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A.  Preliminary Note: This review was 

originally written for the Clark List at: 

  

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/GHClark

_List1 

  

Of course, the Clark List is not 

responsible for the opinions expressed 

herein.  Clark wrote many other books, 

and a lot of his papers are available for 

anyone who wishes to pursue his work 

further.  The following website provides 

some information: 

  

http://www.pcanet.org/history/findingaid

s/clark 

  

B.  Begin Review-Essay 

  

1.   Clark begins by defining logic as the 

science of necessary inference (1).  He 

says that his book on logic is a 

―textbook‖ that can show how someone 

can detect a necessary inference.  Clark 

compares logic in this sense to 

mathematics or geometry since those 

disciplines require necessary inference.  

Given some geometric axioms, one can 

deduce theorems, and they follow 

necessarily—i.e., ―there is no way to 

avoid the conclusion‖ (2).  Thus, for 

Clark, logic is a science like geometry in 

which conclusions cannot help but be 

derived from the axioms.  Let us take a 

further look at the relation of logic and 

mathematics.  Suppose we have the 

following: 

  

*  3x – 5 = 10 

 We could solve * in the following way: 

  

3x = 15 

x = 5 

  

This is a simple equation in algebra, and 

involves the application of two 

mathematical axioms, the addition 

axiom, and the division axiom: 

  
1.  ―If equal quantities are added to equal 

quantities, the sums are equal‖; 
2.  ―If equal quantities are divided by equal 

quantities, the quotients are equal.‖ 
  

Two other axioms are often used, the 

subtraction axiom and the multiplication 

axiom.  A short-hand way of 

summarizing all four axioms is that 

whatever you do to one side of the 

equation, you must do to the other side 

as well. 

  

We could try to express the algebraic 

―argument‖ in syllogistic form: 

  

All ____ is 10 

All [3x - 5] is ____ 

Therefore, All [3x - 5] is 10 

  

If we do set up the mathematical 

equation into syllogistic form, what is 

the middle term?  Moreover, can we 

reverse the conclusion?  After all, in our 

original equation, the reversal of the 

equation is possible due to the equality 

sign.  Can we do the same in the 

syllogism?  It would seem not, for All 

[3x-5] is 10 is not the same as All 10 is 

[3x-5], for 10 could be 5x, where x = 2.  

The equation would have a syllogistic 

meaning only if x is identified with a 

particular number, but once that is done 

there is no longer need for a middle 

term.  So the standard syllogistic form 

does provide a representation of a 

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/GHClark_List1
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/GHClark_List1
http://www.pcanet.org/history/findingaids/clark
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mathematical equation, but it is not well 

suited for the task. 

  

Moreover, in logic there are rules of 

inference that preserve identities across 

sentences, but mathematical rules don‘t 

work that way.  As noted, these 

identities (or inequalities) are already 

part of the meaning of the equations in 

mathematics.  The only general rule (for 

finding the answer) is that whatever is 

done to the left side of the equation, 

must also be done to the right side of the 

equation (or vice versa).  This is not a 

rule of logic.  The universal 

quantification of the subject, for 

instance, does not require that the 

predicate be universally quantified.  ―All 

S is P‖ does not mean ―All S is All P.‖  

While the logician Hamilton developed a 

logic involving the quantification of the 

predicate, traditional logic reads the A 

form as ―All S is some P.‖ 

  

A major difference between logic and 

mathematics was mentioned by Boole
1
, 

who noted that in logic x
2
 = x.  In 

mathematics, with the exception of x
1
, 

any form of x
n
 would not equal x, 

because x is really standing for a number 

and the number is being raised to the nth 

power by n, e.g., 2
2
 = 4; 2

3
 = 8, etc.  Not 

so with logic.  The variable ―x‖ could 

stand for a concept such as ―good,‖ or 

―wisdom,‖ and the mere repetition of the 

term, (say) ―good, good‖ or ―wise, 

wise,‖ does not change the meaning.  

The ―x‖ or any other variable in logic 

can express qualities and for that reason, 

exponentiation in logic differs from the 

same procedure in mathematics. 

  

What Clark has in mind for the notion of 

necessary derivation is more analogous 

to proof procedures in geometry.  Here is 

an example of proof of the theorem: ―If 

two straight lines intersect, the vertical 

angles in pairs are equal: 
2
 

 

# Statements Reasons 

1. AB and CD are st. Lines. 1. Given 

2. 1 +   3 = 180  2.  The sum of the s in a plane about a point on 

one side of a st. line = 180 . 

3. Also 3 + 2 = 180 . 3.  (2) 

4. 1 + 3 = 3 + 2 4.  Quantities = to same quantity, are = to each 

other. 

5. 1 = 2 5.  Subtraction axiom. 

6. In like manner it can be proved 

that 3 = 4. 
  

       

 

Thus, Clark is right that proofs in both 

mathematics and logic involve necessary 

derivations.  Given the available 

geometric information, and given the 

axioms, proofs for theorems can be 

provided, and these show a similarity to 

logical inferences.  As noted above, 

however, it is not quite the same kind of 

derivation in both cases. 

  

2.  Clark provides a justification for 

studying logic.  His justification is that 

knowledge of God puts us under 

obligation to argue validly, and this 

requires us to know about logic.  This is 
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a bit different from the reason suggested 

in the preface by John Robbins.  In 

answer to the question ―Why study 

logic?‖ Robbins‘ answer is that ―…we 

are commanded to by Scripture‖ (xi).  

This must be news to biblical scholars.  

Do we have an eleventh commandment?  

True, Peter warns about those who twist 

the Scripture to their own destruction, 

but this only condemns a practice; it 

does not provide a recommendation to 

study logic.  Indeed, logic has often been 

used to twist the scriptures, as Eusebius 

mentions (quoting an unknown 

churchman‘s description of one heresy): 

  
―They have not hesitated to corrupt the word of 

God; they have treated the standard of the 

primitive faith with contempt; they have not 

known Christ.  Instead of asking what Holy 

Scripture says, they strain every nerve to find a 

syllogistic figure to bolster up their godlessness.  

If anyone challenges them with a text from 

Divine Scripture, they examine it to see whether 

it can be turned into a conjunctive or disjunctive 

syllogistic figure.  They put aside the sacred 

word of God, and devote themselves to 

geometry….So it was that they laid hands 

unblushingly on the Holy Scriptures, claiming to 

have corrected them.‖
3 

  
Clark seems to have the better reason 

here for studying logic.  There is no 

command in the Bible to study logic but 

learning to argue validly is useful for 

theology (2).  Unfortunately Clark seems 

to think that people believe the wrong 

things due to ―poor logic‖ (2), but as in 

the above case, logic chopping is no 

guarantee of theological faithfulness.  He 

even admits this when he characterizes 

the argument of those who denied the 

Lordship of Christ:  ―The Pharisees were 

perfectly logical; in this instance the 

argument is valid; there is no fallacy.  

We allege, however, that their premises 

were false‖ (4).  In addition, Clark points 

out that ―many arguments‖ are very 

difficult to untangle precisely because 

many of the difficulties do not involve 

logic.  ―Now, no rules of logic will aid 

us in discovering ambiguities‖ (6).  Also, 

some things are ―a matter of language 

than of logic‖ (6). 

  

We would conclude, therefore, that 

learning to argue validly does not 

guarantee that one will obtain truth.  

Nevertheless, it is better than arguing 

invalidly, for then we could only obtain 

truth accidentally, rather than on the 

basis of a reliable methodology. 

  

3.  Clark thinks that most arguments in 

real life involve enthymemes (3).  These 

are arguments in which the conclusion is 

given but a premiss is missing, or is 

implicit, or is taken for granted.  Clark‘s 

point is that many, if not most, of the 

arguments one meets with are very 

compact and condensed in form, and 

need to be unpacked.  Reference is made 

to Romans 4:1, 2 as an example, but 

Clark does not go into detail about what 

the suppressed premises are.  The basic 

argument of the chapter, however, is that 

the justification that leads to salvation 

takes place before circumcision, just as it 

did for Abraham.  This undermined the 

basic premiss of some of the Jewish 

Christians, who were arguing that 

Gentiles had to become circumcised 

before they could obtain the 

righteousness necessary for salvation.  

Clark references other arguments found 

in the Bible, such as Rom. 6:1, 2; 8:1, 

and 1 Cor. 15:19 as illustrations of 

enthymemes.  Unfortunately, he doesn‘t 

provide any explanations of these verses, 

either. 

  

4.  Informal fallacies are discussed in 

chapter 2, and definitions in 3.  There is 

little here that cannot be found in Copi 

or dozens of other logic books, but at 
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least some interesting issues are 

discussed along the way.  One instance 

is the case of the IRS‘s attempt to 

remove the tax exemption from 

Christian schools by claiming they were 

started just after the anti-discrimination 

laws were passed.  This, Clark points 

out, is the fallacy of ―post hoc ergo 

propter hoc‖ (17). The Christians 

responded that the timing coincides with 

the Supreme Court‘s ban of the Bible 

and school prayer.  Clark adds that it 

also coincides with the time when 

violence, drugs, and sex became 

intolerable in the public schools (18). 

  

With regard to definitions, Clark starts 

out with a discussion of Paul and James‘ 

uses of the term ―faith‖ but says little 

more about it (21).  Connotative and 

denotative definitions are discussed next, 

along with an illustration of the tree of 

Porphyry (24).  Interestingly, Clark takes 

issue with the idea of ―ostensive‖ 

definition.  This is where someone asks 

you what ―x‖ is and you merely point to 

what you regard as ―x.‖  Clark says that 

positivists make this type of definition 

an essential part of their views.  His 

response is to ask how one can point to 

the square root of minus one, or the 

number three, or lines, or triangles. 

 

Of course, one cannot do this because 

these are all abstract objects, not 

physical objects.  A line on a 

blackboard, or a number written on 

paper, are material instances of the 

abstract objects, not the objects 

themselves.  Unfortunately, Clark then 

goes on to say that one cannot point to 

visible objects (27), which seems 

counter-intuitive, despite the authority of 

St. Augustine.  It would seem that 

ostensive definitions are unproblematic 

in the case of physical objects, or of 

illustrations on blackboards, but are, of 

course, no use in relating to abstract 

objects. 

  

5.  In chapter 4, Clark accepts the 

standard distinction between 

propositions and sentences (29).  He 

says that propositions can be reduced to 

the four categorical forms in the square-

of-opposition.  When the subject term is 

singular, as in ―Socrates,‖ the logical 

form requires the quantifier, ―All‖: 

  
―[W]hen the main idea is certainly one, such as 

Socrates, the logical form requires All.  Socrates 

was in a class by himself, and so we talk about 

all that class.  We surely do not mean ‗Some 

Socrateses‘‖ (32). 
  
Clark states the basic rule for validity:  

―An inference is valid whenever the 

form of the conclusion is true every time 

the forms of the premises are‖ (35).  

Euler circles are then provided as an 

illustration of valid inference. 

  

The ―if-then‖ form of argument is 

discussed in connection with material 

implication.  Clark makes the mistake, in 

my opinion, of denying that there are 

different types of implication, but I 

believe he was at least right to challenge 

the notion of paradoxes in implication.  

For a fuller discussion of Clark‘s views 

on implication, see our paper, 

―Existential Import.‖
4
  

  

Clark discusses distribution (40) 

relations (43) and the relationships in the 

square-of-opposition: i.e., contradiction, 

contrariety, subalternation, and 

subcontrariety (45).  In his discussion of 

immediate inference, the logical 

symbolism for implication is introduced 

as the less-than sign ―<‖ (which was also 

used by the earlier twentieth century 

logician Louis Couturat). 
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The following represent the four 

categorical forms: 

  

A = A(ab) 

E = E(ab) 

I = I(ab) 

O = O(ab) 

  

An example of the less-than sign ―<‖ 

combined with the categorical forms is 

as follows: 

  

A(ba) A(cb) < A(ca) 

  

This means that ―All b is a‖ and ―All c is 

b‖ implies ―All c is a.‖  And so also with 

any other argument. 

  

6.  Clark discusses the various parts of 

the syllogism and its moods and forms, 

including the 24 valid syllogisms.  Clark 

says somewhat depressingly, ―Of course 

you have to remember the twenty-four‖ 

(69).  However, the decision procedure 

developed in our essay ―Logical 

Arithmetic 1,‖
5
 can be used with Clark‘s 

symbolism, as in the following example: 

  

1.  Barbara 

All m are x. 

All y are m. 

All y are x.  

  

For Clark, this would be: 

  

A(mx) A(ym) < A(yx) 

  

In negative form, putting the canceled 

terms in bold, this is: 

  

E(m-x) E(y-m) < E(y-x) 

  

By obversion the conclusion would be 

A(yx).  ―All y is x.‖ 

  

The forms 2 through 19 follow the same 

rules of logical arithmetic: 

 

  

# First & Second 

Figures 

# Third & Fourth 

Figures 

1. Barbara 
A(mx) A(ym) < A(yx) 
E(m-x) E(y-m) < E(y-x) 
= A(yx). 

9. Darapti 
A(mx) A(my) < I(yx) 
E(m-x) O(y-m) < O(y-x) 
= I(yx) 

2 Celarent 
E(mx) A(ym) < E(yx) 
E(mx) E(y-m) < E(yx) 

10. Disamis 
I(mx) A(my) < I(yx) 
O(m-x) O(y-m) < O(y-x) 
= I(yx) 

3. Darii 
A(mx) I(ym) < I(yx) 
E(m-x) O(y-m) < O(y-x) 
= I(yx) 

11. Datisi 
A(mx) I(my) < I(yx) 
E(m-x) O(y-m) < O(y-x) 
= I(yx) 

4. Ferio 
E(mx) I(ym) < O(yx) 
E(mx) O(y-m) < O(yx) 

12. Felapton 
E(mx) A(my) < O(yx) 
E(mx) O(y-m) < O(yx) 

5. Cesare 
E(xm) A(ym) < E(yx) 
E(mx) E(y-m) < E(yx) 

13 Bokardo 
O(mx) A(my) < O(yx) 
O(mx) E(y-m) < O(yx) 
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6 Camestres 
A(xm) E(ym) < E(yx) 
E(x-m) E(ym) = 
E(-mx) E(ym) < E(yx) 

14. Ferison 
E(mx) I(my) < O(yx) 
E(mx) O(y-m) < O(yx) 

7 Festino 
E(xm) I(ym) < O(yx) 
E(mx) O(y-m) < O(yx) 

15. Bramantip 
A(xm) A(my) < I(yx) 
O(m-x) O(y-m) < O(y-x) 
= I(yx) 

8 Baroko 
A(xm) O(ym) < O(yx) 
E(x-m) O(ym) = 
E(-mx) O(ym) < O(yx) 

16 Camenes 
A(xm) E(my) < E(yx) 
E(-mx) E(ym) < E(yx) 

    17 Dimaris 
I(xm) A(my) < I(yx) 
O(m-x) O(y-m) < O(y-x) 
= I(yx) 

    18 Fesapo 
E(xm) A(my) < O(yx) 
E(mx) O(y-m) < O(yx) 

    19 Fresison 
E(xm) I(my) < O(yx) 
E(mx) O(y-m) < O(yx) 

 
  
Some invalid arguments would be 

recognized as follows: 

  

AE-1: 

A(mp) E(sm) < ? 

E(m-p) E(sm) < ? 

  

Converting the A to negative form does 

not lead to the cancellation of the middle 

terms, thus any conclusion would be 

invalid. 

  

IA-1: 

I(mp) A(sm) < ? 

O(m-p) E(s-m) < ? 

  

Here the m‘s can be cancelled, but in the 

original proposition neither one of the 

m‘s is connected to All or No.  Hence, 

any conclusion would be invalid. 

  

EE-2: 

E(pm) E(sm) < ? 

E(mp) E(sm) 

Two negative premises do not make a 

valid conclusion.  Note that the m‘s do 

not cancel out. 

  

AE-3: 

A(mp) E(ms) < ? 

E(m-p) E(sm) < ? 

  

Invalid, since the middles cannot be 

cancelled. 

  

OA-4: 

O(pm) A(ms) < ? 

  

There is no answer here because the O 

form is not convertible. 

  

7.  Clark discusses a deduction method 

for deriving valid syllogisms (73) and 

then a set of rules that can replace the 

deduction method (78)  Parry and 

Hacker‘s Aristotelian Logic, chapters 20 

& 21, provide a more thorough 

discussion of a deduction system for the 
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standard syllogism, as well as the rules 

for testing syllogisms for validity.  

However, Clark‘s way of presenting 

these issues is, if not better, at least not 

any worse.  For practical purposes, these 

deduction systems and rules can be 

replaced with the algorithm in the 

previously referenced, ―Logical 

Arithmetic 1.‖  

  

8.  Clark provides a short history of 

logic.  He believes that since man was 

created in the image of a rational God, 

man‘s rationality and logic are innate, a 

part of his nature (83).  Clark seems to 

think that logical mistakes are a result of 

the fall, that Adam could not have made 

any logical mistakes before the fall.  He 

says, 

  
―The so-called noetic effects of Adam‘s sin 

consist mainly, or perhaps entirely, of logical 

blunders‖ (83). 
  

It would seem, however, that logical 

blunders are not all the result of sin.  

Some might be the result of finitude.  

Moreover, not all intellectual sins are 

logical blunders.  Earlier, Clark had said 

the Pharisees used valid arguments, i.e., 

were not guilty of logical blunders, and 

yet they committed the intellectual sin of 

denying that Jesus was God. 

  

Clark moves on to a discussion of 

Aristotle, and then the addition of a 

fourth figure for the syllogism.  Skipping 

right over a great deal of history, Clark 

mentions DeMorgan, George Boole, and 

Bertrand Russell.  The latter adopted a 

view of existential import that denies 

existence to the universal proposition, 

and affirms existence of the particular 

proposition.   In connection with this, 

Clark provides a definition of ―All a is 

b‖ on page 86: 
  

(1)  (a < b) [(b < a) + (a < b‘)‘ (b‘ < a)‘] 

  

This can be translated in textbook 

symbolism as: 

 

(2)  (a  b) [(b  a) v ~(a  ~b) & ~(~b 

a)]  

  

Note that we are ―borrowing‖ 

propositional symbolism to represent 

traditional categorical logic.  It can be 

further translated as: 

 

(3)  (a  b) [(b a) v ~(~a v ~b) & ~(b 

v a)] 

  

Or, 

 

(4)  (a  b) [~(b  a) (ab) & (~a~b)] 

   

As (4) shows, what Clark is saying is 

that All a is b can be defined as: 

* (a then b), and if not the converse of (a 

then b), then follows the conjunctions ab 

and ~a~b. 

The peculiarity of * is in defining a  b 

(all a is b) with reference to the 

converse.  In propositional logic the a  

b form is represented by the following 

conjunctions: 

 

(1) ab 

(2) ~ab 

(3) ~a~b 

  

Or by 

 

(4) ~(a~b) 

  

In categorical logic, the sentence ―~ab‖ 

in (2) cannot be derived from the 

universal proposition ―All a is b.‖  In 

propositional logic, ~ab arises because 

we can convert a  b to ~a + b, and by 
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inclusive disjunction derive ~ab.  Such a 

procedure is not used in categorical 

logic. 

 

The denial of the converse of a  b 

would be: 

  

~(b a) 

 

This is equivalent to: 

 

~(~b + a)  

 

which is equivalent to: 

 

b~a 

 

or by simple conversion: 

 

~ab 

Clark‘s definition is more in keeping 

with the post-Jevonian understanding of 

―If a, then b,‖ but not of the Aristotelian 

understanding of ―All a is b.‖ 

The idea of partly defining ―All a is b‖ 

by denying its converse is rather unique.  

If it is accepted, then syllogistic logic 

and propositional logic would be exactly 

isomorphic with respect to the types of 

propositions that could be formed.  It is 

not clear, however, whether logicians 

would accept Clark‘s definition.  Their 

preference might be to leave Aristotelian 

logic as is.  In the end, however, it might 

be just a case of some who say 

tomaytow, and some who say tomawtow. 

Clark could simplify matters a great deal 

merely by defining ―All a is b‖ by the 

negation of the contrary subaltern a~b, 

as in the following: 

~(a~b)  

Thus, All a is b means that some a‘s are 

not b, Not! 

 

The important thing to note about 

Clark‘s definition is that it still retains 

the ab form, which is the sub-altern of a 

 b.  Russell would deny that ab follows 

from a  b, but Clark‘s definition 

regards sub-alternation as valid.  Clark 

says that: 

 
―[T]here is no logical compulsion to accept one 

definition rather than another.  Russell conjured 

up his definition out of the free air.  The longer 

formula may have come from cloudy air.  But 

since definitions are not deductions, they can 

only be judged by their consequences; and the 

consequences of modern symbolic logic are a 

restricted sub-system of logic‖ (87). 
  

I agree.  Clark then goes on to say that 

modern logic has 19 valid syllogisms 

and that traditional logic has 24. This is 

a mistake, for modern logic has 15 valid 

syllogisms, while traditional logic has 19 

valid syllogisms.
6
  The other 5 (making 

24 in all) are weakened versions of some 

of the 19.  The reason traditional logic 

has 19 rather than 24 is that 19 is all that 

can be validly said. The remaining 5 say 

less than what can be said.  It has 

nothing to do with existential import.  In 

mathematical logic, however, the 

adoption of the modern view of 

existential import actually requires that 4 

more of the valid 19 syllogisms be 

regarded as invalid, along with the 

weakened 5.  So, Clark actually 

underestimated the problem that 

mathematical logic has: it is even more 

restricted than Clark thought. 

  

 

9.  Chapter 9 deals with the sorites, 

which are chain-like arguments.  Clark 

gives an example from Lewis Carroll‘s 

book on logic: 
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(a)  Babies are illogical 

(b)  Nobody is despised who can manage a 

crocodile 

(c)  Illogical persons are despised. 

  

Using Clark‘s symbolism, we can 

translate the sentences into appropriate 

notation: 

 

(d)  A( b-l) E(dc) A(-ld )  < ? 

  

Dictionary: b = babies; c = can manage a 

crocodile; d = despised; l = logical.  

Translated into negative form we have: 

  

(e)  E(bl) E(dc) E(-l-d) < ? 

  

The l and the d cancel, leaving b and c.  

Hence, 

  

(f)  E(bc) 

  

―No baby can manage a crocodile‖ 

  

The sorites can also be translated into a 

logic matrix: 

  

1. b     l 

2.   c d   

3.     -d -l 

4. b c 0 0 

  

  

On line 4, we have terms b and c 

remaining, and these can be placed back 

into Clark‘s symbolism, hence, E(bc). 

  

The next to be discussed is propositional 

logic, involving modus ponens, modus 

tollens, the disjunctive hypothetical 

syllogism, and the ―dilemma‖ (96, 99).  

An example of an argument that we can 

―sharpen our wits on‖ is given (102): 

  

(a)  If the world was created, an infinite time 

must have elapsed before creation; 

(b) And if the world was not created, an 

infinite time must have elapsed before the 

present moment; 

(c)  But an infinite time cannot elapse; 

(d)  Therefore, the world was neither created 

nor uncreated. 

  

Proposition (c) is the denial of the 

necessity of any elapse of infinite time, 

so it would negate the consequence of 

(b), and this would, by modus tollens, 

negate the antecedent in (b).  Thus, the 

result would be that the world was 

created.  But this is the antecedent of (a) 

which by modus ponens would result in 

the consequent, the necessity of an 

elapse of infinite time.  But then this 

would contradict proposition (c), and we 

would never get to proposition (d). 

  

Clark ends up the chapter with a 

discussion of the important processes of 

negating conjunctions to form 

alternations, and negating alternations to 

form conjunctions.  For instance, the 

negation of x + y would be –(x + y), 

which in conjunctive form is –x–y.  The 

expression x + y can be translated into –

(–x–y), which is –x  y.  The expression 

–(xy) can be translated into –x + –y. 

  

Truth tables representing conjunction, 

disjunction, and implication are 

discussed (108, 109).  Chapter 11 

provides a discussion of the deduction of 

the syllogism using transitivity. 

  

10.  A rather controversial ―Postscript‖ 

is included at the end of the book.  Here 

Clark describes God‘s thinking as 

exhibiting the ―structure of Aristotelian 

logic‖ (117).  He repudiates any talk of 

―merely human logic‖ in contrast to 

―divine logic,‖ and rejects any 

disparagement of ―mere human reason.‖  
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Clark maintains that 2 + 2 = 4 means the 

same thing for God as it does for man, 

and that if ―all dogs have teeth, some 

dogs have teeth‖ means the same thing 

for God as it does for man.  It is hard to 

disagree with Clark on this point, but it 

might be suggested that for Clark, God 

and man connotatively know the 

meaning of a proposition, while for Van 

Til, God comprehensively knows the 

meaning of a proposition.  In other 

words, God knows all future 

connotations of a proposition, (which in 

logic is known as ―comprehension‖).  

Still, Clark seems right that the assertive 

content of a proposition is relevantly the 

same for both God and man. 

  

A discussion of God and logic ensues.  

Clark agrees with Philo‘s nominalistic 

view that ―number‖ is younger than the 

cosmos (119).  For Clark, the eternal 

decree makes one proposition true and 

another false.  This would mean that 

number is based on God‘s decree.  This 

has serious implications for the doctrine 

of the Trinity, in that God‘s three-ness 

and one-ness would be based on his 

mere choice, whereas the orthodox 

doctrine of the Trinity is that God‘s 

unity and plurality are an expression of 

his nature. 

 

Clark says, ―Thus we may repeat with 

Philo that God is not to be ranked under 

the idea of unity, or of goodness, or of 

truth; but rather unity, goodness, and 

truth are to be ranked under the decree of 

God‖ (120).  This would mean that if 

God decreed otherwise, he could be 

plural, evil, and false.  Surely, however, 

a rejection of extreme realism 

(Platonism) does not require the 

adoption of nominalism.  From a 

moderate realist perspective, unity, 

goodness, and truth are neither before 

nor after God, but are expressions of his 

nature.  Thus, unity, goodness, and truth 

aren‘t just matters of God‘s mere choice.  

They are what God is in himself from 

eternity. 

  

Clark substitutes ―Logic‖ for ―Word‖ in 

his translation of the prologue of John‘s 

Gospel.  Personally, I think the 

translation of New Testament documents 

is probably best left to the consensus of 

New Testament scholars.  But it doesn‘t 

take much reading to find out that 

―logos‖ has a wider connotation than just 

what is meant by ―Logic‖ in Clark‘s 

sense.  For instance, one would not 

normally translate the Prologue as, ―In 

the beginning was Computation‖—

which Clark lists as a possible 

translation.  To the charge that using the 

word ―Logic‖ as a translation of ―logos‖ 

obscures the personality of the second 

person of the Trinity, Clark replies that if 

so, one should ―alter his concept of 

personality‖ (121).  But one might reply 

to Clark that he should alter his concept 

of personality, or at least tell us what his 

concept of personality is.  (There is no 

listing for ―personality‖ in the index, so 

we are left in the dark.) 

 

Here is what New Testament scholars 

say about the Logos in John‘s gospel: 

 
―In Greek philosophy . . . in which ‗the word‘ 

plays a large part (according to Heraclitus: men 

do not comprehend this Logos, which always is . 

. . and among the Stoics . . . where the Logos is 

the ‗world-reason‘ which sustains and permeates 

the cosmos like a fine spiritual substance, the 

personal character of the Logos (Jn 1:1 f.) and 

the thought of the world resisting the Logos (Jn 

1:10 f.) are both absent.‖
7 

  

It would seem that John was saying 

precisely the opposite of what Clark says 

about the Logos.  John was concerned to 

identify the impersonal Logos of Greek 
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speculation with the real Logos, the 

personal divine Logos, the man Jesus 

Christ.  It was thus a rejection of an 

impersonal Logos, and therefore a 

rejection of an impersonal Logic. 

  

Clark observes that the law of 

contradiction is God thinking (121), and 

it is also an activity of God‘s willing 

(122).  Even if Clark doesn‘t explain 

how logic can be both thinking and 

willing, at least he says that logic, the 

law of contradiction, ―is neither prior to 

nor subsequent to God‘s activity‖ (122).  

This is a moderate realist view, which 

seems to contradict his earlier 

nominalism. 

 

The notion that God and logic are two 

axioms is rejected by Clark.  He claims 

that the two axioms are really one, based 

on John‘s supposed teaching that ―Logic 

was God‖ (123).  Thus, Clark supports a 

controversial claim that God and logic 

are one and the same first principle by 

appeal to a questionable translation of 

John‘s gospel.  Clark equates Scripture 

with a part of God‘s mind, his thoughts 

(123, 124).  By scripture, he means the 

content of the Bible, not paper and 

leather binding (124).  Accordingly, if 

God and Logic are one and the same, 

and if Scripture represents God‘s mind, 

then Scripture is also Logic, which is a 

fairly ridiculous understanding of the 

Bible (125). 

 

Clark provides several examples of the 

Bible‘s use of logic, e.g., Rom. 4:2; 

5:13; 1 Cor. 15:15-18, but he fails to 

mention those sections of the Bible that 

appear to endorse inductive inference 

(John 10:37, 38; 20:27).   Moreover, 

Clark ignores the paradox of eternity and 

time (John 8:58).  Aside from this, 

however, Clark concludes that the reason 

we select Scripture rather than logic as 

our axiom is that Scripture exhibits 

logic.  Apparently, Clark does not like 

the idea of logic as an axiom, or even 

―God‖ as an axiom, because they are by 

themselves fairly devoid of content 

(126).  Scripture, however, teaches us 

many things: ―We must specify which 

God‖ (127). 

  

Clark is famous or infamous for his 

suggestion that the axiom of knowledge 

is: 

 
Axiom: ―The Bible alone is the Word of 

God‖ 

 

The problem with using the Bible or 

Scripture as an axiom has become very 

acute since Michael Sudduth has shown 

the self-referential inconsistency of it, 

and also, Karel Jancar, the moderator of 

the Clark List, has used quotations from 

Clark‘s book Logical Criticisms of 

Textual Criticism to show that Clark is 

not consistent in his choice of Scripture 

as an axiom.
8
 

 

If we want to have access to the mind of 

God, do we not have to have an 

authentic Bible?  If authentic Scripture 

has not been determined, then those texts 

that relate to logic may be part of an 

inauthentic portion of Scripture.  And 

how do we arrive at an authentic Bible?  

Isn‘t it by textual criticism, a highly 

inductive science and art?  There is a 

difference between a text, and a copy of 

a text.  Grant this distinction, and allow 

for human mistake in the copying 

process, and the necessity of textual 

criticism arises.  Indeed, once it is 

admitted that Scripture has to be 

discovered, its use as an axiom for 

knowledge becomes problematic.  To 

determine authentic Scripture, one must 

use empirical research.  But empirical 
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research would be inconsistent with 

Clark‘s attack upon ―Empiricism‖ and 

his advocacy of the Bible as the axiom 

and only source of knowledge. 

 

Thus the claim that the Bible is the Word 

of God is the axiom from which all 

knowledge is deduced makes no sense 

given that the key term ―Bible‖ already 

assumes knowledge gathered by 

empirical means. 

  

Clark’s Wheaton Epistemology: 

  

Let us look more closely at Clark‘s 

axiom: 

  

( R )  The Bible is the Word of God. 

  

This axiom involves Clark‘s claim that 

―I deduce all possible knowledge from 

Scripture….‖
9
  The Bible does not 

presuppose logic, according to this view, 

and hence logic cannot be the axiom 

from which knowledge is derived.  The 

reason for this is that logic is 

exemplified in the Bible, and cannot 

therefore serve as the axiom.  This is not 

too persuasive but let it go.  Clark also 

argues that God cannot be the axiom 

because without the Bible the term 

―God‖ is a mere word with no content. 

 

In the Festschrift for Clark, Ronald Nash 

pointed out that if Clark‘s epistemology 

holds that man‘s knowledge is limited to 

the Bible, and because Clark repudiates 

sensory experience as a source of 

knowledge, we aren‘t able to know what 

the Bible says.
10

  Nash concluded from 

this that Clark‘s epistemology leads to 

skepticism.  Another contributor, George 

Mavrodes, pointed to counterfeits as a 

problem for Clark‘s epistemology, and 

says that Clark would allow for opinions 

on such questions as who one‘s wife is, 

but then offers the scenario that: 

  
―Perhaps Clark‘s Bible has been replaced with a 

cunningly disguised substitute….‖
11 

 

He then followed up with a general point 

that the difficulties that are alleged 

against sense experience would transmit 

these same difficulties to beliefs derived 

from the Bible. 

  

How did Clark respond to these 

criticisms?  In answer to his critics, he 

appealed to his peculiar brand of 

Idealism, though he substituted 

propositions for Ideas as objects of 

knowledge.
12

  Hence, Clark‘s 

epistemology is better termed: 

  

(P)  Propositionalism 

  

Epistemology (P) does not differ from 

the epistemology of Idealism on any 

essentials other than by making the 

Proposition the object of knowledge 

rather than the Idea. 

  

Another response to his critics is that the 

canonical principle (the Bible contains 

66 books) is part of the definition of the 

Axiom.
13

  However, this seems evasive, 

for it‘s not just the delimitation of the 

canon that is problematic for Clark, but 

the (empirical) means used to delimit the 

canon (deciding, say, between 66 books 

rather than 65 books). 

  

Nevertheless, Clark refers to Descartes‘ 

demon and rejects the view that 

empirical evidence can verify the truth 

of past tense statements.  He responds to 

Nash‘s objection that Clark cannot have 

knowledge of the Bible since it depends 

on ―sensations of black ink on the pages 

of a physical Bible‖
14

 by attacking 

empirically-based epistemology.  Clark 
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says Nash‘s argument rests on an 

epistemology he rejects.
15

  He then asks 

for a definition of sensation, and to 

justify universal propositions on the 

basis of sensations.  Obviously, Clark is 

appealing to skeptical arguments in 

order to challenge criticisms of his 

―Wheaton‖ epistemology.  However, 

Nash is not defending Empiricism, so 

Clark is attacking a straw man.  Nash is 

simply pointing out that there is an 

empirical component to knowledge, and 

it is part of how we know the Bible.  

That does not commit him to an 

Empiricist epistemology (which is really 

materialism). 

  

In reply to Mavrodes, Clark takes up the 

issue of knowledge of the Bible: 

  
―…how do we know the contents of the Bible.‖

16 
  

This is the counterfeit Bible problem.  

Clark responds to it, in effect, with a tu 

quoque―justify your own epistemology 

before criticizing mine.  Clark concludes 

from the ―impossibility of empiricism‖ 

that his view is established.  This, of 

course, does not establish his view since 

he would have to exhaust the field of 

possible epistemological views to what 

Clark calls Empiricism and his own 

Propositionalism. 

 

Any sort of ―impossibility of the 

contrary‖ argument must involve an 

exclusive disjunction between (say) x 

and y, such that if y is incoherent, then x 

is proved true.  That is, x is proved true 

because of the impossibility of y.  It 

would be analogous, though not 

identical, to the following: 

 

   (x) or (2 + 2 = 5) 

 

Of course, everyone would want to be in 

the position of x if that were the case, but 

how does a scheme or worldview occupy 

the position of x, and reap all of its 

benefits?  The danger here is the 

disjunctive fallacy, a premature selection 

of the alternatives.  This issue was raised 

by philosopher Arthur F. Holmes: 

 
―The validity of any disjunctive syllogism 

depends on a proper disjunct in the major 

premise, i.e., the alternatives must be both all-

inclusive and mutually exclusive.  On the other 

hand, Clark does not claim to consider all 

possible non-Christian options, and he is 

therefore careful not to claim that his disjunction 

is all-inclusive.  The over-all argument is only as 

complete as the alternatives examined.‖
17

 

 

Strictly speaking, Holmes is talking 

about an exclusive disjunction, which is 

the type of disjunction Clark sets up to 

compare his views with others.  Holmes 

provides an example from Clark‘s A 

Christian Philosophy of Education: 

 
―The first choice among world-views on which 

to base a theory of education is a choice between 

Christian theism and some non-Christian view 

that reduces ultimately to a form of humanism.  

That these are the only two alternatives may 

require a little explanation, but that the 

educational theory appropriate to a godless world 

must differ toto caelo [by the extent of the 

heavens] from that of Christian theism ought to 

be immediately evident.‖
18

 

 

Given the importance of mutual 

exclusivity here, how does Clark reach 

the ―first choice‖ among world views?  

If Clark were to claim that all future 

alternatives would be on the y side of the 

disjunction, or will slot into some view 

he‘s already criticized, it is difficult to 

see how this can be done without 

begging the question.  The only avenue 

left would be to do an empirical 

investigation in an attempt to exhaust the 

field to find out whether it is so, but then 

we would be right back in the middle of 

empirical, concrete considerations.  

Given that Clark eschews any empirical 
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basis for knowledge, his disjunction not 

only ―flounders‖ in a sea of alternatives; 

it positively sinks right to the bottom.  

 

In a true transcendental argument, 

however, there are no coherent 

alternatives to the favored disjunct.  For 

instance, logic can be defended 

transcendentally because there is no 

coherent alternative to logic, nor will 

there ever be any coherent alternative to 

logic.  In this case, no empirical 

investigation is necessary because logic 

is itself the necessary condition for the 

possibility of any cognitive performance, 

including that of the skeptic about 

logic.
19

 

 

It‘s hard to see how Clark‘s view can 

place itself in such a favored position 

without violating some pretty basic rules 

of reasoning.  Or at least I haven‘t seen 

the argument, and Clark‘s reply to 

Holmes was of the first sort of response, 

implicitly assuming what he had to 

prove. 

 

We‘ve seen that Clark‘s basic response 

to the problem of the counterfeit Bible is 

to attack Empiricist epistemology.  His 

practice of textual criticism seems 

inconsistent with his general attack on 

sensory experience, however, and with 

his restriction of knowledge to the 

Bible.  While Nash and Mavrodes‘ 

criticisms were first rate and devastating, 

Clark attempted to sidestep them by his 

tu quoque.  But the tu quoque won‘t 

work in the case of textual criticism.  For 

the problem is not with the teachings of 

the Bible, nor with what the Bible 

exemplifies, but rather with what 

actually constitutes the Bible itself.  As 

noted, there can be no legitimate 

exemplification from the Bible if the 

authentic text hasn‘t been determined, 

for the exemplification may itself be part 

of an inauthentic cluster of texts.  

Moreover, Clark engages in textual 

criticism so his practice is inconsistent 

with his theory.  Clark is guilty of 

performative inconsistency.  So he either 

has to give up his Wheaton epistemology 

or his textual criticism.  They both 

cannot be right. 

  

To return to the canonical issue, 

Mavrodes asked the question about the 

counterfeit Bible and also about the 

status of the claim that there were 66 

books of the Bible.  On the problem of 

the counterfeit Bible, Clark entered into 

an irrelevant discussion about the 

problems of Empiricism.  But the 

question still remains: How do we know 

we have the real Bible vis-à-vis a 

counterfeit?  Nash & Mavrodes‘ 

argument is really a reductio of Clark‘s 

position.  We come to the Bible through 

our cognitive resources, of which 

sensory experience is a component, but 

Clark‘s epistemology denies this 

component.  Therefore, Clark‘s 

epistemology results in skepticism, and 

is accordingly false. 

 

The next point is that Clark‘s restriction 

of knowledge to Scripture runs afoul of 

the identification of the canon.  Clark 

responds to this example of a non-

biblical proposition by mentioning the 

teachings of several confessions.  These 

emphasize the role of the Holy Spirit in 

assuring one of the canon, apart from 

mere ecclesiastical consensus.
20

  Clark 

concludes: 
  
―The statements of these creeds mean that 

adherence to Scripture is not a deduction from 

sensory experience. . . . Confidence in Scripture 

is the result of the inward working of the Holy 

Ghost.‖
21  
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But Clark has evaded the question.  

Clark‘s critics were not asking about 

accepting the truth of the Bible, or 

increasing one‘s confidence in Scripture 

through the work of the Holy Spirit.  

They were talking about how to 

recognize Scripture.  The canonical 

principle is a proposition about the 

canon containing 66 books, but is not 

found in the Bible, nor can be deduced 

by good and necessary consequences, so 

it is not an example of knowledge.  

Clark‘s axiom has no exception clause 

― that all knowledge is contained in the 

Bible except the knowledge of the 

delimitation of the canon.  Clark denies 

the possibility of knowledge outside of 

scripture, so he is thus precluded from 

making an exception clause for the 

canon. 

  

Michael Sudduth took this type of 

argument even further by pointing out 

that the axiom of revelation itself was 

not found in the Bible!  Thus, we have 

the proposition about the canon, plus the 

proposition about the axiom―neither of 

which is found in the Bible, and neither 

of which could be counted as knowledge 

under Clark‘s epistemology. 

  

Does Clark allow for any other senses of 

―know‖?  In the Festschrift, he basically 

argues that all knowledge is 

propositional.
22

  He also says that 

―David was King of Israel‖ is what is 

true or knowable.  But is he talking 

about knowing the proposition itself or 

knowing that the proposition is true or 

false?  There is a difference between ―p‖ 

and ―p is true.‖  Both ―p‖ and ―p is true‖ 

are in subject-predicate form, so what 

exactly is known in Clark‘s 

epistemology?  From our point of view, 

the proposition about David tells us 

about a real person named King David.  

We know about him by way of the 

proposition.  Contrary to Clark and his 

followers, our knowledge is not just of 

propositions about David, but also of the 

person David.  Thus, when we love and 

admire David, it is not propositions we 

love and admire; it is David himself.  

  

The Law of Contradiction & Sin:  Clark 

claims that violations of the law of 

contradiction ―are sinful‖ (128).  He 

does not believe Christians should 

―deprecate logic‖ and also believes in 

the principle of co-ideation, that ―what 

we must know must be identical with 

what God knows‖ (129).  He speaks of 

―an area of coincidence‖ between God‘s 

mind and ours and maintains that his 

philosophy is a type of ―a priori 

rationalism‖ (130). 

  

11. Conclusion: 

  

While we certainly think Clark lays it on 

pretty thick when it comes to logic, and 

adopts some views that just seem 

misdirected, we can still appreciate his 

emphasis on logic as a system that is 

―fixed, universal, necessary, and 

irreplaceable‖ (131).  This is in contrast 

to (say) John Frame, who claimed that 

logic was a ―human science‖ and ―it 

changes over the years‖ and is 

―fallible.‖
23

  It is also decidedly against 

Greg Bahnsen‘s claim that logical truths 

and logical necessity are ―unsettled 

questions.‖
24

  It is noteworthy that Van 

Til shared Clark‘s high view of logic, by 

relating logic to the nature of God.
25

 

 

I should point out something at this 

juncture.  Those who put their boast in 

logic, almost to the point of adoration, 

are seldom able practitioners of the art of 

logic.  Clark himself was prone to 

logical blunders, and his epistemology is 
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one vast logical blunder, but Clark‘s 

epigones are even worse.  All too often, 

those who worship at the foot of logic 

delude themselves into thinking they are 

competent logicians.  An examination of 

their work, however, shows they are 

often capable of little more than captious 

criticism.  Such individuals spend all 

their time asking for definitions (a 

child‘s game) or they indulge in petty 

argumentativeness, but they would not 

know how to engage in real logical 

analysis.  Many of them have never read 

a philosophy or logic book outside of 

Clark‘s oeuvre or that of his followers, 

and it shows. 

 

One simply cannot become educated by 

confining his or her reading to a handful 

of books written by Gordon Clark (or 

insert your favorite author).  Clark can 

provide some guidance, to be sure, but 

becoming educated is a personal thing.  

It cannot be done for the learner, but 

only by the learner.  In fact, confining 

one‘s reading to a single author, is a sure 

way to short-circuit an education.  I 

could almost wish that students would 

stay away from certain authors, 

especially Clark, until they‘ve gained a 

degree of learning on their own.    

  

My conclusion is that Clark‘s Logic is 

not really appropriate for beginning 

students of logic, surely not a 

replacement for Copi & Cohen‘s 

Introduction to Logic (11
th

 ed.), nor 

Patrick Hurley‘s A Concise Introduction 

to Logic, nor Parry & Hacker‘s, 

Aristotelian Logic.  These books have 

their faults but they are truly geared for 

people who have never had a logic 

course in their lives.  Clark‘s book―like 

Quine‘s Elementary Logic― appears to 

assume that the reader is a graduate 

student in logic.  Moreover, Clark‘s use 

of a different symbol system from 

today‘s standard system makes it hard on 

the beginner.  There is also a certain 

coyness about Clark‘s presentation, but a 

textbook writer needs to explain 

everything, and not leave any questions 

unanswered.  In my opinion, Clark‘s 

Logic is best suited for interesting 

supplementary reading by those who 

wish to pursue the subject of logic in 

greater detail.  However, it is not 

recommended for the general reader. 

  

Finis. 
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