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AR GETS

"A scientist who, with good
right, would become indignan
upon seeing a philosopher witiass

a casual acquaintance with s

science uttering supposealy s

scientific opinions, will &S
himself thereupon refrain froms

philosophizing.

41884-1978)




"Holding reasonably thatitiis

necessary to have learned a8

science in order to be, &

authorized to speak about ityhe

does not for an instant doubts
that it is a matter of indifferen
who may be authorized te

speak of philosophy, provideds

only that he knows some
other discipline.*

[Etienne Gilson, Linguistics and Philosophy: An Essay onthe
Philosophical Constants of Language, trans. John Lyon (Notre/Ba
University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), xvii]

Intellectuals

and

Society

THOMAS SOWELL

Author of A Conflict of Visions
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fﬂ@@aﬁ m Blof

over aII. "

[Thomas Sowell, Intellectuals and Society (New York: Basic Books,
2009), 12]

Sense Experience
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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, our
sensory organs were designed by,
God (Prov. 20:12). And God is no
the author of confusion (1 Cor

14533). But if God did not exist, andj

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

yiears of mindless chemistry angd|

chance mutatlons would there be

Jason lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

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




“In the Christian worldview, we have
I I a very good reason to believe that
As an aside, one should our senses are basically reliableflin

e : most situations. After all, our;
note that this is decidedly <ensory B Jarsigere designauith

not a Presuppositional ‘4 (Prov. 20:12). And God.is ng
Apologetics argument. B cuthor of confusion (1 Cof
| == 114:33). But if God did not exist, andl
nSteac_” itis a comr_non our eyes (and other organs) welée
Classical Apologetics merely the results of billions of
argument. [’f 8ars of mindless chemistry angd
chiance mutatlons would there be

SISl 1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 67]

HOW GOD INTERVENES
IN NATURE
AND HUMAN AFFAIRS
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"No acéoan&of theldniverse
camibe ‘true unlessithat
account Ieaves it possible
forF)ua thmk:@g to be a‘real

“~
hSlg‘ tJA theor}"/ which
explamed everything else in

e whole,q,nlverse b7l,lt

Wthh made it l@?possm’Ie to

believe thatour thinkingjwas ,

F Nac‘zhs‘ even lfls‘not
terlallstlc,__ .
dls#(jits our proce?ses of
reasom@wg (o] g at‘leastvreduces
their ‘credlt to su‘ch a humble
Ie\ﬁel that ittcan no Ionger
suppert:Naturalism itself."

[C.S. LeW Mirages: How God. Im‘erv S /r1'lNature and Eiiman
Affairs (N ork: Macmillan, 1947 (19%8)), 14 18],
L
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What is more, even
atheists make a similar
argument against the
compatibility of naturalism
or evolution on the one
hand and the reliability of
the senses on the other.

-

"The very fact that we believe that
science can be done is a thing to
be wondered at. Why should we
believe that the universe is
intelligible? After all, if as certain

“ secular thinkers tell us, the human

mind is nothing but the brain and
the brain is nothing but a product
of mindless unguided forces, it is

hard to see that any kind of truth let

alone scientific truth could be one
of its products.”

[John Lennox, "Lent Talk on Science and Religion,"
https://www.johnlennox.org/resources/27/lent-talk-on-science-and,
accessed 11/12/2025]

“In the Christian worldview, we
a very good reason to believe
our senses are basically reliable}in]
most situations. After all, ourj
sensory organs were designed by
“d (Prov. 20:12). And God is not
ne Quthor of confusion (1 Cor
14:33). But if God did not exist, and,
lolir eyes (and other organs) wele
imerely the results of billions of

anygreasomyto believeythat
. tjhsy‘ar_e trwthf_z'alé? -

[USSElisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian ApolSgetes:
Jour 1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 67]
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J. B. S. Haldane
(1892:1964)

J. B. S. Haldane
(1892:1964)

11/20/2025

POSSIBLE WORLDS
' AND OTHER ESSAYS

IN THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE:

flt'seemsitormerimmensely
unlikely that mind'is a mere
by-product of matter,; Eor if
my. mental processes are
determined wholly:by:the
motions of atoms’inimy:brain

IFhave nolreasonitolsuppose
that my. beliefsarertrue> They
may; bersound -chemically,
butithat does nottmake them

sound_logically:=

[J0B. S Haldane, Possible Worlds and Other Essays (Londen:| Chatto

‘and Windus, 1927), 209]
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MIND &
COSMOS

WHY THE
MATERIALIST
NEO-DARWINIAN
CcO EPTION

FALSE

THOMAS NAGEL

“Mechanisms of belief
formation that have
selective advantage in the
everyday struggle for
existence do not warrant
our confidence in the
construction of theoretical
accounts of the world
as a whole.

11/20/2025
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“l think the evolutionary
hypothesis would imply that
though our cognitive
capacities could be reliable,
we do not have the kind of
reason to rely on them that

we ordinarily take ourself to
have in using them
directly—as we do in
science.

[Thomas Nagel, Mind and Cosmos: Why the Materialist Neo-Darwinian
Conception of Nature Is Almost Certainly False (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012), 27-28, emphasis in original]

) “In the Christian worldview, we ve
Nevertheless, it should not a very good reason to believe that
be missed that Lisle’s is not our senses are basically reliablelin
merely arguing that the most situations. After all, our
reliability of our senses is sensory organs were designed by,
incompatible with naturalism ng (Prov. 20:12). And God is no
or materialism. ithe author of confusion (1 Cor
. S 14:33). But if God did not exist, anal,
I_?a?her his pOS|t|on_ Is that our eyes (and other organs) welé
this is not a conclusion of an merely the results of billions ofi
argument but rather the Wears of mindless chemistry ang|
presupposition of God is ance mutations, would there Be

necessary for argument a:nyrea-s'n Jto believeythat
itself. ° ghay‘ezr.g grmthﬁtlulﬁ? .

isle, "Young Earth Presupp;)sitionalism," in Christian Apol@gEties]
1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 67]
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ﬁ
“In the Christian worldview, we have

While a Classical Realist a very good reason to believe that
(i.e., the Thomist) will our senses are basically reliablelif
certainly grant the most situations. After all, our
soundness of the argument ‘hsory organs were designed by,
as far as it goes, he will God (Prov. 20:12). And God is not
nevertheless seek to show the author of confusion (1 Cor
that any demand to vindicate 14333). But if God did not exist, angd
in principle our experience of our eyes (and other organs) wele
the sensory world before we imerely the results of billions of

can proceed to speculative ears of mindless chemistry angd
philosophy is to already ancemutatlons wouj there be

concede defeat to the
Critical Realist.

i/l 1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 67]
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Jason Lisle's
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Southern Evang

lical

Seminary

"Given that'Lisle is a |
scientist and his interests
lie along the issues of the

age of the Earth and the
egrity of God's Word . Wit
is quite understandable
that his emphasis
regarding worldviews is o
how; w’ewge#p[gg_m‘e da
of sensory experience!

11/20/2025
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As a Classical (or

Scholastic) Realist, | would,
submit that our sensory
experiences of reality alsg
liver to us metaphysicadl,

truths.”

Howe, "Classical Response," in Christian Apologetics
no. 2 (Fall 2013): 92-93]

Ao T

"From experience . . . originate
the skill of the craftsman and the
knowledge of the man of science,

skill in the sphere of coming to

be and science in the sphere of
beings. We conclude that these
states of knowledge are neither

innate in a determinate form, nor
developed from other higher
states of knowledge, but from
sense-perception.*

[Posterior Analytics Il, 19, 100a7-11, trans. G. R. G. Mure in Richard
McKeon, ed. The Basic Works of Aristotle (New York: Random House,

1941), 185]
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-
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“"Our knowledge,
h.‘ ing its start from

uth, I, 11, trans. Mulligan, 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol.
ulligan (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1952); vol. 2

lynn (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans.
Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1954). The three volumes
uth (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1994)]

crding to its manner of

"ot be grasped by the
ntellect except insofar
‘knowledge of them is
things."

e Dame Press, 1975): |, p. 64]

Sentiles, I, 3, §3. Trans. Anton C. Pegis. (Notre Dame:

11/20/2025

? - 4 |
-

‘ThomasoAqylnas

(1225-1274)

(1225-1274)
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#OQur soul, as long as
wellive in this life, has
its'being in corporeal
matter; hence naturally

ifknows only what has
a rm in matter, or

mn% <%
Thomas»Aqumas
(1225- 1274)

“Our natural
kinowledge begins
from sense. Hence

our natural
@‘Iedge can go as
far'as it can be led

Zfo)y sensible things." 'k S—
[Stimma Theologiae, I, Q. 12, art. 12, p. 58] £ ThomaSQAylnaS
(1225-1274)

17
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¢Sensible things [are
that] from which
htiman reason takes
the origin of its
lknowledge."

lRoma: s, Summa Contra Gentiles, |, 9, §2. Trans. Anton C.
Pegis ame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975): |, 77]

mn% <%
Thomas»Aqumas
(1225- 1274)

2Qur knowledge of
principles
themselves is

I Q W”%
! Thomas»Aylnas
(1225-1274)

ia

18



11/20/2025

"The senses are
only the bearers of
a message which
they are incapable
of reading, for only
thevintellect can
decipher it."

t Realism and the Critique of Knowledge (San

ting, | believe this point can be extended to
ts of things.]

Epls’remologg
with Mine

19



Jason'Lisle
BiblicalfSeience Institute

A G

Jason lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

“Presuppeositional
apologetics is the
method of defending
the Christian faith
that relies on the
Bible as the supreme
authonty in all

SlesYoung Earth Presuppos t |sm, 110]

11/20/2025
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“The weakness of Howe's
position is evident in his
statement ‘As a Classical (on
Scholastlc) Realist | would,
submlt that our sensory,
experiences of reality also,

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

Jason Lisle Y
o .- : ung’
BiblicalfSeience Institute ; tlcs Journal 11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 110]

S —— “The weakness of Howe's
licelLislessubliciing position is evident in his
inadvertent) misconstruing . ’ .
the epistemology of Statement 'As a Classical (oF
Classical Realism. Scholastlc) Realist | would,
Classical Realism is not submit that our sensory
saying that we can know xperiences of reality als®
things "by sensory eliver to us metaphysical
experience" but, rather, our Suths." Can we know things
K ogcycainsing by sensory experience?
sensory experience and is oo intv—but not o f
completed in the intellect.” ertain ) e ot apart irom
h'mstt-l»am worldview!

T

ung Earth Presuppositional

JasSUl i E=ioiIc Q’
[Jas | Christian

Biblical'Sciemce Institute ; tics,JournaI 11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 110]
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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 (or:

ISnothingcontroverstal Scholastic) Realist | would
about this. il :
'-ai(ubmtt that our sensory,
h periences of reality als@

However, this is not enough to
be Presuppositionalism.

But if Lisle means (and this is ,uths Can we know th,ngs
what Presuppositionalists

explicitly say) that one must
presuppose that God exists,
this is demonstrably false.

rtaint —but not apart or'

he C ﬁfgtl an world v:ew
%ung &th P‘resu‘pposutlonai C'hnstlan

tics 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.

1 But one does not have to assume or
ﬁ\} presupﬁ):o'se or know there is oxygen
in the‘#alr inforder to be able to

One's assmptlons (o] ¢
‘r.,s,uppositions or knowledge
aboutithe oxygen in the air are

epistemological matters.

22



TIM CHAFFEY ¢ JASON LISLE

CREATIONIS
ON TRIAL

THE VERDICT IS IN

“In order for'us to gain
knowledgerabout
/thim Wthe universe

ghiany.means
(including scientific
analysis) we would have
to already assume that:
the Bible is truer.3ln
i order for science teNes
possible, whatithings'
must bektrde?"

[Old -Earth Creationisin o Iniale The' Verdict is In
(Green Forest: Mast%@oksim) 107-108]

Jason Lisle

/

Jason Lisle

/

11/20/2025
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Nelieerinexsiemeeiiord  “In orderfor us to gain i e whats
clalkthaitherelis knowledgelabout st be e,
Someiiiiel el ieS orsanythinglinktheiuniverse

e would have

assumejthat
the Bible is trues=5in
order. for science tolbg
possible, whatithings!
must beltrue?"

[©/d -Earth Creationism o 16 Verdict is In
(Green Forest: Maste__arigii')ok ) 107-108]

THE

ABSURDITY o

UNBELIEF

A WORLDVIEW APOLOGETIC OF THE CHRISTIAN FAITH

JEFFREY D. JOHNSON

Jeﬁrey BEYohnson

24
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There is a difference
between "God" and
"knowledge of God."

25
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AN INTRODUCTION TO
SYSTEMATIC

THEOLOGY

CORNELIUS
o, o,

!

CORNELIUS

VaN'T1L

Eortherhumanimind
tolkimowaanyaftactitrtly,
itimust presupposeithe
existence of God and
his plan for the

26
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JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

Connglits Van Til
—— (1393=1087)
o 3

Aristian position is
unless its truth

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]

27
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Christian p i
unless its truth is
presupposed there istno -
‘proving|
Il actual

There is a difference between
the actual state of affairs and

presupposing the truth of the
["My Credo" in Jerusalem and Athens: Critical Discussions on the

Philosophy and Apologetics of Cornelius Van Til (Phillipsburg: aCtual State Of affalrs'
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1971), 21] 4

‘proof’ itself."”

JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

28



"It welallow that' one
intelligent word can'be
spoken about beingior

knowing or acting as'such,

without first introducingithe

Creator-creatureldistinction,
we are sunk:.

"As! Christians we'must not
allew that even such althing
asienumeration or counting
can'be accounted for'except
upon the presupposition of
truth of whatiwe areltold in
Scripturerabout the'triune
God!asi the Creator and
Redeemer of'the"'world."

["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]

11/20/2025
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"ultimate authority."

Start with presupposing the The Bible is the
ible as the E—)
s Word of God

‘- 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 Re||ab|||ty of
the precondition of knowledge thus —
. vindicating Presuppositionalism. the Senses

oughiit does not changethe nature of
the critique here,'remember that Van Til

understands "knowing"(at least in
some instances) to mean "correctly
interpreting.”

30
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TaHeE DEEENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS

VaN'TTL

EpiTép By K. Scort OLiPHINT

YAlReformed method of

apelogetics m}@?@'& kfto
[m@iilcab ﬂn :fe

come to its own.
implies a refusal to grant that
any area or aspect of rea’ lty,

31
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e,mbﬁso that'Van Til himself
semnsed a tension eetween aying on the
one hand that unbelieversido not have
any knowledge (i.e., do not see anything

in relation to God) and, on the other
hand, acknowledging that unbelievers
have knowledge about the world.

PROLEGOMENA AND THE DOCTRINES OF

AN INTRODUCTION TO

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

CORNELIUS

VAN TI L iCernalius Van Til
EpiTep By Witriam Epcar ; L T

=1957)

32
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"Wieraiehvelllawaieroitneltact
tha m@m=©!}vmzm8 lh}@v@ alglieat

goes. That is, there is a sense in
which we can and must allow for

aetually obta/ns ' .. All thatiwe
can do with this question as with
many other questlons in

z&h@z? i) llies mﬂhm &l
celtalin) ff@@y

\:.“._ UM\ Common' Grace and.
>COoft “'1@1\ Nt @—Q I: shim

33
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"It's true that | presuppose that
my senses are basically reliable
€] lKcliscovedthe)eblective.
: thatibelieflinithelpages;
f @@FT[“EUFO 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/]

34



Jas"on [Eisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

"Given that the

Bible is God'’s

point for our
knowledge of

[Yasoni

SORMEsle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," Christian Apolog€ligs
JOUEIN 1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): p. 65]

"It's true that | presuppose that
my senses ar asical!y re!iable

B And the Scnpzures
are ]USflerd 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.

point for our
knowledge of

Jason lisle
BiblicallSgience Institute

éNoticelherelllisle
claimsithatiitlisithe)
EELAE7 @ (S SEISES
thagihelpresupposes
beforeltherScriptures
whereastherelitisithe
BiblelthatlisitheXonly,
rationalfstartingipoints
ofiourlknowledge
oflanything?

11/20/2025
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Presuppose the basically reliability of the senses. _£ Note (contrary to the adamant claims of
Presuppositionalists, including Lisle
himself) here Lisle IS NOT starting with
the presupposition of God or the Christian
Worldview.
Use the senses to discover what the Scriptures

say about the reliability of the senses. What is worse, Lisle's reasoning does not
work. To presuppose X in order to

discover what Y says only to use what Y
says to "justify" the presupposition of X,
will prove nothing stronger about Y than

Note that the Scriptures themselves are justified e edgialiphestppositoniofs

by the impossibility of the contrary (which : == =
: i T = Since the original 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 admit that Presuppositionalism is not
worldview an apologetic after all.

Presuppose the Bible. —. Sometimes Presuppositionalists claim to
start with the presupposition of the
Trinitarian God, sometimes with the
presupposition of the "Christian position,"
and sometimes with the "Christian
Worldview."

Use the Bible to arrive at the Christian Worldview.

Just as before, Lisle's reasoning does not
work. To presuppose X in order to
discover what Y says only to use what Y
says to "justify" the presupposition of X,
will prove nothing stronger that the

Use the Christian Worldview to, among other original presupposition of X.

things, establish the reliability of the senses.

Since the Bible is itself an object known

by the senses, and since it is by use of

the Bible that the Presuppositionalist

gets his "Christian Worldview" from which

T . -~ - he then establishes the reliability of his

Use the Chr!stlan WorIdV|ew_to mterpr(:)t the data e, e S R B (0 aeeEn O
of his senses, especially regarding skeptical problem of his Matrix challenge

the natural sciences. that he brings to the debate.

11/20/2025
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PO -':4 m
— > . / ="
V- -
atrix”Chalefig

The Deathblow to Classical Empiricism?

’ ~
D
~
&
~

'@ "One of the problems |
‘ see with Howe’s
-4 philosophy is that it is
- ultimately unjustified.
J That is, if all knowledge
' begins with sensory
0\ experience, then how do
we know that.sensory
M ™ experience is basically
Jason Lislg,

an.._....,' reliable (true to reality)?

A A
(3 > \

11/20/2025

37



"This cannot be proved
by sensory experience
since this is the very
issue in question. And if
it is 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 not in

the ‘Matrix’ and that his
sensory experiences have

nothing to do\with the
2 real world?....

A
Jason L|sl/

s

e,

-

—

11/20/2025
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Jason Lis,lé :

P

. : \

.

/

The factis, | had not needed
and did not take “several
years to think about the
conundrum’ since, as we

shall see, there is no
conundrum for. the Thomist
in the first place.

—

"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),
https://biblicalscienceinstitutereem/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-1/, accessed 11/13/25]

"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),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-1/, accessed 11/13/25]

11/20/2025




Itis Lisle that grants the
conundrum—arising as! it
does from Lisle’s bad
philosophical
assumptions— and
then offers his
Presuppositionalism
to “solve’ it.

—

Frankly, I'had completely
forgotten Lisle’s last salvo
in our journal debate about
how | could know | was not
in the Matrix and was only

reminded of it whenia

student of mine emailed me

years later asking me how |
would respond to Lisle’s
challenge.

—

11/20/2025

"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),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-1/, accessed 11/13/25]

"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),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-1/, accessed 11/13/25]
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| wrote an extended email
response to the student and
then uploaded it as a blog.

Itis my blog entry that Lisle
responded to and
mistakenly thought was
only possible for me to
write after having had years
to think about it!

—

Jason lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

"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),
https://biblicalscienceinstitute.com/apologetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-1/, accessed 11/13/25]

"Howe has tacitly
presupposed (among other
things) that our senses
correspond to reality. Now
‘how does he know that hes
not in the 'Matrix' and that kS
sensory experiences have
mothing whatsoever to d@
with the real world?"

. "Youn Ea_rth Presqppositionalism," Christian

11/20/2025
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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/]
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René Descartes
(1596-1650)

R

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. But from 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 orin
the distance, there are
many other beliefs about
which doubt is quite
impossible, even though
they are derived from
the senses—

11/20/2025
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“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. ...

René Descartes
(1596-1650)
R

"How often, asleep at night,
ami{l 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 Stoothoffj and
Dugald Murdoch, The Philosophical Writings of Descartes, vol. Il
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 17-18]

René Descartes
(1596-1650)
R
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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.

In other words, how can Lisle
know that his entire
reasoning about God and
Presuppositionalism is not itself
just because 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.

—

11/20/2025

"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!isleas,sumférs that our
sensory fac‘glties are guilty .
until proven innocent.

11/20/2025
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Jio be su”mf, epistemological
questions-‘are certainly:
philosophically legitimate,
including questions about
our sensory experience.

The ﬁa"tger has roots in
ancient-@hilosph y.
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, ‘ Theaetstus: " seems f© me That oild
B Whoe knows semeihing is pereeiving |
{ihimg e knews, ancl, e {&r as [ can S&
atipesentrknowiledgelisinothinglhuiss

REkCEption:*

“Socratesishetaccountlyoulgivelofithe
~ Nnature of lknowledgelis not, by any
1 rmu[m@g {0 [0 b@ cﬂu[@ﬁm ﬂ{_E isithe @@m@ﬁ at -

it ﬂﬁﬂ & SEmeEWne ﬁt clif ﬁf@m nt W@Y

[l =eliaakinilion &n
ed DialogueskRuks

nalytlc philosophy is eeht by how.
often he frames this debate in terms of
whether one’s worldview "justifies ™

the belief that one's sensory
faculties are reliable.
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Lisle's assumption he.re undoubtedly
taking for grante a stanpdaird definition
of knowledge in contemporary
philosophy, viz., knowledge as
justified, true, belief.

w s
. Yy
Jason Lislé :

et i,

.

e

“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/]
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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.

-

“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/]
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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.

-

-

lmicontrast to conte%praary analytic
philosophy, Classical (@@Scholastic)
Realism in the tradition®of Aristotle
and Aquinas has a different

definition of knowledge.

“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/]
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Lisle‘s Matrix cha%ng is saying
that | could know thatiliikmow reality,
only if | know that my senses
are reliable.

Only by apri"or knowledge that my
senses are relia]ple ca@k’now that |

am not in the Matrix.
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other words, o.nly by a prior
knowledge that mygsenses are
reliable can | know thattmy senses
are conveying to me truths
about reality.

For the sake of a%uezt, let us
gliant Lisle’s point thatfole can khow
that one’s sensory facllties convey
fruths about reality only if one
already knows that his sensory
faculties are reliable.
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Consider what ques.tine (6{0) ] [o]

to ask aboutiLisle'sieallenge.

Wesfgon'om

Jason Lisle
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‘What EETS calld [ use to
confirm tolimyselfiithat my:

senses are reliable?

@n‘atever that m.ean Is, how

would'l'be able to kmew that'this
means is itself reliable?
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w ve means #2 torconfirm to

that means #MWistreliable *
when it confirms to me that my
senses are reliable, how can |

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

@ tmeans #3 to.confirm to

that meahns #2¥isfreliable #
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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*You g et thcgict re.
Ifleads'to an infinite regress so that

nothing is ever confirmed.

-

ilorbe sure, Lisle do.es not think he

1as amtinfinitelkegressibecausethey

thinks he knows that God has told
him that his senses are reliable.
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"’ does Llsle know that
od told himithis?

i 1Ks he kn ows this
revelation from God'(which

includes the Bible) which gives
him the "Christian Worldview."
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LEjsle's view is the?’th “Christian
Wc’l"ldvie wi "justifies” the
reliability of our senses and
allows us to proceed with the
assurance that our senses are

telling us truths about reality.

Jasan Lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

11/20/2025
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“Sensory experience
is| only reliable if olir
'senses correspond

to reality; and only,
the Christian
worldview can

rationally _

| ivsti; ’m" 'Tx‘
JaSO-n LISIe isle, “Pres pét@n%‘eﬁ:ffc.hhtanf:)g!% mal 11, N2

BiblicalfSeience Institute (20 3): 110]

René Descartes John Locke
(1596-1650) (1632-1704)
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o T

Alrgument
Circular?

.o

While admitting gm sense of
circularitylL isle willstry to s
distinguish the way infwhich his
argument for Presuppositionalism is
circular from the type of circular
argument that is fallacious.
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Helinsists that m%y response to
hiim, I'have formulatedihis argument
erroneously by making'it into the

fallaciously circular version.

CHRISTIAN

p A LEIS

Biblical'Science Institute
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Jason'Lisle
BiblicalfSeience Institute

“This charge of fallaciols
circularity is, I believe;
one of the main reasons
why many Christians afe
inclined to reject
presuppositional
apologetics at the outset!

Jason lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

“I will show below thatfit
is logically inescapablée
that indeed the Bible must
be the ultimate standard
even when evaluating its
own claims. I will also
show that this can be
cdone in a logical, nong

Jasomlisies” arth % ypositionalism,* S
lotirmal 11 noﬁ(Fall ) 65] - -

11/20/2025
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Given this, exaetly howldees Lisle and other
Brkestppositionalists defendithe
(supposedly non-fa’{l@acious) version of'the
circular argument offered foritheir
Presuppositionalism?

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

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

ﬂe%in’rs‘ t that
cirevlar aFgu nts are

actually logically valid.

11/20/2025
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Jaso‘n lEisle ACPBE&%%IS

Biblical'Science Institute

“It may surprise
some people to
learn that circulal

reasoning is
ctually Ioglcall

Jason lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute
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;N ek .
wesponse Lisle's

Point that CiReular
firguments Are Actually
Logically Valid

Given the definition o?whéi‘“' it means to
be logically vali it is easyit
every circular argument’isfalways valid.

It is also easy to see why this is a
completely trivial observation about
valid arguments and does nothing to

support Lisle's position.
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CE Beﬁnition'clﬁiVa_lid <

P % argument is valid just in caselitis impossible

for the argument to'have all tm“bepremises and
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

; 5 truth of the conclusion.
Premise 2: Point B .

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

Conclusion: ResultC ., . "p. 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 A

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.

11/20/2025
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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 A

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

Premise 1: Point A \

Premise 2: Point B

Conclusion: Result A 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: ResultA 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 FALSE
Premise 2: Point B TRUE
Conclusion: Result A FALSE

Note that 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!
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Given the definition o?w‘ it means to
ically valid, it is easyito see'that,
every circular argumentistalways valid.

is also easy to see why. this is a
completely trivial obselVation about .
valid arguments and do€s nothing to

support Lisle's position.
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-

Itlis also the'case %t any. formally
logical argument wherelone of the
premises is a contradiction’is also valid.

“It may surprise
some people to
learn that circulak
reasoning is
ctually Ioglcall

Jasan Lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute
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onejefithelprenises
is (alcotracdictionli
actually valid

BiblicalfScience Institute

e

Justas it should botqher' one to make
an grgumentgwhere one of the
premises is a contradiction, it

should also bother one make an
argument which is circular.

11/20/2025
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sﬁpos? lists
claim that'all afguments
for ultimate standards
are circular.

"All knowledge (all
true justified belief)
when traced back
to its ultimate
0\ foundation is
= inherently circular.”

A
Jason LIS|/

-ﬁ"‘.’"“

A

- |

e
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examp@isle as’k’@his_reader (o)
consider how one would. "justify” the laws
offlogic. '

“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.
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"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

« LY  demand demonstration,
\J "\ 4 and of what one should

N RsTotlel not, argues want of

(384-322 BC)" education.

“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).™

— -5 s . ) 5
- o i 7% [Metaphysics, IV, 4, 1006a5-10. Translation by Richard McKeon, The Basic Works
! . il N o el SRR S of Aristotle (New York: Random House, 1941)]
i N "FI’SI@I'@%(‘; % :

(8842322 BC)
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» Notice here thatfAlistotle is talking about how we know a
nc:ple. also known as a first prmc:pleu |

wever is not the.debate between: Lisle and“@)e
about th "Matrix and how we knowatheworld around. us.

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

What is more, notice that Aristotle does not say that our
knowledge of the principle is circular.

There is a difference between giving a circular argument
for X and X being self-evident.

Mary Christine Ugobi-Onyemere, IHM

The Knowledge of
the First Principles in
Saint Thomas Aqulnas

ﬂvl’sﬁ
1) -
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Jason'Lisle
BiblicalfSeience Institute

CHRISTIAN

APSiEPIC

Jason lisle
Biblical'Sciemce Institute

=The notion that circulak
reasoning is always
wrong reveals a bit ofj
'philosophical naivety?

In fact, all ultimate

standards must be
defended in a somewha
circular way (by a
transcendental
§ ‘argument).§ S

JiliSie®aYoung Earth Presuppositionalism," 81]

11/20/2025
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IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME 1l

A SURVEY OF
CHRISTIAN
EPISTEMOLOGY

Cornelius VanTil
Profesior of Apologetics
Westminster Theological Seminary
Philadetphia, P,

are flrm Iy convmce"
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(CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS

CORNELIUS

VAN TIL

EpiTep By WiLLiam EDGAR

“loadmitionelstown
@ﬁi&?@[@@ @m@ﬂ ﬁ@ pomt

maintain that all reason‘mg
is, !m the nature of the case,
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)LIPHINT
William Edgar

APOLOGETICS

Principles & Practice

in Defense of Our Faith

"A few years ago | was involved
in a conferenceioverseas. The

theme was the relationshipi of

falth and reason.... The paperl
presented .. lncluded an
argument four a ’theory of:
knowledge that had God's

revelation as its ultimate ground.

11/20/2025
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"During the discussion ... after
my presentation; one of the other
\lpresenters was particularly

tgltated It seemed obvrous”
him that all | was saying ..
thatisuch a Erelatlnonshlp "could not
be truly understood unless one
accepted the Bible as true. He
went on to ask me just why he or
anyone else should accept the
Bible as authority. He was
perplexed that | eemed to be

argum E Finka crrcle

"I admitted to him that | certainly
was arguing.ini(some kind of) a
circle. ... Then I made clear te the
other presenters that they were
aII asking that their own vreﬁvs

basedjohn theirfownjreasoning
i W . -

and sources, be accepted as true.

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

crﬁ%le overﬂnme7"'

rln iples and Practice in

[K. Scett Oliphint, Cow ogeties:
Defense of Our Faith'( rossWa@?S-%]
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AN

] ‘”

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

VanTils
APOLOGETIC

READINGS ] ANALYSIS

GREG L.
BAHNSEN

"Where do all'philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point not
antecedently established, with w lCh

reason begins and. according to
wl‘uch it proceeds to conclusions.
Therefore all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality

v‘wll come down to an appeal t

11/20/2025
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r 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

i 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
Jjustifications come to an end? Every
system must have unproven

a ‘sumptions, a starting point not

EEEETTITly established, with which

W reasorn begins and according to

|  which it proceeds to conclusions.
T!‘rerefore, all argumentation over
ultimate issues of truth and reality

v‘vill come down to an appeal to

b autﬁorities which, in the nature of the
ase, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.”
[Creg Bih'nsen, 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
antécedently established, with which
rcl'-,\ason begins and according to
wrfich it proceeds to conclusions.

Therefore, all argumentation over

ultiimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
autﬁorities which, in the nature of the
Eas.e‘, are ultimate authorities.
| Circularity at this level of

argumentation is unavoidable.”

[Grey BLhnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended

(Power S‘;‘pr:ings: American Visien Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
CovenaT Media Press, 2008), 57__]

11/20/2025
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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.

-

11/20/2025

"Where do all philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
‘system must have unproven
as‘sumptions, a starting point not
antecedently established, with which
reason begins and according to
wl‘wich it proceeds to conclusions.
TQerefore, all argumentation over
uIlTimate issues of truth and reality

will come down to an appeal to
autﬁorities which, in the nature of the
‘case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity'at this'level of
rgumentation is unavoidable.”

a
[Greg Blihnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended
(Power {prings: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:

Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]

"Where do all philosophical
justifications come to an end? Every
‘system must have unproven
as‘sumptions, a starting point not
ant?cedently established, with which

reason begins and according to
wl‘wich it proceeds to conclusions.
Tl‘werefore, all argumentation over
uItTimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to
autﬁorities which, in the nature of the
‘case, are ultimate authorities.
Circularity at this level of
argumentation is unavoidable.”

[Greg Blhnsen, Presuppositional Apologetics: Stated and Defended
(Power $prings: American Vision Presuppositionalists; Nacogdoches:
Covenant Media Press, 2008), 87]
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oo

"’So if, when iticomes to the
fundamental qliestion of Christian
fa‘ith, arguments are ultimatejl/y
cir‘cular (since metaphysics and

e‘pistemology depend.on one
andther), then the matter reduces
" to one of submission or rebellion

to|the authority of the revealed

Greg L. Bahnsen
| » (1948-1995)

| ﬁeswﬂ to

resuppositignalists’
Claim That All
Epistemologies

Ultimately Circular
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U Knewleege o

, sensahons
(phenomena)

oligkinowledgelef

(phenomena)
_——
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eUIF knewlecge eff

[F@@Uﬁﬁy (phenomena)

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

eUIF knewlecge eff

[f@@[lﬁﬁy (phenomena)

This is exactly what
the Matrix challenge
is saying.
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P NVENE COMERSERE Wiy WlE
history of philesoplay should see
how indebted to medern and
contemporary philoge*phy the

atrix challengeiis. ...
T

It remainsktolshowahowiitfisithat

Classical EmpiriciSm is entirely

immune toefthe Matrix§challenge
and IS'In no wise cikcular.
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Modern Philosophy

h of modern philosophy fiames human
kmewing alon‘g the categaries of: =

‘experiences” or "appearances™ (Descartes), or
"qualities” or "properties” (Locke), or
"Ideas"” and "perceiving" (Berkeley), or

"sensations” or "phenomena" (Hume).

11/20/2025
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Vathellatmgpieblcmi AN HiimelstskepticisploRoll
® (oW e ez ke e kpowledgerofcalisality

senses arerelisbls 7 e freivalive disheiomy
® (e egossniis ) '
predicament 7 fs/feuglit iElliecy
® (e problem of e 7 {he specier of brute facts
camespondence of 7 [mewledge as usiiiad,

hougits e extenmel
rreeliity

v unlformiy off neuire

e, belier

o - encl the meny
v ine pirobien eif

Ineluecition

discussed in Plato

and Aristotle

Presuppos:tlonallsts show the/r

unwitting commitment to the
assumptions of the very
philosophies that created the
problems in the first place.
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' 5 )

** Realism Regarding the
Nature of Universals

“* Realism Regarding the
Existence of External Reality
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Realism
Plato Aristotle Aquinas

Extreme Moderate Scholastic Conceptualism® = NominalisSm
Realism Realism Realism

maintains that there
IS a reality external to
us as knowers
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’ ’ ’
"Critical Réalism
insists we must "justify” our knowledge that
there is a reality external to us as knowers

Medermn
Epistemelogy

Classical
Epistemology

Comneearmed
primarily with ety Wit
the knowledge of [ERthelkinowiedee
things ©if3
(substances) experences / eppesrances
together with the @M@W@S}@g@p@g
attributes or
(accidents) of llegs / pereeiving

) or
things  sensetfions / phenomena

Concerned

Contemporary
Epistemology

Concerned
primarily with
the justification
or warrant of
beliefs
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Vecerm
Epistemelogy

Classical
Epistemology

Concermead
primarily with [erimertly Wi
the knowledge of [thelknpowledee
things @if3
(substances) experfiences / eppearances

= or
together with the ueliifss/ proparies

Concerned

11/20/2025

Contemporary
Epistemology

Concerned
primarily with
the justification
or warrant of
beliefs

CLASSICAL METAPHYSICS

uniy> - SeNSEens / phenomeng

Medern
Eplistemelogy

Classical
Epistemology

Concermead
primarily with ety Wit
the knowledge of [ERthelkinowiedee
things ©if
(substances) experfiences / eppearances

- or
together with the qualiiss / properties

Concerned

CLASSICAL

iy " SENSEonS / phenomeng

Contemporary
Epistemology

Concerned
primarily with
the justification
or warrant of
beliefs
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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.

-~
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"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.”

LLL enne Gilson, Thomist Realism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans.
[ an Francisco, Ignatius Press, 1986), 27. For a
n of Gilson's point in this work, see his Methodical
ilip Trower (Front Royal: Christendom Press, 1990).

cal Realism: A Primer for Beginning Realists (San
tius Press, 2011)]

realist s a philosopher who
ot forget that he is a man
herbegins to philosophize.
> a man, if he be sane, a
sepher has not the faintest
~...acl of doubt that he exists in

ng tell-him that knowing is
.fe:in.g 'and not of knowing. 1

redeisick D. Wilhelmsen
PN C1023-1996)
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ﬂ B h ‘ro
Ire Ia

Aquinas's Cure for HII Your
Epistemological Troubles

mng 71/; ’ea‘rg*e

affer frix®

fAlquinas’'s Cure for All Your
Epistemological Troubles
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"There are countries where'n
professor of any science coulé
hold his job for a month if hes s
started teaching that he does®
not know what is true about th
very science he is supposed:io
teach, but where a man findsid
hard to be appointed as a '. %
professor of philosophy ifihess
professes to believe in the truth
of the philosophy he teaches

ne Gilson
[Etienne Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, 2" ed. (Toronto: e %
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1952), vii] : +(1884-1978)

2Our knowledge, taking
its: start from things,
proceeds in this order.
First, it begins in sense;
second, it is completed
in the intellect.“

Vth, I, 11, trans. Mulligan, 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1 trans.
0 (€hicago: Henry Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans. James V. McGlynn
gnery, 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert W. Schmidt (Chicago: Henry
ne three volumes were reprinted as Truth (Indianapolis: Hackett,

Thomas Aqumas
(1225+ 1274)

11/20/2025
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Y

(CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS

CORNELIUS
VAN TI L glilus Van Til
' (1895=1887)
EpiTep By WirLLiaMm Epcar
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“Toladmitioners ow!
presuppositionstandito
pointout
preiuppostions of others
is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, m the

ﬁon @@U@[ﬁ) are @’\WI ys
involvediin one ,

[Cornehu van

olagetics,
30, emphasisiino® erJJ

nlll ISBUEG: P&R,

&loladmitione‘siow!
presuppositionstandito
ipointioutithe
presuppos:tlons of others
IS therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, m the

on @@ﬁ@m @ S
7 AV = H [va g

dR(Bhillipsbuld: PR,

———

B & i

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.

‘-_—"
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“Toladmitione’s ow!
presuppositionstandito
ipointioutithe
presuppos:tlons of others
is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, inthe
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“Toladmitione’s ow!
presuppositionstandito
ipointioutithe
presuppos:tlons of others
is therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, inthe

@@ﬁ@@ @Iwa S
zm
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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.

S~

/. _—

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 a tree that is existing
external to him as
a knower.

vv“
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&loladmitione siow!
presuppositionstandito
ipointioutithe
presuppostlons of others
IS therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, m the

presuppositions @m@ﬂ fo
pointoutith
presuppos:tlons of others
IS therefore to maintain
that all reasoning is, imthe
nature.of the.case, cikc
@@@mﬁm@ The @hzﬁ?ﬁ

3 pologeticsy22edn(Phillipsburel P&R,
2003), 130MEMBHESISHMBIIGINEI]
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2 B

2
The Thomist would deny
that what he is
experiencing is initially
something in his mind
(concept, idea, qualia) from
which he reasons that there
is an external object
"causing” him to have that
particular experience.

el ~

2 B

)~
Instead, for the Thomist,
knowledge is defined in

terms of what it is to be a
knower and what it is to
be a known.

Knowledge is conformity of
intellect and thing.

el ~
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zTotadmitione:s ow o B B
presuppositionsiandito ~ In the classical tradition
pointioutithe of Aristotle and Aquinas,
presuppos:tlons of others kgo_wngha_stto d°| with
is therefore to maintain eing. =pISIemoiogy
| reduces to metaphysics.
that all reasoning is, m the

i @ S
in'one er
JQ[DLL&LL 2 %mnlh BUg: PSR, *

———.

B
presuppositionsiandito ~ This conformity takes
poeintioutithe place at the level of Form.
presuppos:tlons of others k'“ metﬁ%hys'cm tfrtf:s,t :‘f_le
is therefore to maintain nower “becomes™ the thing
known at the level of Form.

tha|t all reasoning is, m the

dTeradmit one’s owi
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“Toladmitione’s ow!
presuppositionstandito
pointiottithe
presuppos:tlons of others
IS therefore to maintain
tha|t all reasoning is, m the

@@U@@ @Iwa S
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2 BB

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

i~

“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
becqgse he is unable to
answer'questions which are
in factiinsoluble, but which

[l B,
fordhim do not arise.

Methodical Realism: A Handbook for Beginning Realists
gnatius Press, 2011), 128]
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