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Scripture, Science and Hermeneutics
Gregory J. Laughery and George Daiepstra

LAbrı, Huemoz,

UMMARY ın 1gl of hermeneutical Derspective; Ir explore
the hermeneutical implications of [WO ContemporaryThe objective ın his IS not to undertake evalu- solutions that have heen Dut forward TOo unction d ten-

atıon of all the entries the historical Or cContemporary SION resolvers In the scCIENCEe and Scripture jalogue. We
register, hut rather tO fOcus three significant DOoInNts: chall conclude DY Droposing trajectory that alms givefirst, exXxamıne the s of hermeneutics and Its impli- ull CO  Ce the hermeneutical reality lodged
catıons for this debate; second, d55655 the all (010 fre- within the of the Interaction between CIENCE
u Dolarizations In the world of CIENCEe and Scripture and Scripture.

RESUMF dans PE  tude des SCIENCES et de ’Ecriture. Enfin, CXd-
mıne les implications hermeneutiques de deux solutions

Cet article ConNncCcentre SUr trols questions significatives. contemporaines qui OnNtTt Ete Droposees DOUT resoudre les
auteur considere d’abord COMMeNT I’hermeneutique tensions dans le jalogue Ia SsCIENCE et ’Ecriture.
c‘est developpee eTt quelles SONT 1es implications DOUT conclut Un approche qu! VISE donner
E present Ensutlte, 1 &value les trop frequentes pleine expression la realite hermeneutique QqUu! entre
polarisations termes de perspectives hermeneutiques Jeu dans l’interaction Ia ible et Ia science.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG hermeneutischen Perspektive; Die Untersuchung der
hermeneutischen Implikationen zweılıer gegenwärtiger

DIIS Zielsetzung dieses Artikels esteht nicht ın der Ösungen, die mMıt dem Nnspruc vorgetragen wurden,
Dewertung aller Intrage In der historischen oder TI die Funktion VOT Spannungslösern ım Dialog zwischen
wartigen Liste, sondern Im Fokus auf drei signitikanten Wissenschaft und Schrift übernehmen. Die chluss-
Punkten: DIie Untersuchung des Aufstiegs der Herme- folgerung esteht In dem Vorschlag eıner Stossrichtung,
neutik und dessen Implikationen für die Debatte; [Die die beabsichtigt, der hermeneutischen Realität, die sich
Bewertung der viel äufigen Polarisierungen In der innerhalb der Konturen der Interaktion zwischen Wis-
Welt der Wissenschaft und der Schrift Im | ichte eıner senschaft und Schrift efindet, volles Gewicht geben

Introduction Put undue emphasıs notion of dıscontinu-
In 1954 Bernard Ramm publıshed hıs challenging ItY, Jeavıng them other Dbut deny

alLYy CONtINULLY 2881 seek defend, posiıtionan provocatıve book The Chrıstian Vıcm of Scıence
and Scripture 1954 In world that W dS$

that violently contradıcted the findıngs of cıience”
1954, 23)increasingly domınated by sci1entific explanatıons, hıs regrettable of affaırs, 1n Ramm’s est1-he W as acutely of the eed fOor the hrıs- matıon, should aVve eecn supplanted DYy LOTC

t1an Communıty ser10usly consıder the claıms
of clence. How W d Christian formulate

interactıve VIEW, whıch 1n the final analysıs ould
find conflict between ITE clience AN| CrMp-the relatıonshıp between sclence AN! Scripture? ture Ramm 1954, 17-42 Yet. where O€s ultı-

Ramm’s ACCOUNT has ıt. I1LALLY Chrıstjans had MAfTe authority concerning the interpretation of
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the world and the lıfe in It reside: 1in the hands of dialogıc interpretative horızoan. In the
Cclence 1in the of Scripture? Ot10Ns of of the CUTTENT hermeneutical discuss10N, the world

AN! the bıblıcal ([CXT ATC indıspensable epistemolog-resolution thıs complex 1ssue AIC marked by
long anı checkered StOTY, and ave proliferated ıcal components that play sıgnıfıcant role 1n the
1n FEeCECHT t1imes. of understandıng, hıle hermeneutically

Sınce the wrıting of The Chrıstian Vıew of SCZ- speakıng neıiıther aVeC the Capacıty achıeve, in
spıte of what SOMIC mıght aV us belıeve, total-ENCGE and Scripture the UrSeNCY of thıs dıscussıon

has only en reinforced Dy FEGENtT developments 1ZINg hermeneutical trajectory therefore,
characteri1zed DYy ItSs strıkıng ubıquıty AI ıtal chal-1n hermeneutI1cs and the acceleratıng eXpansıon of

OUTr knowledge of the natural world VCT the last ENDE, needs be gıven due consıderatıon in the
insatıable debate between sc1eNcCE AN! Scripture.fl VCALS al Y SULVCY of the CUrTTeNt landscape,

comprised of varıety of perspect1ves shows, We would Arguc, whether ONC 15 readıng the
natural world the bıblıcal tOXL, both enterprisesI confronted wıth the realıty of polyphoniıc

diıscourse concern1ing the approprıate relatiıonshıp ATC interpretative VEIIUFES wıth varyıngz degrees
of objectivity. Scıientists and bıblıcal interpreters,between SsCIeENCE aN! Scripture. In thıs

problematıc, cacophony Dl VOlCces Caln 110 be that 1S, ATE COMNMNMON hermeneutical ground:
hermeneutIics of finıtude. hıs that theyheard,; markıng such delıberations wıth MmMatrıx

1ıke complexıty, resultıng 1n ack of allYy clear-cut each find themselves grounded wıthın interpreta-
ONSCI1ISUS t1ve AN! overlappıng frameworks from whıch ne1-

ther Cal XT ACT themselves 1n order make the
claım havıng neutral objective standpoınt.Why Hermeneutics? Rıcoeur PUts It “iIndeed, hermeneutıics ıtself puts

Hermeneutics, the ACE and of interpretation, us guard agalnst the ıllusıon pretention of
has risen ıke phoenix 1n OUTr day. Ihe sheer veloc- neutralıty” Rıcoeur 1991 54) Ihe old adage that

scCI1eNtIStS 41 unınvolved Oobservers an that cl1enceIty of thıs advance 15 stagger1ng. interpretatıve
dımensıon 15 110 acknowledged touch dıs- 1S solely about the facts has Gen undergo1ing er10us
cıplınes an CVCLY ATCAa of ıtfe In relatıvely short c  CHE  D aM r htly S SInce AT least the days
per10d of tiıme then, Smoved from the faırly of Polanyı an Kuhn (Polanyı 1958; 1970
specıfic definıtion of hermeneutıics AS the interpre- equalliy sıgnıfıcant an Judıcı1ous challenge 15
tatıon of legal and bıblıcal, general definı- takıng place wıth rESPECT bıblıcal readers who
t10N where hermeneut1cs 15 understood A4AS5 relatıng UE also embraced theır S myths of ımpartıal-

the operat1ons of understandıng, the whole of Ity in assumıng that they read the Bıble 4S solely
ıfe Specıfic regional interpretatıve VvCNTLUrES, 1n book of facts wıth eed of interpretation.
thıs CASC, ATC frequently subjugated unıversalız- TIThe growıng emphasıs hermeneut1ics 15
ıng perspective, whiıch 15 thought incorporate all ımportant AT severa| levels, but for the
regional hermeneutI1ics into general hermeneutics, of OUTr dıscussıon, Ar least in the followıng WaAYyY
whıle concurrently subordinatıng properly ep%stc— recognıtıon that humans dIC interpreters who
mologıcal ontologıcal PI'COCCLIP3UOIIS aVC finıte interpretatıve CONTEXTS an that under-
(Rıcoeur 1991, 5-101) standıng, explanatiıon AaN! LICW understandıng ATC

Antje Jackelen. TEGCEAHT po1nts OULT, hermeneutical, havıng the Capacıty ETCATe SUSPI1-
hermeneutıics 15 ONMNC of three signıfıcant challenges CION.* COUNTeEr dogmatısm, and check reducti1on1ısm,
facıng clence anı relıgıon today. Hermeneutics 15 applıes both clence 2687 bıblıcal interpretation.
NOLT Just method SayS Jackelen, c  1T 15 about the hermeneutics ofAinıtude AN! SUSP1CION, for CXAdI1l-

of understandıng itself ”(Jackelen 2003, ple, beg1ins make us of OUTr OW sıtuated-
210) Whıle thıs ontological chıft has sıgnıfıcant C6sSS5 an offers crıtique of notion of 1eW
meri1t anı IMan y scholars afırm the importance from no-where, whıle also proviıdıng the
of general hermeneutics, ıt remaıns essential, 1in trajectory towards robDust hermeneutics of Lrust.
C(JUT VICW, re-regionalize‘ hermeneutıics oug Those who read the natural world and those who

focus the H  A and the WOr. Rıcoeur 1991 read Scripture aV NOLT always adequately cons1ıd-
53-101). Hermeneutics then 15 NOT merely COIN- ered the force of thıs developıng hermeneutical TICV-
cerned wıth the of understandıng, but also olutıon theır reflections. hat 1S, there 15 faır
wıth the MOVEMENT of explanatıon (epıstemol- AMOUNT of hermeneutically miıs-ınformed rhetorıic
OSYy an NCW understandıng that AA comprised ın both sıdes of thıs debate, whiıich often trench-
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antly INS1IsSts dıvıde and CONQUCI perspective. understandıng of the WOFr (  - be viewed 45

Embracıng such all outlook results in polarızed dynamıc PTrOCCSS that CONSsIsSts of oNgomng dıa-
poıints of VIEW, whiıch 1gnore 1scount the SEAV- logue comprised of spıralıng LESOLMLAUaILICEC between
Ity of hermeneutical trajectory. In general, for these entities.
SOINC 1n the natural sclencCeESs thıs there 15
lıttle place for the bıblıcal FCXT ( Westermann
1974, 5): AN! for number of bıblıcal interpret- Science Informer
CIS, paltry inconsequentıial recognıtıon of the Knowledge of OUrTr world 15 marked Dy degrees of
alue of scl1encCe wiıth I'CSPCCt the interpretation complexıity an uncertaınty. resolution for the
of ıfe an the world (Saunders 2002, X-X1) Ihere EYV factor frequently becomes domınant
ATIC Ial bıblical interpreters who tenacıously theme wıthın the of the overall debate. For
refuse consıder scıentıific ınterpretations of the Ial y scıent1ists, resolution 15 MafrTtter of assıgnıng
natura|l WOT. hıle Ial the scıentific COIMN- authoriıtatıve volce the knowledge acquıred
munıty adamantly ıgnore biblical interpretations from sci1entific endeavors. Reinforced Dy the sheer
of the SAadIinlec world. re-regionalızed hermeneutics magnıtude of the SrOWING, bank ofknowledge COI1-

acknowledges the natural WOr aM the Scrıpture cerning natural phenomena, thıs perspective PIO-
ATC credıble anı crucıal hermeneutical factors that understandıng AN! interpretation of the
demand careful consıderatıon tor understandıng world AaN! the ıfe ftound wıthın ıt, that 15 restricted

empiırıcal invest1gat1on.and explaiınıng somethıng of ıfe 4S know ıf
Hermeneutically speakıng, therefore, contend In recCENT publıcation, the ımage of scl1ence
that the bıblıcal FeXT AaN! the natural world should 45 “candle ıIn the dark” (Sagan 1996, 26) W as
be gıven theır appropriate places A legitimate employed help CONVCY the of enlıghten-

Ment that sclentıific knowledge has conterrediınformers 1n the ACtT an of the interpretation of
ıfe in the world OUTrTr understandıng of the world Not only has SC1-

Ihe realıty of hermeneutical perspective then, entific reflection added OUrTr understandıng, but
dIC wiıllıng acknowledge ıt. beg1ns chal- ıt has also deconstructed ILAaLLY of OUT preconce1ived

lenge us consıder possıbilıties that INAaYy NOT fall notlons of the WOTr. Ihe STOWINS realızatıon of
wıthın the of LNOTIC NaAITO W, CVEN AT times complex and dıverse Farth StOrY in the nıne-
reduction1stic, knowledge frameworks. Herme- teenth5 tor example, dısrupted the prevaıl-
neutics 15 COINMON ground dynamıc that alıgns ıng medieval notion of brief sStatıc pıcture of the
WAdVS of understandıng, hıle openıng pOSSI1- world (Young 1990 S0Ooon thereaftern. the sclentıific
bılıtıes for explainıng ıfe 1n the world, potentially 1Nvasıon of the heavens led sımılar recognıtıon
leadıng LICW understandıng, be It sclentific 0)4 of the dynamıc of stellar AN! galactıc history
bıblıcal. At the SAaMıc tıme hermeneutı1ics confronts ( Van T1l 1990
those in both fields of INqUIrYy wıth the truth that hıs ften cıted examPle of SrOWINS scıientıific
they HOT only read AN! interpret, Dut that equaliy, AaWaTE11C8S5 sımply ıllustrate that the 1Nves-
they ATIC being read aAM interpreted DYy the ata t1gatıon of Can result 1n maJor c<h 1ın OUurTr

they interact wıth interpretive V1IS1ION of the world Such successful
Furthermore, hermeneutical trajectory 15 OC AaN! powerful chıft in perspective Can QVe Qr least

that ıt 15 oblıged incorporate reader, LeEXT an sıgnıfıcant first, It Ca provoke
world Ihere 15 ınevıtable, but NOT always noticed varıety of FCSPONSCS rangıng from assımılatıon
motion ere from the reader, through the ubject hostılıty depending the varıables of the CONTEXL;

of INquUrYy AN! investigat1ıon (world/text), aAN! second, 1t C4M CrE4(1E the ıllusiıonary that
an then back the reader (Laughery 2002 As sclentific dıscoverl1es an theır derıvatıve
readers, ST wıth SUOLTILIC understandıng of OUTI - domıiınate the hermeneutical landscape.
selves and the world, in interactıon wıth the text/ Ihere dIC SOTIIC in the scıentıific communıty whı
world thıs understandıng 15 explaıned, AN! in INa adopt thıs dominatıng perspect1ve an assıgn
instances eıther afırmed crıt1qued, whıch in definıtive ınformıng role the natura|l sclences.

leads NC understandıng. hermeneutics Uperatıng wıthın the confines of materıalıstic
motlion refutes the ımage of VICIOUS cirdle, framework, the result 15 ever-wıdening cırcle of

embracıng ın Its place the trı1adıc symbol of DTrO- explanatory that infuses naturalıstic OFr1-
ductive dialogue between reader. FEXT anı world entatıon Into other realms of thou ht from ethıcs
Hence. Nes  > understandıng, explanatıon, A LIC  S (Ruse anı: Wılson 1993,; 308-311) SOC1010Yy
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sSon hıs perspective typically produces mıght be the Dy whiıch Deıity ensured Hıs
grand scheme in whıich the iınevıtable tens10Ns MCSSAHC tound receptive ground” 9 183)

Wılson’s scı1entısm excludes al y such possıbilıty.that develop between dıscıplınes AT viewed, for
the MOST AS resolvable, ıf only thıs scjientific Sımıilar LYpPCS of thınkıng pervade the work of
iınformer Can be allowed aV dominatıng Varıous contempor arvy writers.° Detaıils IMaYy VaL Y

1in the discussıon. Ihe fundamental role but the SaJrmnıc general theme of attaınıng epistemo-
of the natural SCIeENCES then becomes the sımplest logıcal certaınty DY adopting dominatıng role
anı est toward reducıng the uncertaıintıes of for the ınformıng Capacıty of the natural SCIENCES
OUTL understandıng AaN! explanatıon of the world 15 consıstent. Ihe remarks of cosmologiıst DPeter
Edward Wılson 15 representatıve of thıs LYPC of ns herald the triıumph of thıs lıne of thought
thınkıng when hıs commıtment scientıific mMate- when he STAates
ralısm plays ıtself OUL in comprehensıve IMAaANlNCT. Relıgion has faıled, and ItSs aılures should be
In hıs book Consılıence, Wılson cClearly artıculates exposed. SCIENCE, wıth Its currently UuCcCCcCSsSS-
hıs materıalıstic V1IS1ION when he STates pursult of unıversal COI'I‘IPCtCI'ICC throughAaVe argued that there 15 intrınsıcally only OILIC the iıdentificatıon of the mınımal, the SUDICHICclass of explanatıon. Ihere 15 abundant evidence
Support aN! OI1lCc absolutely refute the proposı1- delıght of the intellect, should be acknowledged

kıng Atkıns 1995, 132)t10N that consılıent explanatıons ATC congenıal Has scCl1eNCE suddenly become hermeneuticallythe entirety of the branches of Jearnıng. Ihe
central ıdea of the consılıence world 1eW 15 that all imMmmUNıZEd agalnst Laıldure, AN! why 15 the SUuCcC-

tangıble phenomena, trom the bırth of the CCS of scC1IeNCE CAaSUuTc of completion: FEven the

workıngs of socıal instıtut1Oons, aATC based Mate- TFESULILLES of phılosophy ATC subject these ınfiu-
A they A recrunted unıfy OUTr knowledgeral PIrOCCSSCS that MN ultımately reducıble, how-

under thıs representatıve paradızm Dennett 2003,CVCT long aM FOTrTUOUS the SCQUCNCCS, the laws
of physıcs. (Wılson 19958, 266) 15) Thus, the search ftor coherent explanatıon of

Ihıs ontological reductionısm breeds epI1S- the world 15 envısıoned DYy 1VINS SLIrONS ASSCNT

temologıcal reductionısm, which CTMCALES aAN! exclusionary method of unıfication.
Inevıtabily, thıs perspective negatıve glanceunıfles all ther of learnıng. Ihe term

towards anı y sıgnıfıcant role for relıgı10n 1in iıntftorm -consılıence in thıs CORTEXE iımplıes lınkıng of facts
aM tact-based theory 4ACTOSS dıscıplınes order ıng OUT Current understandıng AN! explanatıon of

CreAlie COMNMNMOIMN groundwork of explanatıon. the world In Wılsonıian style, the prımary meri1t
Accordıingly, fragmentatıon of knowledge 15 of relıg10N 15 often reduced the ıdea that 1It has

functioned AS valuable survıval mechanısm basedviewed 4S artıfact of scholarshıp and 15 resolv-
able by operatıng upON the cOnvıction that the Its abılıty tacılıtate cohesion (Barbour
world 15 orderly AaN! Caln be completely explaıned 2000, 13) But CVECIN ıf thıs accurately POrtIaYS
AT the level of natural category.“ aspect of relıg10N, O€s the 8.CCCPI9.I'ICC of such

In Wılson’s approach, scientıific naturalısm 15 posıtıon dogmatiıcally sıgnıfıcant
dimınution in the role theologıcal insıght plays 1nhermeneutically stretched that TGn somethıing

Call be explaıned DYy natural selection, includıng OUTr understandıng aM explanatıon of the world?
soc1a| behaviors 1ıke relıg10N, It 15 thereby concluded When these naturalistic AIC wıelded in the
that the entity ın question MUST be completely of scl1entific mater1alısm, the ANSWCT 15 YCS
mater1al phenomenon.“* TOmM COUTL pomnt of VIeEW, ANY authoriıtatıve volıce of the tradıtional relıg10Us
thıs uUusc of evolutionary descr1pt1ons 15 CXall- communıty 15 sılenced A It 15 reduced solely
ple Öt how sclientific iınformatıon C232 be hardened product of evolutıon. lan Barbour that in H-
Into iınviolable naturalıstic iınformer that closes sSONnN’s Judgment, the functions that WCEIC performed
cONstructıve eENSASEMECN wıth other informıng DYy relıgıon 1n the past ATC 110 better served DYy
OUTICCS Asıde from technıcal quest10ons dS$ the “poetic rendıtion of the evolutionary epIE 2000,
role of natura|l selection in Wılson’s assumptı1on, he 156) Acknowledging the human propensıity a!

adequately contends wıth the ıdea that the eed devıse sacred narratıves, thıs evolutionary
rel1g10U0s ımpulse mıght engender other explana- epIC 15 transtormed into metanarratıve: grandı-
tO0NS M  CI 1999, 182-1853). Kenneth Miıller, DY OSC SCTOTCY of mythologıcal proportions configured
CONTrAaST, 1in less reductionıst1ic tfashıon, querI1€es ASs the sclentıific dısmantler of the ancıent mYythıc
whether IT 15 possıble that evolutionary PIrÖOCCSSCS storıes (Wılson 1978, 191-192).
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It 15 NOT COQOUT intentiıon thıs brief OVECELVICW ıllusory symbol In OUrTr OPINON 2N) for
analyze the detaıls of thıs LYypC of CONJECTLULC L1LOT optımal explanatıon thıs dımens1ıon of postmod-

dismı1ss the scıentific conclusions contaıned CITNSIN along wıth OC of SUSPDICION needs be
thereın but rather TAW AttfentfiON the total- taken 1INTO ACCOUNT ıf we dIC both opt1rmze OULr

per SPECLIVC that has een adopted There 15 inter pretat1ve potential AaN! QNVGTT the of
that OUrTr scı1entıific knowledge has een perceived explanatory closure Dy over-zealous

scientıific ınformerinstrumental challenging INanıy ofOUr belijefs AN!
has served sharpen OUr thoughts AC 1055 Man y Followıng the postmodern dıirection of
discıplines OWEeVer Dy NaArTOW1NS the of Lyotard Joseph Rouse introduces the NOTION of
the dialogue has effectual een severely the cultural studies of the Ihe

ATC envısıoned 4S “cultural formatıons that MUSThampered that sclentific thought has eecn freed
about 1CS OW' SEeTt of ıllusıons? be understood oug detaıled C  S of

the LESOUTICCS whıich theır artıculatıon draws(QQur objective at thıs uncture 15 110 DUISUC
lınes of thought that IMOTC clearly artıculate the S1ITUATLTIONS whıch they respond an the WaYS

OUTr pCIS CCLIVEC of GIEHEE 45 iınformer Fırst they transtorm those SITUATLIONS anA 1mpact
the 1CW of scıientıific ratiıonalıty described above others (Rouse 1996 289 Among other
C d  e be characteriızed A modernıst (van Huyssteen thıngs thıs pECerSs CCLIVEC ımplıes that scı1entıific work

cshould exh1bıt degree of that of1999 S71 the insıghts of postmodern analysıs
ITreENTS that How between the and the reSTtof knowle INay rarrTant consıderatiıon (Jackelen of culture Ihe dıstıiınction between what 15 11-2003 210) In hıs hought provokıng volume The

Postmodern Condaıtion Report Knowledge Jean- t1f1Cc aMn what 15 NOT 15 ereby destabıilızed SOINC

CXLGENL 1996 249 250)Franco1s Lyotard heightens OUTr AWaTE1C55 of the
problematıc of the exclusıvıty claıms of scientific ' entzel Van Huyssteen has offered helpful

analysıs of Rouse work CONCCTIDUN the relatıon-knowledge He STates
shıp between theology AA CACHIE RecognizıngIn the er place scı1entıific knowledge O€s that Rouse adopts L1LarTOW definıtion rpostmod-NOLT rcpr' CSCHNT the totalıty of knowledge has

45 mındset rather than OCalways ex1isted addıtion and cCompet1- critically reflect modernıitYy, Vall HuyssteentT10N and conflict wıth, another kınd of know- nevertheless acknowledges hıs ımportant contrıbu-ledge whiıch wıll call Narratıve the INTGFESES
LI10N the rC) CCHON of al y grand HNMartTaiive schemeof sımplıcıty (Lyotard 1984 /) of GICHET Ihe taılure uphold sharp dıstinc-

Lyotard has argued, other thıngs that between the empirıcal aN! the interpretatiVethe postmodern 15 be defined 4A5 incredulıty dımensıions the OOr tor wıder reflectıve
towards mMefTta  Ve.  P 1984 XXI1V) He contends (van Huyssteen 1999 335 D9) In OUrTr
that LIVeES feature of modernısm estimatıon the 1nterpretat1ve dımensıon should be
EXIST order legıtımate theır OW knowledge wıdened anı MOTC POTOUS CONCCDL of (TETIICE AS

iınformer eeds be set MOTION COUNTer theinterests an PI'&CthCS 1984, XX111) Metanarra-
„ therefore, crystallıze totalızıng pers CCLLVE hubrıs of VCT determınatıon

St01'y -Ine theory of Everything ı attempt o reinforce thıs ıdea briefly second
explanatory INVINCIDULTY. Invıncıbility lıne of thought the hıstory of CIGIL1EE At the en!

ECre 15 assured DYy play that deprıives other of hıs stimulatın book Hıstory of Western SCZ-
potentially valıd informers, external the 11- ENLCE Anthony Alıoto concludes that the called

scıentıific outlook 15 ıllusıon aN! that CIGHGE 15tiıfic OLLC, of ALLY credibilıty. Clearly, based thıs
definition the V1IS1ION of GICEHEC mentioned above cultural artıfact that belongs the West (Alıoto
qualifies Mefanarratcı 1993, 44 1) Although thıs INAaYy sound bıt SCVEIC,

AaW aTrTC11C5S5 of the potential self anı what 115 suggested Dy these 15 the g_
NıCıOon that the discover1es ofCC emMaAaNaTte fromself deception configured wıthın e S dıscıplıne

15 heightened Dy the of hermeneutics of the total human 1T ınvolves “rhe
finıtude an When thıs AaWAaTE1C55 15 COU- extremely complex interplay of aesthetics values
pled wıth postmodern of Metfanarratı relıgıon in interactiıon wıth the physıcal
ANY over-arching MEa (scıentific OT otherwıse) world 441) In thıs CVCLIY observatıon

ITS assumpnon the demands tor total 15 ogue that eludes tiıght prescr1 LLVE nNeTr aM
epıstemological closure becomes Crans pare NL 4A5 thereby, 1INVITES LMOTC ınclusıve approach OUTL
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explanatıon AN! understandın: of the world empirıcal foOotINg of scıientıific thınkıng, COI-
HAI E focused G  on of both AI tend that 1T 15 equaliy 1CW sclentific

endeavors AS human endeavors embedded theAN! relıg10Nn from hıstorıical PErSPECLLIVE led John
Hedley Brooke the realızatıon that the bounda- world they seek explaın Hence scientıific COI-
TIeS between GiGIx and relıgıon (Brooke clusıons AIC often tentfatıve AN! subject the
1991 aV shıfted VGL time AN! therefore of hermeneutical consıderations mentioned above
abstracting SOTMIIC COrTTeCt an tiımeless 1CW of these It 15 NOT OUTLr intentıon eschew the weıghty find-

15 problematıc In the Past ftor example INSS of SCIENTISTS lıke Wılson Socıiobiology,
W as COIMMMON e1ICOUUNTIeEe sc1entihiC tor example has made contrıbutions OUTr

whose CGIETILELC W 4a5 strongly iınformed by theologı- understandıng of anımal behavıor and needs be
cal an metaphysıcal belıefs 19) Ihıs O€s ser10usly reckoned wıth (Alcock 2001 OWEVer
NOLT I11Call that those wıth such belıefs had free whıiıle Call wıth these sc1entific insıghts

dıscount sc1ientific but IT O€s OUT brief postmodern AaN! hıstorıical analysıs
draw 1NTO the valıdıty of oOver-deter- us beyond Wılsonıian 1nterpr CLaLLVE framework
MIMNS VEILS10I11 of CGiICHEG (OQOne conclusıon Brooke hıch SaANCLIONS total domıiınatıon DYy the natural
draws from hıs hıstorıical 15 that NOLT only ATC
theories underdetermıned DV Supportuun ata but In concludıng OUT remarks about CICHEC 4A5
“rhat aesthetic and rel1g10Us belıefs aVC played ınformer would Argu«c that a Y attempt
selectıve role the past” 52/) hıs PCI- abstract an absolutize OUrTr scıentific knowledge 15

L[alSCcS faır challenge the NOTLION that ımplausıble In hıs emi1nal work, Miıchael Polanyı
scıentıific knowledge Cal be abstracted 1NTO defin- concluded that “sc1ence SYSteM of belıefs

mterpretat1ve vehiıcle that COMPLISCS OUr total whiıich ATC commıtted AaN! pomts beyond
understandıng of the world the for CPISTE- ıtself the dırection of nduclary ftormulatıon of
mologıcal IT scı1ieNce” Polanyı 1958 K3 T TOM OUTr of

Sınce tıght PrESCY1IPLLVE definıtions of GICTICE ATC 1CW. thıs ımplıes the CONVEISCNCC of CII an
elusıve IT INaYy be helpful OTE what KAKTAET:. 15 hermeneutics AT the epıstemologıcal leve]l H 15
NOLT Science O€es NOT 8tt€l'fipt iınclude the gods cruc19] OTE that from hermeneutical PCISPCC-

LLIVe OUTr sci1entific endeavors ınvolve CONTLINUOUSICS explanatıons of the natural world, L1LOT O€es
1T necessarıly attempt refute them (Moore 1993, MOTION between the world AN! understandıng
502) Ihıs exclusionary princıple INaYy SCIVC AN! explanatıon of the WOT. that leads LICW
delımıt scı1entific objectives, but 1T faıls CTT AT understandıng (Laughery 2002 hıs eNCOUNTE
CiCHER from contextual AN! hermeneutical ınflu- NOT only shapes knowledge of the world, but

Furthermore there ATC COINMON TS of shapes 4S the knower of that world Ihus
CONTLACT the world where both EFE aM relı- 15 of Paramount 1mportance that the scıientıific
Z101 AaNC vested AS wıll OTte later ınformer be posıtioned wıthın the of
that anı V NOTLION of clean scpar atıOoN ar the inter Pre- broad hermeneutical COMNTEXTt that leaves the PCI-
Latıve level 15 ımpossible i1stent search for understandıng AN! explaınıng the

It 15 1mportant OUT that W as NOLT C(JUT world wıth INOIC OPCH that the
objective thıs ectLIiOnN SIVC comprehensıve overindulgence of empiırıcal conclusıons which
descr1ption of what CCC 15 but rather chal- tend CYGALe false ofIT Wıth these
lenge the modernıst tendency rationalıze ( 1- consıderations mınd turn CX AHNHIIC God
CII 1NTO exclusıve WaYy of OWINS order an Scriıpture AdS ınformer
achıeve IT Wırh thıs mınd, why ave
chosen the term iınformer apply scıience” In
OUr,the CONCCDL of ınformer ıncludes SCVWV - God a! Scripture Informer
eral general features aVve afırmed scıentifc TIhere dIC INalıV theologıcal cırcles that advocate
studıes cClearly aV made ıtal addıtıiıons AN! read- ınordınately determınatıve role tor the p_
JUSTMECNTS OUur knowledge about the world anı tural e  S when ıinter P ret1ng the natural world Ihe
ourselves of WdY of knowıng, modern consequent effect of thıs AS the LTEXT works the
CII relıes observatıon CXPCI'III‘ICHI8IIOII anı world AN! the world the TCXT through the medi-
the INteSratiON of ata 1NTLO coherent explanatıons of the reader 15 that Scripture 15 thoughtabout ECTS and features of the natura! CMPOWCTK the reader dS IT strongly sculpts knowl/l-
world 1993 303) Whıle confirmıng the StroNg edge about the world Iheological p051t101'15 that
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CSDOUSC SOI1IIC ftorm of bıblıcal lıteralısm tend SCNT the degree of cOMMıtMeNtT these ıdeals
weıght Scripture the fullest PTE in thıs inter- AN! the accepted breadth aMn depth of the tactual
actı1on. In these G  s the bıbliıcal GEXT. often func- CONTENT of the FT Frequently, thıs interpretatiıve
t10NS 4S fact-laden that yıelds precıise dısposıitıon 15 Iınked configuration of Cr1p-
informatıon about the natural WOTr. LLFG A the carrıer of .0d’s specıfic, unımpeachable

Strewn ıncoherently underneath thıs approach 15 iınformatıon about the Irucfiure AN! ftormatıon of
epistemology: owledge 15 pristinely rational, the world that pos1it1ONs It 1n dırect lıne of fire

crystal clear AaN! fully objective. As thıs epistemol- wıth VAarl10us scıientıific conclusions. *9 LOO often
15 granted unquestionably free AGLGSsSS the result 15 torm of theologıcal reductionısm

bıblıcal LEXT that 15 configured d LraNsparecNt that strongly favors tilt of Scripture toward the
book of facts AaN! evidences about God an the of exclusıve world ınformer that tends
world, the FGXT attaıns elevated posıtıon of final close-off INanY potentially valıd ınsıghts from other

informers, such AS clence. Although the sever1ty ofarbıter in varıety of dıscussı10ns. Ihıs epistemo-
logical-textual model leads fitting thıs closure 15 varı1able. the tendency 15 inıtially
the goal ofproving that the natural world God CIC- place Man y controvers1ıjal 1SSUES, 1ıke evolutionary
ated fits wıth and ALTEeSTS set of partıcular dog thınkıng, into the category of dıspute between
matıc perspectives alıgned wıth certaın theological worldviews and, thereby, intens1fy the closure 1!
requırements 4S the WdY the natural world W 9aS TOM thıs brief sketch of perspective that
an 15 AaN! MUST be ACcquıiescence thıs totalızıng dogmatıcally AaN! narrowly applıes Scripture
perspective framed wıthın the strictures of biıblı- OUr understandıng of the world eMAaNnNaTte several
cal hıteralısm SCNCTALCS of certaınty that Cal relevant OUr framıng of God AN!
dıctate scıientific conclusıons (Barbour 2000, 16) Scripture d ınformer. We begin DYy noting that
Not surprisıngly, quası-theological inventi1ons ıke theologıcal OVEMENTS wıth mModernıst OVeEerTONn
sc1entific creationısm dIC spawned ftrom thıs kınd that tend toward totalızıng, perspective tor Scr1p-
of theological chemıistry, an frequently find them- ture’s role in OUTr understandıng aM interpretation

of the world AL vulnerable the SadI11lE mMetfanarra-selves odds wıth prevaılıng 1n the ACd-

demıc world t1ve eriıticısm eveled agaınst exaggerated SCIeN-
The of thıs LYPC of perspective Call be tific informer. Although It INAaY De faır Sa y that

traced back the marked ınf)uence of enlıght- Scripture has ITMNOTC Z10 AN synthetic approach
lıfe, top1C wıll 1n MOMECNL. thısCI epistemology SOMI1IC forms of Chrıstijan

thought at the Lurn of the eighteenth (Noll OEeESs NOT necessarıly ımply that ıt Cadilil should be
1994, ö5) Overtly represented in dıspensational thought speak 1n definıtive explanatory IMAaNnnNner

VIEWS, the sci1entific an objective character of the- AT CVCLY turn 1n the dıscussıon.
Ology W d defended d 5 the theological ıdeal Ihe attcmpt achieve certaınty ARA7 StronNg
27) Iypiıcal of thıs theologıcal accommoOdatıon Casurc of explanatory closure DYy sıftıng AN!

scl1entific approach ATC the of the dıs- assemblıng ANSWEETS OurTt of the bıblıcal FEXT 1 U1

pensationalıst Arthur Pıerson Ar the eN! of the into several problems. Fırst, thıs of SCY1P-
nıneteenth CCl'lt\ll‘Y when he advocated Baconıjuan tural ınformer, 4S W ds the CasSc wıth all EXCESSIVE
SYStCemM that gathered the facts from Scripture in scientific informer, Caln develop false of
order deduce general laws for Organızıng those invincıbilıty that undulyS It close the
facts (Marsden 1980, 55) In other words, Scr1p- channels of dıialogue aM crıt1que. hıs 15 S1tUA-
HatTe W as viewed AS encyclopedic J128SaW puzzle t10N, 4S pointed OUuUrT previously, that 15 subject
that should be subjected intens1ıve iınductive strong OTtfe of Susp1c1on aM reconsıderatıon
approac 1n Oorder U1LICOVCI an the hard the grounds of hermeneutical analysıs.
facts 1980, 38-59 Closure, wıthın thıs STECAMN ofChrıistian thought,

TIhe residue from thıs per10d pers1sts the mınd- has WaYys en MOST V1gOrOUS around aLLY attempts
ser10usly entertaın perspect1ves of the world thatSEeTt of INa y Prescnt day Chrıstians. Thev ATC COIMN1-

mıtted partıcular notion ofepıstemology, ften incorporate evolutionary framework. However,
lIınked modernısm, anı “scientific approach” despite the fact that the evolutionary paradıgzm has
Scripture (Noll 1994,;, 85) Accordingly, Scripture ften ecn co-opted and empowered SUppOrt
Can then be deployed wiıth varıable force dıs- materı1alistic outlook, INalıy Christian hınkers aV
sem1ınate owledge about the natural world An consıdered it possible, ıf NOT preferred, aCCCDL

regulate OUr understandıng of thıs world contıin- thıs perspective 4S the est descr1ıption of INany
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teatures of the natural world hıs W as the @Kı SE ture over-descrıibe the natural world, 288l
the time of Darwın SOINC Jeadıng Christian domg, excessively iısolate scrıptural knowledge
thınkers 1n both scientific aN! theologıcal Gircles, Huyssteen has noted, CC  Oour sclentific under-
such N Asa Gra and Warfiıeld respectively standıng of the world 15 indeed capable of both
(Livingstone 1984, 60-64, 1419 146-147), ASs ell lımıtıng AN! andın the worldview offered by
4A5 wıth varıety of thınkers S1NcEe. In FEGENt book theological descr1ption” 161)
of CSSaVS Dy orthodox Chrıistians, for example, Integral thıs PDIrOCCSS, then, 15 vibrant ICS

compellıng E A5C 15 presented tor consıdering the between OUrTr engagernent wıth the untold-
configuration of the natural world be that of ing knowledge of the world, the interpretation of
evolving creation .12 the bıblıcal WEXT. in hıght of that knowledge arı the

Another problem that arıses from Aat theologıcal redescr1ption of the world that 15 PIC-
tight explanatory closure wıth Scripture 15 related c1pıtated bDy thıs interaction. Viewed AS CIrCUNItfOUS

the ıdea that there 15 unequal dıistrıbution of motıon proceeding an ftrom thıs theological
iınformatıon between iınformers. Ihe eNgaASCMECN redescr1iption, there 15 ONZOINS dialogue AN!
of Scripture 1n the dynamıcs of interpreting OUT negotlatıon between the sclentıific and theological
world 15 restricted in the that 45 completed spheres of infÄuence. As Hans Schwarz poınts OU!  m+
texXtT, Its CONTENT 15 fixed 1n quantıity. Consequently, Sınce Chriıstian ftaıth 15 Iıyed 1n thıs world and in
45 OUTr scı1entific knowledge of the world an OUT pr ESCHL StOrY, the findıngs of SsC1IeENCE Call
confronts (MAT theological thı  nNg, Scripture 15 be sed ıllustrate the Chrıstian faıth in God
ummoned 1INnto the role of respondent. such, the CreatOr, sustaıner, aAM redeemer. In order
theologıcal INNOVat1Oons rangıng from strıct (1CAd- do Justice SCIENCE, thıs CANNOT be one DYy10N1SM the integration of PFOCCSS thought 1n usurping scıientific indıngs for theologicalthe theology/scıence dıscussıon ATC incubated AaN!

P  9 but TMuUSE take place 1n CONTINUOUS dıalo-
Orn 4S products of theologiıcal reflection. ANY wıth scientists AN| theır ndıngs. (Schwarznotion of sımply lıftıng the “Lacts” directly from 2002 241)the VEXT 15 strongly challenged 4S due consıderatiıon

hıs MMOIC OPCH NCOUNTeEr functions in15 g1iven both the interpretatiıve dımens1o0ns of
thıs procedure AN! the multi-factor1ial of i interpretatiıve where agreement, conflıct

and uncertaınty CO-eXISt. Consequently, the entireIn OUTr Op1nı10n, MOTC productive approach
OUTLr consıderations of Scripture AS5 ınformer IMaYy interpretive 15 ınherently fraught wıth
be tound the elaboratıon of the ıdea that the constructive eNs10N. Wıthın thıs CONTLEXT, Scripture
theological perspective ımplıes radıcal redescr1p- becomes the volatıle ingredient in the interpret1ive

Miıixture that provokes reorienting redescr1ptiont10N of the world (van Huyssteen 1998, 55) Nıels
Gregersen contends that thıs redescr1ption iınvolves of the world 1in WaY that ( A11 dırect AN! challenge

OUTr comprehensıve theorizıng about the world.the interpretation of ex1istence AN! NOT SIımply the
interpretation of the DE Statıng that COIMMNMON Implied 1n thıs interpretive TESONAMNCEC 15 less COIMN-

petitıve toward scıentific conclusıons wıthınterest 1n ıfe PIOCCSSCS 15 shared Dy theologıcal AN!
biological>he that theır conceptions the recognıtion that thorough gOo1INg resolution

between OUr sc1entific reflections an theologı-of lıtfe ATC NOT coOexXtens1ıve 1n that theology 15 NOT

only concerned wıth how the world 1S, but wıth cal reflections 15 often elusıve. Sımply adopting
what It could and should become. He ZOCS later STANCGCE where the scriptural ınformer 15 MOTEC exclu-

OTtTe that thıs redescr1ption then ıllumınates OUT S1O0NarYy only place ıt in StrONS disJunc-
understandıng ot: the world WdY “rhat allows us tıve wıth OUr knowledge of the world an

SA MOTC than IT ould otherwıse be poss1ble artıfıclally Iımıts the dımens1ı1o0ns of thıs interpretive
SCC wıthout thıs redescr1ption” (Gregersen 1994, motion. By explo_%t_ing thıs LypC of hermeneutical
125-126). In OUTLr VIEW, thıs redescr1ıption- reductionism, ıllusıonary of ension LCS!

PaSSCS both the interpretation an the reorljenta- lutiıon between Scripture anı OUur owledge of the
t10N of existence bıblıcally iıntormed ITa l6erT. natural world 15 created.
Thought of 4S MOTC comprehens1ive theologıcally In conclusion, IT 15 ımportant OoOTte that the
based worldvıew, IT NOLT only scientıific bıblıcal TEXT 15 framed wıthın ancıent cultural
reductionısm (van Huyssteen 1998, 161), but ıt CONLEXt AN! employs phenomenal language 1in Its
rıghtly draws INnto question the assumed meri1ts of descr1ptions, partıcularly reg10Ns of the TeXi

theological reductionısm that C  S CIP- that MOST directly impact (JUT sc1entific ımages.
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1C5 that 15 CONSISTENT wıth the evolutionarYy, INanInterpreting these selectıve AS scientıific
pro' OS1ICT1ONS about the world 1ı hıghly SLISPCCt eveled 1CW of ature” (Barbour 1990 22 2.25)

Indebted PIOCCSS thought's analogy betweenIMAaANCUVET. Ihe fact that IMa y rel1g10Us cırcles
aAM CCn quick do only reinforces the COMN- the world aN! wıth the attending ıdea

that the world 15 commumty of EVENTS Barbourclusıon that they aVC een strongly ımpacted DY
modernıst of scientific domıiınatıon Ihıs ZOCS OTE that realıty Can est be interpreted

A interactın network of indıyvıdual INOMENETSiınfÄiuence routinely eads the development of
1I1tCI'PI‘CthC CONSCIOUSTNCS5 that cquates CPIStCITIIC of exXpErNLENCE” D-223) Dıffhculties d  ö

however, CONCCTTIN: the OPCNH--endedness of thesealue these wıth scientific CONtLEN:
OWEVer Dy framıng Scripture’s ınformıng role CXPDCI1CNCCS aM whether enough weıght ı15

the temporalıty aM telos of realıty.wıthın the of interpretVve MOoTtTION that
incorpor. atCcs AN! adjusts theologıcal redescr1p- When thıs SYStem 15 integrated wıth theol-
18(0)8| of the WOT. the de--coupling of God becomes cıircumscrıibed IMOTC OPCH
the scrıptural informer ftrom the hubrıs of overly relatıonal world where God NOT only 15 strongly

infiuenced DYy the EVENTS of the world but God’specıfyıng partıcular sc1entific configuration of
the world thıs concerted PAaSSCS ınfiuence the ECVEeNLS of the world 15 PDEISUASIVC

rather than .0d’s PEISUASIVC er-OWN the corrıdors of iHne Scripture 15 free ftrom
the of over-description AN! 15 able Z1ELION wıth the world then 15 configured d Iures
contend wıth the changıng scı1entific configura- that prompt EVEHtS toward ıdealızed that

of the world OPCH aM I'COI‘ICI'IUHg tash- result the actualızatıon of partıcular potentialı-
Hes 1990 251) hus .‚Od’s1nwıth the10  — In thıs Scripture ınformıng role 15 4S

valıd OUT present COMNTEXT AS 1T WaSs called world 15 Often educed that of relatıvely DaASSIVC
DIC scientific pleader Cl the MAaArSıNs of the world (Polkınghorne

1991 47)
Wıth these brief remarks 1T

Integration omplementarıty? appr'  1  TC the YJUCLY of whether the UuSCcC

Ihe PICVIOUS aV reviewed the LYpPC of PIrOCCSS the GiGLGEE aM heology dıs-
of resolution between GICHEE and theology that 15 CUSS101 15 LOO strongly SOVCININS the INtErPreLLVC

Öt ONC both of OUTr ınformers numberachıeved Dy adopting procedures of exclusıvıty and
domıiınatıon One of the pomts noted W as that of objections the PTOCCSS V1S1011 of the world

4aVE ecn raısed both the sc1entific an theo-when either the scientific OL scr1ıptural informer 15

dislodged from wıder mterpr CTaLLVE framework, Jogıcal levels John Polkınghorne for example dıs-
over-determiıunatıon an CXCESSIVE conflict become the ıdea that the physıcal world xhıbıts the
lıkely In thıs atmosphere of conflıct the “dıscrete STAINUNCSS ımplıcıt PIOCCSS thought
scıentific an scrıptural ıntormers VIE for herme- aM barbs AT the PrOCCSS world A order1ıng,
neutical/epistemological CY panpsychıc 1CW of realıty (Polkınghorne 1998

varıety of solutions AT eecn posıted 56) lan Barbour LalSC>$S the of whether
address thıs problematıc Often both informers A1IC uman CXDCILICHNCEC has such fra mentary aMı CD1

sOdıc character” (Barbour 1990 227} Further-incorporated or cater EeXFTeNT mterpretat1on
of the world yct wıth mMoOodicum of dısharmony LOTEC he doubts whether the Whiteheadıan SYSteEmM
between them At the rısk of oversimplıfıcatıon Car adequately ACCOUNT tor the dıverse aCTIVICY AT
these LENSION vesolvers INAaYy be dıyıded 1NTO Varyıng levels of orgamzanon AS well 4A5 the ‚.Ul1-

categor 1CS mtegrat10n aM complementarıty. We of novelty oughout evolutionary StOTY.
shall begın wıth brief descr1ıption of 1ntegra- We would wıth Barbour 4ASSESSMENT but
LIVE ProOgram that embraces PTOCCSS thought NOT wıth hıs CONTENLTLION that PIOCCSS thınkın Call

order whether collapsıng OUrTr scientıific be modıfied accommoOdate these ISSLIGCS 1990
and scrıptural knowledge 1NTO such 1ntegr aULVC 227 In OUT judgment a  I  K  C AT
whole wıll result dımınution 1nterpr CLLVEC thıs Juncture would be challenge the 1ntegrat1ve
enNns1ıON wıthout dımınıshıng the of OLIC PI'8.CthCS ofally grand scale speculatıve phılosophy,
of the informers 1ıke PTOÖCCSS thought the grounds that Can

ead torm of hermeneutical reductionısm thatlan Barbour UIMMNMATNIZE the comprehensıve
of PFrOCCSS thought when he STAatEes PFOCCSS COMPDIOINISCS the ACUMIECINN ofboth the scl1entıific aM

phılosophy has developed systemat1c metaphys- scrıptural iınformers
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Ihe objections thıs kınd of comprehensıve in order Circumvent the drıft into ar-

integration ATrCc only compounded when the theo- ranted restriction of the of interpretive
Jogıcal implıcations AdTIC consıdered. hıs 15 partıcu- motion that SACNCIS ınsıghts from both ınformers.
larly ACHTE when PIOCCSS theologıans ıke Charles At the ther en! of the SPCCU'L]ITI of FeNS1ION
Hartshorne CENSNATITEC the redemptive the vesolvers thıs 15 well represented Dy theoretical
PIOCCSS Anet. Malcolm Jeeves aM Berry OTte mode!l ıke complementarıty, whıich emphasızes
that 45 Chrıistian theology, PFOCCSS theology C  1S ser1- the dıstıinctiveness of the scı1entific and theologı-
ously defective because 1T relegates Christ's death cal realms. hıs perspective VIEWS clence an

LECIC catalyst wıthın HIStOrY, and ties it of all theology 4A5 contending wıth the SAaINc subject
eternal signıfıcance” Jeeves an Berry 1998, 220) but wıthın dıfferent categorıes of descriıption AN!
When they examıne ıke panentheism, explanatıon Duce 1996, 145-146). Employıng
whıch 15 often assımılated by PIrOCCSS theologıans, the sımple analogy of electrical sıgnboard an

1ts dıfferent levels of descrıption, Donald Mackaythey contend that 1t 15 NOT based Scrıpture,
but rather depends “scjientific an theologı- STATLCS, “Oonce YOU understand the language of each
cal orthogenes1s for hıch there 15 evidence” descr1ption, what 15 there be described 1n each

220) hıs conclusıon CA)  = be applıed wıth 15 Maftter of tact” (Mackay 19/4, 306-38 When
equal force the general ımpetus OUrTr thıs LypC of theoretical 15 applıed the
scı1entıifc aM theological understandıng iInto eENSAZCEMECN of clence aM theology, the result 15
integrated whole through the interpretive lens of general reduction 1n the rı Vvalry between them Dy
PIrOCCSS ought. 1 15 hıghly questionable whether SLFaLeCSV that 15 dependent hıgh degree of
the ıntegrıty of the scrıptural CL scientific iınformer non-ıinterference. In other words, ension tends
15 able SUrVIve thıs integratıve effort 1ın alıy ten- be elımınated DYy of “descr1iptive indexing.”
able WdY. Moreover, IT certaınly faıls resolve the hıs all vaguely remıinıscent of the modern-

1STt that WCIC dıscussed 1n the PFreVIOUSens1i0N residıng in the interstices of the cience A
theology dialogue. sectl10ons. In [act. Mackay aTt later pomnt STAates that

Ihıs integrative approach 15 beset DY other scıentIists iın formulatıng theır descr1pt1ons cshould
challenges rangıng trom how accommuoOdate Oper: ate from “detached spectator’”s standpoint”
the Chrıistian experlience of Praycr (Polkınghorne 38)
2000,; 15 question1ıng the utılıty of retrofitting Categorical complementarıty frequently borders
evolutionary history wıth fragmented ASSOrTMEN compartmentalızatıon, partıcularly, when It 15
ofdeified lures wıth nebulous specıficat1ons. Suffice strengthened wıth vert dıistinction between
It Sd V, there 15 ample evidence dıspute the SUuCcC- how AaN! why questions. * In the ACC)
CCcSsS5 of such comprehensiıve integrative approach, satıon that Clence and theology ffer nOoN-1ınter-

far AS the resolution of ensiOoN 15 concerned. actıve complementary perspect1ives, Rıchard Bube
We suggest that ALLY PIOCCSS of integration eeds that these perspectives MUST be ıntegrated
be 1LLIOTC cognızant of the dynamıc motlion that provıde coherent V1eW of realıty, but he O€es hıttle

ınhabıts the hermeneutıical dımens10n. Strong inte- TIMNOIC than poınt StTtatement of necessitY. More
grative polıcıes the rısk of ınducıng collapse attention 15 devoted the separateness aAM partıal
of the interpretive where the scıentıific aM öf. sclientific an theolo ıcal 1Ns1ı hts than
theologıcal spheres interact. hıs collapse 15 PIC theır integration 1995, 16/-17/2). How
cıpıtated DYy the coalescence of OUr scı1entıific an the sclentific aMı scrıptural descr1pti1ons CHNSAZC 1n
theological knowledge wıth restrictıve princıples wıder reflectıve consıderat1ions, other than sımply
of integratıve OVECINALNLLCC lıke PIOCCSS thought. being ıdentified aN! presented, 15 left unclear.
Integration 4A5 ıdeal 15 then transformed Into Fraser Watts offers less polarızed complemen-
totalızıng objective that strongly orchestrates the C _approach hıch downplays the radıcal ffer-
COMMUNICATIVE traffic from and between the sclen- between clence aN! theology that unduly
tifl AaN! scrıptural intormers. When thıs 15 the CaASC, ınhıbıt CONLACT between them. He does, however,

contend that 4S discourses they arc radıcallyIt then becomes possıble declare that the ınte-
grative ıdeal has achıeved the STAaTUS of MeTtfanarra- dıfferent, an that thıs pomnt needs be MMOIC

tVve: which 1T sımılar yotardıan critique strongly tactored iınto the dıscussıon DY those PrO-
that W as employed earlher. OQur orıentation, ın COIl- moting SOILIC form ofdialogue between sc1ence aN!
> the hermeneutical regıster, 15 Pr OMOLC theolo Concerning rel1g10Us language (Laugh-

or cater egree of independence for each ınformer C 2001;, 1/1-194), for instance, Watts States IT
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CC  15 broader in 1ts aM reference than SCIeEN- LOTFYV function. John Polkınghorne concludes
tific Janguage, being personal and moral AS well 4S thıs when he STates “Complementarıty 15 NOT
makın claıms about the of realıty a instantly explanatory COI'1CCPt. It 15 sımply SUS-
1998, 158-159). However, he O€es leave gest1ive of search for understandıng hıch seeks
for interaction when he dıiscusses that the sc1entific take even-handed 1eW of of
aAN! theological discourses A NOT independent what 15 go1INg on  A (Polkınghorne 1991, 27 hıs
unconnected dıscourses 1998, 161-164). 15 reinforced Dy Nıcholas Saunders’

In Lyotardıan fashıon, the recognıtıon of the dıyıne actıon when he N  E c  1It 15 NOT the CdsSc that
heterogene1ty of dıscourses 15 helpful contrıbu- sc1entific and theologıcal of Go0d’s actıon
t1on the dismissal of authoritatıve declaratıons ATC 1n SOMNIC straıghtforward WaY complementary
that consolıdate all knowledge Into MmMefTtfanarra- of the SAdI1L1C realıty” (Saunders 2002,
t1ve, but the between dıscourses Call be 33) Furthermore, the determınatıon of when
exaggerated an faıl adequately contend wıth these ATC complementary contradıc-
the interpretive workıngs 1ın both sc1entific AN! tory defies sımple tormulations. Watts in COINl-
nonscıentiıfic knowled e15 hıs be the CIu hıs remarks 1in reCENT the virtue
CAaSC wıth complementary models that promote of complementary perspect1ves the elusıve
StrONS lıne of demarcatıon between scientific 4N of identifyıng ALLY well-defined criıter1a for
theological d1iscourses, that the deposıtıon of thıs kınd of determınatıon Watts 1998, 178)
complementary STATfEeMENTS becomes equated wıth TOM OUrTr perspect1ive, thıs deficıency should be
interpretive resolutıion. Consequently, the evalu- viewed 4S ındıcatıve of the multitaceted unkempt
atıve projection of scientific 0)8 rel1g10Us thought AN! the contextually sıtuated 8.SPCCtS of OQOUT

AN! dıscourse A4CTOS5 domaıns of knowledge aN! hermeneutıical endeavors.
into broader realm of reflection 15 unduly attenu- Although Can apprecılate the removal of
ated DYy thıs approach. Strong eıther/or dıstiınctions between sci1entific

Ihe ack of contaınment of scientific aM theo- aAM theologıcal perspectives, complementary
logıcal thought wıthın well-defined arameters of approaches falter AS comprehensıve interpretive
1scourse 1S partıcularly evident 1n the Helds of CVO- PrOSram. In OUrTr judgment, by categorıically har-
Jutionary bıology an sOC10ob10logy. Studies 1n these nessiNg, the cOomMmMmMUNICATIVE LTESOUTCECS of the Ssclen-
MMOTC ‚ynthetic A1CaSs break aV sharply defined lan- t1f1Cc an scrıptural informers, both postmodern
ZUASC barrıer 45 they routinely contend wıth eth1- crit1ique.of modernısm aAM substantıal hermeneut1-
cal an! moral 1SSUES. Although he O€es NOT refer cal consıderations AT C underplayed. Hence, 4S
It AS such, from OUrTr general perspectiVve, Stephen comprehensıive Program that places analysıs aM
ould supported SOTT of secularızed vers1ion of classıfıcatıon 1n dec1ısıve role, It tends exchange
complementarıtYy. However, when hıs evolutionary the teNs1O0Ns of interpretive grappling OUTL

theorızıng encountered lıke a for intellıgıbilıty and understandıng for LYPC of
PUrpOSC wıthın the of evolutionary bajol- structuralısm taınted wıth modernıst residue.

hıs sci1entific dıscourse became riıddiled wıth
theological that intersected hıs scı1entific Conclusionrumınatıons form narratıve-lıke descr1ıption of
the world.1® Ihe ımposıtıon of sharp dıvyısıons in We certamly recognıze that all of the posıt1Ons
language AT these poımnts would SCCI1H 1ıke restr1c- dıscussed 1n ddıtiıon the relevant 1SSUES raısed

deserve tar greater elaboratıiıon. However, OUTtıve contrıvance that LOO narrowly delımıts the
inclusıve of these interpretive OMENTS objective 1n thıs CUFSOLY SCdlil of SOTMNC of the WdYS
Laughery 2001;, 171-194). FHence: SscCI1enNt1SsSts an scC1IeNCE and theology interact W d>S$ sımply draw
nonscıientists alıke AI NOLT only interpreters, but ATC OUrT siıgnıfıcant poınts. Fırst, whatever scheme
also storytellers 4A5 they allow interpretive AN! 1ar- 15 employed contend wıth thıs interaction MUST
ratıve elements M1X in orthogonal trajectory x1Vve Strong credence the hermeneutical
AdCTOSS the “t:he VAarlı0ous culture-spheres of D theır ımplıcıt in the engagemen . pomnted OUrT earlıer.
“wıder hıstorıical ex1istence.17 hermeneutıics 15 AT the COIC of OUTLr understandıng

It 15 undenıuble that there 15 place for COIMN- aM thıs necessitates the recognıtıon of herme-
neutıical realısm 1ın the dıscussıon that draws fromplementary dıscourses, such d 1n the mınd VEISUS

Taın discuss10N, but ould contend that the qua.rters of postmodern analysıs and defies allYy
format of partıtıonıng 15 NOT ımmediately explana- STPICE definıtional aramerters. secondly, the
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residue from acknowledging thıs ontology iıncludes hıs brings us back OUTr designatıon of SC1-
the recognıtıon that persistent tensioN 15 PI’CSCIIt GCIIGCE an Scripture 4A5 ınformers Ihe term iınform-
wıthın OUTLr interpretive motion that eludes total GIS trıed capture theır relatedness 45 complex
resolution. hıs eNs10N has ex1isted hıstorıcally communıcatıve practices 41 theır dıistinctness A

in these discussıons AN! continues thıs day. In designated AN! artıculated DYy the spatio-temporal
combiınatıon, these factors drıve us the conclu- COMTEXT of theır respect1ive practicıng communıtıes.
S10N that thıs eNsi0N 15 ontological in an 'Ihe ecology of theır interactıon 15 NOT that of
AT est Ca  — be mınımızed but NOT elımınated. In predator-prey relatıonshıp OTr ONC of isolatıon, but
thıs, configurations that engulf the sci1entific MOTIC of symbiotıc communıty interwoven wıth

TEYIEUTG of creatıve eNs10N that tacılıtates CONSTITrUC-an theologıcal perspectives an evoke absolute
Of: certaınty 0)8 domıiınatıon repr CSCNLT ıllusıon- t1ve crıt1que, affırmatıon, conflict tiımes, AN! the

d} symbols of interpretive resolution AS they fall forging fNCW perspectives. At the SaJiIlnle time, thıs
wıthın the gravitational pull of metanarratıve ten- LypC of communıty weakens anı y hyper unıfyıng
dencıes attcmpts domınate the interpretive lap Scape.

result, OUr epistem1C values, humıilıtyWe ould suggest that in lıght of these CO1I11-

sıderations, HET dynamıc trajectory tor SC1- MUST rank hıgh in that d OUr CONVEN: gent ınter-
CII and theology intercourse INaYy be found 1in pretive workıngs ENCOUNFLET the otherness of each
expandıng Kaı Nıelsen’s concept of wiıide reflec- informer it 15 ımperatıve be OPCH CONtINU-
tıve equılıbrıum (Nıelsen 1in ILNANNCT that OUuS re4ISSESSMENT of OUT complex narratıves of the
reCOSNIZES four symphonıc orchestration of world aAM the lıfe in It Ihus, StroNg PIC-
being, knowledge, dıstınction and relatedness.”® As scr1ptive remedies AICc destabıilized AS hermeneuti1-
pointed OUTt by Calvın Schrag, reflection 1n thıs COI- cally insensıt1ıve myths Further elaboratıon of thıs
cept 15 viewed 4A5 “from bottom socıal, always of communıtarıan symbi10sı1s MUST awaIlt
sıtuated wıthın the densıty of world-engagements.” future publıcation.
Schrag, SOCS OT that the dynamıcs of thıs As OUT startıng, pomt wıth Bernard
reflectiıon cONnsIısts of transversal back AN! to m, how do respond Ramm’s assertion

ACTOSS culture-spheres INanNer that that there 15 conflict between ITru Cclence and
effects LypC of bındıng, “whereby each functions Scripture? We chall ANSWCT in both the afırma-
4S background for the other  A (Schrag, 1992, 1La t1ve and the negatıve. We Can COLICUT that there 15
178) In thıs reflective relatıonshıp there 15 due TEC- much that ould SUuppOrt the ONgOINS interactiıon
ognıtıon of the dıstiınctiveness of each sphere, but between CIience AN! Scripture AS ıt pertaıns the
also acknowledgement of the propensıty of each interpretation of the world AN! the ıfe find in
provoke adjustments 1n the ther ıt; despite claıms the CONTFAFY. However, there

Van Huyssteen applıes thıs CODCCPt dırectly the 15 also ample evidence indıcate that the ensi10N
clence aAM theology dıscussıon. He develops the between them continues defy eradıcatıon, an
notıon of postfoundationalıst ratiıonalıty, hıch LaCt, ften aVe ıntensiıfned. Therefore,
15 neıither strictly modernıst L1OT postmodernıst In the future of thıs ogue MUST consıder SIVINS
form, that STr1VEeSs for optımal understandıng DYy er ASSCNHNT thıs persistent tensıion 4S PCI-
eNncompassıngz OUuTr scientific an theological 1CASON- resident AN! ınherent COMPpONCH of theır
ıng strategıes wıthın “process of intercontextual oNgOo1Ing intercourse.
AN! cross-dıiscıplınary reflection” (van Huyssteen
1999, 27/8) If viewed 4S relatıonshıp sıtuated 1n

Notesthe transversal tıme-space of theır respective COIM-
Rıcceur 1991, 3-1 that the MOVEM! ofmunıcatıve practices, the interface of OUTr scıentıific

a! theologıcal reflect1Ons 15 characterized DYy the hermeneutical re-regionalızatıon 15 ONC of the maJor
Motiıfs hıs entire work.“interplay of dıssent an consent” (Schrag, 1992,

174) that effects appropriate rFeEVIS1IONS (T COIMICUT- Westphal 1993, L5) comment1ing the Masters
of SUSPICION, Marx, Nıetzsche, TEUL refers1n optimızıng OUT wıder interpretive under- hermeneutı1cs of SUSPICION thıs WAdY. “ttle delıber-standıng.*” BY discernıng thıs transversal patter n ate attempt CADOSC the self-deceptions ınvolved in

of interpretation wıthın of communıcatıve hıdıng OUr actual operatıve mot1ıves from ourselves,
praxIs, Cdll hopefully aVvO1d the slıppage of ındıvıdually and collectively, 1ın order NOT notıce
hermeneutical trajectory into the perils of another how and how much C(UT behavıor and OUr beliefs AIC

shaped by values profess dısown.”of metanarratıve ® /6; 100-102).
] EuroJTh T3



Scripture, Science and Hermeneutics

Wılson 1998, 4, alr question, under erme- Duce, for example, quest10ns whether there 15
neutıical consıderations, relates whether thıs kınd clear dıstınction between OVEITNANCEC and behavıor,
of interpretatiıve exclusıvıty 15 ıtself artıfact of ın 1C ONC O€es the formatıve hıstory

of ıfe under.scholarshıp; notably 1ılso  1ns
Wılson 1978,; 192 See Schrag 1997, 118-127, for Schrag 1992, /-102, contends that what 15 ack-
stımulatıng dıscussıon of the role of relıgi0n ng ın otard’s thınkıng 15 adequate “recognition
and Kıerkegaard. of the interpretive MOMECNT wiıthın both of the
See Dennett 1995, Zr Dawkıns 1987, 13-15 ege torms of knowledge, “narratıve” “SC1-
and Crick, 1994, entific” alıke.” Interpretation 15 at work regardless
Lyotard’s versıon of postmodernısm, however, O€s of the anguage Sanec For example, It 15 already Aat
NOT rule OUuUTt mega-narratıves. We CADICSS OUur orat1- work before SsCIeENCE vecn gets started bDy the delımı ı-
tude erold Westphal for the notiıon of MECYA tatıon of Its dıscourse. In OUTr dıscussıon, thıs STEECTrS
CTSUS TANAYYATDES. AWdY from over-structurıng dıfferences between
At alıy rate, whether NOT closure C be has been sci1entıific and theologiıcal (narratıve) dıscourse.
achıeved 15 NOT question that Call be answered Dy (0181 1977, 12-13, that the Darwınıan V1ECW
SIUMPIY structurıng the question wıthın the bounda- of lıfe has radıcal phılosophiıcal ımplıcatıons that
1€6Ss of empirıcally AaSse\ scıientiıific owledge. See challenge OUrLr entrenched estern sens1bilıties aMı
also Rıcoeur 196/, 247-2357 ymbols, accordıng replaces the tradıtional STOFV of lıfe wıth LICW 11ar-

Rıcoeur, should g1ve rise thought be under- ratıve that dısmıisses humanıty “th€ oftiest prod-
stood augmentatıon of realıty, NOT closıng, 1It LICT of preordaıne process.” I’hus, thıs LYpPC of
OWN. scıentific conclusıon destabılızes the border between

“scientific” and “narratıve” (theologıcal) OUu:
know It COUuL have VCn arısen wıthın the

Feyerabend 1975 214 quest1ons whether sclencCe
and dıscourse.

“blunt appliıcatıon of °ratıonal procedures.” though chrag 1992 does NOLT appIV the CONCCPL
Brooke 19942, Ö, draws attention the fact that that the COIISCqLICI'ICCS of interpretation AaN! arra-
both ATC human endeavors ubject human CON- t1onal emplotment AdIC orthogonal the culture-
CI115 On he concludes that both A complex spheres ırectly the scıence/theology dıscussıon,
socıal actıvıtiıes and that theır interactıon Aannot be suggcst that such applıcatıon 15 CIp-
structured 1n sımple tormulatıon (SE) dırection PUrSUC. provıdes antıdote
Noll 1994 201-202 Noll quotes Whıtcomb, the overemphasıs between the SscCIeN-

tıfic and eologıc realmsJE and Morrıs 1961, representatıve of
ISinstinctıve Frust the per: sp1cu1ty of cr1pture and See Laughery 2002, 105-148, for elucıdatıon of

the abılıty cClearly alıgn scI1ent1ific ata wıthın the how - relatıon and dıstiınction apply the broader
bıblıcal framework WaY that INAaYy necessıtate dıscussıon of narratıve hermeneutics.
sıgnıfıcant modiıificatıons the scıentific pıcture of chrag 1992 1/74, applıes these IMOTrec SCH-
the WOT. erally, but ATC fOCUSINS, hıs thınkıng the SC1-

11 Ihıs has taken CHLfFENt sıgnıfcanNCE by INaIr iındı1- C and theology dıscuss10n.
viduals upporting the intellıgent design motiıf. See:
for example, Dembskı 1999, 114; 120 and John
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