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

a casual acquaintance withis

science uttering supposedlyit
scientific opinions, will nots
himself thereupon refrain from;
philosophizing. i

1 884-1978)

"Holding reasonably that itiis

necessary to have learned:a
science in order. to be %
authorized to speak about ityhe
does not for an instant doubt-%
that it is a matter of indifference
who may be authorized tolss
speak of philosophy, provideds
only that he knows somel =

other discipline."

"
[Etienne Gilson, Linguistics and Philosophy: An Essay onthe — 'ne Gl |Son
Philosophical Constants of Language, trans. John Lyon (Notre' Dame: ot

University of Notre Dame Press, 1988), xvii] ..'..‘_'-("1 884-1 978)
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“In the Christian worldview, we have
a very good reason to believe that
our senses are basically reliablejin;

most situations. After all, oun
sensory organs were designed by,
:God (Prov. 20:12). And God is not

the author of confusion (1 Cor

Jason' ltisle

' -
ihli 1 i [Naseniliisie, "Young Earth Presupp05|t|onallsm in Chrlstlan Apologeties
BiblicaliScience Institute Ty A

“In the Christian worldview, we have
a very good reason to believe that

our senses are basically reliablejin;
As an aside, one should ‘most situations. After all, our

n h his i i | : sory organs were designed by
otett :t s 8 de_f_ dedl Y Sed (Prov. 20:12). And God.is riot
not a Fresuppositiona = author of confusion (1 Cor

Apologetics argument. 14E33). } i ist, anal
Instead, it is a common -
Classical Apologetics
argument.

- L -
lfisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," in Christian Apol@geties
11, no. 2 (Fall 2013); 67]
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"Gjven that Lisle is a scientist andJhis
Interests lie along the issues of
age of the Earth and the integritylofi
God's Word, especially regardingthe
Creation account vis-a-vis evolutlon
itis quite understandable that his
hasis regarding worldviews isjon|
w we 'interpret’ the data of senso

reality also deliver to us
h‘ﬁ§lcalﬁruth'¥

1R ; ssical
11, not 2\ (Fall 2013) g2-93|F

"From experience . . . originateithe
SKill of the craftsman andithe
knowledge of the man of science;
Skill in the sphere of coming. torbe
and science in the sphere of:beings:
We conclude that thesel states; of:
knowledge are neitherinnatefinia
determinate form, nor developead
from other higher states of
knowledge, but'from
sense-perception.*

[Posterior Analytics Il, 19; 100a7-11, trans. G. R. G. Mure'iniRichardMcKeon;ied"
The Basic Works of Aristotle (New: York: Random House; 1941);:185]




2@Qur knowledge, taking
itststart from things,
proceeds in this order.
Eirstyit begins in sense;
second, it is completed
inithe intellect.“

sTruthh | i) trans: Mulligan, 48, in Truth (3 vols), vol. 1 trans.
Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans. James V. McGlynn
gneny; 1953); vol. 3. trans. Robert W. Schmidt (Chicago: Henry

Mlhelthree velumes were reprinted as Truth (Indianapolis: Hackett,

wAccording to its manner of
knowinglin the present life, the
intellect'depends on the sense
forithelorigin of knowledge; and
solthose things that do not fall
underithe senses cannot be
grasped by the human intellect
exeei‘ﬂf insofar as the knowledge
ofithemis gathered from
sensible things."

ISUmmal @ontq&Gentiles, 133, 83\ Trans. Anton C. Pegis. (Notre Dame: University of
INotielDamelRressi9775): |, p- 64]
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2Qurisoul, as long as we
livelin' this life, has its
beingiinicorporeal matter;
hence naturally it knows

onlywhat has a form in
matter, or what can be
known! by such a form."

IStmmal Theo/tZZjZae, [N@:12, art- 44, trans. Father of the English Dominican
Westminsteri€hristian Classics), p. 57]

E@Qurnatural knowledge
begins from sense.
Hence our natural
kmewledge can go as far
asiit.can be led by
sensible things."

Theolt;);girae, I @. 12, art. 12, p. 58]
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gSensible things [are

that] from which human

reason takes the origin
oflits knowledge. "

Aqi_gis_;.“Summa Contra Gentiles, |, 9, §2. Trans. Anton C. Pegis. (Notre
UniversitylofiNotielDame! Press, 1975): |, 77]

2@ur knowledge of
principles themselves is
derived from sensible

Aqi'§§'—, Summa Contra Gentiles, Il, 83, §32. trans. Anderson: Il, p. 282]

1/3/2025
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"The senses are
only the bearers of
a message which
they are incapable
of reading, for only
theVintellect can
| decipher it."
e N oo ono o oo knowidge (5o

% i odlgnatius|Press, 1983), 199. While in context Gilso
rdlli'[t@ﬂh@ acilofle thbI thpt n be tddt

Q] ciaphysic callaspectsof things.]

Epls’remologg
with Mine

11



Jasc} lSisle AF(SE&%%IS

Biblical'Science Institute

“Presuppositional,
apologetics is the
method of defending,
ithe Christian faith

that relies on the
Bible as the supreme
authority in all

p "
~ Jasonltisle I atavr. sy 2415
Blbllcal SClence InStltUte ilfisleRaYoung Earth Presuppositionalism," 110]

1/3/2025
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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 | gtatement ‘As a Classical (on

SlgoIhingicontiose sl Scholast:c) Realist | would,
about this.
. . W submit that our sensory,

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

belRresfppesitionalism: de:.ver to us metaphysical

But if Lisle means (and this is truths.” Can we know things

what Presuppositionalists 2
explicitly say) that one must ERg=SLE0ry experience:
Certainty—but not apart'frem

presuppose that God exists,

this is demonstrably false. the! C,l""' ’Stlan‘ %Oﬁldlw%‘:v

po logetics Journal 11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 110]

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

But oneldoes not have to assume or
N, :
presuppose or know there is oxygen
in the‘"ialr |nlorder to be able to

The the air is an

+

“Hontological matter.
. Oneis ass;l#ptions or
ipresuppositions or knowledge

aboutitheloxygen in the air are
eplsemologlcal matters.
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TIM CHAFFEY ¢ JASON LISLE

ON TRIAL

THE VERDICT IS IN

Tim Chaffey: ;,;”,f . el Jas"o’ﬁ Lisle

/

“In orderforus to gain
knowledgelabolt
S anythinglimithesuniverse
’ throug%fa_m@nv_veans
(incliding.Scientific
analysis)weiwould:have
to'already assumeithat:
W the Bible is truef=yin
i order: for science to
possible, whatithings
Tim Chaffey must beftrie?" § Jason Lisle

[Old -Earth Creationism onFTrials ThetVerdict is In /]
(Green Forest: Masteﬁ@poks&o’m) 107-108]
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Nelieaiiecieme@iien) /n order-forus to gain o e fneuiny e wiek
the; @Hmiﬂﬁﬂﬂi@i@&} Knowledgerabout thingslmsgbeltie®
lhasite, anyt inglinkthesuniverse

assume

e would have
assumeithat,
the Bible is triues>5in
order: for science ol
h possible, whatithings
must bejtrue?”

[©Id -Earth Creationism on Trials Thé Verdict is In
(Green Forest: Maste’r.‘-‘g_ooks,fm 0), 107-108]

sln'orderifor:us to gain
kneowledgerabout
ahythinglinkheluniverse
througi any.means
(includingiScientific
analysis)\wewoeuldihave

assume SOMEtINGIS ererrraWy assumethat

Whether one has to

an epistemological

the Bible is trues™sin
matter: '

order. for science toyhe) VZf_retﬁer; some
 possible, What"things- imoLochL s ue is

must beltrie?" an ontological
: ~ matter.

[©Id -Earth Creationism on Trials Thé Verdict is In
(Green Forest: Maste’r.‘-‘g_ooks,fm 0), 107-108]
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THE

ABSURDITY o

SNDELEr

Yohnson

JEFFREY D. JOHNSON

| “Without
nowiedgelofGod,
knowledge itselfis
lmpossmle~ Injother

scheme of things:"

nsony ity M ief Al 3 |
s e ‘ JePrey DRohnson

ﬁm@ygﬂg Pressh 2021)

1/3/2025

16



knowledgﬁltself is

: There is a difference
schemelof:things:" between "God" and

Hbi@@,m 0 m@m Uralit @74{\ n n
Westiiens Apalgits o e Gt (et (Gorvizss knowledge of God.

-

AN INTRODUCTION TO

SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

SECOND [[EDITION

CORNELIUS

VANTIL

[[[[[[[[[[[

1/3/2025

17



1/3/2025

any fact truly,
it must
presuppose the
I tence'of' God'

01, )

JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

18
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ZThelonlykproofiofithe
Christian position'is]
that unless its truthlis]
presupposed there is
no possibility of
provinganythingfatiall’
The actualistate of:
affairs asipreachediby;
Christianitylisithe
necessary:foundation
of ‘proof’ itself.”

['"My Credo" in Jerusalem and Athens: Critical
Discussions on the Philosophy and Apologetics of

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

ZThelonlykproofiofithe
Christian position'is]
ithat unless its truthlis _
presupposed there is ‘ @pngﬁ@m@ﬂ(@gy
no possibility of
proving:anythingiatiall:

The actual state of: s dhe
‘ 1
affairsiasipreachediby, @Uﬂ:ﬁ@ﬂ@gy

Christianityzisithe
necessary:foundation

. - - There is a difference between
of ‘proof’ itself.

,, ™ the actual state of affairs and

[ My Crgdo in Jerusalgm and Athens: Crlt/ca/ e

T AR Al (L S5 presupposing the truth of the
actual state of affairs.

Reformed, 1971), 21]

19



1/3/2025

TeeE DEFENSE OF

Tue FaiTH

CORNELIUS

VaN'TiL

EpiTeép By K. Scort OLIPHINT

I AVReformedimethod,
| oftapologeticsi™
W impliesia refusalito
grantithat'any’areaor
aspect of reality, any
fact or any law of
nature or of history

cambe,correctly.
interpretediexceptlit
berseentinithellightiof:
ithelmainidoctrinesiof:
Christianity’* « -l :
‘ - ‘c /@.rmellus Van Til

Snsefof thelfarthdaedh Rhillpsbrg:
1))

20



JERUSALEM
and ATHENS

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS ON
THE PHILOSOPHY AND
APOLOGETICS OF
CORNELIUS VAN TIL

“As Christiansiwemust
not'allow/that'evenisuch
a'thing as enumerationion
counting can be
accounted for except
upon;the presupposition
of truth of what.\we'are
told ini Scripture about:
theitriune God as the
Creator and!Redeemer
ofitheiworld:*

['"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]

melitispVan Til

(@

S

)

1/3/2025
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" Startwith presupposing the The Bible is the
ible as the E—)
st Word of God

“ultimate authority."

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

The Christian /
Worldview 3

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

" Conclude that the Bible alone is | The Reliability of
the precondition of knowledge thus —
vindicating Presuppositionalism. | the Senses

H’iSIOan
Presuppositionalism

22
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"It's true thatl presuppose that
my senses are basically reliable
i the
fogthatibeliefiinkthe]
©If SE@Edpvie. 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/]

"Given that the
Bible is God’s
lnerrant Word, it is
the only rationally,
certain starting
point for our
knowledge of

Jason LLisle

B|b||Ca| SCience InStitUte lfisle, "Young Earth Presuppositionalism," Christian Apologeties]
y- N Welialll 1, no. 2 (Fall 2013): p. 65]

23
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"It's true that | presuppose that
es are basically reliable
@ Saiffeiure. And the Scriptures

are justified by the impossibility:
of the contrary; any alternative

y (7)) -
Noticelherelllis]e]
worldview makes knowledge

impossible. "So, my belief in the

basic reliability.of sensory
experience is justified in my
!/.‘ ‘3‘:-‘

o o
Jason Lisley

reliabilitylofthisisenses

thatthelpresupposes,
the)
whereastherelitlisithe
thatlisithe
[
ofiounknowledgel
| ofianything?
Jason'Lisle f o

inerrant Word, it iS
the only rationall,

Presuppose the basically reliability of the senses. _£ Note (contrary to the adamant claims of

$

himself)here LislellS NOT stanting with
Use the senses to discover what the Scriptures

Presuppositionalists, including Lisle

the presupposition ofiGod or the Christian
Worldview:

Whatlis worse, Lisle's reasoning does: not:
work: Tolpresuppose X in order'to
discoverwhat Y says only/to/useiwhat Y:
saysito“justify” the/presupposition of X
will'prove  nothing strongerabout Y- than
Note that the Scriptures themselves are justified the eriginalipresuppositionof X
by the impossibility of the contrary (which
presumably gives rise to the Christian Worldview).

Since theleriginal presupposition was not
God butwas histhuman senses, then

Llisle's'argument cannotirise above the
strength of human senses.

say about the reliability of the senses.

Conclude that the initial presupposition that the
senses are basically reliable is justified by that
worldview.

Lisle'might as well'just presupposed

Christianity (as/Presuppositionalists claim)

and admitithat Presuppositionalismiis not
an apologeticiafter all.

24



Presuppose the Bible.

Use the Bible to arrive at the Christian Worldview.

Use the Christian Worldview to, among other
things, establish the reliability of the senses.

Use the Christian Worldview to “interpret" the data

of his senses, especially regarding
the natural sciences.

T —
Sometimes Presuppositionalists:claim to
startiwith the presupposition ofthe
Trinitarian God, sometimes with the
presuppesition of the “Christian' position;*
and sometimesiwith the “Christian
Waorldview:*

—_—

e
Just as before, Lisle's reasoningldoes not
work: Tol presuppoese X in order to
discoverwhat Y says only/to/useiwhat Y:
saysitoltjustify* thelpresupposition of X
will prove nothing stronger that the
ariginal presuppositioniof X:

T ——
Since thelBible'is itself'aniobjectiknown
by/the 'senses, and sincelitiis by uselof

the Bible that the Presuppositionalist
gets his “Christian Worldview* from:which
he then establishes the reliability of his
senses, helisinevern ableito escape the
skeptical problem of histMatrix challenge
that he brings to'the debate.

The Deathblow to Classical Empiricism?

1/3/2025
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"One of the problems |
see with Howe’s
philosophy is that it is
ultimately: unjustified.
That is, if all knowledge
begins with sensory
experience, then how do
we know that.sensory
experience is basically
reliable (true to reality)?

"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.

26
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"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 real
world? ...

"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(apolggetics/how-do-i-know-that-i-
know-a-response-part-1/]

27



Jaso_n l5isle
BiblicaltScience Institute

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

Lisle, Young Earth_Presuppcsmonallsm Chnstlan

[Jason
’Apologetics;

"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/]

1/3/2025
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Anyone familiar with modern
philosophy should be able to hear the
crackle of Descartes' fire
in Lisle's words.

v

René Descartes
(1596-1650)

| 1Y

"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/]

"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!

1/3/2025
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René Descartes
(1596-1650)

René Descartes
(1596-1650)

| 1Y

| 1Y

1/3/2025

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

“forexample, that | am here
sitting by the fire, wearing a
winter dressing-gown,
holding this piece of paper
in my hands, and so on.'...

30



René Descartes
(1596-1650)
R

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?

1/3/2025

"How often, asleep at night,
am}l convinced of just stuch
familiar events—that | am
here in.my dressing-gown,
sitting by my fire—whenlin
fact!l am lying undressed in
bed!"

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

"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/]

31



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.

1/3/2025

"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/]

{

An Infinite ’Regr‘ess Réducf/o Ad
Absurdum Response

32
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Isi_slea”s;sum’é*s that our
sensory fao.ultie guilty
until proven innocent.

Tortbe su”ne;, epi@te%ﬂogical
%u’@stions‘ are Wtainly; _
philosophically legitimate,
including questions about

our sensory experience.

33



iThe Mer has roots in

aﬁcient@hilo%gph y.

v Theesisius: “lt seems fo me el one
B Who knows semeiiing s peresiving e
tihing he knews, ancl, se f&r s | can See
elt present, Knowledg® s et vt
pEfCEPIONE
SRS ocratesadiinelaccouniyoulgivelofithe
 Mhatureloffknowledgelisinotibyiany,
Imeansiiolbeldespisedfltisithelsamelthat
AWaslgivenibyiRrotagerasihotghihelstated
. ltlin e somewhet chiErent Wel:"
[Pte, Theeetesius, 1814, rens. [F. V. Cormiele], i Eclin Hemilion ene

Runtiingfen Celims, eels., Plete: The Cellesiee] Dieleeues (Prnssien:
[Prinecion Universiiy Press, 1961), 886

1/3/2025
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.Lislcﬁihdeb?t@dness {0
tante " porary: analyticphilosqph %

isfevident by how often’he frames
this debate in terms of whether
one's worldview "justifies” the
belief that one's sensory
faculties are reliable.

undougtedly taking fergranted a
standard definition ofiknowledge
in contemporary philosophy,
viz., knowledge as justified,
true, belief.

Eisle 'sagsumfoftion WEIENS

35
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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.

“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/]

1/3/2025
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What is more, | have
never found anywhere in
Lisle's material that he is
at all acquainted with the

"Gettier Problems"
associated with this
discussion.

-t

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.

-t

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

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

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

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

1/3/2025
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In, ﬁcontras;t to contemporary.

analy6tic philgsoph‘y@x'}’lassic‘al _

(or Scholastic) Realism in the
tradition of Aristotle and
Aquinas has a different

definition of knowledge.

Eisle 'sM atrixtchallenge is

sayirw that'l .couldknow that |
know/reality;only if'lftknow that
my senses are reliable.
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Only, by rlor knowledge that
myisenses e‘ire rellgme canl
know:that | am’ not injthe Matrlx

[7) 'otherwerds onlyiby:.a prior
kmowledge that mygsenses‘are_

N

reliable can’l knowithat my
senses are conveying to me
truths about reality.
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Forithe sa%g of argument, let us
grantLisle's point @one can,
know that'one's"sensory
faculties convey truths about
reality only if one already knows
that his sensory faculties
are reliable.

‘@@‘nsider whatqlestions one

wﬂd to ask aboutLisIe 's

L ~ d i
challenge!
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Wes’qon'orx

Jason Lisle

‘H lhat means could lfuse' to
co flrm tolmyselfithat my.

senses are reliable?
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@ tever that means:s how.
woul Ibe able to kmew that'this
means is itself reliable?

ﬂln’q\&e [ GCEIS #?tc@nﬂrm {0)

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

know that means #2 is reliable
when it tells me this?
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@t means 1% tolconfirm to

me that means #2lisireliable *

when it confirms to"me that

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

ﬂou ge t thg)ic‘tf'wre.
a §

I€leads to anjinfiniteYiegress’'so
that nothing is ever confirmed.
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mas*ampkinfinite jegress becauserhe
thinksthe knows that'Ged has told

Tolbe st Misie d@;@sn ot think he

him that his senses are reliable.

How%s Lislexknewithat
God to‘d himgthis? 3
He thinks he knows this through

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

1/3/2025
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n nmn;

HSESWVIEW IS tha’/tlt:he ‘Christian

Worldﬁ\"/‘iew iustifies ‘atherreliability
,, N
of olr senses'and allows us to
proceed with the assurance that
our senses are telling us
truths about reality.

Jason ltisle
Biblical'Science Institute
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“Sensory experience
is only reliable if oun
isenses correspond
to reality; and only,
the Christian
worldview can
rationally
IR

SIEY "Presuppositidn%eplyﬁ Christian'Apologetics Journal 11N posA
2

Jas"on 'lBisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

René Descartes John Locke
(1596-1650) (1632-1704)
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Wﬁhl ahe

Jasonh
ﬂrgumen’r
Circular?

Wihile admitt‘mg*@me sense oficircularity; Lisle
willktr; tr% d/st/ngwsh the wayaimiwhichihis
argument for Presupposﬁ:ca@sm IS circular
from the type of circulartargument
that is fallacious.

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

CHRISTIAN

APOLGETICS

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

"This charge of fallacious
circularity is, | believe, one of the
main reasons why many
Christians are inclined to rejeet
presuppositional apologetics ‘at
'th’g outset. | will show below: that
itiis logically inescapable that
indeed the Bible must be the
Ultimate standard even whelg
evaluating its own claims. | will
alse show thatthisscambe donelim

M&ﬁM

logical nonzfallacious way:
isle, Young Earth Presupposmonahsm in Christian Apo/ogeti@s
I&11, no. 2 (Fall 2013): 65]

1/3/2025

48



1/3/2025

Givenithis, ewhow does Lislerand.other
%upp%sgt/onahsts defend tpposedly
nen-fallacious) verSIqm of theleliietilar argument
offered for their Presuppositionalism?

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

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

e?om’rs thai

cirevlar aFgu fs are
actually logically valid.
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Jason’liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

Jason'lEisle
Biblical'Science Institute

It may surprise
isome people to
learn that circulak

reasoning is
actually Ioglcally

1/3/2025

50



1/3/2025

ﬂ%onse Iisle’s
Doint that CiPeular

firguments Are Actually
Logically Valid

Given theldefimition of%hat itmeans to be

logicallyivalid, /t ISkeasy to'see that everny.cireular
argumen%s alwaysvalld .

It is also easy torsee why this'ista completely.

trivial observation about valid arguments and does
nothing to support Lisle’s position.
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CS ID@ in itiongof. Valid <

an '” ument is valid just in cafs‘e‘ iffis Impessible
for the aigument tothave allftilielpremises;and

a false conclusion.

v Proving an Argument Is Valid <

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

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

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

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

Conclusion: ResultC ., . argument is invalid.

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

Premise 2: Point B

Conclusion: Result C

Premise 1: Point A
Premise 2: Point B

Conclusion: Result C

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

Any argument that cannot be
invalid has to be valid.

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

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

1/3/2025
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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 C

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

Premise 1: Point A \

Premise 2: Point B

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

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

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

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

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

Premise 1: Point A TRUE

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

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

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

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

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

Given thekdelinition of W*hat iimeans; to be
leglecallyivalid; it'isfeasy to'see thattevery: circular
* b argumentiis alwaysivalia.

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

It is also the case that any formally logical
argument where one of the premises is a
contradiction is also valid.
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“It may surprise
some people to
learn that circulal
reasoning is
actually logically,
Jason lfisle e, Ve Jh";?#;dm‘

BiblicallScience Institute

JLE as it should’both er oneito
MELS an argument wiere onelof
the premises is a contradiction, it

should also bother one make an
argument which is circular.
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sﬁposm lists
claim that'all afQuments
for ultimate standards
are circular.

"All knowledge (all
true justified belief)
when traced back
to its ultimate
foundation is

inherently circular.”

1/3/2025
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Asian exammeiSle askslliis reader.to

logic. ¢ i

copsiderghow one would "'ustify'fhe lawslof

s N

-

“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.

(284{322[3C

)

1/3/2025
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- "5.--' 2 Arlst@tle»« (51.
(384 322 BC)

i

(8845322 BC)

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

“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).*

&
o [Metaphysics, IV, 4, 1006a5-10. Translation by Richard McKeon, TiheiBasic:Works,

: "E,—-' o AI’IS’[@ﬂe-‘}f% v

of Aristotle (New: York: Random House, 1941)]
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Noticerhere thawAlistotle sytalking about how:
\Wwerknowia principle, also"knowiakas;a first
plilmeiple:

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

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

Whatis more@ce thatA“uristotle does' not say.
eurknowledge of the prin@‘/?a”lie' ISEEVIETR

ICIENS _ifferenceﬂaetween giving a circular#
argumentifor X and"X being selfzevi
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Mary Christine Ugobi-Onyemere, IHM

The Knowledge of
the First Principles in
Saint Thomas Aquinas

Peter Lang

CHRISTIAN

FOLGETIC

Jasc!m lBisle A
] .

Biblical'Science Institute
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Jason’liisle
BiblicaltScience Institute

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

standards must be
defended in a somewhkc
circular way (by a
transcendental
a ‘argument).§ 8

[llisleMavoung Earth Presuppositionalism," 81]

IN DEFENSE OF
THE FAITH

VOLUME 1l

A SURVEY OF
CHRISTIAN
EPISTEMOLOGY

Cornelius VanTil
Professir of Apologetics
Westminster Theological Seminary
Philadelphia, P,

1/3/2025
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“Thelcharge’istmade)that
we engage. in circular.
reasoning. Now'iflitibe

called circular.reasoning

when we holdlit
necessaryito'presuppose
the existence of God;,we

are not ashamed. ofiit
because we. are. firmly.
convinced. that all forms
of reasoning. that leave
God outof:accountwill
end in ruin::

[IniBefenselofithelFaithiVolSIIZAS tUrveydon
ChristiantEpistemology ps20i]

CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS

CORNELIUS

VAN TI L

EpIiTED BY \\||||\\| “DGAR
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“Toladmitionesstowin)
outithe)
others is therefore to
maintain that all
reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,
circular reasoning. The
S@Ifﬁ@@ pointithe
yand| ﬂlo

Phllhpsbur ﬂm
oniginal] .

APOLOGETICS

Principles & Practice

in Defense of Our Faith
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"Aifew years ago | was involved
m a conferenceloverseas. The
theme was the relatlonshlp of
falth and reason.... The paperl

presented .. lncluded an

argument fod‘ atheory of;

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

"During the discussion ... after
my.presentationjjone:of.the.other
presenters was particularly
agitated. It seemed ObVlOUSJ»tO
hlm that all I'was saying ... was
that sucha frelatlonshlp 'could not
be" truly understood unless'one
accepted the Bible as true. He
went on toiask me just why he or
anyone else should accept the
Bible as authority. He.was

perplexed that Ifs e‘e'med to be

arg | glinja $rcle

1/3/2025
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"I admitted to him that I certainly
was arguinginj(some kind.of) a
circle. ... Then I made clear tq the
other presenters that they were
alllasking that their own views,
| L
based;_on theirflown|reasoning

and’ sources, be accepted as true.

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

c:rcle overﬂmne7"'

[K. Scoett Oliphint, CovenantalApoIogetlcs Principles and Practice in
Defense of Our: Eaith! (W_heat@&: Crossway,2®13i), 23-24]

A ":':fEf ‘“

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

VanTils
APOLOGETIC

READINGS [l ANALYSIS

GREG L.
BAHNSEN

1/3/2025
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"Where do all'philosophical
tifications ceme to an end? Eve
system must have unproven

assumptions, a starting point naf
@ptecedently established, with whieh

"’f&l

il

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

"Where do all philosophical
Stifications ceme to an end? Evelyjy
Granted that there must be a system must have unproven

"starting point" with which s sumptions, a starting point ndg
"reason begins,” why must  [EEeEently established, with whigh
the starting point be —iC ?so._n begins and accordmg tc
: ; woy Wwhich it proceeds to conclusionss
assumptions™ Wiherefore, all'argumentation ovelg
17, timate Issues of truth and realityj

Are not assumptions
themselves a category
of cognition or reason?

\‘ N
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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 ceme to an end? Evel
system must have unproven

Medla [Biess, 200, 67

-

Faced with this, the
Presuppositionalist sees that
the reasoning process can end
with God only if it starts
with God.

"Where do all'philosophical
JjiStifications come to an end? Evely,
system must have unproven
dassumptions, a starting point ngj
atecedently established, with whieh
ieason begins and according to
Which it proceeds to conclusions?

liherefore, all'argumentation ovel
ditimate issues of truth and reality
will come down to an appeal to

‘

1/3/2025

69



The problem is that
Presuppositionalism does not
start with God, but starts with

the assumption of God.

But 'God' and the 'assumption

of God' are not the same thing.

“"Where do all' philosophical
tifications ceme. to an end? Evely
system must have unproven
assumptions, a starting point nqg
@antecedently established, with which
ieason begins and according ta
which it proceeds to conclusions?

herefore, all argumentation ovel
Witimate issues of truth and reality
ill come down to an appeal to

Greg L. Bahnsen
(1948-1995)

1So if, when itfeomes to the

fimedamental qliestion of Christial

taith, arguments are ultimatelj

ellicular (since metaphysics arnel

epistemology depend.on one

agether), themithe matter reduces
tofone of 'submission or'rebelliQly

(@] the authority of the revealed

1/3/2025
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ﬂg‘esp ¢ to
r UppOsiTitlisfs"

Claim That All
Epistemologies
Ultimately Circular

our knowledee off

< sensations
(pPhenomena)
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our knowledee e

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

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

our knowledee e

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

This is exactly what
the Matrix challenge
is saying.
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Anyone.conversant with.the
history of pm'losopjl% should see
how indebted to medern and
conten'a’porary philoggfahy the

Matrix challenge is.

Classical Empiricism is entirely
immune terthe Matrix§challenge
and i@in no wise circular.
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Modern Philosophy

modern philoso.phyfralm,es human
kmeowing along the categasies of:
(5 g g vg,i r 4

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

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

*» "sensations” or "phenomena” (Hume).

1/3/2025
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V' the Matrix problem Hume's skepticism of our
S how we can know our knowledge of causality

senses are reliable knowledge as justified,

> the egocentric true, belief
predicament

1 the fact/value dichotom
< the problem of the 4 4 . y

correspondence of is/ought fallacy
~ thoughts to external
reality

the problem of
Induction

the specter of brute facts

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

uniformity of nature Philosophy)

By 'fferingt”heir PreSuppesitionalism
as'thelanswelg. to theselproblems,
Prestppositionalists¥show: their
unwitting commitment to the
assumptions of the very
philosophies that created the

problems in the first place.
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Jason Llsle

*JNonsphilosophicaliise %

Uses ‘!I' e Term !: ealism®

' Realism Regarding the
Nature of Universals

** Realism Regarding the
Existence of External Reality

1/3/2025
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Realism
Plato Aristotle Aquinas

Extreme Moderate Scholastic Conceptualismi* " Nominalism
Realism Realism Realism

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

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

Classical Meccu B (Contemporary

Concerned Concamee/ Concerned
primarily with WpgimakilyAwiti = primarily: with
the knowledge kinowiledgel theljustification

of things @i or'warrant of
(S CI X B o perfences / appearances beliefs.
together with .

quellites / properiies

the attributes ..
) leleas / perceiving
(accidents) of o

thin gs. sensations / phenomene.
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e

Classical . Medem Contemporary

Concerned Concenned Concerned
primarily with WpgimakilyAwithl = primarily: with
the knowledge knowiledgel the justification

of things O or'warrant of
(substances) |[ECCiECEEV L PeEreNteEe beliers.
foaether with

Jf

CLASSICAL ME

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

from Descartes.
-

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

[Etienne Gllson 'Th istiRealism and the Critique of Knowledge, trans.
: ,- E‘W Mk aticky(SaniFrancisco, Ignatius Press, 1986), 27. For a
.! nlversion of Gilsonis point in this work, see his Methodical
R@(éﬂtxim jtians% Ph|l|p rower (Front Royal: Christendom Press, 1990).
dilVlethodical'Realism: A Primer for Beginning Realists (San
Ignatlus Press, 2011)]
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Slihelrealistisialphilosopherwho
doesinotiforgetithatthelis'a man
whenthelbegins'tol philosophize:
Astaimanyiftherbersane; a
philesepherhasinotithe faintest

f'iﬁn?’rhe' heatre
affer The Matrix®

Alquinas’'s Cure for All Your
Epistemological Troubles
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"There are countries wherelnol
professor of any science coula®
hold his job for a month ifihels
started teaching that heldoesk

not know what is true aboutithe
very science he is supposed. to
teach, but where a man finasiit
hard to be appointed as a's 1
professor of philosophy.if: he

1

professes to believe in the trut,
of the philosophy he teachesEs

d
=tienne Gilson
[Etienne Gilson, Being and Some Philosophers, 2™ ed. (Toronto: : et
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1952), vii] ¢ +4(1884-1978)

econd, it is completed
inithe intellect.*

€hicago: KHenry Regnery, 1952); vol. 2 trans. James V. McGlynn
neny;1953);vol. 3. trans. Robert W. Schmidt (Chicago: Henry
threelvolumes were reprinted as Truth (Indianapolis: Hackett,
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CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS

CORNELIUS

VAN TIL

EpiTED BY \\.."n'.['\" Epcar
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others IS therefore to™

maintain that all
reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,
- c,ircul,afr reasoning_. The
tithe
lnd ﬂlo

Phllllpsbur nm

erfefell] . F——

onesstowin;
presupposrtlons andito,
tloutithe

resuposuons of

others is therefore to

maintain that all

reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,

circular reasoning. The

starting)pointithe
andﬁb@

C@rnellus Van Til

e

Herein lies the problem for the
Presuppositionalist.

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

g _ -
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others IS therefore to
maintain that all

reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,

s circular reasonlng The

t) the

lnd the

IM‘Q@WTD

others lS therefore to
maintain that all
reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,

w.circular reasonlng The

starting, poeint;the;
lndﬁ?a@

1/3/2025
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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.

-~

3 |

o~

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

""
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others is therefore to
maintain that all
reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,

circular reasoning. Thel

startinglpoint the
andﬁb@

onesstowin;
presupposrtlons andito,
tloutithe

resuposuons of

others is therefore to

maintain that all

reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,

circular reasoning. The

starting)pointithe
andﬁb@

1/3/2025
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The Thomist would deny
that what he is
experiencing is something
in his mind (concept, idea,
qualia) from which he
reasons that there is an
external object “causing™
him to have that particular
experience.

Ll ~

N -

// 2

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

Knowledge is conformity of
intellect and thing.

Ll ~
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others is therefore to™
maintain that all
reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,
circular reasoing The;
@@ﬁﬁ@g tithe
lnd the

onesstowin;
presupposrtlons andito,
tloutithe
presuposuons of
others is therefore to™
maintain that all
reasoning is, in the
nature of the case,

circular reasoning. The

@@Wﬁ@g%@
lndﬁb@

1/3/2025
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" In'the classical tradition
of Aristotle and Aquinas,
knowing has to do with
being. Epistemology
reduces to metaphysics.

§

T~ -~

. -

This conformity takes
place at the level of Form.
In metaphysical terms, the
knower “becomes*” the thing

known at the level of Form.

p

T~ -~

-~
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onelsiowin /- -
2 resus 5 zfn Unless one gets the
o metaphysics right (e.g.,
others'is therefore to Form/Matter;
maintain that all Substance/Accident;
reasoning is, in the Act/Potency;, etc.),

WHLSSCIORICICSE) knowledge is forever lost to
L circular reasoning.

; the unbridgeable gap
startingpoint;the
met,f9 the between the knower and
conclusion are always external sensible reality.

invelved
is 'an el el
ﬂm
ongma] '

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

for him do not arise."

[ﬂ%a‘.’@mm@ @ilsen,:w Methoedical Realism: A Handbook for Beginning Realists
(Sanlgianciscodignatius Press, 2011), 128]
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