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A Strong Stance‘-'én
the Authority of Scnip@lre
A Strong View of »
thelln€erancy of Sc@ure

A'Strong Emphasis on
the Integration of Theology and
Apologetics
‘ .

* The role the

A Sg@ng Presuppositionalist's
Emphasis on Reformed Theology (i.e.,

: Calvinism, as they
the Integratl@'n of understand it) plays in
' formulating and
Th@OIOgy and defending their
ApOIogetiCS Presuppositional

Apologetics cannot be
overemphasized.
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In light of this, it is
telling that some of the
biggest detractors of
Presuppositionalism
today are also in the
Reformed Theology
camp.
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Much fmedern phllosophyﬁrames human
kurwvlng along the categgjies of:

s "qualities” or.“propertiesg(Locke), or

o2 "ldeacelvmg "(Berkeley), or

s "sensations"” or "phenomena” (Hume).
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Presuppg@sitionalists offer their apoloﬁ‘etic

.

systemPfas the only solutionftejvarious

philosophical problems..

By offeringjth€igRresuppositionalism'as the
“answerStoithese'problems, they show their
unwitting commitment,to the assumptions

of the very philosophies that created the
problems in the first place.
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Creation Library Series 0

STOP TRUSTING

MAN'S WORD

Genesis and Compromise

Featuring Ken Ham
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by Dan Lietha
!f

LOOK AT ALL THESE
“CHRISTIAN" VIEWS OF THE ORIGIN
OF THE UNIVERSE: PROGRESSIVE CREATIONISM,
GAP THEORY, FRAMEWORK HYPOTHESIS,
DAY /AGE THEORY, THEISTIC EVOLUTION.
WHAT DO YOU BELIEVEZ '

Quodlibetal Blog

Musings from Anywhere by Dr. Richard G. Howe

e ——
SRR R

P Home About Bookmark the permalink.

It's Worse Than | Thought ..o e

= About
Over the past year or so, a colleague of mine has been telling me of his concerns about how
Presuppositionalism (or some watered-down version thereof) infuses the thinking of
certain popular Young-Earth Creationists if not Young-Earth Creationism in general. Categories
Though he himself is an Old-Earth creationist, he came to me with his concerns because, « Archived
being a Classical Apologist, he knows that I am both a classical apologist and a Young- * Uncategorized

Earth Creationist. Apparently we are a small group.

10
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“Shouldn't you take
outside ideas and

’“i} reinterpret [the Bible]?

No, you can't do that."

“All versions of the gap
theory impose outside
ideas on Scripture and
thus open the door for
further,‘ compromise.”

11
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Defended by a Bible Teacher

It is good to see Bible teachers who defend Answers in Genesis against those in the church
who compromise God's Holy Word with man’s fallible refigion of millions of years. A Bible
teacher from the Grace To You ministry in California recently wrote a biog swmating the

following:

Dwring the course of my vanious exchanges with a classic apologist commenter,
he directed me to an arsicle written last july by Dr. Richard Howe, a professor

at Southern Evangelical Seminary.

In that article Dr. Howe expresses his concern with the apologetic enterprise of
Ken Ham in defending the Genesis narrative and ultimately the historic,
Christian faith He clasms Ham's warer-downed presuppositionalism utiized w
make his presemtations is bankrupt, fraught with problems, and is

self-refuting

His critigue, however, provides for us some practical insight into how wosfully
inconsistent and compromised classic apologists can be ['ll work my way

thraugh his main arguments and offer a rebutal

It is encouraging to see solid Bible teachers coming to the defense of those who stand on
the authority of God's Word, while around us is a sea of compromise in the church today. |

encourage you to read the rest of his well-written biog post
Thanks for stopping by and thanks for praying,

Ken
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TIM CHAFFEY ¢ JASON LISLE

. OLD-E
f CREATI()NIS |
ON TRIAL

THE VERDICT IS IN

. W
Tim (‘Zhaf-;ey

\

"When someone
Yrein terprets the

accommodate
outside notions)it

simply mean'sjhe;
. )
W doesinot believe
Tim Chaffe the words."” »
‘ ‘ y [Old -Earth Creatlonls‘n% Verdict is In

! (Green Forest: MasterBooks 20107 110-111]

\

Jasgn‘Lisle

Jasgn‘LisIe

11/5/2025
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“Many/Christians
isimplyawillinot
| b‘elleve tthlstory
reLc-otrLded-@ln
Genesis'1, no
matter’how.clear.
ithe text is, because
they place more

{ faith in men' than o
Tim (.“,haf-;ey in G’o’Jﬂ i Jasgn Lisle
! [Old -Earth Creatiol %YTI Verdict is In

\ (Green Forest: Master BooksW2010), 110]

Theysaneiconfusing

using ‘ouitsiderideas”
to interpret the Bible

. withi¥
‘ using\"outSId weas
to jucigefiine Bilble.
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“Then Joshua spokeitoithelLORD:!in the
day. when the'LORD!delivered up the
Amorites before the children of Israel, and
he said. in the sight of Israel:*Sun, stand
still over Gibeon; And Moon, in the Valley
of Aijalon.’ So the sun stood still, and the
moon stopped, till the people had revenge

upon their enemies. "
Joshua 10:12-13 NKJV

11/5/2025
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“When,someone
naavilieasy -,
reinterpretsrthe

outside notions;it

r simply meamﬂgﬁg
{‘ doesinot believe ‘
Tim (.“,haf';ey the words." & Jasgn‘Lisle

[Old -Earth Creationism om*Trials ThetVerdict is In

! (Green Forest: MasterBOoks ‘5010.\) 110-111]

\

“Supporters often
gsedah yper:literal

However, itis quite

obvious that?jgs‘ﬁ‘ua'
' wastsimplyusing,
observational

language¥’

[Old -Earth Creationismon Trials The Verdict is In
\ (Green Forest: Master Books;"2010), 62]

{ ‘
Tim (‘Jhaf‘fe

|

Jasén‘LisIe
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It is only "quite obvious" to
| us today precisely because
accommodate i &5 4
outSide notions Jith =23 of the development of the
's:mply me e y

doesinot belleve ~ science since the
' 17th Century.

Thus, it is because of the
science since the 17th

i % ‘ Century that we "reinterpret”
geoceniicis) 6 the "clear meaning of the

However, itlis\quite
PRleaTs "’a‘%‘ﬁ / words"” "accommodate” the

wasisimply,using

( W 2 w = > (]
Tim Ghafey obsenyalicnalgy Jasgn Lisle outside notions”.
. ct is In

\
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i
Py &

-
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Robert Gardinal Bellarmine \& Galilegg&dlilei
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B 5427621 15605 |
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£ - BELLARMINE,

# AND THE BIBLE ’v ; :

RICHARD BLACKWELL

BEHIND
THE S C ENE S AT
GALILEO’S
TRIAL

Inchuding the First English Translation
of Melehior Inchofer's Tractatus splleptiois

= 5
galifeo goes fo jail ‘
AND OTHER MYTHS =
ABOUT SCIENCE AND RELIGION

EDITED BY RONALD L. NUMBERS
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Phenomenological
Language;
a.k.a.,
Language of
Appearance

"The sun shall be turned into darkness, and the moon
into blood, before the coming of the great and
awesome day of the LORD." Joel 2:31

19
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Can youlfseerhow.
astronomy corrected our
misunderstanding of
Joshua 10:12-1372

Mightithere berquestions
and issues'the debate of
which involves‘the
discipline of

PHILOSOPHY ?

20



N

o Gl R -
e =~ N 8\ .
o [ o s~
" L S g
- v -tz B L-‘r.-.“"
) S < o ') SV
T i
P L \
AR A \
3 ._.v |
v |
9 »~

)
-

Fisundensiahd

A
e’
f PN N , -‘ 7

'_. A

| 6F S(Ef‘i p‘l"l]‘ra
A o

\ P : &

:‘\."\“ﬂ W»

11/5/2025

21



11/5/2025

by Francis A. Schaeffer

the God who isthere

1912-1984)

' ﬁmms Schaeffer

‘%mdmﬂ@@

f/n/te hastne suff/CIent
reference point if he
begins absolutely and,
autonomously from
‘himself and thus needs
certain knowledge. Gogd
give us this in the
Scriptures.

N[Friancis Schaeffer, The God Who Is There (Downers
LGrove: InterVarsity, 1968), 93, republished in The

Complete Works of Francis Schaeffer: A Christian;
er/dwew Vol. 1 (Westchester: Crossway, 1982)]

22
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f/n/te hasine suff/CIent
reference point if he

begins absolutely and,
autonomously from

: ,
Schha‘fferill'i’c:itly

assumes that

humanf itude

recludes certam‘
wle

himself and thus needs

Scertain knowledge. God,

give us this in the
Scriptures.

i \[Eiancis Schaeffer, The God Who Is There (DowRes|
LGrove: InterVarsity, 1968), 93, republished in The
NE@omplete Works of Francis Schaeffer: A Christian;
Wer/dwew Vol. 1 (Westchester: Crossway, 1982)}

f|n|te man beglnnlng
absolutely"and

give us this in the
Scriptures.

i \[Eiancis Schaeffer, The God Who Is There (DowRes|
LGrove: InterVarsity, 1968), 93, republished in The
NE@omplete Works of Francis Schaeffer: A Christian;
Wer/dwew Vol. 1 (Westchester: Crossway, 1982)

11/5/2025
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“Shouldn’t you take
b outside ideas and
’-‘ii_} reinterpret [the Bible]?
!?‘"h NO g ou cair vaoa.that.”
™ Yes. Sometimes you
have to do that.

For exampleXfrom where would
you get your principles of
) .
hermeneutics?

\’/”fef‘ ﬂ/’efea’ Faci‘s
rang= ”U/ﬁma fo
Y

24
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TaHeE DEEENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS

VaN'TTL

EpiTép By K. Scort OLiPHINT

“’Tlh)ﬁ@z?@g inithellastanalySisythe
questiopiasitorwhar alex oners
ultimatesplestppesitonsSnenl man

be@ame a smner “he made of h‘/mself
instead of God the ultimate orffinal
reference point. And it is precisely

tlgls presupposition, as it contiols
Wlthout exceptionall.forms,ofimon-

Chiistian [@lfnyg ha imatist be
© EESON),
t 0. h i !

VanTio
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iridans istleft
Ungestioneadiinanyifieldsallithe
factskamel e@o&@@@@ presented to
theftnbeliever will'be made over by
him according to his pattern.sThe
sinner has cemented colored

“’titm challenging, iftﬁtﬁe basic
RIESUppeSitioniwithie tito
h/mself asht, ﬁ. ﬁ /zenu elvoint in
prhe-dlcat/on the natural man maany
aecept the 'theistic proofs' astully
valid. He may construct such proofs.
he has constructed such proot; But

11/5/2025
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VanTﬂ’s
APOLOGETIC

READINGS H ANALYSILS |

\,Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

"The two opponents in an
apologetical encounter are
thus intellectually living by

two different ethical
standards, but they are

also arguing according to
conflicting final standards
for knowledge itself. They
disagree on the ultimate

authority that should be
used to warrant or justify

what a person believes as
Greg L. Bahnsen true.
(1948-1995)

[Van Til's Apologetic: Readings and Analysis
(Phillipsburg: P&R, 1998), 91]

27



Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

“TEski

N |4

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

'Gordon Stein
(1941-1996)

[Stein] says that | [Bahnsen] do'nothave
an answer to these questions [aboutthe
nature of natural law; the uniformity.of
nature] either. Well, | certainly do: ItS just
that he doesn’t like the answer. The
answer is that God created the world; and
this world reflects the uniformity:that-he
imposes on it by his governing, ana our
thinking is to reflect the same consistency;
or logical coherence thatis in God:s
thinking. How do we learn about those
things? He revealed himself to us. Again,
these are simple answers and.the sortsion
things that Sunday school childrenilearn:
But you know | have yet to find any:
reason not to believe them:.

11/5/2025
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TONZ AL
The Trinity
and the V1n d ication
of Christian Paradox

f the
Thi melius Van Til

. A. BOSSERMAN

"Van Til helc‘ that nothing

expression ofﬁéod 's

XP I
%M planiforithe

cosmos, and.

gpplreeElEel e accessible
to the human mind
through the mediation of
the Triune God, the very
archetype of harmony in
difference.”

[The Trinity and the Vindication of Christian
Paradox: An Interpretation and Refinement of the
Theological Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til
(Eugene: Pickwick, 2014), xviii]

11/5/2025
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"Van Til held, that nothing
about reallty‘can be
known'truly,

0
express:on of‘God 'S
tetemql planiforithe

appIEeElEel e accessible
to the human mind
through the mediation of
the Triune God, the very
archetype of harmony in
difference.”
[The Trinity and the Vindication of Christian
Paradox: An Interpretation and Refinement of the

Theological Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til
(Eugene: Pickwick, 2014), xviii]

"Van Til held that nothing
about reallty‘can be
known trul*y*except as it
IS understood as an
express:on ofiGod's
%temal planiforithe
cosmos, andiunless. it is
appreciated as slaccessible
to the human mind
through the mediation of
the Triune God, the very
archetype of harmony in
difference.”

[The Trinity and the Vindication of Christian
Paradox: An Interpretation and Refinement of the

Theological Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til
(Eugene: Pickwick, 2014), xviii]

| submit that these
expressions are code for
‘presupposed’: hence
“Presuppositionalism."
) )

Note that they are
necessary to know
reality truly.

11/5/2025
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"Van Til held.that nothing
about&gg'iiﬁlican be
known trulyfexcept as it
is ﬁnde__r-é'tood as an
expression of.God's

%@r‘@l planiforithe
cosmos, andiunlessi it is
appreciated as'accessible
to the human mind
through the mediation of
the Triune God, he vary

[The Trinity and the Vindication of Christian
Paradox: An Interpretation and Refinement of the
Theological Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til
(Eugene: Pickwick, 2014), xviii]

"Van Til held that nothing
=
aboutﬁahty‘can be
known trulyjexcept as it
is undqr;‘s'toﬁl as an
expression ofiGod’s
%teﬁmigl pla"t‘ajjf%rithe
cosmos, andiunless. it is
appreciated as accessible
to the human mind
through the mediation of

veny

[The Trinity and the Vindication of Christian
Paradox: An Interpretation and Refinement of the
Theological Apologetic of Cornelius Van Til
(Eugene: Pickwick, 2014), xviii]

This is a reference to the "the
problem of the one and the
ERVAS

This is a reference to the "the
problem of the one and the
ERAS

Presuppositionalists maintain
that only their
Presuppositionalism can
"solve™ the problem.

| have yet to find any
Presuppositionalist who can
tell me what they find lacking
in Aristotle's solution.

11/5/2025
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APOLOGETICS &2

Principles & Practice
in Defense of Our Faith

tThere hasito be some

‘place'—some proposition;
some concept, some idea,
some foundation of:

authority—that'is %
sufficient to carry the
conceptional weight of
what we claim to know,
believe, algd hold.

[K. Scott Oliphint;.€ovenantaliApologetics: Pﬁhciples & Practicelin
Defense of the: Our: Fq[th(W heatom:ﬂ Crossway2013), 128]

11/5/2025
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tThere hasjto be some
'piace‘—some proposition,
some concept, some idea,
some foundation of
authorlty—that Is
sufficient to carry the
conceptional weight of
what we claim to know,
believe, a Pd hold.

[K. Scott Oliphint, .€evenantal, Apologetlcs Punc:ples & Practicelin
Defense of the: Our: Falth “ heaton-Crossway 2013), 128]

™

Jason Lisle

11/5/2025

Notice how that the
options Oliphint
suggests are all

categories of cognition
(epistemology).

Nowhere does Oliphint
seek to ground
knowledge in being.

-

33



Jason Lisle

Jason Lisle

"The consistent
biblical creationist is
one whose
worldview is based
on the Bible, this is
his or her ultimate
standard.”

[Jason Lisle, The Ultimate Proof: Resolving the Origins Debate (Green
Forest: Master Books, 2009), 32]

e . M

"Many people feellthat they
thémselves do not have an
ultimate authority, or a
faith commitment or any
kind. Rather, they believe
that their perceptions of
the world are objective,
néutral, and not dependent
ob any ultimate standard.

[Jason Lisle, The Ultimate Proof: Resolving the Origins Debate (Green
Forest: Master Books, 2009), 142-143]

S |

11/5/2025
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Jason Lisle

“Presuppositional apologetics is
the method of defending the
Christian faith that relies on the
Bible as the supreme authority in
all matters. ... | will show below
that it is logically inescapable
that indeed the Bible must be the
ultimate standard even when
evaluating its own claims. ... For
the presuppositionalist, the Bible
is the ultimate standard for all
things, even its own defense."

[Jason Lisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian Research
Journal 11, No. 2, (Fall 2013): 65, emphasis in original]

"For any beliefithat a
person has, we can
always ask, '"How do you
know that to be true?’ ...
Ultimately, any such
chain of reasoning must
come to an end. It must
terminated in an ultimate
standard ..."

[Jason Lisle, The Ultimate Proof: Resolving the Origins Debate (Green
Forest:Master Books, 2009), 143]

Jason Lisle

11/5/2025

35



“"Presuppositional apologetics is
the method of defending the
Christian faith that relies on the
Bible as the supreme authority in
all matters. ... | will show below
that it is logically inescapable
that indeed the Bible must be the
ultimate standard even when
evaluating its own claims. ... For
the presuppositionalist, the Bible
is the ultimate standard for all
things, even its own defense.”

[Jason Lisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian Research
Journal 11, No. 2, (Fall 2013): 65, emphasis in original]

“Presuppositional apologetics is
the method of defending the
Christian faith that relies on the
Bible as the supreme authority in
all matters. ... | will show below
that it is logically inescapable
that indeed the Bible must be the
ultimate standard even when
evaluating its own claims. ... For
the presuppositionalist, the Bible
is the ultimate standard for all
things, even its own defense.”

[Jason Lisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian Research
Journal 11, No. 2, (Fall 2013): 65, emphasis in original]

11/5/2025

Surely Lisle would
not insist that only by
consulting the Bible
could one decide
whether moving one
control or another
would better insure a
safe landing of the
airplane.

If not, then how is
it true that the Bible is
the supreme authority
IN ALL MATTERS?

36



L
The Portable
Presuppo%ﬂist
by Jamin H rimer

, \

First Editiof

& : :
#Biblical Apologetics in the 21" Century

.] ssavs, Quotes, and 1)(')“(’

f
4

-
"The Christian's justification
for induction.liesyentirely
within'the Chiistian’s
Lpresuppositions. Specifically,
the Christian presupposes
the infallibility and authority
of the entire Bible, wherein
¥ lies the answerdto this
problem. If theto@e who
wrote it.can make no
mistakes, thenit is the
nature of God that we
presuppose which provides
the needed justification.”
[Jamin Hlﬂner, The Portable Presuppositionalist:

Biblical Apoloegetics in the 215t Century (n.c.,
RealApologetics.Org Scholarship), 132]

11/5/2025
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-
"The Christian’s Justification
for induction __Iie'@gntirely
within'the Chiistian's Here is an example where the
presuppositions.-Specifically, Presuppositionalist concedes
e Cvisian Pl U a philosophical "problem! that
the infallibility and authority . ,
arises entirely out of modern

of the entire Bible, wherein ) \
¥ lies the answerto this philosophy (e.g., Hume's

problem. If the.}oﬁe Who skepticism about induction)
wrote it.can mal@ e and then seeks to show how
mistakes, theniitis the only Presuppositionalism's
nature of God that we appeal to God as the ultimate
presuppose which provides authority can "solve" the

"problem."

the needed justification."

[Jamin Hlﬁner, The Portable Presuppositionalist:
Biblical Apolegetics in the 215t Century (n.c.,
RealApologetics.Org Scholarship), 132]

DECONSTRUCTING
EVANGELICALISM

A Letter to a Friend
&
A Professor’s Guide to Escaping
Fundamentalist Christianity

Jamin Hubngx

38
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T T | W
Rev. Dr. Joseph Boot (M.A., Ph.D.) isa
“M-gn - Christian thinker and cultural apologist, Founder
“|" and President of the Ezra Institute for
| Contemporary Christianity. He is adjunct
] instructor for culture and apologetics at Bryan
College, Tennessee. He also served as founding

JII‘ s {% [ pastor of Westminster Chapel, Toronto for 14
J
o

years.

Joseph did his undergraduate studies in Theology
(Birmingham Christian College, U.K), earned his
Master’s degree in Mission Theology with a
dissertation focused on Christian cultural
philosophy and apologetics (University of
Manchester U.K), and holds a PhD in Christian
Intellectual Thought (Whitefield Theological

. Seminary, Florida, USA).
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Christ for the renewal of 4/l life and
culture.

3

g

e’
Defending and advancing the truth, \
freedom and beauty of the gospel of Jesus R

"Presuppositional apologetics deals with
the grounds, the roots of authority. Where
IS that point in anybody's life, is it a
philosopher, is it a scientist, is it Oprah, is
a celebrity, is it a professor in school—the
point of authority. ... The Presuppositional
approach to apologetics is basically to say
and to explain that there is no proposition,
there's no truth claim without
presupposition. All arguments contain
assumptions and so it's impossible that all
assumptions should be based on
arguments. You have to start somewhere.
... So, it's about starting points. It's about
foundations and what lies at the root of
our understanding.

11/5/2025
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| could not agree more that
*you have to start somewhere.*
The questions then will be:

(1) Where, if anywhere, do we
actually start? and (if it’s a
separate question)

(2) Where, if anywhere, ought
we to start?

It would seem that we would not
be able to ask (much less
answer) the second question
without already granting the
answer to the first.

v

As we will see in short order,

a fundamental mistake that
Presuppositionalism makes is
that it fails to correctly identify

exactly what it is that constitutes
that starting point.

"Presuppositional apologetics deals with
the grounds, the roots of authority. Where
is that point in anybody's life, is it a
philosopher, is it a scientist, is it Oprah, is
a celebrity, is it a professor in school—the
point of authority. ... The Presuppositional
approach to apologetics is basically to say
and to explain that there is no proposition,
there's no truth claim without
presupposition. All arguments contain
assumptions and so it's impossible that all
assumptions should be based on
arguments. You have to start somewhere.
... So, it's about starting points. It's about
foundations and what lies at the root of
our understanding.

“Presuppositional apologetics deals with
the grounds, the roots of authority. Where
is that point in anybody's life, is it a
philosopher, is it a scientist, is it Oprah, is
a celebrity, is it a professor in school—the
point of authority. ... The Presuppositional
approach to apologetics is basically to say
and to explain that there is no proposition,
there's no truth claim without
presupposition. All arguments contain
assumptions and so it's impossible that all
assumptions should be based on
arguments. You have to start somewhere.
... S0, it's about starting points. It's about
foundations and what lies at the root of
our understanding.

11/5/2025
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The “specter of ‘brute facts
was mentioned (but not
explained) at the beginning of
our critique of
Presuppositionalism.

The expression first appeared
in G. E. M. Anscombe, "On
Brute Facts," Analysis 18, no.
3 (Jan. 1958) and underwent
several alterations in its
usage in the following
decades.

. "By a
E\‘:kf J‘ Iﬂ ﬂ‘l
-
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"The Presuppositional apologist

begins, not with saying 'Well, what

are the brute facts or what's the

brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to

dd up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We

recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our

religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."
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"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to

add up to some sort of indubitable,
Since there is no state of undoubtable starting point. We

reality that would cause or be recognize from revelation that God
the reason for driving on the is, God has spoken and that is our
right side of the road beyond Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
it just being conventional, it religious starting point. So we
could be called "brute.” proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."”

Some use the term to refer
to things that are stipulated
such as why a certain country
drives on the right side
of the road.

v

More often, today the Ti?e PresupPOSIt/qnal ’apo/oglst
g begins, not with saying 'Well, what
expression is used to refer to a .
- : are the brute facts or what's the
fact (or facts) for which there is ' ;
no, and|perhaps could be no brute data out there' and then trying
,reason or explanation ’ fo add those bits of data together to
P ; add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."
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It took on this meaning in
response to Leibniz and other
philosophers who defended
the Principle of Sufficient
Reason, which maintains that
every fact has a cause or a
reason for why it is a fact in
the way it is rather that not or
why it is a fact at all.

/N

=

“ O
Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz
~g(@646-1716)

::;\“
- )\

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

11/5/2025

"Our reasonings are'b
great principles; that
in virtue of whichiwe
involves al contradi
and that whichiis
contradictory. toitherf:

And that of sufficientir
of which we conside
no true or existen
assertion, withou,
sufficient reason why,
otherwise, although

[Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, “Monadology.
Essays, trans. Roger Ariew and Daniel
1989), 217]
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: "The Presuppositional apologist
It is not uncommon to hear : : o
= : begins, not with saying 'Well, what
atheists claim that both the y
5 X are the brute facts or what's the
atheist and the theist ground ' -
: o : brute data out there' and then trying
their positions in a brute fact: :
) : fo add those bits of data together to
the universe for the atheist and . :
God for the theist add up to some sort of indubitable,
S RlAL LR undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

While some theists might
grant this characterization
and say that God is the
ultimate explanation or
reason for everything else
while God himself has no
explanation or reason for his
own existence, the Thomist
will deny this and argue that
God definitely has a reason
or explanation for His
existence.

v
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For the Thomist (at least, for
the Existential Thomist in the
tradition of Etienne Gilson,
Joseph Owens, Norman
Geisler, et al.) God is ispum
esse subsistens: subsisting
existence itself.

If anything exists, then there
must be something whose
very nature is to exist.

Without any details here, a
being whose nature is to exist
will have all the superlative
attributes of Classical Theism.

Such a being has the reason or
explanation for Himself
in Himself.

"The Presuppositional apologist

begins, not with saying 'Well, what

are the brute facts or what's the

brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to

add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We

recognize from revelation that God

is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the

Lord Jesus Christ."

11/5/2025
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' : "The Presuppositional apologist
Van Til has a somewhat begins, not with saying 'Well, what
excentric definition of brute e e arelds e
facts, viz. brute f'z'acts are facts 4t gata out there' and then trying
which are uttel:'ly to add those bits of data together to
uninterpreted. add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

An “interpreted fact" is one

which is understood in its
relation to God as its creator.

CoMMON GRACE AND

 THE GOSPEL

1

CORNELIUS

VanTiL

EpiTep By K. ScorT OLIPHINT




doeé not becoh')e a fact accordlng to

the"modern scientist's assumptions,
t/ll it has been make a fact by the

ult/mate deflnltory power of the mind

LS @ l\fg mon Grace e
editedlbyfKESeott @liphi Mh R Publishing, 2015), 8:

"ilihe oftbrutesthattisitttery
Uninterpretedyifactiis
presuppesitionitelthelindingloftany
factorscientific'standingyA¥iact’
does not become a fact, accordipg to
the.modern scientist’'s assumptions,
till it has been make a fact by the
ultimate definitory power of the mhind
oftmains ACC@r‘(din‘g t@‘ amny,
conS/stently @!}Wﬁgﬁ@m i, Clelel
[IEIS " ‘ t defmltory
1] ,@lan of
l?l’f iis."

- Py .

Again, without any details here,

one who is familiar with
Immanuel Kant's epistemology
regarding the Phenomenal /
Noumenal distinction might
see the parallel here.

§
o~~~
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: "The Presuppositional apologist
This can clear up a common : : o
- : o begins, not with saying 'Well, what
misunderstanding some critics )
: v are the brute facts or what's the
have of Van Til when Van Til ! .
- brute data out there' and then trying
says that the unbeliever knows :
no fact of reality truly. fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the

Lord Jesus Christ."
|

WHY | BELIEVE IN
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“But we'really do not
grant'that you see any
fact in.any dimension
of life truly. We really
think you have colored
glasses on your nose

when you talk about
chickens and cows, as
well as when you talk

about the life
hereafter.”

[Why | Believe in God (Philadelphia: Westminster
Theological Seminary, n.d.), 9]

“But'we'really do not
grantithat'you see any
factinrany dimension
of life truly. We really
think you have colored
glasses on your nose

when you talkiabout
chickens and cows, as
well as when.you talk

about the life
hereafter.”

[Why I Believe in God (PhiladelphiaiWestminster
Theological Seminary, n.d.); 9]

- -
The reason that the lost man
fails to see "any fact in any
dimension of life truly” is
because his rebellion against
God prevents him from seeing
the relationship of that
fact to God.

v

— -~
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CoMMON GRACE AND

TR (EOSPEL

CORNELIUS

Van'TiL

EpiTep By K. Scort OLIPHINT

"Malphbyalaistsimiil m@ﬁw@ !%D@ the
revelation @f @Od ’ elevery
conelete lo @frﬂy Silaner

d His epistemological reaction
will mvarlably be negat/ve and

eliistvan
editediigy %ﬁ
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— —
"Malg Eo)y histsinfulinatdie Zfﬁ@ the : ,
relclatioplofGedheicloicioiery  There s nonetheless a tension

concre xpreSSI@n iﬂh)@ﬁ@@y Siliner in Van Til's thinking in as
! ave much as he, perhaps

reluctantly, acknowledges that
ng. His epistemological reaction the unbeliever has knowledge
will invariably be negative, and about the world.

ne@at/ve along the Whole /me cﬁh/s ’

AN INTRODUCTION TO

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

CORNELIUS
o, o,

|

CORNELIUS

VaN'T1L

EpiTep BY Wirriam EDGAR
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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
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TaHeE DEEENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS

VaN'TTL

EpiTép By K. Scort OLiPHINT

<A
must to
EIS
Christianity come to
own. ... This implies a
refusal to grant that any
area or aspect of reality,

a fa_ct or any law of
@a?@vf? nyjcan
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YA
must to
EIS
Christianity come to its'
own. ... This implies a
refusal to grant that any
area or aspect of reality,
n fa_ct or any law of
elor @{F can|
be ﬁ@hd

s ﬁm'j o

IN DEFENSE OF

THE FAITH

A SURVEY OF |
[ ocHRisTIAN: |
EPISTEMOLOGY

Cornelius VanTil
Professor of Apologetics
Westminster Theological Seminary
Philaclelphin, Pa
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“Thelquestion is no'longer
how!lFmay;obtain
knowledge of some object
with which'l'comelin
contact: Nor isiit only.the
~question of how:lI'may,
impartithat knewledge to
my; fellow:maniinigeneral:

The question.is rather how.
I'may impart the:
knowledge that'| have to
those who by virtue of:
their opposition have no
true knowledge and yet
think that they have."

[In Defense of the Faith, Vol. II: A Survey of Christian
Epistemology, p. 200]

11/5/2025

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."
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What is more, Boot's
characterization here that
other apologetic methods are
in search for an indubitable,
undoubtable starting point is
manifestly Cartesian
philosophy (i.e., the
philosophy of René
Descartes) .

To be sure, there are
contemporary Christian
philosophers who might be
more or less sympathetic to
Descartes’ thinking.

Such thinking, however, is
quite removed from the
philosophical realism of

Thomas Aquinas.

11/5/2025

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."
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. . "The Presuppositional apologist
Uy, (e 2 _dlstlr_lgmshmg begins, not with saying 'Well, gvhat
Presuppo_smonallsm frc?m are the brute facts or what's the
Cagtesianism sdye not!ung! brute data out there' and then trying
about_ Pr_esupposmonallsr_n S fo add those bits of data together to
superlorlty_over the Classical add up to some sort of indubitable,
Apologetics of t_hose who undoubtable starting point. We
arefThomists. recognize from revelation that God
is, God has spoken and that is our
Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
religious starting point. So we
proceed from the starting point of
God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

"The Presuppositional apologist
begins, not with saying 'Well, what
are the brute facts or what's the
brute data out there' and then trying
fo add those bits of data together to
add up to some sort of indubitable,
undoubtable starting point. We
Rather, | am saying that if he recognize from revelation that God
was aware and still rejected is, God has spoken and that is our

Classical apologetics, it Supra-rational, that is our faith, our
would be for entirely different religious starting point. So we
reasons than the ones proceed from the starting point of
he gives here. God's revelation of Himself in the
Lord Jesus Christ."

v

My point here is not, if Boot
only was aware of how
Aquinas’s philosophy shapes
certain Classical Apologetics,
then he would retire his
Presuppositionalism.




LS T N M
Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
ﬂ foundational assumptions with
‘ ' l], something else because the thing
D ‘ you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
o ‘ i ﬂ ( your most basic assumption. So,
Y 8 there's no proposition without
8. presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

A

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
Note that Boot traces foundational assumptions with
assumptions back to a "thing™  something else because the thing
that would itself be an you proved your most basic
assumption. assumption with would in fact be
But assumptions are cognitive your most basic assumption. So,
states of a knower and are there's no proposition without
"about" things. They are not, presupposition. A Presuppositional
strictly speaking, things in apologist says '‘My starting point in
and of themselves. my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

-

11/5/2025
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What is happening here is
that the Presuppositionalist
is "grounding™ knowing in
the categories of knowing
itself rather than grounding it
in being or existence.

He fails to consider that what
it means to know a thing has
to do with the connection
between what it is to BE a
knower and what it is to
BE a known.

A

In other words, for the
Classical Realist, to know
is to become the known
in the actuality of cognition.

A

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
foundational assumptions with
something else because the thing
you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
foundational assumptions with
something else because the thing
you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

11/5/2025
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— TS

An Epistemological Inquiry

Joseph Owens, C.Ss.R.
=7 S~~~

(1908-2005)

”Cogn/t/@n hll i?@ bo elexplained

from @tr 2 " ven/ence
thele of ﬁo elmitself

ma @o Its
existepee 171777 awaleness
may belcalled or
cognitionallexistences

(1908-2005)
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Joseph Owens
(1908-2005)

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
foundational assumptions with
something else because the thing
you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

11/5/2025
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| think Boot is right here. But
the question to ask is where
do presuppositions
come from?

The Presuppositionalist
thinks that one must choose
the correct presupposition of
the existence and authority of

the Trinitarian God of the

sixty-six books of the
Protestant (Reformed) Bible.

A

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
foundational assumptions with
something else because the thing
you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

PRESUPPOSITIONAL
APOLOGETICS

Stated & Defended

"GREG
BAHNSEN

EDITED BY JOEL McCDURMON

11/5/2025
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”Resﬁing autheritylofithe
chhazm thatter
thiimain ln' the

_ of Scrlpture nd lay S/ege (0) aII
t—tfg ‘“ aPOSl‘al‘e presuppesitions.. This must

il

‘N'.].

@mj@? @@ z?zfss @Wzm @
ﬁmmzrvﬂ/y oselizattestinglys

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
He will insist that this foundational assumptions with
presupposition is the something else because the thing
necessary pre-condition of you proved your most basic
intelligibility. assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

A
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"What ap@.l@gist lﬁm@@? en@leavor

, i
v % L log/c—that human know/edge and
fE ‘ fﬁ lnterpretatlon fa// mstant/y

il

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995) Vision

Y/ R¥C. Sproul
(1948-19 5) . & B M1939-2017)
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Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)
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"Now RC is sayin gt:h atshe wants to

start With@)isjténﬁ@l_gy and move to

ontology; erymetaphysics. Let's just
start with thellanw@ea@n=contradiction,
the basic reliabilityAo®sense perception

and the lawgeffcadisality: And from
those epistemelogicaliplatforms, from
thaziplé?tfqggg, move to the
existencelofiGod.

"What | want to saygishyeu.can't begin
even withilthatiplatiorm if you don't
already havefihelexistence of God.

And that’s noamlontelegical statement
because we wo agree ontologically
that thereawouldn'tbe any logic or
sense exp@rie*ﬁ;@‘e“if God hadn’t
created-theworld and was
alcoherent God.
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Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

“I'am makinan e;c;)iste,,mo/ogical
point—thaitdeesn’t even make

15
1 sense'touselmathematics or
=

empiricismiegiatiaikscience of any
sort withouyalreae{y kmewing that there
is a God thatystthe*context in which
interpretamg‘avﬂﬁe[edication is
possiblei~ That;sktheltranscendental
argument, g, thatithesprecondition
¢ yeand knowledge is
alﬁ)@,adxy egexistencesof God. And that
doeSinolplinpalidto be a probable
argumet Tog€&ed’s existence but a
‘Gert% argiment, a necessary
argumﬂv-t, an'inescapable argument.”

“I"'am making.amepistemological
point—¥thatliddeesn’t even make
sense'toUselmathematics or
empiricismi@dnatiialkseience of any.
sort withou?a_l_rea kmewing that there
is a God thatiiskthe*context in which
interpre-tatgig@i*%redication is
possiblel Thatsitheltranscendental
argument,is g thatithesprecondition

F llig

doesinoplirpeidio be a probable
argumegt TO@G@ed’s existence but a
‘G@ﬂ% argiment, a necessary

argumﬁv-t, an‘inescapable argument.”
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He will insist that this
presupposition is the

necessary pre-condition of

intelligibility.
The Classical Realist will

argue that one's fundamental

presuppositions like, for
example, the fundamental

laws of thought, arise in our

understanding from our

encounter with the sensible

world around us.

| submit that long before
the Presuppositionalist
considered the issue of
"starting points,” he had

A

already come to know many

things about the world
around him.

A

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
foundational assumptions with
something else because the thing
you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

Nobody proves their [sic] most basic
foundational assumptions with
something else because the thing
you proved your most basic
assumption with would in fact be
your most basic assumption. So,
there's no proposition without
presupposition. A Presuppositional
apologist says ‘My starting point in
my reasoning, in my thinking, and in
my defense of the faith is the self-
attesting revelation of God in and
through the Lord Jesus Christ and
as revealed in Scripture." "

11/5/2025
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Thus, the issue to examine !
iS hOW is |t that onhe can goes. That is, there is a sense in
already come to know many
truths about reality long
before one finally starts to
ask reflective questions
about knowledge.

ich we can and must allowy for

thatitiatillie i thinial

Thus, the issue to examine
is how is it that one can
already come to know many
truths about reality long
before one finally starts to
ask reflective questions
about knowledge.

The problem is the
Presuppositionalist has
"hemmed himself in" to a
qualified form of Calvinism
that disallows the "account".

A
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\ {
Riiederick D. Wilhelmsen

(1923-1996)
e N

Thus is the problem with
Presuppositionalism. Because
of the (admitted) influence of
Immanuel Kant, Van Til sought
to focus the issue on human
knowing, and argue that God
is the deliverer of
such knowing.

y

"The realist is a philosopher who
does not forget that he is a man
when he begins to philosophize.
As a man, if he be sane, a
philosopher has not the faintest
shade of a doubt that he exists in
a world of things existing in
independence of his cognition;
even more, the very data of that
knowing tell him that knowing is
of being and not of knowing."
[Frederick D. Wilhelmsen, foreword to Etienne Gilson, Thomist

Realism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans. Mark A. Wauck
(San Francisco: Ignatius, 1986), 15]

"The realist is a philosopher who
does not forget that he is a man
when he begins to philosophize.
As a man, if he be sane, a
philosopher has not the faintest
shade of a doubt that he exists in
a world of things existing in
independence of his cognition;
even more, the very data of that
knowing tell him that knowing is
of being and not of knowing."
[Frederick D. Wilhelmsen, foreword to Etienne Gilson, Thomist

Realism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans. Mark A. Wauck
(San Francisco: Ignatius, 1986), 15]
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The Classical Apologist of
the Thomistic Realism camp
realizes that human knowing is
first of all a knowing of
sensible things and then
argues that God is the creator
of such things.

"The heart of Van Til's argument;
centers around the word fact. The
word has two specific. meanings: It
can be used to express an eventiin

history or a phenomenon in science ...
[or] to express the meaning of an
event or phenomenon. For example,
the historical event of the Exodus can
be seen as a fact in both senses: 1)
the Exodus from Egypt 2) ... the
freeing of the Children of Israel from
the oppression of Pharaoh by
the hand of God. ...

"The realist is a philosopher who
does not forget that he is a man
when he begins to philosophize.
As a man, if he be sane, a
philosopher has not the faintest
Shade of a doubt that he exists in
a world of things existing in
independence of his cognition;
even more, the very data of that
knowing tell him that knowing is
of being and not of knowing."
[Frederick D. Wilhelmsen, foreword to Etienne Gilson, Thomist

Realism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans. Mark A. Wauck
(San Francisco: Ignatius, 1986), 15]

R. AIIlan Killen
(1906-1991)
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"It is necessary, if we are going, to
speak clearly and unequivocally; to
distinguish between the secular use of:
the word fact and the spiritual use of
the same, that is between its use in'a
mere time-space secular sense and
dimension and its use in a theological
franscendent sense or dimension.
Van Til has not done this.

[R- AllaniKillen, Apologetics and Evangelism: A’ Study, ofiTwoModern

Apologetic Systems (Jackson: Reformed Theological Seminary; 1978);
48]
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Given what we saw Van Til
say earlier about the
unbeliever's hatred of God
and the impact that has on his

knowledge of the world

"The tendency with other forms of
apologetics is to suggest to the non-
believer that in our engagement we

stand together in neutral territory. Not

in God's creation. Not as creatures of

God wholly dependent upon Him. Not
in terms of a law for thought that

governs both of our reasoning. But
as, in a certain sense, neutral
persons coming to the 'facts’ of
experience.

“The tendency with other forms of
apologetics is to suggest to the non-
believer that in our engagement we

stand together in neutral territory. Not

in God's creation. Not as creatures of

God wholly dependent upon Him. Not
in terms of a law for thought that

governs both of our reasoning. But
as, in a certain sense, neutral
persons coming to the 'facts’ of
experience.
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"Mapkbyghistsinfulinatiie the
revelationlefiGoa every
coficlete alyasinner
makesiabout Goa willfhavetintitthe
peisoning effect of this hatredfof
God. His epistemological reaction
will invariably be negative, and
ne@ative along the whole line ofihis
intepretiverendeaversheresare no
generaliplinciplesiortitithstabolt the
elGod i whichtheldeesin

Given what we saw Van Til
say earlier about the
unbeliever's hatred of God
and the impact that has on his
knowledge of the world, it
should be obvious why
Presuppositionalists deny any
neutral territory (ground)
between the believer
and unbeliever.

) Connelius Van Til
(1 895—1@17[)\
- S—

“The tendency with other forms of
apologetics is to suggest to the non-
believer that in our engagement we

stand together in neutral territory. Not

in God's creation. Not as creatures of

God wholly dependent upon Him. Not
in terms of a law for thought that

governs both of our reasoning. But
as, in a certain sense, neutral
persons coming to the 'facts’ of
experience.
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There is, however, a "The tendency with other forms of

distinction Presuppositionalists | 2P0/0getlics is to suggest to the non-

make between "neutral” ground believer that in our engagement we
and "common® ground. stand together in neutral territory. Not

in God's creation. Not as creatures of
God wholly dependent upon Him. Not
in terms of a law for thought that
governs both of our reasoning. But
as, in a certain sense, neutral
persons coming to the 'facts’ of
experience.
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[i-i%ﬁ APOLOGETICS

Stated & Defended

\ “GREG
Greg L. Bahnsen BAHNSEN
(1948-1995)

EDITED BY JOEL McCDURMON
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Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)
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"Thelels oplawAwhich
is ‘nedtralftorthelChiistiantamaiinon-
ChigstianSsss W hile on
common ground, this common
ground.is distinctively:Christian
ground.(forall.creation.is; revelatory

ofiGod) lutﬂlo @lﬁ)

mﬁzm@ @zm@? lifeltipeln) ﬂn
WerdlolGoak

BAMNANEN

neutral in their outlook and
conv:ct/ons G/ven the antithetical
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Avati: 1 7:20 Ol
Then Faul stood in the midst of the Areopagus and
said, "Men of Athens, ] Perceivc that in all things you
are very religious; foras | was Passing through and
considering the objects oFyour worship, | even found
an altar with this inscriPtion: TO =
UNKNOWN GOD Therefore, the One whom

you worship witheiit knowing, Him | Proc]aim toyou:
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"Malphbyahisksinfulinatielhateskthe
revielationiof every
coneleterexpressionkthattanyasinner
makeStabeutGaodwillthaverintitithe
.lsomng effect of this hatreadfof

God. His epistemological reaction

will invariably be negative, and
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"And in a sense, sort of like the dot
puzzle, and instead of following an
order to discover the meaning, we're
left actually in a position of the
unbeliever which is: well these are
just dots on the page. It's just brute
facts, it's just brute data and | can join
the dots however | like. | can
invent the meaning.

The tendency, implicitly or explicitly,
with classical or evidential
apologetics is the notion that we're
neutral, we're looking at bare facts of
human experience and we're going to
come to those facts and try and add
them up so that we see where they
lead and, in terms of the balance of
probability, decide well what is the
hypothesis to the most probable
conclusion here; what has the
balance of probability or who has the
balance of probability on their side;
whose position is the most plausible.
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Most Classical apologists with
whom | am familiar do, indeed,

argue abductively for both
theism and Christianity.

But Thomists will maintain that
their arguments for theism which
employ the metaphysics are
demonstrative, not versions of

the "argument to the best
explanation."

-

The tendency, implicitly or explicitly,
with classical or evidential
apologetics is the notion that we're
neutral, we're looking at bare facts of
human experience and we're going to
come to those facts and try and add
them up so that we see where they
lead and, in terms of the balance of
probability, decide well what is the
hypothesis to the most probable
conclusion here; what has the
balance of probability or who has the
balance of probability on their side;
whose position is the most plausible.

The tendency, implicitly or explicitly,
with classical or evidential
apologetics is the notion that we're
neutral, we're looking at bare facts of
human experience and we're going to
come to those facts and try and add
them up so that we see where they
lead and, in terms of the balance of
probability, decide well what is the
hypothesis to the most probable
conclusion here; what has the
balance of probability or who has the
balance of probability on their side;
whose position is the most plausible.
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henie s(_ ﬁeren elbetweenkithe @rd
S knowinggfand "the orderofbeings

Thp sfiigst in the order of k;n"owmg.
y SESfis firstin the oider of- elngr .

4

There is a difference between "the order of
knowing" and "the order of being"

Wihenlifcone skioathefaigulimeniskion
GoOdiSIEXISTIENEES

lhexcicationliskiirsinkiheterden of knowingk
Gediiskiiisinithelorder offbeing-
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IN DEFENSE OF

THE FAITH
I' A SURVEY OF
| CHRISTIAN
| EPISTEMOLOGY

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

» “We'must'seekito
" determinelwhat
b, \presuppositions
areinecessaryito
I anylobjectiof:

knowledge'in.order
thatitmay’be
intelligible
1{0) (VA

[IniPefenselofithel Faith,\VolRllZ AiSurveydofi€hristian
Epistemologys pr20i]
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“We'must'seekito

determine’what

presuppositions

areinecessanyito
anyiobjectiof:

knowledge'in.order
thatiittmay’be
intelligible
tolus =

lIn¥Defenselofitherkaith\VolRlFAISurveyloRChristian
Epistemologys ph20i]

sifiwelbeginithelcourse
of spiral reasoning! at
any/pointiinithe¥finite
universeyasiwelmust
becauseithatiisithe
approximatelstarting
pointiofiallfreasoning,
welcan!callithefmethod
ofiimplicationlintoithe
truthlofiGod the
transcendental
method-
[InkPetenselofithelFaith \VolRIIZ A Sunveylof:

ChristiantEpistemologyi(n:ct, Bulki€hristian
Foundation); 204
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llakepkat faceValle
thisgwoeuld bedlike
yinegthiatwelvellel
heveEie (e how oUR
sensopgiBculiies
opereiEiosiore e
physicell world coullel
be "Intelligrole to us."”

\%}@ T:I M ﬁ?aﬁ@g

85



11/5/2025

cifiwelbeginithe

courselof'spiral Whatlhelgoes onktolsay,
reasoninglatianyipoint seeminglyiindicatesgthat
inkthe. finiteluniverse; \/an! Tilllinderstancdsithisy

L ‘as we must'because

i that is the
approximate starting

point of.all.reasoning,

E CEIN CENE '
methodiofiimplication @n' @ s

intoltheltruthiofiGod| @M anel s
theltranscendental ﬁmg@ﬁﬁ@@ ol

” '
method. apologetics?
[In¥DefenselofitherEaith’ Vol I[ZAISunveyiof
Christiant Epistemology s pa20d]

IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME 1

A SURVEY OF
CHRISTIAN
EPISTEMOLOGY

e R ey

Cornelius VanTil
Professor of Apologetics
Westminster Theological Seminary
Philadelphin, Pa.
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sltlisicertainlyitruelthatiif;
Godhas;any;significance
for'any; object of:
knowledgelatiallithe
relation of:God to'that
object of'knowledge
VG taken
fromjthe
outsetItlis‘this'factithat
theltranscendental
method'seeksito
recognize’s

[In¥DefenselofithelEaithi\VolSIFAIS urveylofR€hristian
Epistemology, ph204]

l#shotld be notedithat
therelisiaidifference

- the'relation of God to

that gbject of
knowledge

| alnell

epistemeledical - thelcensidekaticnjon
" that relatiomn®
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JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

nly¥proof;

Christian position s}

ithat unless its truthlis;
presupposed there is]
no possibility of
‘proving*anythinglatiali
The actual:sta
affai .

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]
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&The ‘proofiofithe
Christian position'is
that unless its truth’is
presupposed there is
no possibility of

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]

IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME 11

e N

A SURVEY OF
CHRISTIAN
! EPISTEMOLOGY

T R R

R

Y R

Cornehus VanTil
Professor of \| | 1 l cs
Westminste iI oo,
|| Indelphin |

LR
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eplistemology

There is a difference between
the actual state of affairs and

presupposing the truth of the
actual state of affairs.
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“Thelcharge'is'made that
we engage in circular
reasoning: Now/ifit'be
called circular.reasoning
when werhold it necessary.
tolpresuppose. the
existence of God, we are
not.ashamed of it because
we are firmly convinced
that all forms of reasoning
that'leavelGod out of:
accountiwilllend'in ruin==

lin¥DefenselofithelzaithMV oM IFATS tnveydoR€hristian
Epistemologymp20il]

“The charge is made that
we engage in circular
reasoning: Now'ifitibe
called circular.reasoning.
when werhold it necessary,
to presuppose the
existence of God, we are
not.ashamed of it because
we!lare firmly convinced
that all forms'of'reasoning
{iE1¢ leave God out of
EleeloVaiwill end in  ruin-*

lin¥DetfenselofithelFaithiVo R IFAYS tnveyloR€hristian
Epistemologympi20i]
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“The charge is made that
we'engage in circular
reasoning: Now/ifit'be
called circular.reasoning
when werhold it necessary.

to the

existence of God, we are

notashamed ofittbecause Consiste nt‘]'y
we are firmly convinced - -
that all'forms:'of reasoning w
{7k leave the)
ofiGod out
oftaccounty 71K Ni
ruin."

[IniPefenselofithe Faith, Vol [l A Surveyiof €hristian
Epistemologyph20il]

THE DEFENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS
VANTIL
EpiTep By K. Scortt OQLIPHINT
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“The; ofithe of
@Me&%m theism) thel
ofthisic as
eontrollln_gall thlngs fim the’
universe is the only
presupposition which can
account for the uniformity of:
nature which the scientist
needs But the best and only‘

@t?‘@@@/b@ﬂ@
ﬁb@@lﬁf@ﬁ@

for the unlformlt
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existencelofithe; of.
@lﬁm?@@&m theism the
ofthisic IES
controllln_gall thmgs fm the
unlverse IS the only
presuppeosition which can
account for the uniformity of.
nature which the scientist

needs But the best and onIy‘

@t?@@]@lb al .odﬁ@
@.’70@@ his »mcf@% s requ:red
for the uniformity:of'nature;
thelcoh 3

Episiemeleg)ical

Onftologiesl
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IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME 1

R

A SURVEY OF
CHRISTIAN
EPISTEMOLOGY

A TS

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

Zltlistnotiasithough
we)already.know;
S ENES L NELTS

b‘ I tolbeginiwith;
"'*lrrespectlve of.the
existence'of'God, in

orderthen'to'reason
from such a
beginningtoifurther
concliusions =

[IniDerenselofithelfaith, VolSIIZAlSunveylofi€hristian:
Epistemologyspa20]]
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sitlistnotiasithough
welalreadyiknow;,
SN EE S ELl NENTS
tortbeqginiwith;
irrespectivelofithe
existence of God, in
orderthen to'reason
fromisuch a
beginningitoifurther
conclusions=s

[In¥DefenselofitheiFaith, VolSlIZA SunveylofR€hristian
Epistemologymph204]

slttistnotiasithough
welalready.know,
SN ELSEL e NENTES
tortbeginiwith;
irrespectivelof:the
existence of God, in
orderthen'to'reason
from such a
beginningitoifurther
conclusions:+

lin¥DetenselofithelEaith, VolSllZ A Sunveylod€hristian
Epistemologypi201]
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No¥apologetie
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aefactsyancilavs;
thiatfane
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existencelofiGodyista
metaphysicall
(@ntelogicalllcne:
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herelisineH
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zitisinotiasithough "It W‘S though
welalreadyiknow, G EUTBER)) LI

some facts and.laws some factsland laws
I tolbeginiwith; totbegin with,
“irrespectivelofithe EEMN irrespective of @@

existence of God, in Bt avnap PreSuppesition of

shouldthaversaids; i
orderithen'to reasonics 22 th?_eXlStence of
from'such a Godyin order then to

beginningjtolfurther reason from such a
conclusions & beginning to further

[IniDefenselofithelEaith; VoISl AlSunveyiofiChristian;
Epistemologysp520i]

OCTRINES OF

AN INTRODUCTION TO

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

SECOND [EDITION

CORNELIUS

VaN'T1L

EpiTep BY Wirriam EDGAR
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gEWelmustiavoidithe
idealthatthtimain
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RointE
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Mhis; is an) ontologlcal

It is aipoint abozﬁ being, not
about knowing.

Because of; .@s, Van Til is not
making a presuppositional
argumentiat all. Instead, his
argument collapses into the
classical, .cosmologlcal
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TaHeE DEEENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS

VaN'TTL

EpiTép By K. Scort OLiPHINT

@iihe
apologistiassumes
that'nothing'can
be known by man
about himself or

the universe

2 Van Til
(19951987)
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&lhe
apologistiassumes
that'nothing'can
be known by man )
about himself or examples¥becatseXthisyis;
the universe anlentelegicallpeintaVan;
| €] ’ iTillisynodmakinela

RiesSUppoesitionalaigument
@i& @liﬁ but. tainsteaclyis

apologistlassumes
that!nothing can
that'nothing*can be known by man
be know_n by man about'himself or
about himself or the universe

the universe & ol0E Unless he
unlessiGodiexists B Eauml presupposes that
fEdEsal God exists
and Christianity is
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Revelation

and Reason

New Essays in
REFORMED

APOLOGETICS
EDITED BY

K3 60 i Q. L LP T NT

EanNE G TIpToN

“The transcendental argument
preserves the logically.
primitive and absolute

character of God's existence
by starting with the premise
that God's existence is a
necessary precondition for
argument itself. In this way.
argument is made to depend.
upon God, rather than vice
versa, since argument is
possible if and only if God's
existence is true from the
outset of the argument itself."

[Don Collett, "Van Til and Transcendental
Argument," in Revelation and Reason: New Essays
in Reformed Apologetics, eds. K. Scott Oliphint and
Lane G. Tipton (Phillipsburg: P&R, 2007): 261]

Don Collett

Don Collett
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“The transcendental argument
preserves the logically:
primitive and absolute
character of God's existence
by starting with the premise
that God's existence is a
necessary precondition for
argument itself. In this way
argument is:madeito depend.
upon God, rather than vice
versa, since argument is |
possible if and only if God's @lﬁf@ﬂ@@y
existence is true from the
outset of the argument itself."

[Don Collett, "Van Til and Transcendental
Argument," in Revelation and Reason: New Essays
in Reformed Apologetics, eds. K. Scott Oliphint and
Lane G. Tipton (Phillipsburg: P&R, 2007): 261]
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“/n orderiforus to gain
’*knowledg”Tabout
Rim . )

(including, Scientific
analysis)iweiwould:have
toralready assumelthat;
the Bible is true¥ s 5in;
orderfor science to
( possible, whatithings ”
Tim (.“,haf-;ey must beftrie?" W Jasgn‘LisIe

[Old -Earth Creationisim on Tna/ Thg Verdict Is In
(Green Forest: Maste ooks 2010) 107-108]

"In orderiforius to gain iirenm
knowledge about o .\ (herelisisomething fo

anythinglinithe universe
thrqggh any.means m
(including scientific

analysiS)iweiwould have
to already assume that,

the Bible'is true. ... In '
order f‘o'r?sc,‘lence to bel .
possible, what things

must be true?" %
[Old -Earth Creationism on Trial: The Verdict is In tO the Inqwl’y

(Green Forest: Master Books, 2010), 107-108] t
st e,
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"In orderiforius to gain Wihethegenelhaskte fio
knowiedgelabout ' mepIStEMelOFICal

anythinglinithe universe '
thretighiany:means m
(including scientific :

analysiS)iweiwould have

to already 'assume that

the Biblelis tiue. ... In v
order foiscignce to b, .
-

possible, what things
must be true?" %
[Old -Earth Creationism on Triai: The Verdict is In Whethelg IS] s an
(Green Forest: Master Books, 2010), 107-108] ‘ . @ntl@/l@gli@a[ matlftle
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A WORLDVIEW APOLOGETIC OF THE CHRISTIAN FAITH

JEFFREY D. JOHNSON

Jeif?ey BDAYohnson
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