
I Used to be a Darwinist
...but I changed my 

mind!

Dr. Ben Michael Carter

http://www.drbenmcarter.com



Book cover compiled and edited by Salma Carunia Carter

In the Summer of 2017, Salma traveled to Italy and stayed in Rome, near the 
Vatican. She presented her scholarly husband’s books and writings to the Vatican 
Library. In September of 2017 she received a thank you letter from Pope Francis 
expressing appreciation, acknowledging the gift of inscribed copies of Dr. Ben 
Michael Carter’s writings with his personal photo with the Papal seal.





Algorithms 

mike carter 
I used to be a Darwinist 
Wed Jan 23 06:25 :33 2002 

· Page 1 of 2 

I was not raised in a religious home. When I was a little boy, I had a little boy's fascination with dinosaurs, and 
when I was in the sixth grade (I believe it was), I was introduced to the theory of evolution via a television 
program on science for children. The idea electrified me and I read everything I could find on the subject. By 
the time I started the eighth grade I had read -- and taken copious notes (which I still have somewhere) on -
Darwin's "On the Origin of Species." I planned to take biology when I went to the university, and in fact did 
so, though I later switched to economic history (that is another story). 

Now please be aware that during much of this time, especially when I was younger, I lived in a small town in 
the Bible-belt. I made no secret of my belief in evolution and was ostricized and bullied as a result. Even some 
of the teachers in my junior high school critized my beliefs in front of the class, and I was assured by my 
geography teacher that I was destined for Hell. Of course being by this time a self-aware atheist, I thought that 
was ridiculous, but it was also upsetting. During those years I went home in tears on more than one occasion. 

As I entered early adulthood, my interest in the life sciences and evolution waned. For me evolution was a 
settled question and I could not imagine ever doubting the truth of the theory. Then in my 28th year several 
things happened and I became less satisfied with my secular answers. 

I am not sure why but I began to become aware of what one might think of as a "supernatural" element in life. 
Things that I could not account for began to happen to me. These things were odd, various, and often subtle 
but they were none-the-less real, at least to me. I did not seek these experiences, they just started to happen. I 
began to become very interested in Tarot and magic. I also began to become aware of a presence in my life, a 
presence I gradually began to identify as "god" though I disliked the term and was sure that whatever this was, 
it was not any "established religion" deity. 

Later while I was living in Puerto Rico I had an experience with an entity I believe to be the risen Christ. At 
this time I spent a week alone in a room in Las Lomas reading the New Testament. I was not prepared for this. 
In fact, I was totally surprised. 

I became a member of the Wesleyan Church and started reading a lot of philosophy (to which I already had 
some exposure) and theology. Later I went to Wheaton College graduate school and became acquainted with 
the Christian doctrine of creation. I found this far more intriguing and profound than I expected. Incidently, 
Wheaton required that I sign a statement of faith, part of which entailed a belief in a literal Adam and Eve. I 
did not at the time have such a belief, but I signed anyway, telling myself that I would make no issue of this 
while at the school. In fact, I did not. 

The world I was becoming acquainted with was far different from the world as I had imagined it to be when I 
was an atheist and a Darwinist. Indeed, it was so different that in the end my Darwinism went the way of my 
atheism. In the spring of 1993 while working on my PhD at the University of Edinburgh, I realized I no longer 
believed in evolution. 

However, it was later as I read Daniel Dennett and Richard Dawkins that I became "radicalized" . To me these 
men respresented all that I preceived was wrong with Darwinism. This led me to the MSNBC science board 
and to a regime of study as I spent several years cat¢hing up on Darwinist thought. The end result was my 
book "The Defective Image." 

Obviously there was much more to this conversion process than I have described, but I did want to share some 
of the general outlines of it with you since I have dialogued with so many of you on the subject of Darwin. I 
hope the above will give you some idea where I am coming from. 
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Actually, I think its unfortunate that you have confused your religious conversion with the veracity of science. 
But its not unusual, people have been doing this for centuries. Heck, I live close to a community of people 
who believe an attractive blond woman is channeling the musings of a 35,000 year old Atlantean warlord. 
Science be damned. 

I respect your religious beliefs. But I think you are way off on your critique of evolution. You cannot falsify a 
science by alluding to metaphysical arguements. 

Likewise, you cannot promote another "theory" simply by criticizing another. In order for creation "science" 
or intelligent design to find a credible chair on the stage of science, you must make a case for it by 
demonstrating how observed evidence supports the hypothesis. Absent this, notions of intelligent design are 
no better than believing that a 35,000 year old Atlantean warlord speaks through rich blonde women. 

Therein lies the problem with creation "science." Its supporters are not offering hypotheses to be tested to 
build a case. They are merely criticizing something else, often with incomplete and inaccurate information. 
But even if they were capable of falsifying "darwinism," as you call it, they would still not make the case for 
creation "science" or intelligent design. 

Your anti-evolution remarks are tired and worn out. They are essentially no different than they were a hundred 
years ago. The metaphysical arguement effectively rolls up to one statement: "I can't believe I'm a monkey." 
That's about it. That's all Behe and Dembski are really saying. 

What I'd like to see you do for once is actually present the empirical evidence in favor of intelligent design. 
Not just metaphysical speculation and hypothetical interpretation, but the actual hard evidence. Please cite a 
single instance where the "theory" of intelligent design is formulated into a testable hypothesis and subjected 
to an experimental test that can be observed by multiple parties to produce unambiguous results. 

This is not the same thing as saying that because we cannot yet explain consciousness, evolution must be false. 
What you need to do is make a positive hypothesis ... say "god made consciousness in human beings" .. . and 
then devise a repeatable means to empirically test it. 
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My whole experience is empirical evidence. Darwinism is simply too improvished a theory to account for the 
world as I have come to experience it. I think that is one of the problems. Every sentient being experiences 
life. Those who are self-aware reflect on their experiences. Theories that make sense of the experiences are 
adopted, those that do not are rejected. In my case, Darwinism no longer made sense. That is empiricism, Don. 
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1. Science is divided into two major branches: the physical sciences and the 
life sciences. The most successful science, indeed the paradigmatic science, 
is physics. Physics of course enjoys pride of place among the physical ' 
sciences. And physics is all about matter in motion. Science of whatever stripe is 
reductionistic, that is, it attempts to reduce complex phenomena to a few 
easily comprehensible theorems. And because physics is the most success science, 
other sciences have modeled themselves after physics. Indeed, the 
reductionistic tendency of science drives other sciences to idealize themselves as 
species of physics. The goal of theoretical science is the construction of an 
explanation of the world that can be understood solely in terms of matter in 
motion, that is solely in physical terms. That is monism, that is the idea that 
everything can be reduced to one ultimate thing, in this case matter. 

2. To fully explain a thing, one needs to explain it from a neutral 
perspective, an outsider's perspective, if you will. Because mathematics has been so · 
successful in quantifying physics, it has become the gold standard for all 
science. If something cannot be quantified mathematically, it cannot be 
considered science in its truest form. Mathematics of course is predicated on reason, 
and the laws of reason are presumed to be true whatever form the universe 
takes. They remain valid even if the universe never existed. This conceit 
derives from the idea that the principles of reason are secured in the mind of God. 
But it also means that the universe cannot be explained fully in terms of 
itself, that is, it requires a standard outside itself. That is dualism, which 
is a form of pluralism. 

3. Darwinism is a species of evolution that posits that all life can be 
reduced to matter in motion, that is, can be ultimately explained in terms of 
physics. To make that claim, Darwinism asserts that phenomena like life and 
awareness are emergent properties, that is, they are novel properties created by the 
interaction of complex systems, i. e., chemical and biological systems. The 
idea is that chemical systems based on carbon, when they become complex 
enough, will spontaneously live, and biological systems based on certain types of 
protein, when they become complex enough, will spontaneously become aware. 
Eventually awareness, as it is selected for and becomes more complex and nuanced, 
will spontaneously create self awareness. The motor driving this process is 
natural selection, but the final standard assumed is physics, matter in motion. 
Darwinism, it is argued, is the key for understanding life in the universe 

in purely physical terms. 

4. Notice, however, that Darwinism is all about survival and reproduction . A 
brain created by such a process would revolve around those goals: securing 
its own survival and reproducing a version of itself within a particular kind of 
environment. A turtle brain is all about the survival of turtles in a turtle 
environment, a human brain all about the survival of humans in a human 
environment. To secure their survival and reproductive success, these brains create 
virtual images of their environments. Because humans are self aware, we can 
project our virtual image against the backdrop of the entire universe. This 
helps us imagine what the universe might be like. But the brain we have is not 
designed to grasp what the universe is like any more than a turtle's brain 
is. It evolved just like the turtle brain did: to facilitate its own survival 
and reproduction in its own environment. It gives us no assurance that we can 
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grasp the universe in any exhaustive way, that is, it provides no assurance 
that we can understand the universe. 

5. And Darwinism cannot appeal to reason as an outside standard for that 
would imply that more was involved than the universe itself, that there was 
something outside the universe that secured the validity of reason . All that 

== 

Darwinism could assume is that reason and mathematics are compelling to us because 
they are the way we think, but we think to that we can survive in our 
environment. Mathematics and reason are simply tropes for the way our brains happen to 
work. But of course our brains evolved contingently. They did not have to 
be this way. Indeed, the late Stephen Gould specifically claimed there was 
nothing necessary in our appearance. If we could "run the tape again," as he put 
it, we would get an entirely different outcome. 

In my book, I argue in part one that all Darwinism can guarantee is the 
survivor's mind, but that mind can give us no guarantee that it sees the universe 
as it truly is. But Darwinism explicitly claims to be able to see the universe 
as it truly is. It places us in the position of God if there were a God. 
Therefore it is self contradictory. In the second part of the book I argue 
that, because it is predicated on the ability to create and understand encoded 
meaning, to abstract, communication is an example of an irreducible phenomena 
that cannot be explained by Darwinism. 

= P§19@] 
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The Problem of Epistemology 
and Cosmic Models 

Cosmic models 

are themselves 

not accurate 

depictions 

of the 

universe but 

humanizations 

of it. 

In 1975 Gunther S. Stent, then professor 
of molecular biology at the University 
of California at Berkeley, published 

in Science an article in which he argued 
that (a) the influence of positivism which 
informed the first centuries of the natural 
scientific enterprise is waning; that (b) struc
turalism (of which conceptualism is a type) 
has become a plausible alternative to posi
tivism; and that (c) the theory of evolution 
can resolve the dilemma inherent in struc
turalism's assertion of innate ideas.1 He then 
concluded that because the brain has evolved 
as a survival organ to process information 
in a particular way, its innate structures are 
not particularly adept at scientific inquiry 
insofar as that inquiry attempts to grasp 
reality on scales much beyond the brain's 
immediate experience, and that certain areas 
will be forever closed to the scientific method.2 

While Stent focused primarily on ques
tions revolving around the human self, I will 
attempt to expand his insight to include 
all cosmic models. I will argue that such 
models are not based primarily on objective 
evidence but instead project the innate sub
structure of human consciousness. Ludwig 
Feuerbach once argued in The Essence of 
Christianity that theology is really anthro
pology. In the same way, I will argue that 
cosmic models are themselves not accurate 
depictions of the universe but humani
zations of it. Indeed, as creations of the 
human mind from the perspective of the 
conceptualist or the structuralist, they can 
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M.Th. in Christianity in the Non-Western World from the University of 
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the University of Edinburgh in Scotland. He has published three books and a 
variety of articles and reviews. He is married to Salma Carunia from South India, 
and is currently employed through the Dallas/Ft. Worth Hospital Council. 
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express nothing beyond sense perceptions 
manipulated by innate ideas and cultural 
presuppositions. Thus current scientific mod
els, including models of origin, share more 
with ancient models, including models of 
creation, than they do with any actual 
events. They are merely the tales we tell our
selves when confronted with that great 
mystery. They are the way we make an alien 
universe seem human. 

In the west, subsequent to Plato, reason 
served an architectonic function. It was 
generally assumed that knowledge was 
made possible by forms, whether those 
forms existed apart from God or in the mind 
of God, and that the forms were universal. In 
the later Middle Ages, however, this general 
consensus began to break down in favor of 
alternative positions. One of these alterna
tive positions was what we know as concep
tualism or structuralism. The conceptualists 
or structuralists argue that knowledge is 
made possible not by universal forms but by 
mental structures that either are peculiar to 
a species or even peculiar to a subgroup 
within a species. Thus in the view of the 
structuralist, knowledge of the world is par
ticularized. Creatures see a world that is 
appropriate to them and their needs, but 
there is no reason to assume that various 
creatures see the same world. For example, 
a robin and a human being might s.ee a car, 
but when they see that car, they do not see 
the same thing. From the perspective of the 
structuralist or conceptualist, this presents 
no problem to the species since each species 
survives quite well in its version of the 
world, but it would present a problem if spe
cies tried to claim exclusive validity for their 
versions. Of course, robins are not inclined 
to debate with humans on the nature of a car, 
but humans are inclined to assume that the 
world they see is the world as it is. The 
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structuralist or conceptualist would insist that there is no 
reason to assume that the human sees the world as it is. All 
that can be assumed is that the human sees a human 
world. In the popular mind, this perception finds expres
sion in the parlor debate, based upon the enumeration of 
rods and cones, as to whether cats and dogs see color. 

In a nutshell, structuralism subverts the architectonic 
function of reason since from a structuralist standpoint 
there is no rationale for assuming that the mind, as it 
constructs its models of reality, employs perceptions that 
have universal validity. The most influential modem 
structuralist/ conceptualist was Immanuel Kant. 

The Kantian Critique 
In his Critique of Pure Reason published in 1781, Kant main
tained that reason, unassisted by experience, would 
eventually generate contradictory conclusions.3 Logic, he 
argued, is successful only insofar as it is limited to exhibit
ing and proving formal rules of thought. 4 It teaches nothing 
regarding the content of knowledge.s That content must 
be provided by the empirical sciences.6 But empiricism 
or, as Kant called it," sensuous knowledge" is an incoherent 
manifold unless structured by reason.7 To forge coherent 
knowledge, reason and empiricism must be employed 
together, each correcting the other's deficiencies. 

Kant understood knowledge as the result of a synthesis 
of various representations given either a priori or empiri
cally. s Since knowledge is not possible without a concept, 
a general something that could serve as a rule,9 this gen
eral something must be given a priori.lo Kant called this 
a priori given "pure intuition."11 It was not itself an object, 
but the formal condition for perceiving an object.12 

To account for pure intuition, Kant introduced the idea 
of Categories. These Categories he defined as pure con
cepts of the understanding, by which he meant that they 
were given to the mind not empirically but a priori.13 Kant 
discussed these Categories at great length. For our pur
poses, it is not important to look at them in detail, but we 
should note the following point. The Categories were 
roughly analogous to Platonic Forms but with this differ
ence: In Plato's system of knowledge, the Forms were uni
versal and made universal knowledge possible whereas in 
Kant's system, the Categories existed solely in the human 
mind. There is no way to know for certain if they corre
spond to objective reality, but we can know for certain 
that they correspond to subjective reality.14 Thus Kant 
embraced a type of conceptualism, a philosophical tradi
tion that goes back at least as far as Abelard. The Catego
ries (or pure knowledge) made it possible for the mind to 
receive representations (or sensuous knowledge). 

The faculty in the mind for receiving representations, 
Kant called "sensibility"; the effect it produced, he called 
"sensation"; and intuitions about the objects of sensation, 
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he called "empirical intuitions."15 Discussing sensuous 
knowledge, Kant argued that all intuition was the repre
sentation of phenomena.16 The phenomena themselves 
cannot exist apart from our knowing them. Hence, we do 
not know what they are in themselves. We know them 
only as our mind, through our senses, constructs them for 
us.17 They are sensuous representations only and must not 
be confused with the object apart from that representation, 
that is, as the object is in itself.ls Kant then argued that 
intuition and the concepts associated with it are the basis 
of all our knowledge.19 Indeed, he believed that the faculty 
of imposing an a priori unity upon the manifold of given 
representations was the highest principle of human 
knowledge.20 Thus, the synthetic unity of consciousness 
is the objective condition of all human knowledge and 
all human thought.21 

According to Kant, the world we see is 
a fundamentally human world, and 

therefore a limited one. Other beings 

might perceive and interpret it differently 

and just as validly. 

Knowledge, of course, makes judgments possible. 
Judgments, according to Kant, are generalizations that 
compass the many under a single representation. They 
are expressions of the mind's ability to think in terms of 
concepts. They make explicit the mind's understanding.22 
Understanding, in Kant's view, is the ability to perceive 
patterns, categories, and order. 

Thus Kant constructed a critical epistemology which, 
though fundamentally subjective, allowed for the appre
hension of objective reality in terms of that very 
subjectivity.23 Such an epistemological model can be dia
gramed this way: the event itself/the event as perceived/the 
event as interpreted. Perception structures the event, making 
it accessible to the mind, but perception, by structuring the 
event, also alters it, investing it with the structure of con
sciousness itself. Thus, according to Kant, the world we see 
is a fundamentally human world, and therefore a limited 
one. Other beings might perceive and interpret it differ
ently and just as validly. As long as we are dealing with 
practical questions, that limitation on our knowledge is of 
no particular consequence. We learn by trial and error, by 
tests that produce predictable results. We apply what we 
learn. We adopt those applications that produce the results 
we seek. However, when we attempt to expand our knowl
edge from those practical issues to metaphysical ones, 
when we attempt to answer ultimate questions, such as 
"What is the universe really like?" then those limitations 
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become extremely important. They mean 
that all we can do is construct a picture of 
what the universe might look like to a cosmic 
human limited by the kind of knowledge we 
possess at any particular moment in history. 
The principles under which we operate may 
be quite sound. After all, we use them 
because they prove serviceable in our daily 
lives. But the world view we derive from 
those principles may not be valid because 
our way of knowing means that we cannot 
apprehend a thing as it is, we can only appre
hend it in human terms. 

The Kantian Critique Today 
In his Whidden Lectures delivered in January 
1975 at McMaster University, Noam Chomsky 
argued that human knowledge was founded 
on the mind's" innate capacity to form cogni
tive structures,"24 and that such a property 
could be accounted for in terms of "human 
biology."25 The use of the term human biol
ogy is significant here since Chomsky sug
gests that although such structures doubtless 
evolved, it is a mistake to believe that some 
universal capacity for leaming unites the 
various species. Instead he seems to see 
species as having abilities that are distinct.26 
Of course, as one who accepts evolution, he 
imagines that complex mental abilities devel
oped over time in the same way that complex 
organs did,27 Thus he argues: "The human 
mind is a biologically given system with 
certain limits and powers."28 He also notes 
that there is no evolutionary pressure leading 
humans to possess minds fitted to abstract 
theorization and that when human cognitive 
capacity is well matched to a particular field 
of inquiry, it is purely accidental. 29 He writes: 

Among the systems that humans have 
developed in the course of evolution 
are the science-forming capacity and 
the capacity to deal intuitively with 
rather deep properties of the number 
system. As far as we know, these 
capacities have no selective value, 
though it is quite possible they devel
oped as part of other systems that did 
have such value.30 

Thus Chomsky is supposing a kind of Kan
tian epistemology that, by the very structure 
which makes human intellectual achieve
ment possible, sets limits on that achieve
ment. He believes that Darwinism offers a 

"biological underpinning" forsuchanepiste
mology.31 He writes: 

[T]here is no reason to suppose that the 
capacities acquired through evolution 
fit us to "fathom the world in its deep
est scientific aspects."32 

Nor is he alone in this assessment. Steven 
Pinker writes: 

Given that the mind is a product of nat
ural selection, it should not have a 
miraculous ability to commune with 
all truths; it should have a mere ability 
to solve problems that are sufficiently 
similar to the mundane survival chal
lenges of our ancestors. . . . [R]eligion 
and philosophy are in part the applica
tion of mental tools to problems they 
were not designed to solve.33 

Indeed, he appeals specifically to Chomsky 
when he writes: 

Maybe philosophical problems are 
hard ... because Homo sapiens lacks the 
cognitive equipment to solve them.34 
.. . [T]here are indirect reasons to sus
pect this is true. . . . [T]he species' best 
minds have flung themselves at the 
puzzles for millennia but have made 
no progress in solving them. [T]hey 
have a different character from even 
the most challenging problems of 
science.35 

And while Stephen Hawking is critical of 
Kant's argument that theories about the ori
gin of the universe are self-contradictory36 
and contends that the reasoning abilities 
bequeathed to us via evolution should at 
least prove sufficient to develop" a complete 
unified theory that will describe everything 
in the universe,"37he is also aware that scien
tific theories are no more than mathematical 
models existing only in our minds, 38 and that 
our sense of time's direction is a psychologi
cal phenomenon based in the fact that "we 
must remember things in the order in which 
entropy increases."39 But this twin admis
sion, it seems to me, robs Hawking's original 
reason for dissent of much of its power. 
After all, if our sense of time is purely psy
chological, purely a creation of the way we 
remember events, then Hawking's thesis 
that the reasoning abilities we inherited 
through evolution should be sufficient to 
develop a theory explaining everything in 
the universe collapses. If our sense of time is 
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circumscribed by the structure of our psychology, how 
can we be sure that the same is not also true of our grasp of 
reason? Thus how much credit can we assign to those 
mathematical models that (as he says) exist only in our 
minds? And with this question, the limits imposed by 
Kant's critique of all such models reemerges as forcefully 
as ever. 

Science [for Kant] had validity as a 
vehicle for addressing specific issues that 
could be resolved via direct observation 
and experimentation. It was not to be 

a vehicle for building cosmic models 
for such models would inevitably draw 
science into the transcendental realm. 

Plainly when Pinker raises the epistemological issue, 
he applies it to intractable philosophical problems, and 
when Chomsky discusses the possible limits on what 
human intelligence can achieve, he refers to specific kinds 
of problems, like in-depth accounts of our normal use of 
language.40 After all, both men are evolutionists and would 
not see evolution, because it is "scientific," as falling under 
the purview of a Kantian critique. Hawking seems more 
aware of the problem but does not address it adequately. 

The problem is this: Kant understood his epistemology 
to exclude cosmic questions and to invalidate the models 
we construct when attempting to answer such questions. 
For example, he writes: 

Human reason is by its nature architectonic, and 
looks upon all knowledge as belonging to a possible 
system. . . . The propositions of the antithesis, how
ever, .. . render the completion of any system of 
knowledge quite impossible.41 

Kant points out that transcendental philosophies 
assume that reason is qualified to answer those questions 
that occur to it, but that all such questions to which tran
scendental philosophy leads are cosmological.42 He then 
analyses such questions and concludes that the "cosmical 
idea" which gives rise to them "is either too large or too 
small for the empirical regressus, and therefore for every 
possible concept of the understanding."43 This is the fault 
not of the empirical regressus but of the cosmological idea 
itself since it cannot be resolved by an appeal to experi
ence. After all Kant argues: "It is possible experience alone 
that can impart reality to our concepts; without this, a con
cept is only an idea without truth, and without any 
reference to an object."44 Kant's purpose, as we noted 
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above, was to defend empirical science against Hume's 
radical skepticism. To do this, he limited the scope of 
human inquiry to immediate practical problems instead of 
abstract and ultimate ones. Science had validity as a vehi
cle for addressing specific issues that could be resolved via 
direct observation and experimentation. It was not to be a 
vehicle for building cosmic models for such models would 
inevitably draw science into the transcendental realm. 
Evolution, of course, is a cosmic model. 

Conclusion 
Here is the dilemma: If a mind grasps its world by means of 
mental categories that have evolved solely to ensure the 
survival of that mind, there is no reason to assume that the 
world the mind grasps is the world as it is. Many minds 
survive in this world, yet see the world in fundamentally 
different ways. There is robin-world, bullfrog-world, wood
chuck-world, and housefly-world. And there is human
world. The world of each of these creatures is validated 
insofar as it ensures the survival of the creature, but no fur
ther. The positivist assumes that a human mind grasps the 
world as it is, but from an evolutionary standpoint, there is 
no reason to make such an assumption. Instead there are 
many reasons to assume an observed world differs from the 
world as it is. 

The observer is neither neutral nor passive. Rather, the 
observer, by the very act of observing, participates in and 
structures the world. For the positivist, this dilemma is 
fatal. Yet from a Darwinian perspective there is no reason 
to assume it is not true. Ironically Darwinism leads to a 
logical cul-de-sac. If the Darwinist is right, there is no 
reason to assume that the Darwinist can accurately model 
the world. If the Darwinist is wrong, there is no reason to 
assume that the Darwinist can accurately model the world. 

* 
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Mathematics and Metaphysics 
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In this f£1Iff, I argue tht mtaphysics, laj.c, and rratharalics, as systarntic inve;tigitions 
intn the nature cf crdff and Jm.ONl~ rave mum in amrrm, and that rmtlHratics as tre 
Wdf 9:imce quantifies data can l:e trn vdlide &imre lliHi to inve;tigate ultiirate question& 
11m n:fming to the Wik of GED~ I..aldf and Rafca Nunez, I cS.{ wt:ie:lH rmtlHratics 
eqns:;es sam:hing innate in trnuniv~cr santhing innate to treslructurecf thehuman 
lrain. In raising this que;tion I argue that if theuniv~it9:ifis matmnatiral, tlm dualism 
is affinm:l and I1Btaialism fulsifiai HCMeJEr, if IIBtharati.cs cnly eqJrffiiffi the (q}nitive 
slructure of tre hurrm lrain, as I..aldf and Nuiiel m:lint.ain, tlm it is anµari~ as a 
m.ialieguirnfcr unda:-st.anding treultiIIBtenaturecf thecmrrs. In thelatff ~ it fullo.,vs 
that 9:imce will l:e unatle to occirm; rrrtaµIysiral que;tirns in any arnµiling way. 

Rysicist &ad Keister ha5 ol:seivoo 
hat while the Reformers made signif
rant mntJ.ibutions t.o the develop-

ment of the scientific method, S(:O}Jarists 
have appropriated that method as their own 
in their struggle against a religious world 
view. Therefore, he argues, it is incumbent 
upon S(:O}Jaiisl:.5 to mnstruct a world view 
whid1 is not only mnsistent but "allows for 
a system of inquiry ba5Erl on rational 
thought."1 

MEtcpiysics ii.wolves the exploration 
of the ultimate tenel:.5 of knowlooge, 
the ultimate causes of existence and 
diange, a11d the principles of order 
that detemline the interrelations of 
the mliverse. 

l.Lgic is the sdence tl1at ilwestigates 
tl1e prindples of rorrect (doouctive) or 
reasonable (inductive) inference. 

Matlnnctics is tl1e systematic investi
gation of magnitude, the relationsllips 
between figures and forms, and 
the relationships between quantities 
expressoo symbolirally. 

A mathematical formula displays in sym
bolic fonn a relationsllip whereby tl1e value 
of one variable can be found from one or 
several oilier variables. Maily mafuematiral 
tl1eorems are exhibitoo a5 formulas, and 
many sdentific condusions are embodioo in 
mathematical formulas as well. Thus the use 
of matl1ematics in sdence supposes tl1at at 
some ba5ic level, the material msmos oper
ates aax:mli11g t.o matl1ematiral p1indples. 

Notice mathematics, by asswning that 
the universe is at some basic level math& 
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93cularism, berause it nnects transcen
dent reality in favor of an immanent one, 
adopl:.5 de facto a materialistic world view. 
In tllis paper I wish t.o examine one of tl1e 
significant problems a thoroughgoing mate
rialist would confront in mnstructing a 
wodd view tliat is both ronsistent and 
allows for rational inquily. The problem is 
tllis: a<; a philosophical theory, materialism 
regards all phenomena in fue universe, 
induding those of mil.id, t.o be mmposed 
solay of matter in motion.2 However, to quan
tify il:.5 observations and generalize about 
such matter in motion, science enploys rea
son and more specifirally mathematics. To 
rompel assent, reason aJ.1d mathematics must 
be mliversal, but fue universality of botl1 is 
precisely what materialism undermil.1es. 

The Question of Order 
Metaphysics, logic, and mathematics are all 
investigations into tl1e nature of order and 
the pril1dples of knowlooge. 

Be1 M c.artEr e.irna:i a B.A. il.1 ax11anic hist.cry at tlE Univm,i ty of W1S:rnsn
Mil wi1~ an MA. il1 tlmc:giail studie, fiun Whffitm Cdl~ an M.Th. in 
Christianity in tlE Nm-Wetan Waid fmn tlE Univa'S.ty of Amdffi'l, 
&xt.land, and a PhD. in Christianity in the Non-Wffi!Hn World from the 
Univ€I'Stycf"Edinh.u:ghil1&xtl.and Hehaspullisha:lfuurl:xrn;andavariayof 
artide; and relieNS. He is rrarria:1 t.o Sa!Im Carunia from &litl1 India, and is 
Ollll:l1tly ffilj:loya:i through theDalas/R. WcrthHC6p.tal Coundl. &n ran re 
rontact:al 1¥ emil at: lrnrtff@dfwhc,a1J. 



In miaplysia,, 

mathanatia,, 

and laj.c, the 

axion, must oo 
true within the 

systen 

anployoo, that 

is, thEy rrrust 

reat a 

minirrrum ncn

a:ntradictoy, 

cfu:rwise tm 

a:ndusicns 

rnsa:J. en there 

axicns will net 

re a:nµlling. 

Mathanat:ics and Me:aµiysics 

matiral, has a strong metaphysical com
ponent. Both mathematics and logic are 
problem-solving systems and may be used 
to umavel issues that appear in either phys
ics or metaphysics. 

b1 metaphysics, mathematics, and logic, 
the axioms must be true within the system 
employed, that is, at a minimum, they must 
be noncontrn.dicto1y, otherwise the amclu
sions based on those axioms will not be 
compelling. Ideally, onm the premises are 
granted or established, the argument that 
follows must be neressarily tme providing 
no en-ors are made as one unfolds the aI1Jll· 
ment. Hence the tmths of metaphysics, 
mathematics, and logic are system-depend
ent tmths. Howeve:, there is this important 
differenm: while metaphysics purports to be 
about tl1e universe, mathematics and logic 
do not. Bot11 are mnstructs of pure atstrac
tion. Mathematics, like pure reason, gives no 
set of data preferenm When doing pure 
mathematics, a mathematidan does not pro
fe:s to say anytlling about physical reality. 
Mathematics is instead an exploration of 
relationships betw001 mncepts. Thus math
ematics and pure reason are not dependent 
on the universe in what.ever fom1 it might 
take.3 

The universe is a mntingent reality. It 
unfolds in an orderly way (thus meaningful 
generalizations ran be made about it), but 
the particular fonns it assumes cannot be 
fully grasped apart from their history. The 
universe is as it is, but within oortain limits it 
might have been different. We have disrov
ered that tl1e universe is far more complex 
than we initially supposed, but we also have 
dismvered that tl1e prindples w1dedying 
that mmplexity seem to be fairly simple. 
Modem empiriral sdence, to study tl1e com
plexities of the universe, attempts to reduce 
them to modules tl1at it can investigate 
pieremeal in an effort to determine the sim
ple p1indples w1derlying tl1e selected 
phenomenon. In this investigation, mathe
matics has bemme increa.5ingly important. 

Mathematical models do not provide 
mmplete desaiptions of natural phenomena. 
Rather they are attempts to establish the 
boundai:y mnditions of phenomma.4 In 
doing this, mathematics forms us to make 
our as5Umptions explidt and allows us via 
calculations to extrapolate those as5Ump-

lions beyond our immediate permptions.5 

Thus mathematics, re:ause it allows us to 
explore relationships between conoeptual
ized quantities evm if tlley ran be expressed 
only symbolirally, enables us to model 
phenomena that exist beyond our everyday 
experienm.G This process can seem very 
mechanical as tlle psychologist Thomas 
Gilovid1 points out. He oboo1ves that to pro
tect a researcher from manipulating the 
mooning of data, the s::i.enlific method is 
designed to make tl1e researcher "rigid and 
'wlintelligent,"' and he writes: "As sdentists 
we willingly sacrifioe some 'intelligenoe' 
and flexibility for the benefit of objectivity." 7 

In tllis way, mathematics allows sdenoo to 
draw mndusions that, while tl1ey m.ay be 
cotmter-intuitive, are quite reasonable given 
tl1e data the automatic nature of the calmla
tions, and the assumptions made while 
establishing the data's boundaiy oonditions. 
Henoe, if the principles of mathematics ai-e 
not necffisarily trne, tllen it5 use as ai1 inves
tigative tool is severely compromised. 

There are two key points I wish to make 
here. Fir.:;t, like metaphysics, sdence is inter
ested in tlle prindples of order tl1at deter
mine the interrelationships of the universe, 
but insofar as sdenm relies on empilidsm, 
it is unable to plumb ultimate causes. As a 
conoeptual tool, mathematics helps sdence 
move toward more ultimate explai1ations, 
that is, mathematics can enable s::i.enm to 
address metaphysical conooms. We see this 
happening as sdentific findings at"'e applied 
to questions of mi.gin (e.g., whenoe tl1e uni
verse, whenoe life, whenoe etllics) or the 
nature of exist.ence itself. 

Sea:md, mathanatics and logic, pred.sely 
bemuse tlley deal in neressary trutlls, sug
gest that reality cannot be reclured to tlle 
physical since the physical exists oontin
gently .John Barrow describes this in ai1other 
way, as matllematics being bigger than 
physical reality,8 sinm "mathematical exis
tenceallows anytllingto 'exist,"'9 but what is 
logically possible need not exist physirally .10 

Thus, attempts to use mathematics and logic 
to explain tlle physical mean tl1at sdenm, 
bemuse it assumes a neressary/ contingent 
dichotomy, implicitly models reality in a 
dualistic way. We see then tllat pure materi
alism rannot provide a rational acmunt of 
the univer'ffi, and, insofar as it tries, it is self. 
refuting. 
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The Problem of the Particular 
Within a pluralistic framework. being or existence is 
expressed in many partia.tlar and distinct ways, that is, 
things exist within linlits and each limited thing's exis
tence is not nErnSSarily identical with any other linlited 
thing's existence. Rather the essence of each thing, if a 
thing can properly be amsidered to have an e:;senre, 
is defined by its limitations. Its e:;senre is the linliting 
p1inciple of lx>th a limited thing's being and accidents. 
Our univerre with its quasars, wasps, plana:s, tobacm 
smoke, and d10colate would seem to a:mstitute a pluralis
tic framework Given such a framew01k an obvious ques
tion oca.ns to philosophers: how dOffi one attain to certain 
knowledge of a tiling within tliat enviromnent? 

To resolve that problem, Plato (427- 347 OC) proposed 
that the universe was created as an immaterial formal 
realm interfaced with a mat.erial d1aotic one. When Plato 
introduced tl1e idea of Forms, he was not trying to address 
ontologkal concerns as much as epLc;temological ones. The 
question tliat concerned him was how he knew a thing is 
what it is. Plato also nmgnizro tllat witl10ut tl1e ability 
to generalize, knowlroge would be reduced to a ma--e 
ratalogue of partirulars. The idea tl1at a formal realm gave 
coherence to a diimtlerly chaos of particulars was his 
solution to the problem. His proposal meant not only tl1at 
he could give an acmw1t of identity, it also meant tllat 
he could justify generalizations. bl tllis elucidation of iden
tity and generalization, Plato creatro a viable tl1eory of 
knowlroge. 

In Chapter ~ of llis RfµIliic Plato anphasizes tlle 
eternal character of mathematical objects and desaibes 
geometry as tl1e study of tlle eternally existent. He 
includes botll geometry and solid geometry among tlle 
five scienms tllat tum the soul 's eye from the matenal 
world to objects of pure thought. Certain elements of 
geometry had been mastered by tl1e F.gyptians and Baby
lonian.<;, and Pytllagorns (c 582- c 500 BC) did much to 
advanre the subject. Alfrnd Nmth Whitel1ead in Sd01al 
and tll3 Mcx:e.11 WO"ld remmkro tllat "tl1e generality of 
matllematics is tlle most complete generality oonsistent 
witll tlle community of oa::asions which constitutes our 
metaphysical situation." 11 As such mathematics desa.ibes 
geJ1eral conditions that transrend any 9:lt of particular 
entities, and it is tl1ese absolutely general oonditions tliat 
amcem logic.12 Whitehead went on to argue tllat abstract 
logic "is nothing else than tl1e exllibition of tl1e whole pat
tern of general conditions involvro in tl1e pattem derivro 
from [one's] selected postulates."13 And tllis, Whitehead 
m-guro, meant that tl1e harmony exllibited by logiral rea
soning is establishro as a general aesthetic in tlle 
prevailing conditions tl1at comprise any sped.fie event. 14 

Wllitehead credited Pytllagorac; as tlle first person "who 
had any grasp of tl1e full sweep of tllis general principle." 15 

Plato was one of tllose philosophers who built on tlle 
work of Pytl1agoras as did Plato's most famous student 

Aristotle. Around ~ OC, Eudid, a geometrician who 
livro in Alexandria, publishro his Elarmts. a syst.ematic 
arrangement of tlle geometry of his day based on postu
lates tl1at held true in ordinary tluee-dimensional space. 
Thus Plato's realm of Fonns was given extensive rigorous 
defulition and geomeb.y' s meta-physical dimensions were 
seemed. 

·------------

Within a pluralistic frarnfwork, rung 
or edst01reis ecprESSErl in many partic
ular and distinct ways, that is, things 
edst within limits and ffich limitErl 
thing's edstmce is not nEn:SSarily 
id.Eiltiral with any cthff' limitai thing's 
edstmre 

The metaphysiral side of reason m1d matl1ematics was 
made even more explicit when tlle neo-Platonists identi
fied reason witll the wliversal legs. and Christians 
inoorporated tllat concept into tlie person of Christ. Matlle
matics and reason became a window into tlle mind of tlle 
Christian God. Galileo Galilei, voicing a perspective that 
spam1ro tl1e mid-sixteentl1 to the nlid-sevente<,nth cen
tury, is very categorical in his assessment here. Believing 
tllat, in certain areas, tlle human intellect was capable of a 
level of knowledge tllat was on a par witll tlle divine, he 
wrote: 

I say tl1at tl1e hwnan intellect w1derstands some 
tllings so perfectly ar1d it has such ah;olute oortainty 
of tllem that it equals nature's own Wlderstanding of 
tllem; tllosetllings ind ude the pure matllematical oci
enms, tllat is, geometry and aritllmetic about wllich 
tl1e divine intellect knows infinitely more proposi
tions since it knows tllem all, but of tllose few 
understood by tlle humm1 intellect I believe tl1at its 
knowlroge fflllals divine knowlroge in its objective 
oortainty .16 

Mathematics, according to Galileo, symbolically expre&<m 
tlle conceptual framework of tlle universe ar1d did so in a 
way tllat was nErnSSarily true via a proces, tl1at was neces
smily reliable. 

In urging science to abandon tl1e idea of Fmmal reality, 
Francis Bacon tmdenninro Plato's achievement and rein
troduced tlleepistemological dilemma Plato had resolvro. 
However, by measuring and quantifying, and by employ
ing tlle automatic promsses of matllematics and rnason, 
science allowro for meailingful generalizations and in 
effect rntained formal reality. In its systematic investiga-



What if 

rnathanatic:s 

it:9:if Wffe 

anlxx:lia:l in the 

structurEs cf 

too lrurnan 

lrain rut net 

eq:nffiai in 

any 

fundarrmtal 

way in the 

cxsrrxs? What 

if rnathanatic:s, 

like ctlH fcrm; 

cf lrurnan 

rffi<:ming sinoo 

Kant, might 

lave rnly 

limita:l 

amtractive 

value? 

Mathm'mcs and Ma:ai:fiysics 

lion of magnitude expre,soo in scienre's 
conrem for acrurat.e mensuration, nmthe
matics resolved the problem of identity. In 
its systematic ilwestigation of relationships, 
mathematics resolved the problem of gener
alization. In modem empilical srienre, 
mathematics i11 effect took the plaa::! of 
Plato's funns. 

This should not be surprismg. As the 
hist.orian of myth Giorgio de Santillana has 
pointed out, sciP . .nre has its origins in the 
myth of invarianre, 17 an ilwariance willed by 
God and aa:essi.ble through God's mathe
matics. "[W]e have," he dain1S, "been livil1g 
in the age of Astronomiral Myth until yester
day." is Indoo:i, many mathematicians from 
Pythagoras t.o Georg Cant.or (1848-1918) 
believed the mathematiral exploration of 
infinity had theologiral sgnificanre and saw 
in sud1 re9:meh a way t.o ham1onize mathe
matics and religion.19 

To reptise, mathematics as described 
above seems to ilnply a dualistic cosmos 
sinre it as5umes the reality of mathematiral 
int.egrity, an integrity that is undist.otted by 
any configuration or expression of the mate
rial domail1. The matetial, though structured 
by mathematics, catmot impact it. Mathe
matics must remain inviolable smre its value 
as a means of attaining t.o the truth rests 
upon its ilwiolability. This clas5ic vision of 
mathematics recapitulat.es the sacred and 
protane partitionil1g of rauity with mathe
matics assuming the sacred role. Mathemat
ics in such a srenatio, while accessble t.o the 
human brail1, is, as Galileo believed, finnly 
situated in the mind of God. But even if 
there is no God, mathematics must remain 
distinct from the world if it is t.o be useful 
bemuse it provides an ah;olute standard 
against which mundane phenomena are 
quantified. If mathanatics itself is silnply 
another mundane phenomena. it loses its 
modelil1g value. Tims whether God does or 
does not exist, mathematics in this classical 
fmmulation implies dualism. 

If, however, we assume that our perc~)
tions are fundamentally amefl)tual in nahu-e, 
as neurobiologiral remn::h suggests they 
are, and if we assume that mathematics is 
fundatnentally conreptual in nature, then 
might not the interfacing of these two orders 
of conrepts create an illusion so powerful 
that we would not be able t.o escape from it 

and might not even be aware that it is an 
illusion save when it generates apparent 
contradictions in (what would seem t.o us to 
be) extreme drcmnstanres? To put the ques
tion another way: what if mathanatic;; itself 
were embodied in the stiuctures of the 
human brain but not expre,soo in any fun
damental way in the oosmos? What if 
mathematics, like other fonns of human rea
soning sil1rn Kant, might have only lilnited 
abstractive value? And if the materialist is 
right, what grounds would tl1e mataialist 
have for asserting that mathematics eJtjoys a 
privileged position in the aa.iuisition of 
knowledge? 

In WIB.'eMath:rratics Care, FlUll, Goorge 
Lakoff and Rafael N(1nez make sud1 an 
argmnent. They seek t.o launch tl1e discipline 
of matl1ematiral idea analysis from a cogni
tive perspective.20 They are conrnmed with 
how the cognitive superstructure of a nexus 
of mathematical ideas is constrnct:Erl,21 and 
ask where mathematical ideas come from 
and whetl1er tl1ey can be analyzed from a 
cognitive perspective.22 They aspire t.o tell 
the reader what human mathematics, oon
ceptualized via the human brain and mind, 
is like.23 The book is not conrnmedjust with 
what is ttue, but also witl1 tl1e nature of 
mathematiral trutl1: what mathematiral 
ideas mean, how tl1ey can be understood, 
and why tl1ey are true.24 As 9..1ch, tl1e authors 
seem to have embarked on an il1tellectual 
voyage not wtlike fuurault's attempt to 
exhume the ard1eology of knowledge. They 
ask the central que:ition: "What is tl1e cogni
tive structure of sophistirated mathematical 
ideas?"25 TI1e book is not about conscious, 
goal-mient.ed matl1ematiral cognition, but 
about mathanatiral cognition of an aut.o
matic, unronscious so1t.26 The authors seek 
to explore how tl1e general cognitive mecha
nisms u!:lrl in areiyday nonmathematiral 
thought ran create matlmmatiral under
standing and structure matl1ematical ideas. 27 

Because tl1e human conreptual system is 
known to use metaphors, mud1 of the book 
is conrnmed with metaphor.28 

lakoff and Nunez tty to make the case 
tliat human mathematical reasonil1g works 
in the way that other human abstract reason
ing works: via sensory-mot.or grom1ding 
and metaph01iral projection.29 The point is 
not the mathanatiral analysis of mathemati
cal ronrepts but the cognitive or conrnptual 



analysis of matl1ematiral conrnpts.3o They want to under
stand how mathematical ideas are mnrnptualized via ma:
aphor and to give an aa:ount in tem1S of human mgnition 
of the ideas the metaphors are meant to expres.s.3t They 
argue that their theory of "embodied mathematics'' 
dffiOi.bes what mathematics really is.32 Sinrn they believe 
that mathematical idEHS have a precise structure that 
ran be dismvered and explored, they have written Whre 
Mct.henmcs O:m:s From as a first step in that prornss of 
dismvery and exploration.:r1 Thus they are addressing 
mathematics from the perspective of conrnptualist/ 
strncturalist philosophy. 

Lakctf and Nunez; argue that mathe
matics is a human ITTBtim and that any 
mathanatics we ran know is limiteJ and 
structureJ ~ the human train and 
human nmtal rapadtie;. 

Lakoff and Nunez argue that mathematics is a hmuan 
a--eation and that any mathematics we can know is limit.eel 
and structured by the human brain and human ment.al 
rapadties. Therefore all of our mathematics is human 
mathematics and as such must be brain- and mind-ba.5ed 
mathematics.s1 Ide.as ran be created only by, and 
ins:antiat.ed only in, brains [there is an a&5llll1ed identity 
between mind and brain].35 Mathematics does not exist 
obj<:rtively apart from the mind [brain].r> It is not mind
fi.~ instead mathematics are grom1ded upon a mnrnptual, 
mind-bruB:l substmdure.37 TI1e human brain is not a 
general purpose device. Human mnrnpts, including math
ematiral mncepts, are highly slrnctured and lin1it.ed 
beam!B of the structure of the brain itself, the hmnan 
body, and the world in which we live.:'.8 nie only aCXESS we 
have to any mathenatics at all is through conrnpts in our 
minds that are shaped by our bodirn and brains and real
ized physirally in our neural systems. For any embodied 
beings, the only mathematics that can be known is embod
ied mathematics, that is, tl1e mathematics that our bodies 
and brains allow us to know. 39 

Aa:ording to Lakoff and N11nez, then~ is no difference 
between human mathematiral mncepts and mathematiral 
mnrnpts. <10 Human mathematics is not transrnndent nor is 
it part of the physiral mliverse. Rather it is a creation based 
on met.aphors derived from our experience of extemal 
objects.4 1 But though we create mathematics, mathematics 
is not arbitraty. Mathematics is ba.5ed on the fundament.al 
mnrnptual mechanisms of the embodied human mind as 
it has evolved in the world.42 Every conrnpt we have must 
somehow be d1aracte1ized in tl1e neural structure of our 

brains, and every bit of tllinki.ng we do must be ranied out 
by neural mechanisms of exactly the right sttucture to 
carry out that fom1 of thought:13 fur example, our mathe
matics of ralrulation, and the notation we do it in, is 
chosen for bodily rea.'iOns. The very idea of a linearly 
ordered symbolic not.ation of mathematics arises from tl1e 
peculiar properties of our bodies.,i,1 

Lakoff and Nunez note that matl1einatics has changed 
enonnously over time, that fonns of mathematics often 
vary from mmmunity to mmmu1lity across tlmmatheinat
iral world, and that mathematidans often differ in t11eir 
int.e1pret.ations of matl1ematiral results:15 They argue that 
mathematiral idea.5 ran be impacted by culture (the Greek 
idea of es.5enrns is one key example they use)46 or by tech
nology (floating-point aiithmetic used in computers is 
their key example here).47 TI1ey argue that sll.Qjed matters 
in 1natl1ematics tend to have multiple versions for histrni
cal reasoll.5 and tl1at there is no way to predict what new 
forms of mathematics matl1ematidat1S will invei1t.48 
Bera.use matl1ematidai1s live at specific times ai1d base 
their wm:k on tl1e work of eaitier mathematidans, matl1e
matics evolves ovet" time. Thus tl1e progress of matl1emat
ics is nonlinear~ and matl1ematiral rIBults ran be 
inmnsistent with one ai10tl1ei·:19 Such inmnsistendes 
express the different potentials in tl1e diffm-ent metaphors 
mathematidans employ/ '° Thus hmnan 1nathematics is 
not monolitllic. It embrarns distinct versi011S of disciplines 
which, tl10ugh internally consistent, ran be mutually 
inmnsistent. 51 In all of this, tl1ey see evidenrn of tl1e mntin
gent quality of mathematiral mncepts. In otl1et" words, 
matl1ematics is a schematic representation of how tl1e 
brain/ nlind works, our matl1ematiral models are projec
tions of tl1at schematic representation, and "tl1ere is no 
way to know whether theorems proved by humai11natl1e
matidans have ai1y objective truth." 52 

It would follow from this that, like logic, matl1ematics 
so mnceptualized rannot really assist us in mnstructing 
any exhaustive model of reality. As Immanuel Kant ai1d 
his contemporaiy disciples like psychologists S.even 
Pinker and Thoma.5 Gilovich have pointed out, the hmnan 
mind seems to be mnstructed s:> a.5 to enable us to identify 
general prindples that wrni< well enough to empower us 
to survive and reprodurn, but it does not seem partirularly 
well adapted for tasks like detailoo analysis. And indeed 
we do seem prone to all kinds of mnrnptual nlist.akes. Tra
ditionally scientists have relied on 1nathematics to assist 
tl1em in overmming such nlist.akes, partirularly in data 
analysis or in modeling mnditions ~ond our immediate 
experienrn. But if Lakoff and Nufi.ez are mrrect, not only 
would matl1ematics be fundamentally unreliable for sudl 
a task, difficulties inherent in matl1ematiral extrapolations 
would not be immediately obvious tl1ough tl1ey might 
bemme so as we began to explore possibilities (from our 
perspective) on tl1e "edges" of things: while trying to make 
sense of data derived from tl1e cosmic or tl1e subatonlic 
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levels, while addressing questions of divine 
foreknowledge, while spa:ulating on time
travel scenarios, while puzzling over the 
existence of free will, and so on. We natu
rally ask sud1 questions, but lack the 
capacity to anive at any final resolution 
conrnming them. 

Conclusion 
This then is the dilenmIB to which Brad 
Keister pointed and which the secularist 
must address: if all there is, is matter in 
motion, and if awanmess is simply a pea.i
liar expreffiion of mtain oon.figurations of 
matter, what, beyond mere pragmatism, 
compels us to acrept any purnly matelialistic 
resolution of ultimate questions? The mate
rialist sin1ply lIBs no way to address such 
quertes. 1he data the materialist employs are 
too artificial, the proress of analysis too 
inherently limited, to oompel one solution 
over another. Indeed, mateJ.ialism is revealed 
not as a rational alternative to dualistic or 
theologiral models of the universe but as an 
oddly irrational one, an alternative that 
begins by limiting its options for no obvious 
reason,53 and then, having limit.ed. them. 
insists that all solutions must be subsumed 
under a regime so tnmcated that it cannot 
even address our questions. This represents 
a leap of faith that might have intimidated 
Kierkegaard himself! On the other hand, 
if one I~ects the Lakoff/ Nunez model of 
mathematics, tha1 one ultimately embraces 
a de facto dualism and falsifies materialism. 
Thus the materialist is tos.sed on the horns of 
a dilemma. If he is right, he crumot prove it. 
If he can prove it, he is wrong. 

In a Nsv Yorl(Tirr.e. artide on black holes, 
Dr. Raffael Ibusso of tl1e University of 
California at Santa Bru:bara, describing tl1e 
holographic p1indple first articulated in 
lffi3 by Dr. Gerard 't Hooft of Utnrl1t and 
later developed by Dr. Leonard Susskind of 
Stanford University, said: "We clearly see 
the world tl1e way we see a hologram. We 
see three dimensions. When you look at one 
of those chips, it looks pretty real, but in our 
case the illusion is perfect:." Sus;kind added 
as clarification for the reporto-, "We don't 
read the holog1am. We are the hologram."54 
This means tl1at it is a fundamental mistake 
to attempt to imagine the universe as it 
appears to God, 5.5 and that our models of the 
universe, even those models based on math-

ematics, are forever doomed to reflect the 
holographic perspective of tl1e obse1ver. The 
mate1ialist, if he is right, is oonde.mned to be 
trapped forever within a near perfect illu
sion, one he may know is there, but one he 
caimot in principle transcend. 
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Is A New Christendom Emerging in the Non-Western World? 
Philip Jenkins' and Lamin Sanneh's Contrasting Visions 

Ben M. Carter 

Philip Jenkins has recently argued that, within the context of globalization, a new Christendom, decidedly 
"conservative" in nature, is rising in the Non-Western World. Lamin Sanneh disagrees, saying that the 
"Southern" churches are much too varied to be classified within a now defunct framework borrowed from 
Europe's past. I propose to discuss and evaluate these contrasting claims, and explain why I think Sanneh is 
probably more nearly right than is Jenkins. 

Introduction 

In 2002 Philip Jenkins, Distinguished Professor of History and Religious Studies at Penn State University, 
published through Oxford University Press The Next Christendom subtitled The Coming of Global 
Christianity. The book addressed the shift in Christian population from the so-called North to the so-called 
South, 1 discussed the generally conservative and charismatic nature of "Southern" Christianity, posited that 
the "South" would become the next Christendom, and predicted that the twenty-first century would see a 
significant increase in religiously inspired violence as "Southern" fundamentalisms across the religious 
spectrum clashed. Jenkins' vision was both inspiring and frightening. 

For many of us, the shift of the Christian center away from Europe, though little discussed in secular 
educational institutions and almost completely ignored by the media, 2 was very old news, 3 as was the 
strength of conservative and charismatic theology in "Southern" churches. But the idea that a new 
Christendom is forming and that it will be a catalyst for religious violence has been controversial, even 
startling, and responses have not been wanting. One of the best is Lamin Sanneh's study Whose Religion is 
Christianity?, subtitled The Gospel beyond the West, published by William 8. Eerdmans in 2003. A native 
of Gambia and the D. Willis Professor of Mission and World Christianity as well as professor of history at 
Yale University, Sanneh is well positioned to critique Jenkins' thesis. His primary objection revolves 
around Jenkins' contention that a new Christendom is emerging. I am sympathetic to Sanneh's position. In 
this paper I will explain why I think it likely that Sanneh is more nearly correct. 

Why Jenkins believes the shift away from Europe will result in the birth of a new Christendom 

Jenkins is quite aware that terms like South and Third World "are enormous generalizations" that ignore all 
kinds of distinctions. Nevertheless, he believes that the new churches in the Third World, by which be 
means African independence congregations and Pentecostal movements in Asia and Latin America, share a 

1 By North Jenkins means Europe and North America, by South he means Asia, Africa, and South America 
(Chap. 1 "The Christian Revolution," pp. 1-2). Since Asian is in the Northern hemisphere, this 
compartmentalization, in Dr. Jenkins' mind, reflects not geography but economic conditions (Chap. 7 "God 
and the World," section "Under Western Eyes," p. 160). Given this, one must wonder if Japan is included 
among the "Northern" elite or if it should be grouped among the "elites of the South" where the Ecumenical 
Association of Third World Theologians places it (see Spirituality of the Third World [Orbis Books, 
Maryknoll, New York, 1994], Lawrence Surendra's essay, pp. 24, 26, 33; George E. Tinker's essay, p. 
131 ). And what does one do with Australia/New Zealand, the Caribbean, or Oceania? My point is that 
such a division is as ideologically biased as any Occidental/Oriental division decried by Edward Said, and, 
as such, is as misleading and unserviceable. There are simply huge differences between China and Iran, · 
South Africa and Mexico, or Nigeria and Aruba which a North/South bifurcation misses completely. 
2 "Modern Western media," Jenkins notes, "generally do an awful job of reporting on re1igious realities, 
even within their own societies" (The Next Christendom, Chap. 7, section "Under Western Eyes," p. 162), a 
point I am confident we can all affirm! 
3 Nor is it unexpected to those familiar with the history of the faith. As Jenkins points out, "the 'Christian 
heartland' has repeatedly shifted" (Chap. 9 "Coming Home," p. 192). 



context that make them intelligible to the outsider.4 That context, of course, is poverty. The North-South · 
economic divide, he argues, will be the key issue of the twen7-first century. It will generate enonnous 
conflict and that conflict will be expressed in religious tenns. 

The unity created by poverty will be complicated by the exotic belief systems of the emerging churches. 
While he readily acknowledges that, despite diverging from orthodoxy, most "Southern types of Christianity 
... [remain] within very recognizable Christian traditions,"6 Jenkins believes that the problem is not just that 
Southern Christians are more conservative than their Northern counterparts/ and distinctly Pentecostal,8 but 
that the marked similarities between the traditional religions and the missionary gospel were so pronounced 
that, rather than the kind of healthy inculturation9 missionaries worked and hoped for, Christianity's 
translatability too often resulted in a syncretistic belief system in which older beliefs were simply retained 
and adapted to the new message. 10 He also believes that the missionary churches eventually acceded to 
this. 11 In this way a myriad of pre-Christian or non-Christian traditions were baptized and welcomed into 
the Christian church. 

This should lead us to ask exactly what Jenkins means by conservative. While for most ofus, conservative 
is closely associated with orthodoxy, for Jenkins it means something different, He writes: 

The types of Christianity that have thrived in the global South have been very 
different from what many Europeans and North Americans consider mainstream. 
These models have been far more enthusiastic, much more centrally concerned 
with the immediate workings of the supernatural . . . In fact, they have differed so 
widely from the cooler Northern norms as to arouse suspicions that [these 
Southern Christians] are essentially reviving the pagan practices of traditional 
society.12 

In other words, they are conservative primarily in the sense that they are vehicles for conserving older 
traditions, not in the sense that they guarantee fidelity to orthodox Christian teaching as it was conceived by 
the "North." 

Thus, as Christianity is increasingly defined by the "South," it is possible, even likely, that the faith will 
come to be seen as a dangerous "jungle religion" and, as such, as something the "secular, rational, and 
tolerant" "North" will oppose.13 

Jenkins' understands "Southern" unity as rooted in poverty and syncretism. His basis for claiming that a 
new Christendom is being forged lies in the emergence of this new kind of Christianity coupled with the 
idea that an economic disparity that is to the "South's" disadvantage will endure for generations. Both of 
these premises are problematic. 

Jenkins' first thesis is problematic because (ironically) it fails to appreciate the flexibility and resiliency of 
Christian expression. Because Christianity is an incamational faith, is it is able to be translated into a wide 
variety of cultural fonns yet remain true to its basic message. It reinterprets indigenous cultures, that is it 

4 Jenkins, Philip, The Next Christendom, Chapter 4 "Standing Alone," section "Explaining Success," p. 72 
5 Ibid., Chapter 7, section "Under Western Eyes," p. 160 
6 Ibid., Chapter 6 "Coming to Terms," p. 108 
7 Ibid., Chapter 1 "The Christian Revolution," section "Back to the Future," pp. 7, 8 
8 Ibid., Chapter 4, section ''The Catholic Response," p. 67; Chapter 6, p. 107 
9 Ibid., Chapter 6, section "Whose Culture," here Jenkins defines inculturation as "interpreting the Christian 
proclamation in a form appropriate for particular cultures, usually with the implication of non-western 
cultures," p. 108 
10 Ibid., Chapter 6, section "Beyond Christianity," pp. 120, 122 
11 Ibid., p. 124 
12 Ibid., Chapter 6, p. 107 
13 Ibid., Chapter 7, section "Under Western Eyes," p. 162 



borrows and ''baptizes" elements from them, but it never fully becomes one with them. And unlike the 
traditional religions it supplants, Christianity is also a missionary faith with a global vision. Hence, it is 
quite likely that provincial idiosyncrasies that appear as the faith is .translated will disappear as adherents 
reach out for converts or communion beyond their localities. On the other hand, if the faiths remain 
idiosyncratic, they are likely to be overwhelmed by history and either disappear or endure as curiosities. 14 

As Kevin J. Vanhoozer puts it, "Catholicity is the antidote to the tribalism and parochialism that infects 
Christian thinking that never leaves the ghetto." 15 

Jenkins' second thesis is problematic because it fails to appreciate the dynamism of the current economic 
environment. This issue strikes at the heart of the North/South division itself, and any unity that division 
might be expected to encourage among the haves and have nots. Since, as we have suggested, the South is 
by definition any economically underprivileged population, the continuation of a "South" somewhere is all 
but guaranteed. Even our Lord said we would always have the poor with us (Matthew 26: 11 ). But it does 
not follow that poverty will remain in the locales where it exists today. For example, over the last several 
decades, Asia has created one of the most dynamic economies in the world and is generating wealth that, 
however unequally distributed, benefits a growing percentage of its population. While we cannot be certain 
how such growth will impact the developing world over the next twenty or thirty years, it seems problematic 
to claim that Asia will remain mired in poverty. It is even problematic to claim it is mired in poverty today! 
And if the economic conditions of Asians are improving greatly, there is no reason to assume that the 
economic conditions of Africans and Latin Americans will not also improve. Hence economic development 
in the "South," however uneven it is, will undermine the unity of poverty Jenkins argument requires. 

Jenkins' appeal to poverty as the unifying factor of the new Christendom suggests that he is not really 
focusing on a geopolitical reality, and Todd M. Johnson and Sandra S. Kim agree. Though coming at the 
question from a different perspective, they point out that what Jenkins is not describing "a geopolitical 
reality but a religious and cultural one. Consequently 'Christendom' or 'next Christendom' may not be the 
best term to use in describing the reality of Southern Christianity or of Christianity as a worldwide 
phenomenon."16 Johnson and Kim are correct to point out that Jenkins is not talking about a geopolitical 
unity so much as he is talking about a cultural/religious one, but they seem to miss Jenkins' point that the 
cultural/religious reality he describes is rooted in economic disparity. 17 

However, we might also wonder if such disparity, even should it continue, will be sufficient to enable the 
variant types of Christianity to unify around the issue of their relative economic poverty. The very fact that 
Christianity is such a translatable faith suggests it will not, and that is Lamin Sanneh's point. 

What is Christendom? 

However before reprising Sanneh's argument, it is important to describe what is meant by Christendom and 
sketch briefly how Christendom came to be. Christendom means the kingdom of Christ. As such can refer 
either to all Christians or to the Christian world. In this second meaning, it is usually taken to designate a 
culture rooted in Europe and later generalized as the Christian West. Sannah defines it as "the medieval 

14 The movement of Seventh-day Adventism into the evangelical fold at the end of the 1980s and the 
beginning of the 1990s might serve as a paradigmatic example of what we could expect among "Southern" 
churches. They too, in dialogue with the larger Christian community, might shed or mute their more radical 
distinctives. 
15 Vanhoozer, Kevin J., "Lost in Interpretation? Truth, Scripture, and Hermeneutics," Journal of the 
Evangelical Theological Society, Volume 48, No. I, March 2005, Section IV "Truth and Interpretation: a 
Proposal," subsection l"Gospel and truth: beyond 'cheap inerrancy,"' p. IOI 
16 Johnson, Todd M. and Kim, Sandra S., "Describing the Worldwide Christian Phenomenon," 
International Bulletin of Missionary Research, Vol. 29, No. 2, April 2005, p. 81 last full paragraph in the 
left hand column 
17 Of course Johnson and Kim are quite aware of economic disparity, they simply fail to connect it to 
Jenkins' thesis, at least in the article I quoted. 



imperial phase of Christianity when the church became a domain of the state." 18 Thus it has a specifically 
European, Byzantine, and Tsarist identity. This culture developed from Constantine's Edict of Milan in 
January 313.19 It was, in the words of George Weigel, "[t]he result of the fusion of Jerusalem, Athens and 
Rome."20 Alan Kreider calls this fusion "the Christendom shift,"21 and says, "Christendom sought to 
subject all areas of human experience to the lordship of Christ."22 Constantine of course was quite aware 
that his embrace of Christianity would have profound social consequences, 23 but he recognized that the 
society over which he ruled was sick and needed the kind of remedy only Christianity could provide. 
Whatever his personal convictions about the truth of Christianity, and I do not question the sincerity of his 
confession, Constantine, when embracing the faith, had two related policy goals: to create a society that was 
safe for Christians, and to make Christianity safe for society. 24 As K. S. Latourette points out, 

A state cult is so bound to the government and under such constraint to support 
the secular authorities and their programmes that it finds difficulty in criticizing 
or judging the state. An official cult is supposed to give the powerful undergirding 
of religion to the existing regime. That had been a function of the pre-Christian 
official cults. In supplanting them, Christianity was expected to fill their role, only 
more effectively. This proved a serious handicap ... 25 

The Muslim conquest of the Byzantine empire at the end of the fifteenth century was a serious blow to 
Christendom. The secularization of Europe and Tsarist Russia in the twentieth century, occasioned by an 

18 Sanneh, Lamin, Whose Religion is Christianity?, Chapter l ''The Wind Blows Where It Wills, 
Christianity as a World Religion," Part II, p. 23 
19 The Edict of Milan is the traditional marker for the termination of Roman persecution of Christians, but 
while the edict secured not only freedom of worship for Christians but also compensation for past wrongs 
and the return of Christians' confiscated property, it is more accurate to say that the era of Roman 
persecution of Christians actually ended in 311 with Galerius' edict of toleration. Quoting H. L. Drake's 
Constantine and the Bishops: The Politics of Intolerance (John Hopkins University Press, 2001) Robert 
Louis Wilken in "In Defense of Constantine" (First Things, April 2001, Number 112) calls the edict "the 
first official government document in the Western world to recognize the freedom of belief' (p. 3 7, lower 
left-hand column). 
20 Weigel, George, "Light in a New Dark Age," The Wall Street Journal, Vol. CCXLV, No. 78, Thursday, 
April24, 2005,p.Al6 
21 Kreider, Alan, "Beyond Bosch: The Early Chruch and the Christendom Shift," lntematimial Bulletin of 
Missionary Research Vol. 29, No. 2, April 2005, page 61, bottom of right hand column 
22 lbid., bottom of left hand column. He also says immediately above this that the Edict of Milan "led to a 
compromise between the church and the emperor whereby 'the emperor was to rule in "time" and Christ in 
"eternity,""' so Christendom cannot be considered a true theocracy, rather it represented the kind of 
division between church and state Christ pointed to when presented with a coin bearing likeness of Caesar. 
23 As Wilken puts it, "Christianity is a culture fonning religion" ("In Defense of Constantine," p. 39, lower 
right-hand column). 
24 Cochrane, Charles Norris, Christianity and Classic Culture (Oxford University Press, 1980), Part Il 
"Renovation," Chapter V ''The New Republic: Constantine and the Triumph of the Cross," p. 197 
2.'! Latourette, Kenneth Scott, The Unquenchable Light (Eyre & Stottiswoode, London, 1945), Chapter 1 
''The Initial Advance," p. 3. We are not to assume here that Latourette believes that as a state religion 
Christianity could not perform a critical or prophetic role. Plainly the church was quite capable of asserting 
its authority over Christian rulers and was effective in "Christianizing" state policies. But it is to say that 
under Christendom, Christianity's emphases began to shift. For example, Christ became more imperial 
(something Kreider points out in his essay, section 6 ''The Role of Jesus," p. 64). Theologians developed a 
theology to justify some wars (Kreider, section 5 "Inculturation," p. 64, lower left hand column). 
Evangelical outreach became more coercive. And infant baptism became the norm (Kreider, section 4 
"Sanctions," p. 53, right hand column). Wilken argues that it is easy to overstate the coercive side of 
Christianity here. Distinguishing between exclusivism and intolerance, and intolerance (which he sees as a 
theological matter) and coercion (which he sees as political), Wilken understands Constantinianism as a 
significant step toward religious freedom (see "In Defense of Constantine," p. 38). 



intellectual revolution in the eighteenth and nineteenth,26 coupled with the carnage of two world wars and 
the Russian revolution, is generally taken to represent the demise of Christendom in its cultural sense. 

Several things made the emergence of this cultural matrix possible: the collapse of prior cultural paradigms; 
the activity of missionaries who, from within those failing paradigms, proclaimed a message that not only 
answered the new questions being asked but could also be inculturated or incarnated into the old ideational 
forms thus making the new answers comprehensible;27 a unified geography; the emergence of a single 
institutional church with an articulable set of ideas and the means to enforce adherence to them; and an 
overarching system of law based on the religious belief of that church and to which everyone answered. 

In the present situation, we have the collapse of cultural paradigms and the activity of missionaries 
proclaiming an incarnational faith within those failing paradigms, but we do not have a unified geography 
(although describing this disparate region as "the South" represents an effort to create the impression that 
we do), a single institutional church, or an overarching system of law based on its religious belief. It is very 
likely that the differences between the present and the fifth century will outweigh their similarities and 
prevent the emergence of a cultural unity that will recreate, in a "southern" context, European Christendom. 
It is around these differences Sannah builds his argument. 

Sanneh's objection to Jenkins' thesis 

Sanneh begins by distinguishing between world Christianity which he understands as comprised of 
indigenous responses to the gospel, and global Christianity which he believes faithfully replicates fonns and 
patterns developed in Europe,28 and which, to borrow Graham Kings' description phrase, "has been 
'orchestrated' by the West and is enmeshed in global structures of power and eeonomics."29 Global 
Christianity, Sanneh says, bears the vestiges of colonialism and recalls the forces of economic 
globalization.30 In this sense, he admits, '"Global Christianity' and 'Christendom' are interchangeable." He 
believes, however, that they are "anachronistic."31 This is because the future belongs to world Christianity. 

In Sannah's view, world Christianity is fundamentally tribal and emerged as the scriptures were translated 
into indigenous languages, a development that allowed for the decolonization of Christian theology. In the 

26 I understand this revolution to be represented by Darwinism, biblical criticism, Marxism, and the like, 
and to be based on the conceit that human ideas and institutions are the creations of historical processes 
and, hence, are contingent, relative (either culturally or otherwise), provisional, and psychological. 
27 As noted in footnote 19, Kreider in "Beyond Bosch" argues that with the emergence of Christendom, 
Christianity became coercive. He also argues that the emphasis on orthodoxy reflected this more coercive 
context as that the focus of the church shifted from evangelism and nurture to the nuances of belief (p. 64, 
left hand column). While there is much truth to this, (and I hasten to add that Kreider does not think this 
emphasis on orthodoxy was a bad thing, rather he thinks it instilled the faith with intellectual rigor [here he 
follows David Bosch, p. 59, lower left hand column] and addressed questions that urgently needed 
addressing), we are talking not about Christendom itself but about the conditions that made the appearance 
of Christendom possible. Mission outreach, I would argue, was the sine qua non of Christendom. As 
Wilken argues in "In Defense of Constantine," "[S Jome form of Constantinianism is an inescapable 
consequence of the Church's success" (p. 40, upper left-hand column), and the Church's success depends 
on effective evangelism. 
28 Sanneh, Lamin, Whose Religion ls Christianity? Christianity Beyond the West, Chapter 1 ''The Wind 
Blows Where It Wills: Christianity as a World Religion," Part II "World Christianity and Christendom: 
Parallels and Divergences," p. 22. It should be noted that Jenkins occasionally uses the term world 
Christianity to designate his own position. 
29 Kings, Graham, review of Whose Religion ls Christianity? Christianity Beyond the West, International 
Bulletin of Missionary Research, Vol. 29, N. 2, April 2005, pp. 102 - 103. The phrase "global structures of 
power and econ01nics" comes for page 78 of Sanneh's book (Chapter I, Part III "Assessment and Feedback: 
Prelude to the Future") and is used by Sanneh's fictional interlocutor. 
30 Sanneh, Whose Religion is Christianity?, Chapter 1, Part II, p. 23 
31 Ibid. 



process, world Christianity was "weaned of the political habits of Christendom."32 "An inculturated 
Christianity," he writes, "anticipates an emancipated society."33 And of course emancipation means identity 
and autonomy. Thus Sanneh talces full account of the tribal nature of the world today. Indeed, he see 
Christianity as contributing to this. 

"Christian expansion," Sanneh points out, "is occurring in societies marked by weak states and among 
impoverished populations, and where religious loyalties are stronger than political ones,"34 and the striking 
thing about the resulting communities, he notes, is their political wealcness. They comprise a persecuted, 
not a persecuting, movement.35 Indeed, such communities present "a moral challenge to the political 
idolatry of the ideological state," a challenge which lies behind the state's decision to persecute the faith.36 

In this way, world Christianity shares in the persecution the was the norm for the early church.37 

Sanneh stresses that world Christianity is too politically wealc and too theologically and culturally diverse to 
replicate something even faintly resembling the old Christendom, and this will certainly remain the case for 
the next century or two. One or two centuries, I would argue, will provide more than enough time for 
economic conditions to have transformed themselves utterly, an observation that is in philosophical 
discourse called a "defeater" for Jenkins' position since, if "Southern" Christendom is to emerge, regional 
poverty must endure long enough to allow it to develop. However, economic realities are far too dynamic 
for anything like that to be likely. Thus what we should except is not the emergence of a "Southern" 
Christendom, but an explosion of denominationalism. And rampant denominationalism is precisely what 
we are seeing. If there is a model, one might seek it not in European Christendom but in the current United 
States. 

Conclusion 

I believe Jenkins' argument fails sociologically, theologically, and economically. It fails sociologically 
because it misconstrues the social dynamics currently at work. Today we are not witnessing global 
homogenization, though that may come in the more distant future, we are instead witnessing a revitalization 
of tribalism. The immediate future will be far more tribal than unified, and conflicts, though they may have 
religious components, will be primarily tribal. For example, the victims of Muslim terrorism have been 
overwhelmingly Muslim. Yet, to be credible, Jenkins must assume a unification transcending tribal 
distinctions. That is, after all, what European Christendom achieved: a theological, social, and ultimately an 
economic and historical unity forged from Europe's tribes. To expect Christianity to forge something 
analogous in the "South" by the end of the twenty-first century seems wildly unrealistic. 

Jenkins' argument also fails theologically since he misunderstands both the incarnational and missionary 
aspects of the gospel. While the gospel may borrow to malce its message more intelligible, it does not 
become what it borrows. When it does become what it borrows, it ceases to be the gospel. And its 
missionary character means that, in order to be intelligible across cultural contexts, it must shed whatever 
cultural distinctives it acquires. In the end, successful evangelization may Christianize a region and this 
may be a step toward the reestablishment of Christendom, but if history is any guide, this is a very slow 
process, the contours of which our grandchildren's grandchildren might perhaps begin to discern. 

Finally Jenkins' argument fails economically because he does not appreciate the tremendous potential of the 
global economy to improve the lives of those in the "Southern" world. Yet for his thesis to be true, the 
economy must fail to do that since it is poverty, in the final analysis, that provides the glue for "Southern" 
Christendom. Nor is Jenkins alone in missing this point. For example, Johnson and Kim, following David 
Stnith, distinguish between globalization from above (the bad kind of globalization) from globalization 

32 Ibid., p. 24 
33 Ibid., p. 25 
34 Ibid., p. 27 
35 Ibid., p. 29 
36 Ibid., p. 74 
37 Ibid., Part III, p. 120 



from below (the good kind of globalization) by arguing that the former is an expression of the spread of an 
economic system (specifically "voracious" Western capitalism) while the latter is characterized by person
to-person contacts via Non-Governmental Organizations, cultural exchange programs, and missions.38 

Apparently in their view capitalism fails to facilitate person-to-person contacts, or at least fails to facilitate 
such contacts in any healthy way! Yet, as we have argued above, the emerging post World War Il global 
economy has significantly improved the economic lives of people all over the "South." Indeed, the areas 
where this improvement is not so noticeable, specifically the Muslim world and sub-Saharan Africa, have 
been hampered precisely to the extent they have not participated in the global economy! 

While I am not convinced that Sanneh appreciates the wealth creating potential of capitalism to elevate the 
standard of living in the "South," and while he may not fully appreciate the ecumenical side of Christianity, 
Sanneh is much more aware of current cultural dynamics than Jenkins seems to be. Sanneh understands the 
tribal nature of our current world and appreciates how definitive it is, and he has a much more accurate 
grasp of the role Christianity plays in helping to preserve cultural distinctives, as his discussion on 
translation shows. Sanneh is also more sanguine than Jenkins about Thus I conclude that Sanneh is likely to 
be shown to be more nearly correct than Jenkins. 

38 Johnson and Kim, "Describing the Worldwide Christian Phenomenon," International Bulletin of 
Missionary Research, Vol. 29, No. 2, Section "Choosing Terms," p. 82, second full paragraph in the right 
hand column 
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