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Approaches to Belief + Crime Scene Investigation Analogies: 
(reference companion for How We Can Know Who Truly Knows by S.P. Clifton) 

 
 

Crime Scene Investigation     -> 
Investigator       -> 
Forensic Evidence      -> 
Eyewitness Testimonies      -> 
Real eyewitness can demonstrate “insider” 
information related to the crime.    -> 
Accurate testimony will also be internally consistent 
and coherent.       -> 
Forensic evidence (facts + properly interpreted data) 
will corroborate accurate testimony.   -> 

Worldview “Investigation”  
YOU: everyone with a philosoph. /religious opinion 
All visible/tangible elements of the world/cosmos  
Competing Religious Claims 
Real God can demonstrate “insider” knowledge of 
the cosmos (via real prophets). 
Authentic revelation will be internally consistent 
and coherent. 
All observable/tangible phenomena in our cosmos 
will corroborate authentic revelation.

Over-reaching Science Approach 
 “Science will tell me what I need to know; I trust empirical evidence only. It brings me just shy of proof, but 
 provides an adequate basis for living my life.” (atheism)  
 CSI Analogy: “Forensic scientists will tell me all I need to know. Eyewitness testimony isn’t real 
 evidence, anyway.” 
Bottom-Up Approach 
 “I’ll consider all kinds of possibilities, but I reject the idea that any religious narrative holds the 
 answers.” (mysticism, cosmic humanism, rationalism, belief in impersonal forces)              
 CSI Analogy: “Those eyewitnesses contradict, so I’ll stick to what I can find out through other 
 avenues.”                                  (Continued…) 
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(…Continued from previous page) 
Blind-Faith Approach 
 “I accept my religious tradition because it’s compelling to me.” (theism-followed out of tradition, 
 pragmatism, etc.) 
 CSI Analogy: “That eyewitness seems trustworthy to me.” 
Claim of Insufficient Evidence Approach 
 “I haven’t made up my mind; there is not enough evidence.” (soft agnosticism)     
 “People can never know the truth.” (hard agnosticism)   
 “Language is too ambiguous; a person can’t escape cultural influences/biases. We can only approximate 
 the truth, at best.” (postmodernism, existentialism) 
 CSI Analogies: “I haven’t drawn any conclusions” OR “This crime is not solvable” OR “The evidence  isn’t 
 100% clear, but we might be able to approximate the truth.” 
The Proof-demanding Approach 
 “I only believe facts and things that can be empirically proven (by science). I don’t operate by faith at all.” 
 (atheism) 
 CSI Analogy: “That single piece of evidence proves my entire position.” 
Top-down, Bottom-Up Approach 
 “I will be accountable to the full-breadth of evidence and take religious claims seriously because 
 authentic revelation may exist.  Authentic revelation will be consistent, coherent, and correspond with the
 facts of the case.” (theism-willing to defend beliefs against rational criteria) 
 CSI Analogy: “The eyewitness testimonies conflict with each other, but reliable testimony would be 
 helpful to have.  I’ll check if any of the testimonies are consistent, coherent, and align with the forensic 
 evidence.”  
 (In How We Can Know Who Truly Knows, I argue that the Top-down, Bottom-Up Approach is the only 
 approach that satisfies the conditions necessary for a person to reach epistemic certainty within their 
 worldview.) 

http://www.thinkingwrinkle.com/

