CHRISTIANITY & SCIENCE

A) Faith & Natural Science
1) Christian origins of modern science

2) Knowledge (Science) vs Superstition (Religion)?

a) Nothing in science can be proved. Science is also built upon
ultimate presuppositions:

i) Nature has a simple & intelligible order.

ii) This order is stable over time.

c) Similar method: inference to the best explanation. Difference
between science. & religion is only a matter of degree.

3) Why scientism?

a) Why assume reason is the only way to truth? If there is a
God, why can't He communicate to us?

b) There are many data outside science: consciousness, self,
values, obligation, guilt, despair, meaning of life, love & human
relationships, aesthetic experience, religious experience. Why
this world? ' :

4) Data from science:

a) Why order rather than chaos? (Design Argument)

b) Peculiar features of this order:

i) elegant & beautiful (mathematically; to our senses as well)
ii) fine-tuning iii) creative, & iv) intelligible

c) Intricacy of life & the improbability of its emergence by
chance.

5) Scientism (not science) leads to spiritual impoverishment.
Why not learn to appreciate the wonder & beauty of nature (e.g.
the beauty of a flower, the majesty of the starry sky)? Why not
heed Socrates' injunction "know thyself"? There are depths of
our soul that remain unexplored.

B) Faith & Social Science ~£QM u@»n}m@ Gt SH»M@/Og; 5/5%
1) Challenge of reductionism to religion Guneplorkic vie > %}\‘ Q}A(Mx\

a) The formula: X is nothing but Y.

b) Psychological reductionism: e.g. religion is nothing but the
projection of psychological needs (conscious or unconscious).

c) Sociological reductionism: e.g. religion is nothing but the
reflection of social/economic conditions.

2) Analysis of the challenge

a) Distinguish partial explanation from complete explanation.
E.g. Durkheim's explanation of suicide; explosion of a boiler.

b) Distinguish conditioning from complete determination.

c) Levels of explanation can co-exist. E.g. this sheet of notes.
d) Beware of the'genetic fallacy: the inference from a belief's
origin to its falsity/irrationality.

e) Conclusion: the logical & actual difficulties of proving
"nothing but" are immense.

3) Case study: the challenge of Sigmund Freud.



SCIENCE & CHRISTIANITY
A) Challenges from Scientism

Scientism is not science: it is a viewpoint Wthh believes the following:

Science (& sense experience) is the only way to gain knowledge.
Frequently, a proponent of scientism would make these allegations:
1) Warfare Thesis: Christianity is an anti-science religion. It blocked free enquiry &
scientific progress. Exs.: trial of Galilei, Huxley-Wilberforce debate.
2) Science gives us facts & proven knowledge. Christianity is nothing but superstition &
fantasy.
3) Science has disproved the major tenets of Christianity:
a) We know the world began from a B1g Bang: it is not created by God! (Cosmology &
Astrophysics)
b) We know life & man have evolved by chance: it is not created by God! (Darwinism,
Evolution)
¢) We know that man has no soul! Firstly, neurophysiologists have looked into the brain &
there is no trace of it. Secondly, the development of artificial intelligence shows that man
is nothing but a complex computer! Thirdly, we can synthesize life, e.g. test-tube baby.
d) Today we can explain everything with reference to the laws of nature. There can’t be
miracles like the parting of the Red Sea or Jesus’ resurrection.

Short reply: SCIENTISM IS SELF-REFUTING!

B) Warfare Thesis

1) Christians should admit that some mistakes have been committed by their fellow brothers

& even some church leaders. But faith itself tells us that we are still fallible human beings

& especially we are not superior to others in the realm of secular knowledge. (Bible is not
an encyclopaedia or scientific textbook.)

2) But the picture is biased.

a) Many great scientists were devout Christians, e.g. Newton, Kepler, Boyle, Maxwell, Joule.
Their scientific work were religiously motivated: they wanted to understand the Book of
Nature written by God.

b) Copernican astronomy or evolution were not actually well-grounded in terms of empirical
evidence in those days.

3) Christian origin of science:

a) Science needs the prior faith in the rationality & intelligibility of nature. This was (partly) / ”(*CEJ%“&'
historically provided by the Christian faith. Science as we know it has not arisen anywhe1e
outside the Christian culture. (e Nefols Qé{ws/ e %07 7y )
b) Origin of science demands devonon which is hard to sustain. This is possI ble because
many pioneers of modemn science saw their work as a calling or vocation.

C) Knowledge versus Superstition? (IF 5o, Mi«/ Koo'y &17 Aiscarrled r\;)

1) Nothing in science can be proved.
a) Sense experience is fallible.
b) Under-determination of theory by data. Consider this sequence: 2, 4, 6, 8, ... What next?
ijololmﬂk%ims an w6.® Beenr Tge ¢ "0 B @ ke o,
) How do we know the future is gomg to resemble the past? (daik « ey j”'f %75
d) Successful predictions don’t prove! Consider this inference: i) If p, then q. ii) q.
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Therefore, iii) p. Logicians call it the fallacy of affirming the consequent.

2) Presuppositions of science:
a) Nature has a simple & intelligible order.
b) This order is stable over time.

3) Method of science: inference to the best explanation.

a) Carefully investigating the data. (But still guided by theories.)

b) Consider different initially plausible theories. Generate predictions.

c¢) Take the best explanatory theory as approximately true.

d) Ordinary life analogue: the ex. of the unfaithful husband, or detective story case, legal

case. —Q«?/M/ M«IXU/ h«i‘c@j@z/}u daf .-

4) So Christianity which undoubtedly depends on faith & revelation can still be rational if it
can provide the best explanation of all the data & our epres.

a) Why assume reason is the only way to truth? If there is a God, why can’t He
communicate to us?

b) There are many data outside science: consciousness, self-consciousness, values, obligation,
guilt, despair, meaning of life, love & human relationships, aesthetic experience, religious
experience. Why this world?

5) Data from science: / W"/@ = .
a) Why order rather than chaos? (Design Argument) &N& Jen: b %6 o Gt NMG&@«

b) Peculiar features of this order: \V“]M’J . """#7 e creatms

i) elegant & beautiful (mathematically; to our senses as well)
ii) fine-tuning 1iii) creative, & iv) intelligible
c) Intricacy of life & the improbability of its emergence by chance.

D) Christinaity Disproved?

1) Origin of Universe: infinite universe actually better for scientism! If a thing has a
beginning in time, it is rational to believe that it has a cause. Universe has a beginning, i.e.
the Big Bang. Therefore, it is rational to believe the universe has a cause.

2) Origin of life:

a) Evolution is still a theory with many problems: improbable chance origin of the first cell,

missing links, macroevolution’s mechanism not clear.

b) Creation does not necessarily deny evolution. Evolution can be foreseen by God when he , Q1eRzc
laid down the laws of nature. (cf. automatic production line) It can even be guided by God. M,—J&M>
Interpretation of Genesis: some conservative evangelicals accept that the first few chapters are

inspired but written in a literary style, i.e. not to be literally interpreted. Theological truths

conveyed there are sublime. (cf. with mythological accounts of creation) cf. Ps 93.1

¢) Open-minded here. Wait for more scientific results.

3) Soul:

a) John Eccles, the Nobel Prize Winner, is both a Christian & a neurophysiologist. He firmly
believes in a soul & self.

b) Soul is not meant to be examined under a microscope! Invalid reasoning. cf. a radio, a
television.




c) What accounts for our mental activities & self-identity?
d) AI: can’t explain consciousness. Test-tube baby only shows that to create life requires
intelligence!

4) Miracle:
a) There are many things science can’t explain.

b) Miracle, by definition, is rare. It would not afffect the general regularity of nature. If
there is a God ...

.& = ¢ a L (\D
E) Conclusion ) /\M >0 Tbgu .

1) All truth is God’s truth. Science as God’s gift.
2) No established result of science is incompatible with the central tenets of Christianity.

Actually they enjoy mutual support. 3> %W\’Q ; l . ﬂ_ﬁmﬂ( i~ 2\ nggy 7
UOTES &wﬁ/ Harar, Yo <
Paul Davies, Superforce: M on /g VQ& (/UQ%K%M
time s that nature 1

"Perhaps the greatest scientific dlscovery of al itten in mathematmal 1, p(/» gﬁz?{ﬁ/\
code. We do not know the reason for this, but it is the single most important fact that

enables us to understand, control, & predict the outcome of physical processes. Once we “*~ I A
have cracked the code for some particular physical system, we can read nature hke a book." £k \f%ﬁﬂj
QY

"In some cases, when the road ahead may be unclear, mathematical beauty & elegance
guide the way. It is something the physicist feels intuitively, a sort of irrational faith that
nature prefers the beautiful to the ugly. So far this belief has been a reliable & powerful
travelling companion" (53)

"The explosive vigour of the universe is thus matched with almost unbelievable
accuracy to its gravitating power. The big bang was ... an explosion of exquisitely arranged
magnitude. ... The initial conditions had to be very special indeed." (184)

"the instructions for building a coherent, uniform cosmos are written into the laws of
physics. The superforce contains just the right features to take command of the early universe
& organize it into a unified structure with the large-scale simplicity we now observe.” (209)
"physicists are deeply impressed by the unexpected harmony & coherence of nature." (224)
"Who cannot fail to be struck by the ingenuity of the natural world? Nature is astonishingly
clever in the way it gets things to work." (232) "These laws are doubly remarkable because
they permit both the order of spatial & temporal simplicity & the order of complex
organisation. ... it seems truly extraordinary that such simple laws ... permit the variety &
complexity of the real world." (241)

"though science may explain the world, we still have to explain science. The laws
which enable the universe to come into being spontaneously seem themselves to be the
product of exceedingly ingenious design.” (243) Paul Davies is Professor of Theoretical
Physics at Newcastle. He is not a professed Christian.
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. Paul Davies, Superforce: ‘

"Perhaps the greatest scientific discovery of all time'is that nafure i§ wtitten in mathematical
code. We do not know the reason fqr this, but it is the single most important fact that
enables us to understand, control, &Api'edict the outcome of physical processes. Once we
have cracked the code for some particular physical system, we can read nature like a book."
51) : : :

"In some cases, when the road ahead may be unclear, mathematical beauty & elegance
guide the way. It is something the ph’ysicist feels intuitively, a sort of irrational faith that
nature prefers the beautiful to the ugly. So far this belief has been a reliable & powerful
travelling companion" (53) .

- "The explosive vigour of the wniverse is thus matched with almost unbelievable
accuracy to its gravitating power. The big bang was ... an explosion of exquisitely arranged
magnitude. ... The initial conditions had to be very special indeed." (184)

“the instructions for building a coherent, uniform cosmos are written into the laws of
physics. The superforce contains just the right features to take command of the early universe
& organize it into a unified structure with the large-scale simplicity we now observe." (209)
"physicists are deeply impressed by the unexpected harmony & coherence of nature." (224)
"Who cannot fail to be struck by the ingenuity of the natural world? Nature is astonishingly
clever in the way it gets things to work." (232) "These laws are doubly remarkable because
they permit both the order of spatial & temporal simplicity & the order of complex
organisation. ... it seems truly extraordinary that such simple laws ... permit the variety &
complexity of the real world." (241)

"though science may explain the world, we still have to explain science. The laws
which encable the universe to come into being spontaneously seem themselves to be the
product of exceedingly ingenious design." (243) Paul Davies is Professor of Theoretical

Physics at Newcastle. He is not a professed Christian.

N4

a leading historian of science says:

“The scientific quest found fertile soil only when faith

in a personal, rational Creator had truly permeated

a whole culture, beginning with the centuries of the

High Middle Ages. It was that faith which provided,

in sufficient measure, confidence in the rationality of

the universe, trust in progress, and appreciation of
the qualitative method, all indispensable ingredients

of the scientific quest’ (S Jaki, Science and Creation, p

viii).

The Bible teaches that the world was created by
God out of nothing as an act of his free will (Heb-
rews 11:3). It depends on him for its continued
existence moment by moment (Hebrews 1:3).
Since God acted as a free agent and we cannot
presume to be able to predict what he would have
done, the only way we can find out about and
understand his creation is by studying it through
observation and experiment. )

The God of the Bible is a personal, rational
and faithful Creator. Therefore his creation can be
expected to be orderly and rational. Passages such
as Genesis 1 and 8:22 support this conclusion. It
was on this basis that the early scientists developed
the concept of natural laws and began to look for
them.

St Fucs, Gerod oy , /617

According to Genesis 1:26-27 human beings are
made in the image and likeness of God. This gave
the early scientists confidence to believe that their
minds were finite reflections of God’s mind and
that they would therefore be able to understand
his creation and his natural laws. They did have
grounds for relying on human reason and logic.

The command of Genesis 1:28 to rule over the
earth, and of Genesis 2:15 to take care of the garden
of Eden, gave a religious motivation for scientific
study of nature. It was seen as a way of carrying
out these commands. Indeed it was seen by some
as a way of co-operating with God to repair some
of the damage done to nature by the disobedience
of Adam and Eve.

Of course, only a minority of scientists today
understand or accept this Christian framework for
yvhat they are doing. That is one reason why there
Is considerable debate amongst philosophers of
science about the nature and basis of scientific
truth. The fact is that originally the scientific enter-
prise found its purpose and meaning outside of
itself, in Christian theology. Today, with that pur-
pose and meaning largely neglected, it is not pos-
sxl?lc to find any other widely acceptable basis for
science.
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