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INTRODUCTION

The following are some questions that I posed to an atheist several years ago in the
course of a written exchange. These questions and others like them are unanswerable by
any belief system that places any dependence on the reliability of sensations, rendering
them untenable.

The questions do not apply only to non-Christian systems, but almost all of them also
apply to any system of so-called Christian theology, philosophy, or apologetics that
affirms the reliability of sensations, including the one that claims that the reliability of
sensations is "properly basic" so that it requires no rational justification, and that school
of pseudo-presuppositionalism that claims that biblical presuppositions "account for" the
reliability of sensations, induction, and science.

Even if it is "properly basic" to be able to see a mirage, it is also properly useless to do so
unless we can know by sensation that it is a mirage. Therefore, properly basic reliability
is not enough; the empiricist needs properly basic infallibility. But does he even have
properly basic reliability?

Then, it is sheer blasphemy to claim that biblical principles can "account for," in a sense
that approves or justifies, something that is inherently illogical or impossible, such as
empiricism, induction, and science, whose method of experimentation adds the fallacy of
affirming the consequent to the fallacies of empiricism and induction. Thus this
philosophy, which claims to be a method of apologetics, makes God and Scripture
accomplices to irrationality and falsehood. Nevertheless, it is true that Scripture can
account for this foolish and wicked blasphemy by its doctrine of human depravity.
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Pseudo-presuppositionalism claims to begin from biblical principles as its foundation, but
when pressed on the matter, it affirms, even insists, that the reliability of sensations is the
necessary epistemological starting point, that it is even the precondition by which the
biblical principles are known. Thus unless this system can justify the reliability of
sensations, it is shut out from the Scripture – from Christianity – itself. Since it indeed
fails to justify the reliability of sensations whether with or without biblical
presuppositions, it has by logical necessity made itself a heathen philosophy.

Of course, there are many additional questions and challenges that we can pose to
empiricists, whether they are of the "Christian" or non-Christian variety. These are
provided in my other writings.

QUESTIONS FOR EMPIRICISTS

Since sensation is so important to your view, I would like to understand what you are
talking about.

What is a sensation? How did you learn the meaning of a sensation? How do you know
when you are having a sensation? Do you sense the sensation to know that you have a
sensation? If you sense a sensation, then how do you know that? Do you sense the
sensation that senses the sensation? Then, do you sense the sensation that senses the
sensation that senses the sensation? If this is not your view, then please explain. That is,
if information comes from sensation, then how do you know when you are having a
sensation?

Do you ever not have a sensation? How do you know that? Is a lack of sensation itself a
sensation? Then, do you sense that you are not having a sensation?

Can you have a sensation and not be conscious of it? How do you know that? Have you
ever sensed that you are not conscious of a particular sensation? If so, then are you not in
fact conscious of it? Does this not return us to the original question, that is, can you have
a sensation and not be conscious of it?

Or, are you conscious of all the sensations that you are having? How do you know that?
Do you sense that you are sensing all? But then, do you sense that you sense that you are
sensing all? How do you know? By sensation again?

Do you always sense everything around you? If not, how do you know that you are not
sensing everything around you if you are not sensing everything in order to know what
there is to sense and to know what is there but not being sensed?

How about radio waves? Are there radio waves? If so, do you sense radio waves? If you
use a radio device to pick up these waves, then what are you sensing? The sound from the
radio, or the radio waves? Do you hear words and music from the radio? If so, then are
radio waves words and music? You might say that these are the "effects" of the radio
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waves. But then, you are only sensing the effects and not the cause. If so, how do you
know the cause? If you infer from the effects to the cause, then how do you know that the
inference is valid? By sensation again? What do you sense that would confirm this?

Also, how do you know that you do not know certain things? By sensation? Again, is the
lack of sensation a sensation? How do you know this? Do you sense that a lack of
sensation is a sensation?

Then, if you know that you do not know certain things, what are these "certain things"? If
you know what they are, then you must know what they are by sensation, but then, this
means that you have sensed them – if so, in what sense do you not know them?

Do you believe that the earth is flat, or that it is a sphere? If you believe that it is a sphere,
then how do you know this? By sensation? How? Have you seen the earth from space?

Or do you trust the experts and the scientists? But then you did not sense what you claim
to know, but you sensed only the testimony of these "experts." Maybe you have seen a
picture of the earth? But a picture is not the earth, so at best you sensed a picture. How do
you know that the picture was not "doctored"? By sensation? How do you sense "not
doctored"? Also, a picture is flat, so how is the earth a sphere?

The sun looks pretty flat to me. Now suppose that I look at the sun from space and see
that it is spherical, then what am I suppose to believe? If we assert that the sun and the
earth are spheres and that they rotate, then the rotation is not really sensed, but calculated.
Even then, how do you confirm that no errors in calculation were made? Again by
sensation? What do you sense to know this?

Also, do you believe in atoms? Have you sensed an atom? Even if you have, how do you
know that there are atoms other than the one that you have sensed? Or are we just
supposed to trust the scientists? Are they your pope? If you do not believe all that they
say, then why do you accept some of what they say and not others when you have sensed
neither (except for their testimonies, if even that)? Have they seen atoms? Have they seen
the effects of atoms? If so, how do they know that those effects were produced by atoms?
And still, maybe they sensed the effects (if even that), and not the atoms.

How did you learn your name? Did you accept a word as your name, just because people
called you something enough times? I can think of a number of things to call you other
than your name, but will you accept one or more of those words as your name or names if
I call you those things often enough? Why or why not? If I call you "Ralph" twice,
would you accept that as your new name? How about six hundred times? Why or why
not? How often is "often enough"? How did you know that it was enough when you first
accepted your name? Did you sense "enough"? Or the effects of "enough"? How? Are
you Pavlov's dog? But there is not always food after the sensation of the bell's ring, is
there? Or did you somehow make an inference from what you heard? If so, did you sense
the inference? Please write out the process of inference in syllogistic form so you can
exhibit its logical validity.
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Do you like logic? Do you want to be rational? Then how did you learn the law of
contradiction? If you learn all things by sensation, then how did you sense the law of
contradiction? If you sensed it used or applied and then inferred this law, then is your
knowledge still from sensation? Or is it from sensation plus logical inference? But then,
how come you used logical inference before you learned the law of contradiction? Also,
before you learned the law of contradiction, did you have sensations? If so, did you apply
the law of contradiction to those sensations, so that a sensation could not mean one thing
and its contradictory at the same time? If you did not apply the law, then how come all
sensations were not nonsense? If you did apply the law, how could you do it before you
learned it?

How did you learn the word "God"? If all knowledge comes from sensation, then have
you sensed God? If you have sensed God, then why are you an atheist? If you have not
sensed God, then maybe you heard the word and inferred the meaning of the word, but
then by sensation you only learned the sound and not the meaning, since you inferred the
meaning. But then, did you and I infer the same thing out of the sound? Do we mean the
same thing when we say "God"? If we do not mean the same thing, then all the arguments
you have against "God" do not apply to me.

As for the question of personal identity, how do you know that you are the same person
today as you were yesterday? Do you sense that you are the same person? But cannot two
different things give you the same sensation? If so, then the problem remains. If not, then
how do you know? That is, how or what have you sensed that no two things in this
universe can give you the same sensation, so that you can always distinguish between
different things?


