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The view of humanity in nihilistic thinking retains the naturalistic
presupposition that man and woman are not created in the image of a transcendent
God, as the theistic view holds. Rather, man is a more highly complex form of
universal matter with “an interrelation of chemical and physical properties we do not
yet fully understand” (Sire, 2004b, p. 64). Nihilism moves logically beyond
naturalism and their shared deterministic closed system by asserting that free will
does not truly exist for human beings, that all actions are pre-determined by the
interaction of forces within the closed system, and that any “perception” that one is
exercising choice or freedom is an illusion (Sire). Sire asserts:
A human being is thus a mere piece of machinery, a toy—complicated, very
complicated, but a toy of impersonal cosmic forces. A person’s selfconsciousness is only an epiphenomenon; it is just part of the machinery
looking at itself. But consciousness is only part of the machinery; there is no
“self” apart from the machinery. There is no “ego” that can stand over against
the system and manipulate it at its own will. Its “will” is the will of the
cosmos (pp. 93-94).
This means, among other things, that one is not responsible for one’s actions. It also
means that there is no inherent value, worth, meaning, significance, or dignity to be
found in human beings (Barna, 2003a; Sire). People are simply matter that does not
matter any more or any less than any other matter.
Death in naturalism is the end of existence; extinction. This remains the same
for the nihilist. The cosmos or universe is composed of matter. Everything is matter
and matter is eternal. Human beings are simply a more complex form of matter, but

50
matter nonetheless. When a human body stops living it returns to the cosmos as a
different form of matter (Sire, 2004b). Naturalism, taken to its logical extreme, leads
to nihilism. Sire remarks that “if we take seriously the implications of the death of
God, the disappearance of the transcendent, the closedness of the universe, we end
right there” (p. 107). Human life ends and individual human history ends. Human
history will last as long as humankind. Natural history will endure forever, though
there may be no humans present to perceive it.
The basic epistemological premise of nihilism, according to Sire (2004b), is
that “if any given person is the result of impersonal forces—whether working
haphazardly or by inexorable law—that person has no way of knowing whether what
he or she seems to know is illusion or truth” (p. 97). Whereas naturalism places a
heavy emphasis on reason, nihilism argues that determinism abolishes the concept of
reason and the only knowledge one has is the knowledge one creates. This
knowledge then becomes truth for that individual though it is not true truth; truth is an
illusion (Naugle, 2002; Sire). Naturalists and nihilists “pursue a knowledge that
forever recedes before them. We can never know (Sire, p. 100).
The logical end for morality and ethics is the loss of a foundation upon which
to stand. Colson and Pearcey (1999) posit that when belief in the biblical God is
abandoned, any ideas of morality based upon that God have no place. Colson and
Pearcey continue by asserting the correctness of the logic used by the proponents of
nihilism and state that nihilists believe that Christian morality is “a morality for
slaves. Kindness, forgiveness, humility, obedience, self-denial—these were
characteristics of weak, repressed slaves who had rejected the joy of life” (p. 173).
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Because there “is no moral plumb line, no ultimate, nonchanging standard of value”
(Sire, 2004b, p. 104), nothing can be said to be good or evil, right or wrong.
Naturalists attempted to base ethical and moral considerations on human reason.
When nihilists extended the argument to show that reason was illusory, that
foundation was destroyed. Ethical and moral relativism resulted. There is no
absolute standard against which to measure human conduct (Wilson, 2001).
Existentialism: An Answer to Nihilism
Existentialism, like nihilism, is an extension of naturalism. It is an extension
that has as its goal the debunking of much of nihilistic thought (Barna, 2003a; Sire,
2004b). Existentialism comes in two forms “that bear a brotherly relationship but are
the children of different fathers” (Sire, p. 139). The first is atheistic existentialism
and the second is theistic existentialism (Schaeffer, 1976). The atheistic variety is the
response to a crushing nihilism, and the theistic version is a response to what was
considered “dead theism, dead orthodoxy…reduction of Christianity to sheer
morality” (Sire, p. 139). Both forms of existentialism will be outlined in turn,
beginning with atheistic existentialism.
Atheistic existentialism accepts many of the presuppositions of naturalism.
Regarding prime reality, the material cosmos is all that exists or ever has existed.
God does not exist and the universe “exists as a uniformity of cause and effect in a
closed system” (Sire, 2004b, p. 114). History is considered linear, chaotic, absurd,
meaningless, and purposeless (Barna, 2003a; Sire). Ethics and morality are human
enterprises with no transcendent foundation. Only when it comes to the nature and
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existence of human beings does this branch of existentialism fork in a different
direction than its naturalistic parent.
The nature of the external reality proposed by naturalism is accepted by
atheistic existentialists. It consists of the material world, the objective world of
inexorable law of deterministic cause and effect that is investigated, probed,
hypothesized, and observed by human beings through the tools of science and logic.
However, there is also a subjective side to the cosmos that is the world of the mind
and consciousness. Science and logic are not welcomed here (Schaeffer, 1976; Sire,
2004b). Atheistic existentialism splits from its naturalistic roots on this point. The
subjective is not only a part of external reality, but it is the most important piece. It is
more important than matter, because it brings meaning and purpose to humankind
(Sire). This dualism is also referred to as a two realm or two story theory of truth.
The nonrational and noncognitive is in the upper story and the rational and verifiable
is in the lower story (Pearcey, 2005; Schaeffer, 1972).
Human beings perceive themselves as the only self-conscious and selfdeterminate beings in the cosmos, though no one knows why. This is the starting
point for the atheistic existentialist (Sire, 2004b). The opportunity for significance as
a human being, impossible in naturalism and nihilism, appears possible under
existentialism because “significance is not up to the facts of the objective world over
which we have no control, but up to the consciousness of the subjective world over
which we have complete control” (Sire, p. 116). The objective world is absurd,
chaotic, and ultimately of no value. On the other hand, it is in the subjective world of
man that value and meaning are created. It is up to each individual to create meaning
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and value by rebelling “against that absurdity” (Sire, p. 118) called the cosmos and
living an authentic existence by creating his own meaning and value (Barna, 2003a;
Colson & Pearcey, 1999; Schaeffer, 1976). Francis Schaeffer sums it up well when
he states, “Truth is in one’s own head. The ideal of objective truth…gone” (p. 171).
Death of the person in atheistic existentialism remains the same as in
naturalism and nihilism: extinction. Throughout the course of a person’s life
meaning and value are affirmed repeatedly, but the subjective world is unable to stop
the objective world’s intrusion into it in the form of death. Sire (2004b) states:
Atheistic existentialism goes beyond nihilism only to reach solipsism, the
lonely self that exists for fourscore and seven (if it doesn’t contract the plague
earlier), then ceases to exist. Many would say that that is not to go beyond
nihilism at all; it is only to don a mask called value, a mask stripped clean
away by death (p. 126).
What is left after death is the memory of a life lived and whether it was authentic or
inauthentic. Even this will be left up to the subjective interpretation of those left
behind.
For the atheistic existentialist, epistemology is also broken down into the
objective and subjective realms. In the objective realm, people “know the external,
objective world by virtue of careful observation, recording, hypothesizing, checking
hypotheses by experiment, ever refining theories and proving guesses about the lay of
the cosmos we live in” (Sire, 2004b, p. 115). From the subjective perspective,
science and logic have no input. The self apprehends and internalizes the objective
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world and, through self-conscious and self-determinate processes, defines oneself
(Schaeffer, 1976; Sire).
Since each “of us is king of our own subjective world” (Sire, 2004b, p. 117),
with no transcendent standard or authority, ethics and morality become whatever one
chooses: choice becomes paramount. According to the atheistic existentialist, one
can never choose evil, only good. Atheistic existentialism holds that not choosing
could be the only possible evil. One’s choice does not conflict with others because
nothing can be truly good unless it is good for society at large (Sire). Barna (2003a)
concurs saying, “Constant conflict is avoided only because what is best for me is
usually best for others, too, and thus results in a world where people’s personal
choices satisfy personal longings and societal interest simultaneously” (p. 34).
Individual choice is the standard and is “elevated to the ultimate value, the only
justification for any action” (Colson & Pearcey, 1999, p. 23).
The second form existentialism takes is theistic, a “response to a Christianity
that had lost its theology completely and had settled for a watered-down gospel of
morality and good works” (Sire, 2004b, p. 127). Theistic existentialism accepts many
of the presuppositions of biblical theism. Prime reality is the infinite, immanent,
triune, and transcendent God of theism who is omniscient, sovereign, and good.
External reality is that an ex nihilo (out of nothing) created order that is an open
system operates with a uniformity of cause and effect. It can be reordered or
manipulated from the outside by its Creator or from the inside by mankind. This
creation was originally perfect but is now fallen. It can only be restored to God
through Christ. There is life after death that can be spent with God or separated from
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him. Finally, ethics and morality are based upon God’s transcendent character and
not on mankind (Sire).
Sharing much of theism’s presuppositional character, theistic existentialism
has as its starting point man, not God (Sire, 2004b). Theistic existentialism accepts
the objective and subjective categories of atheistic existentialism. However, the
stronger emphasis is on the subjective, personal, choice-centered component.
Knowledge becomes more subjective and the truth is often filled with paradoxical
situations that can only be overcome by faith (Sire). Objective knowledge is less
important in theistic existentialism and allows for more radical departures from
biblical theism, particularly in the view of history.
Sire (2004b) states that theistic existentialism took two very large steps away
from theism. The first step was to “distrust the accuracy of recorded history…[and
the second was] to lose interest in its facticity and to emphasize its religious
implication or meaning” (p. 135). Theistic existentialism, while having most of its
roots in biblical theism, also subscribes in part to some naturalistic thinking. In doing
so it denies the supernatural miracles of the Bible, which in turn casts doubt on the
credibility of Scripture as historical fact (Schaeffer, 1976). In many other ways the
Bible’s truths were undermined to the point that the Bible became historically
untrustworthy for the theistic existentialist. Schaeffer adds that because this theology
“says that the Bible does not touch the cosmos or history, [it] has no real basis for
applying the Bible’s values in a historic situation, in either morals or law” (p. 177).
This led to a new emphasis stating that the “facts the Bible recorded were not
important; what was important were its examples of the good life and its timeless
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truths of morality” (Sire, p. 136). The narrative became important, and from the fall
to the resurrection of Christ, the historical reality is shrouded in a cloud of doubt. It is
accepted as a subjective piece of the experience that disciples encounter. Sire asserts
that theistic existentialism’s abandonment of facticity leads to an abandonment of
meaning and, therefore, leads one back to nihilism.
Eastern Pantheistic Monism: Paneverythingism
Theism, deism, naturalism, nihilism, and existentialism are all part of Western
thought and practice with the latter four being mostly a response to the first one,
theism. Eastern pantheistic monism is a complete departure from the five previous
worldviews. Colson and Pearcey (1999) state:
When the bright image of science and progress began to fade, and optimism
gave way to disillusionment and despair, many people began to cast about for
answers from other cultures. Asian religions, especially Hinduism and
Buddhism, have always enchanted people from Western cultures to some
degree, and today these religions have become popular alternatives to the
dominant Western worldview (p. 263).
This divergent path leads to an ultimate reality in which everyone and everything is
god: God is all that exists. There is nothing that exists that is not god. This god is
not the God of theism, but is an infinite and impersonal essence or concept or abstract
(Barna, 2003a; Colson & Pearcey; Noebel, 2006; Pearcey, 2005; Sire, 2004b).
Schaeffer (1976) asserts that a “more accurate word than pantheism to describe this
position is pan-everythingism” (p. 165), because using theism in the name connotes a
presence of personality that this worldview denies. The “divine is a nonpersonal,
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noncognitive spiritual force field” (Pearcey, p. 147) that comprises reality, and
everything else is an illusion. This essence or oneness is considered the soul of the
cosmos, and every individual soul is considered to be the soul of the cosmos (Noebel;
Sire). The entire material world has some of god in it and all is one (Barna; Machen,
1923). Like naturalism, pantheism sees all matter within the cosmos as eternal and
not created. Also, the cosmos itself is seen as good, not fallen as in theism.
Human beings, like the impersonal god, are impersonal in their essence. In
theism the supreme trait of God and people is personality. They are self-conscious
and self-determining beings (Noebel, 2006; Sire, 2004b). Pantheism, on the other
hand, denounces such duality and states that the supreme trait of god is oneness;
“sheer abstract, undifferentiated, nondual unity” (Sire, p. 150). Human beings are a
part of that oneness, not separate from it. Individuality does not exist in pantheism,
and there is no inherent worth accorded to individual human beings. Pantheism
professes that an embodied soul returns to the One, Atman, at death and that no
individual or immortal soul survives death (Sire).
Death becomes a chance for the soul to be reincarnated into some other form
found in the material world, not necessarily that of a human being. What one is or
what one becomes is dependent upon past actions in former lives. Any wrongdoing
must be paid for through suffering in the limitless number of incarnations (Barna,
2003a; Sire, 2004b). Because suffering is required for retribution, there is “no value
in alleviating suffering” (Sire, p. 153) and perhaps some absurd good that comes from
causing suffering for others. Death in pantheism really does not exist because the
essence of the person is eternal and is forever working toward oneness with the One.
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Just as it is said that nihilism is the anti-world worldview, so it is asserted that
pantheism posits an anti-epistemological epistemology. Rather than knowing,
pantheism is concerned with being. Knowing requires self-consciousness, selfconsciousness requires personality and thus the duality of a “thinker and a thing
thought” (Sire, 2004b, p. 150), all concepts rejected by pantheism. The pure
consciousness pursued by pantheists is a total emptying of the mind and a union with
the One. In its highest form it is a state that Sire refers to as “the state most
approaching total oblivion” (p. 151). A system of knowledge and knowing are not a
part of eastern pantheism. The ontological concern for being one with the cosmos is
the truest and highest calling.
Ethics and morality in eastern pantheistic monism are no less complicated
than those aspects of the worldview already mentioned. There is no solid basis for
morality or ethical behavior. Motivation does exist to do good deeds, however, in
order to be reunited “with the Universal Spiritual Essence from which we came”
(Pearcey, 2005, p. 148). Sire (2004b) states more particularly that any distinction
between good and evil fade away because everything is considered good in
pantheism. This “everything is good” thinking appears to negate the need for good
karma, but that paradox is not a concern for pantheistic adherents.
The eastern pantheistic worldview considers history “as meaningless, time is
seen as cyclical” (Barna, 2003a, p. 38). In order for a soul to realize its oneness with
the One it must pass beyond time (Sire, 2004b). History flows continually like a
river. Brief moments can be examined and time does exist, though it is unimportant
and unnecessary unless it has some present meaning. The facts of history are of no
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concern unless they help today. Beyond that they are “myth and myth only, for myth
takes us out of particularity and lifts us to essence” (Sire, p. 157). The goal for the
pantheist is to transcend history.
New Age: Cosmic Humanism
One of the youngest, fastest growing, and most influential worldviews today
is the New Age worldview or Cosmic Humanism (Noebel, 2006). It is syncretistic
and eclectic in nature. It borrows from many worldviews, with primary influence
from Eastern pantheism and Western naturalism (Barna, 2003a; Colson & Pearcey,
1999; Noebel; Sire, 2004b). Noebel makes the point that Cosmic Humanism, or New
Ageism, differs from Christianity and secular worldviews in that “it embraces neither
theism or atheism” (p. 71). The New Age worldview holds as its prime reality the
person, the soul or essence of each human being rather than the transcendent God of
theism or the cosmos of naturalism. It is the individual who is all important. The
conscious center of the person is seen as the center of the universe (Sire). The person
is seen as divine (Colson & Pearcey). God and the individual are one, they are
inseparable (Noebel).
The nature of external reality begins with the self surrounded by two
universes, the visible and the invisible. The visible universe is much like that of
theism in that the system is open. It is orderly and able to be reordered by the
individual. It is real and not illusory. The laws of nature and science operate in a
cause and effect manner (Sire, 2004b). It differs from theism and reflects naturalistic
thought in that the universe is eternal. It was not created, because it always has been.
Darwinian evolution controls the ebb and flow of all things physical (Colson &
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Pearcey, 1999; Noebel, 2006; Sire). The invisible universe, on the other hand, does
not operate by the rules of the visible universe. The invisible universe is a world of
altered states or levels of consciousness that allow the conscious self to “travel
hundreds of miles across the surface of the earth…in the twinkling of an eye…[and
where] time and space are elastic; the universe can turn inside out, and time can flow
backwards” (Sire, p. 185). Spiritual beings, both good and bad, inhabit this realm and
can be used by the individual in moving to the ultimate goal of higher consciousness
(Barna, 2003a; Sire).
Human beings are the center of the cosmos in the New Age view of the world.
The Creator God of theism is rejected, as are the concepts of the fall from grace and
the concomitant imperfect world. The New Age worldview holds that as people
come to realize they are divine, the world is on the verge of a spectacular change in
human nature as we know it (Colson & Pearcey, 1999; Noebel, 2006; Sire, 2004b).
People “are seen as possessing unlimited potential; that potential is blocked only by
our own unwillingness to move beyond our current time, space, and material
constraints” (Barna, 2003a, p. 39). People are part of God. Anything that is wrong
with the world is rooted in human beings forgetting that they are “part of God”
(Colson & Pearcey, p. 268).
The New Age view on death is similar to that of theism in that human beings
are much more than their bodies. There is a spirit or soul that lives on after physical
death (Noebel, 2006). New Ageism then diverges quickly from theism on the issues
of death and aligns more clearly with Eastern pantheism in its reincarnation beliefs
(Barna, 2003a; Sire, 2004b). The after-life does not resemble the heaven and hell of
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theism. After-life is a higher or different state of consciousness, a transition to a
different state or stage of life (Noebel; Sire). Many New Age proponents profess
recall of prior lives in prior ages, many of them quite specific about time, place, and
circumstances (Sire). They assert that unless one can recall some particulars from
these previous incarnations, then one cannot learn from the past or become more selfaware (Noebel).
The system of knowing in New Age worldview thinking begins with the
rejection of reason as a basis for reality. It accepts the presupposition that reality is
anything the person sees or perceives or believes is real. There is no difference
between appearance and reality (Noebel, 2006). Sire (2004b) asserts that this
perception takes two forms, one of the visible universe and one of the invisible
universe. The visible universe is referred to as “ordinary consciousness” and the
invisible is referred to as “cosmic consciousness” (p. 189). Ordinary consciousness
sees the world as it is, with time linear and space three dimensional. With the
exception of Eastern pantheism, this is no different from the other worldviews that
have been described. In the case of the invisible universe, or cosmic consciousness,
self realization is the “realization that the self and the cosmos not only are of the same
piece but are the same piece” (Sire, p. 190). This involves becoming one with the
cosmos and going beyond that oneness “to recognize that the self is the generator of
all reality and in that sense is both the cosmos and the cosmos-maker” (Sire, pp. 190191). This second aspect of knowing, cosmic consciousness, is an individual
experience and cannot be independently confirmed or denied. This knowing lies in
the realm of the individual experiencing it (Noebel).
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Colson and Pearcey (1999) state that “New Age philosophy gives no basis for
morality” (p. 269). This is common in all worldviews except theism (Barna, 2003a;
Sire, 2004b). When the self is the “generator of all reality…the cosmos and the
cosmos-maker” (Sire, p. 191), then there is no good and evil, no right and wrong.
Ethics and morality become relative and self-serving (Barna; Colson & Pearcey;
Sire). Barna calls this lack of an objective moral standard “moral anarchy” (p. 39),
and this is sometimes the case. New Ageism does, however, maintain the belief in a
host of benevolent and demonic spiritual forces that must be placated. One form of
placation is obviously doing good and avoiding evil. The conflict comes in defining
good and evil in a worldview that states that everything is good.
The meaning of history in New Ageism is much the same as that of Eastern
pantheism. A person goes through incarnations in order to reach ultimate
consciousness or oneness with the One (Colson & Pearcey, 1999). Moving towards
utopia through the various altered states of consciousness in the invisible universe
does not rely on historical facticity and has meaning only if it helps in the current
incarnation. Unlike theism, New Ageism sees little meaning or purpose or end to
human history, only elevated states of consciousness. Noebel (2006) adds that
cosmic humanism explains the trajectory of the history of mankind as beginning due
to “the actions of an Ultimate Cause and…marked by a reliable, though bloody
evolution toward the New Age” (p. 418).
Postmodernism: Radical Relativism or Whatever
Postmodernism is said to be less than a complete worldview and, at the same
time, more than a complete worldview (Sire, 2004b). There seems to be no “single
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cohesive Postmodern philosophy (rather, there are several)…[but] a few consistent
themes emerge” (Noebel, 2006, p. 119). Barna (2003a) finds that it “is difficult to
describe because it exists to defy description and categorization” (p. 35). Considered
the most recent form of naturalism by Sire, postmodernism posits as prime reality that
there is no God and that the cosmos is all that exists. Human beings are the only
rational, thinking creatures known to exist within the cosmos. Additionally,
postmodernism accepts no over-arching metanarratives or worldviews or master
stories to explain prime reality. Each individual’s perception or belief is their own
creation (Barna, 2003a; Colson & Pearcey, 1999; Naugle, 2002; Noebel; Pearcey,
2005; Sire). Noebel correctly notes, however, that this notion of no metanarratives is
itself an overarching metanarrative or grand story of reality.
The nature of external reality, according to postmodernists, is forever hidden
from human beings. Telling stories to create narratives is all one can do (Barna,
2003a; Noebel, 2006; Sire, 2004b). External reality for the theist was defined by
God. It was defined, for the naturalist, through the autonomy of human reason,
science, and the absence of God. For the postmodernist, external reality cannot be
known by anyone but is constructed by everyone. This is referred to as anti-realism,
the construct that human thought subjectively constructs reality. There is no real
world, “only six billion constructions of the world” (Noebel, p. 121). No one has a
claim to truth or reality and individual or group stories or narratives cannot be forced
on others (Barna; Noebel; Pearcey, 2005; Sire). Further, per Sire, narratives that are
used as metanarratives, such as theism and naturalism, become oppressive when they
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are not one’s own story. Postmodernism insists that such oppression must be rejected
and doing so “is to reject all the stories society tells us” (p. 224).
The postmodernist view of human beings is similar to that presented in the
atheistic existentialistic worldview explanation. “If there is not a God’s-eye-view of
what constitutes the individual,” according to Noebel, “we are left to the changing
whims of our social condition telling us who and what we are” (2006, p. 242).
Humans are the only self-conscious, self-determinate, reasoning beings in the cosmos
and they “make themselves who they are by the languages they construct about
themselves” (Sire, 2004b, p. 225). The narrative one creates for oneself becomes the
truth for that person because there is no way of knowing what is true and what is not
or what exists and what does not. A person’s story “is personal, it cannot be
challenged, but neither can it extend to society to represent a greater truth or body of
meaning than that which it represents to the individual” (Barna, 2003a, p. 36). Unlike
theism that posits a dualistic concept of the individual as one having both physical
and mental capacities, postmodern psychology denies the existence of a soul and
replaces it with a socially constructed self (Moreland and Craig, 2003; Noebel).
Finally, the postmodern position on the death of the human being is, as in
existentialism, the end of existence for the individual and his narrative.
Epistemology for the postmodernist puts no confidence in human reason or
the scientific method as is found in naturalism. Postmodernism denies “that there is
any known or knowable connection between what we think and say with what is
actually there” (Sire, 2004b, p. 232). Intellectual constructs “must be
recognized…for what they truly are, namely, the creations of human beings suffering
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from severe cases of intellectual amnesia…as humanly-fabricated, self-contained
conceptual systems…untethered to any external reality or objective truth” (Naugle,
2002, p. 180). It is through language and narrative that knowing is ascribed.
Postmodernism does not deny the presence of the physical world. Rather, it argues
that such a world cannot be truly known and can only be reported on in the language
of scientific claims because humans are not able to directly access reality (Noebel,
2006; Sire). Any system of knowing must not be allowed to become a metanarrative,
unless, of course, it is postmodernism.
Since truth is self-constructed and there is no absolute standard against which
to measure anything, ethical and moral conduct is relative. Truth for postmodernists
is, per Sire (2004b), a “radical ethical relativism” (p. 227). Postmodernism makes no
normative judgments, and moral behavior is a private matter (Barna, 2003a; Noebel,
2006; Pearcey, 2005). For postmodernists all beliefs, behaviors, views, and life styles
hold equal validity. No one is to say one is wrong, right, better, or worse than any
other (Colson & Pearcey, 1999). Hyper-tolerance is how Barna describes
postmodernism’s acceptance of any single narrative and rejection of any moral
metanarrative. This religious pluralism, the tolerance of all religious beliefs, is the
warp and woof for the non-toleration of any religion that makes absolute truth claims,
such as Judaism, Christianity, and Islam (Noebel).
History’s meaning in postmodernism is basically what the historian wants it to
be. It is fundamentally meaningless and purposeless, as is true in naturalism.
Objective truth does not exist, so what occurred in the past is only someone else’s
narrative as interpreted by them (Noebel, 2006; Sire, 2004b). This deconstruction of
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language, that is, the reader constructing his or her own meaning from what is read or
observed regardless of the original author’s intent, holds that authors write about
“their own subjective experiences, [and are] not communicating objective or eternal
truths about God or humanity” (Noebel, p. 80). Blamires (2001) calls this the abuse
of language. This revisionist history, “rewriting the past to serve an ideological
purpose and to empower oppressed social groups” (Noebel, p. 425), is not concerned
with facticity or evidence. Its focus is the desired meaning in the here and now
(Sowell, 2005). Postmodern historians are focused on the present, the moment in
which they live. The “pastness of the past” (Sire, p. 231) is obscured or obliterated
by the obsession with the here and now. A fixed, objective historical context is not
necessarily true and perhaps irrelevant. This lack of historical truth, also referred to
as fiction by many postmodern theorists, is clearly illustrated by Noebel when he
states, “Indeed, if history is (largely) fiction, then Mother Teresa and Adolph Hitler
cannot be used as examples of good and evil. There are no ‘facts.’ There are only
various degrees of fiction” (p. 425).
From Theism to Biblical Christian Worldview
Each of the definitions and explanations of the various worldviews in this
review are general enough in nature that most would agree with what has been said.
Many would also espouse some preferred variant or interpretation as the more
complete truth of a particular worldview. Biblical theism is no different in this
regard. Sire (1978) posits that “Christian theism, like any world view, has a
multitude of colors and shades” (p. 176). Kanitz (2005) adds that there is no
universally accepted definition of Christian worldview, even among Christian
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university faculty. Such faculty cannot ignore that once they “enter the
classroom…there is not one but multiple Christian worldviews” (p. 100). There is
“common ground” on which nearly all Christians agree says Kanitz, but there is no
one Christian worldview “that is uniformly agreed upon” (p. 101). Bertrand (2007)
seems to concur with the notion that no one single Christian worldview exists.
Asserting that a Christian worldview is theoretically possible, Bertrand states the
“community of faith is riddled with factions and strife. It is not of one mind” (p. 82).
This “common ground” upon which most Christians can ostensibly agree is
rebuffed by Schaeffer (1981) when he states:
Related to this, it seems to me, is the fact that many Christians do not mean
what I mean when I say Christianity is true, or Truth. They are Christians and
they believe in, let us say, the truth of creation, the truth of the virgin birth, the
truth of Christ’s miracles, Christ’s substitutionary death, and His coming
again. But they stop there with these and other individual truths.
When I say Christianity is true I mean it is true to total reality—the total of
what is, beginning with the central reality, the objective existence of the
personal –infinite God. Christianity is not just a series of truths but Truth—
Truth about all of reality. And the holding to that Truth intellectually—and
then in some poor way living upon that Truth, the Truth of what is—brings
forth not only certain personal results, but also governmental and legal results
(pp. 20-21).
Schaeffer is stating that a biblical Christian worldview encompasses all of reality,
including government, education, business, and so forth. It is not just what is
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typically considered the spiritual sphere of life, and this takes one well beyond the
“common ground” of Kanitz (2005). Johnson (2004) asserts that the “cultural
commission and the great commission are inseparable because all of creation belongs
to God (Ps 24:1) and all authority has been given to Christ (Mt 28:18)” (p. 6). Colson
and Pearcey agree when they state:
Genuine Christianity is more than a relationship with Jesus, more than a
relationship expressed in personal spirituality, church attendance, Bible study,
and works of charity. It is more than believing a system of doctrines about
God. Genuine Christianity is a way of seeing and comprehending all reality.
It is a worldview (pp. 14-15).
Noebel (2006) supports this viewpoint by suggesting that any worldview must
clearly articulate a perspective on each of the following ten areas: theology,
philosophy, ethics, biology, psychology, sociology, law, politics, economics, and
history. Noebel further contends that biblical Christianity clearly addresses each of
these areas more satisfactorily than any other worldview. He finds that Christians are
not “overstepping their bounds” (p. 31) when they view as sacred what some,
including many Christians, consider secular. Noebel refers to these ten areas as
dimensions or categories about which “we live and move and have our being (our
very essence and existence)” (p. 32). In Sire’s (2004a) worldview definition that was
adopted earlier, these ten dimensions would be considered foundational for the
biblical Christian behavior that should follow such thinking. Naugle (2002)
summarizes it well:
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While there will never be a perfect agreement between the Bible and a biblical
worldview, every effort must still be made to shape a Christian perspective of
the universe by the teachings of the scriptures. In brief, a genuine Christian
Weltanschauung must always be formed and reformed by the Bible as the
Word of God (p. 336).
It is the fullest counsel of God that is sought by this researcher as it relates to
defining a biblical Christian worldview, not the partial application of the scriptures
that accompanies a “common ground” approach. A biblical Christian worldview
must speak to “the truth about all of reality” (Schaeffer, 1978, p. 21) and not just
address the overtly religious aspects. It is this applied Christianity that is responsible
for much of what is good and progressive in Western civilization, and this is
especially true in the founding and development of schools and universities (Kienel,
1998; Sowell, 2005). This research goes beyond the common ground perspective of
biblical Christian worldview. An approach more consistent with Schaeffer’s total
reality (1981) and Pearcey’s total truth (2005), an approach that recognizes that
Christianity should speak to all practical aspects of daily life, is the one preferred by
this researcher.
Biblical Christian Worldview Research
General Empirical Research Findings
The empirical research on biblical Christian worldview, as it relates to
Christian education, generally focuses on one of two populations, the students or the
teachers, with the preponderance focused on students. This part of the literature
review will begin with a general research review concerning the worldview of
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students, with the assumption that the overall worldview held by students somehow
reflects that of their teachers. A general sense of the worldview of students can be
obtained through Barna’s (2001, 2003a, 2003b) research of pre-school, elementary,
junior high, and high school age students. Barna’s research findings show that a
single-digit percentage of Christian, born-again young people view the Bible as a lens
through which to view all aspects of life.
To be fair to teachers, one must admit that there are many influences on the
thinking of young people. However, while parents are the number one influencer
(Barna, 2001), teachers are not far down the list. Teachers can, at times, be even
more influential than the parents, especially if that teacher also coaches a sport.
Barna (2003b) focused some of his research on elementary age children and found
“an astounding level of consistency between the religious beliefs of adults and
children” (p. 37), indicating, among other things, that children believe what the adults
in their lives believe. Barna also found that children under the age of 12 were the
most receptive to the formation of a worldview. Once a child entered his teenage
years the probability of his worldview changing was very low.
In his work with mostly adults, Barna (2003a) found that only nine percent of
adults who identify themselves as born-again Christians had a biblical Christian
worldview. For teenagers Barna’s research revealed that only two percent of those
who identify themselves as born-again Christians hold a biblical Christian worldview.
It is important to note that Barna’s research was conducted with a common ground or
religious perspective, and not the more encompassing perspective of this researcher.
Nonetheless, Barna’s research noted here seems to support the finding that children
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tend to believe what the influential adults in their lives believe. If the adults do not
possess a biblical Christian worldview, passing such beliefs from one generation to
the next is highly unlikely.
K-12 Empirical Research Findings
Winsor (2004) conducted a qualitative study designed to describe ways in
which a biblical Christian worldview is woven into the fabric of independent,
evangelical Christian college preparatory high schools. Winsor assessed worldview
by careful review of internal organizational documents, such as mission statements,
statements of faith, and educational philosophy pronouncements. Winsor established
a definition of biblical Christian worldview similar to the general definition presented
earlier in this chapter on theism. When organizational documents mirrored that
biblical Christian worldview, and the teacher, administrator, or board member signed
the statement indicating agreement, it was considered one piece of evidence for a
biblical Christian worldview on the part of that individual. Further evidence included
interviews of teachers in which they were asked if their “Christian understanding of”
(p. 157) creation, sin, redemption, and sanctification affected their teaching. Winsor
also included student interviews and classroom observations. The assessment of
one’s worldview was determined by subjective self-assessment and observation on
the part of the researcher. The researcher was an administrator of the school and not
necessarily without bias. She found those assessed in her school to possess a biblical
Christian worldview while other nearby schools in the study were found to be lacking
a biblical Christian worldview. Also, while the researcher’s definition of a biblical
Christian worldview fell within the purview of theism as outlined earlier, she did not
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research those areas in the expanded version of a biblical Christian worldview posited
by this researcher.
In a 2006 study of 210 public and Christian school teachers, Brown found no
significant difference in the moral self-concept of teachers teaching in public schools
and those teaching in Christian schools. Brown’s moral self-concept may be very
roughly equated to a worldview and one’s moral self-concept governs what one
believes to be right or wrong, true or false, and moral or immoral. Simply stated,
teachers who taught in public schools were as likely to have the same worldview as
teachers who taught in Christian schools. Placing this into proper perspective, the
public school teachers who participated in Brown’s study were randomly selected and
their religious background was not part of the selection process. So, some number of
the public school participants would not consider themselves Christian. On the other
hand, teachers from the participating Christian schools were professing Christians as
evidenced by signed professions of faith in the hiring process. The only statistically
significant finding in Brown’s research was that elementary teachers in both public
and Christian schools tended to have a slightly higher moral self-concept than
secondary teachers. However, overall findings indicated no difference in moral selfconcept or worldview. Independent findings by the Nehemiah Institute (1998)
support Brown’s findings that biblical Christian worldview understanding among
Christian school teachers is lacking.
The Nehemiah Institute (2008) has tested more than 20,000 students from
more than 1,000 schools using the Politics, Economics, Education, Religion, and
Social issues (PEERS) worldview assessment which reports a student’s worldview as
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either biblical theism (biblical Christian worldview), moderate Christian, secular
humanism, or socialism. McDowell (2006) reports that PEERS testing found that
85% of students from Christian homes who attended public schools did not embrace a
biblical worldview. That is, 15% scored in the biblical theism or moderate Christian
categories, while the remaining 85% were either secular humanist or socialist in their
thinking. This research also found that students from Christian schools “scored
slightly higher than their counterparts attending public schools…(but) only six
percent (6%) of students embraced a biblical theism worldview” (p. 14).
Higher Education Empirical Research Findings
Davis (2004) conducted a case study of graduates from Focus on the Family
Institute (FFI). This is a one semester, college-level program designed to provide
Christian worldview perspective for college juniors and seniors. Davis detailed the
FFI worldview assessment tool and shared overall results for one group of program
graduates. About half of the FFI students came from what Davis called “at least
nominally Christian colleges” (p. 48). The other half came from secular universities
and colleges. The FFI program is built upon teaching a biblically Christian
worldview perspective around what FFI calls its five pillars. These pillars or guiding
principles are evangelism and general worldview, marriage, children, sanctity of life,
and the relationship of church, family, and government.
When students arrive for the beginning of a new semester they are given a 45
question pre-test that measures current worldview beliefs, skills, and motivation
within the five pillars mentioned above. After completion of the one-semester course,
graduates are given an identical post-test. Davis (2004) looked at graduate scores
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from the fall semester of 2002 and found that total average gain for all areas was
54%. Additionally, Davis shared that “each of the five pillars demonstrated gain
from a low of 35% to a high of 63%, and each area (beliefs, skills, motivation)
demonstrated gain from a low of 43% to a high of 66%” (p. 49). Davis’ data does not
provide evidence of those attending Christian colleges as having scored higher on
their pre-test. Davis’ comments on the eight case study subjects, four of whom
attended Christian colleges, does not show the Christian college students believing
they entered the FFI program with a more Christian worldview than any of their
classmates from secular universities.
Fledderjohann (2000) studied 325 college freshmen who had chosen to attend
one of six “religious” higher education institutions, institutions with solid biblical
principles governing them. The freshmen were graduates from either a Christian high
school or a public high school. Fledderjohann was investigating the moral views and
behaviors of each group concerning movies, heavy petting, premarital sex, abortion,
homosexuality, hard rock music, pornography, cheating, stealing, and the use of
tobacco, alcohol, and drugs. Fledderjohann found no significant difference in the
views or behaviors of these two groups, meaning that students who graduated from
Christian high schools were as likely to think or behave as their public school
counterparts. As with Brown’s (2006) research of the moral self-concept of public
and Christian school teachers, one could conclude that the public high school
graduates in this study possessed the same biblical Christian worldview as the
Christian high school graduates. Again it seems the more logical assertion to
conclude that Christian high school graduates possess the same unbiblical and
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unchristian worldview as their public high school counterparts. It seems safe to assert
that if students from religious colleges do not have a biblical Christian worldview as
it concerns the ethical and moral issues researched by Fledderjohann, then it is
unlikely they possess a biblical Christian worldview on such areas as philosophy,
sociology, education, or economics.
Thornbury (2002) cites research conducted by the Council for Christian
Colleges and Universities (CCCU) of its member schools that portrays a much
brighter picture. Thornbury states that alumni from most of these schools realized
and appreciated the Christian worldview that was being inculcated during their
college years. It was considered by many of the alumni to be the single biggest
influence the college had on their lives. Worldview assertions by Christian
universities are common and two examples suffice here. The first example is a Bible
college in southeast Pennsylvania that asserts that its mission “has remained
unchanged: educating Christian men and women to live according to a biblical world
view and to serve through professional Christian ministries” (Lancaster Bible
College, 2008). The second is a Christian liberal arts university in the south which
states that its “professors integrate a Christian worldview into every subject area. This
biblical foundation is the cornerstone upon which we build academic excellence”
(Liberty University, 2008).
Church Empirical Research Findings
In a qualitative study of his own church congregation, Olson (2003) was
driven by the observation that his congregation and other mainline denominational
church congregations are in decline due to what he calls “cradle Christians…sadly
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lacking in the basic knowledge and understanding necessary to articulate a Christian
worldview and so fail to have their lives informed by such a worldview” (p. 63). It
was Olson’s assessment that his congregation’s idea of living a Christian worldview
was “synonymous with being a civic-based service club” (p. 39). They expertly
raised money and funded projects, but these were “no more expressions of our
Christian faith than were the actions and activities of the local Lions, Kiwanis, or
Exchange Clubs” (p. 39). His thesis was that for a congregation to be spiritually
healthy, “an accepted and shared Christian worldview is necessary” (p. 64).
Olson (2003) developed a 57-question testing instrument designed to
determine one’s biblical literacy, Christian worldview, and personal activity based on
that Christian worldview. The test questions were almost exclusively aimed at church
or church-related issues, not the broader issues of worldview, such as politics or
economics. He administered the instrument as a pre-test, conducted an 8-week Bible
study that addressed each test question, and then used the same instrument as a posttest. Olson’s findings showed double-digit percentage improvements in most areas
tested, granting some level of support to the possibility of increasing one’s Christian
worldview based on interventions such as focused Bible studies.
Johnson (2004), a youth pastor in Indiana, was concerned about the absence of
a biblical worldview in the lives of professing believers and any possible correlation
with the current disconnect in Christian belief and practice. Johnson had developed a
comprehensive worldview curriculum for high school students some 10 years earlier
but had never evaluated its effectiveness. This curriculum defined and taught
worldview much as this researcher has defined it: something that impacts every
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aspect of life. Johnson developed pre-test, mid-term, and post-test instruments all
aimed at determining current worldview thinking and the student’s grasp of the
material taught during the 15-week course. An additional “final exam” was patterned
precisely after Barna’s (2001; 2003a) Ethical Decision Making Survey and then
compared to Barna’s national results. While Johnson’s pre-test results indicated less
than half of his students had understood a Christian worldview, the results from the
Ethical Decision Making Survey clearly indicated that his students scored well above
those in Barna’s data. Identifying a lack of Christian worldview in his students and
then teaching them what it means to think and act biblically seems to impact such
survey results.
Summary
Worldview is a concept that is only a few hundred years old. This concept of
worldview, originally conceived by secular thinkers, was adopted by great Christian
thinkers who immediately went to work on putting biblical Christianity into the form
of its secular “competitors” as a means of gospel apologetics. Many definitions of
what the construct worldview entails have been put forth and Sire’s (2004b) is the
most acceptable of those definitions for this researcher. While the world offers many
different worldviews, the major current themes are Christian theism, deism,
naturalism, nihilism, existentialism, eastern pantheistic monism, new age, and
postmodernism. Each has been briefly and generally examined in this chapter. This
researcher’s interest is in a biblical Christian worldview that entails the most
comprehensive meaning of Christian theism, not the more limited “common ground”
approach. Regardless of one’s worldview persuasion, it is the instrument through
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which one views, thinks, and acts in the areas of theology, philosophy, ethics,
biology, psychology, sociology, law, politics, economics, and history. A biblical
Christian worldview is more than religious experiences or spiritual disciplines. It
entails all of life.
The empirical research on biblical Christian worldview focuses mostly on the
religious or spiritual aspects of worldview. Even with this more narrow focus, most
research data indicates that those who claim to be Christians do not differ
significantly, if at all, from the non-Christian populations to which they are
compared. Research indicates Christian education at the K-12 and higher education
levels did not appear to make a measurable difference in the worldview of students.
The data from several studies of adults, to include teachers, is consistent with the
other findings that most Christian adults and teachers lack a biblical Christian
worldview. This could be an important factor in explaining why students do not
possess a biblical Christian worldview. The goal of this research is to investigate
more thoroughly the worldview of the adults in Christian K-12 education in order to
advance the cause of Christ by helping to identify those areas in which our thought
and behavior are inconsistent with the revealed word of God. It is the same goal
found in 2 Corinthians 10:5: “Our battle is to bring down every deceptive fantasy and
every imposing defense that men erect against the true knowledge of God. We even
fight to capture every thought until it acknowledges the authority of Christ” (J. B.
Phillips).
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Chapter 3
Method
The foregoing chapter provided a review of the theoretical and empirical
literature on worldviews and how one’s worldview impacts thoughts and actions,
particularly on the thoughts and actions of those Christian educators commissioned to
teach and disciple the next generation of Christ-followers. The research is clear on
the impact that the teacher’s worldview has on his or her students, but room exists for
additional research on precise assessment of the worldview of Christian school
educators. This study is designed to provide additional data regarding the worldview
of Christian school educators. This chapter details the research methodology for the
study.
This study measured the worldview of a sample of Christian school educators
using the PEERS worldview assessment. This measurement is in the form of a
composite score and is the dependent variable. There are six attribute independent
variables that coincide with the six null hypotheses and these variables are: being
raised in a Christian or non-Christian home, attendance at a public or Christian high
school, attendance at a public or Christian university, teaching at the elementary or
secondary level, teaching in an Association of Classical and Christian Schools
(ACCS) or Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) accredited school,
and teaching tenure in a Christian school. The PEERS worldview assessment will be
described in greater detail later in this chapter, to include why it was selected for use
in this research.
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General Perspective
This causal-comparative study used quantitative analysis techniques to
compare educators, grouped by the six factors outlined above, to determine the
impact of those factors on the teachers’ worldviews. The t-test for independent
samples was used to determine any significant differences between the means of the
paired samples at the .05 probability level for each of the six research areas. This
research was aimed at retaining or rejecting the six null hypotheses using data
obtained from the PEERS Worldview Assessment.
Research Context
The history of Christian education in the world has, according to Kienel
(2005), occurred in three movements, two of which are dead. The first movement
started in the early church for the advancement of “Christianity throughout the entire
Roman world” (Kienel, p. 307) and operated from the year 70 to 590. The next
movement was the result of the Reformation and also existed for the propagation of
the Christian faith, with Martin Luther “as much a champion for Christian school
education as he was a champion for Bible-based churches” (Kienel, p. 307). This
second movement of Christian education existed from 1517 to 1850 before declining
and, ultimately, perishing.
There is a third movement of Christian school education addressed by Kienel
(2005) which grew in popularity after World War II and continues to this day. The
growth of Christian schools in this third movement was rapid and widespread
(Kienel; Nehemiah Institute, 1998) and spawned a new phenomenon that the first two
movements did not: “the development of state, regional, and national Christian
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school associations” (Kienel, p. 310). Kienel lists 20 such regional, national, and
international associations, though others exist as of this writing. This researcher
selected two Christian school associations, one on Kienel’s list and one more recently
formed, from which to select schools for this study. These two associations represent
Christian schools that differ in their educational philosophies and operations. The
two Christian school associations chosen were: the Association of Christian Schools
International (ACSI) and the Association of Classical & Christian Schools (ACCS).
The Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) was founded in
1978 as the result of a merger of three other Christian school associations: the
National Christian School Education Association; the Ohio Association of Christian
Schools; and, the Western Association of Christian Schools (Association of Christian
Schools International, 2009). The purpose of ACSI is to enable and equip Christian
educators and schools around the globe to effectively educate their students with the
mind of Christ. This association is not designed to promote one style (e.g., classical)
of elementary and secondary education to its members. ACSI currently has 5,300
member schools in approximately 100 countries serving more than 1.2 million
students. Within the United States ACSI has 4,178 member schools with 795 of those
schools accredited through ACSI.
The Association of Classical & Christian Schools (ACCS) was formed in the
early 1990’s with the sole purpose of establishing, promoting, and equipping schools
that were committed to a classical approach to elementary and secondary education.
ACCS promotes a Christian worldview with its foundation in both the Old and New
Testament Scriptures (Association of Classical & Christian Schools, 2008). Classical
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education, also known as the Trivium, consists of grammar, logic, and rhetoric with
heavy emphasis on the study of Western culture. ACCS currently has 205 member
schools and 29,907 students within the United States and 9 other countries. Only 14
of the 205 ACCS member schools are accredited through ACCS. The small number
of accredited schools is due in large part to the relative infancy of ACCS.
Research Participants
This researcher has a history with particular schools from both ACCS and
ACSI and selected four of those schools to participate in this research study. The
remaining ACCS accredited schools were contacted and informed of the study’s
particulars. The schools were asked to participate in this study and only two of the
accredited ACCS schools self-selected and agreed to participate. Only schools
accredited by their respective associations and with both elementary and secondary
school programs were selected for this study. Three ACSI schools and three ACCS
schools were included, providing 88 participants from the ACSI schools and 53
participants from the ACCS schools, for a total of 141 participants.
The first ACCS school is located in Boise, Idaho, and opened its doors in the
fall of 1995 serving kindergarten through eighth grade. Ten years later, it added a
high school. The school is non-church affiliated, representing more than 70 churches
in the faculty, staff, and student body. The school includes more than 300 students in
grades k-12. It is an independent, evangelical protestant Christian school that uses
the classical educational format known as the Trivium and is accredited through
ACCS.
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The second ACCS accredited school is located in southern Ohio. It was
founded in 1996 and currently serves more than 216 students in grades k-12. The
school is non-church affiliated and does not require parents or students to subscribe to
its statement of faith, though they must abide by it as long as they are associated with
the school. This school ascribes to a classical pedagogy and curriculum with a
statement of faith that is evangelical Christian and reformed in nature.
The third ACCS accredited school is located in southeastern Pennsylvania and
was founded in 1996 as a charter member ACCS. It currently serves approximately
165 students in kindergarten through grade twelve. The school is an independent,
evangelical protestant Christian school that uses the classical educational format
known as the Trivium.
The first ACSI school is an inter-denominational, church-affiliated,
evangelical protestant school with multiple campuses located in southwest Idaho.
The school serves approximately 720 students in grades k to 12. The school was
started by its sponsoring church in 1972 and merged with another Christian school in
1999. The school follows a more traditional pedagogical and curricular approach
than the ACCS schools mentioned above. At least one parent must be a professing
Christian as defined by the school in order to enroll a student.
The second ACSI school is also located in southwest Idaho, and is the result
of a 1960s merger of three Christian schools in the area. Today the school is a k-12
school with 600 students on two campuses. The school is a non-denominational, nonchurch affiliated, evangelical Christian school that partners with Christian parents for
the education of their children. As with the first ACSI school mentioned above, at
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least one parent must be a professing Christian and agree with the school’s statement
of faith. This school is accredited by ACSI and follows a traditional curricular
approach.
The third ACSI accredited school is located in south central Idaho. The
school was started in 1995 as a ministry of a non-denominational evangelical
protestant church, and the school remains affiliated with the church today. This
school is a traditional curriculum school with more than 300 students in grades k-12
on one campus. The school considers themselves to be a discipleship school like the
other two ACSI schools mentioned above and require at least one parent to have a
credible profession of faith in Jesus Christ.
Instrument Used In Data Collection
Finding or creating the proper instrument for data collection was a critical part
of this research project. According to Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, and Sorensen (2006),
selecting or developing the scales and instruments that one will use in measuring
complex constructs, like achievement, personality, self-concept, or in the case of this
study, worldview, is an important task for the researcher because of the direct bearing
on the outcome of the research. Existing measures that fit the research often work
better than creating an instrument anew because the former are proven tools in the
research toolbox. Such is the case with the PEERS worldview assessment. The
acronym PEERS stands for the areas measured by the chosen assessment: politics,
economics, education, religion, and social issues. The PEERS worldview assessment
measures the level to which one does or does not think and reason biblically in the
five areas mentioned (Nehemiah Institute, 1998).
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Development of the PEERS worldview assessment began in 1986 and was
completed in 1988 (Smithwick, n.d.). The assessment has been modified only
slightly in the past 20 years, and according to D. J. Smithwick (personal
communication, March 11, 2008), the worldview assessment is “98% today of what it
was in 1988.” The PEERS includes versions for various age levels, from adult to
elementary school students. For the purposes of this research the 70 question adult
version was used (Appendix A).
The author states that the PEERS worldview assessment was designed and
field-tested for 70 foundational statements that would be used to determine one’s
worldview as it relates to politics, economics, education, religion, and social issues
(Smithwick, n.d.). Based on one’s responses, the worldview would fall into one of
four general categories: biblical theism; moderate Christianity; secular humanism; or,
socialism. Smithwick is careful to assert that the “results only portray the person’s
general worldview philosophy based on responses to PEERS Test items…[and in no
way makes] a judgment on an individual’s personal relationship to God” (p. 6).
The PEERS worldview assessment on-line or paper versions can be completed
within a 45 to 55 minute timeframe (Nehemiah Institute, 2008). For this study, the
on-line version was used. This on-line version could be accessed from any computer
with internet access and completion monitored by the test proctor. The school
administrators proctored the PEERS test. Participants received instructions for
logging onto the Nehemiah Institute’s website and accessing the PEERS worldview
assessment. Participants entered their names and mailing addresses in order to
receive individual results. Smithwick of the Nehemiah Institute assured that the
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researcher would not have access to any identifying demographic data that would
allow the researcher to identify any PEERS results with a specific participant, thereby
allowing full anonymity for each research participant (D. J. Smithwick, personal
communication, March 11, 2008).
The on-line PEERS worldview assessment also collects demographic data on
gender, age, and religious and denominational affiliations, and this data was
dissociated from the participants’ identifying data prior to delivery to this researcher.
The Nehemiah Institute also gathered data using the Attribute Independent Variable
Questionnaire authored by this researcher (Appendix B). The Nehemiah Institute
relayed the data for each participant’s answers without compromising participant
anonymity.
The PEERS worldview assessment consists of 70 questions or statements that
are answered through the use of a Likert scale (Appendix A). The choices are
strongly agree, tend to agree, neutral or no opinion, tend to disagree, and strongly
disagree. Nehemiah Institute (2008) explains that each of the 70 statements or
questions is framed in such a way that the participant must agree, disagree, or express
no opinion on a biblical principle. Further, statements or questions are said to have
no denomination-specific orientation in areas such as baptism, communion, or
eschatology.
Validity of the data gathering instrument is, according to Ary et al. (2006), the
most important consideration as the researcher develops an instrument or evaluates
one for possible use. Validity includes “the extent to which an instrument measured
what it claimed to measure” (Ary et al., p. 243), as well as the proper use and

87
interpretation of the data collected by the instrument. Because educational and
psychological test instruments measure hypothetical constructs and not physically
visible and measurable items, validity must be assured if the resulting data is to be
useful.
The Nehemiah Institute used two separate methods in determining the validity
of the PEERS worldview assessment: item discrimination test and construct validity
(Smithwick, n.d.). The item discrimination test looks at individual questions to see if
poor test item construction invalidates the instrument. Hundreds of randomly
selected tests administered during a particular three year period were analyzed. Of
the 100 test statements used in the random sample of tests, only 1 failed the item
discrimination test. Construct validity, “the extent to which a test is measuring the
psychological construct it is intended to measure” (Ary et al., 2006, p. 313), was
accomplished by identifying two groups of people with very different and strong
opinions on worldview. The first group consisted of biblical worldview scholars.
The second group included Humanist and New Age adherents. Both groups were
given the PEERS worldview assessment with the expectation that the results would
show the biblical scholars with a biblical theist worldview and the Humanist and New
Age adherents with a secular humanistic or socialistic worldview. This is precisely
what occurred; the PEERS “reflected strong differences in views from these two
groups” (Smithwick, n.d., p. 3) across the spectrum.
Reliability, or the degree of consistency with which an instrument measures
what it purports to measure (Ary et al., 2006), of the PEERS worldview assessment
was determined through the use of a test-retest procedure and a professional study.
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The test-retest procedure involved more than 200 individuals who took the PEERS
twice, with several months between testing sessions in order to compare the results
(Smithwick, n.d.). Additionally, Ray (1995) conducted a validity and reliability study
of the PEERS worldview assessment and found:
The PEERS test is designed to measure the degree to which a person has or
holds a biblical Christian worldview with respect to major aspects of life (i.e.,
political, economical, educational, religious, and social). The evidence
examined during this evaluation indicates that the validity of the instrument is
more than satisfactory for most purposes, and its reliability (i.e., structural
consistency) is very strong (Cronbach internal consistency rating = .94).
The findings of this study suggest that the PEERS Test may be successfully
used for individual assessment, group assessment, and research purposes (p.
7).
The combination of the item discrimination test, construct validity assessment, testretest procedure, and an affirming university study greatly increase the confidence
this researcher has in using the PEERS to measure a participant’s worldview and seek
possible relationships between one’s worldview and other concepts of interest.
Procedures Used
This researcher chose one of the three ACCS schools and the three ACSI
schools as samples for data collection primarily because of familiarity with the
schools and their respective leaders, thereby making access easier to achieve. Also,
each program has successfully accomplished the process of accreditation through
their respective Christian school associations. The remaining ACCS accredited
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schools were contacted and informed of the study’s particulars. The schools were
asked to participate in this study and only two of the accredited ACCS schools selfselected and agreed to participate. The PEERS Worldview Assessment was given to
teachers from the six schools between August 15 and September 1, 2008.
The Nehemiah Institute collected the data from the PEERS worldview
assessment, as well as the attribute independent variable data obtained from the
additional questions posed for this research. The PEERS data and attribute
independent variable data were forwarded in the form of Microsoft Excel files. The
electronic files contain no identifying information that would allow the researcher to
associate a particular set of data with the name of an individual participant, thereby
maintaining full anonymity for all who participated (D. J. Smithwick, personal
communication, March 11, 2008).
Data Analysis
The data from the Microsoft Excel files received from the Nehemiah Institute
was imported into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version
16.0. The SPSS software was used to perform appropriate t tests for independent
samples in order to test the null hypotheses. The t test for independent samples and
other statistical procedures were used to show relationships that existed. Each of the
six null hypotheses was analyzed using the commonly accepted confidence level of
.05 (Ary et al., 2006; Howell, 2008).
Summary of Methodology
This causal-comparative study was designed to determine the extent to which
members of the identified samples differed from one another when grouped by the
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attribute independent variables to better understand what influences a teacher’s
worldview score. The participants included 141 Christian school educators from
three ACSI and three ACCS schools at the elementary and secondary levels. The
dependent variable is the worldview of the teachers as measured by the PEERS
worldview assessment, and the attribute independent variables are: being raised in a
Christian or non-Christian home, attendance at a public or Christian high school,
attendance at a public or Christian university, teaching at the elementary or secondary
level, teaching in an Association of Classical and Christian Schools (ACCS) or
Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) accredited school, and teaching
tenure in a Christian school. The findings may benefit future discussions on the cause
of and impact from worldview, as well as recommendations for further empirical
research.
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Chapter 4
Results
This chapter presents the biblical Christian worldview of K-12 Christian
school administrators and teacher participants as measured by the PEERS worldview
assessment. The variables examined were type of high school, type of
college/university, type of home environment, grade level taught, and years of
experience. This chapter lays out the results of the six null hypotheses outlined in
Chapter 1. First, a comparison will be made of Christian school educators who
graduated from either Christian or public universities; and second, Christian school
educators who graduated from either Christian or public high schools. A third
comparison is made between Christian school educators who were raised in a
Christian home environment and those who were not. Fourth, a comparison is made
between Christian school educators at the elementary and secondary levels. Fifth, a
comparison between Christian school educators employed by schools affiliated with
and accredited by the Association of Christian Schools International (ACSI) and the
Association of Classical and Christian Schools (ACCS). Finally, a comparison
between those Christian school educators who have taught in Christian schools fewer
than 10 years and those who have taught in Christian schools 10 years or more will be
made.
Measuring the worldview construct will be done using the composite scores
from the PEERS worldview assessment. This assessment measures an individual’s
biblical worldview using a five point Likert scale and placing individuals into one of
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four categories: Biblical Theism (70-100); Moderate Christianity (30-69); Secular
Humanism (0-29); or, Socialism (<0) (Smithwick, n.d.). Smithwick (2004) provides
the following definitions of each of the four categories:
Biblical Theism: A firm understanding of issues as interpreted from scripture.
The individual is allowing the scriptures to guide his reasoning regarding
ethical, moral and legal issues to determine correct or incorrect thinking.
Truth is seen as absolute for all ages for all time. God is sovereign over all
areas of life; civil government should be highly limited in purpose and
authority, and under the supervision of scripture. All people will live in
eternity in heaven or hell as judged by scripture.
Moderate Christian: Basically, ‘one foot in the Kingdom and one foot in the
world.’ A blended view of God as creator and ruler, but man as selfdeterminer of the world. This position generally sees God as supreme in
matters of religion, but not concerned with matters related to governments,
economics, and to some degree, education. God is concerned with the soul
and eternal life; man must control temporal issues.
Secular Humanism: Man is supreme. By chance, the human race has evolved
to the highest form of life, but has responsibility to see that lower forms of life
are not abused by man. The masses are more important than the individual.
There is no “biblical” God; man is the predestinator and savior of the human
race; eternal life exists only in the sense of how each person is remembered
for the good or bad he has done. Ethics are relative to each generation.
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Socialism: Mankind cannot prosper as individuals acting alone. A ruling
authority is necessary to ensure that all facets of life are conducted fairly and
in harmony. The authority must be the state (civil authorities) with the elite of
society serving as its leaders. Individualism is not good; a civil body-politic is
necessary with control of assets and redistribution of wealth as seen fit by
leaders for the good of all.
Table 1 contains descriptive data relating to the population of Christian school
educators who participated in this research study.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores of Sample Christian
School Educators

Category

n

M

SD

% of Total

Biblical Theism

15

80.72

6.92

10%

Moderate Christianity

94

49.61

10.32

67%

Secular Humanism

28

19.59

5.68

20%

Socialism

4

-25.22

21.54

3%

Total

141

44.83

22.64

100%

There were originally 196 Christian school educators from 6 different
Christian schools committed to this study. Of the 196, 151 Christian school educators
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took the PEERS assessment. Each of the 6 schools in the study failed to test the
number they committed to in advance, and for reasons unknown to this researcher, for
a total of 45 individuals who did not take the assessment as expected. Of the 151
tested, 10 test scores had to be dropped because the individuals taking the assessment
were not degreed. Given that one of the null hypotheses deals directly with university
training, including the data from the 10 non-degreed, high school graduates would
have corrupted the data.
Demographics collected but not used in the study included gender, ethnicity,
and age. Women comprised 60% (n = 85) of participants with men making up 40%
(n = 56) of the sample. Nearly 96% (n = 135) reported ethnicity as Caucasian/White,
slightly over 1% (n = 2) reported ethnicity as American Indian/Alaskan Native, and
less than 1% (n = 4) reported ethnicity as Chicano/Mexican American, Hispanic,
Puerto Rican, or Other. The age demographic was collected by decade and 14% (n =
20) were between the ages of 20-29; 24% (n = 34) were between the ages of 30-39;
35% (n = 49) were between the ages of 40-49; 18% (n = 26) were between the ages of
50-59; 8% (n = 11) were between the ages of 60-69; and, less than 1% (n = 1)
reported being 70 years of age or older.
Analysis of the results of each of the six null hypotheses is done using the ttest for independent samples. Independent samples are two independent groups or
samples randomly selected from a given population (Howell, 2008). The study
population included all K-12 Christian school educators in the United States who
were accredited by either ACSI or ACCS. The convenience sample consisted of 141
Christian school educators from six different schools. Two independent groups will
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be formed from the convenience sample based upon the null hypotheses. The goal is
to assess whether mean scores from the independent groups differ in a meaningful
and significant way at the commonly accepted statistical level of significance of .05.
The purpose of the t-test is to determine if a statistically significant difference exists
in the mean scores of two independent groups, thereby leading to the acceptance or
rejection of the null hypothesis (Pallant, 2007).
Null Hypothesis One
This null hypothesis examines whether differences exist between the
worldviews of Christian school educators who attended Christian universities and
those who attended public universities. Tables 2 and 3 contain descriptive data
relating to the first null hypothesis.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Christian School
Educators and University Attended (Undergraduate)

Attended

n

M

SD

SE of M

Christian university

62

45.30

24.54

3.12

Public university

79

44.47

21.19

2.38
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Christian School
Educators and University Attended (Graduate)

Attended

n

M

SD

SE of M

Christian university

41

49.27

21.66

3.32

Public university

42

49.23

19.02

2.93

Undergraduate and graduate university training data was gathered and is
represented in two separate tables. The total sample (n = 141) is represented in Table
2 with public university graduates comprising 56% (n = 79) of the sample and
Christian university graduates comprising 44% (n = 62). Graduate level university
training data is presented in Table 3 where the two sample sizes (n = 83) are nearly
identical. The difference in the means (M) of both sets of samples is miniscule and
the t test will determine if what little difference exists is significant. The standard
deviation scores from both sets of samples indicate only slightly more homogeneity in
the distribution of scores for the public university sample as opposed to the Christian
university sample. The standard error of the mean (SE of M) describes “how much
the means of random samples drawn from a single population can be expected to
differ through chance alone” (Ary et al., 2006, p. 639). The larger the sample size,
the smaller the standard error of the mean, and the smaller the standard error of the
mean, the more accurate the sample mean becomes in relation to the parametric
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mean. In both sets of samples the public university sample was larger with a
correspondingly lower standard error of the mean, indicating that the public
university means more accurately reflect the population mean than that of the
Christian university sample.
Part of the t test calculations for the two sets of samples for this null
hypothesis was Levene’s test for the equality of variances. The dependent variable,
the PEERS assessment cumulative scores, is checked for equal or homogenous
variances. Unequal or heterogeneous variances increase the likelihood of Type I and
Type II errors. Levene’s test for the equality of variance “tests whether the variance
(variation) of scores for the two groups...is the same” (Pallant, 2007, p. 234), and the
assumption of equal variances using Levene’s test was obtained for the scores in
research area one. Data from the t test conducted on null hypothesis one is contained
in Tables 4 and 5.
Table 4
Independent Samples t Test for Christian School Educators Attending Christian or
Public Universities (Undergraduate)

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

.216

df

139

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.829

.834

-6.788

8.456
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Table 5
Independent Samples t Test for Christian School Educators Attending Christian or
Public Universities (Graduate)

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

.009

df

81

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.993

.038

-8.768

8.844

The independent samples t test was conducted to compare the PEERS
assessment scores of Christian university trained Christian school educators and
public university trained Christian school educators at the undergraduate and graduate
levels. Undergraduate level results are reflected in Table 4 with a mean difference of
.834. A t test on the difference between means was not statistically significant (t(139)
= .216, p > .05). The 95% confidence interval of -6.788 to 8.456 includes zero (0)
and is therefore “consistent with...(retention) of the null hypothesis” (Howell, 2008,
p. 339). Graduate level results are contained in Table 5 with a mean difference of
.038. A t test on the difference between means was not statistically significant (t(81)
= .009, p > .05). The 95% confidence interval of -8.768 to 8.844 includes zero (0),
thereby supporting the retention of the null hypothesis. This supports the hypothesis
which states that there is no difference between the worldview of a Christian school

99
educator who graduated from a Christian university and that of one who graduated
from a public university.
Null Hypothesis Two
This null hypothesis examines whether differences exist between the
worldviews of Christian school educators who graduated from Christian high schools
and those who graduated from public high schools. Table 6 provides descriptive
statistics for null hypothesis two.

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Christian School
Educators and High School Attended

Attended

n

M

SD

SE of M

Christian high school

28

42.92

21.38

4.04

Public high school

113

45.31

23.01

2.16

High school graduation data was gathered and is represented in Table 6.
Those graduating from Christian high schools (n = 28) comprised 20% of the sample
while public high school graduates (n = 113) comprised 80% of the sample. The
difference in the means (M) of the sample is small and the t test will determine if the
difference that exists is significant. The standard deviation scores indicate somewhat
more dispersion in the distribution of scores for the public high school graduates as
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opposed to the Christian high school graduates. The standard error of the mean (SE
of M) is smaller for the public high school graduates, a function of the larger sample
size, and indicates that the public high school graduate mean more accurately reflects
the population mean than does the mean of the Christian high school graduates. The t
test calculations for the sample for this null hypothesis included Levene’s test for the
equality of variances. Levene’s test found equal variation and the assumption of
equal variances is made for research area two. Data from the t test conducted on null
hypothesis two is contained in Table 7.

Table 7
Independent Samples t Test for Christian School Educators Attending Christian or
Public High Schools

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

-.498

df

139

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.932

-2.39

-11.864

7.088

The independent samples t test was conducted to compare the PEERS
assessment scores of Christian school educators who graduated from Christian high
schools and those who graduated from public high schools. The results are shown in
Table 7 with a mean difference of -2.39. A t test on the difference between means
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was not statistically significant (t(139) = -.498, p > .05). The 95% confidence
interval of -11.864 to 7.088 includes zero (0) and is consistent with not rejecting the
null hypothesis. This supports the hypothesis that states that there is no difference
between the worldview of a Christian school educator who graduated from a
Christian high school and that of one who graduated from a public high school.
Null Hypothesis Three
This null hypothesis examines whether differences exist between the
worldviews of Christian school educators raised in Christian homes and those who
were raised in non-Christian homes. Descriptive data for null hypothesis three is
located in Table 8.

Table 8
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Christian School
Educators and Home Environment

Environment

n

M

SD

SE of M

Christian home

106

45.18

22.60

2.20

Non-Christian home

35

43.78

23.06

3.90

Home environment data was gathered and is represented in Table 8. Those
self-reporting being raised in a Christian home (n = 106) comprised 75% of the
sample while those self-reporting being raised in a non-Christian home (n = 35)
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comprised 25% of the sample. The difference in the means (M) of the sample is less
than two points and the t test will determine if the difference that exists is significant.
The standard deviation scores, while indicating less variability in the distribution of
scores for those from Christian homes, are less than one-half point different from one
another. The standard error of the mean (SE of M) is larger for those with nonChristian home backgrounds and is attributed to the substantially smaller sample size
and is less reflective of the parametric population mean than the mean score of those
raised in Christian homes. The t test calculations for the sample for this null
hypothesis included Levene’s test for the equality of variances. Levene’s test found
equal variation and the assumption of equal variances is made for null hypothesis
three. Data from the t test conducted on null hypothesis three is contained in Table 9.

Table 9
Independent Samples t Test for Christian School Educators Raised in Christian or
Non-Christian Homes

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

.316

df

139

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.752

1.40

-7.354

10.157
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The independent samples t test was conducted to compare the PEERS
assessment scores of Christian school educators who self-reported being raised in
Christian homes with those who self-reported being raised in non-Christian homes.
The results are shown in Table 9 with a mean difference of 1.40. A t test on the
difference between means was not statistically significant (t(139) = .752, p > .05).
The 95% confidence interval of -7.354 to 10.157 includes zero (0) and is supportive
of retaining the null hypothesis. This supports the hypothesis which states that there
is no difference between the worldview of a Christian school educator who was raised
in a Christian home and that of one who was not raised in a Christian home.
Null Hypothesis Four
This null hypothesis examines whether differences exist between the
worldviews of Christian school educators who teach at the elementary level and those
who teach at the secondary level. Table 10 contains descriptive statistics for null
hypothesis four.
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Elementary and
Secondary Christian School Educators

Level taught

n

M

SD

SE of M

Elementary

64

44.46

20.42

2.55

Secondary

77

45.15

24.47

2.79
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Teaching level data was gathered and is represented in Table 10. Christian
educators at the elementary level (n = 64) made up 45% of the sample while those at
the secondary level (n = 77) made up 55% of the sample. The difference in the means
(M) of the sample is less than one point and the t test will determine if the difference
that exists is significant. The standard deviation scores show much more
homogeneity in the distribution of scores for those teaching at the elementary level
when compared to those teaching at the secondary level. This substantial difference
in standard deviation scores helps explain the standard error of the mean (SE of M)
being smaller for the elementary Christian educators even though the sample size is
smaller. The t test calculations for the sample for this null hypothesis included
Levene’s test for the equality of variances. Levene’s test found equal variation and
the assumption of equal variances is made for null hypothesis four. Data from the t
test conducted on null hypothesis four is contained in Table 11.

Table 11
Independent Samples t Test for Elementary and Secondary Christian School
Educators

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

-.180

df

139

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.857

-.69

-8.291

6.907
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The independent samples t test was conducted to compare the PEERS
assessment scores of Christian school educators at the elementary and those at the
secondary level. The results are shown in Table 11 with a mean difference of -.69. A
t test on the difference between means was not statistically significant (t(139) = -.180,
p > .05). The 95% confidence interval of -8.291 to 6.907 includes zero (0) and is
supportive of retaining the null hypothesis. This supports the hypothesis which states
that there is no difference between the worldview of Christian school elementary and
secondary teachers.
Null Hypothesis Five
This null hypothesis examines whether differences exist between the
worldviews of Christian school educators in ACSI affiliated schools and those in
ACCS affiliated schools. Descriptive statistics for null hypothesis five can be found
in Table 12.

Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Christian School
Educators and School Association Affiliation

School association

n

M

SD

SE of M

ACSI

88

37.86

20.32

2.17

ACCS

53

56.40

21.71

2.98
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School association affiliation data was gathered and is represented in Table
12. Christian school educators from schools affiliated with and accredited by ACSI
(n = 88) comprised 62% of the sample while those affiliated with and accredited by
ACCS (n = 53) comprised 38% of the sample. The difference in the means (M) of the
sample is nearly 20 points and the t test will determine if the difference that exists is
significant. The standard deviation scores differ by little more than one point with the
greater variability indicated on the part of the ACCS scores. The standard error of the
mean (SE of M) is slightly smaller for the ACSI sample and is consistent with the
larger sample size of ACSI Christian school educators. The t test calculations for the
sample for this null hypothesis included Levene’s test for the equality of variances.
Levene’s test found equal variation and the assumption of equal variances is made for
null hypothesis five. Data from the t test conducted on null hypothesis five is
contained in Table 13.

Table 13
Independent Samples t Test for Christian School Educators and School Association
Affiliation

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

-5.11

df

139

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.000

-18.54

-25.707

-11.374
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The independent samples t test was conducted to compare the PEERS
assessment scores of Christian school educators from schools affiliated with and
accredited by ACSI with those from schools affiliated with and accredited by ACCS.
The results are shown in Table 13 with a mean difference of -18.54, almost one full
standard deviation difference in the means. A t test on the difference between means
was statistically significant (t(139) = -5.11, p < .05). The 95% confidence interval of
-25.707 to -11.374 does not include zero (0) and is supportive of rejecting the null
hypothesis. The null hypothesis is therefore rejected, supporting the conclusion that
Christian school educators in this study who are in schools affiliated with and
accredited by ACCS produce significantly higher PEERS worldview assessment
scores than those Christian school educators from schools affiliated with and
accredited by ACSI.
Null Hypothesis Six
This null hypothesis examines whether differences exist between the worldviews of
Christian school educators who have taught in Christian schools fewer than 10 years
and those who have taught in Christian schools for 10 years or more. Table 14
contains descriptive statistics for null hypothesis six.
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Table 14
Descriptive Statistics for PEERS Worldview Assessment Scores for Christian School
Educators and Experience Level

Experience Level

n

M

SD

SE of M

Less than 10 years

88

43.16

23.37

2.49

10 years or more

53

47.61

21.31

2.93

Experience level data was gathered and is represented in Table 14. Christian
school educators with fewer than 10 years of experience (n = 88) comprised 62% of
the sample while those with 10 or more years of experience (n = 53) comprised 38%
of the sample. The difference in the means (M) of the sample is slightly more than 4
points and the t test will determine if the difference that exists is significant. The
standard deviation scores differ by slightly more than two points with the greater
variability observed on the part of the less experienced teachers’ scores. The standard
error of the mean (SE of M) is slightly smaller for the less experienced Christian
school educators and is consistent with the larger sample size of this group of
Christian school educators. The t test calculations for the sample for this null
hypothesis included Levene’s test for the equality of variances. Levene’s test found
equal variation and the assumption of equal variances is made for null hypothesis
five. Data from the t test conducted on null hypothesis six is contained in Table 15.
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Table 15
Independent Samples t Test for Christian School Educators and Experience Level

95% confidence interval
of the difference
t

df

-1.13

139

p
(2-tailed)

M
Difference

Lower

Upper

.260

-4.45

-12.229

3.324

The independent samples t test was conducted to compare the PEERS
assessment scores of Christian school educators with fewer than 10 years of
experience and those with 10 or more years of experience in Christian schools. The
results are shown in Table 15 with a mean difference of -4.45. A t test on the
difference between means was not statistically significant (t(139) = -1.13, p > .05).
The 95% confidence interval of -12.229 to 3.324 includes zero (0) and is supportive
of retaining the null hypothesis. This supports the hypothesis that states there is no
difference between the worldview of Christian school educators who have taught in
Christian schools fewer than 10 years and those who have taught in Christian schools
more than 10 years.
Summary
This chapter presented the data collected in this study and reported on its
analysis. The data and analysis are organized according to the six null hypotheses
outlined in Chapter 1. Usable data was collected from 141 degreed Christian school
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educators in 3 ACCS and 3 ACSI affiliated and accredited schools. The three ACSI
schools and one of the ACCS schools were located in Idaho, and the two remaining
ACCS schools were located in Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Descriptive and inferential (t
test for independent samples) statistics were used in the analysis of the data collected.
The means from five of the six null hypotheses were found to not be statistically
significant and the associated null hypotheses were retained. Null hypothesis five
dealt with Christian school educators from ACCS and ACSI affiliated and accredited
schools and was found to be significant. The findings presented in this chapter will
be more fully discussed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5
Summary and Discussion
The final chapter will begin with a review of the research problem, the six null
hypotheses derived from that problem, and a review of the methodology used in the
course of this study. The larger share of this chapter will deal with summarizing and
discussing the results of the study put forth in Chapter 4. The implications of the
current study, as well as recommendations for further research into the area of biblical
Christian worldview, will also be provided.
Problem Statement
All thought and therefore all action derives from what one considers right and
wrong, good and bad, beautiful and ugly, and real and true. All of reality is viewed
and acted upon through a filter or lens that can be called worldview (Barna, 2003a;
Bertrand, 2007; Colson & Pearcey, 1999; Pearcey, 2005; Schaeffer, 1976; Sire,
2004b). This worldview is adopted and adapted over the course of one’s life and is
especially influenced by parents and teachers (Barna, 2003a; Barna 2003b; Deckard,
Henderson, & Grant, 2002; Fyock, 2008). This should be of special concern to those
who teach in Christian schools.
The worldview of Christian school educators should be biblical and
thoroughly Christian, but the research indicates that this may or may not be the case
(Brown, 2006; Fledderjohann, 2000; Fyock, 2008; Nehemiah Institute, 2008). The
worldview of the Christian school educator will impact, at some level, the worldview
of his or her students. What factors influence the worldview of a Christian school

112
educator? The thrust of this research was to determine the level of influence of
certain factors on the biblical Christian worldview of Christian school educators. It
began with the assumption that there was no significant difference in the worldviews
of Christian school educators when considering the independent variables identified
in the six research areas.
Review of Methodology
The purpose of this study was to determine if a statistically significant
difference exists between the biblical Christian worldview of Christian school
educators as measured by the PEERS worldview assessment and the six null
hypotheses.
1)

There is no difference between the worldview of a Christian school
educator who graduated from a Christian university and that of one
who graduated from a public university.

2)

There is no difference between the worldview of a Christian school
educator who graduated from a Christian high school and that of one
who graduated from a public high school.

3)

There is no difference between the worldview of a Christian school
educator who was raised in a Christian home and that of one who was
not raised in a Christian home.

4)

There is no difference between the worldview of Christian school
elementary and secondary teachers.

5)

There is no difference between the worldview of Christian school
educators from Association of Classical Christian Schools (ACCS)
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accredited schools and Association of Christian Schools International
(ACSI) accredited schools.
6)

There is no difference between the worldview of Christian school
educators who have taught in Christian schools fewer than 10 years
and those who have taught in Christian schools 10 years or more.

Summary of Research Results
No statistically significant results were found for five of the six research areas.
All sample variances were tested using Levene’s test for the equality of variances and
met the requirements for the assumption of equal variances. There was one
statistically significant finding and that was in research area five. This research area
dealt with Christian school educators from schools affiliated with and accredited by
ACSI and ACCS and will be discussed at greater length later in this chapter.
Discussion and Analysis
The worldview of Christian school educators involved in this study, as
measured by the PEERS worldview assessment, appears to be lower overall than the
worldview of Christian school educators who have taken the PEERS worldview
assessment from 2001 to 2007 (D. J. Smithwick, personal communication, September
16, 2008). The mean of the cumulative scores of this larger sample (n = 1386) is
50.73 as compared with the mean of the cumulative scores of the sample of this study
(n = 141) of 44.83.
The mean scores within the categories of Biblical Theism, Moderate
Christianity, and Secular Humanism are within one point of each other in the two
separate samples. However, the Socialism mean for the larger sample of Christian
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educators is -7.86 and the mean for the sample from this study is -25.22. The
percentages of those falling into the four categories differ as well and most noticeably
in the Biblical Theism and Socialist categories. In the larger D. J. Smithwick
(personal communication, September 16, 2008) sample 20% of the scores fall into the
Biblical Theism category while the number for this study is 10%. Likewise, the
Socialist category for the larger sample is less than 1% and is 3% for the sample from
this study. If the larger sample is considered to be more representative of the overall
population, then the worldview scores from this sample are below average.
In the current study, research area one was designed to see if university
training made any difference in the biblical Christian worldview of the Christian
school educator. Everyone in the sample (n = 141) had at least a bachelor’s degree,
with 56% (n = 79) obtaining their degrees from a public university and 44% (n = 62)
obtaining their degrees from a Christian university. Graduate education was also
considered part of this research area, and of those completing a graduate degree (n =
83), 51% (n = 42) obtained their degrees from public universities and 49% (n = 41)
obtained their degrees from Christian universities. The differences in the mean scores
between those who attended Christian university versus public university, whether
undergraduate or graduate, were less than one point and were determined to be
insignificant based on the results of a t test for independent samples. Those with
graduate degrees, both public and Christian, had a mean score four points higher than
those with undergraduate degrees, both public and Christian, but all means fell within
the lower half of the Moderate Christian category of the PEERS worldview
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assessment. It appears that Christian university training makes no difference in the
development of a biblical Christian worldview in Christian school educators.
Research area two also looked at the impact of Christian versus public
education on the development of one’s worldview, and this area looked at those
Christian school educators who graduated from public high schools and those who
graduated from Christian high schools. Public high school graduates (n = 113)
comprised 80% of the study sample while Christian high school graduates (n = 28)
made up the remaining 20% of the study sample. The mean difference, just over two
points, favored those graduating from public high school, but the difference was not
significant based on t test results. Whether university or high school, Christian
education seems to be no more effective at imparting a biblical Christian worldview
than the public system. Also, the means for public and Christian high school
graduates, like those of the university sample, were in the bottom half of the PEERS
Moderate Christian category.
The third research area dealt with the Christian home and its influence in the
development of a biblical Christian worldview. Surprisingly, 75% (n = 106) of
respondents self-reported being raised in a Christian home while the remaining 25%
(n = 35) reported being raised in a non-Christian home. The mean difference of 1.40
and the lack of significance as determined by the t test for independent samples would
seem to indicate that there is little to no difference between a Christian home
upbringing and a non-Christian home upbringing when it comes to determining the
biblical Christian worldview of Christian school educators. Like the first two
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research areas, the mean scores of both groups fall into the lower half of the PEERS
Moderate Christian category.
Before moving to research area four, a look at some disaggregated data from
the first three research areas proves interesting. Of the total study sample (n = 141),
13% (n = 19) self-reported being raised in a Christian home, graduating from a
Christian high school, receiving their undergraduate degree from a Christian
university, and earning their graduate degree, if they had one, from a Christian
university. One would expect to find a major positive difference in the means of this
group with the overall sample population. Such is not the case. The mean of this
smaller group is 42.50 while the larger sample mean is 44.83. So, not only is the
mean not substantially higher, it is actually lower. One must be careful not to infer
more than the data dictates, but it seems safe to state that this additional data proves
to be a consistent summary of the first three research areas.
Research area four looked at whether elementary or secondary Christian
school educators differed from one another in their biblical Christian worldview
based on the PEERS worldview assessment data. Elementary teachers (n = 64) made
up 45% of the sample and secondary teachers (n = 77) made up 55%. The mean
difference in scores was less than one point and statistical analysis showed no
significance to the difference. The means also fell into the bottom half of the PEERS
Moderate Christian scoring range.
The only area with a statistically significant finding was research area five.
This research area looked at the difference in the biblical Christian worldviews of
Christian educators from schools affiliated with and accredited by ACSI and those
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from schools affiliated with and accredited by ACCS. The ACSI educators (n = 88)
comprised 62% of the sample while ACCS educators (n = 53) comprised 38% of the
sample. The mean difference was -18.54 and was found to be significant at the .01
level of probability. The mean of the ACCS educators was nearly one full standard
deviation higher than the mean of the ACSI schools. This would seem to indicate
some differentiating factor (s) in the schools that affiliate with and are accredited by
ACCS that causes the biblical Christian worldview of its educators to be higher.
The final research area compared Christian school educators with less than 10
years of experience in Christian schools to those with 10 years or more in a Christian
school setting. Those with less than 10 years (n = 88) made up 62% of the sample
while those with 10 years or more (n = 53) made up the remaining 38% of the sample.
The mean difference was nearly four and one-half points in favor of the more
experienced Christian school educators, and though the p value was much closer to
meeting the assigned significance level of .05 than any of the other non-significant p
values in the other research areas, it fell short of meeting the criteria of the t test for
independent samples and is therefore not significant. Though close, from a
statistically significant perspective, time in the Christian school environment does not
seem to have a positive impact on the development of a biblical Christian worldview
for Christian school educators.
Research Implications
The findings of this research seem to have considerable meaning for those
Christian school educators interested in instilling the mind of Christ into their
students. Teachers give what they have; they pour out who they are. If what they
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have and who they are does not flow from a biblical Christian worldview, then they
will fail to instill such a worldview. That is the good news. The bad news is that a
worldview will be transmitted from teacher to student, but it will not be the one the
teacher professes to be passing on, intentional or otherwise.
As mentioned above, the PEERS testing of 1,386 Christian school educators
from 2001 to 2007 established a baseline mean of 50.73 (D. J. Smithwick, personal
communication, September 16, 2008). The mean from this research study was 44.83.
When disaggregating data from the current study to identify those who were raised in
a Christian home, graduated from a Christian high school, and earned an
undergraduate and perhaps even a graduate degree from a Christian university, the
mean drops to 42.50. This is an inverse relationship. The more Christianity applied
by parents, school, and university, the less of a biblical Christian worldview a
Christian school educator possesses. The intent and goal is the reverse, but this
research study would indicate that good intentions and right goals may not be enough.
Teaching at the elementary or secondary level also makes no difference in a
Christian educator’s worldview. In his research of public and Christian school
educators on the construct of moral self-concept, roughly equal to worldview, Brown
(2006) reported that elementary teachers had a statistically significant higher moral
self-concept than secondary teachers. This study found no difference. Also, tenure of
Christian school educators was assessed and made no difference in a biblical
Christian worldview. Spending substantial time around fellow Christian school
educators, in the environment and atmosphere that such association should produce,
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was apparently of no effect in aiding the further development of a biblical Christian
worldview.
The one significant finding, and significant at the .01 level, was that there is
something different about the Christian educators in ACCS affiliated and accredited
schools that appears to cause them to have more of a biblical Christian worldview
than their ACSI colleagues. It apparently has nothing to do with the type of home in
which one was raised, the type of schools and universities where one was educated, or
whether one teaches kindergarten or high school seniors for more or less than 10
years. Something, apparently, makes a difference. Is it the ACCS organization? Is it
something that differs in the people drawn to such schools?
A couple of observations concerning why there is a significant difference in
the means of ACCS and ACSI schools seem appropriate. First, it seems that
denominational ties may have had an effect here. Two of the ACCS schools had 3 to
5 different denominations represented, while 2 of the ACSI schools had
approximately 20 different denominations represented on their staffs. A second
observation would be the type of teachers drawn to ACCS schools. The classical
curriculum emphasizes the Latin and Greek languages, as well as the study of the
classics from those ancient cultures. Perhaps this approach does not appeal to many
teachers trained with and comfortable in a more common curricular approach.
Finally and perhaps most significantly, is what might be perceived as a more
focused, intentional, and profound theological commitment on the part of ACCS.
Schools affiliating with ACCS are required to subscribe to a lengthy Confession of
Faith that includes the Apostle’s Creed and two chapters of the Westminster
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Confession of Faith. Schools affiliating with ACSI must ascribe to a substantially
shorter and more general Statement of Faith. The seeming emphasis on a more
specifically articulated theological perspective on the part of the ACCS organization
may translate into member schools that are more closely aligned with the biblical
Christian worldview measure found in the PEERS worldview assessment.
Prior Research and Precedent Literature
The research on biblical Christian worldview generally focuses on one of two
populations, students or teachers, with the preponderance focused on students. The
assumption of this study has been that the overall worldview held by students
somehow reflects that of their teachers. Deckard, Henderson, and Grant (2002) found
that the worldview of the teacher “significantly impacts student worldviews” (p. 98).
To be fair to teachers, one must admit that there are many influences on the thinking
of young people. However, while parents are the number one influencer (Barna,
2001), teachers are not far down the list.
Research indicates that an intentional, focused, and specific biblical Christian
worldview course of study conducted by a teacher produces positive results in
increasing the biblical Christian worldview of students (Davis, 2004; Fyock, 2008;
Johnson, 2004; Olson, 2003). While one could argue that content, not the teacher,
made the difference, it seems the more logical conclusion is that a teacher could not
conduct classes on such a topic and with such success without himself possessing the
view he is espousing.
The literature concerning Christian educators possessing a biblical Christian
worldview and passing it on through intentional and focused worldview training and
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integration is, however, not the preponderance of the research on the topic. The
Work Research Foundation (2008) asserts that Christian schools are regularly
graduating students who do not think from a distinctly Christian perspective, and a
connection is made with the lack of a biblical worldview on the part of the teacher
being responsible for the same lack in students. Students have an absence of a
biblical worldview in large part because their educators’ worldviews were equally
void of biblical principles. The Nehemiah Institute (1998) and Noebel (2006) support
this assertion with their own findings that indicate that a biblical Christian worldview
among Christian school educators is waning.
As mentioned earlier, Brown, in a 2006 study of 210 public and Christian
school teachers found no significant difference in the moral self-concept of teachers
teaching in public schools and those teaching in Christian schools. Brown’s moral
self-concept may be very roughly equated to a worldview. One’s moral self-concept
governs what one believes to be right or wrong, true or false, and moral or immoral.
Simply stated, teachers who taught in public schools often shared a worldview with
teachers who taught in Christian schools. Furthermore, of the 210 participants, 131
were employed by Christian schools which require a profession of faith in Jesus
Christ in order to be employed at the school. The 79 teachers from the public schools
make no such profession and Brown’s research did not differentiate between
Christians and non-Christians in the selection of the public school participants. While
it cannot be known how many of the 79 are professing Christians, it seems safe to
assume that at least a portion of the 79 are not professing Christians.
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There is a growing body of research that seems to indicate that non-Christian
worldviews are more prevalent among teachers and administrators who populate
today’s Christian schools and universities. Rosebrough (2002) states that most
teachers, like most other people, fail to ponder what they truly believe. His
conclusion is that the worldviews of most are “largely unconscious and definitely
unexamined” (p. 283), including those of Christian higher education faculty. Sadly,
the findings from this study seem to reinforce and add to this growing body of
worldview research.
Research Limitations
This study had as its driving purpose the objective of investigating the
influence of several factors on the measured worldview of Christian school educators.
Like every other piece of research work ever done, this one is not perfect and not
without an occasional, “I wish I would have seen that coming!” This lack of
perfection or desire to perhaps do some things differently does not necessarily color
the data and conclusions in a bad light. Nor does it mean that the way things were
done was necessarily wrong. It does mean, according to Fyock (2008), that “there are
always those reflective moments which allow for assessment of the purposes and
effectiveness of the process used to accomplish those purposes” (p. 106). It is time
for some reflection.
The first limitation is in the type of research conducted. Experimental
research, one in which the researcher manipulates the independent variable (s),
controls other outside influences, and then observes effects on dependent variable (s),
“is the most convincing evidence of the effect that one variable has on another” (Ary
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et al., 2006, p. 284). Ex post facto or causal comparative research is the next best
thing when variable manipulation could be viewed as unethical, illegal, or simply
impossible. Causal comparative research must deal with cause and effect after the
cause and effect has occurred and the danger is that it “is more hazardous to infer
genuine relationship between” (Ary et al., p. 357) variables. However, relationships
can be cautiously and tentatively advanced and the body of research knowledge
enhanced and increased by the wise use of the causal comparative tool, sometimes the
only tool in the educational researcher’s toolbox.
A second limitation would be the use of a convenience sample. Some form of
probability sampling, sampling that would grant every Christian school educator in
the total population of Christian school educators an equal chance of being selected
for the research study would be the perfect way to conduct research. Ary et al. (2006)
considers convenience sampling, using available cases rather than truly random
samples, “as the weakest of all sampling procedures” (p. 174). Time, money, and
logistical concerns do not permit this researcher to conduct anything but some type of
nonprobability sampling procedure.
Additionally, there is the limitation of using only those schools that are
accredited by the Christian school association with which they are affiliated. Schools
that undergo the accreditation process submit themselves to the rigorous tool of selfexamination as well as external examination. Christian schools that walk through this
process with a Christian school association such as ACSI or ACCS must not only
prove they are really schools, but they must also prove that they are thoroughly
Christian in their objectives. Non-accredited schools may or may not have Christian
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educators who are more likely to have a biblical Christian worldview. However, it
was the assumption of this researcher that those schools that put themselves through
the paces of Christian school association accreditation were more likely to achieve the
higher standards that come with such successful efforts. True or not, it was an
assumption of this study and is listed as a possible limitation.
A fourth limitation of this study was the failure to clearly define the term
Christian home. Barna (2003a) is very specific in how he defines the term born-again
Christian and people must accept that definition or not accept the label. In this study
it was surprising to find that 75% of respondents considered themselves to have been
raised in a Christian home. This researcher’s input to test proctors regarding this
research question was to allow each individual participant to define in her own mind
what she considered to be Christian and then to answer accordingly. Not clearly
defining what constitutes a Christian home makes interpretation of the data fuzzy at
best, problematic at worst. Future attempts at similar research would certainly
include a more precise definition of what is meant by a Christian home.
The final study limitation is the composition of the convenience sample itself.
Christian school educators were compared with Christian school educators. Christian
school educators were not compared with their public school counterparts, as in
Brown (2006), and the reader must keep this in mind. The PEERS worldview
assessment measures worldview in a much clearer and distinctly Christian manner,
while the instrument used in Brown was secular and concerned primarily with moral
and ethical worldview issues. The Nehemiah Institute (2008) research shows that
Christian school students score on average about four times better than that of the
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average Christian student in a public school. If the same thing holds true for
Christian teachers in public schools, then it seems safe to assert that the Christian
school educators would outscore Christian public school teachers. However, without
specific research and concomitant data, no such assumption should be made. The
limitation of this study in this matter need only be duly noted.
Practical Implications of the Study
An assumption that weaves in and out of this research study that has yet to be
explicitly stated is that Christian homes, Christian schools and universities, and time
spent in Christian community should produce disciples who think and act like their
Savior in all areas of life. Such institutions and environments should help to instill a
biblical Christian worldview into young minds, and this can only be done if those
doing the teaching possess such a biblical Christian worldview themselves.
The purpose of this research has been to test that assumption against data.
The findings generated by this data paint a picture quite the opposite, for the most
part. Beginning with the bad news, it appears that a Christian home has no more
influence on the biblical Christian worldview of a Christian school educator than does
a non-Christian home. Also, Christian high schools and universities fare no better
than their public counterparts when it comes to instilling a biblical Christian
worldview into those same Christian school educators. Finally, time spent in
Christian community with other Christian school educators, also known as tenure,
appears to make no difference in the development or enhancement of a biblical
Christian worldview.
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The good news of this research study is the “for the most part” mentioned
above. This research found a significant positive difference in the biblical Christian
worldview of those Christian school educators who were employed by schools that
were affiliated with and accredited by the Association of Classical & Christian
Schools. What makes them different is not known. However, different they are, and
this good news, along with the bad news above, must lead to some practical
applications on the part of Christian school educators.
First, and most importantly, Christian school leaders must begin by
“confronting the brutal facts of their current reality” (Collins, 2001, p. 88). Though
one school association appears to have performed better on the PEERS assessment,
and though some schools performed better than others, none of the schools scored in
the Biblical Theism category overall, indicating all of the schools have work to do
when it comes to the biblical Christian worldview of teachers. When this research is
combined with the growing body of knowledge in the area, a problem beyond the six
schools in this study emerges. Collins goes on to assert that leaders should conduct
“autopsies without blame...creating a climate where truth is heard...to search for
understanding and learning” (p. 78). The cause of Christ is not served by
rationalizing or blaming the victim; school leaders must face the issue and confront
whatever may come. This means that Christian school leaders themselves possess a
biblical Christian worldview, or as a minimum, they are reading and studying to grow
in this area.
Second, and somewhat related to the first, is that if Christian school leaders do
not know the status of their flock, the current worldview of their faculty, then
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investing in worldview assessment is a starting point. There are other instruments
available, most of which do a fine job of measuring the religious or spiritual aspect of
Christianity, but few measure biblical Christian worldview across the spectrum from
philosophy to economics to government like the PEERS worldview assessment.
Third, Christian school leaders must realize that developing a biblical
Christian worldview in their faculty is a process that never ends and is not an event
that happens once a year at a back-to-school in-service that lasts for a few hours.
Building time into a weekly schedule needs to happen.
Fourth, the curriculum guide must reflect a biblical Christian worldview
perspective. The best biblical integration in the classroom is a teacher who possesses
a biblical worldview, and their most powerful tool, aside from God’s word, is the
guidance that comes from a well-thought-out and superbly written curriculum guide.
Such a guide provides assistance in incorporating a biblical Christian worldview into
every subject area.
Finally, and once the Christian school educators can be said to truly have a
biblical Christian worldview and are able to teach effectively from it, then student
worldview evaluation becomes appropriate. Once the faculty is equipped with a
biblical Christian worldview, then worldview evaluation is necessary. Barna (2003b)
states that when “there is no defensible evaluation process, assessment is based on
assumptions and intuition” (p. 126).
Further Research
Three potential areas for additional research came to light in the presentation
and the analysis of the data in Chapters 4 and 5, and a fourth was unrelated to this
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study. The first was the possibility of a difference in Christian school educators and a
biblical Christian worldview based on gender. Though it was not one of the original
research areas, the data was collected as a part of the larger process of data collection
and therefore available for analysis. What this researcher found was that 40% of the
sample (n = 56) were male and 60% (n = 85) were female, and the mean difference of
11.11 in favor of the males was significant at the .01 level; p = .004; (t(139) = 2.927,
p < .01) with equal variances.
The second area of suggested further research would be into the
denominational background of Christian school educators. Data collected by the
Nehemiah Institute and forwarded to this researcher, though not used in this research
study, was the self-reported denominational background of those taking the PEERS
worldview assessment. The PEERS worldview assessment provides for 40 different
denominational selections, and it appeared that those schools with the most
denominationally heterogeneous respondents were those schools that scored most
poorly on the PEERS. On the other hand, the two schools with the most homogenous
respondents, and with the vast majority of those respondents self-reporting either
Presbyterian or Reformed, had the highest scores of all schools.
The third area directly related to this study would be further or continued
research into the school associations. Initial additional research could continue to
focus on ACSI and ACCS schools, attempting to discern what caused the differences
noted in this study or to refute the findings of this research. Any such research should
be conducted in the spirit of adding to the body of knowledge and improving
Christian education in general and not promoting one school association over another.
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Setting one association up as better or worse than another was not the intended goal
of this researcher and is not the lens through which the results of this study have been
viewed.
A fourth area of suggested further research unrelated to the findings of this
study would be in the area of intentional and focused worldview training, such as that
conducted by Fyock (2008), Davis (2004), Olson (2003), and Johnson (2004).
Chapter 2 of this study described these studies and the results obtained; results that
supported the notion that focused, intentional worldview training facilitated the
development of a biblical Christian worldview in the individuals undergoing the
training. The research cited included Christian school students, college students, and
church congregations and youth groups.
Summary
Worldview is the filter through which all of one’s thoughts must pass before
becoming words or actions. Worldviews can be God-honoring or God-denying; most
are the latter, yet Christians are called to the former. Christian school educators
should possess a biblically Christian worldview, but the results of this research study
seem to indicate such is not the case. Why? Is it because, as Schaeffer (1972)
asserts, they have “accepted...the other set of presuppositions...by means of injection,
without realizing what has happened to them” (pp. 85-86)? This would be Sowell’s
(2005) assessment of the current situation, and it is not unlike the thoughtlessness that
attached itself to the issue of slavery. Sowell asserts:
It was not because people thought slavery was right that it persisted for
thousands of years. It persisted largely because people did not think about the
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rightness or wrongness of it at all. In very hierarchical societies, where most
people were born into their predetermined niches in the social complex, slaves
were simply at the bottom of a long continuum of varying levels of
subordination based on birth....That such an institution could last so long
unchallenged, on every inhabited continent, is a chilling example of what can
happen when people simply do not think (pp. 168-169).
As Christians, we are called to “not be conformed to this world, but be
transformed by the renewing of (our)...mind” (Romans 12:2, New American Standard
Bible). We are to think, to think anew, and to think with God’s word as our only
guide to thought and action. May the Lord cause it to be so, and may He use this
research study as He will towards that end.
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The PEERS Test
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Appendix B
Attribute Independent Variable Questionnaire

1)

Is your undergraduate degree from a public (to include private nonChristian) university or college or is it from a Christian university or
college?
_____ (Public)

2)

_____ (Christian)

_____ (No degree)

Is your graduate degree from a public (to include private nonChristian) university or college or is it from a Christian university or
college?
_____ (Public)

_____ (Christian)

_____ (No graduate

degree)
3)

Did you graduate from a public (to include private non-Christian) high
school or a Christian high school?
_____ (Public)

4)

Were you raised in what you would consider a Christian home?
_____ (Yes)

5)

_____ (Christian)

_____ (No)

Do you teach at the elementary or the secondary level?
_____ (Elementary)

6)

_____ (Secondary)

Have you taught in Christian schools less than 10 years or 10 years or
more? (Count only full years served)
_____ (Less than 10 years)

_____ (10 or more years)
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Appendix D
PEERS Permission to Publish Letter

Nehemiah Institute, Inc.
554 Groves End Lane
Winter Garden, FL 34787
1-800-948-3101
Daniel J. Smithwick
President

October 8, 2008
Mr. Mark Wood
367 Oak St.
Mt. Morris, MI 48458
Dear Mr. Wood,
This is to grant permission for the inclusion of the full PEERS Test as an appendix in
your dissertation with Liberty University. The permission is granted with
agreement that the PEERS test will be included in its original form, without
divulging proper answers to test items. Permission is granted with no limits on its
distribution via your dissertation.
Sincerely yours,

Dan Smithwick
(sent via email)

