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thought to be a supreme mystery, inconsistent, unpredictable, and arbitrary.”"** The
Christian worldview provides the conceptual foundations from which to engage in
scientific endeavors.

This type of cultural apologetics will go a long way in offsetting many of the
myths permeating Western society of the baneful influence of Christianity.'*> These
myths predispose many people to reject Christianity out of hand. Such an approach will
need to address the occasions when terrible deeds have been done in the name of
Christianity such as the Inquisition and the Crusades.

However, most instances of evil done in behalf of Christ have been perpetrated
either by individuals/groups whose lives and beliefs do not match the teachings of Christ.
They are either heretics or grossly mistaken. While this does not explain every case of
Christian injustice, nor satisfy every objection, the events of history give remarkable
testimony to the transforming effect of Christianity upon the world.

The Christian worldview must stress the redemption Christ provides, both in
terms of salvation he purchased for his people and the transformation it yields in the
world. The watching world will always weigh the claims of believers with their lives
because it is difficult “to separate the person from the thesis or argument or doctrine

29146

uttered by the person. As William Lane Craig states, “The ultimate apologetic is:

M 14
your life.”'*’

144Ibid., 148. Stark surveys the failure of scientific efforts in ancient China,

Greece, and Islam, 150-57.
'>For example, see Philip J. Sampson’s 6 Modern Myths about Christianity

and Western Civilization (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2001).

146 A lasdair Mclntyre, Three Rival Versions of Moral Inquiry: Encyclopedia,

Genealogy, and Tradition (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1990), 201.

147Craig, Reasonable Faith, 302.
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Worldview Analysis
This study posits the CFR matrix as the bedrock foundation from which
worldview formulation and analysis should derive. It follows the essential, decisive
events of redemptive history, reflecting the essential framework of Scripture. However,
in the task of apologetics—the defense of the Christian worldview—it marshals evidence
to support its claims and critique opposing worldviews. To develop this methodology a
bit further, this study will implement the insights from Robert Audi’s modest
foundationalism and Imre Lakatos’ research programs to develop greater conceptual

clarity about this approach.

Modest Foundationalism

Audi offers an articulate, sophisticated version of foundationalism known as
modest foundationalism (MF) that avoids the pitfalls of classic foundationalism (CF).148
In addition, Audi appropriates insights from coherentism, typically regarded as
foundationalism’s chief rival as a theory of justification. For this paper, MF has several

important features that distinguishes it from other theories of justification and contribute

to this chapter’s paradigm.149

Audi proposes four components to his MF:

For any person, S, and any time, t, (1) the structure of S’s body of justified beliefs
1s, at f, foundational in the sense that any indirectly justified beliefs S has to depend
for their justification on directly (hence foundationally) justified beliefs of S’s; (2)
the justification of S’s foundational beliefs is at least typically defeasible; (3) the
inferential transmission of justification need not be deductive; and (4) non-
foundationally justified beliefs need not derive all their justification from
foundational ones, but only enough so that they would remain justified if (other

18 Audi refers to this version of foundationalism as “fallibilist” though others

refer to it as “moderate.” This paper will use the designation of “modest” as
commensurate with Audi’s theory.

*9The following analysis is indebted to Louis P. Pojman, What Can We Know:
An Introduction to the Theory of Knowledge (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1995), 112-14.
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things bein% equal) any other justification they have (say, from coherence) were
eliminated.™

The first compohent of Audi’s theory does not differ from CF in that
foundational beliefs provide justification for structural ones. Like CF, the relationship
between the beliefs found in the foundation and the superstructure is asymmetrical. This
component is inherent to foundationalism and distinguishes it from coherentism.

The second element, though, differs with CF. According to Audi, it is possible
for foundational beliefs to be unjustified or false or both.'>' Here, the contrast with
classical foundationalism becomes readily apparent as CF emphasizes the indubitable
nature of basic beliefs. MF holds that “basic beliefs need not be infallible, nor need they

result in a system that is completely true.”'*>

Basic beliefs are presumed innocent until
proven guilty though not presumed infallible.

Third, beliefs found in the superstructure may be inductively justified by
foundational ones. Again, this stands in sharp relief with CF that only allows deductive
inferences from basic to non-basic beliefs. However, just as basic beliefs are defeasible,
so too are non-basic ones. Because of induction’s fallibilism, superstructural beliefs can
be false even when foundational beliefs are true. Pojman states, “By giving up deductive
certainty for the wider expanse of induction-induced beliefs, epistemic certainty is

sacrificed for a belief system based on probabilities.”'*?

'*Robert Audi, “Fallibilist Foundationalism and Holistic Coherentism,” in The
Theory of Knowledge: Classical & Contemporary Readings, ed. Louis P. Pojman, 2" ed.
(Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1999), 271.

BIRobert Audi, “Contemporary Foundationalism,” in The Theory of
Knowledge: Classical & Contemporary Readings, ed. Louis P. Pojman, 2"° ed.
(Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1999), 209.

152Pojman, What Can We Know, 112.

3bid., 113.
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Fourth, coherence plays a role in the justification process. For one thing,
negative coherence can render a belief, basic or non-basic, as unjustified. Again, here
MF differs with CF in allowing the defeasibility of a basic belief. Since MF does not
require indefeasibility, there is no conflict with this crucial role of coherentism.

In addition, coherence can impart positive justification when a belief meshes
with the entire system of beliefs. Audi discusses the “independence principle” that
stresses that “the larger the number of independent mutually coherent factors I believe to

support the truth of a proposition, the better my justification for believing it.”!>

In such
instances, coherence reinforces the belief’s justification, leaving it overdetermined. MF
rightly takes into account that belief structures or worldviews are holistic. The content of
each belief, even a foundational one, cannot be separated from its larger framework. The
belief is ultimately justified by a foundational belief but coherence provides additional
support. For MF, both negative and positive coherence will typically be present.'>
Despite coherentism’s increased role in Audi’s theory, he strictly denies it any
foundational justificational prowess. Coherentism can only indirectly justify because it
denies non-inferential grounding in reason or experience. Ultimately, the infinite regress
arguments entail an insuperable barrier to coherentism bequeathing non-inferential

justifcation.' %6

154 Audi, “Fallibilist Foundationalism and Holistic Coherence,” 272.

53 bid., 279.

"% Audi draws a carefully nuanced distinction between “consequential”
necessary condition for justification and a “constitutive” necessary condition.
Coherentism may fulfill the former as “a result of the justification itself or what it is
based on” while the latter either “expressed part of what it is for a belief to be justified or
constitutes a basic ground for it” To clarify, Audi offers this illustration: “The relation of
coherence to the properties producing it might be analogous to that of heat to friction: a
necessary product of them, but not part of what constitutes them” (Audi, “Fallibilist
Foundationalism and Holistic Coherence,” 279).
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Without an indubitable foundation, the question arises over the reasons for
choosing MF as a theory of justification. Inevitably, the answer relies on abduction—MF
best explains the way people think. Pojman comments, “I am forced to conclude that

modest foundationalism provides the best explanation of the meaning of justification.”">’

Research Programs

Prior to the release of Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions,"® it was generally assumed that scientific theories were the products of
gradual accumulated knowledge. Scientists generally shared the same neutral vantage
point and believed that theories develop in a linear fashion. Kuhn’s work, filled with
historical examples, rigorously disputed such a notion.

Kuhn posited that theory change proceeds along the following lines. The
accepted theory will offer scientists working in this field a paradigm in which to engage
in “normal” science. Inevitably, anomalies will arise with the standard theory. On some
occasions, the anomalies will be corrected and the theory will retain its preeminence. On
other occasions, the anomalies will mount, eventually leading to a discarding of the
standard theory for a new oﬁe. The change is swift and decisive. Prominent examples
include such revolutions as the change from geocentrism to heliocentrism and the change
from Newtonian physics to quantum physics.

In addition, Kuhn advocated the incommensurability of paradigms. In other
words, paradigms operate by and within their own standards of rationality and testing.
Such a scenario equates to the lack of intersubjective criteria and discussion between

paradigms. Therefore, there exists no means of objectively adjudicating rival theories.

157Pojman, What Can We Know, 114.

8 Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of S cientific Revolutions, 3 ed. (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1996).
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Many philosophers of science reacted strongly to Kuhn’s depiction of theory
change, claiming Kuhn’s scenario depicted scientific inquiry as subjective and irrational.
Out of the plethora of responses to Kuhn, Imre Lakatos offered perhaps the most
significant and influential rejoinder with his notion of a “research program.”'” Heavily
influenced by Karl Popper, Lakatos affirmed a form of verificationism. In contrast to
Popper, though, Lakatos rejected the idea that scientists should give up a theory if faced
with falsifying evidence in place of a new one. Lakatos sought to construct an account of
how science rationally progressed from one research program to the next, thus remaining
true to falsificationism while at the same time recognizing the recalcitrant nature of
scientific theories in the face of anomalies.

According to Lakatos, each research program possesses a “hard core” of
fundamental beliefs. Lakatos deems the hard core beliefs “negative heuristic,” meaning
that they are never exposed to the falsification process. Such beliefs are treated as
certain, not as a result of empirical testing but by the methodological decision of its
proponents. The hard core acts as a control to future investigation and gives rise to the
research program.

If the core beliefs are impenetrable, it would appear to leave a Kuhnian
predicament of incommensurability. Lakatos avoids such a scenario by positing the
existence of a “protective belt” of auxiliary hypotheses that undergo the process of
falsification. Thus, the protective belt serves as the “positive” heuristic. The theories
contained in the protective belt received the actual testing, not the hard core. He states,
“It is this protective belt of auxiliary hypotheses which is adjusted, or even completely

replaced, to defend the thus-hardened core.”'®

"Imre Lakatos, “Falsification and the Methodology of Research

Programmes,” in Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge, ed. Imre Lakatos and Alan
Musgrave (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970).

1%01hid., 48.
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Moreover, it is here where anomalies can lead to changes though anomalies are
never exhausted. Lakatos explains, “The positive heuristic consists of a partially
articulated set of suggestions or hints on how to change, develop the ‘refutable variants’
of the research programme, how to modify, sophisticate, the ‘refutable’ protective
belt.”!®" Interestingly, improvements in the positive heuristic can stimulate the research
program out of a degenerative phase. In particular, it is the positive verifications that
propel the research program forward, even in the face of inevitable refutations.

For Lakatos, the classical example of a scientific research program is Newton’s
gravitational theory. When Newton produced it, the theory faced enormous anomalies
and the theories that supported them. However, in time, the Newtonians converted “one
counterinstance after another into corroborating instances, primarily by overthrowing the
original observational theories in the light of which this ‘contrary evidence’ was
established. In the process they themselves produced new counter-examples which they
again resolved.”'®>

Though in Lakatos’ scheme the hard core remains somewhat impenetrable to
testing, the research program is not infallible but can degenerate to its ultimate demise.
He writes, “We maintain that if and when the programme ceases to anticipate novel facts,
its hard core might have to be abandoned: that is, our hard core . . . may crumble under
certain conditions. In this sense . . . such a possibility must be allowed for.”'%?

With Lakatos’ model, the important issue is not the starting point (hard core)

that stands beyond testing. Rather, the decisive matter is the results of testing of auxiliary

hypotheses in the protective belt. How does the protective belt actually produce positive

1611bid., 50.
1Thid., 48.
1631bid., 49.
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results? Philip Hefner answers, “Whether or not the auxiliaries are appropriate depends

on whether they contribute to the programme’s success in producing growth in

59164

knowledge. Of course, competing research programs can both contribute to growth in

knowledge. Is there a further means to distinguish research programs? The superior
research program will explain the dramatic and unexpected interpretations of scientific
findings.

Interestingly, Lakatos alludes to research programs encompassing not just a
scientific theory but science in general. 195 He says, “Even science as a whole can be
regarded as a huge research programme with Popper’s supreme heuristic value: ‘devise
conjectures which have more empirical content than their predecessors.” Such
methodological rules may be formulated . . . as metaphysical rules.”'®

Moreover, Lakatos believes that his understanding of research programs

applies beyond the scientific realm. Lakatos comments,

Newton’s theory of gravitation, Einstein’s relativity theory, quantum mechanics,
Marxism, Freudianism, are all research programmes, each with a characteristic hard
core stubbornly defended, each with its more flexible protective belt and each with
its elaborate problem-solving machinery. Each of them, at any stage of its
development, has unsolved problems and undigested anomalies. All theories are
born refuted and die refuted.'®’

1%4philip Hefner, “Theology’s Truth and Scientific Formulation,” in Paradigms
and Progress in Theology, ed. J. Mouton, A. G. von Arde, and W. S. Vorster (n.p.:
Human Sciences Research Council, 1988), 17.

1%Michael Rea employs the concept of research programs in a similar fashion.
He states, “Lakatos seems to have, in addition to his more narrow notion of a scientific
research program, a somewhat broader notion according to which some research
programs may be nothing more than sets of problem-solving strategies. This broader
notion is not far off from the notion I am to characterize.” Michael Rea, World without
Design: The Ontological Consequences of Naturalism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002),
4.

1] akatos, “Falsification and the Methodology of Scientific Research
Programmes,” 47.

1$7Ibid., 4-5.
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Proposal

Synthesizing some of the elements from the work of Audi and Lakatos, the
following proposal emerges. First, the CFR matrix stands as the ultimate foundation of
the Christian worldview. Since it faithfully resembles redemptive history, it provides the
presupposition or controlling belief of Christian apologetics. Bavinck correctly assesses
the proper attitude of the apologist: “In the defense of Christian truth, the apologists do
not start from a base of doubt or neutrality but from a position of firm belief and

unshakable conviction.”!®®

In this light, the CFR corresponds nicely to Audi’s basic
beliefs or Lakatos’ hard core. The CFR is taken as a given from which to construct the
worldview. It is assumed as impenetrable to provide a starting point to formulate the
Christian worldview and to analyze opposing positions. In addition, the CFR matrix does
not need evidential support since it stands as the final a‘luthority.169

Second, the superstructure of the CFR matrix is the evidence that derives from
and validates the foundation. For Audi and Lakatos, this superstructure correlates to their
notions of nonbasic beliefs and the protective belt of auxiliary hypotheses, respectively.
The CFR matrix does not need the superstructure to support it but demonstrates one is
rationally justified to believe it. Superstructural evidence would overdetermine the

foundational beliefs not justify them. However, for the purposes of worldview analysis,

the superstructure is required to support one’s position and engage other worldviews.

18 Herman Bavinck, Prologmena, vol. 1, Reformed Dogmatics, trans. John
Bolt, ed. John Vriend (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 514.

11 terms of theories of justification, this proposal adapts elements from
externalism and internalism. It is externalist in that it recognizes an objective source of
truth (Scripture) that a person should recognize if it were not for sin. It is internalist in
that argumentation and debate requires access to one’s beliefs. Pojman, What Can We
Know, 138, points out, “Making inferences from basic beliefs is a conscious process, as is
giving reasons for our beliefs, and both presuppose accessibility to the grounds of our
beliefs.”
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For the unbeliever, evidence alone will not produce conversion and adoption of
the Christian worldview. However, the Holy Spirit utilizes evidence to bring about the
salvation of those whom he desires. Scripture affirms the implementation of evidence in
apologetic encounters (Luke 1:1-4; John 10:38) not to mention the bolstering of faith in
believers (Luke 7:18-23). The more compelling the evidence, the more potential it
possesses as a tool for the Holy Spirit. In more recent days, Cornelius Van Til rightly
connects the relationship between conversion and argumentation: “Our arguments taken
by themselves effect nothing, while the Holy Spirit may very well convict without the use
of our argument as he may convict without the use of our preaching. Yet because God is
himself a completely rational God and has created us in his image, there is every reason
to believe that he will make argumentation effective.”' "

In worldview analysis, one must assume the defeasibility of one’s foundational
beliefs. Both Audi and Lakatos acknowledge this fact. As noted above, Audi’s position
asserts that “basic beliefs need not be infallible, nor need they result in a system that is
completely true.”'”* For example, incoherence can invalidate a basic belief. For Lakatos,
a research program can degenerate to the point where the hard core must be abandoned:
“We maintain that if and when the programme ceases to anticipate novel facts, its hard
core might have to be abandoned: that is, our hard core . . . may crumble under certain
conditions. In this sense . . . such a possibility must be allowed for.”'"*

This proposal might elicit the ire of presuppositionalists who assert the

ultimate indefeasibility of the Bible. If the Bible is fallible, it cannot serve as an ultimate

""Cornelius Van Til, A Survey of Christian Epistemology (Philadelphia:
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1969), quoted in Bahnsen, Van Til, 474.

171Pojmaln, What Can We Know, 112.

172Lakatos, “Falsification and Methodology of Scientific Research

Programmes,” 49.
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foundation. However, this critique merits several responses. First, a person cannot
possess absolute certainty of Scripture without the testimony of the Holy Spirit who seals
its truthfulness. Calvin correctly wrote, “The word itself is not quite certain for us unless
it can be confirmed by the testimony of the Spirit . . . . For by a kind of mutual bond the
Lord has joined together the certainty of his Word and of his Spirit.”'”* Human
limitations and the abiding presence of sin make doubt and suppression of truth a
constant possibility. Therefore, human infallibility, even based on biblical revelation, is
categorically impossible.

By regarding the Christian worldview as defeasible for argument’s sake, the

apologist is not claiming it is actually defeasible. Alan Sell states,

They [Christians] do not regard their faith as a hypothesis which may at any
moment require revision or even rejection in the light of fresh evidence. An
exception to this general rule would be a believer’s consciously standing back and
reflecting upon his or her worldview in relation to others. On the other hand, from
the point of view of those to whom they are seeking to commend the faith, their
exposition will appear as a hypothesis which they are being invited to consider as a
way of accounting for things and life as they are."

Likewise, Vanhoozer, noting the application of Lakatos’ work to worldviews, writes,
“The theologian may indeed allow the hard core of his research program to be tested.
This does not mean that the theologian gives up or doubts faith. Rather, for the sake of

discussion, the theologian treats his methodological decision to take the Bible as norm as

a fallible one.”'”

Similarly, adherents of presuppositionalist apologetics employ a conditional

argument themselves in using the transcendental argument. Part of this strategy involves

3John Calvin The Institutes of the Christian Religion, 1.9.3, ed. John T.
McNeil, trans. Ford Lewis Battles, Library of Christian Classics, vol. 20 (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1960), 95.

74Sell, Confessing and Commending the Faith, 361.

175Vanhoozer, “Christ and Concept,” 138.
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each interlocutor presupposing the other’s worldview for the sake of argument and seeing
which worldview makes reality and meaning in‘telligible.176 By allowing a conditional
argument, the presuppositionalist is opening the transcendental argument to the
possibility of defeat. If this were not the case, there would be no need for engaging in
this strategy. In other words, there is no need to adopt a “for argument’s sake” approach
if a simple knock out argument exists. Why make the apologetic task more difficult and
vulnerable than need be?

Second, the apostle Paul holds forth the resurrection of Jesus, the centerpiece

of redemptive history and the Christian worldview, as defeasible:

If Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is in vain and your faith is in vain.
We are even found to be misrepresenting God, because we testified about God that
he raised Christ, whom he did not raise if it is true that the dead are not raised. For
if the dead are not raised, not even Christ has been raised. And if Christ has not
been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins. Then those also who
have fallen asleep in Christ have perished. If in this life only we have hoped in
Christ, we are of all people most to be pitied.!”’

Here, Paul teaches that the historical event of Christ’s resurrection guarantees the
believer’s future resurrection. However, if his resurrection were disproven, it would
cause the Christian worldview to crumble. Certainly, Paul in no way doubts the objective
reality of Jesus’ resurrection, but since it occurred in space-time reality, it must be open
to validation. The very possibility props open the door to the defeasibility of the

Christian worldview in principle.'”® Schaeffer says of Christianity, “It is prepared to face

This strategy is more rhetorically effective as it creates an atmosphere of
humility and respect rather than overt dogmatism.

"7First Corinthians 15:12-19. Emphasis mine.
178 Another potential “defeater” for the Christian worldview would be the

debunking of an absolute beginning of the universe. In other words, if the universe could
be proven to be eternal, it would seriously compromise the Christian worldview.
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the consequences of being proved false and say with Paul: if you find the body of Christ,
the discussion is finished; let us eat and drink for tomorrow we die.”!"?
Along these lines, it is helpful to return to the idea of drama. By casting the

Christian worldview as a story, the apologist can incorporate the biblical plot-line and

more effectively stir the interlocutor’s mind, emotions, and will. Goldworthy states,

Biblical theology is the best corrective for false worldviews, just as it is the best
corrective for destructive heresy. By teaching and using biblical theology in all our
Bible teaching we point people to the objective and historical reality of God’s
progressive and purposeful revelation. Through this revelation, God speaks a
transcendent message to people in every age, and shapes their minds, hearts and
lives so that they can know and serve him, and speak his truth to others.'

Ultimately, the aim is twofold. For one thing, the person will understand and believe the
superiority of the Christian worldview, that it is a better explanation than the person’s
worldview in terms of one’s pressing existential issues—human origins, predicament, and
resolution. Whatever the worldview challenger, Christianity offers a better explanation,
or, if you will, tells a better story.'®'

This position stands in contrast to some prominent believers that reject the idea
of the superiority of the Christian worldview. Stanley Hauerwas is perhaps the leading
proponent of such a vantage point. In his influential book Community of Character, he
writes, “The crucial interaction of story and community for the formation of truthful lives
is an indication that there exists no ‘story of stories’ from which the many stories of our

existence can be analyzed and evaluated.”'®* Such a position claims an anti-absolutist

9Schaeffer, God Who Is There, 45.

'%0Graeme Goldsworthy, “Preaching and Biblical Theology,” in New
Dictionary of Biblical Theology, ed. T. Desmond Alexander and Brian S. Rosner
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 111.

"8l Curtis Chang, Engaging Unbelief: A Captivating Strategy from Augustine &
Aquinas (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000). Chang offers the interesting
thesis that Augustine and Aquinas practiced this strategy of taking an opponent’s story
and retelling it along the lines of the Christian metanarrative.

182Stanley Hauerwas, Community of Character:Toward a Constructive
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position, but upon closer inspection, it makes truth claims as does the absolutist.
Positions like Hauerwas are biblically unfaithful and logically contradictory.

In addition, the person will assume his or her role in the story, understanding
that each role in the drama is vital. Horton states, “Instead of the text being the world
that we are to inhabit, we suggest that the world is a stage on which we are to act out the
part assigned to us. As in the narrative analogy, one can be absorbed into the play and
»183

can be rescripted as a participant in the victory of the hero instead of a villain.

Vanhoozer echoes this sentiment:

The point of view of narrative is not merely to assert ‘this happened, and then this
happened.” Narratives make another kind of claim altogether: ‘look at the world
like this.” Narratives do more than chronicle; they configure. Configuration is the
act of grouping people and events together in a meaningful whole and is, as such, an
act of the narrative imagination, a power of synoptic vision . . . . By inculcating a
worldview, narrative is far more than a way of transmitting information; it is rather
a process of formation, a training in seeing as.
Stories possess an intrinsic ability, if told well, to draw a person into the
narrative. Once absorbed into the story, resistances are lowered and receptivity is
heightened. For the Christian apologist, the ultimate goal is the salvation of one’s

neighbor.

Buddhism

When the CFR matrix is applied to Buddhism, crippling problems arise in all
three elements. In addition, Christianity offers a coherent worldview that corresponds
with abundant evidence from a variety of sources as noted above. With origins,

Buddhism places little explicit emphasis upon metaphysical questions such as God and

Christian Social Ethic (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1981), 96.
"'Horton, Covenant and Eschatology, 242.

184Vanhoozer, The Drama of Doctrine, 282, 284.
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the origin of the world, instead focusing on practical living.'*> However, Buddhism’s
agnosticism still remains a position—pantheism—and its plan of salvation depends upon
a proper understanding of external reality, namely that reality is illusory.'® Buddhism’s
cosmology is that God and the universe are one.'® Moreover, its pantheistic
underpinnings equate to an eternal universe that squarely contradicts modern cosmology
in its insistence upon an absolute beginning point. In addition, it does not appear
plausible to affirm an impersonal agent of a world that is, by all appearances, very
personal. Paul Moser and Paul Copan contend, “It is difficult to see how such an entity —
which has no causal or productive powers — could generate, sustain, or develop the
universe. Abstractions do nothing, from a causal standpoint.”'®*® While Buddhism may
reject the created order as illusion, their beliefs do not correspond to their practices. As is
often pointed out, Buddhists look both ways before crossing the road. In this regard,

Buddhism’s view of creation and external reality is completely unlivable.

¥SEdward Conze, Buddhism: Its Essence and Development, 2M g, (New
York: Harper & Row, 1959), 39, states, “Buddhist tradition does not exactly deny the
existence of a creator, but it is not really interested to know who created the Universe.
The purpose of Buddhist doctrine is to release beings from suffering, and speculations
concerning the origin of the Universe are held to be immaterial at best. They are not
merely a waste of time but they may also postpone deliverance from suffering by
expending ill-well in oneself and in others.”

'%Netland, Dissonant Voices, 63, states, “The key to eliminating desire and
craving, and thus release from the chains of samsara, lies in accepting and appropriating
the Buddha’s analysis of reality.”

'"%"Naugle, Worldview, 277, notes the similarity with naturalism: “Either by
replacing God with nature or by trying to identify him with it, naturalists and pantheists
respectively make an idol of the creation in either a totally nonreligious or religious way.
In either case the idolatrous heart conceives of the universe differently in spiritual and
intellectual terms. In generating these new worldviews, the hearts of unbelievers find a
way to deflect the truth about God and his creation in their unrighteousness.”

188paul Copan and Paul K. Moser, “Introduction,” in The Rationality of
Theism, ed. Paul Copan and Paul K. Moser (London: Routledge, 2003), .
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In terms of the human predicament, people are trapped in an endless cycle of
death and rebirth and the suffering experienced within this cycle. At the root of suffering
is people’s tendency to make distinctions. Of course, Buddhists assert that ultimately it is
mistaken to distinguish good and evil. This belief is problematic for at least two reasons.
First, without a clear demarcation of morality, it confuses and militates against the pursuit
of ethics. Second, like its rejection of external reality, such a conception cuts against the
grain of human thinking. To witness child abuse causes a spontaneous reaction of wrong
within the human heart. Buddhism cannot explain the universality of this inherent notion
of right and wrong. To hide behind the notion of different levels of reality, as discussed
in the previous chapter, hardly eliminates the problem.

Buddhism affirms that enlightenment is the hope of humanity as people learn
the way of the Buddha. The Buddhist solution to the human predicament is self-
referentially absurd on several levels. As discussed in chapter four at length, the notion
of karma, coupled with the denial of personal identity, is contradictory. In addition, the
goal of nirvana is erroneous. If distinctions in external reality are illusory, then nirvana is
not a place for which to strive. Present reality is nirvana. If present reality is nirvana,
then humanity is not in a predicament after all. Buddhism appears hopelessly trapped in

absurdities.

Islam
In terms of worldview analysis, the Christian apologist wisely zooms in on the
fall and redemption seeing that Islam largely adopts the Christian conception of creation

(Surah 10:3, 32:4)."® In regard to the fall, the Koran has a number of passages that

"% There exists the possibility of apologetic engagement over the nature of
universals and particulars. This is sometimes referred to as the problem of the one and
the many, a problem frequently discussed in the history of philosophy. The doctrine of
the Trinity teaches that the persons of the Godhead are fully one and fully equal. Thus,
there is equal ultimacy in unity and particularity which is reflected in the created order.
In Islam’s Unitarian conception, unity is primary, leaving an imbalance to the problem of
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resemble the biblical account of the creation and fall of humanity (Surah 2:30-39; 7:19-
25). However, Islam categorically rejects any notion of original sin as people “have no
innate attraction to evil.”'*® Rather, humankind is born in a state of natural purity (Surah
30:30). Adam’s sin was only a one-time event for which he repented, causing no lasting
effects on human nature or the created order. Kateregga and Shenk claim, “All people
are born as true Muslims, innocent, pure, and free . . . . There is no single act which has
warped the human will.”'! Thus, on the issue of innate sinfulness, Islam and Christian

stand in stark contrast. According to Kateregga and Shenk:

The Christian witness that the rebellion by our first parents has tragically distorted
man, and that sinfulness pervades us individually and collectively, is very much
contrary to Islamic witness. Islam teaches that the first phase of life on earth did not
begin in sin and rebellion against Allah. Although Adam disobeyed Allah, he
repented and was forgiven and even given guidance for mankind. Man is not born a
sinner and the doctrine of the sinfulness of man has no basis in Islam.’

Ironically, though, the Koran acknowledges the universality of human
sinfulness. In Surah 16:61, the Koran states, “If God were to punish Men for their
wrong-doing, He would not leave, on the [earth], A single living creature.” What causes
such universal evil? Human beings are weak (Surah 4:28) as well as forgetful: “We had
already made a covenant with Adam which he forgot. We found that he had no firm
resolve” (Surah 20:115).

Such a weak notion of sinfulness hardly corresponds to the breadth and depth

of human depravity. Christian apologist Abdul Saleeb wonders, “If people are born in a

the one and the many. The Trinity offers a better though not indubitable solution. In a
similar light, William Lane Craig asserts that the Trinity creates the possibility of self-
giving love in contrast to the strictly Unitarian deity of Islam.

9Martin Forward, “Islam,” in Human Nature and Destiny, ed. Jean Holm and
John Bowles, Themes in Religious Studies Series (New York: Pinter, 1994).

"Badru D. Kateregga and David W. Shenk, Islam and Christianity: A Muslim
and a Christian in Dialogue (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981), 17-18.

921hid., 101.
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total state of innocence as Muslims claim, then why is there an almost universal
recognition that nobody is perfect and everybody sins? Or why isn’t there at least a
significant percentage of the world’s population that would stay sinless as they grow,
since 100 percent were born sinless to begin with?”'>? Saleeb’s last question seems
especially pertinent. It seems improbable to think that not one person, if not small
portions, would avoid sin in light of its negative effects, especially some of the 124,000
messengers that Allah sent throughout time."*

While the Islamic notion of total innocence is perhaps more appealing, it does
not square with the hardened truths of reality. In fact, some Muslims have recognized the
tension in their doctrine throughout the ages. Michael Nazir-Ali points to a famous
tradition that attributes to Muhammad the saying, “No child is born but the devil hath
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touched it, except Mary and her son Jesus. The Shi’ite branch of Islam developed a

concept of evil as innate, which is traceable to the patriarch Joseph’s saying, “Not that I
am free from sin — man’s soul is prone to evil, except the one to whom my Rabb has
shown mercy” (Surah 12:53). Abdolkarim Soroush, the most prominent Iranian Muslim

intellectual, states,

Our definitions of humanity need to be soberly and somberly examined in view of
the amount of greed, cruelty, wickedness, and ingratitude that humans have
caused—all of which they have done willingly and in accordance to their nature, not
because they have been coerced or perverted . . . . It is true that we do not relish
seeing human beings as tyrannical, unappreciative, unjust, and foolish and that we
hope they will not be so. Yet we must recognize these defects as part of human

'*3Saleeb, “Tslam,” 361.
"*The Koran does not specify the number of prophets (Surah 40:78), but the
number comes from Muslim tradition. N orman L. Geisler and Abdul Saleeb, Answering

Islam: The Crescent in Light of the Cross, 2™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Books 2002),
55.

% Michael N azir-Ali, Frontiers in Muslim-Christian Encounter (Oxford:
Regnum Books, 1987), 165.
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nature. Iniquity must be recognized as a natural and permanent part of human
nature and not as an erasable or incidental facet of it.

The doctrine of original sin possesses much apologetic value for engagement with
Muslims.'®” The Shi’ites must account for the origin of the evil influence within people
without a historical fall. More importantly, Muslims in general must account for the
universal depth and breadth of human sinfulness committed by innately pure people. On
a personal level, the Christian apologist can offer a stirring challenge to his or her Muslim
friend to resist sin completely in the following week—no greed, pride, lust, covetousness,
anger, etc. If the Muslim balks at the challenge, remind him or her that with libertarian
free will, obedience should not be a problem.

In addition, the “redemption” element of the CFR template contains important
material for worldview analysis as discussed in chapter four. Islam denies the death, and
consequently, the resurrection of Jesus Christ.'”® However, as pointed out above, the
death of Jesus is universally accepted by New Testament historians of all theological
stripes. Craig equates this denial of Jesus’ death as the theological equivalent of the flat
earth theory. The death and resurrection of Jesus remains one of the biggest apologetic
stumbling blocks to Muslim evangelism simply because of the significance to both sides.

However, Christians enter the dialogue on much sturdier historical footing.

1% Abdolkarim Soroush, Reason, Freedom and Democracy in Islam: Essential

Writings of Abdolkarim Soroush (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 191-92.

TS aleeb notes that Muslims who actually convert to Christianity that one of
the main reasons is Jesus’ teaching on the Sermon on the Mount because it shows the
sinfulness of the human heart.

¥Muslims generally reject Jesus’ death and resurrection though some scholars
allow this as a legitimate interpretation of Surah 5:117. For a list of Muslim
commentators, see J. Dudley Woodberry, “Biblical Faith and Islam,” in Biblical Faith
and Other Religions, ed. David W. Baker (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2004), 154-55.
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Conclusion

This chapter has attempted to develop an evangelical model of abductive
worldview analysis. To aid in this task, the discipline of biblical theology has been
implemented because of its emphasis upon redemptive history as the contents of the
Christian worldview. In particular, it was argued that the CFR matrix serves as the most
biblically faithful and apologetically effective model of worldview analysis because it
highlights the decisive turning points of salvation history, the compelling existential
issues facing humanity, and the narrative nature of Scripture. An outline of the CFR
matrix was offered and applied to the religious worldviews of Buddhism and Islam. It is
the assertion of this chapter that the CFR matrix, while imperfect, is the best model of

abductive worldview analysis.



CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

Introduction

This dissertation has explored the vital issue of evangelicalism and worldview
analysis. Evangelicals have appropriated the concept of worldviews as much as any
particular segment or group in Western society. Worldviews play an important role in
creating an integrated outlook and can yield tremendous benefits in thought and life. In
addition, as has been argued in this study, worldview analysis is essential for the
apologetic task.

Among evangelicals, transcendental and abductive methodologies are the most
prominent. Both approaches boast brilliant proponents and laudatory strengths.
However, this study concluded that transcendental analysis suffered from several
crippling weaknesses that prevent it from adequately engaging in worldview analysis. In
particular, it is unable to bridge the gap from ontological to conceptual necessity and to
overcome the possibility of hypothetical worldview competitors. Also, significant
portions of the transcendental starting point, the entire biblical canon, fail to give self-
attestation. The upshot is the need to incorporate external validation which effectively
nullifies the specific claim of this particular methodology. Transcendental analysis seems
better suited for usage in scenarios where an opponent can be reduced to absurdity or for
a proof of God's existence based on a common phenomenon of human experience.

Abductive worldview analysis stands as the superior option for worldview
analysis. It allows the apologist to tap into a wide variety of evidential support and
alleviates the burden of definitively refuting the opponent, recognizing that conversion to

another worldview comes as a result of an accumulation of factors, intellectual,
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emotional, social, and spiritual. To engage in abductive worldview analysis, one must
implement criteria. While the identification and usage of criteria is not resolved, there
seems to be good reason to utilize at least some criteria that appear part of human
rationality itself such as the law of noncontradiction, explanatory power, and pragmatism.
Abductive worldview analysis best operates within a proper framework that
contains relevant background information for establishing common ground. It was
argued that the framework should follow the contours that Scripture lays down itself—the
fundamental plot line of redemptive history. The best articulation of this plot line is
creation-fall-redemption (CFR). In addition, the CFR matrix has cosmic significance,
touching upon the core existential issues that humanity has wrestled with throughout the
ages, namely, human origins, predicament, and remedy. Consequently, this approach
offers the best opportunity of establishing contact with the background beliefs of
unbelievers in hopes of demonstrating to them that the Christian worldview offers the

best explanation to these pressing matters, evidentially and existentially.

Practical Application

One of the great challenges in pastoral ministry is the equipping of believers
for evangelism, a task that all too few believers perform despite the clear exhortations in
Scripture. There are numerous reasons for this obstacle such as apathy and unregenerate
membership, but a primary one is a lack of preparation.' Many evangelicals simply do
not feel ready to share their faith because they cannot handle the objections of
unbelievers. Obviously, it is a natural human tendency for people to avoid activities that
prove difficult and unsuccessful. Likewise, greater skill and preparation typically

enhances participation.

"Most evangelism training resources fail to provide any apologetic training,
one exception being D. James Kennedy’s Evangelism Explosion materials. Perhaps it
might be wise to integrate both apologetics and evangelism training.
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Although people do not need to be apologetic dynamos to share their faith, it is
important for evangelical leaders to equip believers to enhance evangelistic preparedness.
The usage of the CFR matrix offers exciting possibilities for several reasons. First, it
presents biblical categories that every believer will find familiar. Most every Christian
will possess a rudimentary knowledge of these three elements. If believers understood
that such a schema was the basic foundation for worldview apologetics, it might increase
their confidence in the knowledge they already possess as well as whet their appetite for
further training.”

Second, the CFR template is easy to remember, not overwhelming individuals
with a twelve-step outline that few will ever master, and it provides a structure for
growth. Quite often, the hardest part of developing a skill is learning the basic
framework to gain a foothold. Having this foundation will give a rubric to organize the
vast amounts of information and evidence available to Christian apologetics. Without a
structure, one may get lost in a sea of information, grow disheartened, and never pursue
this knowledge. The CFR matrix gives a quick, familiar scaffold on which to build.

With these foundation blocks in place, the believer can deepen his or her
understanding. Church leaders can recommend resources and provide training
opportunities to equip members. If believers have a framework that enables them to
defend their faith at a basic level as well as to pursue in further development, the sky is

the limit for apologetic preparation.

*Otherwise, people might have the impression that one must master all types of
scientific, archaeological, historiographic, and textual manuscript evidence or that one
must take courses in logic and philosophy to defend the faith. The knowledge of the
Scriptures is still the best apologetic preparation.
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Future Research

In the midst of the research for this project, it became apparent that several
matters deserve further research beyond the scope of this dissertation. For one thing,
evangelicals have not devoted the necessary attention to rigorous analysis of the
worldviews of major religions like Hinduism, Buddhism, and Islam. The material often
presented is descriptive rather than prescriptive. In light of the vast portions of humanity
that adhere to these world religions (a little less than half the world’s population),
evangelicals need to redress this weakness to execute more fully the Great Commission.”

In addition, evangelicals have generally neglected the notion of the fall in their
apologetics. The omission is striking in light of the evangelical affirmation of the whole
counsel of God, the importance of the fall in the Christian worldview, and its uniqueness
in world religions. Perhaps this omission is due to the perceived challenge the doctrine of
original sin presents such the historicity of the original pair, the question of animal death
and suffering, and the alleged unfairness of one sin negatively impacting all of posterity.
These challenges are stiff, but if Christianity is to contend in the battle over worldviews,
it must bolster and defend such an essential, unique (albeit complex) element of its
worldview.

In this light, evangelicals can better integrate the discipline of psychology with
a Christian worldview. Psychology has many fields (social, behavioral, and abnormal)
that can illuminate the human condition, particularly its fallenness. Evangelicals should
not eschew psychology as a discipline but operate from biblical presuppositions.
Moreover, genetic science is yielding cutting-edge breakthroughs. One area is the effect

of genetic predispositions upon human behavior, revealing the possible inclination

*For an excellent example of such analysis, though of a new religious
movement, not a world religion, see Francis J. Beckwith, Carl Mosser, and Paul Owen,
eds., The New Mormon Challenge: Responding to the Latest Defenses of a Fast-Growing
Challenge (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2002).
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toward sinful behaviors.

Finally, evangelicals should reflect more upon the relation between apologetics
and the doctrines of creation and general revelation. Every apologetic system struggles
with delineating precisely the common ground with unbelievers. One of the difficulties,
it seems, is understanding what every human being possesses as a result of divine design
and what is conditioned by external factors. The results of such study would have a

bearing upon criteria for adjudicating worldviews as well as finding points of contact.
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ABSTRACT
EVANGELICAL WORLDVIEW ANALYSIS:
A CRITICAL ASSESSMENT AND PROPOSAL

Bryan Billard Sims, Ph.D.
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2006
Chairperson: Dr. James Parker

This thesis assesses two prominent evangelical models of worldview analysis
and, in light of the findings, offers a constructive proposal. Chapter 1 describes
evangelicalism’s implementation of the worldview concept. It argues that apologetics
must be carried out on the worldview level. Hence, there is a compelling need for
rigorous worldview analysis of opposing positions.

Chapters 2 and 3 delineate the elements of transcendental and abductive
worldview analysis, respectively. Both chapters provide a brief historical sketch of the
distinct methodologies. In addition, each methodology is explored in terms of its
strategy, engagement with other worldviews, and strengths and weaknesses.

This study concludes that transcendental analysis suffers from several crippling
weaknesses. It is unable to bridge the gap from ontological to conceptual necessity and
to overcome the possibility of hypothetical worldview competitors. Also, significant
portions of the transcendental starting point, the biblical canon, fail to give self-
attestation, thus requiring external validation. Transcendental analysis seems better
suited for usage in scenarios where an opponent can be reduced to absurdity or for a

proof of God's existence based on a common phenomenon of human experience.

Overall, abductive analysis stands as the superior option. However, it was noted that it



best operates within a framework that contains relevant background information for
establishing common ground. This is the aim of the last chapter.

Chapter 4 articulates a constructive proposal for evangelical abductive
analysis. It argues that the proper framework for abductive analysis should follow the
contours that Scripture lays down itself—the fundamental plot line of redemptive history.
The best articulation of this plot line is the creation-fall-redemption matrix (CFR). This
schema maintains cosmic significance, touching upon the core existential issues of
humanity--human origins, predicament, and remedy. Thus, it offers the best opportunity
of establishing contact with the background beliefs in hopes of demonstrating that the
Christian worldview offers the best explanation to these pressing matters.

Chapter 5 summarizes the essential points of the study and suggests areas for

future research.
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