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"A scientist who, with good
right, would become indignamnts
upon seeing a philosopher Wlth

a casual acquaintance withss

science uttering supposeadlys }

scientific opinions, will.nof

himself thereupon refrain from
philosophizing.

=tienne Gilson
+11884-1978)




"Holding reasonably that itiiSs
necessary to have learned al
science in order to be = =
authorized to speak about it; h
does not for an instant doubt;
that it is a matter of /nd/fferen
who may be authorized tos
speak of philosophy; provided
only that he knows some’
other discipline."

[Etienne Gilson, Linguistics and Philosophy: An Essay on the
Philosophical Constants of Language, trans. John Lyon (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), xvii]
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“In the Christian worldview, we have
a very good reason to believe that
our senses are basically reliablelin]

most situations. After all, oun
sensory organs were designed by,
God (Prov. 20:12). And God is net

ithe author of confusion (1 Cor

14:33). But if God did not exist, anal

our eyes (and other organs) welé
merely the results of billions of§

years of mindless chemistry ang

chance mutations, would there e

an yvr.easo m believeythat

Jason lfisle they‘are tru;thful? N

ihli s i lisle, Young Earth Presupposmonallsm in Chustlan Apologetics
BiblicaliScience Institute O o o013, 6]




“In the Christian worldview, we have
a very good reason to believe that
‘'our senses are basically reliablelini

As an aside, one should ) most situations. After all, ou
note that this is decidedly

not a Presuppositional

Apologetics argument. [4533). But if God did not exist, anel

Instead, it is a common

Classical Apologetics Wears of mindless chemistry ang
argument. che .

a - A -~
lfisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian Apol@geties

11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 67]

Jason Lisle's




"Gjven that Lisle is a scientist and}his,
Interests lie along the issues of thel
age of the Earth and the mtegrlty of!

God's Word, especially regardingttie
Creation account vis-a-vis evolutiom

s quite understandable that his
"emhasis regarding worldviews isjon
thow we ‘interpret’ the data of sensoly
experience. As a Classical (or
Scholastic) Realist, | would subnjif
ithat our sensory experiences oj
reality also dellver to us
metaphysica th

b

GRH é_ : éélcgaqRespon‘se, iin! C i iéﬁApbﬁ‘g"etiés
11no 2N (Fa112013)- 92:93] o




"From experience . . . originateithe
SKill of the craftsman andithe
knowledge of the man of science;
Skill in the sphere of coming; torbe
and science in the sphere of beings:
We conclude that thesel states; of
knowledge are neitherinnatefinta
determinate form, nor developed
from other higher states of

. knowledge, but from
_ ‘w |st@tle g2 /& sense-perception.*

[Posterior Analytics Il; 19, 100a7-11, trans. G. R G. Murelin/RichardMcKeon;ed"

(384\ 322 BC 111 The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York: Random House; 1941);185]

-

o 4
yARegneny 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert W. Schmidt (Chicago: Henry v
)Mlhelthreeivolumes were reprinted as Truth (Indianapolis: Hackett, "*J @

homas Aqumas
(12251274)




“Sensible things [are
that]\from which human
reason takes the origin

of.its knowledge."

Ai§,f8umma Contra Gentiles, |, 9, §2. Trans. Anton C. Pegis. (Notre o
[DEmE] nversitylofiNotrelDamelRress, 1975): |, 77] I_’ R

[ 4
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Thomas Aqumas
(1225:1274)

ZQur knowledge of
principles themselves is
derived from sensible

uiléis;,,Summa Contra Gentiles, Il, 83, §32. trans. Anderson: Il, p. 282] P
-~
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"The senses are
only the bearers of
a message which
they are incapable
) of reading, for only
B\ thevintellect can
L i decipher it.”

; d ﬁﬁr@m Ignatlus Rress, 1983), 199. While in context Gilson was
F(i@ﬂ?ﬁ'n{; [I@)ﬂ}i@ act of existing, | belleve this point can be extended to

wl’rh mlne
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“Presuppositional,
apologetics is the
method of defending
ithe Christian faith

that relies on the
Bible as the supreme
authority in all

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

11



“The weakness of Howe's
position is evident in his
statement ‘As a Classical (o
'Scholastic) Realist | would,
Isubmit that our sensory,
experiences of reality also

deliver to us metaphysical
truths.” Can we know things
by sensory experience?,
Certainty—but not apart from

N
Jason lisle ﬂ?? "‘C@ilstla.n‘ VI‘.OQIdVIeYV

BiblicaliScience Institute Apolagetics Journal 11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 110]

If all Lisle means here is that, =“The weakness of Howe's
unless God exists, we could not position is evident in his
have reliable senses, then there statement 'As a Classical (Of

Ishothingcontroversial | Scholastic) Realist | would
about this.
N Wsubmit that our sensory;

However, this is not enough to By “periences of reality also

belRIesuppositionalism: dei.ver to us metaphysical,

But if Lisle means (and this is triths.’ Can we know things
what Presuppositionalists

explicitly say) that one must
presuppose that God exists, Certamty—but not apart from

this is demonstrably false. the! C!“"' ’Stla.n‘ M"oﬁldlw%‘:v

isle; *Young Earth'Presuppositionalismi*"Christian

"Apologetics Journal 11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 110]




There has to be a certain amount of
oxygen in the air in order for one to
be able to breathe properly.

But oneldoesinot have to assume or
presupﬁg?e or. know there is oxygen
inithelairinforderito be able to

W breathelproperly.

eliealitylofithe air is an

Iy otlog.ic:_al matter.

_ Oneis ass‘u,Lptions or
presuppositions or knowledge
aboutitheloxygen'inithe air are

epistemological matters.

TIM CHAFFEY & J
sl
CREATIONI

ON TRIAL

THE:VERDICGTLSEIN

Jason Lisle

/
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“In orderforus to gain
knowledgelabolt
[anythinglinkthexuniverse
through anysmeans
(inclidingiscientific
analysis)wewould:have
to'already assumeithat:
the Bible is truef=>3ln

onrder for science t@.b’e ‘
possible, whattthings N
Tim Chaffey: must bejtrie?" Jason Lisle

[Old -Earth Creationism on* Trial The! Verdict is In !
(Green Forest: Maste}.@gooks,fmo), 107-108]

NoticelthelchangelfronmlNel el el AV N eNe I o) heling U hydint ofwhals
e celm el RS knowledgerabout e must: be e
[ESIE anythinglinitheluniverse

gh\. anysmeans;
Iudmg scientific
S We would have
, assumeithat
the Bible is true ..... o L)
oraer. for science t@ o
possible, whatithings
must beltrue?"

[Old -Earth Creat:bni%r'n o Inials TheVerdict is in
(Green Forest: Mastegmﬁooksf(_ﬂ 0), 107-108]




Whethemoneshasito | “In oraer-for us to gain.  Whether some thingis
assume something is knowledgerabout true is an ontological
an epistemologicall lanythingiinitheluniverse matter.
matter. nysmeans; *
nglscientific
L Verwould have

tolalready assumeithat;
the Bible is trugS=yin;
ornder for science tolby j
possible, whatithings
must beltrue?"

[Old -Earth Creationi\:sir'h ot Inials TheWVerdict is In
(Green Forest: Maste_gLBooks,.-?EH 0), 107-108]

THE

ABSURDITY o

UNBELIEF

A WORLDVIEW APOLOGETIC OF THE CHRISTIAN FAITH

JEFFREY D. JOHNSON

Jeirey DAYohnson
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l Wlthout

knowledge of God,

knom&edgﬁ itselfis

impossible: Infother

Goe‘l'@:f he Bible

nothmg mgi(e

Serisalh e gianta

scheme of things.*

]}ﬂdﬁ@@. m‘ﬂ@@?ﬂ
& Clariiien (=i (Comvey:
Iﬁm@m@ Rress) 20211 ¥4

knowledge ltself is

ﬁ

n th‘mg ae '
8 4
sg,rq,se inithe ran There is a difference

schemelof thmgs between "God" and

ot S "knowledge of God.”
24

16



IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME V

AN INTRODUCTION
TO
SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY

Cornelius VanTil
Professor of Apologetics
Westminster Theological Seminary
Philadelphia, Pa.

sFor'theThtuman
mind'to’know,
anysftactitruly;
ifmust
presuppose.the

existence of!{God
andrhisiplantfor
theluniversess

[lniPefenselofithel FaithaVolMVAAninfredlctioniiol
'Sys‘temat[ch;heology, N4 22]
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JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

“Thelonlysproofiofithe
Christian position’is
that unless its truth'is
presupposed there is
no possibility of

proving:anythinglatiall:

The actual state of:
affairs asipreachediby;
Christianitylisithe
necessary:foundation
of ‘proof’ itself.”
["My Credo" in Jerusalem and Athens: Critical
Discussions on the Philosophy and Apologetics of

Cornelius Van Til (Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and
Reformed, 1971), 21]

18



of ‘proof’ ltself -

['"My Credo" in Jerusalem and Athens: Critical
Discussions on the Philosophy and Apologetics of
Cornelius Van Til (Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and
Reformed, 1971), 21]

THE DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

CORNELIUS VAN TIL

epistemology

There is a difference between

the actual state of affairs and

presupposing the truth of the
actual state of affairs.

19



“A Reformed method
of apologetics ...
implies a refusal to
grant that any area or
aspect of reality, any
fact or any law. of
nature or of history.
can be correctly
interpreted exceptiit
be seen in the light of
the main doctrines of
Christianity.*

[The Defense of the Faith (Phillipsburg:
Presbyterian and Refermed, 1979), 96]

JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

% Cohne
B g

20



['Response by Cornelius Van Til to Herman
Dooyeweerd, 'Cornelius Van Til and the
Transcendental Critique of Theoretical Thought™ in
Jerusalem and Athens: Critical Discussions on the
Philosophy and Apologetics of Cornelius Van Til
(Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1971),
91, emphasis in original]

* Start with presupposing the The Bible is the
Bible as th I
st | Word of God

"ultimate authority."

\Il Use the Bible as the standard of human knowing to "prove" the "Christian Worldview."

The Christian /
Worldview :

[ Use the "Christian Worldview" to "prove" the reliability of the senses. \

* Conclude that the Bible alone is | The Reliability of

the precondition of knowledge thus —
| vindicating Presuppositionalism. | the Senses

21



"It's true that | presuppose that
my senses are basically reliable
before I discover the objective
reason for that beliefin the pages
of Scripture. And the Scriptures
are justified by the impossibility.
of the contrary;; any. alternative
worldview makes knowledge
impossible.  So, my belief in the
basic reliability.of sensory
experience is justified in my
worldview."

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/] !

22



"It's true that | presuppose that
my senses are basically reliable
before I discover the objective
reason for that belief.in the pages
of Scripture. And the Scriptures
are justified by the impossibility.
of the contrary;; any. alternative
worldview makes knowledge
impossible. So, my belief in the
basic reliability.of sensory
experience is justified in my
worldview."

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),

https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

"It's true that | presuppose that
my senses are basically reliable
I thel
fodthatibeliefiinkthe;
eI Sefjeiure. And the Scriptures
are justified by the impossibility.
of the contrary;; any. alternative
worldview makes knowledge
impossible. So, my belief in the
basic reliability.of sensory
experience is justified in my
worldview."

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),

https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

23



Jason!lfisle
BiblicaliScience Institute

"Given that the
Bible is God’s

point for our
knowledge of

[Bisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," Christian Apologeties
Wolmalkl1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): p. 65]

"It's true that | presuppose that
my senses are basically reliable
lbeforellldiscoverdthelobjectivel
lieasongtordthatibelietinithe
@l Sarfaiare. And the Scriptures
are justified by the impossibility
of the contrary; any alternative
worldview makes knowledge
impossible. So;, my belief in the
basic reliability .of sensory
experience is justified in my

Jason'liisle
BiblicallScience Institute

éNoticelherelllisle
claimsithagitlisithe)
reliabilitydlofthisisenses
thatlhelpresupposes
beforeltherSeriptures
whereastherelitlisithe
Biblelthatjisithekonly,
rationalfstartingipointa
ofiourzknowledge
offanything

24



Presuppose the basically reliability of the senses. _£ Note (contrary to the adamant claims of
Presuppositionalists, including' Lisle
himself)here LislellS NOT starting with
the presupposition ofiGod or the Christian
Worldview:

Use the senses to discover what the Scriptures

say about the reliability of the senses. Whatlis worse, Lisle's reasening does not
work: To presuppose X in order to

discovern what Y saysionly to'useiwhat Y

saysito "justify” the presupposition' of X

will prove nothing stromgerabout Y. than

Note that the Scriptures themselves are justified the eriginalipresupposition;ofX:

byjthe ImPOSSIPIIIty ofithe co.nt.rary (WhICI’T Sinceitheloriginal presupposition:was not
presumably gives rise to the Christian Worldview). God but was his human senses. then

Lisle's argument cannot rise above the
‘ strength of human senses.

— — Lisle:might as \well just presupposed
Conclude that the initial presupposition that the Christianity (as Presuppositionalists claim)

senses are basically reliable is justified by that and admitithat Presuppositionalismiisinot
worldview an apologetic after all:

Presuppose the Bible. -l Sometimes Presuppositionalists claim to
startiwith the presupposition of the
Trinitarian God, sometimes with the
presuppesition of the “Christian' position;*
and sometimes with the “Christian
Waorldview:*

Use the Bible to arrive at the Christian Worldview.

Justias|before, Lisletsireasoning does not
work: To presuppose X in order to
discover whatiY says only to:use what'Y
saysito justify” the presupposition of X
will prove nothing stronger that the

Use the Christian Worldview to, among other original presupposition ofi X

things, establish the reliability of the senses. ,
Since thelBible is itself aniobject known
by/the senses, and sincelitiis by use' of

the Bible that the Presuppositionalist
gets his “Christian'Worldview: fromiwhich

oo - e - he then'establishesithe reliability of his

Use the Chr!stlan WorIdwew_to mterpr(:)t the data SETEES, 116 s Maver &l (o Gaeepe (e

of his senses, especially regarding skeptical problem of his|Matrix challenge

the natural sciences. that e brings to the debate.




The Deathblow to Classical Empiricism?

"One of the problems: |
see with Howe’s
philosophy is that it is
ultimately: unjustified.
That is, if all knowledge
begins with sensory
experience, then how do
we know that.sensory
experience is basically

Jaso%%____ﬁ" reliable (true to reality)?
e

26



"This cannot be proved
by sensory. experience
since this is the very.
issue in question. And if
itis proved by some other
standard, then sensory
experience is not truly the
foundational beginning of
knowledge.

"To expose this
inconsistency, | asked the
question, “How does he
know. [on his professed
system] that he’s notin
the ‘Matrix’ and that his
sensory experiences have
nothing to do with the real
world? ...

27



"Having had several years
to think about the
conundrum, Howe has
provided a response to
my question."

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 1),
hups://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/_apolggetics/how—do—i—know—that—i—
know-a-response-part-1/]

"Howe has tacitly
presupposed (among other
things) that our senses
correspond to reality. Now;
‘how does he know that hejs
not in the 'Matrix' and that his
sensory experiences have
nothing whatsoever to de
with the real world?"

Lisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," Christian

[Yasen|
Apologetics;

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute




Anyone familiar with modern
philosophy should be able to hear the
crackle of Descartes' fire
in Lisle's words.

"We know from experience that our
sensory perceptions can be wrong
under certain conditions — optical
illusions, 3D glasses etc. Indeed, any
given sensation (touch, taste, sight,
sound, smell) can be induced in any
person by direct electrical stimulation
of the corresponding synapses of the
brain. ... Something like the Matrix is
possible in principle and therefore, it is
a perfectly reasonable and coherent
question to ask, 'How do you know that
all your sensory experiences
are not like that?"™

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

"We know from experience that our
sensory perceptions can be wrong
under certain conditions — optical
illusions, 3D glasses etc. Indeed, any
given sensation (touch, taste, sight,
sound, smell) can be induced in any
person by direct electrical stimulation
of the corresponding synapses of the
brain. ... Something like the Matrix is
possible in principle and therefore, it is
a perfectly reasonable and coherent
question to ask, 'How do you know that
all your sensory experiences
are not like that?"™

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

29



René Descartes
(1596-1650)

René Descartes
(1596-1650)

R

"Whatever | have up till
now. accepted as most true
I have acquired either from

the senses or through the
senses. Butfrom time to
time | have found that the
senses deceive, and it is
prudent never to trust
completely those who have
deceived us even once:

"Yet although the senses
occasionally deceive us
with respect to objects
which are very small oriin
the distance, there are
many other beliefs about
which doubt is quite
impossible, even though
they are derived from
the senses—

30



René Descartes
(1596-1650)

René Descartes
(1596-1650)

R

“for. example, that | am here

sitting by the fire, wearing a

winter dressing-gown,
holding, this piece of paper
in my hands, and so on.....

"How often, asleep at night,
amjl convinced of just such
familiar events—that | am
here in my dressing-gown,
sitting by my. fire—when(in
fact | am lying undressed in
bed!"

[René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy: First Meditation; What
can be called'into doubt, trans. John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoffi and
Dugald Murdoch, The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. |l
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 17-18]

31



Anyone familiar with modern
philosophy should be able to hear
the crackle of Descartes' fire
in Lisle's words!

Since Lisle is willing to grant the
plausibility of the Matrix, he will not
be able to rise above the possibility

that his presupposition of God is

itself just a product of the Matrix.

—

This is a perfect example of a
point | shall raise later, to wit,
Presuppositionalists'
indebtedness (if only unwittingly)
to the methods and commitments
of certain modern and
contemporary philosophies.

They offer their
Presuppositionalism as the only
solution to philosophical problems
which arise almost entirely from
those modern and contemporary
philosophies.

—

"We know from experience that our
sensory perceptions can be wrong
under certain conditions — optical
illusions, 3D glasses etc. Indeed, any
given sensation (touch, taste, sight,
sound, smell) can be induced in any
person by direct electrical stimulation
of the corresponding synapses of the
brain. ... Something like the Matrix is
possible in principle and therefore, it is
a perfectly reasonable and coherent
question to ask, 'How do you know that
all your sensory experiences
are not like that?"™

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

"We know from experience that our
sensory perceptions can be wrong
under certain conditions — optical
illusions, 3D glasses etc. Indeed, any
given sensation (touch, taste, sight,
sound, smell) can be induced in any
person by direct electrical stimulation
of the corresponding synapses of the
brain. ... Something like the Matrix is
possible in principle and therefore, it is
a perfectly reasonable and coherent
question to ask, 'How do you know that
all your sensory experiences
are not like that?"™

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]
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Absurdum Response

l&is_leaﬁs,sum'é_?s th our

sensory facultiesfare guilty .,

] »
until proven innocent.

33



Torbe su”r-e‘, epifs‘vtewlogical
%ﬁestions‘ are ggtainIy‘ _
philosophically legitimate,
including questions about
our sensory experience.

The 'Ia‘”-ﬂ?er ha's; reots in
ancient@)hilos*?p'h y.

34



s Theasletus: "It seems o me et ene
N Wwiho knews semeiihing s percaiving ihe
fihiing) e knows, end, so f&r s [ can see
elt present, knowleces is heihing vt ™
RELCEPiONS
TS ocriatesaielaccolniyoulgivelofithe
 Moatureloflknowledgelisinotbyrany,
Imeanshtolbeldespisediliflisithelsamelthatsy
L Wes given by Prelerperes, Teush e sEfee
B e [t e somewhet chierent Wey:"
[Plete, Theaetietus, 1518, irems. [F. M. Cermitrel, i Eefii Hemilien ene

Hurtfngfen Cefims, eels., Plefle: e Collesiee] Dielgres (Piinseien:
Prinesiion Universiy Press, 1661), 856]

' Lisle'sj"n debtednessito
ggmtenpb porary: analyticphilosqph y

is'evident by how often’ he frames
this debate in terms of whether

one's worldview "justifies” the
belief that one's sensory
faculties are reliable.

35



Lisle é"sumptlon UEENS
undoubtedly taking forgranted a
standard definition offknowledge

in contemporary philosophy,
viz., knowledge as justified,
true, belief.

“For beliefs to be
considered knowledge,
they require justification —
a rational reason. An
arbitrary declaration that
the belief is ‘undeniably:
self-evident! is not the
same as providing an
I, actual rational reason.”

Jason Llsle \ [Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Ressponse (Part 2),

https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/ho wd i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]
N et/ s l

™

-
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——

While it is certainly the
case that one's
philosophy of knowledge
requires explanation, |
have never found
anywhere in Lisle's
material where he
defends this point that
knowledge requires
justification in order to be
considered knowledge.

What is more, | have
never found anywhere in
Lisle's material that he is
at all acquainted with the

"Gettier Problems"
associated with this
discussion.

-t

“For beliefs to be
considered knowledge,
they require justification —
a rational reason. An
arbitrary declaration that
the belief is ‘undeniably:
self-evident’ is not the
same as providing an
actual rational reason.”

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

“For beliefs to be
considered knowledge,
they require justification —
a rational reason. An
arbitrary declaration that
the belief is ‘undeniably:
self-evident’ is not the
same as providing an
actual rational reason.”

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

37



As we shall see in due
course, Aquinas's view of
knowledge is free from
such requirements of
seeking to account for
knowledge ultimately in
the categories of
knowledge itself.

-—r

“For beliefs to be
considered knowledge,
they require justification —
a rational reason. An
arbitrary declaration that
the belief is ‘undeniably:
self-evident’ is not the
same as providing an
actual rational reason.”

[Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 2),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-2/]

n con@t to contemporary.
analjitic philosophyfClassical
(or Scholastic) Realism in the

tradition of Aristotle and
Aquinas has a different
definition of knowledge.

38



LEjsle 's’ll/l:'atrix@hallenge is
Saying that I‘:ouldw that |
know’reality only if'lfknow that

my senses are reliable.

(0)71) bya prior kmowledge that
myssenses are religg;'e canl

L/
!

know.that | am not intthe Matrix.

39



Ini -etherw"qrds, onlyiby:a prior

kvnowéedge th.at mygsenses’are
reliable can’l knowithat my

senses are conveying to me

truths about reality.

grantiLisle’s point thatone'can,
know that'one’'s"sensory
faculties convey truths about
reality only if one already knows
that his sensory faculties
are reliable.

Eorithe saﬁkg of argument, let us

40



@@nsiderﬁvyhat questions one
*co’gld to ask aboutLisIe 'St

challenge!

F'QJes’qon'

Jason Lisle




Wlp-at mea ns coniellsee
confirm tolmyselfthat my:

senses are reliable?

ﬁﬁwatever that means:s how.
wouldll'be able to kmew that'this

means is itself reliable?
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ﬂll?a%e [IEES #2.l"o enfirm__ (o)
me that means #MWisireliable #

when it confirms to me that my

senses are reliable, how can |

know that means #2 is reliable
when it tells me this?

@osit means 1% tolconfirm,to

me that means #2is¥reliable *

when it confirms to'me that

means #1 is reliable when it
confirms to me that my senses
are reliable, then how can | ...
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ﬂou get thaoicture.
.

Itleads to an
that nothing is ever confirmed.

lorbe sur‘e"isle deesinoetthink he

mas ankinfinite gegress wecauseihe

thinks'he knows that"Ged has told
him that his senses are reliable.

infiniteliegress'so
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o ch @@s Lislexknow.that
ﬁ God to‘d himgthis? 5
He thinks he knows this through

revelation from God (which
includes the Bible) which gives him
the "Christian Worldview."”

[Bjsle siviewgis that§thesChristian
m o dw o :vju%tifies reliaQility

of olir senses and allews us to
proceed with the assurance that
our senses are telling us
truths about reallity.
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Jason'liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

CHRISTIAN

LES

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

“Sensory experience
is| only reliable if oUk
senses correspond,
to reality; and only

the Christian
worldview can

ra tionally
jﬁ?tlfy*rtﬁ

”Pre pp Sitio ﬁ?ply €hri t Aplgt stJournal AN poks
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Mhig ake
isle’s Ardiiment’
Circular?

Wihile admittMame sense oficircularity, Lisle
will tfﬁ)ﬁo distinguish the wayaimtwhichifis
argument for Presqippositi@@a*ﬁsm is circuilar®
from the type of circulartargument
that is fallacious.

He insists that in my response to him, | have
formulated his argument erroneously by making
it into the fallaciously circular version.
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Jason'liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

CHRISTIAN

APOLGETICS

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

"This charge of fallacious
circularity is, | believe, one of the
main reasons why many
Christians are inclined to rejeet
presuppos:t/onal apologetics ‘at
the outset. | will show below: thaf
itiis logically inescapable that

indeed the Bible must be the
Ultimate standard even when
evaluating its own claims. | will
E10) show thatithisscambe donelin

M%

allogicalynonsfallaciousiva way:
isle, "Young Ea%Presupposmonahsm in Christian Apologetie:
/811, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 65]
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Givenithis, e@how do€s Lislerand other
P@gupp%sgt/onal/sts defend tpposedly
nen-fallacious) verSIQJﬂ of theleliietilar argument
offered for their Presuppositionalism?

First, Lisle points out that circular arguments are
actually logically valid.

Second, Presuppositionalists claim that all arguments
for ultimate standards are circular.

e?om’rs thai

cirevlar aFgu fs are
actually logically valid.




Jason'liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

“It may surprise
some people to
learn that circulal
reasoning is
actually logically,

avaliclsim
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ﬂ% nse Iisle’s
Doint that CiPeular

firguments Are Actually
Logically Valid

Given theydefimition o “at itmeans to be
logically valid, /t ISteasy to'see that'eevery cireular
argumen“s alwaysivalid.

It is also easy torsee why this'ista completely.
trivial observation about valid arguments and does
nothing to support Lisle’s position.
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CS E‘elﬁ_i.nition(qﬁ Valid <

apkargument is validijust in cas“e ittis impaossible
forthe argument to'have allftilieRpremisestand

a false conclusion.

- Proving an Argument Is Valid <

showing how it would be impossible for a given
argument to have a false conclusion where
all the premises are true

Premise 1: Point A In a valid argument, the truth of
the premises necessitate the

c . truth of the conclusion.
Premise 2: Point B = =t

If the conclusion can be false
when all premises are true,

Conclusion: ResultC ., . argument is invalid.

An easy way to show an
argument is valid is to show.
that it cannot be invalid.
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Premise 1: Point A

Premise 2: Point B

Conclusion: Result C

Premise 1: Point A
Premise 2: Point B

Conclusion: Result C

Thus, if you cannot make the
conclusion false while all
premises are true, you have
proven that the argument
cannot be invalid.

Any argument that cannot be
invalid has to be valid.

To say that an argument is
circular is to say that the
conclusion is already
contained in the argument.

In other words, in a circular
argument, the conclusion is
saying the same thing as one
of the premises.




Premise 1: Point A Given this, watch what
happens when you try to make

Premise 2: Point B a circular argument invalid.

Remember, to be invalid the
argument has to have a false
conclusion with all premises
true.

Conclusion: Result C

If it cannot be made invalid,
then the argument is by
definition valid.

Premise 1: Point A \

Premise 2: Point B

Conclusion: Result C J
To be a circular argument, the conclusion has to say the
same thing as at least one of the premises.

Because the conclusion says the same thing as at least one
of the premises, they will have the same truth value.
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Premise 1: Point A FALSE \

Premise 2: Point B TRUE
Conclusion: Result C FALSE /

To be an invalid argument, the conclusion has to be false
while all premises are true.

Since the conclusion says the same thing as one of the
premises, that premise must also be false.

Premise 1: Point A TRUE

Premise 2: Point B FALSE K
Conclusion: Result C FALSE /

To be an invalid argument, the conclusion has to be false
while both premises are true.

Since the conclusion says the same thing as one of the
premises, that premise must also be false.
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Premise 1: Point A FALSE
Premise 2: Point B TRUE
Conclusion: Result C FALSE

No, it does not really say anything important about circular
arguments.

After all, it is also the case that any argument where one of
the premises is a contradiction is also logically valid!

Given thexdefinition of W*hat itmeans to be
logicallyavalid; it iskeasy to'see thatievery cireular
~‘ k argumentis alwaysivalid.

It is also easy torsee why this'ista completely.
trivial observation about valid arguments and does
nothing to support Lisle's position.

It is also the case that any formally logical
argument where one of the premises is a
contradiction is also valid.
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Jason'liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

“It may surprise
some people to
learn that circulal;
reasoning is
actually logically,

wwaliclsm

ilisERaYolng |Eaith Pr@p%gition_ali‘ém,‘%O]‘ ' ' ‘

BiblicallScience Institute

‘; Iea that any
akgumeniawhere
onelefithelpLemises
is ([@lcentiadiction]is
actuallyyvalid!*
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Ustias It should bother oneito
o e

make¥an argument Where onelof#

the premises'is a contrad/ctlon it

should also bother one make an
argument which is circular.

ﬂsuppos* lists
clai ’rha’r'all Umen’rs

for ultimate standards
are circular,
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"All knowledge' (all
true justified belief)
when traced back
to its ultimate
foundation is
inherently circular.”

10
\h“‘.{ W\ [Jason Lisle, "How Do | Know that | Know? — A Response (Part 1),
b https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-

JaSOn LlSIe | X know-a-response-part-1/]

-

A A

-

b

I (1

AS el examp'le,ﬁu;sle askslfilis readerito

{h‘ow one would "justifyj@the laws of
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“But we have now. posited
that it is impossible for
anything at the same time
to be and not to be, and by
this means have shown
that this is the most
indisputable of all
principles.

"Some indeed demand that
even this shall be
demonstrated, but this they.
do through want of:
education, for not to know.
of what things one should
demand demonstration,
and of what one should
not, argues want of
education.

NGy — Acpy oy 5 AN
BN Afsele A
(384-322 BC)




“For it is impossible that
there should be
demonstration of
absolutely everything
(there would be an infinite
regress, so that there
would still be no
demonstration).*

[Metaphysics, IV, 4, 1006a5-10. Translation by Richard McKeon, The Basic Works!

st@tleﬁs&f | \} o Anstolle (New York: Random House, 1941)
(384 -322 BC)* 1
' I

Noticerhereiti atA'ristotle.is talking about how.
welknowia principle;, also knowigias afirst

This, however is not'the debatefbetween Lisle
and me about the Matrix and how we know the
world around us.

Surely Lisle does not hold that the physical
world around us or, for that matter, God , are
principles.




What more_n@z?/'ce thaWsto,tlQ does not say.
oUrknowledge of the prin@%l‘“e’ isicircular:

There is a .differencetl_between giving a circulark
argumentfor X and"X being selfz

Mary Christine Ugobi-Onyemere, IHM

The Knowledge of
the First Principles in
Saint Thomas Aquinas

PO W
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Jason'liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

CHRISTIAN

APSiEPIC

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

“The notion that circuldnp
reasoning is always
wrong reveals a bit of;
iphilosophical naivety;
In fact, all ultimate

standards must be
defended in a somewhat
circular way (by a
transcendental:
g ‘argument). 8

IL.E}]@,, wyoung Earth Presuppositionalism," 81]
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IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME V

AN INTRODUCTION
TO
SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY

Cornelius VanTil
Professor of Apologetics
Westminster Theological Seminary
Philadelphia, Pa.

“The charge’istmade’that
we engage.in.circular =5
reasoning: Now'ifit be
calledicircularreasoningss
when.we holdlit
necessary;to'presuppose

‘the existencelofiGod,; we "

arelnotiashamed oflit
becauseiwe;areXfirmly,
‘convinced that all. form's

of reasoning thatleave
\Godloutiofiaccountiwill
endiiniruin*

elFaith \VolRlIZA'S trveyiots
molegyNps20]
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"To admit one’s own
presuppositions and to*peint
out the presuppositions o;f
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting paint,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.;

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV:=iThe Problem‘
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original] ’

"To admit one's own

presuppositions and to*peint
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.* R

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IVi=iThe Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]




Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

| | A ‘
AP( TICS

Principles & Practice

in Defense of Our Faith

"So if, when it comes to the
fundamental question of Christian
faith, arguments are ultimately
circular (since metaphysics and
epistemology depend on one
another), then the matter reduces
to one of submission or rebellion
to the authority of the revealed
God. ... Hence a Christian's
apologetical argument (working
on a transcendental level) will
finally be circular ..."

[Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended.
(Power Springs: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 86]
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"Aifew years ago | was involved
inia conferenceloverseas:.lhe
theme was the reIatlonshlpuof
faith and reason.... The paperl

Ipresented .. lncluded an

argumentifor a theory of

knowledge that had God's
revelation as its ultimate ground.

P

"During the discussion ... after
my;presentationjone:of.the.other
lpresenters was particularly
agitated. It seemed obwous“to
hlm that all'l was saying ... was
thai sucha g'ele&tlonshlp 'could not
be truly understood unless one
accepted the Bible as true. He
went on torask me just why he or
anyone else should accept the
Bible as authority. I;g was
perplex,g%l that I'seemed to be

A
argum ln;a circle.

'
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"I admitted to him that I certainly
was arguing-ini(some:kind.of) a
circle. ... Then I made clear to the
other presenters that they were
all asking that'their own views,

n -
based lon bthelrbown reasoning

and’ sources, be accepted as true.

Inlevery case, I said, every other
presenter appealed to his own
final authority. ‘'So," | asked, ‘on
what basis should.l accept your

cir@ée overdmine?2*

[K. Scett Oliphint, CovenantalA po'lo'gé{@s: Principles and Practice in
Defense of Our: Eaith "(Wheat@@ Crosswa', 2@1»3!), 23-24]

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

"Where do all philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point not
antecedently established, with which
reason begins and according to
which it proceeds to conclusions.
Therefore, all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
authorities which, in the nature of the
case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.

[Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended.
(Power Springs: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]
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Granted that there must be a

"starting point" with which
"reason begins," why must
the starting point be
"assumptions"?

Are not assumptions

themselves a category
-,

of cognition or reason?

-

It would seem that the
Presuppositionalist's
insistence that such

circularity is unavoidable is
entirely a product of
stipulating a cognitive starting
point (assumptions) and then
observing that the cognitive
end point (conclusions)
makes the argument circular.

-

"Where do all philosophical
« Justifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point not
s cntly established, with which
= reason begins and according to
| which it proceeds to conclusions.
Therefore, all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
b authorities which, in the nature of the
case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.”
[Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended

(Power Springs: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]

"Where do all philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point not
antecedently established, with which
reason begins and according to
which it proceeds to conclusions.
Therefore, all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
authorities which, in the nature of the
case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.”

[Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended

(Power Springs: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacegdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]
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Faced with this, the
Presuppositionalist sees that
the reasoning process can end
with God only if it starts
with God. J

’ The problem is that

| Presuppositionalism does not
start with God, but starts with

% the assumption of God.

| But 'God' and the 'assumption
of God' are not the same thing.

Where do all philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point not
antecedently established, with which
reason begins and according to
which it proceeds to conclusions.
Therefore, all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
authorities which, in the nature of the
case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.”

[Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended.
(Power Springs: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]

Where do all philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point not
antecedently established, with which
reason begins and according to
which it proceeds to conclusions.
Therefore, all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
authorities which, in the nature of the
case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.”

[Greg Bahnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended.
(Power Springs: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]
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ﬂg‘esp ¢ to
r UppOsiTitlisfs"

Claim That All
Epistemologies
Ultimately Circular

our knowledee off

< sensations
(pPhenomena)




our knowledee e

EREMEL \ 4 sensations
‘ re.a| (phenomena)

How could we ever know
whether our sensations
accurately represent
external reality?

our knowledee e

EREMEL \ 4 sensations
‘ re.a| (phenomena)

This is exactly what
the Matrix challenge
is saying.




) ) & A Ay Fo L ’
Anyone.conyversant with,the

history of phJ'Iosop.Mshould see
how indebted to medern and

conten'n’porary philoge*phy the
Matrix challenge is.
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Indebtedness 16
Modern Philosophy

modern philoswhy fiames human
kmewing along the categasies of:
(3 g g ﬁ r 4

*» "experiences” or "appearances” (Descartes), or

s "qualities” or "properties” (Locke), or
< "ideas" and "perceiving" (Berkeley), or

*» "sensations” or "phenomena” (Hume).
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v' the Matrix problem Hume's skepticism of our
S how we can know our knowledge of causality

senses are reliable knowledge as justified,

% the egocentric true, belief
predicament

the fact/value dichotomy
«> the problem of the

correspondence of is/ought fallacy
~ thoughts to external
reality

the problem of
induction

the specter of brute facts

the problem of the one
and the many (from
Ancient Greek

uniformity of nature Philosophy)

Prestppositionalists¥show: their
unwitting commitment to the
assumptions of the very
philosophies that created the
problems in the first place.




Jason Llsle

Uses "!I' e Term 'R ealism’

sphilosophicalfise &

*Realism Regarding the
Nature of Universals

“* Realism Regarding the
Existence of External Reality

76



Realism
Plato Aristotle Aquinas

Extreme Moderate Scholastic Conceptualism
Realism Realism Realism

NominaliSm

maintains that there
IS a reality external to
us as knowers
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» -
’?Fl‘rical R‘alism

insists we must "justify” our knowledge that
there is a reality external to us as knowers

Classical Meccu B (Contemporary

Concerned ConcameEe/ Concerned
primarily with [WpkimakilyAwithl = primarily; with
the knowledge knewiledcell the justification

of things @i or'warrant of
(substances) |[EECiCrEEVEEREEes beliefs.
together with 3l

queliiies / properiies

the attributes y /@ff N
. 0ECES / PEICEIVING
(accidents) of o

thin gs sensetions / phenomens.
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Classical e I (Contemporary,

Concerned ConCEAMEE/ Concerned
primarily with WpkimakilyAwitol * primarily: with
the knowledge kinewledgel the justification

of things o4 or'warrant of
(substances) |ErEiEieeYEnreeraytes beliers:
foaether with

df

CLASSICAL ME

uIilyo .
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"After passing twenty centuries
of the very model of those self
evident facts that only a
madman would ever dream of
doubting, the existence of the
external world finally received
its metaphysical demonstration

from Descartes.
-

"Yet no sooner had he
demonstrated the existence of
the external world than his
disciples realized that, not only
was his proof worthless, but the
' very principles which made
such a demonstration
necessary at the same time
rendered.the attempted
preof impossible."

v [Etienne Gilson, 'Th/'st Realism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans.
VAV oA Valicksl (SaniErancisco, Ignatius Press, 1986), 27. For a
S NSCE edzdownlVersion of Gilsonis point in this work, see his Methodical

S ReS SistiansSRhilipirower (Front Royal: Christendom Press, 1990).
zili'f‘a- Methodical'Realism: A Primer for Beginning Realists (San

, “ Eianciscodlgnatius Press; 2011)]
) & s




dherrealistiisialphilosepher who

N thelverny.data of that
ellthimithatt knowing s
1dinot offtknowing:*

FFederICk D Wl | hel msen Iforwa_rd," in Etienne Gilson, Thomist Reglism
( 923 1 996) gnat i gejtranst bylMark’ A Wauck; (Sani FErancisco,

’ S E) Lo O o
‘ ] lencelofthis cognition;

a er

Alquinas’'s Cure for All Your
Epistemological Troubles
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"There are countries where nos
professor of any science could
hold his job for a month: if:helss
started teaching that he does}
not know what is true about the
very science he is supposed: ©
teach, but where a man finds /t
hard to be appointed as al" ¥
professor of philosophy.if hel
professes to believe in the trut,
of the philosophy he teaches¥

[Etienne Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, 2™ ed. (Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1952), viii]

2Qur knowledge, taking
itststart from things,
proceeds in this order.
Eirst it begins in sense;
second, itis completed
in'the intellect.*

Aqumas Truth I trans. Mulligan, 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1 trans.
W, (€hicago: Henry Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans. James V. McGlynn
gneny) 1953): vol. 3. trans. Robert W. Schmidt (Chicago: Henry
elthreeivolumes were reprinted as Truth (Indianapolis: Hackett,
ﬂ)m

Etlenne Gilson
(1884 1978)

Th yrf“:‘és:Aq-wnas
(1225¢ 1274)
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"To admit one’s own
presuppositions and to*peint
out the presuppositions o;f
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,

the method, and the™ 3™

conclusion are always
involved in one another. 4

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV:=iThe Problen'1‘

of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

"To admit one's own
presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.*

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

T -~
%
Herein lies the problem for the

Presuppositionalist.

Since for him, the starting
point for experience as a
human is a presupposition
(which is a cognitive i.e., an
epistemological category)
instead of an externally
existing sensible object (which
is a metaphysical category),
then the Presuppositionalist's
conclusion can never rise
above the level of cognition.

g _ —
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"To admit one’s own
presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.”

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

"To admit one's own
presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.*

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

b 4 _—

el

This is exactly why Van Til

admits that “the starting point,

the method, and the

conclusion are always involved

in one another."

And this is exactly why Lisle
thinks “something like the
Matrix is possible in principle*
and why he thought the Matrix
challenge had anything to do
with my epistemology.

— -~

/_. -

If one wants to frame the
discussion in terms of
what we experience, the
Thomist would say that
when he encounters a
sensible object, for
example, a tree in his yard,
what he is “experiencing"
is that the tree is existing
external to him as
a knower.

B ———
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"To admit one’s own
presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.”

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

"To admit one's own
presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.*

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

‘/. o

The Thomist would deny
that what he is
experiencing is something
in his mind (concept, idea,
qualia) from which he
reasons that there is an
external object “causing™
him to have that particular
experience.

Ll ~

/. o

Instead, for the Thomist,
knowledge is defined in
terms of what it is to be a
knower and what it is be
a known.

Knowledge is conformity of
intellect and thing.

Ll ~
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. -

ie ad’,n,’t one s owd _ ' In the classical tradition
presuppositions and to point of Aristotle and Aquinas,
knowing has to do with

out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular ;
reasoning. The starting point, '
the method, and the
conclusion are always

. . "
involved in one another.

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem

of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

being. Epistemology
reduces to metaphysics.

. -

To admit one's own ~ This conformity takes

place at the level of Form.

In metaphysical terms, the
knower “becomes™ the thing

known at the level of Form.

presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point, '
the method, and the
conclusion are always

. . "
involved in one another.

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem

of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]
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"To admit one's own
presuppositions and to point
out the presuppositions of
others is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, in the
nature of the case, circular
reasoning. The starting point,
the method, and the
conclusion are always
involved in one another.”

[Cornelius Van Til, Apologetics (unpublished syllabus), "IV - The Problem
of Method," p. 62, emphasis in original]

/. Py

Unless one gets the
metaphysics right (e.g.,
Form/Matter;
Substance/Accident;
Act/Potency, etc.),
knowledgeis forever lost to
the unbridgeable gap
between the knower and
external sensible reality:

el ~

“The realist, therefore, when
invited to take part in
discussions on what is not
his own ground, should first
of all accustom himself to
saying No, and not imagine
himself in difficulties
because he is unable to
answer'questions which are
in factiinsoluble, but which

A ;
fordhim do not arise.”

E[étf@ﬁlﬁﬁ GilsenMethodical' Realism: A Handbook for Beginning Realists

(SapiEianciscodlignatius Press, 2011), 128]
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