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Like twins reared Separately, Protestant Christianity and modern scierice were

born at the same time into the same family of Western European lineage, They
both inherited the same ancestry: a biblical belief in a God who creates a world
distinct from divinity and therefore a contingent creation: plus a Hellenistic

and science were educated by the disciplined thinking of medieval Roman
Catholic scholasticism. They both rebelled against hierarchica] authority over
what the individual heart should believe and over what the individual mind
should think. They both took stands against superstition. magic, and human
manipulation of alleged supernatural powers,

The overlapping biographies of these twins can be organized into three broad
periods: the Copernican. the Kantian, and the contemporary. The first period,
the Copernican revolution, has three internal stages; Copernicus himself at
stage one in the sixteenth century. with Galileo and N ewton marking stages two
and three in the seventeenth century. This period concludes with g mechanistic
worldview, according to which nature follows a course dictated by laws that
never go on a holiday and never need divine intervention or action. The Kantian
period, our second, tells how some Protestants developed two languages. one for
science and one for faith. untranslatable into one another The two languages
bermitted peaceful coexistence between science and theology. Finally, in the con-
temporary period the Kantian two languages are stil] widely spoken, but many
Protestants are pressing for consonance, for harmony to be gained through dia-
logue and perhaps even through mutual interaction.

Though the modern period is described by some in terms of a warfare between
science and religion, this does not seem to fit the actual history. John Hedley
Brooke, an Oxford historian of science. argues. “the image of perennial conflict
between science and religion is inappropriate as a guiding principle” (Brooke,
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ant deviancy from church authority: whereas Protestants, somewhat more
poised to welcome new developments, had their eyes directed toward holy writ
with only furtive glances toward the starry heavens,

Galilean Copernicanism

The century following the histor_v—shaking events of the Reformation witnessed
a period of Protestant consolidation and the establishing of foundations.
Aristotelian metaphysics was retrieved. and scholasticism returned to the
Reformation church bodies. Within this approach theological claimg became
propositional. The Reformation’s solg scriptura metamorphosed into a new
emphasis on verbal inspiration and biblical inerrancy. The Bible became the
source of revealed information articulated in propositional form, Even though
Luther and Calvin had E€ver questioned the Bible's divine status, seventeenth-
century Protestants developed a vigorous defense of biblica] authority, claiming
its dictation by the Holy Spirit. By implication, not only does the Bible cradle
Christ and the message of salvation, it alsg becomes the divinely appointed
authority on matters of astronomy and the other sciences. Even though

against both Ptolemy's physics and Aristotle's metaphysics; and for those who
Interpreted Scripture through the logic of Aristotle in conjunction with the
cosmology of Ptolemy. a conflict could not be avoided.

The cultural storm approached as the Copernican revolution inserted a dis-
tance between God and the world. making it more difficult to perceive the pres-
- ence of the Creator within the creation. Despite the advances in mathematical
~ support for heliocentrism as offered by the German astronomer Johannes Kepler
[ (15711 630). the second stage actually begins with the Italian mathematician
- Galileo Galilei (1546—1 642). Galileo adapted the telescope to astronomy (and in
~ doing so discovered moons orbiting Jupiter among other [ascinating things) and
~ more importantly provided the observational evidence on behalf of Copernican
heliocentrism, Galileo revived otherwise dormant attention to Copernicus with
- theresult that Copernicus'’s book (De revolutionibus) was finally put on the index
- of banned books by the Catholic Church in 1618, This was followed in 1632 by

~ Kepler and Galileo buttressed the mathematical evidence for heliocentrism
_ and both affirmed that God organizes the creation mathematically and that the
 human mind ig capable of understanding divipe reason. Both rejected
Aristotle’s notion of final causality — that is, both considered science to be the
 study of efficient causation in nature and not the study of final ends or purposes.
 Both altered the Aristotelian concept of change: no longer did change refer
- to transition from potentiality to actuality but rather the rearrangement of
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because it is beloved by God and therefore we human beings must treasure
nature. Fourth, by affirming that secular vocations are as divine as religious
vocations, Luther and Calvin indirectly inspired later Puritans and others to
actively pursue scientific study as a sanctified this-worldly enterprise (Barbour,
1966: 46-9).

What wag missing or inadequate in astronomy and cosmology and physics,
from the Protestant point of view, was the moral dimension of human existence,
Methodist champion John Wesley (1703-9 1) could write two treatises on the
practical value of modern science. one on medicine and one on electricity, plys
A Survey of the Wisdom of God in the Creation; or g Compendiym of Natural Phi-
losophy (1777 ). On the one hand, Wesley saw signs of a divine designer in the
design of nature, On the other hand, Wesley voiced impatience with science
when it seemed to divert attention from what is really important to human life
and welfare, What really is important is to see that God created ys with a mora]
capacity to love one another.

Miracles

The eighteenth century witnessed a battle over the theological significance
of miracleg, Seventeenth~century science had increased confidence in the
exhaustive order of cause and effect in the natural world, and the essence of

autonomous nexus of secondary causes. The first cause that created the
order of nature ey nihilo in the first place returns in a miracle to disrupt it for a
providential end.

John Locke (1632-1704), the English philosopher who authored Essqy
Concerning Human Undersmnding (1690) and other political works influential on
the development of American democracy, was a contemporary of Newton. In
~ The Reasonableness of Christianity as Delivered in the Scriptures (1 695) and A Djs-
- course on Miracles (1704), Locke analyzed miracles and marshaled biblical
. dccounts into a rationa] defense that Jesus is the messiah_ Eyewitness testimony,
¢ in particular, to Jesus’s miracle-working bower was subjected to review and
~ found reliable, Miracles, in short, testify to the credibility of Christian faith.

: In his A Short and Easy Method with the Deists (1 698), Charles Leslie
© {1650-1 722) offered three rules to establish the credibility of witnesses to mir-
~ acles: first, the event must be subject to outward senses such ag seeing and

f;' These remain in usage even today.
‘,- Theologians of this era believed miracles were rare. Some Protestants were
- willing to limit the miracle-working era to the biblical period, whereas Roman




deny, by definition, miracles, In hig "Essay on Miracles” within the larger worlk,
Philosophica] Essays Concerning H, uman Understanding (1751), Hume delimits the
toncept of experience to experience of what is lawfy] In nature; “It j5 experience
only, which gives authority to lestimony; and jt is the same €xperience, whijch
assures us of the laws of nature . .. We may establish it a5 4 maxim, that po
human testimony canp have such force as to Prove a miracle, ang make it a just
foundation for any such system of religion™ (Hume, 1962: 132-3). In other
words, we yge €Xperience to establish the laws of nature - how coyld we then
USe experience to establish the Violation of those laws? Dye to this tie between
€Xperience and the ubiquity of Natural law, we myst eliminate miracles as some.-
thing rationally knowap]e. Without miracles, post-Hume theologians were left
with only the world’s origing] design as testimony to the divine responsibility

There are two kinds of Teason. not one, sajq German philosopher Immanue]
Kant (17241 804), namely reasop applying to the starry heaveng above and
teason applying to the moral law withjp, What we know as the causal Jaw in
Nature (every natural event hag a natural cause) is not constrained by the objec-
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Twentieth—century eo-orthodox Protestant theologians such as Karl Barth,
Paul Tillich, Rudolf Bultmann, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Langdon Gilkey have
vociferously defended the two-language view, Gilkey spoke for the era while
taking the stand in 5 1981 courtroom in Little Rock, Arkansas, as expert witness
against the teaching of creatiop as a scientific subject in the public schogls, He
testified that science asks “how?" while religion asks “why?” Science deals with
objective or public knowing of Proximate origins, whereas religion and its theg-
logical articulation deals with existential or persona] knowing of ultimate origins
(Gilkey, 1985: 49-52, 108-1 3). What Gilkey advocates js that a healthy Society
speaks hoth languages.

It is important to note that the two-language viewr emerges as a modern
cultural phenomenon, fully embraced by the liberal Protestant tradition and
its progeny, the neo-orthodox and related schools of thought. Conservative
Protestants have also absorbed the two-language view from culture and render
it limited Support. but conservative theologians are stif] more likely to think
of theology as speaking about objective reality, Hence, conservatives are more
likely to see scientific and theological languages a5 commensurate (Murphy,
1996: 58),

It is always a mistake to presume that libera] Protestantism is proscience
and conservative Protestantism is antiscience, The distinction lies rather in

tion and change in species. Charles Darwin (1809-82) cnunciated the key
principle of evolution: “natural selection™ or “survival of the fittest.” Natural
selection explains post hoc the evolutionary success of those species oW in exig-
tence compared to those species that have become extinct. When the wide
variety of individua] differences within a species becomes a factor in adapting
to changing environmental circumstances, and when some adaptations are
selected for and others selected against, large-scale Malthusian selection occurs
with the surviving remainder determining the heritable traits of a new species.
The last half of the twentieth century added the concept of genetic mutation to
explain heredity with greater precision. resulting in the neo-Darwinian synthe-
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Other contemporary Protestants of the hypothetical consonance mind (dis-
cussed below) work to incorporate the anthropology of evolutionary theory into
their theology. Arthur Peacocke adds creatio continua to creatio ex nihilo in his

“God is the Immanent Creator creating in and
through the processes of the natural order” (Peacocke, 1993: 104).

The Contemporary Question of Consonance

Speaking two languages has become less than intellectually satisfying for
Mmany contemporary Protestants and their Roman Catholic colleagues. If there
is only one God and one world. then there must be only one truth. Science at
its best and theology at its best seek only one thing, the honest truth about
reality. Furthermore, both science and theology are realistic — that is, both
presume the existence of g reality to which their propositions refer. To be sure,
neither advocates a naive realisn. wherein what vou see is what you get; but both
operate with variants of critical realism. according to which some things cannot
be known directly but can be pursued indirectly. Neither God nor electrons can
be known directly, yet critical realism asserts that they are “there.” Even though
some criticize critical realism for its alleged foundationalism {Murphy), others
believe “critical realism offers considerable potential as a theoretical bridge
between the two disciplines” (McGrath, 1998: 164). With such things in mind,
many scholars are looking beyond warfare and even beyond the two-language
model to dialogue. “The imagery of ‘dialogue’ is thus vastly to be preferred to
the unhelpful (and frankly rather outdated) image of ‘warfare’™” (McGrath,
1998: 28).

In the final quarter of the twentieth century the Notre Dame University his-
torian of science Ernan McMullin began asking if we might be ready for explor-
ing greater consonance between scientific and theological claims about the
world. What has developed among many Protestant theologians is a method-
ological agenda of hypothetical consonance. It is hypothetical, as it seeks to test
the waters of both science and faith, to see if they are the right temperature for
some degree of mixing,

The term “consonance” in the strong sense means accord or harmony. Full
accord or harmony between scientific and theological claims does not yet exist:
they still sing different melodies. Yet consonance in a weak sense appears to be
progressive and fruitful. In the wealk Sense consonance is put forth hypothetic-
ally, identilying common domains of “question-asking.” Recent discoveries and
theoretical advances in fields such as quantum physics, Big Bang cosmology, and
thermodynamics, for example. have raised questions within science of tran-
scendence, about a divine ground to the physical universe. The God-question
rises up out of scientific reasoning itsell (Davies, 1983: ix). Many theologians
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