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Preface 

 

The divide that exists between reality and human perception of that 
reality is a sobering dilemma.  Whether on a small or grand scale, all 
human minds—including my own—are capable of projecting images that 
are out of sync with the real world.  In life’s smaller mysteries, these 
discrepancies often resolve themselves, but the fundamental mysteries of 
our world have yet to neatly resolve to everyone’s satisfaction.  Even with 
scientific advances, we have not achieved a bird’s eye view on the 
fundamental mysteries of our universe.  We have gained a closer and more 
intimate look at the evidence, but we are still in the same position we have 
always been, the position of the humble detective who must work out the 
story behind that evidence.  The vast number of theories and conflicting 
claims that have been put forward sheds light on the rather dismal odds 
that any one of us might possess the lens that renders a fully accurate 
picture of our world.   

We could simply lend more weight to our own level of intelligence or 
discernment and conclude that those who view the world differently do not 
possess our keen powers of perception.  But respect, humility, and sanity 
call for a fixed standard by which to measure the objective validity of each 
set of beliefs.  Logic is the science that allows us to do this.  The problem is 
that humans often appeal to such a standard when a baseball comes 
crashing through the kitchen window or when a shoe has gone missing but 
neglect it when facing the greatest mysteries of all.  Those who promote 
scientism, empiricism, post-modernism, existentialism, blind faith, atheism, 
and agnosticism all display this double-standard.  (It should be noted that 
these philosophies/practices will not be addressed by name in this booklet, 
with the exception of blind faith.) 

  The conclusions that a person draws bear witness to the methods 
that he has employed in his search for answers.  Conclusions, in 
themselves, often bear witness to faulty methods. While it is true that faulty 
methods might happen to land a person on the right set of answers, only 



 

reliable methods could impart the ability to test and retest those 
conclusions, affording consistent results and justifiable confidence that 
those conclusions are correct.   

 What I found in my own search is that several of the most popular 
ideologies of our day rest on faulty methodologies and are untenable as 
final conclusions.  These ideologies were not built on a willingness to 
explore logically viable possibilities and an accountability to the full breadth 
of evidence, therefore they do not represent viable end-points.  Each 
represents a failure to rule out logically viable alternatives in light of the full 
breadth of evidence.  Ultimately, each represents a failure to drive forward 
until reaching the set of answers that fits all the evidence, leaving no 
significant gaps, conflicts, or loose ends. 

Prior to my search, I felt an intense need to reach this end-point.  I 
was raised in a Christian home.  My father is a pastor, no less.  But when I 
was young, I was keenly aware that children in other homes throughout the 
world were taught very differently than I was about the world.  Surely, these 
other children readily accepted what their parents taught them and found 
their respective religious and philosophical traditions to be compelling.  This 
struck me as a profoundly serious problem.  What could be more important 
than seeing the world as it truly is, yet clearly—as logic leaves room for 
only one truth—a great many people do not.  If I readily accepted all my 
parents taught me, I would be guilty of perpetuating this problem and—
more importantly—I would never know the truth with certainty. 

I felt a deep desire to know the truth not simply with a feeling of 
certainty, but with epistemic certainty—a state of knowing that I could 
objectively measure the validity of.  I saw no immediate reason to doubt the 
authenticity of the Bible, but I knew that I must accept what I had been 
taught with a degree of tension, carefully evaluating the Bible’s reliability 
and being prepared to reject it if its claims proved false.  As I grew older, I 
set out to evaluate each new worldview that I became exposed to from a 
bird’s eye perspective, focusing particularly on the epistemological 
elements within each.  The systematic nature with which I questioned 



 

gradually increased over the course of ten years in my adulthood, as I 
desired to leave no stone unturned.   

 During this period, I devoted hundreds of hours to informal debate in 
online philosophical and religious forums.  This booklet was originally born 
out of a desire to streamline the debate process by creating a basic 
worldview primer that would quickly bring my opponents and I onto the 
same page concerning particular definitions and principles of logic.  
Eventually, I came to formulate and pen my own arguments, which I put 
forward in the second part of this booklet. 
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Introduction 
This concise two-part guide begins with a primer on essential concepts of 
truth, worldview, and logic—laying a foundation for worldview evaluation.  It 
answers the questions: 

1. What is a worldview? 
2. Out of numerous competing philosophical and religious claims, 
how can we begin to narrow down the range of claims that can 
possibly be true?   
3. What crucial principles of logic must we keep in mind when 
evaluating philosophical and religious claims? 

Part Two presents a straightforward argument in support of a "Top-down, 
Bottom-up" method of worldview evaluation, a method that brings epistemic 
certainty of worldview within one's reach and, by contrast, exposes the 
fallacy-ridden foundations of several of the most popular ideologies of our 
day.  This segment answers the questions: 

1. What two conditions must be met in order for us to know with 
epistemic certainty the answers to life’s most pressing questions?  
Epistemic certainty is contrasted with psychological certainty.  
Psychological certainty is a state of knowing that is based on strong 
emotional confidence while epistemic certainty is a state of knowing 
that satisfies objective standards of validity. 
2. What five popular methodologies fail to satisfy one or both of these 
conditions?   
3. What single methodology will equip an individual to satisfy both? 

Importantly, I have written with the intent to shed light on tools that readers 
can rely on when carrying out their own worldview evaluation.  My desire is 
that each reader learn to objectively dismantle and evaluate arguments on 
his own.  I encourage readers to draw conclusions using the 
straightforward principles of logic outlined in the guide with the knowledge 
that logic—properly applied—leaves room for only one set of answers.  If I 
have done my work properly and if the reader does his work properly, he 
and I should be lead to the same conclusions. 
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Part One 
 
If we step back and approach the evidence of our world as a skillful 
detective would approach a crime scene, the first critical characteristic of 
our reality that we must acknowledge is its fundamental constancy.  In a 
word, it is objective, meaning that it exists completely independent of our 
ideas about it.  It does not change in response to human feeling, intuition, 
or reason.  Since this concept has been lost on many individuals in our 
generation, it must be emphasized that reality does not flex to suit anyone’s 
ideas about it.  It exists as it is regardless of what is believed about it.  As 
Philip K. Dick stated: "Reality is that which, when you stop believing in it, 
doesn't go away” (Dick, 1985). 

Our world is what it is, the grand historical artifact, presented to each of us.  
No matter how our world is perceived, it can have only one explanation, 
one true set of answers.  This is a critical pillar of truth and logic without 
which no discussion or debate can be profitable. Without such a fixed 
reference point, it would be impossible to measure the validity of any truth 
claims; therefore, the fundamental constancy of reality is the most 
important principle to keep in mind as you read through this guide.  When 
you understand that the truth is objective and does not cater in the least to 
your preferences, it will help you to achieve a proper posture of humility 
and intellectual honesty at the same time.   

Furthermore, it will drive you to do your own homework.  After all, there is 
only one set of correct answers, and the only hope you have of truly 
knowing those answers is to do the work on your own.  With so much room 
for error and with even one faulty assumption capable of derailing your 
beliefs, I compel you to start from the beginning, examining even your most 
basic assumptions about the world. 

The following questions will help to provide you with a summary of your 
belief system.  As we move forward in this guide, this summary of beliefs 
will be used as a platform to examine the objective validity of your beliefs. 
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1. What is the ultimate foundation of reality? 
A personal deity/deities?  Impersonal forces? 

2. How can we acquire accurate knowledge about our world? 
Only with our senses? With the scientific method?  Divine revelation?  
Can we even know what is true?   

3. What is the basis of ethical, moral, and aesthetic values? 
The character of a divine being? Societal preferences?  Or is any 
distinction among these values merely an illusion? 

4. What is the ultimate solution for suffering?   
Earthly utopia achieved through economic or political reform?  
Nirvana?  Future redemption of the soul and body?  Medical 
advances and life-preserving technologies?   

5. What happens to man after death? 
Does an eternal fate await him?  Reincarnation?  Does his body 
simply return to the elements? 

How you answer these basic questions reveals your personal worldview, 
the cornerstones of your beliefs.  What is a worldview, exactly?  The term 
“worldview” was coined by German philosopher Immanuel Kant in his book, 
Critique of Judgment, published in 1790.  He used the term to refer to an 
individual’s perception of the world gained through the senses.  The term 
soon evolved, however, to refer to “an intellectual conception of the 
universe from the perspective of a human knower” (Naugle, 2002). 
 
Dr. Kenneth Funk, Associate Professor at Oregon University, in his essays 
on worldview, defines worldview as “the set of beliefs about fundamental 
aspects of Reality that ground and influence all one's perceiving, thinking, 
knowing, and doing” (Funk, 2001). In other words, it’s your philosophy of 
life and it plays an enormous role in your life and in all your perceptions 
regarding it, whether you have taken the time to think it through or not. 
Knowing the highly influential nature of your worldview, please take a 
second look at the questions. 



 5 

Please note two things.  First, all of the questions hinge upon the first 
question.  What a person identifies as the ultimate foundation of reality will 
most significantly color his remaining answers.  Secondly, the questions 
touch on basic worldview elements that are all highly interrelated: theology, 
cosmology and cosmogony, anthropology, metaphysics, teleology, 
epistemology, axiology, and eschatology (Funk, 2001).  See Appendix A for 
a glossary of these terms.  It is impossible to fully address any of these 
elements without drawing the others into the discussion. 

The AIM 
The aim of a worldview evaluation is to seek the explanation of the world 
that fits the most evidence with the least conflict: ideally all the evidence 
and no conflict at all.  Ultimately, there can be only one explanation that 
accounts for all the evidence with no conflict: the real one, the truth.  So, 
the aim of our evaluative process is to find the truth, the explanation that 
accurately resolves the mysteries of our universe.  In the case of worldview 
evaluation, the entire universe is our scene of investigation.  Every facet of 
our universe sheds light on the origin and ultimate nature of our world, 
therefore, we must evaluate the full scope of human experience and all 
visible elements of the cosmos. 
 
The Definition of TRUTH 
Some people accept the answers their parents lived by or taught them 
without much examination.  Others look for answers, but fail to properly 
critique their methods and results.  Neither group is necessarily concerned 
with reality.  However, if your aim is to see reality as it is, you are part of a 
third group.  What you are after is truth.  Truth is any description that 
accurately describes reality.  In short, truth = conformity with reality.  

An accurate worldview, similar to a working camera lens, will bring what 
can be known about reality into focus, causing us to see the world as it truly 
is.  Inaccurate worldviews, like defective lenses, will produce varying 
degrees of distortion, sending images to our brain that do not match reality. 

The FULL STORY 
In order to evaluate which worldview renders an accurate picture of our 
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world, we must ensure a solid foundation in critical concepts of truth.  We 
have thus far covered two such concepts: the concept of objective reality 
and the definition of truth itself.  A third essential concept to understand is 
that the basic truths of our world cannot be seen with the eyes; they cannot 
be directly accessed with the senses.  They are largely veiled not only by 
time, involving both past and future events, but also by our perception, 
which is not equipped to confirm or deny the existence of a supernatural 
dimension1, for instance.  Just as the full story of a crime exists beyond the 
body of evidence, our worldview answers exist beyond what we can 
presently and personally observe in our universe.  If a circle were to 
represent our entire universe, the answers we are looking for would exist 
start with the circle, but exist largely outside that circle. They transcend our 
world.  

Transcend simply means “to rise above or go beyond the limits of” 
(“transcend”, Merriam Webster).  Worldview questions cannot be settled by 
simply looking at the world around us.  The answers are not directly 
apparent.  An investigation of some sort is required to reach them.  The 
facts of our world reveal part of the story.  We must “fill in the blanks” if we 
are to uncover the rest of the story.  A proverbial signature across the sky 
or voice from heaven might save us some legwork, just as fingerprint or 
DNA evidence do within a forensic investigation.  As it is, we must draw 
conclusions based upon the evidence at hand.  

The EVIDENCE 
When a person investigates the fundamental mysteries of our universe, 
literally everything—every facet of our world—qualifies as evidence. The 
solution to such mysteries will ultimately need to account for the full scope 
of human experience and all observations of the cosmos (all that is known 
of the physical sciences, social sciences, religion, and aesthetics). This 
means that the evidence encompasses far more than the tangible, concrete 
evidence of our world and universe.  General facets of life qualify as 

                                            
1 Supernatural: attributed to some force beyond scientific understanding or the laws of nature 
(“Supernatural”, Oxford Dictionaries).  
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evidence—things like pain, pleasure, instincts, communication, aging, 
death, intelligence, sleep, humor, emotions, philosophy, aesthetics, war, 
morality, ethics, self-consciousness, etc. 

In examining the full breadth of evidence, it is critical to distinguish between 
fact, proof, testimony, inference, interpretation, and theory.   

FACT and PROOF: A critical concept to understand when evaluating belief 
systems is the true meaning of the term “fact.”  A fact is a piece of 
information that is indisputable and based on direct observation.  Proof is 
the evidence that is given in order to establish a piece of information as 
factual.  No fact can single-handedly establish a particular theory or 
eyewitness account as true, however a single fact can invalidate an entire 
theory or testimony.  For this reason, the facts—the pieces of information 
that are directly verifiable via the senses—should serve as the basis for 
judging the accuracy and explanatory power of testimonial evidence and 
scientific theories.  When using the facts in this way, an individual will have 
a solid basis for measuring the reliability of other forms of evidence. 

If you personally did not or cannot directly confirm that a piece of 
information is true, then be careful to consider your source or sources.    
Even documentary evidence must be taken with caution, as photos and 
video evidence can potentially be fabricated, doctored, or simply 
misinterpreted.  Consider whether the information is able to be directly 
verified by a large number of people or only a privileged few.  If only a 
privileged few or a single source, then such evidence must be categorized 
as testimony, which we now consider. 
 
TESTIMONY:  Testimony consists of written or spoken statements 
recounting personal experiences or observations.  Eyewitness accounts, 
personal reports, and oral traditions fall into this category.  Much historical 
and religious information is based on testimony.  Scientific reports fall into 
this category when the reported information cannot be readily verified.  In 
general, the accuracy of testimony must be carefully assessed. 
 
INFERENCE and INTERPRETATION:  In contrast to facts and testimony, 
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inferences are attempted explanations that move beyond what can be 
directly observed.  When a person’s fore-drawn conclusions may influence 
his inferences, these explanations are called interpretations.  Inferences 
and interpretations are useful for generating ideas about the facts.   
 
THEORY:  In the context of an investigation, a theory is an idea or system 
of ideas that is intended to explain a set of facts as they relate to one 
another.  When a theory is formed, it may influence the interpretation of 
new data, leading to confirmation bias.  To avoid this error, all new data 
should be interpreted carefully and objectively, with a willingness to revise 
or abandon the theory if necessary. 

TRADEMARKS of TRUTH 
So, how can we discern which of our beliefs line up with reality and which 
of our beliefs conflict with reality?  We do this with truth measures called 
criteria.  Criteria are standards of judgment, tools that we instinctively reach 
for in our minds to determine whether something is true or not.  The 
difficulty is that some criteria are reliable for developing and evaluating 
worldviews while many are not.  Consider several common worldview 
criteria: 

Instinct — believing something because it “seems” true to me or 
Feelings —  because it has strong emotional appeal of some kind 

Wish fulfillment — believing what one wants to see 

Custom or Tradition — simply accepting the beliefs handed down 
from one’s parents or culture 

Popularity — believing a certain way because the majority do 
Pragmatism — believing in something because “it results in a good 
outcome” or serves “the greater good” 
Significance — because it “gives my life meaning” 
(Cunningham, 2008) 

It is easy to see that these criteria have the potential to land a person in 
almost any worldview.  These criteria will produce very different answers 
depending upon the society one has been brought up in, the family a 
person belongs to, or even upon circumstances that can change 
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throughout a person’s lifetime.  If you use measures that produce 
inconsistent results as these criteria do, would you expect them to put you 
in touch with answers that remain fundamentally the same and that are 
objectively true?  Of course not.   

This provides a vital clue to the nature of what makes a criterion reliable or 
unreliable when it comes to assessing the validity of a worldview.  Reliable 
criteria are based in careful observation of how reality itself behaves.  For 
example, as mentioned earlier, reality is observed to be fundamentally 
fixed.  It has possessed the same basic attributes for all of recorded history 
and presumably for much longer.  Because of this, we know that an 
accurate worldview will be as true now as it was two-thousand years ago.  
In other words, an accurate worldview (containing answers that conform to 
reality) will remain consistently true regardless of historical perspective.  
Furthermore, an accurate worldview will remain true regardless of an 
individual’s geographical location.  The most basic traits of reality do not 
manifest differently depending upon where a person lives.  An accurate 
worldview will be as true for a 21st century Japanese trend analyst as it was 
true for a 17th century Bedouin shepherd.  They live in different places and 
times, but not in a different world or universe. 

The question is, what criteria will lead us to worldview answers that are 
consistently correct, regardless of who is carrying out the search?  Instinct, 
feelings, wish fulfillment, custom, tradition, popularity, pragmatism, and 
significance will not lead to consistent answers.  It is possible that these 
criteria might happen to land a person in the correct worldview, but without 
verification, how would one know?  Taking such a shortcut does not impart 
true knowledge of the answers.  For example, attempting an invalid 
shortcut to solve a math equation can happen to lead to an answer that is 
correct, but if the person submitting the answer did not use valid methods, 
it cannot be argued that he legitimately knows the answer.  Furthermore, if 
he did not use a valid approach, then he also will not be able to check his 
work or duplicate it for others consistently.  For a person to acquire true 
knowledge of the answers, he must approach the problem in a valid way 
and do the work correctly.  Due to human fallibility, it is important that he is 
able to check and duplicate his work to ensure that he did not make any 



 10 

errors. 
 
The danger of unreliable worldview criteria is that, unlike mathematics, 
unreliable worldview criteria are all capable of producing compelling 
answers.  They all can lead to answers that appear to fit the evidence. 
Many such compelling explanations exist.  This means that knowing the 
truth will require an individual to drive forward in his worldview evaluation 
until he has found the only set of answers that fits all the evidence, leaving 
no significant gaps, conflicts, or loose ends.  Rather than being like 
Inspector Lestrade, who prematurely declared several cases to be open 
and shut, you must ensure that you, like Sherlock Holmes, move beyond 
simply finding a good or “obvious” explanation.  You must ultimately learn 
how to play devil’s advocate with yourself, testing and retesting conclusions 
that you have drawn, using only criteria that will work to bring your thinking 
into sync with reality. 

Logic is the science that keys us into these reliable criteria.  Logic uses 
observed reality as a standard to critique the form of a person’s claims and 
arguments.  In short, logic determines whether a person’s thinking 
sufficiently mirrors what is observed to be true of reality.  Fortunately, 
humans possess an innate capacity to recognize and apply the valid 
criterion that will help keep an individual on track throughout his worldview 
evaluations.  Logical consistency, coherency, and external correspondence 
are three such valid criterion.  Let us consider them one by one. 

CRITERION #1: LOGICAL CONSISTENCY 
The observation of reality that gives rise to our first criterion of truth is 
voiced in the second of Aristotle’s three classic laws of thought, the law of 
non-contradiction.  It states, “Contradictory statements cannot both be true 
at the same time” (Ross, 1981). In other words, if you say God exists and I 
say he does not exist, we cannot both be right.  God cannot exist and not 
exist at the same time.  Only one of these statements describes reality.  
This is a crucial observation.  Reality is observed to be consistent, 
therefore accurate descriptions of it will be consistent.  Reality will never 
simultaneously accommodate contradictory views.   
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Furthermore, any worldview that contains contradictory elements within 
itself is also not realistic. Such inconsistencies within a worldview might 
manifest on a smaller scale in the form of self-defeating beliefs such as, 
“There are no absolutes,” which is itself an absolute statement and 
therefore falls on its own sword.  On a larger scale, logical inconsistency 
might manifest as pluralism, simultaneously holding conflicting ideologies.  
An example might be a person who holds a dualistic view of reality, being 
both spiritual and physical, but who readily accepts mainstream scientific 
thought, which is heavily influenced and often driven by a naturalist 
worldview. 

Another example of inconsistency within a worldview would be a naturalist 
who favors harsh criminal sanctions.  Naturalism maintains that humans 
are part of the “causal matrix” of environmental and biological 
circumstances, and are not ultimately responsible for their behavior.  A 
naturalist might accept that harsh punishments can be imposed by a 
society, but he would be inconsistent to endorse them himself.  In 
accordance with naturalism, capital punishment and harsh prison 
conditions beyond that which is necessary for rehabilitation or deterrence 
would be detrimental and incongruous.   

That we are innately familiar with the criterion of logical consistency is 
evidenced by our use of it in detecting (or telling) lies.  If a neighbor tells me 
he could not have been the man who drove into my mailbox this afternoon 
because he was out all day, but his wife later confirms that he was in or 
around the house all afternoon, this inconsistency will, of course, 
immediately send up a red flag.  The criterion that allow us to spot these 
kinds of inconsistencies in our day-to-day lives is the same criterion that 
can key us in to inconsistencies within our own worldview.   

One caution in identifying logical inconsistencies is to ensure that a true 
contradiction has been made.  There are statements that may appear to 
contradict on the surface, but do not actually include enough information to 
be considered a definite contradiction.  If a restaurant sign were to read, 
“We open at 5:00 and serve dinner from 4:00-9:00,” you might believe the 
sign contains a contradiction.  However, if more information were added to 
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the sign, you would see that the confusion stemmed from ambiguity, rather 
than a true contradiction. “We open at 5 a.m. and serve dinner from 4:00 
p.m.-9:00 p.m.” 

Logical consistency is a vital trademark to recognize.  With it, we can be 
assured that the truth will point us in an ever-narrowing direction.  
Worldview answers that contradict each other cannot simultaneously be 
true.  However, in order to know which answers to eliminate, we must learn 
to recognize additional criteria, which brings us to the next criterion. 

CRITERION #2: COHERENCY 
We know that contradictory statements cannot simultaneously be true, but 
does this mean that a random assortment of beliefs that do not contradict 
each other can pass as a valid worldview?  What if a person wanted to take 
Gaia, spiritism, and nirvana and blend these elements into one worldview?  
Such beliefs do not directly contradict one another, but our experience of 
reality has geared us to recognize that these elements are logically 
disjointed.  The beliefs come from starkly different systems of thought and 
do not reflect the way in which the observable elements of our world fit and 
function together.  Common elements run through the various systems of 
our world, from the planetary systems down to the cellular, imparting 
stability and cohesion to the universe as a whole.  In a word, we observe 
coherency within our universe. 

Our innate recognition of this criterion is evidenced by our ability to 
recognize when a person’s statements don’t make any sense, whether due 
to confusion on their part, due to a word blunder, or due to an attempted 
deception.  Those who fabricate stories are often not able to invent a 
seamless story on the spot.  They can give themselves away by their poor 
attempts to string together a convincing account of events. Though they 
may not directly contradict themselves, the lack of cohesion in their story 
can become apparent. 

Such statements reflect that one’s beliefs must logically cohere into one 
harmonious vision.  The beliefs that comprise one’s worldview should be 
logically interconnected.  A natural flow should be evident when moving 
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from one belief to another.  This means that the beliefs of a worldview are 
not only judged on an individual basis, but are also judged in relation to 
each other. Due to their interrelated nature, all the elements of a worldview 
stand or fall together.  If a logical disconnect is detected or if doubt is 
successfully cast on even one belief, the entire worldview must be called 
into question. 

We have thus far covered our first two trademarks of truth, logical 
consistency and coherency.  Together, these criteria simply ask: is one’s 
worldview logically in agreement within itself?  Is it clear and sensible? Do 
the individual beliefs cohere into one single vision of life, or does it contain 
elements that are logically disconnected?  Just as a self-contradictory or 
incoherent testimony should never hold up in court, you can take a step 
back from your worldview and check that your own beliefs remain 
consistent and interconnected, from origins all the way to eschatology or 
futurology: from your beliefs regarding the very beginning of life to your 
beliefs regarding future events. 

Remember, wherever inconsistency and incoherency are observed, error is 
always present.  When such fallacies are observed, the entire worldview 
must necessarily be called into question.  Please take time to evaluate the 
answers you provided earlier against the following logic tests: 

Is there a single theme that runs through from beginning to end?   

Does my story change from answer to answer?   

Do I have troubling gaps?   

Are my beliefs well-defined and cohesive or vague and rambling? 

Ultimately, while both consistency and coherency are helpful criteria, they 
are not alone sufficient for judging the truth of a claim.  It is possible for a 
worldview to be internally consistent and coherent but fail to fit the facts of 
reality, or fail to account for them at all, which brings us to our final criterion.  
 
CRITERION #3: EXTERNAL CORRESPONDENCE 
Beyond examining internal consistency and coherency, this criterion asks 
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how well, then, does a worldview account for the facts of the world around 
us?  How well and how comprehensively does it explain the full scope of 
human experience and observations of the cosmos (all that is known of the 
physical sciences, social sciences, aesthetics, and religion)?  How well 
does it account for all such “data”?  Does it elucidate and integrate all of life 
or does it emphasize certain aspects to the total neglect of others? 

A worldview that demonstrates a cohesive perspective on both macro and 
microscopic levels is always preferred to a narrow worldview that ignores 
wide swaths of evidence.  Our aim should be to seek the explanation of the 
world that fits the most evidence with the least conflict, ideally no conflict at 
all.  Ultimately, there can be only one explanation that accounts for all the 
evidence with no conflict: the real one, the truth.  And we must be willing to 
consider that such an explanation may be on the opposite side of the belief 
spectrum as our current stance. 

The criterion of external correspondence is employed in daily life.  Anyone 
who tells a lie innately understands that his story must match the evidence.  
He will go to great pains to ensure that he weaves the evidence into his 
story in a compelling fashion.  If he ignored the evidence, he would reveal 
his story for what it is: a fabrication.  To convince the listener that his story 
is the real story, he will have to account for all of the clues in the same way 
that a real story accounts for clues: perfectly.  However, logic dictates that 
only the real story will be able to perfectly account for the full body of 
evidence.  Each event will have its own unique footprint and outcome.  This 
is what makes the task of fabricating a lie so challenging.  One cannot tell a 
lie that matches the evidence as well as the truth does. 

The OBSTACLE of BIAS 
One major obstacle in applying the criterion of external correspondence is 
that it is easy to believe that one’s own worldview tidily accounts for all the 
evidence of the world around us.  Most of us do not notice immediate 
conflict between reality and our own perceptions of it, because we are 
prone to bias. We easily overlook, dismiss, or reject certain claims in order 
to reinforce our own worldview, so the most challenging requirement of this 
criterion is suspending one’s beliefs long enough to evaluate them 
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objectively along these lines. We must completely set aside bias and 
consider all the evidence, accounting even for claims that cast our views in 
a questionable light or claims that we would naturally dismiss out of hand.  

For example, knowing that the existence of a deity has neither been proven 
or disproven scientifically, a materialist would do well to consider the 
possibility of supernatural events and divine revelation.  A person holding to 
a Biblical worldview should have considered the possibility that Jesus 
Christ did not resurrect and should have examined the validity of the Bible.  
A Buddhist should have considered the possibility of a concrete world in 
which logic and rational thought are useful tools for aligning our thoughts 
with reality. 

Everyone should seek the description that, in addition to being logically 
consistent and coherent, also fits the facts of reality as broadly and 
completely as possible, not according to one’s own sensibilities and 
preferences, but with a commitment to even be open to truth that is 
disadvantageous or beyond full human comprehension.  We must be 
willing to surrender even our most deep-set beliefs if truth is our highest 
priority.   

Needless to say, developing an accurate worldview in seeking out the truth 
is not child’s-play. It involves a lifetime of disciplined, systematic scrutiny of 
one’s beliefs.  Because one can never know all there is to know about our 
world, one will never “arrive” at the very end of such a journey.  But as we 
evaluate and test our conclusions, the possibilities will invariably narrow and our 
general conclusions will become firmer, making way for us to explore avenues 
of truth that are increasingly more specific in nature.  This is a good note to 
conclude on. 

SUMMARY 
To sum up what we have covered thus far:  as surely as reality exists, 
governed by laws that are constant and unchanging, truth exists, being the 
uniform expression of that reality.  We can recognize it by its three crucial 
trademarks: logical consistency, coherency, and external correspondence.  
If we wish to align our lives with truth, we must approach truth with humility.  
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It is not, after all, our truth.  Our perceptions won’t change one 
characteristic of even the smallest facet of reality.  We must be the ones to 
change and conform ourselves to it, no matter where it may take us.  We 
must be willing to surrender even our most cherished beliefs in favor of 
truth.  We can do this by keeping an eye to our own willfulness, diligently 
beating down personal bias and pride and fighting toward a proper 
estimation of ourselves.  We should challenge the authority we naturally 
attribute to ourselves with the questions: Who am I to say what is true?  
Was I present as the world or universe came into being? Have my eyes 
probed beyond the grave?  How can I know the answers? 

Additionally, it is also a fair question to ask whether the answers are 
knowable at all.  We know that an accurate worldview will be logically 
consistent, coherent, and correspond with reality, but when one uncovers 
and uproots error or fallacy in his worldview, what should he use to fill the 
holes that are left in their place?  Is there a better source by which we may 
inform our worldviews?  Aren’t all the worldviews ultimately man’s takes on 
what might have happened?  Judging by the criteria offered in Part One, 
couldn’t there be many equally compelling theories?  One might argue that 
we could never know the truth with any degree of certainty and that it would 
be arrogant to claim otherwise.  I would tend to agree…apart from the 
possibility of two conditions being met, the details of which will be brought 
to light in Part Two of this guide.  
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Part Two 
 

The first part of this series sought to answer the following questions: What 
is a worldview?  What is truth?  How is it measured?  What are its 
trademarks?  Then, with these principles in mind, how can a person 
systematically evaluate his worldview? 

In this second segment, we must now grapple with the pressing question 
left at the end of part one.  We know that an accurate worldview will be 
logically consistent, coherent, and correspond with what we observe in the 
world around us.  But, even if we evaluate our worldview against these 
criteria, might we find ourselves with many equally compelling theories?  
Will it be possible to fully resolve the answers? 

To answer these questions, we must now shift our focus from the answers 
to the source of the answers.  We will examine by what means we would 
be poised to receive accurate responses.  In this second segment, I make 
the following argument: 

An individual can only obtain epistemic certainty of worldview truths under 
two conditions: 

1.  If they are revealed to him by a source that is privy to those 
truths… (We will discuss exactly who would be in such a position) 
2.  …And only once the individual objectively authenticates that 
revelation. 

This assertion rests on three premises: 

Premise 1.  Worldview realities transcend our physical world. 
Premise 2.  Worldview truths may potentially be revealed by a 
transcendent source. 
Premise 3.  Authentic revelation will fully align with the evidence and 
bear distinguishing trademarks, allowing us to weed out counterfeits. 

I will move through each premise and discuss how the following five 
methodologies are shown to be unreliable in light of these truths. 
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1.  The Over-Reaching Science Approach 
2.  The Bottom-up (Inductive) Approach 
3.  The Blind Faith Approach 
4.  The Claim of Insufficient Evidence Approach 
5.  The Proof-Demanding Approach 
 
Finally, I will share a sixth methodology, the Top-down, Bottom-up 
Approach, which I believe to be the only approach that can afford a person 
epistemic certainty concerning their worldview. 
____________________________________ 

Premise 1. Worldview realities transcend our physical world. 
As stated in Part One, “The basic truths of our world cannot be seen with 
the eyes; they cannot be directly accessed with the senses.  They are 
veiled not only by time, involving both past and future events, but also by 
our perception, which is not equipped to confirm or deny the existence of a 
supernatural dimension… They transcend our world.”  

Let’s consider an implication of this critical truth as it relates to mainstream 
scientific consensus concerning the foundation of reality. 

The Over-Reaching Science Approach 
The Over-Reaching Science Approach is employed by those who claim 
that, under the hand of scientific experts, the physical evidence alone 
reveals the full story of our world and that this evidence overwhelmingly 
indicates materialistic causes.  Testimonial evidence—specifically 
testimony of a religious nature—is viewed as obsolete, having been 
superseded by scientific insight into the physical world.   

This would be a legitimate approach if the available data could be shown to 
be sufficient for such a conclusion and all other possibilities could be ruled 
out, including the possibility of a supernatural dimension.  Those who use 
the Over-Reaching Science Approach may claim to have virtually ruled out 
the existence of a supernatural dimension, but in reality, they have only 
restricted the parameters of their investigation out of preference for a 
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particular brand of evidence, material evidence, and a particular 
methodology, the scientific method.  Predictably, the theories that are then 
produced from within these restricted parameters are materialistic in 
nature.  This does not, however, place such explanations on par with 
logically viable explanations for the following very vital reason. 

Logically, neither material evidence nor the scientific method render 
testimonial evidence or supernatural explanations obsolete.  A well-run 
scientific investigation could at most trace the material evidence of our 
world to its material boundaries.  This in itself would take present scientific 
achievement multiplied times beyond its current knowledge.  However, 
theoretically, it could reach the outermost edges or the fundamental 
substrate of our physical universe.  Nevertheless, in the event that 
scientists were successful in identifying these points, it would not negate 
the existence of supernatural causes or a supernatural dimension in any 
way.  Scientific findings do not negate spiritual causes.  Stated another 
way: if a supernatural being transcends our physical reality, it would not be 
possible to follow a trail of physical evidence all the way to such a being.  
This would involve tracing material evidence to a non-material source, an 
impossible stride for any kind of scientific investigation. 

Furthermore, testimonies (written or spoken statements) of miracles, 
karma, divine revelation, astrology, ghosts, angels, demons, gods, 
horoscopes, reincarnation, near-death glimpses into the afterlife, nirvana, 
prophecies, heaven, hell, souls, witchcraft, magic, psychic connections, 
and the like are all forms of evidence.  Such evidence may not be the 
preferred currency of a worldview investigation, but investigators must be 
prepared to collect evidence in whatever form it may come.  As with 
eyewitness evidence in a criminal investigation, such evidence may not be 
summarily dismissed.  The payoff for evaluating such forms of evidence 
can be invaluable.  (Guidelines for assessing the objective validity of 
testimonial forms of evidence are outlined later in this guide when 
addressing the third premise.)  
 
In summary, the Over-Reaching Science Approach (as opposed to using 
science as an accessory) is an approach that is not based on the full 



 20 

breadth of evidence and a willingness to explore logically viable 
possibilities but is rather built on an unspoken desire to avoid undesirable 
forms of evidence and what are assumed to be necessarily blind leaps of 
faith.  Because supernatural elements cannot be ruled out, however, 
worldview questions cannot be considered the exclusive domain of 
science.  Science is not and will never be in a position to offer us a full 
bird’s eye view on the existence of a deity, the origin and ultimate nature of 
our universe, the origin and nature of man, the purpose of human life, the 
basis of knowledge, ethics, and morality, and the ultimate destination of 
humankind.  In short, a worldview investigation exceeds the full jurisdiction 
of science.  Because of this, a scientific approach alone is unable to fully 
resolve any of our worldview questions. 

**CONSIDER: Those who insist that science is a sufficient worldview 
authority can be compared to forensic experts in a criminal trial who 
attempt to convince the jury that forensic evidence renders any and all 
eyewitness testimony fully obsolete.** 

Now that I have addressed what science cannot do, it may be helpful to 
briefly touch on what it can do.  Like forensic experts in a criminal 
investigation, scientists can help shed light on the physical evidence of our 
world as we evaluate and develop our worldview in light of that evidence.  
This sums up the role that science is suited to play within a worldview 
evaluation.  However, science can only be useful in this regard if it is 
objective and impartial.  Scientific research is performed by scientists who, 
like all people, are prone to bias.  This is one reason it is essential to weigh 
scientific findings with care.  In addition, we will now examine whether we 
can rely on a truly scientific approach that simply emphasizes our 
accountability to the physical evidence and allows us to explore any logical 
possibility that promises to do full justice to that evidence.  I will call this 
approach... 

The Bottom-up (Inductive) Approach 
This approach is also called the “scientific method,” but I will refer to it by 
one of its lesser known names in order to help distinguish it from the Over-
Reaching Science Approach.  The bottom-up approach begins with specific 
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observations and attempts to draw general conclusions based upon those 
observations.  This approach differs from the Over-Reaching Science 
Approach in that those who take it are free to explore logical explanations 
outside of the naturalistic paradigm.  However, this approach will not render 
consistent, unified, and satisfactory worldview conclusions for the following 
reasons. 

First, it cannot be guaranteed that all the evidence that is relevant to 
worldview has been gathered and weighed.  Second, it also can never be 
guaranteed that existing evidence has been properly interpreted.  To come 
closest to this goal, the investigator would need to avoid common pitfalls 
such as bias, conflict of interest, faulty assumptions, fraudulent data, and 
simple human error.  And, third, because these questions exceed our 
scope of vision, we are limited from reaching them or confirming our 
theories about them, limiting us to unavoidable uncertainty.   

All of these reasons are best understood in light of the natural limitations of 
the inductive method of reasoning, which is at the heart of the scientific 
method.  In inductive reasoning, conclusions move beyond the information 
that is contained within the premises, rendering the conclusions inherently 
uncertain.  Inductive reasoning is helpful for generating ideas and 
hypotheses, but is not capable of proving those ideas/hypotheses. 
Therefore, all conclusions that are reached inductively—such as those 
reached via the scientific method—are falsifiable.  In short, it is the human 
element—limitations of perception and inherent fallibility—that render the 
Bottom-up approach unreliable. 
 

**CONSIDER: Those who rely exclusively on the “Bottom-up Approach” 
can be compared to a crime scene investigator who must draw conclusions 
in the absence of direct evidence and eyewitness testimony.  However, this 
comparison is weak for a critical reason:  crime scene investigations take 
place fully within the context of our natural world and are steeped in 
precedent.  The basic mysteries of our universe, on the other hand, exceed 
the context of our natural world and are entirely unprecedented.** 



 22 

The only way to bypass the inherent limitations of working exclusively from 
the bottom-up would be if we could receive information from the “top-
down,” a compelling and logically viable possibility, as stated in our second 
premise… 

Premise 2.  Worldview truths may potentially be revealed by a 
transcendent source. 
Optimally, to obtain certainty in our worldview, we would need someone 
who is privy to the answers to reveal them to us.  Only a being who 
transcends our world would be equipped with such a perspective and 
would be capable of knowing the truth via observation. That being would 
then presumably be able to directly share those truths with us.  A being 
who transcends our world could not be limited to a body within our space-
time continuum. Therefore, this being would necessarily be what we may 
call spiritual.   

If such a source does not exist or has chosen not to come forward, our 
answers will be open to debate, unable to be verified as accurate or 
complete.  Revelation from a transcendent source would be the only direct 
link between transcendent truths and our limited perspective of them.  Any 
other route to the truth would require us to reach for it from an inherently 
limited position, forming ideas that we would be unable to demonstrate as 
true.  For these reasons, the only hope we have of reaching the full set of 
accurate answers is if a transcendent witness does exist and has revealed 
the answers to us.   

A transcendent source who is capable of communicating with us would 
necessarily be personal.  (Impersonal forces would be incapable of 
communication, which relegates any such claim to the “moot” category.) 
The difficulty within a worldview investigation is not that no personal 
sources have come forward, but that many alleged sources have come 
forward!  Since so many conflicting religious claims exist, the challenge is 
in learning how to objectively navigate such claims. 

Some may assert that the ultimate truths of our world may be scattered 
among a variety of religions and that no religion has a monopoly on the 
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truth.  If this were the case, a bird’s eye view would still be necessary for us 
to confirm that this is true and to be able to identify which elements are true 
and which are false.  This would represent an altogether new set of claims, 
which we would then need to evaluate.  If the truth is spread amongst 
religions and we lack a bird's eye view, however, our answers would still 
necessarily be open to debate and would lack resolution. We can hope to 
access the full truth via revelation if revelation from a transcendent source 
is preserved and intact. 

Some may argue that revelation from a transcendent source would be 
unclear due to the ambiguous nature of language itself, making uncertainty 
an inescapable reality.  However, if this source engineered human 
language and wanted to communicate to us, then it can be taken as 
granted that such a being would have the upper hand in such an exchange 
and would be capable of communicating in a way that is adequate for our 
comprehension. 

The Blind Faith Approach 
In light of the fact that many conflicting religious claims exist, it may be 
helpful to reaffirm the law of non-contradiction, which makes it clear that 
conflicting statements, or religious claims, will never simultaneously be 
true.  For example, a divine being could not simultaneously be triune, 
unitarian, and pantheistic.  If one of those views holds the key to the truth, 
the other two must be false. 

The implication we can pull from this observation is that religious adherents 
often accept the words of a compelling religious figure as true before 
properly verifying their accuracy.  In general, religionists fail to rule out 
other possible explanations in light of the evidence.  They often fail to ask 
the questions: 

1. What other explanations or religious claims could also appear to fit 
what I observe in the world?  
2.  Am I leaning towards my religion due to bias? 
3.  How do I rule out compelling explanations in order to arrive at the 
real truth? 
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Those who fail to ask these questions are open to blindly accepting the 
claims of counterfeit authorities and therefore as such will never obtain 
epistemic certainty.  Those who are after the truth should not simply be 
content to find an explanation that appears to fit.  Truth requires ruling out 
other possible explanations in light of what the evidence reveals until only 
one explanation remains: one explanation that ties up all loose ends and 
neatly accounts for all of the evidence. As Sherlock Holmes stated, 
“eliminating the impossible” is a necessary step in establishing the truth 
(Doyle, 1962). 

**CONSIDER: The approach of many religionists can be compared to that 
of a detective who hastily examines the crime scene, interviews an 
eyewitness, and takes the eyewitness’ word for what occurred.** 

Thankfully, we can avoid the precariousness of blind faith by learning to 
objectively navigate the various religious claims at hand.  We can be 
confident in our ability to do this because logic dictates that…. 

Premise 3.  Authentic revelation will fully align with the evidence 
and bear distinguishing trademarks, allowing us to weed out 
counterfeits. 
In other words, as we have already established, only one story can fully 
align with the evidence of our world.  And a story given from a real 
transcendent witness will demonstrate an “insider’s” and therefore accurate 
view of that evidence.  To support this premise, I will first show these 
principles at work in the smaller context of legal proceedings.  
 
If eyewitnesses to a crime were to give conflicting statements, it would be 
plain that all of the statements could not be true.  Ultimately, law 
enforcement must work to establish the validity of each eyewitness 
statement.  In light of the fact that eyewitness evidence is fallible, law 
enforcement outlines protocols that are useful for assessing the accuracy 
of the witness’ statements.  One such guide reads as follows: 

1.  Consider each individual component of the witness’ statement 
separately. 
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2.  Review each element of the witness’ statement in the context of 
the entire statement.  Look for inconsistencies within the statement.  
3.  Review each element of the statement in the context of evidence 
known to the investigator from other sources [e.g., other witnesses’ 
statements, physical evidence] (Technical Working Group for 
Eyewitness Evidence, 1999). 

So, you see, protocols such as these are geared to detect the same 
trademarks of truth that are discussed in the first part of this guide: logical 
consistency, coherency, and external correspondence. 
 
Step three calls for the investigator to review each element of a witness’ 
statements in light of evidence known from other sources, such as forensic 
evidence and other eyewitness statements.  As with a worldview, a witness’ 
statements should not simply be judged according to their internal 
consistency and coherency.  They must be judged in relation to the entire 
body of evidence.  Unless sufficient evidence exists to corroborate the 
statements of the eyewitness, there will be little to safeguard against the 
possibility of error or deception on the eyewitness’ part. 

Assessing the Authenticity of Revelation 
The protocols that exist to discern the accuracy of witness statements 
should also be used to assess the authenticity of revelation.  Revelation 
should not only be judged according to internal consistency and coherency; 
it should also be judged on its alignment with the full breadth of evidence 
that exists in our universe, all that is known of the physical sciences, social 
sciences, religion, and aesthetics.   

If a religious claim were only judged on its alignment with select portions of 
evidence, there would be little to safeguard against error or deception on 
the part of the alleged religious authority.  A false authority could easily 
fabricate a story that integrates select pieces of evidence or that is so 
vague it cannot be judged on its alignment with the evidence.  It is much 
more difficult to demonstrate a knowledge of our universe that is both broad 
and detailed, knowledge that a transcendent authority would possess. 
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In addition to logical consistency, coherency, and alignment with the full 
breadth of evidence, authentic revelation will exhibit the first of the following 
two characteristics and may exhibit the second. 

1.  Revelation that comes to us from a transcendent source will 
demonstrate a scope that exceeds human perception.  Human 
perception is limited within time and space.  Revelation that comes to 
us from a being that exists outside of our time/space continuum could 
easily be marked by detailed knowledge of our unseen past and 
future, explanations of profound mysteries, and a progressive flow of 
revelation that spans multiple eras and cultures.  (It should be noted 
that in the event of progressive revelation, the authenticity of 
incoming revelation should be judged according to its alignment with 
the body of authenticated revelation as a safeguard against false 
claims to additional revelation.) 
 
2.  Revelation may also be backed by a demonstration of super-
natural abilities if the source of that revelation is additionally unlimited 
in power.  

In the same way that criminal investigations inevitably narrow as theories 
are ruled out on the basis of valid criteria and principles, we can trust that 
our worldview investigation will narrow when the same criteria and 
principles are diligently applied.  Counterfeit revelation, no matter how 
compelling or how cleverly contrived, can only attempt to mimic the 
genuine bird’s eye perspective of a true transcendent witness.  A true 
transcendent witness (or witnesses) will have a monopoly on the only 
explanation that is fully consistent, coherent, and fully aligns with all the 
evidence.  All false religions, including those that borrow from this theorized 
true religion, will represent some degree of removal from the true religion’s 
truth and as such can be detected by the careful observer. 

Even though this process brings us short of proof, it may afford us certainty 
that is beyond a reasonable doubt.  Just as a skilled detective can, with 
effort, reach the final explanation that ties up all loose ends and neatly 
accounts for all the evidence, we too can recognize when we have arrived 
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at the set of answers that are satisfactory, unified, and complete.  However, 
only those who have exhibited diligence and objectivity have hope of 
reaching this end-point.  Those who are driven by bias or who are negligent 
in their treatment of the evidence will not be in a position to recognize the 
truth even if they see it.  This also applies to people who may have been 
brought up in the right worldview or come into it for other reasons, yet who 
never undertook an investigation of its claims.  It cannot be said that such 
people know the truth if they have only blindly accepted it.  

Epistemic certainty can only come to those who are prepared to recognize 
the truth following a proper search.2  For this reason, it is not enough to 
have access to genuine revelation.  One must objectively authenticate it, 
ruling out any other possible claims.  However, even those who have done 
their homework and recognize the truth will not be able to offer empirical 
proof of it.  Because of this, we must acknowledge a critical implication of 
our first premise:  

Faith is a necessity for any position.   
Because many people confuse “blind faith” for “faith,” I must immediately 
stress that faith is simply an exercise of belief in something that cannot be 
SEEN—something that cannot be directly verified with the senses.  Faith 
can be blind when it is not supported by evidence, but this is not the faith 
that I am holding up as a model to emulate.  The kind of faith one should 
set out to achieve is grounded in evidence, is logically sound, and free of 
bias.3 

If you are not convinced that faith is a necessity for all people, consider that 
this truth flows from our first premise, that the answers transcend our world.  
Worldview answers cannot come to us through the senses.  For a person 
to form any beliefs concerning the existence of a deity, the origin and 
ultimate nature of our world, the origin and nature of man, the purpose of 
human life, the basis of knowledge, ethics, morality, and what happens 
after death—he must trust in something that he cannot verify with his 
                                            
2 Not to say that this search cannot be guided, but it must be entered into sincerely by 
the learner. 
3  Free of bias in terms of verifying its investigation. 
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senses.  All such beliefs require a person to “fill in the blanks” with 
information that is, as of yet, unproven.  As such, these beliefs fall within 
the realm of faith.  We will now address two approaches that may be taken 
in an attempt to bypass faith altogether. 

The Claim of Insufficient Evidence Approach 
Some people may believe they have bypassed faith by asserting that there 
is not enough evidence to make a call on certain claims, particularly those 
concerning the existence of a deity/deities and metaphysical realities.  They 
may claim to neither believe nor disbelieve but to remain undecided 
concerning such possibilities.  Some individuals may further claim that such 
truths would be impossible to know. 

However, there can only be two possible explanations for the foundation of 
reality: personal forces or impersonal forces. Therefore, there are only two 
basic kinds of worldview: theistic and non-theistic. These basic categories 
are mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive.  Each person comes down on 
one side or the other, with no room for middle ground and no room for 
indecision. 

Life itself necessitates a worldview. It is because of our worldview that we 
can relate with our world on more than just a physical, concrete level.  
Before we can interact socially and form moral or political values, we must 
first decide why we are here and, in light of that answer, how we should 
live.  We may not have consciously arrived at all aspects of our worldview, 
but it is there—grounding and influencing all of our cognitive behaviors. 

In other words, everyone has a worldview and no worldview is neutral. A 
so-called "lack of belief" in personal forces is in fact a positive claim that 
impersonal forces are the foundation of reality, which is—in effect—a 
positive claim that God is not the foundation. 

Those claiming that it would be impossible for anyone to know the truth 
concerning the existence of a deity/deities are committing an additional 
fallacy.  For a person to sufficiently support this claim, he would need to 
prove that every possible investigative approach is unreliable.  To exhaust 
and disqualify every single angle, however, would require an unlimited 
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bird’s eye view, an impossible feat for a finite person.  So, the assertion 
that the truth cannot be known must simply be understood to mean that a 
reliable method of investigation has either not been considered or is not 
being acknowledged by the individual who is making that assertion. 
 
**CONSIDER: Those who claim unavoidable uncertainty about the 
existence of God can be compared to a crime scene detective who states 
unequivocally that the crime cannot be solved.  Those who claim to be 
undecided concerning the existence of God can be compared to a crime 
scene detective who claims that sufficient evidence does not exist to 
determine the cause of a victim’s death, yet at the same time rejects 
evidence pointing to homicide. In a criminal investigation, suicide would be 
the only other possible cause of death. Therefore, such a detective is tacitly 
agreeing to suicide as the cause.** 
 
The Proof-Demanding Approach  
One other attempt to bypass faith is to elevate empirical proof as the 
ultimate criteria of truth.  Such a claimant might assert that he “only 
believes the facts.”  There are three problems with the assertion that truth 
must be empirically proven.  First, this assertion itself cannot be proven 
empirically, therefore it dies by its own standard.  Second, a true witness, 
transcendent or otherwise, may also provide authoritative knowledge, 
knowledge that can be trusted as true even when it cannot be fully 
substantiated.  That fallible witnesses exist does not discount this fact.  It 
bolsters it on the basis that the same criteria that enable us to recognize an 
unreliable witness are the same ones that ultimately enable us to identify a 
reliable witness.  Third, worldview answers transcend empirical evidence.  
Refusing to move beyond factual information would necessarily stall a 
worldview.  Evidence that this stall has not actually occurred is given in the 
preceding section that addresses a “claim to insufficient evidence.”  This 
brings us to the conclusion of this two-part guide. 

Epistemic certainty of worldview can only exist at the intersection of true 
revelation and the ability to objectively authenticate that revelation as 
coming from a personal, transcendent source.  Such revelation is the only 
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sufficient remedy for our limited perception and fallibility within a worldview 
investigation.  And diligent, objective scrutiny of the full breadth of 
evidence, using valid criteria, is our only means of confirming the 
authenticity of that revelation, thereby safeguarding us from counterfeits.  
The only approach that is equipped to satisfy these conditions must 
incorporate an approach that I call... 

The Top-down, Bottom-up Approach 
Indeed, in order to be epistemically certain of the truth, a person must be 
given it from the top-down by someone who knows the truth first-hand AND 
he must also be able to ensure from the bottom-up that this revelation is 
authentic based upon its internal consistency and coherency and its 
alignment with the full body of evidence.  When taking this approach, one is 
acknowledging the necessity of working in two directions, first in seeking 
out a top-down perspective and second in assessing its authenticity. 

Many people in our present day have placed due emphasis on the 
empirical evidence but have been taught to avoid the domain of religion 
altogether.  In doing so, they have cut themselves off from the only avenue 
of truth through which a satisfactory bird’s eye view of the truth may come.  
By ousting religious testimony from the worldview courtroom, these 
individuals have stretched scientific expertise beyond its proper bounds 
and forced scientific experts to produce answers from within an unjustifiably 
narrow range of possibilities.4 

On the other hand, religionists acknowledge the advantage of a 
transcendent worldview authority but often readily accept religious 
testimony as true prior to having authenticated its claims in light of the 
evidence.  Rather than viewing faith as a sacred and serious responsibility, 
religionists often abuse faith as a license for bias and negligence within 
their worldview. 

                                            
4 That’s why scientific claims to certainty often sound exactly like religious ones.  
Scientists are merely sitting in the religious seat they claim to have disproven, but have 
in reality usurped. 
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Epistemic certainty is only achievable if the strengths of both approaches 
meet, each balancing out the shortcomings of the other.  Full accountability 
to the evidence must exist alongside a humble admission of human 
limitations and fallibility.  When both attitudes are present and principles of 
logic are applied, the possibilities will invariably narrow, and we can hope to 
be brought in touch with the only explanation that will be consistent, 
coherent, and align with the full body of evidence, leaving no gaps, 
conflicts, or loose ends—that is, the real explanation. 

If a person identifies the real explanation, via authentic revelation, he will 
have reached a point of resolution in his worldview.  He will be like a 
detective who unravels the final key to the mystery and can at last see the 
truth with clarity.  He has solved the puzzle and, therefore, reached the end 
of his investigation. In fictional mysteries, the detective then often produces 
a piece of evidence or elicits a confession that settles the matter once and 
for all and establishes the validity of his inductions. 

A worldview, however, encompasses and integrates every facet of the 
universe, being as broad and deep as our existence can go.  For this 
reason, those who have reached a point of resolution within their worldview 
may not be able to readily demonstrate this resolution to anyone outside of 
themselves. No single piece of evidence would establish the validity of their 
claims outright, and—due to time constraints—it would be impossible to 
answer every possible dispute from every possible angle to the satisfaction 
of anyone who might wish to challenge their claims.  Despite this, their 
certainty can be as well-founded as that of the detective who strikes upon 
the solution to a mystery. 
 
By contrast, those who develop and evaluate worldviews in the absence of 
authenticated revelation will not be able to reach a point of resolution for 
their worldview.  These individuals may be able to infer certain general 
truths based upon what is revealed in the tangible evidence of our 
universe, however, even this would largely depend upon the individual’s 
ability to avoid common pitfalls such as those already mentioned: 
unchecked bias, conflict of interest, faulty assumptions, fraudulent data, 
and simple human error.  Even if an individual were to successfully avoid 
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these pitfalls, he would still lack the full bird’s eye view that is necessary to 
satisfactorily resolve each worldview element.  For these reasons, 
worldviews that are reached in the absence of authenticated top-down 
revelation will be largely moot and, consequently, difficult to defend. 

The verdict is grimmer for those who commit the fallacies exhibited in the 
five common investigative methodologies discussed in this guide.  Those 
who unjustifiably restrict the parameters of their investigation, who look 
exclusively to science, who demand empirical proof of transcendent truth, 
who escape to insufficient evidence, or who blindly accept religious 
testimony demonstrate approaches that not only hinder worldview 
resolution but cripple the investigative process from the outset.  None of 
these approaches comprise a workable pursuit of objective truth. These 
approaches fail to exhibit two essential qualities: a willingness to explore 
logically viable possibilities and an accountability to the full breadth of 
evidence.  The first of these is necessary to define the worldview’s 
parameters; the second is necessary as a basis for narrowing the range of 
explanations.  Without these two qualities, a person cannot make any 
measurable progress.  He can have no assurance that he is considering 
real possibilities and that he is excluding impossibilities.  Both must occur 
to make any progress when evaluating worldviews.  Therefore, those who 
employ the aforementioned approaches will at most be capable of 
defending their worldview on the basis of unreliable criteria such as feeling, 
intuition, tradition, pragmatism, wish fulfillment, etc. 

If these approaches were represented as successful in a detective show, 
the audience would scratch their heads in disbelief.  However, I am not 
suggesting that the use of these approaches indicates a lack of 
intelligence.  Rather, I believe these approaches are reactionary in nature 
and that those who use them are aiming to correct particular errors, but that 
they instead wind up on an opposite, equally unbalanced extreme.  This 
serves to illustrate the lesson that truth must be sought for its own sake, not 
out of a reaction to the perceived failures of other views.   

Epistemic certainty of worldview, if it may be achieved, will necessarily be 
found within the domain of theistic religion, the only branch of religion that 
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bases its claims on revelation from a personal, transcendent God.  This 
does not mean it is safe to assume that a particular theistic religion will 
possess the preserved and intact revelation that would bring epistemic 
certainty within reach, but I encourage readers to seek out the truth for 
themselves, searching for the trademarks outlined in this guide: logical 
consistency, coherency, and external correspondence—trademarks that 
are displayed in our physical world, evident in daily life, and invariably 
depended upon in many meaningful contexts, whether seemingly trivial or 
holding life-or-death implications, such as a courtroom.  The payoff for 
evaluating claims of transcendent testimony may prove incalculably 
invaluable.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 34 

  



 35 

Appendix A: 
 

Glossary of Terms 

*Anthropology: The study of human societies and cultures and their development. 

*Axiology: The study of the nature of value and valuation, and of the kinds of things 
that are valuable. 

*Cosmogony: The branch of science that deals with the origin of the universe, 
especially the solar system. 

*Cosmology: The science of the origin and development of the universe. 

*Epistemology: The theory of knowledge, especially with regard to its methods, 
validity, and scope, and the distinction between justified belief and opinion. 

*Eschatology: The part of theology concerned with death, judgement, and the final 
destiny of the soul and of humankind. 

*Metaphysics: The branch of philosophy that deals with the first principles of things, 
including abstract concepts such as being, knowing, identity, time, and space. 

*Teleology: The doctrine of design and purpose in the material world. 

*Theology: The study of the nature of God and religious belief. 

*All definitions were retrieved in 2017 from 
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition 
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