Here are the key logical and rhetorical inconsistencies in the MinistryWatch article, based on its own
reporting and comparison with its companion piece and internal claims.

1. “Unrelated events” that are clearly treated as related
The article reports:
¢ Nichols was excommunicated by St. Andrew’s Chapel
e Atroughly the same time, he lost his roles at Ligonier Ministries and Reformation Bible College
e Ligonier claims the two are unrelated
But the article simultaneously:
e frames donor backlash as flowing from the combined situation

e narrates the timeline in a way that invites causal inference

Inconsistency:
They deny a connection while structuring the narrative to strongly imply one. That’s a classic have-it-
both-ways rhetorical move.

2. Selective skepticism toward sources
The article:
e quotes disgruntled donors as credible indicators of concern
e repeats Nichols’ claims about abuse reporting and church conflict

e includes church rebuttals

e it does not apply equal skepticism to any of these parties

e it does not adjudicate between competing claims

Inconsistency:
It presents mutually incompatible narratives (Nichols vs. church leadership) without evaluating them,
yet still builds a tone of implied institutional fault.

That’s not neutrality—it’s asymmetric framing disguised as balance.

3. Transparency critique vs. incomplete transparency in reporting
A major theme is:

e Ligonier lacks transparency (e.g., no Form 990, donor complaints)



But the article itself:
e relies heavily on anonymous or single-source donor claims
e does not provide financial context beyond the complaint

e omits that Ligonier says it publishes audited statements

Inconsistency:
It criticizes opacity while building its argument on selectively opaque sourcing.

4. Category confusion: church vs. parachurch
The article raises concern that Ligonier:

e claims “association of churches” status with the IRS

e may not meet “marks of a true church” (a theological claim)
But:

e Ligonier explicitly describes itself as a parachurch ministry serving the church

Inconsistency:
The critique mixes:

¢ IRS/legal classification
e Reformed ecclesiology

Those are not the same category. The argument subtly conflates them to imply impropriety.

5. Timeline ambiguity that creates suspicion
The article notes:
¢ Nichols reported abuse concerns
e conflict with church followed
e discipline and excommunication occurred

e then his institutional roles ended

e does not establish causal links

e still arranges events to suggest retaliation or mishandling



Inconsistency:
It avoids making a claim explicitly, but structures the narrative to imply one—a rhetorical technique
known as insinuation without assertion.

6. Internal contradiction on Nichols’ departure tone
Compare:
e Article 1: presents the situation as “fallout,” donor distrust, institutional opacity

e Article 2: Nichols and Ligonier both describe the transition as “amicable” and “gracious”

Inconsistency:
The broader framing (“fallout,” crisis) conflicts with the primary-source tone of the participants.

This creates tension between:
e narrative framing (dramatic)

e quoted evidence (measured)

7. Implicit guilt-by-association structure
The article repeatedly clusters:

e church discipline controversy

e abuse allegations

e financial transparency concerns

e IRS classification issues

Inconsistency:
These are distinct issues, but are presented in proximity so they feel like a unified pattern of failure.

That’s a rhetorical technique—not a logical argument.

8. Overreliance on donor reaction as evidence
The article leans heavily on:
e one named donor withdrawing support

e another unnamed supporter expressing concern

Inconsistency:
It treats donor dissatisfaction as evidence of institutional wrongdoing rather than:



e anecdotal reaction
e oroneside of a dispute

This is a category error (reaction # proof).

9. Ecclesiastical authority inconsistency left unresolved
The article reports:
¢ Nichols was excommunicated
e the Presbyterian Church in America presbytery called it “without ecclesiastical effect”

Inconsistency:
This is a major theological/legal contradiction:

e Was the excommunication valid or not?

The article doesn’t resolve or analyze this, yet treats the event as significant fallout.

Bottom line

The piece isn’t outright false—but it’s rhetorically loaded in ways that create implied conclusions
without fully argued ones:

e Denies causation while implying it

e Presents balance without evaluating truth claims

e Critiques opacity while using selective sourcing

e Conflates categories (legal, theological, institutional)

e Builds narrative weight through proximity rather than proof
If you were to summarize the problem in one line:

The article relies more on narrative construction and implication than on clear, logically consistent
argumentation.



