
souls” (1:18 , 21). P eter s aid, “Yo u [alone] have the words
of eternal life” (John 6: 68). Jesus said, “The words that I
speak to you are spirit and they are life” (John 6: 63).
Rosenthal implies (“it’s possible to have knowledge and
assent – i.e. the faith of demons”), although he does not
state it explicitly, that demons believe the Gospel. This
flows from his assertion that no work of the Ho ly Spirit is
needed to believe the Gospel. Furthermore, notice how
Rosenthal equates – correctly this tim e – fa ith with
knowledge and ass ent. This m eans that his view severs
the inseparable connection between justification and faith,
for demons have faith; they believe the Gospel; and they
are n ot justified.
Now, there is no support in Scripture for these
An tich ristian notions. Jam es never sa ys dem ons believe
the Gospel; he says dem ons believe in one God, that is,
they are monotheists. Monotheism is not the Gospel. No
demon is a Christian , as Rosenthal implies, and no demon
has Christian faith. For further details about faith and
justification by faith alone, Rosenthal should read W hat Is
Saving Faith? by Gordo n Clark.
W HI: One of the things M achen says that has always
stuck with me is that m en are made in such a way that it is
basically impossible for them to trust with the heart what
their m inds believe to be untru e.
Robbins: Rosenthal attributes words to Machen that
Rosenthal does no t understand. The reason no one can
trust with the hea rt wha t their m inds believe to be untrue is
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that the heart and the mind are the same thing, and belie f
and trust are the sam e thing .
W HI: Therefore, one of m y tasks as the producer of the
W HI, is to regularly remove those stumbling blocks from
believers who struggle with doubt, or with non-Christians
listening in who think what we're saying is interesting, but
at the end o f the day it's all a big fairy tale. So, we
regularly work on the "what Christians believe (knowledge)
and why we be lieve it" (assen t)...
Rob bins: “W hy we believe it” is not assent. It is
apo logetics.
W HI: ...and leave the work of rege ne ration to the Ho ly
Spirit.
Robbins: But Rosenthal has already s aid that a sinner
can believe the Gospel without the Holy Spirit. W hy does
he need to regenerate anyone?
WHI: ...Tha nks ag ain, T ravis, for sharing your concerns.
I've enjoyed thinking through these issues in our correspondence. Much m ore could be said on the philosophical
underpinnings to all this. I'm not with you that the Bible is a
first principle.
Robbins: Fin ally Rosenthal mak es his denial of the
axiom of Christianity explicit. The W ord of G od, he says, is
not a first princ iple.
W HI: It ha s to be rea d with th e eyes / liste ned to with the
ears. Thus it seems that belief in the bible rests on a prior
first principle, namely that of the general reliability of sense
perc eption , etc.
Ro bb ins: Here he finally m akes h is em piricism exp licit.
He trusts the Bible only becaus e he trusts his eyes first.
Sensation is his first principle, not revelation. In fa ct,
Rosentha l’s theory of knowledge has no room for
revelation at all – special or general. All alleged revelation
must not only be judged by the “craft of history,” but also
mediated by the senses. There is no place in his theory of
knowledge for a W ord from God – no place fo r Christ’s
statement to Peter, “Flesh and blood did not reveal this to
you, but m y Fa the r who is in Heaven.” According to the
W hite Ho rse Inn, it is only the senses that give us k nowledge, either by looking at the heavens, or by reading a
book. Nature h as e aten up grace co m pletely, and God
cannot reveal his truth directly to men’s minds. According
to the W hite Horse Inn, flesh and blood has revealed
everything to us.
The “ge nera l reliability of sense perceptio n,” even if it
were true (it is not), would offer no foundation for
Christia nity, for if sense perception is generally reliable,
then it is som etim es unreliable, and how does one tell
when it is one or the other? One cannot appeal to sense
perception to decide the ques tion, for that is the very
method that needs to be co nfirmed. By abandoning the
Christian axiom of an infallible word from God, implanted,
as James says, in the m ind by G od, the W hite H orse Inn
has aba ndo ned Christianity.
W HI: I also believe that we are to reason with people in
an attempt to prove the truth of the Christian faith.
Robbins: As I have shown, here and elsewhere,
Rosenthal and his empiricist friends do not know and
cannot pro vide a definition of proof, let alone a coherent

account of the Christian fa ith. Their evidentia list m eth od is
the ologically and philosophically bankrupt. It is bankrupt
because it is pure humanism – an attempt to scale Heaven
to reach God. It relies on flesh and blood . It is not a
hum ble recognition that God m ust and has taken the
initiative in giving us knowledge as well as salvation, and
has infallibly revea led him self in p ropo sitions to m en. It is
man-centered, not God-centered.
W HI: I believe that's what the Apostle's [sic] were doing
when they appealed to fulfilled prophecy and the fact of
the res urrectio n (the two prim ary apologetic thrusts in the
sermons recorded in the book of Acts). They didn't s im ply
com m and belief.
Robbins: Of course they sim ply com m anded belief:
“Believe on the Lord Je sus Christ and you s hall be saved.”
The rest is the content, the propositions th at sinners were
to believe , established by Scripture and the inspired
preaching of the apo stles. As for prophecy, it is an appeal
to Scripture. No unbe liever saw the re surrected C hrist.
Thom as, who demanded em pirical evidence of the
resurrection, was rebuked by Jesus, and Jesus blessed
thos e wh o ha ve not seen b ut yet have believed .

Conclusion
The basic theological an d ph ilosop hical problem with
organizations such as The W hite Ho rse Inn, Mode rn
Reformation magazine, W estminster Seminary, Ligonier
Ministries, Table Talk magazine, Stand to Reason radio,
Su m m it Ministries, a nd Co ral Rid ge Ministries is not sim ply
the ir failure, b ut their refusal to be captive to the W ord of
God. The “Reverend Doctors” think they are smarter – or
at least more widely read – than the Holy Spirit hims elf,
and so they pro m ote the wis dom of m en, not the wisdom
of Ch rist. The Apostle P aul’s words in 1 Corinthians and
Colossians are the death-kn ell of all non-revelational
theo ries of kn owledge :
“And I, brethren, when I came to you, did not come with
excellence of speech or of wisdom declaring to you the
testimony of God, for I determined not to know anything
among you except Jesus Christ and him crucified.... And
m y speech and m y preaching were no t with persuasive
words of human wisdom , but in dem onstratio n of the Spirit
and of powe r, that your faith should not be in the wisdom
of men but in the power of God.... Eye has not seen, nor
ear hea rd [em piricism is use less], nor have entered into
the heart of man [rationalism is useless] the things which
God has prepared for those who love him, but God has
revealed them to us through his Spirit [only revelation
yields kn owledge].”
Christ, “in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom
and knowledge ,” alone reveals truth to m en.

New Books
W e have jus t published two new books defending the
Biblical and Reformed view of theology and Spiritual gifts:
Gordon Clark’s In Defense of Theology ($9.95) and
Benjamin W arfield’s Counterfeit Miracles ($19.95).
C all 423.743.0199 to order them .
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