Christianity asa Foundation for Science
Loren Haarsma, Assistant Professor of Physics, Calvin golle

Lecture presented at the

Faculty Fellowship Forum
at the National Conference for Christian Educators Assoai&titernational, July 24-27

To be published as a chapter in
Proclaiming Freedom in the Land: The Role of thefBssorate

in Promoting Christ Centered Learning
Daniel C. Elliott, ed. (Christian Educators Associatiotetnational, Pasadena, CA, 2003)

Summary
The basic theories of science, the “laws of natuie,hot explicitly refer to God. Some

scientists, and some students, incorrectly conclidé science ismethodologically
atheistic. However, a biblical view of God not only motivates to do science, but also
provides us a philosophical foundation for expegtmfind regular patterns of cause and
effect in nature. A scientific understanding imme of natural laws does not exclude
God; rather, it teaches us about God’'s governanageattion. Scientific knowledge is
placed in a context of faithfully living for God.

This paper focuses on some of the difficultieseaiching science in a culture where science
and religion are sometimes set at odds with ealslrot Apparent conflicts between scholarly
claims and religious claims are not limited to aces however; they occur in almost every
subject. | will make connections across other academiqtirses at several points in this paper.

The universe is beautiful and awe-inspiring. Whensiudy it scientifically, this does not
decrease, but rather increases that sense of baaditgwe. As a Christian, | respond to what |
learn from science by praising and worshiping thea@r. As an educator at a Christian college,
| try to model for my students this response ofiggraand worship. | not only teach them the
facts and theories of science, but also direct #igention to the One who created the universe,
sustains it, and gives us the gifts to study it. That's not always as simple as it might sound.

Whether you teach in a public or a Christian insbtutyou are no doubt aware that there are
many conflicting voices telling us what the relasbip between science and Christianity ought
to be. Some people argue that science and Chrigtiamdamentally conflict with each other.
Others say that science and religion deal with elytiseparate realities and have nothing to do
with each other. At the other extreme, there are @€dmswho argue that science can be used to
prove that Christianity is true, or at the verysieprove that certain statements from Christian
theology are true. Many of your students will h&aeard some of these claims — claims which
often contain serious scientific, philosophical theological flaws. But because they are
inexperienced scholars, many of your students naag labsorbed these claims uncritically. As
a result, simply by teaching good science to your students, stadgnts will perceive the
science as being completely disconnected from biggees of their life and faith. Worse yet,
some students may perceive the science you teagh agempt to promote a particular faith, or
as an attack on their own faith.



What can an educator do about all of these conflicting voitdisfd it is helpful to take one
step back from science itself and look at the vdoats of worldview assumptions are necessary
to serve as a foundation for doing science. (@pisroach of explicitly examining foundational
assumptions can be applied profitably to other ecad disciplines besides the natural sciences.)
Understanding these foundational assumptions pesvid basis for critiquing all of those
conflicting claims about science and religion. It also allows us to see thael#tienship
between science and Christianity is neither fundaaflgnhostile nor disconnected. Rather,
Christianity provides both a powerful motive for dgiscience and a strong philosophical
understanding for why the scientific method works.

In the interest of time, for this conference and tbaper, | will set aside the problem of
scientifically or theologically flawed arguments somets used to defend Christianity. That
will have to wait for another conference and anottegper, although | hope that what | say in
this paper can serve as a starting point for a response. For now | will concentrate on the first two
problems — the perception that science is hodiilesligion, or at best completely disconnected
from religion.

The idea that science and religion are fundamignitalconflict with each other has been
around for well over a century. Here are a few examples:

“Science and religion cannot be reconciled, and dnity should begin to

appreciate the power of [science] and to beat offa#mpts at compromise.
Religion has failed, and its failures should beasqa. Science, with its currently
successful pursuit of universal competence ... shbalacknowledged the king.”
(Atkins, 1995)

“A divine revelation must necessarily be intoleranft contradiction; it must
repudiate all improvement in itself.” (Draper, 1875)

“Hardly a generation since [Galileo] has not seeme ecclesiastic suppressing
evidence, or turning expressions, or inventing thedddsacken the memory of
Galileo.” (White, 1896)

It is necessary to acknowledge that there have,baed continue to be, some conflicts
between scientific and religious claims. Howewemore scholarly reading of history tells us
that these conflicts are far more complex than a Istigp dichotomy between science and
religion. For example, Galileo’s treatment by the chuofficials was tragic and sinful, but it
was not simply a case of religion attacking science. d&mgpetent book on Galileo will tell you
that Galileo had scientific opponents as well asrgific supporters, and Galileo had theological
defenders as well as theological attackers. Weldhugnore or trivialize instances where
science and scientists have been attacked byaetigpersons for religious reasons. We have
much to learn from those incidents. But we must raber that scientific and religious ideas
always have philosophical, cultural and historicahtexts. Any true understanding of the
relationship between science and religion will take icmpant those broader contexts.

In many cases, apparent conflicts between scienderaigion are due, quite simply, to
faulty logic. For example, consider the followingigia“Christianity requires that the Earth is
fixed in place. Science proved that the Earth movigserefore, Christianity is false.” Almost



any Christian, and for that matter almost any ndwigtian, can point out the flaw in that claim.
Christianity does not require that the Earth be fixeglace. The problem here is not with
Christianity itself, but with a flawed theologicalach made on behalf of Christianity. Or
consider the following claim: “Christianity requer¢hat humans are special. Science has shown
that humans are nothing but atoms undergoing chémeeations. Therefore, Christianity is
false.” In this case, the problem is a faulty pbdphical extrapolation of science. Science does
show that humans are composed of atoms undergdiegnical reactions. Science does not,
however, show that humans arenothing butatoms. That is a philosophical claim, an
extrapolation from science to philosophy. In thisesahe extrapolation is every bit as flawed as
saying that a Shakespeare poem, because it is embasliwords printed on a pagenathing

but worlds printed on a page.

Not all apparent conflicts between science andjiceli are easily dismissed. Sometimes
when there seems to be a conflict between one claahenon behalf of science and another
claim made on behalf of Christianity, it takes refflort to get at the root of the problem.
Different religious traditions might deal with thesea variety of ways. Christianity theology
itself provides a very useful framework for appioag apparent conflicts. Th8elgic
Confessions an historic creed in the Reformed tradition ofi§tfanity, and it has this to say in
its second article:

“We know him [God] by two means: First, by the afien, preservation, and
government of the universe, since that univergeefere our eyes like a beautiful
book in which all creatures, great and small, @ardéetters to make us ponder the
invisible things of God; his eternal power and diginity.... Second, he makes
himself known to us more openly by his holy andidvWord, as much as we
need in this life, for his glory and for the saleat of his own.” PBelgic
ConfessionArticle 2]

This creed refers to “two books” metaphor of Natand Scripture. God created nature.
God inspired scripture. God is not trying deceige od is not trying to give us conflicting
messages. However, we human beings can make gsstacience and philosophy are human
endeavors to understand nature. Theology, philosamd scriptural interpretation are human
endeavors to understand God’s personal revelation in history. We hemags are limited.
We are also sinful. We can make mistakes in ouwletstanding of nature, or in our
understanding of scripture, or both. It is hetdha level of human interpretation, where we can
have conflicts.

The “two books” metaphor is not a perfect metapharature and scripture are not exactly
parallel things — but it is a useful metaphor.prbvides us with a strategy for dealing with an
apparent conflict between theology and sciencegnyr other field of scholarship. We do not
simply throw one out and keep the other, for that would be tantamougimdong some of
God's revelation. Instead, we hold them in tensisrbest we can, and we keep pursuing our
science, theology and philosophy until the undadyunity of God’s revelations becomes clear.
At its heart, this is a statement about faith indGe trust that God is the author of all truth,
and the truth is worth pursuing, even if we can’t see right mowdill of it unifies.

Several decades ago, perhaps it was more commochimass to see science and religion as
fundamentally in conflict. Today, the idea thatescie and religion fundamentally conflict is
very much a minority opinion amongst scientists. erEhare still a few vocal advocates;



however, in my experience, the great majority of récs¢és — including atheist and agnostic
scientists — would agree that science and religian at least co-exist. Many of the great
scientists of the past and the present have beenrar@haistians, who see no conflict between
their science and their faith. Scientists todagwkrihat their colleagues, whom they respect as
competent scientists, have a variety of religioudek®el That religious diversity amongst
scientists today, in and of itself, does much to diipe notion that science and religion are in
conflict. Perhaps most importantly, scientists jo@ae aware that science itself is limited.
Science is competent to answer questions aboutrhatter behaves according to the laws of
nature, but science is not competent to answer th&tiqneof whether or not the laws of nature
have a Lawgiver. Science is competent to predictpifedabilities that certain events will
happen, but science is not competent to answegustion of whether or not there is Someone
who oversees events which, from a human perspeetpmear random. Science is competent to
describe the properties and the history of mattehis universe, but science is not competent to
answer the question of why matter exists in the fitate. Scientists today, perhaps more than
ever before, are aware of these sorts of limitations toceie

A much more common opinion amongst scientists today is tiesicgcand religion deal with
entirely separate realities and have nothing tevib each other. Scientist Stephen Jay Gould,
who is also an atheist, is a champion of this idea.

“No such conflict [between science and religion] wdoexist because each
subject has a legitimate magisterium, or domaiteathing authority.... The net
of science covers the empirical universe: whatsate of (fact) and why does it
work this way (theory). The net of religion extendver questions of moral
meaning and value.” (Gould, 1997)

This is an appealing idea. Science and religiach deave a legitimate realm of authority
where the other is not competent to make pronouncementasés of apparent conflict, one has
strayed into the realm of the other. When the banndetween science and religion is
respected, science — by necessity — is religiously agnostic

Every Christian educator who has taught a scierlass has undoubtedly noticed how
difficult it is to teach science from distinctively Christian perspective. In other academic
subjects such as politics, history, philosophy, lite& art or sociology, while there are many
parts of those subjects where Christians and norstEms do their work essentially identically,
there are other parts of those subjects whereefisy to contrast Christian viewpoints with non-
Christian viewpoints. In the natural sciences, éeav, it frequently seems as though ¢émtire
subject is religiously neutral. Is there such anghias distinctively Christian physics or
chemistry? And if not, why not?

The basic theories and equations of science —dius of nature” — do not explicitly refer
to God, miracles, or the supernatural. This hamd Iseveral Christian theologians and
philosophers to support of the idea that scienga)dzessity, is religiously agnostic. They have
introduced a descriptive phrase for science: “Methagical Naturalism” or, alternatively,
“Methodological Atheism.”

“There is what we might calnethodological atheispmwhich is by definition
common to all natural science. This is simply théngple that scientific



explanations are to be in terms of natural (not s\giaral) entities and processes.
It is a fact of history (perhaps an accident of history) that thi®ws the

institution of natural science is understood in eta. For better or for worse, we
have inherited a view of science as methodologicaiheistic — meaning that
science qua science seeks naturalistic explanationsalf natural processes.
Christians and atheists alike must pursue sciengfiestions in our era without
invoking a creator. The conflict between Christianity and evolutionary Htoug
only arises when scientists conclude that if thg snlentificexplanation that can
be given is a chance happening, then there is her axplanation at all.”
(Murphy, 1993)

“Science, fundamentally, is a game. It is a garik ane overriding and defining
rule: ‘Let us see how far and to what extent we egplain the behavior of the
physical and material universe in terms of purelysuidgl and material causes,
without invoking the supernatural.” Operationailesce takes no position about
the existence or non-existence of the supernatoméf;that this factor is not to be
invoked in scientific explanations. Calling down special-purposeaheis as
explanations constitutes a form of intellectual €ating.’ ... We do not say,
‘Science absolutely and categorically denies thetex¢® and intervention of the
supernatural.” Instead, as good game players, we‘Sa far, so good. We
haven't needed special miracles yet.” The partiagilary of science is that such
an attitude has been so successful, over the pastémturies, in explaining so
much of the world around us.” (Dickerson, 1992)

In this perspective, the stress is on the wordthméological.” Philosophical Naturalism is a
worldview which claims that supernatural entities do not exist. Methodoldgatakalism, by
contrast, is a tool for conducting limited investigns and for discovering limited truths.
Methodological naturalism is an acceptable toolGbristians to use, the argument goes, so long
as she remembers that the discoveries made by using thiseamily partial truths.

There is some merit to this perspective. Certairityis worthwhile to distinguish
philosophical naturalism from methodological nalisra. However, | believe the idea that
science is “methodological naturalistic” is misleadingéveral important respects.

One reason that the term “methodological naturdliss misleading is that it artificially
restricts the scope of science. Science is more than a seatioh faws of nature and the history
of the universe. More broadly, science addresses atlhesst five categories of questions:

1) Thebasisfor science: Is it possible to discover new truths about natulie?
so, how and why?

2) The process of science: What is an effective scientific method for learning
about nature?

3) The discoveries of science: What does the scientific method tell us about
nature?

4) The inferences of sciencee Do those scientific discoveries have meta-
scientific implications?



5) The human aspect of science: What are our motives, ethics, and goals for
doing science?

The first and fourth category of questions cannet dnswered within science alone.
Examples of such questions include: “Why does sbimg exist rather than nothing? Is there a
creator? What are the fundamental characterisfitseocosmos? What is the significance of
life? What is the significance of human beings?” &wmeproduces data and ideas which, for
good or ill, can profoundly affect how individuad societies answer these fundamental
guestions. However, these questions also drawilijeawon religion, philosophy and other
disciplines. Christian and non-Christian answers to these questions are often fundamentall
different, and they often use scientific data imyveifferent ways when addressing these meta-
scientific questions.

The fifth category of questions — about the humspects of science — has answers which
vary with each individual scientist. Scientists decdss these questions with each other, often
informally, often in general trade journals, anccasionally in formal settings. A scientist's
religious faith should profoundly influence histoar answers to these questions. As a Christian,
| endeavor to bring under the lordship of Christ pgrsonal motives for doing science, my
behavior and ethical standards, and my hopes and goalsiéoce.

The second and third categories of questions (“Vithah effective scientific method?” and
“What does that method actually tell us?”) are ¢l answered within science itself, with very
little reference to other disciplines. These ayadally what most people have in mind when
they hear the word, “science.” Nearly everyone egrinat Christians and non-Christians use
essentially the same scientific method and, whengdieir work properly, reach essentially the
same scientific discoveries. It is in regard tesi second and third categories of questions that
the term “methodological naturalism” is commonly usederEhere, however, | think the term is
misleading.

A second way in which the concept of “methodological nagmélis misleading is that it
implies that God is absent from ordinary natural events.

When | teach an introductory physics class at Caldhe@Ge, whether for science majors or
non-science majors, | like to confront them with tblkowing question, often on the first day of
class: The Bible speaks about God’'s governanaveiything. Modern science speaks about
“natural laws” governing physical events, such asniogion of objects. Is there a conflict here?
At this point, | let my students discuss the issoea few minutes, and then ask them to
volunteer some answers. | think you would be ple@asethe thoughtful answers | usually
receive. They understand that there isn’t necdgsarcontradiction is these claims. God can
govern through natural laws.

| point out to my students that, although they’tleae a contradiction here, a lot of people
today do see a contradiction. Some people arenpoessed by science’s success at describing
the motion of apples, planets and stars that tleglade no further explanation is needed. If
science can explain something by natural laws, beteve there is no longer a need for God to
do anything. Cosmologist Stephen Hawking accwateports this common belief when he
writes, “These laws may have originally been detrey God, but it appears that he has since
left the universe to evolve according to them andsdoot now intervene in it.” [Hawking,
StephenA Brief History of Time.New York, Bantam Books, 1988.]



This may be a commonly held picture of how Goetriatts (or doesn't interact) with the
universe, but it is not the biblical picture. TBéle proclaims that God is equally sovereign
over all events — ordinary or extraordinary, nateramiraculous. God didn’t create the universe
like a watch, to be wound up, started and themdet The biblical picture is that the existence
and orderly behavior of the universe depend continuatiy @pod’s sustaining action. As it says
in Psalm 104:(19-24)

The moon marks off the seasons,
and the sun knows when to go down.
You bring darkness, it becomes night,
and all the beasts of the forest prowl.
The lions roar for their prey
and seek their food from God.
The sun rises, and they steal away;
they return and lie down in their dens.
Then man goes out to his work,
to his labor until evening.
How many are your works, O Lord!
In wisdom you made them all;
the earth is full of your creatures.

Note the parallel levels of description in thasgege. The sun goes down (a natural event),
and God brings night (divine action). The lions hprey (a natural event), and they seek their
food from God (divine providence). The biblicalrggective is clear. If something happens
“naturally,” God is still in charge. This psalm was written moentB000 years before modern
science existed, so the psalmist probably wasmikihg in terms of natural laws. However, the
psalmist certainly knew the difference between wey things usually happen in nature and
miracles. The psalms are filled with praise to Gadthe times in Israel’s history when God did
something unusual, something miraculous. So thémst undoubtedly understood that there is
a difference between a miracle and an ordinary telenthe sun going down or a lion hunting.
Yet the psalmist insisted that God was in chargeatidnal events every bit as much as God was
in charge of miracles. In fact, God is to be praised and vwppeth for those natural events.

With a modern scientific understanding of natueas, neuroscientist Donald MacKay
described the biblical view this way: “...The doming existence of our world is not something
to be taken for granted. Rather it hangs momemhbdyment on the continuance of the upholding
word of power of its creator.” (MacKay, 1988) Thampan John Calvin wrote, “To make God a
momentary Creator, who once and for all finisheslmork, would be cold and barren, and we
must differ from profane men especially in that we theepresence of divine power shining as
much in the continuing state of the universe as in its immepti(Calvin, 1989)

A biblical picture assures us that God governsitasa in consistent and orderly ways, and
God gives us the gifts we need to study his creatiod partially understand it. Scientists talk
about natural laws “governing” the universe. Christiahs are scientists occasionally slip into
using that language as well. From a biblical pecspe, however, it is incorrect to say that
natural laws govern. God governs. God creategralataws, and God usually governs creation
through the natural laws he designed and createdl c@&n do miracles any time he chooses, but
most of the time God chooses to work in consistgays. As we study God’s creation



scientifically, we build mathematical models anddétions of those natural laws which God
created and uses. The biblical view is not that Gaabsent from events which we can explain
scientifically; rather, natural laws describe how Goddsjty governs His creation.

A third way in which the concept of “methodolodigeaturalism” is misleading is that it
implies that science must necessarily deny theilpitigsof miracles. In this paper | will have to
be very brief, although | have written much mordeagively on the topic of science and
miracles elsewhere. (Haarsma, 2002)

As a practical matter, science cannot claim tos@rthat miracles never happen. All that
science can do, under various circumstances, ishsayf the laws of nature keep operating in
the way that we understand them to operate, theaic@utcomes are likely to happen and other
outcome are not. From an atheistic viewpoint, enagéind the laws of nature are all there is.
From a Christian viewpoint, however, the laws afuna were created and are sustained by God,
and God can supersede them. For sound theologasdns, we don’'t expect God to willy-nilly
supersede those natural laws, but the God who ntlaoge laws is certainly capable of
superseding them on special occasions. Sciencertggrtell us what will happen if the laws of
nature keep operating the way we understand théne claim that science disproves miracles,
by contrast, is not a scientific claim at all, but a philosophical or religioim.cla

There is a flip side to this. Science cannot digprmiracles, but as a practical matter,
neither can science prove a miracle occurred. Ineagisurprising event occurs. Science could
tell us is whether or not that event was unexpeatetkrims of known natural laws. Science
could not, however, tell us whether that unexpeetezht was caused by supernatural activity, or
super-human technology, or some as-yet unknowrraldaw, or simply some very improbable
random occurrence. Science, by itself, cannotingisish between those possibilities.
Philosophical and theological arguments weigh in at thait poi

Science makes progress by studying puzzling eemtsattempting to explain them in terms
of known natural laws (or sometimes, in terms of meural laws which are compatible with
older, well-established laws). When these scientific nsoaed successful, their success does not
exclude God. Instead, it illuminates God’s goverean€ creation. But science also makes
progress when the best possible scientific modatgloying known natural mechanisms, are
shown to fail — when an event is shown to be unempthiin terms of known natural laws.
Science can do this, and it does do this occasion&lifen this happens, it might indicate that
God performed a miracle during that event — but matessarily. It might also mean that God
brought about that event by some unknown natunak lar processes which we might yet
discover.

If God so choose, God could perform miracles whigipear to us to be scientifically
puzzling or unexplained events. It can be temptingdbristians to see scientific puzzles as
potential evidence for God’s existence and miraculotesvantion in the history of the universe.
However, a biblical understanding of God’s govewg®ashould also warn us from too quickly
embracing any particular scientific puzzle as patérgvidence of miracles. Hunting for
miracles is not necessarily the most faithful apploto studying God’s creation. Hunting for
new scientific explanations, in terms of natural dawhich God created and sustains, can be
equally God-glorifying — and in many cases may leeltgically more defensible. Every time
we solve a new scientific puzzle, we are not takergtory away from God’s control; rather, we
are learning more about how God typically goverissdneation. Every time we learn a new



scientific truth about God’s creation and the gifisich He gave it, it should prompt us all the
more to worship the Creator.

There is a fourth way in which the claim that sceens methodologically naturalistic is
misleading. And now, at last, we will arrive at tleason for the title of my paper. The term
“methodological naturalism” gives credit where creslihot due.

In order to do science, you do not need to adapetitire Naturalistic worldview. There are,
however, a small number of philosophical assumpgtiommmon to science. These worldview
assumptions cannot be deduced from science itsetf,arise from culture, philosophy and
religion. Worldviews which are very different from each otten share a subset of assumptions
which are foundational for doing science.

Historians and philosophers of science have wrigietire books regarding the philosophical
beliefs underlying science. Here | briefly listx gpoints which | believe summarize their
answers, acknowledging that this list of six pointmexessarily, a simplification.

Philosophical beliefs which encourage scientific investigation:

1) Events in the natural world typically have (immediateauses in the natural
world. For example: if a tree falls and a sound is hedueh the falling tree
in some way caused the sound. The sound was nséd@dy some “sound
spirit” or other metaphysical entity.

2) A linear view of time. The universe is not an endless repeating civahere
every event occurs simply because we happen to knpgathat particular
point on the circle.

3) These causes and effects in the natural world have samgularity across
space and time.

4) These causes and effects can be — at least in partationally understood
by us.

5) We cannot logically deduce, from first principlesiature’s fundamental
constituents and behaviorsWe must use observations and experiments to
augment our logic and intuition.

6) Studying nature in this way is a worthwhile use of time andetatl.

Nearly all scientists today hold these beliefshede beliefs are not scientific. Scientists
assume these beliefs are true for philosophicalrahgious reasons. The success of science
supports their validity. They are, neverthelesslopbphical statements which lie outside of
science.

With the hindsight of science’s success, thesegtsetnay seem obvious to us. Throughout
most of human history, however, these beliefs wetemmely held. Historically, how did they
arise? Many ancient cultures held some of thesefbebet not others. Most of the brilliant
philosophers of ancient Greece, for example, disdaibhedreations and experiments. They held
beliefs about the natural world which relied heawah logical deduction from what they thought
where self-evident first principles.

These particular philosophical beliefs about ratame together at the time of the scientific
revolution. Why did the early leaders of the stifenrevolution hold these beliefs? Several
historians of science such as Hooykaas have ardwedheld these beliefs, at least in part,
because they held biblical views of the natural world. (tteas, 1972)



Some biblical beliefs about God and nature:

1) Creation is not pantheisticlt is not filled with “gods” or “nature spirits.”

2) Time is linear, not circular.

3) God is consistent, not capricious, in His governance of matuTherefore,
there could be regular patterns that we can discover.

4) We are made in God’s image and we are made suitable for thisdwor
Therefore, we have hope that we can understand at leastod@Bod’s creation
through the gifts He has given us.

5) God was free to create as he wished. We are limited and falleplpe
Therefore, our preconceptions about how the world shoatét may not be the
same as God’s. We must use observations and experimezasrtavhat God
actually did.

6) Nature is God'’s creation, so it has value and is worth studyin

A biblical view of God and the natural world mattes the philosophical beliefs listed
earlier. A biblical view of God and nature offers reasons to expect the scientific method to be
successful. God can still do miracles, of courstracles are exceptional circumstances, when
God has extraordinary reasons for doing somethirgxpected. Most of the time, God — the
God described, praised, and worshipped in the Bible —sniarkonsistent ways.

If you asked me to adjudicate which worldview ddoget to claim “ownership” of science,
methodological or otherwise, then | might be tempteday that a biblical worldview has the
strongest claim to ownership. Historically, amdrajsthe worldviews, the philosophical views
necessary for modern science to flourish found deghexpression from biblical theology.
Philosophically, it seems to me that a biblical \deiew provides a strong warrant for expecting
these six philosophical statements to be true least as strong a warrant as any atheist could
claim from his worldview. (With the success of mead science, it is tempting to think that
atheism naturally and necessarily leads to theopbghical beliefs listed above. Not so. Those
beliefs follow naturally from an atheism which it is wedde@ mechanistic picture of nature. A
mechanistic picture of nature, however, was nobramon picture of nature before the rise of
modern science. A mechanistic picture of naturenttivated by the success of science.
Although some atheists had a mechanistic view tdireabefore the scientific revolution, it is
hardly the case that an atheistic worldview, by itself, s&ady leads to such a picture.)

I would not claim that biblical beliefs about Gadid nature caused the development of
science. Historians and philosophers of scieneestii debating which ideological, social,
political, historical, and other factors were masiportant in bringing about the scientific
revolution. Nor would I claim that biblical belgefnevitably lead the scientific method. It's not
that simple. Scholars are still debating whiclotbgical beliefs helped and which hindered the
development of modern science. And for ourseligglgy, it's not simply the case that a biblical
view of God and creation inevitably leads us toidséhg that science ought to work. The
importance of our experience can’t be overlookéit. everyday experience, as individuals and
as a community, our education, and our biblicalwad God and creation, all working together
in a complex way, give us good reason to expectthiescientific method is the right method
for investigating nature.

So | will not claim that Christians own the sci@otmethod. No single philosophical or
religious worldview can claim primary ownership tbke scientific method. The limited set of



philosophical beliefs necessary for science, sscthase listed above, are compatible with many
(though not all) religious worldviews. People dffefent worldviews may disagree about why
those philosophical beliefs are true. Atheists &idtistians, for example, will give very
different answers as to why those philosophicakbehbre true. However, by agreeing that they
are, in fact, true, scientists of a wide varietyra@fgious worldviews can work side-by-side and
reach consensus on scientific questions. Thatelieve, is why atheists, Christians, and
scientists from many religious worldviews generalyach consensus about scientific methods
and scientific results. They agree on a limitedda$gthilosophical beliefs about nature. They
disagree about why these beliefs are true, but they Hwakthey are, in fact, true.

Scientists of many religious worldviews can work side-lafe sind reach consensus about the
natural mechanisms at work in the history and thegptefsinctioning of the world. The fact that
Christians and non-Christians can work side-by-sidacience should give Christians, not a
sense of fear, but a sense of joy and gratitude Jokin Calvin said, “If the Lord has willed that
we be helped in physics, dialectic, mathematics, @thér like disciplines, by the work and
ministry of the ungodly, let us use this assistani€er if we neglect God’s gift freely offered in
these arts, we ought to suffer just punishment for our si@hlvin, 1989)

If I need a name for the methods by which scientseek to understand how creation
functions, | prefer the term, “scientific methodl’find the term “methodological naturalism” to
be misleading theologically, philosophically, andgtbarically. When a Christian employs the
scientific method to investigate nature, a bibligatlerstanding of God and nature motivates her
to do science, and provides a strong foundatiorhéorbelief that she is using the right method.
When she uses the scientific method, she is natgatts if God doesn’t exist.” She is acting
like there is a God — not a capricious God, but@Goel of the Bible, who made an orderly world
and who still governs it in an orderly fashion.

This “foundational” approach to studying scienpplees to other academic subjects. Each
subject has its own set of philosophical assumptenmd standard methods which are shared by
most of its practitioners. Christian educators pegsent these to their students as part of their
education in the subject. Educators can also prdsmmt Christianity and other worldviews
provide justification for those foundational beliefs and methods of the discipline. This may help
students learn the subject material with less datigg they will perceive it as disconnected
from — or as an attack upon — their religious faith.
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